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Commonly Used Abbreviati oAPR Appearing in Ohio
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Ohio

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

SPP and APR

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004 requires each State to have a

performance pl an

t hat

eval

uates the Stateobs

efforts

Part B and describes how the State will improve such implementation. This plan is called the Part B State
Performance Plan (SPP). The SPP must include measurable and rigorous targets for the 20 indicators
identified by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) at the U.S. Department of Education.

The State must report annually to OSEP on the performance of the State on the targets identified in the
SPP. This report is called the Part B Annual Performance Report (APR). Each State must also report
annually to the public on the performance of each local education agency (LEA) located in the State on the

targets in the SPP.

To develop the FFY 2011 (2011-2012) APR, the Office for Exceptional Children (OEC) and the Office of
Early Learning and School Readiness (OEL&SR) at the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) continued the

internal indicator

assignment

and meeti

ng

structur e

and APR. The leadership team assigned additional staff members from across OEC to collect data, draft
responses, and report out to the group, so that the team structure better reflects how the SPP/APR drives

the work of OEC.

In 2009, OEC adopted an organizational framework for reviewing the SPP/APR indicators. This

framework classifies the 20 indicators using four critical questions which help LEAs understand the

relationship among indicators, with a focus on improving services and results for children with disabilities.

The framework is as follows:

Are children with
disabilities achieving at
high levels?

Are youth with disabilities
prepared for life, work and
postsecondary education?

Does the district
implement IDEA to
improve services and
results for children with
disabilities?

Alndicator 6
Alndicator 7
Alndicator 12

Preschool Educational Environments
Preschool Outcomes
Early Childhood Transition from PartC to Part B

Alndicator 3
Alndicator 4
Alndicator 5

Statewide Assessment
Suspension/Expulsion
School-age Educational Environments

Alndicator 1
Alndicator 2
Alndicator 13
Alndicator 14

Graduation

Dropout

Secondary Transition
Postsecondary Outcomes

/N

Alndicator 8

Alndicator 9

Alndicator 10
Alndicator 11
Alndicator 15
Alndicator 16
Alndicator 17
Alndicator 18
Alndicator 19
Alndicator 20

Facilitated Parent Involvement
Disproportionality (Across Disability Categories)
Disproportionality (Specific Disability Categories)
Child Find
Timely Correction of Noncompliance Findings
Complaint Timelines
Due Process Timelines
Resolution Agreements
Mediation Agreements
Timely and Accurate Data
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OEC assigned a team of staff to each framework question and cluster of indicators. Each team was

responsi ble for reviewing State trend data to eachsess O
cluster, in relation to each other and the framework question. Teams also were responsible for reviewing

the outcomes of specific SPP/APR related activities, initiatives and any related program evaluation data to

determine the impact of specified activities on improving State and LEA performance. The results of such

revi ews were summarized as draft reports and shared wi:
SPP/APR core planning team met monthly to review and discuss the indicator reports and issues related to

progress and slippage on meeting the indicator targets, to recommend and revise activities that address

identified needs, and to finalize drafts of the SPP/APR reports.

In the development of Ohiobs APR, 1@&poovithed mye@OSHEPitleed f r om t |
Regional Resource and Federal Center (RRFC) network website, and the North Central Regional Resource

Center (NCRRC. The materials on the RRFC network website provided ongoing support and clarification.

Conference callsand emails wi t h Ohi ods OSEP State Contact, in addit
conference calls facilitated by OSEP, provided opportunities to ask questions related to specific indicators.

NCRRC assisted with the development of the APR with regional meetings, indicator-specific workgroup

conference calls, various tools and resources, and an onsite review of the document before submission.

Public Reporting

OEC has previously reported to the public on APR and SPP indicators through web postings, meetings with
stakeholders and professional organizations (including the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children, or
SAPEC), and through regional and statewide conferences. OEC will continue utilizing these means to
report annually to t heandouslippagecin neeting@he measusableandorrigoroass s
targets found in the SPP. After submission to OSEP by February 15, 2013, OEC will post the FFY 2011
(2011-2012) APR and revised SPP on the department website (see www.education.ohio.gov, keyword
search Annual Performance Report).

To report annually to the public on the performance of LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP,
OEC will continue to post a report on the department website. OEC will provide this report within 120 days
after submission of the APR, as required (see www.education.ohio.gov, keyword search District-Level
Performance Data). In addition to the public report, each LEA annually receives a Special Education
Profile, comprised of a data profile and required monitoring activities, and an individual LEA Determinations
Report detailing its performance on the indicators included in the subset for making LEA determinations.

In2011-2012,OEC has devel oped a State Speci al Education Prof
each SPP/APR indicator in an interactive, web-based format with graphs and charts of longitudinal data.

The State Special Education Profile is available to the public at
http://www.edresourcesohio.org/profile2012/ohio/index.php.

OSEP Response Table

Based upon its submission of the FFY 2010 (2010-2011) APR and revised SPP in February, 2012, ODE

received a response table from OSEP that summari zed Oh
additional steps to be completed. To address these requirements, OEC has provided the specific

information requested by OSEP at the end of each indicator, as applicable.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 1:

1 Per reporting requirements, the data for this indicator lag by one year. Therefore, 2010-2011 data
are reported in this FFY 2011 (2011-2012) APR submission.

1 This APR represents the first time Ohio has reported using the four-year graduation rate required
under the ESEA.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (2)(3)(A))

Measurement: States must report using the adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the
ESEA. Explain calculation.

Oh i oGbasluation Rate for Indicator 1
Ohio uses individual student data to create its graduation rate. The graduation rate is defined as the
percentage of students receiving a diploma within four years after first being enrolled in ninth grade:
Count of students for whom a graduation date has been reported by the end of the 2010-2011
reporting period, and for whom data confirms course and testing requirements have been met
DIVIDED BY

Count of students enrolled for the first time in ninth grade during the 2007-2008 school year.

Ohi ob6s Graduation Requirements

To be awarded a diploma, the minimum state requirements are to have completed the Ohio Core
curriculum and to have passed all sections of the Ohio Graduation Test. LEAs may have requirements
that go beyond the minimum state requirements:

English language arts 4 units
Health % unit
Mathematics 3 units
Physical education Y5 unit
Science 3 units
Social studies 3 units
Electives 6 units

Mathematics units must include one unit of algebra Il or the equivalent of algebra Il.

1 The Ohio Core allows school districts to adopt a policy that exempts students who participate in
interscholastic athletics, band or cheerleading for two full seasons from the physical education
requirement. Students must take another course of at least 60 contact hours in its place.
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1 Science units must include one unit of physical sciences, one unit of life sciences and one unit
advanced study in one or more of the following sciences: chemistry, physics, or other physical
science; advanced biology or other life science; astronomy, physical geology, or other earth or
space science.

1 Social studies units must include ¥z unit of American history and %2 unit of American government.

Electives units must include one or any combination of foreign language, fine arts, business,
career-technical education, family and consumer sciences, technology, agricultural education or
English language arts, mathematics, science or social studies courses not otherwise required.

1 All students must receive instruction in economics and financial literacy during grades 9-12 and
must complete at least two semesters of fine arts taken any time in grades 7-12. Students
following a career-technical pathway are exempted from the fine arts requirement.

1 For more information on these requirements, click here.
There are several adjustments to the state requirements available only to students with disabilities:
1 A student may be exempted by his IEP from the requirement to score proficient or above on the

standard version of the Ohio Graduation Test.

1 As a part of the transition planning process, an IEP team for a student with a disability may
decide that based on the studentds postBliccGCorendary go
curriculum with accommodations or using education options.

1 The IEP team may decide that a student with a disability will meet graduation requirements solely
by meeting the goals on his IEP, as permitted by Ohio Revised Code 83313.61(A)(1). This option
isnoted in the postsecondary transition planning sec

1 For more information on graduation options for students with disabilities, click here.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2011

(using 2010- | 87.5% of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.
2011 data)

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012, using 2010-2011 data):

Indicator 1 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a
statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,
district/building, demographic, financial and test data.

The data source and measurementsf or | ndi cator 1 are aligned with state
graduation data to the U.S. Department of Education under Title | of the ESEA. As a result, graduation

rate data lag one year, and totals vary slightly from those reported in the 618 Exiting Report submitted

through EdFacts. Data for FFY 2011 represent the year-end 2010-2011 data reported by all LEAs

serving students with disabilities of graduation age.
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Indicator 1, Table 1: 2010-2011 Four-Year Graduation Rate

Four-Year
Graduation Rate

Four-Year Non-
Graduates

Four-Year

Graduates Total

Subgroup

Students with Disabilities

|
Typical Students ‘
Total ‘

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Ohi o 6 s20P1@raduation rate of 66.9% for students with disabilities falls short of the 87.5% target.
Although an initial comparison between 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 data appears to show dramatic

slippage, the comparison is not valid. Last yeards cal
met hodol ogy; this yearo6s cal cul at-year periad.rVdherkoge i ndi vi dual
compares four-y ear graduation rates over two years, Ohi obs st

2.2 percentage points, even though the typical students showed slippage.

Indicator 1, Table 2: 2009-2010 Four-Year Graduation Rate

Subgroup Four-Year Four-Year Non- Total Four_—Year
Graduates Graduates Graduation Rate
Students with Disabilities 14,318 7,822 22,140 64.7%
Typical Students 102,889 25,164 128,053 80.3%
Total 117,207 32,986 150,193 78.0%

It should be noted that four-year graduation rates are calculated according to business rules established
by the U.S. Department of Education. These rules do not permit an adjusted cohort nor the
acknowledgement that IDEA requires students with disabilities have the option to be educated through
age 21, according to individual needs. Thus, during the 2010-2011 school year, approximately 3,000

studentsod6 | EPs i

ndi cated a

need

for

continued

graduation requirements. Had those students been included in the calculation, the graduation rate for

students with disabilities would be close to 71%.

Indicator 1, Table 3: 2010-2011 Adjusted Graduation Rates

Subgroup Graduates

Students With Disabilities 17,768

Non-Graduates

Total

25,043

Graduation
Rate

Typical Students 103,165

22,673

125,838

82.0%

Total 120,933

29,948

150,881

80.2%

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Utilize the State Support Team network to 2007-2008 | In 2011-2012, State Support Teams
maintain transition councils in each region. | through coordinated 19 transition councils in 16
Transition councils focus on interagency SST regions. Interagency collaboration is

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012
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Ohio

Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

collaboration and technical assistance to
adult services agencies, LEAs and families
related to evidence-based transition

post-school success for students with
disabilities.

practices that increase graduation rates and

2012-2013

key to the work of the transition councils,
as 67% of councils reported members
from eight or more stakeholder groups,
including: administrators, teachers
transition-age youth, families, parent
mentors, disability advocacy agencies,
mental health service providers, colleges
and universities, County Boards of
Developmental Disabilities, and the Ohio
Rehabilitation Service Commission.

Top priorities of the transition councils in
2011-2012 included: improve networking
among member agencies to better serve
students (92%); develop web-based
community agency directories (75%);
increase opportunities for students to
develop employability skills (75%);
increase work opportunities for high
school students (75%); and improve the
quality of transition planning (72%).

Through
Teams (SSTs), use various data sources,
including the Ohio Improvement Process
(OIP) Decision Framework to provide
training and technical assistance that
focuses on evidence-based practices for
early identification of children at risk of
dropping out and early intervention
practices leading to increased school
success and improved graduation rates.

Oh i o éState Support e

2007-2008
through
2012-2013

In 2011-2012, 1,053 schools
implemented the Ohio Improvement
Process (OIP) based on their status in
Oh i difflesentiated accountability model.
An additional 136 LEAs voluntarily
implemented the OIP.

As part of the implementation of the OIP,
Ohi ob6s State Suppor
conducted regional trainings for district
leadership teams, building leadership
teams, and teacher-based teams. SSTs
conducted 162 trainings with 3,585
educators participating across the state.
SSTs are currently working with the OIP
facilitators in each district and building to
ensure that the process is implemented
with fidelity.

To support this work the Ohio Leadership
Advisory Council has created 19 training
modules to support districts who are
implementing OIP. These modules focus
on leadership strategies that positively
impact student outcomes.

Use Oh i o 6 sschpobosittomes data
(collected for Indicator 14) to help LEAs
implement evidence-based practices to
increase graduation and post-school
engagement rates for students with
disabilities.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

As the number of students surveyed
increases, OEC is better able to assist
LEAs with more detailed analyses of
policies and practices that promote
graduation and decrease dropouts at the
local level, including paid work
experiences, career-technical education,
and participation in IEP meetings.

Indicator 14 data for the 2011 cohort

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

show that among the 570 students
engaged one year after high school:
1 99.3% reported participation in their
IEPs;
1 62.5% completed paid work
experiences on their own;
1 47.4% took part in job shadowing;
1 37.5% participated in career tech
education;
1 28.2% completed school-supervised
work experiences in the community;
1 28.1% reported in-school work
experiences;
9 24.4% received services from a
vocational special educator; and
1 24.4% took part in work-study.

Insupportof ODE 6 s Race (Rtd)
strategies, collaborate in the statewide
initiative to improve graduation rates for all
students, targeting high-need areas of the
state.

1

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

ODE has begun the effort with RttT
districts to increase graduation rates by
.5% each year and reduce graduation
rate gaps for subgroups by 50%. An
internal structure within ODE has been
developed to foster this collaborative
effort. As of May 2012:

1 774 model curricula have been
developed across all four content
areas in grades K-12;

1 ODE awarded grants to 14 consortia
of high school and higher education
partnerships to improve college
readiness and reduce remediation
rates for Ohio students; and

I OBDE is working in a multi-state
procurement effort to expand data-
analysis capabilities to include early-
warning indicators for teachers,
administrators, parents, and students.

Collaborate with the Office of Curriculum
and Assessment to develop guidance and
policies to meet the needs of students with
disabilities within the core credit
requirements for graduation.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

OEC is currently developing a flowchart
to provide guidance to LEASs on
graduation options for students with
disabilities. An assigned OEC consultant
responds to approximately 30 calls and

email s per moQore tredib n
requirements for students with
disabilities.

ODE does not yet have data on the
percent of students with disabilities who
choose to opt-out of the core credit
requirements, as the opt-out provision

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

went into effect in 2012-2013. ODE wiill
track these data as they become
available to ensure the opt-out provision
is followed appropriately.

Include longitudinal performance data on
graduation and dropo
annual Special Education Profile and in the
report of SPP/APR data provided to State
Support Teams, in order to identify patterns
and track progress over time.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

OEC continues to include longitudinal
performance data in the Special
Education Profile. SSTs are working with
LEAs to analyze data and identify
activities for improvement of graduation
rates.

In 2011-201267.5% of LEAs m
target for Indicator 1. This represents no
change from the 67.5% of LEAs meeting
the target in 2010-2011. In 2011-2012,
SSTs provided seven trainings to more
than 50 attendees related to: dropout
prevention and recovery, Early Warning
Systems, and career-technical education
for students with disabilities. SSTs
provided 106 trainings on transition
planning to over 1,000 participants, with a
focus on transition plans/services
designed to improve post-school
outcomes for students with disabilities.

For LEAs who have missed graduation rate
targets for three consecutive years or more,
and have not demonstrated progress, SSTs
will provide technical assistance to identify
and institute evidence-based practices
leading to improved graduation rates and
reduced dropout rates for students with
disabilities.

2011-2012
through
2012-2013

This activity was piloted with one State
Support Team in 2011-2012, with full-
scale implementation planned for 2013-
2014. State Support Team Region 1
piloted the Early Warning Systems (EWS)
tool with seven schools in the Toledo
area. The EWS tool uses data to identify
students who are at-risk of dropping out,
allowing administrators and teachers to
intervene early with school-wide
strategies and targeted interventions.
First and second quarter 2012-2013 data
for two of the pilot schools show potential
for promising results:

School 1

9 Inthe first quarter of 2012-2013,
71% of freshmen students were
identified as at-risk for dropping
out, including 71% of freshmen
students with disabilities (SWD).
From the first quarter to the
second, seven students moved
fromrinsak 0 tro sfiknoo
status.

School 2

1 Inthe first quarter, 49% of
freshmen students were identified
as at-risk for dropping out,

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

il arti

of 2013.

including 53% of freshmen SWD.
From the first quarter to the

second, 30 students moved from
sko

Recruitment began in January 2013 for
the Regional Education Laboratories-
Midwest Dropout Prevention Alliance
EWS Efficacy Study, with plans to select
at least one school in each SST region to
participate. The study will begin in the fall

troi siknoo ts t

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

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement activities for
FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The Statebs FFY 2010 r
indicator are 82. 6 %.datal
for this indicator were 82.9%. The State did not
meet its FFY 2010 target of 87.5%.

The State reported the required graduation rate
calculation and timeline established by the
Department under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). This means
that the State submitted the most recent
graduation data that the State reported to the
Department as part of its Consolidated State
Performance Report (CSPR).

OSEP looks forward to
theSt at eds dat
demonstrating
improvement in
performance in the FFY
2011 APR, due February
1, 2013.

In reporting data for this
indicator in the FFY 2011
APR, States must use the
same data they used for
reporting to the
Department under Title |
of the ESEA, using the
adjusted cohort
graduation rate required
under the ESEA.

ODE used the adjusted
cohort graduation rate to
report data for this
indicator, as required.

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 2:

1 Per reporting requirements, the data for this indicator lag by one year. Therefore, 2010-2011 data
are reported in this FFY 2011 (2011-2012) APR submission.

1 Inthis APR, Ohio has reported using the dropout incident rate previously required by the ESEA.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (2)(3)(A))

Measurement: States must report a percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21)
who exited special education due to dropping out in the numerator and the number of all youth with
IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator. Explain calculation.

Ohi o6 s DRate foolndicator 2

Ohio uses the dropout incident rate previously required by the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act to report data in the Consolidated State Performance Report. This calculation compares counts
of students in grades nine through twelve who have left school without evidence of continuing
elsewhere to the average annual enrollment in those four grades:

Counts of students in the ninth, tenth, eleventh, or twelfth grades in the 2010-2011 school year who
withdrew due to:

T Truancy

1 Employment

1 Age

1 Moved, not known to be continuing

1 Completed course requirements, did not pass Ohio Graduation Test

DIVIDED BY

Enrollment of students in ninth, tenth, eleventh, or twelfth grades in the 2010-2011 school year.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011
(using 2010- | 12.5% of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.
2011 data)

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012 Page 10
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012, using 2010-2011data):

Indicator 2 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a
statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,
district/building, demographic, financial and test data.

States were given the option to continue to use the incident rate calculations formerly used to report
dropout data to the U.S. Department of Education under Title | of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) as the data source and measurement for Indicator 2. As in previous years,
dropout rate data lag one year. Data presented in the 2012 APR represent the year-end 2010-2011 data
reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities of graduation age.

Indicator 2, Table 1: 2010-2011 Dropout Incident Rate

Dropout Average Annual
Incidents Enroliment

Students with Disabilities 84,946
Typical Students 19,377 470,310 4.1%
All Students 23,370 555,256 4.2%

Dropout

Subgroup Incident Rate

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Using the targets set based on the previous calculation for Indicator 2, the 4.7% dropout rate exceeds the
FFY 2011 target of 12.5% by 7.8 percentage points. When the dropout incident rate is calculated for
2009-2010 (see Table 2, below), data for 2010-2011 reflect slippage of 0.6 percentage points for students
with disabilities. This is less than the slippage of 0.9 percentage points for students without disabilities.

Indicator 2, Table 2: 2009-2010 Dropout Incident Rate

Dropout Average Annual Dropout
Incidents Enrollment Incident Rate

Students with Disabilities 83,757 4.1%
Typical Students 15,107 476,329 3.2%
All Students 18,582 560,087 3.3%

Subgroup

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Utilize the State Support Team network 2007-2008 | In 2011-2012, State Support Teams

to maintain transition councils in each through coordinated 19 transition councils in 16 SST
region. Transition councils focus on 2012-2013 | regions. Interagency collaboration is key to
interagency collaboration and technical the work of the transition councils, as 67% of
assistance to adult services agencies, councils reported members from eight or
LEAs and families related to evidence- more stakeholder groups, including:

based transition practices that increase administrators, teachers transition-age
graduation rates and post-school youth, families, parent mentors, disability
success for students with disabilities. advocacy agencies, mental health service

providers, colleges and universities, County
Boards of Developmental Disabilities, and
the Ohio Rehabilitation Service Commission.

Top priorities of the transition councils in
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
2011-2012 included: improve networking
among member agencies to better serve
students (92%); develop web-based
community agency directories (75%);
increase opportunities for students to
develop employability skills (75%); increase
work opportunities for high school students
(75%); and improve the quality of transition
planning (72%).
Through Ohi od&tatel 6 r|2007-2008 | In2011-2012, 1,053 schools implemented
Support Teams (SSTs), use various through the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP) based
data sources, including the Ohio 2012-2013 |on t hei r stdifferantiated n Oh
Improvement Process (OIP) Decision accountability model. An additional 136
Framework to provide training and LEAs voluntarily implemented the OIP.
technical assistance that focuses on As part of the implementation of the OIP,
evidence-based practices for early Ohi o6s State Support
identification of children at risk of conducted regional trainings for district
dropping out and early intervention leadership teams, building leadership teams,
practices leading to increased school and teacher-based teams. SSTs conducted
success and improved graduation rates. 162 trainings with 3,585 educators
participating across the state. SSTs are
currently working with the OIP facilitators in
each district and building to ensure that the
process is implemented with fidelity.
To support this work the Ohio Leadership
Advisory Council has created 19 training
modules to support districts who are
implementing OIP. These modules focus on
leadership strategies that positively impact
student outcomes.
Use Ohi o 6 sschpobosittomes data 2010-2011 | As the number of students surveyed
(collected for Indicator 14) to help LEAs | through increases, OEC is better able to assist LEAs
implement evidence-based practices to 2012-2013 | with more detailed analyses of policies and

increase graduation and post-school
engagement rates for students with
disabilities.

practices that promote graduation and
decrease dropouts at the local level,
including paid work experiences, career-
technical education, and participation in IEP
meetings.

Indicator 14 data for the 2011 cohort show
that among the 570 students engaged one
year after high school:
1 99.3% reported participation in their
IEPs;
1 62.5% completed paid work experiences
on their own;
1 47.4% took part in job shadowing;
1 37.5% participated in career tech
education;
1 28.2% completed school-supervised
work experiences in the community;
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

1 28.1% reported in-school work
experiences;

1 24.4% received services from a
vocational special educator; and

1 24.4% took part in work-study.

Insupportof ODE6s Race to
(RttT) strategies, collaborate in the
statewide initiative to improve graduation
rates for all students, targeting high-
need areas of the state.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

ODE has begun the effort with RttT districts
to increase graduation rates by .5% each
year and reduce graduation rate gaps for
subgroups by 50%. An internal structure
within ODE has been developed to foster
this collaborative effort. As of May 2012:

91 774 model curricula have been
developed across all four content areas
in grades K-12;

1 ODE awarded grants to 14 consortia of
high school and higher education
partnerships to improve college
readiness and reduce remediation rates
for Ohio students; and

1 ODE is working in a multi-state
procurement effort to expand data-
analysis capabilities to include early-
warning indicators for teachers,
administrators, parents, and students.

Collaborate with the Office of Curriculum
and Assessment to develop guidance
and policies to meet the needs of
students with disabilities within the core
credit requirements for graduation.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

OEC is developing a flowchart to provide
guidance to LEAs on graduation options for
students with disabilities. An assigned OEC
consultant responds to approximately 30
calls and email s Q@oer
Credit requirements for students with
disabilities.

ODE does not yet have data on the percent
of students with disabilities who choose to
opt-out of the core credit requirements, as
the opt-out provision went into effect in
2012-2013. ODE will track these data as
they become available to ensure the opt-out
provision is followed appropriately.

Include longitudinal performance data on
graduation and dropout rates in each
LEAG&s ann uBdlucatiBmpPeotile a
and in the report of SPP/APR data
provided to State Support Teams, in
order to identify patterns and track
progress over time.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

OEC continues to include longitudinal
performance data in the Special Education
Profile. SSTs are working with LEAS to
analyze data and identify activities for
improvement of graduation rates.

In 2011-201267.5% of L EASs
target for Indicator 2. This represents
progress from the 65.8% of LEAs meeting
the target in 2010-2011. In 2011-2012,
SSTs provided seven trainings to more than
50 attendees related to: dropout prevention
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

and recovery, Early Warning Systems, and
career-technical education for students with
disabilities. SSTs provided 106 trainings on
transition planning to over 1,000 participants,
with a focus on transition plans/services
designed to improve post-school outcomes
for students with disabilities.

For LEAs who have missed graduation 2011-2012 | This activity was piloted with one State

rate targets for three consecutive years through Support Team in 2011-2012, with full-scale
or more, and have not demonstrated 2012-2013 | implementation planned for 2013-2014.
progress, SSTs will provide technical State Support Team Region 1 piloted the
assistance to identify and institute Early Warning Systems (EWS) tool with
evidence-based practices leading to seven schools in the Toledo area. The EWS
improved graduation rates and reduced tool uses data to identify students who are
dropout rates for students with at-risk of dropping out, allowing

disabilities. administrators and teachers to intervene

early with school-wide strategies and
targeted interventions. First and second
quarter 2012-2013 data for two of the pilot
schools show potential for promising results:

School 1

1 Inthe first quarter of 2012-2013,
71% of freshmen students were
identified as at-risk for dropping out,
including 71% of freshmen students
with disabilities (SWD). From the
first quarter to the second, seven
students movédkPr
at-r i sko status.

School 2

1 Inthe first quarter, 49% of freshmen
students were identified as at-risk for
dropping out, including 53% of
freshmen SWD. From the first
quarter to the second, 30 students
moved for omkbatro sik
status.

Recruitment began in January 2013 for the
Regional Education Laboratories- Midwest
Dropout Prevention Alliance EWS Efficacy
Study, with plans to select at least one
school in each SST region to participate.
The study will begin in the fall of 2013.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for 2010 (2010-2011):
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Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

The Stateods FF YataZodthi®
indi cator are 17. 4 %.
data for this indicator were 17.1%. The State
did not meet its FFY 2010 target of 12.5%.

r

OSEP looks forward to
the Stateods
demonstrating
improvement in
performance in the FFY
2011 APR.

(

None required per FFY
2010 Response Table.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |

activities completed for Indicator 3:

T OEC wi |l | use Ohi ods SP DG ofthe OhioxmpvemientiProgessasee nt at i on

vehicle for addressing the academic and behavioral needs of students with disabilities and those
at risk.

1T OEC created a new section of staff to focus
require significant shifts for curriculum materials, instruction, student learning and assessment.
O D E ®#ice of Curriculum and Assessment and OEC created professional development for
teachers on the ONLS that also addresses the needs of diverse learners.

1 Ohio convened a Low Incidence Forum that comprised SST special education, school
improvement, and early learning staff members; ESC partners; and district partners to identify
strategies for providing high-quality instruction to students with low incidence disabilities.

I Ohio Senate Bill 316 strengthened the longstanding Reading Guarantee to put a greater
emphasis on reading instruction and intervention in the early grades. LEAs must administer
diagnostic reading assessments to all students at grades kindergarten through three, including
students with disabilities. Students not reading at grade level will receive reading improvement
plans and intensive reading interventions.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Percent of the districts with a disabil:i
meet the Stateds AYP/ AMO targets for the

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

ty
di

Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic
achievement standards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (2)(3)(A))

S
S

Measurement:

A.1 AYP percent = [(# of districts with a disability subgroup thatmeet s t he St at eds
t hat meet AYRBtarge® foathealidability subgroup) divided by the (total # of districts that
have a disability subgroup that meets the Sta

B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in the assessment) divided by
the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window, calculated separately for
reading and math)]. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children
with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

C. Proficiency rate percent = ([(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade
level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children
with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned, and, calculated
separately for reading and math)]. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for
a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 A. 84%of LEAswi t h disability subgroups attetin
(2011-2012) AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.

B. 97.4% participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment with no
accommodations; regular assessment with accommodations; and alternate
assessment against alternate achievement standards.

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

81.8% Math
88.0% Reading

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Indicator 3 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a
statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,
district/building, demographic, financial and test data. Data for FFY 2011 represent the year-end 2011-
2012 data reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities of assessment age.

3A - Actual AYP Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012)

Ohio applied for and received flexibility in the implementation of ESEA requirements. The flexibility

reqguest included | anguage making its implementation co
accountability system, which could only take place after changes to the Ohio Revised Code. Changes in

law are required to be implemented March 21, 2013, after the submission of this APR. Thus,

measurements for Indicator 3 are based on the requirements in place when it was written and are

referred to as measures of AAnnual Yearly Progresso (A
that will be used in its place as the basis of Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOSs).

Within its flexibility request, Ohio outlined that a new accountability system would be in place by August,
2013, and that targets for testing proficiency and participation would remain as previously set for the
2011-2012 school year.

Districts with a disability subgroup that meet the St a:
AYP target for the disability subgroup.
Number of Number of Districts that meet
Year Tota[I)iI;I;Jr?;i):r f Districts Meeting the mini mum fAn Pgirsct?incttgf
theino si| metAYP targetfor FFY 2011
FFY 2011 o
(2011-2012) 955 686 256 37.3%
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3B 1 Actual Participation Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012)
Math Assessment Participation
Statewide Assessment
2011-2012 Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Total
3 4 5 6 7 8 HS
# %
a Children with IEPs | 18,348 | 19,806 | 20,629 | 20,459 | 20,459 | 20,515 | 20,572 | 140,788
IEPs in regular
b | assessmentwithno | 6,395 6,000 5,694 5,334 5,474 5,317 5,547 39,761 28.2%
accommodations
IEPs in regular
c assessment with 9,663 11,407 | 12,375 | 12,556 | 12,439 | 12,681 | 12,598 83,719 59.5%
accommodations
IEPs in alternate
assessment
d against grade-level 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessment
€ against modified 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessment
f against altemnate 2,192 2,287 2,420 2,426 2,366 2,294 2,106 16,091 11.4%
standards
g (bér?:\fjﬁlalﬂ) 18,250 | 19,694 | 20,489 | 20,316 | 2,0279 | 20,292 | 20,251 | 139,571 | 99.1%

The children included in (a) but not included in the other counts above represent the number of children with IEPs who were not
assessed in math in 2011-2012.

Statewide Assessment

Reading Assessment Participation

2011-2012 Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Total
3 4 5 6 7 8 HS
# %
a Children with IEPs 19,128 | 19,815 | 20,627 | 20,469 | 20,473 | 20,510 | 20,535 | 141,557
IEPs in regular
b | assessmentwithno | 7,198 5,998 5,677 5,355 5,508 5,309 5,503 40,548 28.6%
accommodations
IEPs in regular
c assessment with 9,647 11,412 | 12,388 | 12,544 | 12,426 | 12,699 | 12,599 | 83,715 59.1%
accommodations
IEPs in alternate
assessment
d against grade-level 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessment
€ against modified 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessment
f against altemnate 2,197 2,287 2,411 2,416 2,373 2,287 2106 16,077 11.4%
standards
Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012 Page 18
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Overall
g (b+ordres) 19,042 | 19,697 | 20,476 | 20,315 | 20,307 | 20,295 | 20,208 | 140,340 | 99.1%

The children included in (a) but not included in the other counts above represent the number of children with IEPs who were not

assessed in reading in 2011-2012.

3C 171 Actual Performance Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012)

Statewide Assessment Math Assessment Performance Total
2011-2012 Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade # %
3 4 5 6 7 8 HS 0
a Children with IEPs 18,348 | 19,806 | 20,629 | 20,459 | 20,459 | 20,515 | 20,572 | 140,788
IEPs in regular
b assessment with no 3,761 3,211 2,103 2,628 2,034 2,319 2,474 18,530 | 13.2%
accommodations
IEPs in regular
c assessment with 4,206 4,713 3,410 5,395 3,981 4,920 5,275 31,900 | 22.7%
accommodations
IEPs in alternate
d assessment against 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
grade-level standards
IEPs in alternate
e assessment against 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
modified standards
IEPs in alternate
f assessment against 2,105 2,163 2,371 2,307 2,254 2,223 2,031 15,454 | 11.0%
alternate standards
g Overall (b+c+d+e+f) 10,072 | 10,087 7,884 10,330 8,269 9,462 9,780 65,884 | 46.8%

The children included in (a) but not included in the other counts above represent the number of children with IEPs who were not

proficient or above in math in 2011-2012.

Statewide Assessment Reading Assessment Performance Total
2011-2012 Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade # o
3 4 5 6 7 8 HS 0
a | Children with IEPs 19,128 | 19,815 | 20,627 | 20,469 | 20,473 | 20,510 | 20,535 | 141,557
IEPs in regular
b [ assessment with no 2,114 2,145 2,320 2,267 2,291 2,122 2,061 15,320 | 10.8%
accommodations
IEPs in regular
c assessment with 4,041 3,830 2,755 3,336 2,497 2,543 2,916 21,918 | 15.5%
accommodations
IEPs in alternate
d| assessment against 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
grade-level standards
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Statewide Assessment Reading Assessment Performance Total
2011-2012 Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade | Grade 4 %
3 4 5 6 7 HS
IEPs in alternate
e | assessment against 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
modified standards
IEPs in alternate
f | assessment against 4,746 6,217 | 5,086 7,225 4,949 [ 5,580 6,176 39,979 | 28.2%
alternate standards
g| Overall (b+c+d+e+f) [ 10,901 | 12,192 | 10,161 | 12,828 | 9,737 | 10,245 | 11,153 | 77,217 | 54.6%
The children included in (a) but not included in the other counts above represent the number of children with IEPs
who were not proficient or above in reading in 2011-2012.

Measurable and Rigorous Targets

FFY 2011
(2011-2012)

LEAs Meeting AMO
Target for Disability
Subgroup (3A)

Participation for Students
with IEPs (3B)

Proficiency for Students
with IEPs (3C)

Reading Math Reading Math

Targets 84%
97.4% 97.4% 88.0% 81.8%
ACt“thT;rga 37.3% 99.1% 99.1% 54.6% 46.8%

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Target 3A: Ohio did not meet the target of 84%, as 37.3%% of LEAs with disability subgroups meeting

the minimum And size (nNn=30) met the AYP objectives f
reflect slippage of 10.8 percentage points from 2010-2011. Although Ohio will implement a revision to its
accountability system for the 2012-2013 school year as part of the ESEA waiver, for the 2011-2012

school year it continued to calculate district-level AYP. Targets for testing proficiency and participation

remain as previously set for the 2011-2012 school year. It should be noted that the requirements to meet

AYP increase each year, and even LEAs that met AYP last year and showed improvement in their

proficiency rate may not have met AYP requirements this year.

or

Target 3B: The participation rate for students with disabilities of 99.1% in reading and math exceeds the
targets of 97.4% for 2011-2012.

Target 3C: Ohio did not meet the target proficiency rates of 81.8% for math and 88.0% for reading. The
46.8% proficiency rate for students with disabilities in math reflects progress of 1.1 percentage points
from 2010-2011, while the 54.6% proficiency rate for students with disabilities in reading reflects progress
of 0.3 percentage points from 2010-2011.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Provide training on alternate 2009-2010 | In 2011-2012, State Support Teams continued to
assessment based on alternate | through provide training on a new, performance-based
achievement standards to LEA 2012-2013 | alternate assessment to LEA personnel within their
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

personnel.

regions. SST staff have been instrumental in
providing training to LEAs on the new process.

As of 12/31/2012 State Support Teams have
conducted 130 trainings on alternate assessment for
7,781 LEA personnel.

ODE has changed the format of the alternate
assessment to performance-based tasks which will
be implemented in the spring of the 2012-2013
school year. The methodology is currently used in
four states: Delaware, Hawaii, South Carolina and
New Mexico. So far, the design has been approved
through peer review under No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) in two states (New Mexico and South
Carolina). A sixth state, Minnesota, is considering
adoption. The design overcomes many of the
inaccuracies and inefficiencies of the previous
collection of evidence design used in Ohio. The
design is more accurate because the test is adaptive
(i.e., the difficulty of the items is adapted to the ability
of the students). The design is more efficient because
the test costs less, requires less scoring time, and
requires less administration time for teachers and
students. Perhaps most importantly, this approach
will better differentiate performance levels among
students with significant cognitive disabilities. This
assessment has been alignedt o Ohi 06s N
Learning Standards. Information about the new test is
available on the Ohio alternate assessment portal
(see http://oh.portal.airast.org).

Provide funding to State
Support Teams to support
delivery of school improvement,
literacy, special education
compliance, and early learning
and school readiness services
to LEAs, with a focus on
facilitation of the Ohio
Improvement Process with all
LEAs designated for
implementation by ODE.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

In 2011-2012, OEC continued to provide funding to
the SSTs to support continuous improvement efforts,
with a focus on facilitation of the Ohio Improvement
Process among LEAs that did not meet AYP for
students with disabilities.

OEC embedded four staff into LEASs to target
improved special education compliance.

OEC currently provides mg
IDEA Part B discretionary funds to SSTs to support
improved services and results for students with
disabilities across the state.

In the fall of each year, the Office of the Ohio
Network for Innovation and Improvement (ONII), the
Office for Exceptional Children (OEC) and the Office
for Early Learning/ School Readiness (EL/SR) review
regional State Support Teamséimplementation of the
Performance Agreement. This year representatives
from each office made a team on-site visit to each
SST in the state. Following a review of the data
generated from the first and last FY12 progress
reports, the May 2012 Customer Service Survey,
professional development evaluations, regional
average scaled scores in reading and mathematics
for students with disabilities, Special Education
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

Performance Profile data, IDEA compliance reviews,
and implementation indicators for OIP and EL/SRs,
the state team determined each SSTO status in
regards to compliance with the tenets of the 2011-
2012 Performance Agreement.

All 16 regional State Support Teams produced
evidence to demonstrate substantial compliance.
Specifically, the review of the first and last FY12
progress report for each region indicates that all
SSTs demonstrated increases in average scores for
OIP implementation among the LEAs they serve.
Fifteen of sixteen SSTs received an average of 3 or
higher on a 4 point scale for customer satisfaction
and 90% or more of respondents rated professional
development opportunities as job-embedded and job-
impacting in thirteen of the fifteen SSTs.

All but one SST were involved in IDEA onsite reviews
and corrective action plan development and
monitoring for at least one LEA in their region, while
all SSTs are continuing to include LEA Special
Education Profiles as part of their ongoing training
efforts to utilize data.

Work collaboratively with
Battelle for Kids to support LEA
utilization of value-added data to
improve student performance
over time.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

Value-added analysis is a statistical method used to
measure schools' and districts' impact on the rate of
student progress from year to year.

Ohio examines value-added data for student groups
that have not met AYP. Value-added measurements
enable more LEAs to meet AYP requirements for
students with disabilities, based on improvement in
student performance over time

Value-added measurements at the building and LEA
level were added to AYP determinations in the 2008-
2009 school year and continue to be utilized as part

of Ohiobs accountability

Regional SST & ESC consultants are responsible for
district training to utilize value added data.

Continue research on
persistent, low-performing
students with disabilities.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

Ohio completed an Institute of Educational Sciences
grant by the U.S. Department of Education research
to study the cognitive traits of students with
disabilities who are persistently low performers on
general assessments. The research study results
initiated by an OSEP General Supervision Enhanced
Assessment Grant in 2007 are published in a
National Center on Education Outcomes white paper:

Cohan, D.J., Danielson, L., Stoica, W., Wothke, W. &
Zhang, J. (2012). Test development: Item
modifications. In Thurlow, M.L., Lazarus, S.S. &
Bechard, S. (Eds.). Lessons learned in federally
funded projects that can improve the instruction and
assessment of low performing students with
disabilities. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota, National Center on Educational
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
Outcomes.
As part of the Ohio 2008-2009 | Ohi o 6 s202iffexentiated Accountability model
Improvement Process, utilize through required that all districts in school improvement utilize
the Decision Framework to 2012-2013 | the Decision Framework. In April and May, 2012, OIP

investigate student performance
by subgroup and identify
potential barriers to student
success. Address concerns by
developing improvement
strategies for inclusion in the
LEA6s focused p

consultants from all 16 SST regions were trained in
proactive service delivery vs. reactive programming
to better meet the needs of all students.

In 2012-2013, the Decision Framework will be
updated to include questions from an equity audit to
help LEAs further examine their data related to
infrastructure.

Findings from the externgeg
Project provide strong evidence that the project met
and exceeded its goal of building capacity to
implement the OIP throughout Ohio. Capacity has
been built through the development of a network of
500 highly-trained OIP External Facilitators
comprised of State Support Team (SST) and
Educational Services Center (ESC) personnel to
serve as the vehicle for providing professional
development, consultation and technical assistance
on the OIP to LEAs. The SPDG Design Team and its
partners in OLAC, Learn and Learn, and the Great
Lakes East Comprehensive Center, developed the
OIP model, tools, and professional learning materials
that served as the foundation for the project.

Fourteen school districtsg
SPDGpr oj ect were identifie
| mpl ementationo school di

triangulation of data from three implementation
measures. High Implementation districts met the
criteria of earning 80% of the implementation points
possible. Summative evaluation results were based
on a comparison of outcomes for school buildings in
the High Implementation districts relative to the
outcomes for buildings in the remaining 34 SPDG
districts (ALow/ Moder at e

The findings indicate that High Implementation
elementary school buildings did not demonstrate
marked changes in the percentages of students with
disabilities from their baseline year, as might be
expected if more effective instructional supports were
in place to decrease the number of inappropriate
referrals to special education services. This same
outcome was observed among the Low/Moderate
Implementation Schools.

High Implementation schools did not demonstrate
marked changes in their disciplinary rates from a
three-year baseline level to 2010-11 at the
elementary school level, as might be expected if
more effective positive behavior and learning
supports were in place as a result of the OIP planning
and implementation at the district and building levels.
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
At the secondary school level, however, High
Implementation schools demonstrated a decrease in
their discipline rates from a three year baseline mean
to 2010-2011. In contrast, Low/Moderate
Implementation secondary schools demonstrated
stable discipline rates over the same span of time.
Include performance on 2008-2009 | OEC updated the Special Education Performance
statewide assessments in each | through Profile for all LEAs to include historical trend data in
LEA®s annubkducatiBp | 2012-2013 | graphical format for Indicator 3, in order to identify
Performance Profile and in the trends over time and areas for improvement.
report of SPP/APR data SSTs are provided data from the profiles to identify
provided to State Support patterns and track progress that can support LEA
Teams, in order to identify improvement efforts. SSTs continue to include LEA
patterns and track progress over performance on SPP/APR indicators (as identified in
time. LEA Special Education Profiles) as part of their
ongoing training efforts to utilize data.
In 2011-2012, 483 LEASs showed an increase in the
percentage of students with disabilities who were
proficient or above on the state reading test; 546
showed an increase in the percentage of students
with disabilities who were proficient or above on the
state math test.
As part of an Enhanced 2011-2012 | Ohio is a state partner on the Kansas Enhanced
Assessment Grant, revise the through Assessment Grant State Consortium project to
Surveys of Enacted Curriculum | 2012-2013 | collect, report and demonstrate use of teacher data
tool specifically for teachers of from the Surveys of Enacted Curriculum (SEC) online
students with significant system for analyzing opportunities to learn for
cognitive disabilities, in order to students with disabilities. The project tested the use
assessal i gnment of of SEC online tools and reports for analyzing special
instruction with common core education instruction and alignment of instruction to
state standards. state standards and assessments. Four Ohio LEAS
comprised of 300 teachers participated in the project
and after completing the SEC received onsite training
to evaluate the alignment of teacher instruction
(general and special edud
New Learning Standards and state assessments.
Devel op and i mp|2011-2012 | The Offices for Curriculum, Assessment and
Academic Content Standards 1 through Exceptional Children began work in July 2011 to
Extended to emphasize 2012-2013 | create extensions to the Common Core and Ohio

essential elements for students
with significant cognitive
disabilities and increase
academic achievement for this
population.

Revised Academic Content Standards for Science
and Social Studies. A committee comprised of
special educators, regular educators, parents,
administrators and other stakeholders in Ohio came
together to write the extensions to be used for
students participating in the Alternate Assessment.

The Ohio Academic Content Standards i Extended
(OACS-E) ensure that students with significant
cognitive disabilities are provided with multiple ways
to learn and demonstrate knowledge. At the same
time, the extended standards are designed to
maintain the rigor and hi
New Learning Standards. The OACS-E were
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

completed in April 2012.

To address the professional development needs of
educators implementing the extensions, ODE began
developing online modules. To date, the first three
modul es have been publ i sk
are Extended Academic Cor
AGener al Curri cul unnifidamt r 9
Cognitive Disabiliteso and, APl annin
and Assessment for Students with Significant
Cognitive Disabilitieso.
developed including one for each academic content
area (ELA, Mathematics, Science, and Social
Studies) and one addressing the needs of the most
significantly cognitively disabled students.

Completion of the foundational modules provides the
user with three continuing education credits. To date,
3,956 users have accessed the modules, 2,707 have
registered to take the courses and 1,855 users have
completed the three foundational modules.

SSTs have also conducted trainings designed to
complement the online modules. In the fall of 2012,
5,748 educators, administrators and parents
participated in training.

Work with the Data
Accountability Center on a pilot
project designed to close the
achievement gap for students
with disabilities in reading,
based on the correlation of
increased academic
achievement with increased
meaningful time spent in the
general education classroom.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

Four SSTs (Regions 3, 5, 10, and 13) supported the
participation of an LEA in the DAC-OHIO pilot
(Region 3 had two LEA participants). All of the LEAs
received ongoing training and support from both DAC
and OEC to utilize data in determining root cause for
achievement gaps and to develop action plans for
addressing root cause issues. Summative onsite
visits were conducted to identify outcomes and
ilessons |l earnedo from tH
and shared with non-participating SSTSs.

All of the LEASs reported positive outcomes, with two
making significant gains in student access and
performance for students with disabilities. In District
A, the number of students served outside of their
neighborhood school decreased from 386 to 12. In
District B, services for SWDs in the least restrictive
environment increased from 49% to 64%. Also, the
3rd grade reading achievement gap in that district
decreased from 16% to 9.8%.

Some Al essons | earned0o ir
the data analytics process into the district-wide
improvement plan (OIP process), as providing high-
quality instruction should not be a separate initiative.
Also learned was the importance of a strong
instructional leader and shared ownership at the
building level. This process confirmed the importance
of applying the 5-step process within teacher-based
teams and progress monitoring to ensure the
improvement plan is implemented with fidelity. The
LEAs making the greatest gains demonstrated high
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

expectations for all learners and a cultural shift within
their buildings.

The process and results have been shared in
national, state, and local forums. Upon completion of
the pilot, the work moved from a state focus to a
regional focus, with OEC emphasizing the inclusion
of the DAC pilot processes in the OIP and the daily
work of the SSTs.

As part of the work of the Ohio 2011-2012 | The Ohio Leadership Advisory Council has

Leadership Advisory Council through developed 19 training modules that are provided free
(OLAC), develop a leadership 2012-2013 | to all Ohio educators. The modules are focused on
module focused on collaboration improving achievement for all students, including
between special and general students with disabilities. The Learning Supports
educators. modul e, completed in 2017

State Level Design Team, focuses specifically on
collaboration between special and general educators
to meet the needs of students with disabilities across
educational environments. A new feature added this
year allows educational personnel to complete a self-
assessment which guides them to the modules that
will best suit their learning needs. ODE added
supporting the delivery and implementation of the
OLAC modules to the SST Performance Agreement
as one of the required deliverables.

Statistics from OLACO website show the following
number of hits/downloads:

i OLAC home page: 2,820
Module video viewer: 928

Module list: 599

1
1 Ohio Improvement Process: 707
1

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Ohi o6s &goaneldevelopment Grant (SPDG)

Improving Instruction and Student Learning for Students with Disabilities and Other At-Risk Learners: A
Statewide Capacity Building Model to Foster the Scalability and Sustainability of Effective District-wide
Practice Supported by the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP)

Through its new SPDG grant, ODE will expand the effective use of the Ohio Improvement Process
developed through previous SIG/SPDGs as a vehicle for addressing the academic and behavioral needs
of students with disabilities, and students at risk of being inappropriately identified as disabled, as part of
district-wide reform efforts that foster shared responsibility and accountability for the success of all
students.

The project addresses all disability conditions, K-12, and will involve partner districts in providing
feedback on the expansion and refinement of statewide PD/TA that is applicable to all LEAs.

The OH-SPDG Comprehensive Capacity Building model will provide centralized training for cohort
districts, delivered in conjunction with quadrant-level training, in-district PD and PD on the development of
peer coaches, and follow-along process coaching to provide opportunities for practice, feedback, and
correction to support aligned team implementation of selected instructional practices, as well as build the
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capacity of regional consultants to support districts in intentionally including and benefitting all children
through district-wide implementation. Major PD areas include shared instructional leadership, integrated
comprehensive services, and use of the OIP to support full implementation of evidence-based practices.

An alliance of diverse stakeholders will contribute to the development of components and ensure the
meaningful involvement of multiple perspectives. The project will intentionally incorporate strategies for
scalability and sustainability of evidence-based practices supported through the grant through a variety of
mechanisms, including partnerships with institutions of higher education, professional associations,
parent/family organizations, and others.

OECbs Supports and Servi cSedionf or Diverse Learners

OEC restructured its staff to create a new section focusedon Ohi o6s New Learning Stand:
which require significant shifts for curriculum materials, instruction, student learning and assessment. SST

staff will be trained in the strategies for reaching diverse learners so they can target the schools in their

region to receive and implement this professional development. In addition, Ohio will continue targeting

additional training to urban LEAs. LEAs will receive assistance in analyzing their student data and current

strategies to improve instruction for diverse learners.

The instructional shifts in the ONLS are relevant for all disciplines, grade levels and learners. When
designing instruction with the shifts, the key components of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) will allow
for high-quality, enriching, and rigorous instruction for the unique needs of students with disabilities, gifted
students, and English language learners. The model curriculum for the new learning standards includes
links to strategies and resources that guide teachers to focus on the background, needs and strengths of
their students and gain an understanding of strategies and resources to help students in these diverse
groups access Ohiobdbs revised standards.

UDL provides a set of principles for curriculum development that gives all individuals opportunities to
learn. These principles serve as a blueprint for creating instructional goals, methods, materials, and
assessments that provide flexible approaches that can be customized and adjusted for individual needs.
These principles allow teachers to:

1 Present information and content in different ways;
9 Differentiate the ways students can express what they know; and
1 Stimulate interest and motivation for learning

The principles also allow incorporation of formative learning practices as well as formative and
performance-based assessment. In the Race to the Top (RttT) projects focused on formative instruction,
formative assessment, and performance assessment, UDL is being used to frame strategies for diverse
learners that go beyond the standard and guide the learning progression.

Ohio will continue training educators over the next three years on how to transition from the old to the

new academic content standards, as well as help educators understand innovative and student-centered
learning environments that support these new standards.
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Low Incidence Forum

Ohio convened a statewide group that comprised SST special education, school improvement, and early
learning staff members; ESC partners; and district partners to identify strategies for addressing issues
related to providing high-quality instruction to students with low incidence disabilities, including deaf-
blindness.

The 2012 Forum featured the work of Michael McSheehan, Clinical Research Professor of
Communication and Science Disorders and project coordinator with the Institute on Disability at the
University of New Hampshire. Michael has worked on a variety of state and federally funded initiatives to
advance research, policy, and practice in inclusive education, alternate assessment, augmentative
communication, autism spectrum disorders, collaborative teaming, and response to intervention (Rtl)
approaches to improving student learning.

Dyslexia Pilot Project

House Bill 96, signed by Governor Kasich in December 2011, requires the Superintendent of Public
Instruction to establish a pilot project involving school districts to provide early screening and intervention
services for children with risk factors for dyslexia. The pilot project must operate for three full school
years, beginning with the 2012-2013 school year. The specified goal of the pilot project is to evaluate the
effectiveness of early screening and reading assistance programs for children at risk for reading failure,
including those students exhibiting risk factors associated with dyslexia and to evaluate whether those
programs can reduce future special education costs.

OEC selected eight school districts to participate in the pilot project on a voluntary basis. Requirements of
HB 96 specify at least one district must be located in an urban setting, one in a suburban setting and one
in a rural setting. The Dyslexia Pilot Project will focus on the following outcomes:

1 Identify a method of screening children for low phonemic awareness and other risk factors for
dyslexia;

91 Provide for the enrollment of children identified as having risk factors in a reading program staffed
by teachers trained in evidence-based reading instruction and multisensory structured language
instruction; and

1 Include a methodology for evaluating the reading program's effects on the children's identified risk
factors.

OEC will conduct a formal evaluation to determine whether to continue, expand or make changes to the
pilot project and report recommendations to the General Assembly in mid-2015. Awardees are required to
participate in the evaluation as critical component of their involvement in the Dyslexia Pilot Project.

Third Grade Reading Guarantee and Students with Disabilities

Ohio Senate Bill 316 strengthened the longstanding Reading Guarantee to put greater emphasis on
reading instruction and intervention in the early grades. LEAs must administer diagnostic reading
assessments to all students in kindergarten through third grade, including students with disabilities.
Students not reading at grade level will receive reading improvement and monitoring plans and intensive
reading interventions.

OEC is providing support for districts as they carry out the legislative requirements for students with
disabilities. OEC created a companion guidance document for students with disabilities, including
students with sensory disabilities and significant cognitive disabilities. OEC has also provided clarification
as questions arise from the field, and is keeping the State Support Teams (SSTs) informed of updates so
they can provide information to the LEAs in their regions. In collaboration with SAPEC, OEC is creating a
parent-friendly fact sheet on the Third Grade Reading Guarantee for parents of students with disabilities.
OEC is developing a list of research-based resources to target intensive reading instruction for educators.
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Public Reporting Information:

Al | required

Ohio

report swear dJsevaiRleplolred sdn stelcda i fofho o f

Card (http://ilrc.ode.state.oh.us/). Users can select applicable school years, student attributes, test types,
and organization (district or building). At the time of the submission of the APR, only limited performance
data has been made public for the 2011-2012 school year, due to an ongoing investigation of data

accuracy by
performance data can be found here.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Oh i o 6A% explandtiontobthe awlit actSitiea dné the currently available

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio
Response

A. Percent of the districts with a disability
subgroup that meets t hj
size that meettargetséortitet a |
disability subgroup.

The State revised the improvement activities for
FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010 r |
indicator are 48. 05%.
data for this indicator were 48.5%. The State

did not meet its FFY 2010 target of 76%.

OSEP |l ooks forwar
data demonstrating improvement in
performance in the FFY 2011 APR.

None required
per FFY 2010
Response
Table.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

The State revised the improvement activities for
FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010 r |
indicator are 98.6% for reading and 98.6% for
math. The FFY 2009 data were 98.9% for
reading and 98.7% for math. The State met its
FFY 2010 targets of 97.4%.

OSEP appreciates
efforts to improve performance.

The State did not report publicly on
the participation of children with
disabilities on statewide
assessments at the district and
school levels with the same
frequency and in the same detail as
it reports on the assessments of
nondisabled children, as required
by 34 CFR 8300.160(f).
Specifically, the State has not
reported the number of children with
disabilities in regular assessments
who were provided
accommodations (that did not result
in an invalid score) in order to
participate in those assessments at
the State, district, and school levels.
The failure to publicly report as
required under 34 CFR 8300.160(f)
is noncompliance.

Within 90 days of the receipt of this
Response Table, the State must
provide a Web link that
demonstrates it has reported to the
public on the statewide
assessments of children with

ODE provided
a link above to
reports on
statewide
assessments of
children with
disabilities that
meet the
requirements of
CFR
8300.160(f).
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indi . Ohio
ndicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Steps R
esponse

disabilities in accordance with 34
CFR 8300.160(f). In addition,
OSEP reminds the State that in the
FFY 2011 APR, the State must
continue to include a Web link that
demonstrates compliance with 34
CFR 8300.160(f).

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

The State revised the improvement activities for
FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010 r
indicator are 54.3% for reading and 45.7% for
math. These data represent progress from the
FFY 2009 data of 44.3% for reading and 39.2%
for math. The State did not meet its FFY 2010
targets of 82.1% for reading and 72.7% for
math.

The State provided a Web link to 2010 publicly-
reported assessment results.

The State did not report publicly on the
performance of children with disabilities on
statewide assessments at the district and school
level with the same frequency and in the same
detail as it reports on the assessments of
nondisabled children, as required by 34 CFR
8300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not
reported, compared with the achievement of all
children, including children with disabilities, the
performance results of children with disabilities
on alternate assessments based on grade-level
academic achievement standards, alternate
assessments based on modified academic
achievement standards, or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic
achievement standards, at the State, district and
school levels. The failure to publicly report as
required under 34 CFR 8§300.160(f) is
noncompliance.

OSEP |l ooks forwar
data demonstrating improvement in
performance in the FFY 2011 APR.

The State did not report publicly on
the performance of children with
disabilities on statewide
assessments at the district and
school level with the same
frequency and in the same detail as
it reports on the assessments of
nondisabled children, as required
by 34 CFR §300.160(f).
Specifically, the State has not
reported, compared with the
achievement of all children,
including children with disabilities,
the performance results of children
with disabilities on alternate
assessments based on grade-level
academic achievement standards,
alternate assessments based on
modified academic achievement
standards, and alternate
assessments based on alternate
academic achievement standards,
at the State, district and school
levels. The failure to publicly report
as required under 34 CFR
§300.160(f) is noncompliance.

Within 90 days of the receipt of this
Response Table, the State must
provide a Web link that
demonstrates it has reported to the
public on the statewide
assessments of children with
disabilities in accordance with 34
CFR 8300.160(f). In addition,
OSEP reminds the State that in the
FFY 2011 APR, the State must
continue to include a Web link that
demonstrates compliance with 34
CFR 8300.160(f).

ODE provided
a link above to
reports on
statewide
assessments of
children with
disabilities that
meet the
requirements of
CFR
§300.160(f).
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 4A:

1 FFY 2010 (2010-2011) data are reported in the FFY 2011 (2011-2012) APR for this indicator due
to the one-year data lag instituted by OSEP.

1 During 2010-2011, Ohio required all LEAs to report suspension and expulsion data for students
with disabil i Eduoatoon Managament Infermatian Sy&tem (EMIS).

1 Ohio identifies an LEA as having a significant discrepancy in discipline rates if the rate of
suspension or expulsion for more than 10 cumulative days for students with disabilities exceeds
the rate of suspension or expulsion for nondisabled students by at least 1%.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Indicator 4A: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions
of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs.

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

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and
expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of
districts in the State)] times 100.

Include Statedsofiefishgnificant discrepancy. 0

I f the State used a minimum And size requirem
excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

1.66% of LEAs with significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions for children
2011 with IEPs.

(using 2010- 0.2% of LEAs with significant discrepancies in the rates of expulsions for children with
2011 data) IEPs.

Data Source:

Data on suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities are submitted by LEAs vi a Ohi 006 s
Education Management Information System (EMIS) and also are used for the 618 data/EdFacts

submissions. The State collects student-level data about each discipline event, including type, reason

and duration.

Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Methodology:

To determine whether significant discipline discrepancies occur, Ohio compares the rates of suspensions
and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA to the rates for
nondisabled children in the same LEA.
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Ohio identifiesanLEAas having a Asignificant discrepancyo
expulsion for more than 10 cumulative days for students with disabilities exceeds the rate of suspension
or expulsion for nondisabled students by at least 1%, based on a minimum group size of 30.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (using 2010-2011 data):

LEAs with Significant Discrepancy in Rates for Suspension and Expulsion:

Total
Year Number of Nl_Jmk_)(_er of LE.AS that hgve Percent Target
Significant Discrepancies
LEAs
FEY 2011 000 Suspensions 3 0.33% 1.66%
(using 2010-2011 data) Expulsions 0 0.0% 0.2%

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Based on 2010-2011 discipline data, OEC identified three LEAs with significant discrepancies in
suspension rates, representing 0.33% of all LEAs and thereby exceeding the target of 1.66% for FFY
2011. This represents no change in performance, as OEC also identified three LEAs (0.33%) with
significant discrepancies in suspension rates based on 2009-2010 data. OEC identified no LEAs with
significant discrepancies in expulsion rates, thereby exceeding the target of 0.2%.

As described previously, Ohio uses a minimum group size of 30 for calculating discipline discrepancies.
With this minimum group size, 41 LEAs were excluded from the calculation of discipline discrepancies
based on 2010-2011 data.

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2011 using 2010-2011 data):

For each of the three LEAs that the state identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of
suspensions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, OEC completed the following
process in 2011-2012:

a. LEAs identified with significant discrepancies were required to establish a team of personnel

involved in disciplinary actions for students with disabilities to complete a self-review of the LEAS s

discipline policies, procedures and practices. Areas reviewed by the LEA included:
1) TheLEA6s code of conduct ;

2) The referral and evaluation process for students suspected of having a disability;

3) The devel opment of | EPs for students whose
including the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) or other
strategi es t o address the childds behavior;

4) ThelEA6s gener al procedures for disciplinary

5) The procedures for conducting a manifestation determination; and

6) The procedures for conducting a functional behavioral assessment and the development
of a behavioral intervention plan.

b. LEAs were required to send the completed self-review report to OEC, along with a State-selected
sample of records for students with disabilities suspended for greater than 10 days during the
2010-2011 school year.

c. OEC reviewed the student records for compliance with IDEA discipline requirements. If any
records indicated noncompliance with IDEA discipline requirements, OEC issued a finding of
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noncompliance. OEC found noncompliance with the requirements of IDEA in two of the three

LEAs that had been identified with a significant discrepancy.
To demonstrate correction of the identified noncompliance, each LEA must:

1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;

2) Reuvise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and

procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA; and

3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements,
through a review of State-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.

The State will report on the verification of correction of this noncompliance, consistent with OSEP

Memo 09-02, in the FFY 2012 APR, due February 1, 2014.

Correction of FFY 2010 (2010-2011) Findings of Noncompliance:

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2010 (the 11
period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011) using 2009-2010 data

2. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected 11
within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)

3. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus 0
@)

Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance):

4. Number of FFY 2010 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 0
above)

5. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the 0
oneeyear timeline (Asubsequent correct.i

6. Number of FFY 2010 findings not yet verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 0

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:

OEC has verified correction for all of the LEAs identified with noncompliance for Indicator 4A in FFY 2010
(2010-2011).

Verification of Correction (either timely or subsequent):

OEC requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.
OEC took the following actions to verify correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:

1) OEC sent notification of noncompliance to the LEAs identified with nhoncompliance for Indicator
4A. Each LEA was required to develop and implement a corrective action plan (CAP).

2)

For each of the LEAs with Indicator 4A findings identified in FFY 2010 (2010-2011), OEC
reviewed student records to verify correction for each student identified as missing one or more
required discipline elements, unless the student was no longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of

correction).
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3) After all CAP activities were completed, including the revision of policies, procedures and
practices related to IDEA discipline requirements, OEC reviewed records of students suspended
or expelled for more than 10 days during a specific timeframe in 2011-2012. If 100% of records
reviewed reflected compliance with discipline requirements, OEC determined that the LEA had
met the specific regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed in FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

discipline rates. Address discrepancies and
concerns by identifying improvement

strategies for the climate and conditions goal
in the LEA6s focused

Improvement Activities Timelines Status

Create Special Education Profiles for all LEAs | 2010-2011 Over 1,193 participants attended

that include historical trend data in graphical through more than 70 trainings geared toward

format for Indicator 4, in order to recommend | 2012-2013 behavior in 2011-2012, held in 14

professional development opportunities State Support Team regions.

through the increased awareness of discipline Specific training topics included:

discrepancies among LEAs, especially those Understanding and Addressing

at risk of significant discrepancies. OEC 6 s Challenging Behaviors of Children

Compliance Indicator Review Team, in with Emotional Disturbance, Helping

collaboration with the State Support Team, Families Understand and Address

will provide technical assistance to the LEAs Challenging Behaviors, Social

in their assigned region. Competence, Play and Friendship,
Are Behaviors Keeping my Child from
Learning?, Supporting Foster Youth
in Educational Environments, and
Effective Social Planning for Positive
Behavior Outcomes.

As part of the Ohio Improvement Process, 2008-2009 In 2011-2012, 1,053 schools

support district leadership teams in the through implemented the Ohio Improvement

comprehensive review of data impacting 2012-2013 Process (OIP) based on their status

i n O Wiffecedtiated accountability
model. An additional 136 LEAs
voluntarily implemented the OIP.

As part of the implementation of the
Ol P, Ohiobs State
(SSTs) conducted regional trainings
for district leadership teams, building
leadership teams, and teacher-based
teams. SSTs conducted 162
trainings with 3,585 educators
participating across the state. SSTs
are currently working with the OIP
facilitators in each district and
building to ensure that the process is
implemented with fidelity.

To support this work, the Ohio
Leadership Advisory Council has
created 19 online learning modules to
support implementation of Ohio's
Leadership Development Framework
across the state. OLAC's learning
modules are anytime, any-pace
learning opportunities that include
research and content from national
experts, streaming video, and Ohio
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

exemplars of best practices.

Utilize OEC6s Compli a
Team to monitor LEAs identified with
significant discipline discrepancies. Verify the
responses provi dereview n
of policies, procedures and practices with a
review of student records, specific to students
with disabilities whose suspensions or
expulsions contributed to the discrepancy.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

LEAs identified with significant
discipline discrepancies were
required to establish a team to
complete and submit a self-review of
the LEAO&s policieg
practices related to discipline. LEAs
also were required to send to OEC
the individual records of those
students with disabilities who were
suspended for more than 10 days
during the school year. In 2010-2011,
OEC reviewed the student records
and made findings of noncompliance
with IDEA discipline requirements
among two LEAs identified in
Indicator 4A. These LEASs revised
their policies, procedures and
practices and demonstrated
correction of the noncompliance, in
accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.

Develop a technical assistance process to
support identified LEAs in completing self-
reviews and, as necessary, implementing
action plans and improvement activities for
reducing and eliminating discrepancies in
suspension and expulsion rates.

2006-2007
through
2012-2013

The OEC Compliance Indicator
Review process is the mechanism by
which identified LEAs are notified,
reviewed and then guided through
the corrective action plan process.
OEC Consultants and SSTs are
available to LEAs for technical
support throughout the process for
LEAs identified as noncompliant with
discipline requirements.

Action plans submitted by LEAs in
2010-2011 focused on meeting the
discipline requirements of IDEA,
including manifestation
determinations, FBAs and BIPs.
Additionally, LEAs included actions
steps to utilize social workers and
behavioral consultants for targeted
groups of students, based on
discipline rates.

To support this work OEC developed
an online training module on
discipline that includes a written script
for future reference, as well as a
discipline flow chart to ensure that all
procedural safeguards are
implemented by LEAs when
disciplining students with disabilities.

Add a discipline component to the onsite
monitoring process to ensure compliance with
discipline requirements and support LEAS in

2011-2012
through
2012-2013

OEC added a discipline component
to the onsite monitoring process and
is currently implementing it with LEAs
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status
implementing positive, safe, and supportive being reviewed during 2012-2013.
learning environments. OEC monitoring teams review

student records for compliance with
discipline requirements, including
manifestation determinations,
functional behavioral assessments,
and behavioral intervention plans.

The review also includes interview
questions for administrators and
teachers related to discipline policies,
procedures and practices. LEAs
identified with noncompliance related
to discipline requirements must
address it in their corrective action
plans and demonstrate correction in
accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

In 2011-2012 OEC, SSTs and other stakeholders began the process of scaling up the s t a tPesibive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) initiative. The Ohio PBIS Network meets on a quarterly
basis and has workgroups leading the charge in four broad areas:

1) Developing statewide visibility, support and marketing;

2) Integrating the PBIS framework into established state improvement initiatives such as the Ohio
Improvement Process;

3) Building capacity for sustainable statewide implementation; and

4) Enhancing PBIS training materials and behavioral expertise to support school districts throughout the
state.

As part of Ohiobs commitment to PBI S, ODE has introduc
restraint and seclusioni n Oh i o 6 svhilsreduiong PBIS, to be one of the tools used to address

challenging behavior. In anticipation of this policy change in the spring of 2013, the Ohio PBIS Network is

preparing to provide train-the-trainer professional development beginning during the summer of 2013.

SSTs wi ||l provide ongoing training,|Sintiateec hi ng and moni t

Dr. Tim Lewis, Co-Director of The National Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports, is providing the Ohio PBIS Network with monthly consultation and guidance
on the scaling up process. Dr. Lewis will return to Ohio during the upcoming year to provide direct
consultation to the SSTs and the Ohio PBIS Network. Dr. Lewis was a featured presenteratOh i o0 0 s
Special Education Leadership Conference in September 2012, which offered several PBIS and
behaviorally-focused keynote presentations, master sessions, and breakout sessions.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Ohio Response
Steps
A. Percent of districts that have a significant OSEP appreciates the ODE has verified
discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions | St at eds e f f o r| correction of the
of greater than 10 days in a school year for children performance. two findings
with IEPs. : identified in FFY
The State must report, in 2010. consistent

The State revised the improvement activities for FFY its FFY 2011 APR, on the with 6SEP Memo
2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and OSEP correction of
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Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 20 hifindicatop o I
are 0.33% for suspensions and 0% for expulsions.
These data represent progress from the FFY 2009 data
of 2.32% for suspensions and remain unchanged from
the FFY 2009 data of 0% for expulsions. The State
met its FFY 2010 targets of 1.66% for suspensions and
0.2% for expulsions.

The State reported its
di screpancy. 0

def

The State reported that three districts were identified as
having a significant discrepancy, in the rate of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than ten days in
a school year for children with IEPs.

The State reported that 604 of 913 districts did not

meetthe State-e st abl i shed mini mun
requirement of 30 in a group.
The State reported that it

policies, procedures, and practices relating to the
development and implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the
IDEA, as required by 34 CFR 8300.170(b) for the
districts identified with significant discrepancies in FFY
2010. The State identified noncompliance through this
review.

The State reported that it revised (or required the
affected districts to revi
procedures and practices relating to the development
and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural
safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, as
required by 34 CFR 8300.170(b) for the districts
identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2010.

The State reported that noncompliance identified in
FFY 2009 through the review of policies, procedures,
and practices, pursuant to 34 CFR §300.170(b), was
corrected in a timely manner.

noncompliance that the
State identified in FFY
2010 as a result of the
review it conducted
pursuant to 34 CFR
8300.170(b). When
reporting on the correction
of this noncompliance, the
State must report that it
has verified that each LEA
with noncompliance
identified by the State: (1)
is correctly implementing
the specific regulatory
requirements (i.e.,
achieved 100%
compliance) based on a
review of updated data
such as data subsequently
collected through on-site
monitoring or a State data
system; and (2) has
corrected each individual
case of noncompliance,
unless the child is no
longer within the
jurisdiction of the LEA,
consistent with OSEP
Memorandum 09-02,
dated October 17, 2008
(OSEP Memo 09-02). In
the FFY 2011 APR, the
State must describe the
specific actions that were
taken to verify the
correction.

09-02, as
described
previously in this
report.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 4B:

1 FFY 2010 (2010-2011) data are reported in the FFY 2011 (2011-2012) APR for this indicator due
to the one-year data lag instituted by OSEP.

1 During 2010-2011, Ohio required all LEAs to report suspension and expulsion data for students
with disabil i Eduoatoon NManagament Infermatian Sy&tem (EMIS).

1 To determine whether significant discrepancies, by race or ethnicity, are occurring in the rate of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, ODE
examined 2010-2011 discipline data using the Westat risk ratio calculation formulae.

1 ODE identified significant discrepancies in LEAs with risk ratios of 3.5 or above, using a minimum
group size of 30 that aligns with the calculation of AYP for racial and ethnic subgroups.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Indicator 4B: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and

(b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply
with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of

positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

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

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts that have: (@) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and
(b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not
comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of
districts in the State)] times 100.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

0% of LEAs with significant discrepancies, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with

2011 IEPs; and policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant
(using 2010- | discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and
2011 data) implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and

procedural safeguards.

Data Source:

Data on suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities are submitted by LEAs vi a Ohi 006 s
Education Management Information System (EMIS) and also are used for the 618 data/EdFacts

submissions. The State collects student-level data about each discipline event, including type, reason

and duration.
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Definitionof i Si gni fi canto Dasdr Meaahoagol ogy

Significant discrepancies, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than
10 days in a school year for children with IEPs are determined using the Westat risk ratio calculation
formulae. The risk ratio represents the likelihood that students with disabilities in one racial/ethnic group
will be suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days, compared to the likelihood that all students
without disabilities in the LEA will be suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days.

1 Therisk ratio is calculated as the percentage of students with disabilities in a specified racial
group who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days divided by the percentage of all
students without disabilities who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days. For
example, the percent of Asian students with disabilities in an LEA who are suspended or expelled
for greater than 10 days divided by the percent of all students without disabilities who are
suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days.

1 OEC calculates risk ratios for disproportionate representation for the following student groups:
African-American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Multiracial, Pacific Islander, and White.

1 ODE uses a 3.5 risk ratio, based on a group-size rule (n=30) that aligns with the calculation of
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for racial and ethnic subgroups, to identify significant
discrepancies.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (using 2010-2011 data):

4B(a). LEAs with Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity, in Rates of Suspension and
Expulsion:

FFY 2011 (using
2010-2011 data)

4B(b). LEAs with Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity, in Rates of Suspensions and
Expulsions; and policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy
and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the
use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

FFY 2011 (using
2010-2011 data)
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Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Based on 2010-2011 discipline data, OEC identified 20 LEAs with significant discrepancies by race or
ethnicity. OEC determined, based on a review of student discipline records and LEA self-reviews, that
seven of these LEAs have policies, procedures or practices that do not comply with requirements relating
to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards. These data do not meet the target of 0% for this indicator, however,
they show progress of 1.6 percentage points from the FFY 2010 APR.

As described previously, Ohio uses a minimum group size of 30 for calculating discipline discrepancies by
race or ethnicity. Thus, an LEA must enroll at least 30 students with disabilities in order to be included in
the calculation for this indicator. With this minimum group size, 41 LEAs were excluded from the
calculation of discipline discrepancies based on 2010-2011 data.

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices:
For each LEA that the state identifies as having a significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity in rates of
suspension or expulsion for children with IEPs, OEC completes the following process:

a. LEAs identified with significant discrepancies are required to establish a team of personnel
involved in disciplinary actions for students with disabilities to complete a self-review of the LEAS s
discipline policies, procedures and practices. Areas reviewed by the LEA include:

1) TheLEA6s code of <conduct;

2) The referral and evaluation process for students suspected of having a disability;

3) The development of | EPs for students whose beha
including the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports or other strategies to
address the childds behavior;

4) ThelEA6s gener al procedures for disciplinary remo

5) The procedures for conducting a manifestation determination; and

6) The procedures for conducting a functional behavioral assessment and the development
of a behavior intervention plan.

b. LEAs are required to send the completed self-review report to OEC, along with a State-selected
sample of records for students with disabilities suspended for greater than 10 days during the
2010-2011 school year. (Record reviews are specific to students whose suspensions or
expulsions contributed to the significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity).

c. OEC reviews the student records for compliance with IDEA discipline requirements, including the
development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards. If any records indicate noncompliance with IDEA discipline
requirements, OEC issues a finding of noncompliance.

To demonstrate correction of the identified noncompliance, each LEA must:

1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;

2) Revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA; and

3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements,
through a review of State-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.

d. OEC requires that all instances of honcompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo
09-02. The seven LEAs identified with noncompliance are currently in the process of
demonstrating individual and systemic correction, with completion scheduled for spring 2013.
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Correction of FFY 2010 (2010-2011) Findings of Noncompliance (if State did not report 0%):

Ohio did not identify noncompliance for Indicator 4B in 2010-2011. Though Ohio reported a
noncompliance rate of 2.7% for Indicator 4B based on discrepancies identified from 2009-2010 data,
OEC did not complete its review of student records and notify LEAs of nhoncompliance until FFY 2011.
Thus, OEC will report on correction of this noncompliance in the FFY 2012 APR, due February 1, 2014.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed in FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

discipline rates. Address discrepancies and
concerns by identifying improvement

strategies for the climate and conditions goal
in the LEAd&ds focused

Improvement Activities Timelines Status

Create Special Education Profiles for all LEAs | 2010-2011 Over 1,193 participants attended

that include historical trend data in graphical through more than 70 trainings geared toward

format for Indicator 4, in order to recommend | 2012-2013 behavior in 2011-2012, held in 14

professional development opportunities State Support Team regions.

through the increased awareness of discipline Specific training topics included:

discrepancies among LEAs, especially those Understanding and Addressing

at risk of significant discrepancies. OEC 6 s Challenging Behaviors of Children

Compliance Indicator Review Team, in with Emotional Disturbance, Helping

collaboration with the State Support Team, Families Understand and Address

will provide technical assistance to the LEAs Challenging Behaviors, Social

in their assigned region. Competence, Play and Friendship,
Are Behaviors Keeping my Child from
Learning?, Supporting Foster Youth
in Educational Environments, and
Effective Social Planning for Positive
Behavior Outcomes.

As part of the Ohio Improvement Process, 2008-2009 In 2011-2012, 1,053 schools

support district leadership teams in the through implemented the Ohio Improvement

comprehensive review of data impacting 2012-2013 Process (OIP) based on their status

i n O Wiffecedtiated accountability
model. An additional 136 LEAs
voluntarily implemented the OIP.

As part of the implementation of the
Ol P, Ohiobs State
(SSTs) conducted regional trainings
for district leadership teams, building
leadership teams, and teacher-based
teams. SSTs conducted 162
trainings with 3,585 educators
participating across the state. SSTs
are currently working with the OIP
facilitators in each district and
building to ensure that the process is
implemented with fidelity.

To support this work, the Ohio
Leadership Advisory Council has
created 19 online learning modules
to support implementation of Ohio's
Leadership Development Framework
across the state. OLAC's learning
modules are anytime, any-pace
learning opportunities that include
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action plans and improvement activities for
reducing and eliminating discrepancies in
suspension and expulsion rates.
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status
research and content from national
experts, streaming video, and Ohio
exemplars of best practices.
Utilize OEC6s Compl i a|2009-2010 LEAs identified with significant
Team to monitor LEAs identified with through discipline discrepancies were
significant discipline discrepancies. Verify the | 2012-2013 required to establish a team to
responses provided inthe L E A 6 s-revsew | 1 complete and submit a self-review of
of policies, procedures and practices with a the LEAOGs policietg
review of student records, specific to students practices related to discipline. LEAs
with disabilities whose suspensions or also were required to send to OEC
expulsions contributed to the discrepancy. the individual records of those
students with disabilities who were
suspended for more than 10 days
during the school year. In 2011-2012,
OEC reviewed the student records
and made findings of nhoncompliance
with IDEA discipline requirements
among 25 LEAs identified in Indicator
4B. These LEAs are revising their
policies, procedures and practices in
order to demonstrate correction of the
noncompliance, in accordance with
OSEP Memo 09-02.
Develop a technical assistance process to 2006-2007 The OEC Compliance Indicator
support identified LEAs in completing self- through Review process is the mechanism by
reviews and, as necessary, implementing 2012-2013 which identified LEAs are notified,

reviewed and then guided through
the corrective action plan process.
OEC Consultants and SSTs are
available to LEAs for technical
support throughout the process for
LEAs identified as noncompliant with
discipline requirements.

Action plans submitted by LEAs in
2011-2012 focused on meeting the
discipline requirements of IDEA,
including manifestation
determinations, FBAs and BIPs.
Additionally, LEAs included actions
steps to implement:

1 Internal tracking systems and
record reviews for discipline of
students with disabilities;

i Training on discipline procedures
for middle and high school
principals; and

1 Positive behavioral interventions
and supports;

To support this work OEC developed
an online training module on
discipline that includes a written script
for future reference, as well as a
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status
discipline flow chart to ensure that all
procedural safeguards are
implemented by LEAs when
disciplining students with disabilities.
Develop a tool for tracking technical 2011-2012 ODE created a tool for tracking
assistance related to student behavior that through technical assistance that State
State Support Teams provide to LEAs in their | 2012-2013 Support Teams provide to LEAs in
assigned regions. A consistent tracking their region. This tool was piloted
system will enable OEC to identify patterns or during the 2011-2012 school year.
issues across the state and develop technical Although the software collected the
assistance to address LEA needs. desired information users found it to
be time consuming and difficult to
use. Therefore, ODE will pilot a
revised version of the original tool in
the 2012-2013 school year, with
added features that will allow
ODE/OEC to aggregate data by
region and statewide.
Add a discipline component to the onsite 2011-2012 OEC added a discipline component
monitoring process to ensure compliance with | through to the onsite monitoring process and
discipline requirements and support LEAS in 2012-2013 is currently implementing it with LEAs

implementing positive, safe, and supportive
learning environments.

being reviewed during 2012-2013.
OEC monitoring teams review
student records for compliance with
discipline requirements, including
manifestation determinations,
functional behavioral assessments,
and behavioral intervention plans.

The review also includes interview
questions for administrators and
teachers related to discipline policies,
procedures and practices. LEAs
identified with noncompliance related
to discipline requirements must
address it in their corrective action
plans and demonstrate correction in
accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.

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

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

In 2011-2012 OEC, SSTs and other stakeholders began the process of scalingupt h e

s Poaitive 0 s

Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) initiative. The Ohio PBIS Network meets on a quarterly

basis and has workgroups leading the charge in four broad areas:

1) Developing statewide visibility, support and marketing;

2) Integrating the PBIS framework into established state improvement initiatives such as the Ohio

Improvement Process;

3) Building capacity for sustainable statewide implementation; and

4) Enhancing PBIS training materials and behavioral expertise to support school districts throughout the

state.
As part of Ohiobs
restraint and seclusioni n
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challenging behavior. In anticipation of this policy change in the spring of 2013, the Ohio PBIS Network is
preparing to provide train-the-trainer professional development beginning during the summer of 2013.

SSTs will provide

ongoing

training,

coachi

ng and

Dr. Tim Lewis, Co-Director of The National Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports, is providing the Ohio PBIS Network with monthly consultation and guidance
on the scaling up process. Dr. Lewis will return to Ohio during the upcoming year to provide direct
consultation to the SSTs and the Ohio PBIS Network. Dr. Lewis was a featured presenteratOhi o 6 s
Special Education Leadership Conference in September 2012, which offered several PBIS and

behaviorally-focused keynote presentations, master sessions, and breakout sessions.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a
significant discrepancy, by race or
ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and
expulsions of greater than 10 days in a
school year for children with IEPs; and (b)
policies, procedures or practices that
contribute to the significant discrepancy
and do not comply with requirements
relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and
The State revised the improvement
activities for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for
this indicator and OSEP accepts those
revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010
indicator are 2.7%. These data represent
slippage from the FFY 2009 data of 0%.
The State did not meet its FFY 2010 target
of 0%.

The State reported its definition of
fisignificant discrep

The State reported that 35 districts have a
significant discrepancy, by race or
ethnicity, in the rates of
suspensions/expulsions of greater than ten
days in a school year for children with
IEPs. The State reported that it reviewed
the districtso6 polic
practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards to ensure
compliance with the IDEA, as required by
34 CFR §300.170(b) for the districts
identified with significant discrepancies
based on the FFY 2009 discipline data.
The State also reported that 25 districts
were identified as having policies,
procedures or practices that contribute to

OSEP appreciates t
regarding this indicator and looks
forward to data in the FFY 2011 APR
demonstrating compliance.

Inthe FFY 2011 APR, the State must
report whether, as a result of the
review, the State revised, or required
the affected districts to revise, policies,
procedures, and practices relating to
the development and implementation
of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral
interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards to ensure
compliance with the IDEA for the
districts identified with noncompliance
in FFY 2010.

The State did not, until FFY 2011,
determine whether districts with a
significant discrepancy, by race or
ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions
and expulsions of greater than 10 days
in a school year for children with IEPs,
based on FFY 2009 data, had policies,
procedures or practices that contribute
to the significant discrepancy and do
not comply with requirements relating
to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards,
and therefore did not make findings of
noncompliance until FFY 2011.
Because the State reported less than
100% compliance for FFY 2010
(greater than 0% actual target data for
this indicator), the State must report, in
its FFY 2011 APR, on the status of
correction of noncompliance identified
in FFY 2011 for this indicator for
districts with a significant discrepancy
based on FFY 2009 discipline data.

Though Ohio
reported a
noncompliance
rate of 2.7% for
Indicator 4B
based on
discipline
discrepancies
identified from
2009-2010 data,
OEC did not
complete its
review of student
records and notify
LEAs of
noncompliance
until FFY 2011.
Thus, OEC will
report on
correction of this
noncompliance in
the FFY 2012
APR, due
February 1, 2014.
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Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

the significant discrepancy and do not
comply with requirements relating to the
development and implementation of IEPs,
the use of positive behavioral interventions
and supports, and procedural safeguards.

The State reported that it will require the
districts to revise their policies, procedures
and practices relating to the development
and implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards to
ensure compliance with the IDEA, as
required by 34 CFR 8300.170(b) for the
districts identified with significant
discrepancies in FFY 2010, in order for
those districts to demonstrate correction of
noncompliance. It is unclear whether this
revision has already occurred.

The State reported that 196 of 913 districts
did not meet the State-established

mi n i mu nze fequidemeant of 30 in a
group.

The State must demonstrate, in the
FFY 2011 APR that these districts
have corrected the noncompliance,
including that the State verified that
each LEA with noncompliance: (1) is
correctly implementing the specific
regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved
100% compliance) based on a review
of updated data such as data
subsequently collected through on-site
monitoring or a State data system; and
(2) has corrected each individual case
of noncompliance, unless the child is
no longer within the jurisdiction of the
LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-
02. Inthe FFY 2011 APR, the State
must describe the specific actions that
were taken to verify the correction.

If the State is unable to demonstrate
compliance with those requirements in
the FFY 2011 APR, the State must
review its improvement activities, and
revise them, if necessary to ensure
compliance.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 5:

1 Ohio completed a pilot project with the Data Accountability Center, designed to close the
achievement gap for students with disabilities in reading, based on the correlation of increased
academic achievement with increased meaningful time spent in the general education classroom.
Findings from partner districts have been shared in national, state, and local forums.

1 Ohio continued a regional pilot project to implement high quality professional development for
teachers related to education in the LRE. Implementation of decision trees developed during the
pilot has improved consistency among participating LEAs in determining LRE based on student
needs and a continuum of services.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Indicator 5: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:
A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;
B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

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

Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day)
divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class less than 40% 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 separate schools, residential facilities, or
homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with
IEPs)] times 100.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

A. The percent of children with disabilities inside the regular classroom 80% or more of
the day is 59.8%.

2011 B. The percent of children with disabilities inside the regular class less than 40% of the
(2011-2012) day is 12.0%.

C. The percent of children with disabilities who are served in public or private separate
schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements is 3.6%.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Ohio

Indicator 5 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a
statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,
district/building, demographic, financial and test data. These data are extracted and aggregated to
produce the EdFacts reports that include environment data. Data for FFY 2011 represent the data
reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities on December 1, 2011. Percentages shown in the
APR reflect counts of children whose setting was determined by an IEP team. Students who were

unilaterally placed by parentsintonon-pu b | i ¢

settings

ar e

not part of Ohiobd

this reason, the percentages shown in the APR vary slightly from calculations that use a denominator

created

by simply

summi ng al

reporting categories req

For 2011-2012, OEC missed the targets for Indicator 5, despite showing progress in all three areas.

Figures1,2,and 3
measurements A, B and C, respectively. These graphs show that Ohio has made improvement in
educating students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment.

bel ow,

di spl ay

Ohi o6s

l ongitudinal perfor ma

5A: .The percent of children with disabilities served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day is
60.3% for 2011-2012. This represents progress of 1.8 percentage points from 2010-2011.

Indicator 5, Figure 1: Percent of Children with Disabilities
Served Inside the Regular Class 80% or More of the Day
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5B: The percent of children with disabilities served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day is
11.9% for 2011-2012. This represents progress of 0.1 percentage points from 2010-2011.

Indicator 5, Figure 2: Percent of Children with Disabilities
Served Inside the Regular Class Less than 40% of the Day
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5C: The percent of children with disabilities who are served in separate facilities is 4.2% for 2011-2012.

This represents progress of 0.3 percentage points from 2010-2011.

Indicator 5, Figure 3: Percent of Children with Disabilities Served in Separate Schools, Residential

Facilities, or Homebound/Hospital Placements
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Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Target 5A: Data reported for the 2011-2012 school year show that 60.3% of students with disabilities are
served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day, missing the target of 61.5% by 1.2 percentage
points.

Target 5B: Data reported for the 2011-2012 school year show that 11.9% of children were served in the
regular class less than 40% of the day, missing the target of 11.6% by 0.3 percentage points.

Target 5C: Data reported for the 2011-2012 school year show that 4.2% of children with disabilities were
served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements, missing the target of
3.4% by 0.8 percentage points.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines Status

Host an annual Special Education 2007-2008 In September 2012, OEC hosted the sixth
Leadership Conference to update LEA through annual Special Education Leadership
administrators and special education 2012-2013 Conference for Ohio
directors about recent changes in special stakehol ders titled
education policies and programs. Provide Achievement Gap: Show Me What
sessions on SPP/APR indicators and Works!" The conference focused on
compliance requirements, including OEC Universal Design for Learning, Response
processes to verify correction of identified to Intervention, inclusion, and master
noncompliance. sessions with in-depth training on

progress monitoring strategies aligned
with Ohiods New Lea
(common core standards).

Two sessions focused specifically on
LRE:

9 Utilizing Decision Tree Analysis
to Implement and Maintain
Students in a Least Restrictive
Environment to Close the
Achievement Gap

9 Effective Inclusive Education
Professional Development via
Electronic Professional Learning

Communities

Maintain and update the special 2007-2008 OEC continues to update the online
education guidance document, as through special education guidance document
needed, to provide support for applicable | 2012-2013 (accessible to families, SSTs and LEA
state and federal laws and rules, model personnel) to provide evidence-based
and suggested forms, and best practice materials, webinars and other information
examples of process implementation. on educating students with disabilities in

the LRE.

In addition OEC developed a bank of
online training materials for SSTs,
including information on discipline,
evaluation, secondary transition, credit
flexibility, and other topics impacting LRE.
Flowcharts, FAQs, and webinars on
these topics are available at
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status

http://www.edresourcesohio.org.

As part of the Ohio Improvement 2009-2010 Each district currently receives Indicator 5
Process, add Indicator 5 data to the through data in a format other than the Decision
Decision Framework in order to 2012-2013 Framework and can review those data at
investigate student performance by their District Leadership Team meeting.
subgroup. Address concerns by As of this time, the DF is still under
developing improvement strategies for revision and does not include Indicator 5
inclusion in the LE data. Least restrictive environment data

will be added to the expanded data
warehouse by the end of the 2013 school
year. Data in the warehouse can be used
to build public reports, enabling both
district staff and the public at large to use
the data for decision making.

Increase focus on LRE as part of LEA 2009-2010 As a result of the OSEP verification visit,
onsite monitoring; to include LRE data, through OEC changed its IDEA onsite review
student placement decision making at the | 2012-2013 process to include additional procedures
district level, and performance of students for review of LEA compliance with LRE
with disabilities placed in more restrictive requirements.

settings. In 2010-2011, OEC made 176 findings of

noncompliance related to LRE among the
50 districts selected for onsite reviews.
Of these, 151 were corrected within the
one-year timeline, for a timely correction
rate of 85.8%.

Include Indicator 5 in LEA Special 2010-2011 OEC updated the Special Education
Education Profiles, to provide historical through Performance Profile for all LEAS to
trend data in graphical format and 2012-2013 include historical trend data in graphical
encourage continuous improvement in format for Indicator 5, in order to identify
the education of students with disabilities trends over time and areas for

in the least restrictive environment. improvement.

SSTs are provided data from the profiles
to identify patterns and track progress
that can support LEA improvement
efforts.

In 2011-2012,729% of LEAs m
target for Indicator 5A. This represents
progress of 5.9 percentage points from

the 67.0% of LEAs meeting the target in
2010-2011.

In 2013-2014 OEC will add data to LEA
Special Education Profiles showing the
relationship between student-scaled
scores on state tests and the
environment in which the student is
educated. This will increase the focus of
the profile on student success, as well as
help LEAs evaluate the results of their
placement decisions.

Work with the Data Accountability Center | 2010-2011 Four SSTs (Regions 3, 5, 10, and 13)
on a pilot project designed to close the through supported the participation of an LEA in
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

achievement gap for students with
disabilities in reading, based on the
correlation of increased academic
achievement with increased meaningful
time spent in the general education
classroom.

2012-2013

the DAC-OHIO pilot (Region 3 had two
LEA participants). All of the LEAs
received ongoing training and support
from both DAC and OEC to utilize data in
determining root cause for achievement
gaps and to develop action plans for
addressing root cause issues. Summative
onsite visits were conducted to identify
outcomes andl ddressdd
pilot which were compiled and shared
with non-participating SSTs.

All of the LEAS reported positive
outcomes, with two making significant
gains in student access and performance
for students with disabilities. In District A,
the number of students served outside of
their neighborhood school decreased
from 386 to 12. In District B, services for
SWDs in the least restrictive environment
increased from 49% to 64%. Also, the 3rd
grade reading achievement gap in that
district decreased from 16% to 9.8%.

Some filessons | earn
to embed the data analytics process into
the district-wide improvement plan (OIP
process), as providing high-quality
instruction should not be a separate
initiative. Also learned was the
importance of a strong instructional
leader and shared ownership at the
building level. This process confirmed the
importance of applying the 5-step
process within teacher-based teams and
progress monitoring to ensure the
improvement plan is implemented with
fidelity. The LEAs making the greatest
gains demonstrated high expectations for
all learners and a cultural shift within their
buildings.

The process and results have been
shared in national, state, and local
forums. Upon completion of the pilot, the
work moved from a state focus to a
regional focus, with OEC emphasizing
the inclusion of the DAC pilot processes
in the OIP and the daily work of the
SSTs.

Provide funding to selected districts as
part of a regional pilot project to
implement high quality professional
development for teachers related to
education in the LRE. Use findings from
the project to identify effective strategies

2011-2012
through
2012-2013

OEC, in partnership with one of Ohio6 s
State Support Teams worked with four
LEAs to develop and implement a
decision tree process for determining the
least restrictive environment for individual
students.
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

for closing the achievement gap between
special education and general education
students.

Three research questions were
addressed in the pilot project:

1. What decision-making steps are
followed by IEP teams to determine the
LRE?

2. What types and degrees of
instructional support are present when
studentswi t h di sabiliti
e n g a giregéneral education classes?

3. To what degree do general education
settings in which students are perceived
as successfully engaged conform to a
differentiated instruction model?

Results from the pilot year of the study
showed that accommodations were noted
by all LEAs as important strategies of
support for students with disabilities in the
regular classroom. When surveyed in the
fall of 2011, only 47% of respondents felt

thatihaccommodati ons a
understood by staff and are
i mpl ement edo. Thi s

respondents when surveyed in the spring
of 2012. Grouping strategies, including
il ev eflexdbttd, and -thitehrreed
were also identified by the respondents
as receiving more attention through the
work of the project.

At the beginning of the study participants
reported that the steps for determining
LRE within the district were unclear or
inconsistent. Implementation of decision
trees developed during the pilot began to
improve consistency in determining LRE
based on student needs and a continuum
of services. Participants recognized the
need for collaboration and professional
development in the decision tree process.

In 2012-2013, the decision tress process
will be implemented in five additional
LEAs.

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

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Ohio continues to build a foundation for school leaders who want to shift from costly special learning
programs for a few learners to inclusive educational services for all students, including English language
learners and those with special needs such as learning disabilities and disadvantaged backgrounds. Dr.

Elise Frattura is an

external

advisor to OECOGs

i Transitioning schools from separate programs to inclusive services;
1 Establishing broad standards for service delivery as prerequisites for student success ;
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1 Understanding legal and financial considerations for meeting student needs; and
1 Preparing for the process of systemic change.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement activities for
FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

T he St eapdrtedddata for this indicator
represent progress for 5B and slippage for 5C
from the FFY 2009 data. The State met its FFY
2010 target for 5B, but did not meet its FFY
2010 targets for 5A and 5C.

The Stateds data repor
notthesame as the Statebos

in Table 3. The State provided an explanation.

OSEP appreciates the

Stateds eff ol

performance and looks
forward to
demonstrating
improvement in
performance in the FFY
2011 APR.

t

f

None required per FFY
2010 Response Table.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See page 1.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Indicator 6: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:

A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related
services in the regular early childhood program; and

B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

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

Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program
and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood
program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education
class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with
IEPS)] times 100.

Baseline data for FFY 2011 and targets for FFY 2012 are reported in the State Performance Plan for
this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Steps Ohio Response
The State is not required to report on this | The State must provide FFY 2011 OEC has provided
indicator in the FFY 2010 APR. baseline data, an FFY 2012 target, and | baseline data,
improvement activities through FFY targets and
2012 in the SPP that it submits with improvement
the FFY 2011 APR. activities in the
revised SPP
submitted in
conjunction with the
FFY 2011 APR.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 7:

1 Continue to work with the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) Center to develop products and
guidance to meet the needs of districts across the state including webinars and study guides for
consistent professional development.

Provided business rules and fidelity checklist to LEA supervisors to validate data accuracy.

Provided feedback to districts related to the accuracy and completeness of outcome data
submitted.

1 Publically reported LEA outcomes in the district-level performance data available on the ODE
website and to each LEA through the Special Education Profile.

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 (2)(3)(A))

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
Progress categories for A, B and C:

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

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

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

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

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

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

Measurement for Summary Statement 1.

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

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

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = # of preschool children reported in
progress category (d) plus [# of preschool children reported in progress category (e) divided by the

total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e)] times 100.

FFY 2011
(2011-2012)

Measurable and Rigorous Target

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

1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in
66% Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time
they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A

0,
49% by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

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

1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in
68% Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time
they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B

0
4% by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in
67% Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time
they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C

0,
60% by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Indicator 7 data are collected from the Early Childhood Outcomes Summary Form (ECOSF). LEASs report
ECOSF ratings twice annually (fall and spring) to ODEthrough t he depar t meanagénsentEducat i o
Information System (EMIS).

Indicator 7, Table 1: Categories for Child Progress

Using the Early Childhood Outcomes Summary Form

Progress Data for Preschool Children Exiting in 2011-2012 Number Percent
Outcome 1: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
a. Children who did not improve functioning 112 2.1%
b. Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to
- 698 13.2%
functioning comparable to same age peers
C. Chlld_ren who |mp_roved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers 2039 38.6%
but did not reach it
d. Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same- 1929 36.5%
aged peers
e. Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged 503 9.5%
peers
Total | N=5281 100%
Progress Data for Preschool Children Exiting in 2011-2012 Number Percent
Outcome 2: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early
language/communication and early literacy)
a. Children who did not improve functioning 119 2.2%
b. Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to
L 676 12.7%
functioning comparable to same age peers
C. Ch||d.ren who |mp_roved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers 2080 39.2%
but did not reach it
d. Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same- 1905 35.9%
aged peers
e. Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged 532 10.0%
peers
Total | N=5312 100%
Progress Data for Preschool Children Exiting in 2011-2012 Number Percent
Outcome 3: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
a. Children who did not improve functioning 135 2.6%
b. Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to
L 562 10.6%
functioning comparable to same age peers
C. Ch||d_ren who |mp_roved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers 1578 29.8%
but did not reach it
d. Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same- 2199 41.6%
aged peers
e. Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged 814 15.4%
peers
Total | N =5288 100%
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Indicator 7, Table 2: Summary Statements for Preschool Children Exiting in 2011-2012

Targets for Data for

Indicator 7 Summary Statements FEY 2011 FEY 2011

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

1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below
age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who 66% 83.0%
substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they '
turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2. The percent of children who were functioning within age
expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of 49% 46.1%
age or exited the program.

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

1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below
age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially 68% 83.4%
increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years '
of age or exited the program.

2. The percent of children who were functioning within age
expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of 47% 45.9%
age or exited the program.

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below
age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who 67% 84.4%
substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they '
turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2. The percent of children who were functioning within age
expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of 60% 57.0%
age or exited the program.

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Ohio continued to exceed targets established for FFY 2011 for the outcomes related to children who

entered or exited the program below age expectations but substantially increased their rate of

growth by the time they turned 6 years of age. However, Ohio demonstrated slippage from FFY 2010 for

the outcomes related to children who were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned

6 years of age or exited the program. Upon closer look,thes | i ppage was mainly found
urban districts. When the data from urban districts were removed, all targets were met.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines Status
To incorporate data into an effective 2009-2010 | As part of the ECOSF summary, two
improvement process, OEL&SR collects | through assessments are required for all children with
child progress data each year to be used | 2012-2013 | disabilities, ages three through five, served in
by the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) preschool programs: the Get It, Got It, Go!
Center, which in turn provides an analysis literacy assessment and the Ages and
of statewide and local child progress. Stages Questionnaire: Social-Emotional
Provide Indicator 7 results as part of (ASQ-SE).
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

public reporting for Indicator 7, as well as
in each LEA6s annua
Profile.

The ECO Center provides OEL&SR with the
data analysis required for the APR and
internal use. The ECO Center annually
provides an analysis of errors, and during
2011-2012, also provided a comparison
between the ECOSF ratings and scores on
Get It, Got It, Go! and ASQ-SE.

These analyses are used by OEL&SR in
ongoing development and improvement
efforts, and led to the development of the
webinars discussed below.

Provide ongoing professional
development and technical assistance to
meet local needs through Early
Childhood Coordinators in each regional
State Support Team (SST). Update local
training based on the Data Quality
Institutes for Child Progress and program
evaluations.

2008-2009
through
2012-2013

In partnership with the ECO Center, Ohio
disseminated a three part webinar series:

1) Use of the source summary form for new
staff ;

2) Arrefresher training on the source
summary form;

3) Use of an alternate form emphasizing
evidence-based statements for new staff;
and

In 2011-2012, SSTs began to implement the
webinar series with all preschool special
education programs. This series will provide
for consistent PD for (1) new staff through
the SST system and (2) refreshers for
supervisors to use with current staff.

An accompanying participant/facilitator guide
was developed by Ohio
Quality Network. The introductory webinar
and the session on the new, evidence-based
statement form are completed. The
presentations and accompanying activities
are posted on a secure website for SSTSs.

Ohi obés policy regardi
revised to reflect the alternate, age-
expectations form as well as requiring all
new LEA staff to be trained by the SSTs.

Teachers are provided a laminated reference
sheet on the ECOSF to assist with process
fidelity and supervisors are provided with a
quality checklist to sample individual records
or classrooms for data accuracy.

Provide Indicator 7 results and statewide
averages for districts to develop local
improvement strategies. Provide regional
data to SSTs to assist them in the
provision of TA and PD for the programs
in their regions.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

Results by district are publically reported in
the district- level performance data available
on the ODE website each year.

Additionally, results are part of the Special
Education Profile each LEA receives in
November.

Statewide averages are shared during the
annual February preschool special education
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status

supervisor meetings for continuous
improvement.
During 2011-2012, for districts with low
numbers for Indicator 7 data (displayed as
NR in the public report on the ODE website
due to confidentiality requirements),
OEL&SR worked on developing a public
report reflecting collaborations for service
provision across districts, ESCs and County
Boards of Developmental Disabilities, so
individual districts and families can access
child outcomes data for the program that is
serving their children.
To understand the challenges districts
encounter in gathering and entering data,
Office of Early Learning and School
Readiness consultants involved in IDEA
monitoring visits review Indicator 7 data with
district representatives. Technical assistance
is provided when needed.
Webinars detailing Indicator 7 protocols are
facilitated by SSTs. When appropriate,
districts can access webinars for additional
review.

SSTs provide professional development 2009-2010 | Based upon local needs assessments, SSTs

to district personnel annually regarding through schedule training for individuals, individual

administration of required assessments: 2012-2013 | districts, or group sessions. During 2011-

the Ages and Stages Questionnaire: 2012, at least 86 sessions reaching

Social- Emotional (ASQ-SE) and Get It, approximately 1,168 school personnel were

Got It, Go! literacy assessment which are conducted by SSTs.

two required sources of information for

the ECOSF.

OEL&SR, through contracted vendors 2009-2010 | Based upon local needs assessments, SSTs

and SST staff, continues to provide through schedule training for individuals, individual

opportunities for professional 2012-2013 | districts, or group sessions. During 2011-

development and training in the Early 2012, at least 5,894 school personnel

Learning Content Standards, recently received training on these topics through

aligned to the Core Standards and multi-session courses, study groups and

renamed PreK Standards, to district stand-alone sessions.

personnel including information on IEP

accommodations in relationship to the

standards.

Through review of documentation by 2009-2010 | Programs are required to submit the

OEL&SR personnel and guidance from through Integrated Monitoring Process and

the SSTs, districts will be supported in 2012-2013 | Continuous Improvement Tool (IMPACT),

their implementation of the Early Learning
Program Guidelines. The guidelines
reflect research-based practices to
improve outcomes for learners.

annually. Preschool special education
programs working with public preschool
programs submit a collaborative plan.

2012-13 will be the final year the IMPACT
tool will be used as Ohio transitions to Step
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status
Up to Quality, the newly developed tiered
quality rating and improvement system.
Develop guidance materials linking child 2011-2012 | The Companion Guide was developed.
outcomes to the IEP process, such as A through Dissemination is on hold pending State
Preschool IEP- Into Practice Companion | 2012-2013 | decisions related to the IEP format.
Guide developed with stakeholder input.

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

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

SST 8 will be working with Help Me Grow (Part C) in one urban county and one rural county to ensure
best practice in the collection, entry and transmission of quality child outcomes data within and between
Part C and Part B preschool special education programs.

In 2012-13,f or mati ve <chil d

assessment

tool s

are being

Step Up To Quality (TQRIS). The three child outcomes for Indicator 7 are strongly reflected in the tools
that are being developed. Professional development activities based on these tools are being planned for
LEA and other preschool special education entities and their personnel.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement activities for
FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010 r
indicator represent progress from the FFY 2009
data. The State met its FFY 2010 targets for
this indicator.

OSEP appreciates the
Stateds eff ol
performance.

The State must report

progress data and actual
target data for FFY 2011
with the FFY 2011 APR.

The required data are
provided in the tables
above.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 8:

1 To measure parent involvement, OEC uses two surveys developed by the National Center for
Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM); a school-age parent survey (25 items)
and a preschool parent survey (50 items).

T Using Ohi ogfplan appaowed byiOBEP, statewide surveys are sent to randomly selected
parents/families of preschool and school-age students with disabilities who receive special
education services. A compl ete description of the stampling pl ¢
Performance Plan.

1T OEC partners with the Ohio Coalition for the Educat
Training and Information Center) to collect data for this indicator.

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

2011 93.5% of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools
(2011-2012) facilitated parent involvement.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Indicator 8 data are collected through surveys distributed to parents of preschool and school-age children
with disabilities throughout the state each year.

Indicator 8, Table 1: Percent of Parents Who Report That Schools Facilitated Parent Involvement

Parent Involvement

Parents who report that the school facilitated parent involvement 756
Parents surveyed 814
Percent 92.9%
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Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Of the 814 parents surveyed for 2010-2011, 756, or 92.9%, reported that the school facilitated their
involvement as a means of improving services and results for their children with disabilities. These data
fall short of the 93.5% target for this indicator but reflect progress of 3.4 percentage points from 2010-

2011.

The sample surveyed represents parents fromone-si xt h of Ohi ods LEAs servi

and is stratified to ensure proportionate representation from traditional districts (including those enrolling
more than 50,000 students), community schools, and State-supported schools. Each LEA uses the same
roster sampling method to select parents to complete the survey. Given the extensive stratification
process designed to provide proportionate representation across the state in the sampling pool, the use
of nationally-validated survey tools” developed by the National Center for Special Education
Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM), and the efforts of the Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children
with Disabilities to ensure collection of all required surveys, ODE feels confident that these data are valid

and reliable, and this sample is representative of Ohi 0 6 s

According to presentations made during OSEP leadership conferences, the survey tools developed by
NCSEAM were designed to be comparable and both the preschool and school-age surveys use
comparable scales, ensuring validity of the results. By using the following method, ODE ensures that the

reported results are reliable:

1 OEC assigns a number to each survey response (1=very strongly disagree, 2=strongly disagree,
3=disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree) and calculates a single score for each survey by
averaging all responses.

T As a score

of 3 corresponds to fidi sagreedo and

average indicates that either the parent agreed with more items than he or she disagreed with, or
had a stronger agreement than disagreement with the concept of his or her parental involvement.

1 OEC combines the number of school-age surveys with scores of 3.5 or higher with the number of
preschool surveys with scores of 3.5 or higher to represent the total number of surveys with
scores of 3.5 or higher.

1 OEC calculates the percent of parents surveyed who report that schools facilitated parent
involvement by dividing the number of surveys with scores of 3.5 or higher by the total number of

surveys completed by

parents.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

Analyze survey results for trends 2006-2007
regarding consistently low-scoring | through
and high-scoring areas of parent 2012-2013

involvement. Target for
improvement the areas of the

survey most likely to impact the

indicator.

OEC6s family engagement
assistant director annually review the survey results
and discuss possible improvement areas by
examining the data by region. OEC &6 s f a mi
engagement coordinator communicates regional
findings with Ohiobs par
Parent mentors then work to impact parent
involvement in conjunction with LEAs and parents

in their assigned regions.

In 2011-2012, the lowest-scoring items from the
preschool survey were:

The survey tools used to collect data for this indicator are provided on pages 49-52 of the revised SPP submitted in
February, 2010 (available here) . These tools have not been revised since FFY 2005, when they were implemented to
baseline dat a.

collect Ohi 006s
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

1 People from preschool special education,
including teachers and other service providers,
invite parents to help train staff.

1 People from preschool special education,
including teachers and other service providers,
connect families with one another for mutual
support.

The lowest-scoring items from the school-age
survey were:

9 The school offers parents training about special
education issues.

1 I was offered special assistance (such as child
care) so that | could participate in the
Individualized Educational Program (IEP)
meeting.

The highest-scoring items from the preschool

survey were:

1 People from preschool special education,
including teachers and other service providers,
expect positive outcomes for my child.

1 People from preschool special education,
including teachers and other service providers,
are willing to learn about the needs of my child.

The highest -scoring items from the school-age

survey were:

1 Atthe IEP meeting, we discussed
accommodations and modifications that my
child would need.

I Teachers are available to speak with me.

Monitor LEAS, as a part of IDEA 2006-2007 | During each onsite review, OEC holds a public

onsite reviews, to ensure through meeting and individual meetings with parents of
parent/family involvement is 2012-2013 | students with disabilities. Parents within each LEA
actively cultivated, encouraged, are invited to attend and share their experiences
and welcomed in schools. with the LEA. LEA staff are not present at the

meetings but OEC shares the results with them
during the review so that parent concerns may be
addressed.

In 2011-2012, OEC conducted onsite reviews in 43
LEAs. Invitations to public meetings were sent to
31,564 parents of students with disabilities, while
299 parents participated; for an attendance rate of
0.9%. Additionally, 194 parents requested
individual meetings with OEC staff and 20 parents
submitted written comments.

Support the parent mentor initiative | 2006-2007 | During the 2011-2012 school year, OEC supported
through continued funding of new through 92 parent mentors who provided services to 277
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

and existing parent mentors,
networking, and training
opportunities.

2012-2013

school districts in Ohio, including the Ohio School

for the Deaf, the Ohio School for the Blind, three
career-tech centers, and three schools operated by
County Boards of Developmental Disabilities. OEC
collaborates with the Ohio Coalition for the

Education of Children with Disabilities (OCECD),
Ohi oés Parent Training a
provide ongoing staff development and technical
assistance for parent mentors.

Parent mentors are parents of children with
disabilities who work within school districts to
provide families and school personnel with
information, resources and support to build a
collaborative partnership between families and
schools. Parent mentors offer workshops on topics
concerning families of children with disabilities,
create parent newsletters, and serve as resources
for parents on a variety of topics related to special
education. They work as liaisons between families
and school district personnel to foster positive
relationships and effective programs for their
children. Parent mentors have expanded
communication modes to parents through internet
social networking.

Datafrom2011-2 012 show t hat
mentors served 16,503 families. Parent-mentor
sponsored trainings were attended by 29,310
participants. Based on data from the past two
years, the number of parent/student contacts,
school contacts and agency contacts all
increased. From 2010-2011 to 2011-2012, the
number of participants who attended parent
mentor-sponsored trainings increased by 7,550,
while the number of newsletters/bulk mailings
distributed increased by 40,407. In 2011-2012
OEC collected new data on alternate ways to reach
parents and the community through social
networks, television/radio, electronic billboards and
newspapers, with a baseline count of 21,434.

Of

Provide effective family and
community engagement models,
products and professional
development to support LEAS in
systematically integrating parent
and family invol\
preK-12 education system.

2007-2008
through
2010-2011

In 2011-2012, OEC worked with the Office of
Educational Reform to support their ongoing work
with the State Superinte
Council (PAC) and family engagement initiatives.
PAC members work to increase parent and

family involvement in education through effective
communication, while empowering and advocating
for all families. OEC provided updates and
information regarding initiatives for parents of
students with disabilities, including SST family
engagement consultants and the parent mentor
network. OEC assisted with statewide
presentations to district staff on how to increase
parent involvement in their schools.
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
Utilize the Decision Framework as | 2008-2009 | Through the OIP, LEAs work with consultants from
part of the Ohio Improvement through their State Support Team to complete the Decision
Process to investigate 2012-2013 | Framework and investigate parent, family, student
parent/family, student, and and community involvement. These data are
community involvement within the analyzed and discussed within the context of
context of student achievement. student achievement. When the Decision
Address discrepancies and Framework reveals discrepancies or troubling
concerns by identifying patterns, the OIP facilitators from the State Support
improvement strategies for Team work with the district leadership team to
inclusion in the identify goals and strategies for inclusion in the
plan. LEAG6s focused plan.
As part of the i mpl ement
State Support Teams (SSTs) conducted regional
trainings for district leadership teams, building
leadership teams, and teacher-based teams. SSTs
conducted 162 trainings with 3,585 educators
participating across the state. SSTs are currently
working with the OIP facilitators in each district and
building to ensure that the process is implemented
with fidelity.
Use the dispute resolution 2009-2010 |An analysis of data fron
database to track inquiries from through database shows that the most frequent concerns
parents by issue, action taken, and | 2012-2013 | raised among parents filing a complaint focused on
outcome. Analyze these data for the evaluation process and identification issues.
patterns among requests, issues (Twenty-seven of the complaints filed during the
and support offered to parents. 2011-2012 school year contained issues with
evaluation.) An analysis of data from letters of
findings shows that the most common compliance
issues resulting from complaints are related to:
providing prior written notice to parents; developing
complete/compliant IEPs; and parent participation
in the evaluation and IEP process.
OEC shares these data with SST staff, including
special education and family engagement
consultants, to inform their TA/PD efforts.
SSTs will implement strategies, 2009-2010 | During regularly scheduled meetings with SST
such as repeat contacts and parent | through staff, OEC shares information related to parent
focus groups, to increase survey 2012-2013 | involvement, including Indicator 8 survey results,

response rates among parents
from selected LEAs.

patterns from parent meetings at onsite reviews,
and common complaint and due process issues.

In 2011-2012, SSTs provided 62 trainings to more
than 304 participants related to family involvement,
understanding the IEP process, promoting family
literacy, addressing challenging behaviors at home
and school, secondary transition training for
parents, bullying prevention for parents, surrogate
parent training, and support for parents of students
with disabilities.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.
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OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Ohio

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

The Stateds FFY 2010
indicator are 89.5%. These data represent
slippage from the FFY 2009 data of 94.03%.
The State did not meet its FFY 2010 target of
93%.

In its description of its FFY 2010 data, the State
addressed whether the response group was
representative of the population.

r

OSEP looks forward to the
Stateds data de
improvement in performance in
the FFY 2011 APR.

None required per
FFY 2010
Response Table.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 9:

1 To report on this indicator for FFY 2011, ODE examined 2011-2012 data for overrepresentation
of students in ethnic or racial groups using the Westat risk ratio calculation formulae. ODE used
the same risk ratio criteria as FFY 2010: 3.5 or greater to identify overrepresentation.

1 Perthe FFY 2011 Measurement Table, states are no longer required to report on
underrepresentation for this indicator.

1 ODE maintained the minimum group-size of 30 that aligns with the calculation of Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) for student subgroups.

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.

I nclude Statebds defitaeitepnesénfidi spnoportiona

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2011, describe how the State made its annual
determination that the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by
§8300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and
procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for
all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a
minimum 'n’ size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of
inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after
the end of the FFY 2011 reporting period, i.e., after June 30, 2012. If inappropriate identification is
identified, report on corrective actions taken.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 0% of LEAs with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special
(2011-2012) education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.
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Data Source:

The risk ratios calculated for this indicator are based on data reported for Table 1, required under IDEA
Section 618. LEAs submit their enroliment and identification data through EMIS. These data are subject
to the review process described in Indicator 20.

Definition of #ADisproportionate Representationbo

Disproportionate representation of students in ethnic or racial groups is determined using the Westat risk
ratio calculation formulae. The risk ratio represents the likelihood that a child in one racial group will be
identified compared to the likelihood that a student in any other racial group will be identified.

1 The risk ratio is calculated as the percentage of students identified as needing special education
in a specified racial group divided by the percentage of students identified as needing special
education NOT in the specified racial group. For example, the percent of all Asian students in an
LEA who are identified as needing special education divided by the percent of all NON-Asian
students who are identified as needing special education.

1 OEC calculates risk ratios for disproportionate representation for the following student groups:
African-American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, Multi-racial (More than
One), and White.

i ODE uses a 3.5 risk ratio, based on a group-size rule (n=30) that aligns with the calculation of
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for racial and ethnic subgroups, to determine
overrepresentation.

Step One: Number of LEAs Identified with Disproportionate Representation in Special Education
and Related Services

Using the criteria established above, OEC reviewed calculated risk ratios for all LEAs meeting the
minimum group size and determined that zero LEAs were identified as meeting the data threshold for
disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services.

Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate
Identification

OEC utilizes the following process to verify, and report data for this indicator:

1 OEC completes disproportionality calculations and LEA notification in the fall of each year. LEAs
receive notification through the Special Education Profile that they have disproportionate
representation for students with disabilities, based on their data.

1 Ohio uses the same risk ratio for determining significant disproportionality as for disproportionate
representation, so any identified LEAs will be required to redirect 15% of their Part B funding to
coordinated early intervening services.

1 LEAs complete self-reviews of their policies, procedures and practices relating to child find,
evaluation, and eligibility requirements for students with disabilities and submit the results to
OEC.

1 After evaluating the self-review reports submitted by the LEAs, OEC determines the number of
LEAs with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

1 If inappropriate identification is identified, each LEA must:
1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;

2) Revise their noncompliant policies, procedures and practices through training and
revision of appropriate forms; and
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3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements,
through a review of State-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Districts with Disproportionate Representation of Racial and Ethnic Groups that was the Result of

Inappropriate Identification

.. Number of Districts with
Total o o_f DISE Disproportionate Representation
with ; . Percent of
Year Number of : . of Racial and Ethnic Groups that L

. Disproportionate . Districts

Districts Representation was the Result of Inappropriate
P Identification
(o112012) | 9% 0 0 0.0%

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

For 2011-2012, ODE identified no LEAs with overrepresentation in special education. As such, no LEAs
qualified for a review of policies, procedures and practices to determine inappropriate identification.

Ohio uses a minimum group size of 30 for calculating disproportionate representation. With this minimum
group size, 13 LEAs were excluded from the calculation of disproportionate representation for Indicator 9.

Correction of FFY 2010 (2010-2011) Findings of Noncompliance (if State did not report 0%):

There were no findings of noncompliance for FFY 2010 requiring correction during FFY 2011.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that

occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

education directors with technical
assistance and information related to

with disabilities.

disproportionate representation for students

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Host a recurring session at the annual 2011-2012 | In September 2012, OEC hosted the sixth
Special Education Leadership Conference through annual Special Education Leadership

to provide LEA administrators and special 2012-2013 [Conf erence for Ohio

stakeholders. The conference included
16 keynote, master or breakout sessions
related to culturally responsive practices,
disproportionality, and/or school climate.
Applicable sessions included:

1) Culturally Responsive Teaching in
Special Education for Ethnically
Diverse Students: A Step in the Right
Direction;

2) Building a Continuum of Academic and
Behavior Support: What Works and
Why;

3) Why Behavior Matters in Closing the
Achievement Gap; and

4)Start Where You Ar
There: Courageous Explorations of
Racial Identity, Cultural Conflict and
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and Supports (PBIS) within the Ohio
Improvement Process (OIP). Develop
protocol and policy for working with LEAs
using a multi-tiered system of supports in
collaboration with the regional State Support
Teams.
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
the Myth of the Meritocracy.
Dr. Patricia Edwards from Michigan State
University was a featured presenter at the
conference and led a master session on
closing the achievement gap for students
with disabilities through culturally
responsive pedagogy.
In support of new state operating standards, | 2007-2008 | OEC has identified noncompliance with
develop LEA special education guidance through evaluation procedures as a key factor
documents to provide support for applicable | 2012-2013 | among districts flagged or at risk for
state and federal laws and rules, model and disproportionality. OEC created an online
suggested forms, and best practice training module (available here) that
examples of process implementation. addresses completion of appropriate
evaluations. This training is used by
State Support Teams (SSTs) in
conjunction with an evaluation process
flow chart to train LEA staff with findings
of noncompliance in evaluation
procedures, including those with
disproportionate representation that is the
result of inappropriate identification.
Create a cross-sectional leadership team to | 2011-2012 | Because the OIP utilizes a data-based,
merge the work of Response to Intervention | through team-oriented framework focusing upon
(Rtl) and Positive Behavior Interventions 2012-2013 | student performance and adult

implementation, an inherent alignment
naturally occurs between Rtl, OIP and
PBIS.

ODE, SSTs, and related stakeholders are
continuing to refine and align these three
major conceptual frameworks. Current
initiatives in support of this goal include
the following:

 The Decision Framework for the OIP
includes a detailed, data-based,
assessment of the physical safety,
social, emotional, behavioral, and
school climate dimensions of a school,
thereby systematically directing
districts toward a holistic assessment
of areas of need and change regarding
the conditions for learning.

i ODE and SST staff have developed an
extensive set of training modules for
each of the five steps in the OIP
process. Included in these training
modules are numerous resources and
demonstrations which clarify the
application of the OIP process to
intervention and positive behavior
frameworks.

T with t

he rensPBSl o]
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
Network, there have been additional
efforts to both increase awareness of
the PBIS framework and to support its
implementation within the Ohio
Improvement Process. The PBIS
Network has designated a specific
workgroup tasked with functional
integration of PBIS into the state
improvement process.
Utilize the Decision Framework as part of 2008-2009 | In 2011-2012, 1,053 schools
the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP) to through implemented the Ohio Improvement
identify discrepancies in student 2012-2013 | Process (OIP) based on their status in
performance by subgroup, focusing on the Oh i diffegentiated accountability model.
use of culturally responsive and research- An additional 136 LEAs voluntarily
based instruction and intervention, school implemented the OIP.
climate including discipline and attendance, As part of the implementation of the OIP,
gnd parent/family, student, and co_mmumty Ohi o6s State Suppor{
involvement. Address discrepancies and conducted regional trainings for district
concerns by identifying improvement leadership teams, building leadership
strategies for inclus teams, and teacher-based teams. SSTs
plan. conducted 162 trainings with 3,585
educators participating across the state.
SSTs are currently working with the OIP
facilitators in each district and building to
ensure that the process is implemented
with fidelity.
To support this work the Ohio Leadership
Advisory Council has created 19 online
learning modules to support
implementation of Ohio's Leadership
Development Framework across the
state. OLAC's learning modules are
anytime, any-pace learning opportunities
that include research and content from
national experts, streaming video, and
Ohio exemplars of best practices.
Include all risk ratios calculated for 2009-2010 | OEC updated the Special Education
I ndicators 9 and 10 i through Profile for all LEAs to include historical
Special Education Profile, in order to 2012-2013 | trend data in graphical format for all
increase awareness of disproportionality calculated risk ratios for Indicators 9 and
among LEAs, especially those at risk of 10, to identify trends over time and at-risk
disproportionate representation. subgroups.
In 2011-2012, 38 LEAs were identified as
at-risk of disproportionate representation.
Conduct data analyses among LEAs that 2011-2012 | In FFY 2010, 97 LEASs voluntarily
chose to redirect 15% of their IDEA Part B through redirected 15% of their IDEA Part B funds
funds toward coordinated early intervening 2012-2013 | toward coordinated early intervening

services (CEIS), in order to determine the
impact of CEIS on identifying fewer students
for special education and decreasing
disproportionate representation.

services (CEIS). Analysis of 2010-2011
data show that 29.5% of LEAs that
voluntarily redirected funds were
identified as at-risk for disproportionate
representation, compared with 12.6% of
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
LEAs that did not redirect funds toward
CEIS, suggesting that voluntary
redirection was a proactive measure
among some LEAs to prevent significant
disproportionality.
As part of Ohiob6s Ra(2011-2012 |As part of Ohiobds R
OEC wi || partner wi t hthrough grant to close achievement gaps, the
Educational Reform to identify and analyze | 2012-2013 | Office of Educational Reform works with

school improvement practices that increase
graduation rates, reduce gaps by subgroup
in graduation and performance rates, and
engage stakeholders to close achievement
gaps for all students.

Linkage Coordinators from nine urban
school districts across the state. Through
educational programming, Linkage
Coordinators serve at risk students to
address non-academic barriers to
achievement. Risk factors used to identify
eligible participants include failing grades,
IEP progress reports, absenteeism,
disciplinary referrals, and parental
referrals. Services include student
workshops to further develop 21 century
learning skills and professional
development opportunities for the
coordinators. The staff from these
schools use LEA achievement data to
determine the instructional programs and
interventions required to meet the needs
of students, including students with
disabilities.

Additionally, Ohio has implemented the
My Voice initiative to foster student
aspirations and an engagement-based
learning environment. During the 2011-
2012 school year, My Voice has surveyed
54,000 students throughout Ohio to
improve school climate, cultural
competency, student aspirations and
instructional delivery.

This initiative is based on research that
has identified the importance of alignment
between student aspirations and teacher
expectations in closing achievement
gaps. Ohio is currently piloting this work
in 6 LEAs.

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

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.
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OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Ohio

Indicator Status

OSEP
Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement activities for FFY 2011 and
FFY 2012 for this indicator and OSEP accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010 reportec

These data remain unchanged from the FFY 2009 data of 0%.
The State met its FFY 2010 target of 0%.

The State reported that no districts were identified with
disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related services.

The State provided its defini

representation. o

The State reported that 193 of 913 districts did not meet the
State-e st abl i shed mini mum And s

group.

OSEP appreciates
the Statedg
regarding this
indicator.

None required
per FFY 2010
Response Table.
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Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 10:

1 To report on this indicator for FFY 2011, ODE examined 2011-2012 data for overrepresentation
of students in ethnic or racial groups using the Westat risk ratio calculation formulae. ODE used
the same risk ratio criteria as FFY 2010: 3.5 or greater to identify overrepresentation.

1 Perthe FFY 2011 Measurement Table, states are no longer required to report on
underrepresentation for this indicator.

1 ODE maintained the minimum group-size of 30 that aligns with the calculation of Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) for student subgroups.

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.

I nclude Statebds definepreseat afidospoboportiona

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2011, describe how the State made its annual
determination that the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by
§8300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and
procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for
all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a
minimum 'n’ size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories is the result of
inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after
the end of the FFY 2011, i.e., after June 30, 2012. If inappropriate identification is identified, report
on corrective actions taken.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 0% of LEAs with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific
(2011-2012) disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Data Source:

The risk ratios calculated for this indicator are based on data reported for Table 1, required under IDEA
Section 618. LEAs submit their enroliment and identification data through EMIS. These data are subject
to the review process described in Indicator 20.
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Definition of #fADisproportionate Representationo

Disproportionate representation of students in ethnic or racial groups is determined using the Westat risk
ratio calculation formulae. The risk ratio represents the likelihood that a child in one racial group will be
identified compared to the likelihood that all other students in the LEA will be identified.

1 The risk ratio is calculated as the percentage of students identified as needing special education
in a specified racial group divided by the percentage of students identified as needing special
education NOT in the specified racial group. For example, the percent of all Asian students in an
LEA who are identified as needing special education divided by the percent of all NON-Asian
students who are identified as needing special education.

1 OEC calculates risk ratios for disproportionate representation for the following student groups:
African-American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, Multi-racial (More than
One), and White.

1 OBDE uses a 3.5 risk ratio, based on a group-size rule (n=30) that aligns with the calculation of
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for racial and ethnic subgroups, to determine
overrepresentation.

Step One: Number of LEAs Identified with Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability
Categories

Using the criteria established above, OEC reviewed calculated risk ratios for all LEAs meeting the
minimum group size and identified two LEAs as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories.

Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate
Identification

OEC utilizes the following process to verify, and report data for this indicator:

1 OEC completes disproportionality calculations and LEA notification in the fall of each year. LEAs
receive notification through the Special Education Profile that they have disproportionate
representation for students with disabilities, based on their data.

1 Ohio uses the same risk ratio for determining significant disproportionality as for disproportionate
representation, so any identified LEAs will be required to redirect 15% of their Part B funding to
coordinated early intervening services.

1 LEAs complete self-reviews of their policies, procedures and practices relating to child find,
evaluation, and eligibility requirements for students with disabilities and submit the results to
OEC.

1 After evaluating the self-review reports submitted by the LEAs, OEC determines the number of
LEAs with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

1 If inappropriate identification is identified, each LEA must:
1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;

2) Revise their noncompliant policies, procedures and practices through training and
revision of appropriate forms; and

3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements,
through a review of State-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Districts with Disproportionate Representation of Racial and Ethnic Groups in Specific Disability
categories that was the Result of Inappropriate Identification

Number of Districts with

Total Number of Districts | Disproportionate Representation

with of Racial and Ethnic Groups in Percent of
Year Number of . . e e : .
. Disproportionate specific disability categories that Districts

Districts . :

Representation was the Result of Inappropriate

Identification
(2':0':1\2_22%1112) 956 2 1 0.1%

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

For 2011-2012, ODE identified two LEAs with overrepresentation in specific disability categories. As
such, two LEAs qualified for a review of policies, procedures and practices to determine inappropriate
identification. OEC identified noncompliancei n o0 n e evallat#od ocedures and therefore
determined that the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. This
represents no change from the 0.1% of LEAs identified with disproportionate representation due to
inappropriate identification in 2010-2011.

Ohio uses a minimum group size of 30 for calculating disproportionate representation. With this minimum
group size, 13 LEAs were excluded from the calculation of disproportionate representation for Indicator 10.

Correction of FFY 2010 (2010-2011) Findings of Noncompliance (if State did not report 0%):

Ohio did not identify noncompliance for Indicator 10 in 2010-2011. Though Ohio reported a
noncompliance rate of 0.1% for Indicator 10 based on disproportionate representation identified from
2010-2011 data, OEC did not complete its review of student records and notify the LEA of noncompliance
until FFY 2011. Thus, OEC will report on correction of this noncompliance in the FFY 2012 APR, due
February 1, 2014.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

education directors with technical
assistance and information related to
disproportionate representation for
students with disabilities.

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Host a recurring session at the annual 2011-2012 | In September 2012, OEC hosted the sixth
Special Education Leadership Conference | through annual Special Education Leadership

to provide LEA administrators and special | 2012-2013 |Conf erence f or Ohi o0bd

stakeholders. The conference included 16
keynote, master or breakout sessions
related to culturally responsive practices,
disproportionality, and/or school climate.
Applicable sessions included:

5) Culturally Responsive Teaching in
Special Education for Ethnically Diverse
Students: A Step in the Right Direction;

6) Building a Continuum of Academic and
Behavior Support: What Works and
Why;

7) Why Behavior Matters in Closing the
Achievement Gap; and
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status
8)Start Where You Ar €
There: Courageous Explorations of
Racial Identity, Cultural Conflict and the
Myth of the Meritocracy.
Dr. Patricia Edwards from Michigan State
University was a featured presenter at the
conference and led a master session on
closing the achievement gap for students
with disabilities through culturally
responsive pedagogy.
In support of new state operating 2007-2008 | OEC has identified noncompliance with
standards, develop LEA special education | through evaluation procedures as a key factor
guidance documents to provide support for | 2012-2013 | among districts flagged or at risk for
applicable state and federal laws and disproportionality. OEC created an online
rules, model and suggested forms, and training module (available here) that
best practice examples of process addresses completion of appropriate
implementation. evaluations. This training is used by State
Support Teams (SSTs) in conjunction with
an evaluation process flow chart to train
LEA staff with findings of noncompliance
in evaluation procedures, including those
with disproportionate representation that is
the result of inappropriate identification.
Create a cross-sectional leadership team 2011-2012 | Because the OIP utilizes a data-based,
to merge the work of Response to through team-oriented framework focusing upon
Intervention (Rtl) and Positive Behavior 2012-2013 | student performance and adult

Interventions and Supports (PBIS) within
the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP).
Develop protocol and policy for working
with LEAs using a multi-tiered system of
supports in collaboration with the regional
State Support Teams.

implementation, an inherent alignment
naturally occurs between Rtl, OIP and
PBIS.

ODE, SSTs, and related stakeholders are
continuing to refine and align these three
major conceptual frameworks. Current
initiatives in support of this goal include the
following:

1 The Decision Framework for the OIP
includes a detailed, data-based,
assessment of the physical safety,
social, emotional, behavioral, and
school climate dimensions of a school,
thereby systematically directing districts
toward a holistic assessment of areas
of need and change regarding the
conditions for learning.

1 ODE and SST staff have developed an
extensive set of training modules for
each of the five steps in the OIP
process. Included in these training
modules are numerous resources and
demonstrations which clarify the
application of the OIP process to
intervention and positive behavior
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

frameworks.

fWith the resPBI®al of
Network, there have been additional
efforts to both increase awareness of
the PBIS framework and to support its
implementation within the Ohio
Improvement Process. The PBIS
Network has designated a specific
workgroup tasked with functional
integration of PBIS into the state
improvement process.

Utilize the Decision Framework as part of
the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP) to
identify discrepancies in student
performance by subgroup, focusing on the
use of culturally responsive and research-
based instruction and intervention, school
climate including discipline and
attendance, and parent/family, student,
and community involvement. Address
discrepancies and concerns by identifying
improvement strategies for inclusion in the
LEA6s focused plan

2008-2009
through
2012-2013

In 2011-2012, 1,053 schools implemented
the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP)
based on their statu
differentiated accountability model. An
additional 136 LEAs voluntarily
implemented the OIP.

As part of the implementation of the OIP,
Ohi obs State Support
conducted regional trainings for district
leadership teams, building leadership
teams, and teacher-based teams. SSTs
conducted 162 trainings with 3,585
educators participating across the state.
SSTs are currently working with the OIP
facilitators in each district and building to
ensure that the process is implemented
with fidelity.

To support this work the Ohio Leadership
Advisory Council has created 19 online
learning modules to support
implementation of Ohio's Leadership
Development Framework across the state.
OLAC's learning modules are anytime,
any-pace learning opportunities that
include research and content from national
experts, streaming video, and Ohio
exemplars of best practices.

Include all risk ratios calculated for

I ndicators 9 and
Special Education Profile, in order to
increase awareness of disproportionality
among LEAs, especially those at risk of
disproportionate representation.

10

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

OEC updated the Special Education
Profile for all LEAs to include historical
trend data in graphical format for all
calculated risk ratios for Indicators 9 and
10, to identify trends over time and at-risk
subgroups.

In 2011-2012, 38 LEAs were identified as
at-risk of disproportionate representation.
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Conduct data analyses among LEAs that 2011-2012 | In FFY 2010, 97 LEAs voluntarily

chose to redirect 15% of their IDEA Part B | through redirected 15% of their IDEA Part B funds

funds toward coordinated early intervening | 2012-2013 | toward coordinated early intervening

services (CEIS), in order to determine the services (CEIS). Analysis of 2010-2011

impact of CEIS on identifying fewer data show that 29.5% of LEAs that

students for special education and voluntarily redirected funds were identified

decreasing disproportionate as at-risk for disproportionate

representation. representation, compared with 12.6% of
LEAs that did not redirect funds toward
CEIS, suggesting that voluntary redirection
was a proactive measure among some
LEAs to prevent significant
disproportionality.

As part of Ohiob6s Ra 2011-2012 |[As part of Ohiobs Ra

OEC wi || partner wi t|through grant to close achievement gaps, the

Strategic Initiatives to identify and analyze | 2012-2013 | Office of Educational Reform works with

school improvement practices that
increase graduation rates, reduce gaps by
subgroup in graduation and performance
rates, and engage stakeholders to close
achievement gaps for all students.

Linkage Coordinators from nine urban
school districts across the state. Through
educational programming, Linkage
Coordinators serve at risk students to
address non-academic barriers to
achievement. Risk factors used to identify
eligible participants include failing grades,
IEP progress reports, absenteeism,
disciplinary referrals, and parental
referrals. Services include student
workshops to further develop 21 century
learning skills and professional
development opportunities for the
coordinators. The staff from these schools
use LEA achievement data to determine
the instructional programs and
interventions required to meet the needs
of students, including students with
disabilities.

Additionally, Ohio has implemented the My
Voice initiative to foster student aspirations
and an engagement-based learning
environment. During the 2011-2012 school
year My Voice has surveyed 54,000
students throughout Ohio to improve
school climate, cultural competency,
student aspirations and instructional
delivery.

This initiative is based on research that
has identified the importance of alignment
between student aspirations and teacher
expectations in closing achievement gaps.
Ohio is currently piloting this work in 6
LEAs.
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Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement activities
for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 for this
indicator and OSEP accepts those
revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010
indicator are 0.1%. These data represent
slippage from the FFY 2009 data of 0%.
The State did not meet its FFY 2010 target
of 0%.

The State reported that one district was
identified with disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories. The State also
reported that one district was identified with
disproportionate representation of racial and
ethnic groups in specific disability categories
that was the result of inappropriate
identification.

The State provided its definition of
idi sproportionate

The State reported that 316 of 913 districts
did not meet the State-established minimum

And size r eqimagroapne nt

refj

OSEP appreciates
and looks forward to reviewing data in
the FFY 2011 APR.

Because the State reported less than
100% compliance for FFY 2010
(greater than 0% actual target data for
this indicator), the State must report
on the status of correction of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2010
for this indicator. The State must
demonstrate, in the FFY 2011 APR,
that the district identified in FFY 2010
with disproportionate representation
of racial and ethnic groups in specific
disability categories that was the
result of inappropriate identification
are in compliance with the
requirements in 34 CFR 88300.111,
300.201, and 300.301 through
300.311, including that the State
verified that each district with
noncompliance: (1) is correctly
implementing the specific regulatory
requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100%
compliance) based on a review of
updated data such as data
subsequently collected through on-
site monitoring or a State data
system; and (2) has corrected each
individual case of noncompliance,
unless the child is no longer within the
jurisdiction of the district, consistent
with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY
2011 APR, the State must describe
the specific actions that were taken to
verify the correction.

If the State is unable to demonstrate
compliance with those requirements
in the FFY 2011 APR, the State must
review its improvement activities and
revise them, if necessary to ensure
compliance.

t

Though Ohio
reported a
noncompliance
rate of 0.1% for
Indicator 10
based on
disproportionate
representation
identified from
2010-2011 data,
OEC did not
complete its
review of student
records and notify
the LEA of
noncompliance
until FFY 2011.
Thus, OEC will
report on
correction of this
noncompliance in
the FFY 2012
APR, due
February 1, 2014.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for
activities completed for Indicator 11:

1 For LEAs reporting less than 100% compliance with Indicator 11:

0 OEC reviews student-level EMIS data to ensure the LEA has completed the initial

evaluation, although late, for every student with a late initial evaluation that continues to

be enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).

devel opi

0o OEC compares student level EMIS data with a sample of corresponding student records

to ensure LEASs are reporting initial evaluation data accurately (verification of accurate
data reporting).

o OEC reviews new initial evaluation timeline data, occurring within a five month period
after implementation of corrective actions, to ensure that the LEA is correctly

implementing the regulatory requirement for timely initial evaluations prior to closing the

finding of noncompliance (second prong of correction).

0 LEAs that are not able to correct noncompliance within one year are designated as
having Aongoing noncomplianceo and ar e
from the SST, as well as progressive sanctions (described in Indicator 15).

placed o

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find

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

within that timeframe.

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

Measurement:

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

Account for children included in a. but not included in b. Indicate the range of days beyond the
timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.

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

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 100% of children with parental consent to evaluate are evaluated and eligibility
(2011-2012) determined within 60 days.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Indicator 11 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a

statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,

district/building, demographic, financial, and test data. Data for FFY 2011 represent the year-end 2011-

2012 data reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities.
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Indicator 11, Table 1: Children Evaluated Within 60 Days:

a. Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received 37,090

b. Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-

established timeline) 36,236

Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60

0,
days (or State established-timeline) (Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100) il

The children included in (a) but not included in (b) represent those with evaluations completed beyond the
60-day timeline.

Additional time required to complete initial evaluations ranged from one to 290 days. The student with the
delay of 290 days was confined to his home or hospital during the evaluation process, and the reason
provided for the delay was parental scheduling conflicts. This LEA is currently working with OEC to
address noncompliance for Indicator 11 through the Compliance Indicator Review process.

LEAs identified reasons for noncompliance using the following reporting categories: staff unavailable i
summer months; staff unavailable 7 school year; scheduling conflicts with family; parental choice; child's
heal t h; and studentédés incarceration

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

During the 2011-2012 reporting period, LEAs received parental consent for 37,090 initial evaluations. Of
these, 36,236 were completed within the 60 calendar-day timeline, reflecting a compliance rate of 97.7%.
Though the compliance rate falls short of the 100% target for this indicator, data for 2011-2012 represent
progress of 0.4 percentage points from 2010-2011.

Increased technical assistance has contributed to ongoing improvement for this indicator, as displayed in
Figure 1.

Indicator 11, Figurel: Ohi odés Longitudinal Data for

Indicator 11 Compliance Rate
100.0%

90.0% /
85.0%

g

80.0%

75.00/0 T T T T
06-07 07-08 08-09 0910 1011 1112

Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if State reported less than 100% compliance):
Level of compliance (actual target data) State reported for FFY 2010 for this indicator: 97.3%
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Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2010 (the period

from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011) 228
2. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected within 216
one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)
3. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus (2)] 12

Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance):

4. Number of FFY 2010 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 12
above)

5. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the one-year 12
timeline (Asubsequent correctionod)

6. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 0

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:

OEC has verified correction for all of the LEAs identified with noncompliance for Indicator 11 in FFY 2010
(2010-2011).

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:

OEC requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.
OEC took the following actions to verify correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:

1) For each of the LEAs with Indicator 11 findings identified in FFY 2010, OEC reviewed student-
level data to verify that the initial evaluation was completed, although late, for each student whose
initial evaluation was not completed within the 60-day timeline, unless the student was no longer

2)

3)

enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).

In November 2010, OEC sent notification of honcompliance through the Special Education Profile

to the LEAs that did not report 100% compliance. Each LEA was required to develop and

implement a corrective action plan (CAP). OEC reviewed initial evaluation data from a five month
period after implementation of corrective actions. If the data reflected 100% compliance, and a

sample of State-selected student records verified the data reported in EMIS, OEC considered the
LEA to be correctly implementing the regulatory requirement for timely initial evaluations (second

prong of correction).

LEAs not demonstrating 100% compliance in 2011-2012 are required to correct newly identified
individual noncompliance from the new sample and submit additional data from a subsequent
reporting period, in order for OEC to determine if they are correctly implementing the regulatory

requirement for timely initial evaluations.
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Correction of Remaining FFY 2009 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable):

OEC has verified correction for each of the LEAs identified with noncompliance for Indicator 11 in FFY
2009 (2009-2010).

Correction of Remaining FFY 2008 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable):

In the FFY 2010 APR, OEC reported one LEA with ongoing noncompliance identified in FFY 2008. This
LEA has since demonstrated both prongs of correction for Indicator 11.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines |Status

Use data specific to child find activities |2006-2007 | With technical assistance from DAC and NCRRC,

and evaluation timelines provided by through OEC developed a comprehensive monitoring
EMIS and reflected in the annual special | 2012-2013 | system that includes Indicator 11 compliance
education profile to identify LEAS reviews. The compliance indicator reviews are
requiring corrective action and technical designed to ensure consistency with the
assistance. requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02 and

to verify that initial evaluation timeline data are
reported accurately. In 2011-2012, OEC worked
with 252 LEAs based on data reported for
Indicator 11.

Identify high priority LEAs with ongoing |2009-2010[LEAs i denti fi ed as fhig

noncompliance (more than one year) through intensive technical assistance from the SST.

and work with the SSTs in order to 2011-2012 |Resources are provided electronically through the
target time and resources to areas of annual Special Education Profile. OEC has

need. restructured internal staff to assign regional

contacts responsible for monitoring LEA corrective
action on a regular basis to help them achieve
100% compliance. In 2011-2012, OEC identified
10 LEAs as high priority for SST technical
assistance.

ODE staff (including OEC and OEL&SR) |2006-2007 |In 2010-2011, OEC hired five new staff members

will work with related services through specifically assigned to work with related services
organizations, associations, and SSTs [2012-2013 |issues. They continue to meet periodically with
(with a focus on school psychologists) to related services organizations and associations,
identify and address challenges to including the state associations of school

meeting the 60-day requirements. This psychologists, and continue to provide technical
dialogue and strategizing of solutions assistance regarding conducting and reporting
will inform decisions for statewide timely initial evaluations.

guidance.

The compliance indicator review team 2008-2009 | In September 2012, OEC hosted the sixth annual
will analyze the root causes reported in |through Special Education Leadership Conference for

LEA action plans and disseminate 2012-2013|0Ohi ods LEAs and stakeho
common issues and challenges to breakout session to assist LEAs in achieving and
compliance through technical assistance maintaining high performance on compliance
provided to LEAs by SSTs and ODE. indicators. The presenters discussed root causes

of noncompliance with Indicator 11 and strategies
to address them.
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Challenges:
1 Data reporting errors;
1 Missing documentation in student records;

1 Scheduling the evaluation meeting too
close to the deadline; and

1 No back-up plan for school psychological
services.

Best Practices:

1 Using a district-wide tracking system
(including preschool and speech-only
students);

91 Verifying initial evaluation data before the
reporting period closes;

1 Scheduling all initial evaluation meetings
for the 45-50" day (to allow time for
rescheduling when needed); and

1 Contracting (if necessary) for additional
school psychologist services to avoid
missed timelines.

2008-2009
through
2012-2013

Implementation challenges with the EMIS redesign
precluded OEC& automated reports that identify
students with missing data or possible data errors.
To assist LEAs in identifying reporting errors, OEC
emailed to individual LEAs the information that
would have been provided through these reports.
In the first round of emails, OEC identified 1,568
potential reporting errors for Indicator 11. After the
last round of emails, this was reduced to 726, thus
preventing many unnecessary findings of
noncompliance that were actually data reporting
errors.

During the year-end reporting period,
provide preliminary data on initial
evaluations in order for LEA personnel
to verify the data and make needed
corrections prior to the end of the
reporting period.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Steps Ohio Response

ODE has verified
correction of the
findings identified in
FFY 2010,
consistent with
OSEP Memo 09-
02, as described

OSEP appreciates the St g
forward to reviewing in the FFY 2011 APR, the
Stateds data demonstrat.i
with the timely initial evaluation requirements in 34
CFR 8300.301(c)(1). Because the State reported
less than 100% compliance for FFY 2010, the

State must report on the status of correction of

The State revised the improvement
activities for FFY 2011 and FFY
2012 for this indicator and OSEP
accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2
for this indicator are 97.3%. These

data represent progress from the
FFY 2009 data of 96%. The State
did not meet its FFY 2010 target of

noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 for this
indicator.

When reporting on the correction of

previously in this
report.

ODE has verified
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Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

100%.

The State reported that 117 of 134
findings of noncompliance identified
in FFY 2009 were corrected in a
timely manner and that the
remaining findings subsequently
were corrected by February 1,
2012.

The State reported that 62 of 63
findings of noncompliance identified
in FFY 2008 were corrected. The
State reported on the actions it took
to address the uncorrected
noncompliance.

noncompliance, the State must report, in its FFY
2011 APR, that it has verified that each LEA with
noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 for this
indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR
§300.301(c)(2) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance)
based on a review of updated data such as data
subsequently collected through on-site monitoring
or a State data system; and (2) has completed the
evaluation, although late, for any child whose initial
evaluation was not timely, unless the child is no
longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent
with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2011 APR,
the State must describe the specific actions that
were taken to verify the correction.

If the State does not report 100% compliance in the
FFY 2011 APR, the State must review its
improvement activities and revise them, if
necessary to ensure compliance.

OSEP is concerned about
correct longstanding noncompliance from FFY
2008. The State must take the steps necessary to
ensure that it can report, in the FFY 2011 APR that
it has corrected the remaining finding identified in
FFY 2008. If the State cannot report in the FFY
2011 APR that this noncompliance has been
corrected, the State must report in the FFY 2011
APR: (1) the specific nature of the nhoncompliance;
(2) the Statonasdoswhythep | an
noncompliance has persisted; (3) the steps that the
State has taken to ensure the correction of each
finding of the remaining findings of noncompliance,
and any new or different actions the State has
taken, since the submission of its FFY 2010 APR,
to ensure such correction; and (4) any new or
different actions the State will take to ensure such
correction.

correction of the
one remaining
uncorrected
noncompliance
finding identified in
FFY 2008,
consistent with
OSEP Memo 09-
02, as described
previously in this
report.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi
activities completed for Indicator 12:

1 ODE Implemented a tiered monitoring system that includes:
0 Reviewing Indicator 12 data for each LEA at least once per year;

o Verifying Indicator 12 data for each LEA selected for an IDEA onsite review, in
conjunction with OEC;

0 Reviewing inter-agency agreements and development of IEPs for each LEA selected
for an IDEA onsite review;

0 Using data obtained from SSTs regarding the need for PD and TA to enhance the
new process of assigning unique student identifiers (SSIDs) to children in Help Me
Grow (Part C) services;

o0 Analyzing multiple years of LEA data, including child count data, to address potential
under-reporting of children transitioning from Part C to B;

o Investigating invalid EMIS data to determine if noncompliance is limited to reporting
errors or if it also involves missed IEP timelines; and

o0 Requiring LEAs to demonstrate both prongs of correction within one year of the
identified noncompliance, in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.

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 for Part B 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 or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 8300.301(d) applied.

e. # of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.

Account for children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e. 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 (a7 b1 di e)]times 100.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2011 100% of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B have
(2011-2012) an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Indicator 12 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a
statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,
district/building, demographic, financial, and test data. Data for FFY 2011 represent the year-end 2011-
2012 data reported by all LEAs serving preschool children with disabilities.

Actual State Data (Numbers)

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

Part B eligibility determination. 4075
b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility 1310
was determined prior to third birthday

c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by 2535

their third birthdays

d. # for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in
evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 59
§300.301(d) applied.

e. # of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their

third birthdays. 143

#inabutnotinb,c,d, ore. 28

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. 98.9%

Percent = [(c) / (a-b-d-e)] * 100

The children included in (a) but not included in (b), (c), (d) or (e) represent those whose IEPs were
implemented after their third birthdays.

Additional time required to implement the IEP beyond the third birthday ranged from one to eight days.
LEAs identified reasons for noncompliance using the following reporting categories: staff unavailable i
summer months; parental choice; and child's health.

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

The 2011-2012 compliance rate of 98.9% represents slippage of 0.3 percentage points from 2010-2011.
EMIS data and corresponding data verification visits provide evidence that Ohio continues to maintain a
high level of performance, while pursuing 100% compliance for this indicator.
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Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if State reported less than 100% compliance):
Level of compliance (actual target data) State reported for FFY 2010 for this indicator: 99.2%

Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2010 (the

period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011) 12
2. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected 8
within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)
3. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus 4

()]

Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance):

Number of FFY 2010 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3)

above) 4
5. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the one- 4
year timeline (fisubsequent correction
6. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 0

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:

OEL&SR has verified correction for all of the LEAs identified with noncompliance for Indicator 12 in FFY
2010 (2010-2011).

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of

noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:

OEL&SR requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-
02. OEL&SR took the following actions to verify correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY

2010:

1) For each of the LEAs with Indicator 12 findings identified in FFY 2010, OEC reviewed student-
level data to verify that the LEA implemented the IEP, although late, unless the child was no

2)

3)

longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).

In November 2010, OEL&SR sent notification of noncompliance through the Special Education
Profile to the LEAs that did not report 100% compliance. Each LEA was required to develop and
implement a corrective action plan (CAP) and completed the Connecting the Dots. OEL&SR
reviewed Indicator 12 data following the implementation of corrective actions. If the data reflected
100% compliance, OEL&SR considered the LEA to be correctly implementing the regulatory

requirement for timely initial evaluations (second prong of correction).

LEAs not demonstrating 100% compliance in 2011-2012 are required to correct newly identified
individual noncompliance from the new sample and submit additional data from a subsequent
reporting period, in order for OEL&SR to determine if they are correctly implementing the

regulatory requirement for timely transition from Part C to Part B.
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Correction of Remaining FFY 2009 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable):

ODE has verified correction of each finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009 (2009-2010).

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Improvement Activities Timelines |Status
Based upon guidance from OSEP, 2009-2010 |In 2011-2012 OEL&SR conducted verification
OEL&SR will annually: through visits among 37 districts selected for IDEA onsite

1) Conduct IDEA onsite reviews in
conjunction with OEC;

2) Conduct selective reviews for LEAs
based upon rates of noncompliance with
transition requirements;

3) Verify Indicator 12 data for 10% of
districts reporting 100% compliance; and

4)Coordi nat e with OECO
Indicator Review team.

2012-2013

reviews

Of the districts reviewed, no transition issues
were found.

OEL&SR staff will annually examine
EMIS data to establish compliance for
transition from Part C, including an
investigation of underreporting. When the
investigation indicates noncompliance,
districts are provided an opportunity to
clarify. Verified findings become part of
the Indicator 12 review process and are
considered as part
determination.

2009-2010
through
2012-2013

This approach helps to identify districts that are
under-reporting Indicator 12 data and provides
opportunities for districts to improve reporting.

For 2011-2012, a total of 54 districts were asked
to provide additional information to support the
data entered into EMIS. Of those, 8 LEAs were
found to be noncompliant for Indicator 12, while
49 LEAs were identified with data reporting errors
related to Indicator 12.

OEL&SR staff will annually analyze
historical transition data and provide them
to SSTs to plan and prioritize professional
development and TA to districts. This
supports districts in achieving 100%
compliance.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

Maintaining the connection between OEL&SR
staff and the SSTs (as a source of PD and TA)
helps districts achieve and maintain compliance.
For 2011-2012, each of the 16 SSTs hosted
regional meetings during which statewide and
individual district information was shared and
challenges addressed. Connections between data
and the Ohio Improvement process were a central
part of the agenda.

LEAs identified as #fAhig
intensive technical assistance from the SST.
Resources are provided electronically through the
annual Special Education Profile.

LEAs with noncompliance will develop
corrective action plans designed to
correct underlying causes of
noncompliance and address the two
prongs of correction. Verification of
correction will be conducted by OEL&SR
staff within one year of the notification of

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

In 2011-2012, 45 LEAS with noncompliance for
Indicator 12, or Indicator 20 as it relates to
Indicator 12, were required to create and
implement corrective actions with the assistance
of the SSTs. OEL&SR is in the process of
verifying both prongs of correction.
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Improvement Activities Timelines |Status

noncompliance.

To assist LEAs in achieving 100% 2007-2008 | While this strategy has only been utilized twice, it

compliance, those with noncompliance for | through has been effective in combining planning,
two years will include Part C to Part B 2012-2013 | implementation and motivation for districts to
transition strategies as part of their achieve 100% compliance for Indicator 12.
Comprehensive Continuous Improvement During 2011-2012, no LEAs were required to
Plans (CCIP) in order to receive funding. complete this action.
The CCIP strategies and resulting
outcomes will be monitored by OEL&SR.
ODE will continue to collaborate with the |2010-2011 | In 2011-2012, county Help Me Grow (Part C)
Ohio Department of Health to implement | through programs continued the transfer of data to LEAs
the assignment of an individual student 2012-2013 |as was required by the MOU between the Ohio
identification number to children as they Departments of Health and Education. SSTs were
exit Part C. Once assigned, this number provided with data for two districts in each of 16
will follow the child into part B. Quarterly regions as samples. SSTs met with districts to
reports are provided to LEAs and SSTs to review data and attempt to account for each
help track children. SSTs work with LEAS childbébs transition stat
to help them review their data and ensure
timely transitions as well as data
accuracy.
Require Connecting the Dots online 2010-2011 | ODE continued to contract with the North Central
training regarding transition requirements |through Regional Resource Center to implement the
for every LEA found out of compliance 2012-2013 |training program, Connecting the Dots. ODH
with Indicator 12. SSTs will provide implemented the training for Help Me Grow staff
access to the standardized training and in 2009-2010. Beginning in 2010-2011, ODE
verify successful completion. required this training for LEAs out of compliance
for Indicator 12. In 2011-2012 7 districts were
required to complete the training.
A contracted vendor will provide quarterly |2006-2007 |In place of quarterly training for new HMG service
training to new Help Me Grow service through coordinators, the contracted vendor provided and
coordinators (responsible for Part C) 2012-2013 |disseminated a series of six information sheets
about eligibility for preschool special concerning the transition journey from Part C to
education to improve efficiency of the Part B. These were provided to families by the
referral and transition process and to service coordinators.
reduce the number of referrals resulting in A laminated card outlining the transition process
ineligibility. was provided to service coordinators.
A special edition of FIN Facts was developed,
which is a publication for families, to outline
transition activities and processes for families.
In 2011-2012, a contracted vendor provided
targeted trainings for 2 urban districts and Head
Start partners about eligibility for preschool
special education, to improve efficiency.
OEL&SR staff will continue to refine and |2009-2010 | In 2011-2012 with the fiscal support of the
disseminate guidance and documents for |through OEL&SR, the Ohio Coalition was able to employ
LEAs and families related to transition 2012-2013 | a staff member devoted to families who children

from Part C to Part B programs in order to

are receiving preschool special education
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Improvement Activities Timelines |Status

support timely and effective transitions. supports and services. This will help ensure that
This will be accomplished through families receive accurate and timely information
coordination with the Ohio Department of regarding transition. Additional materials were
Health. developed and disseminated as described above.
Use EMIS General Issues reports to 2010-2011 |Implementation challenges with the EMIS

assist LEAs in identification and through redesign precluded OEC& automated reports that
correction of errors in data that have been | 2012-2013 | identify students with missing data or possible
submitted, in order to ensure complete data errors. To assist LEAs in identifying

and accurate reporting of compliance reporting errors, OEC emailed to individual LEAs
data through the EMIS Special Education the information that would have been provided
Record. through these reports, thus preventing many

unnecessary findings of noncompliance that were
actually data reporting errors.

OEL&SR investigated 54 LEAs that reported
EMIS data incorrectly for preschool transition
planning conferences and additional special
education events. Investigation verified that
common errors occurred in omitting a date or
entering an incorrect date.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEL&SR will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2009 (2009-2010):

Indicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Steps Ohio Response
The Stateds FFY 20|OSEP appreciates t he| ODEhasverified
this indicator are 99.2%. These data looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2011 | correction of all of
represent progress fromthe FFY 2009 | APR, t he St at eds dat]|thefindings of
data of 98.9%. The State did not meet | is in compliance with the early childhood noncompliance
its FFY 2010 target of 100%. transition requirements in 34 CFR identified in FFY

§300.124(b). Because the State reported 2011, consistent

The State reported that ten of 11 less than 100% compliance for FFY 2010, | with OSEP Memo

findings of noncompliance identified in

EEY 2009 were corrected in a timel the State must report on the status of 09-02, as
manner and that the remainin findi¥1 correction of noncompliance identified in described

9 9 FFY 2010 for this indicator. previously in this
subsequently was corrected by report

February 1, 2012. When reporting on the correction of
noncompliance, the State must report, in
its FFY 2011 APR, that it has verified that
each LEA with noncompliance identified in
FFY 2010 for this indicator: (1) is correctly
implementing 34 CFR 8§300.124(b) (i.e.,
achieved 100% compliance) based on a
review of updated data such as data
subsequently collected through on-site
monitoring or a State data system; and (2)
has developed and implemented the IEP,
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Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

although late, for any child for whom
implementation of the IEP was not timely,
unless the child is no longer within the
jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with
OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2011
APR, the State must describe the specific
actions that were taken to verify the
correction.

If the State does not report 100%
compliance in the FFY 2011 APR, the
State must review its improvement
activities and revise them, if necessary to
ensure compliance.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 13:

1 OEC reviews Indicator 13 data for all LEAs in September of each year. Any LEA reporting less
than 100% compliance with transition requirements is required to take part in a compliance
indicator review. Through the compliance indicator review, the LEA must:

o Develop and implement a corrective action plan to address the underlying causes for
noncompliance;

o Demonstrate correction of each individual case of noncompliance; and

0 Through a review of data and student records from a subsequent reporting period,
demonstrate that it is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements.

1 Ohi o 6Sate Bupport Teams (SSTs) have an assigned transition consultant to assist the LEAs
in their region with correction of noncompliance, address common issues with data reporting, and
provide training and technical assistance around requirements and best practices in secondary
transition.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

1 Indicator 13: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes
appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age
appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will
reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related
to the studentds transition services needs. There a
invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that,
if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting
with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority. (20 U.S.C.
1416(a)(3)(B))

Measurement: Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes
appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age
appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will
reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to
the studentds transition services needs. Ther
the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if
appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with
the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of
youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 100% of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes required transition
(2011-2012) components.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Indicator 13 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a
statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student,
district/building, demographic, financial, and test data. Data for FFY 2011 represent the year-end 2011-
2012 data reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities.

Indicator 13, Table 1: Percent of Youth Aged 16 and Above with
Required Transition Components Included in Their IEPs

Secondary Transition Planning

Youth aged 16 and above with required transition components in their IEPs 53,763
Total youth with disabilities aged 16 and above 54,928
Percent 97.9%

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

During the 2011-2012 reporting period, LEAs enrolled 54,928 students with disabilities aged 16 and
above. Of these, 53,763 had required transition components in their IEPS, reflecting a compliance rate of
97.9%. This represents slippage of 1.7 percentage points from the 99.6% compliance rate reported for
2010-2011.

Oh i o 6Sate Bupport Teams (SSTs) have an assigned transition consultant to assist identified LEAS in
their region with correction of noncompliance by providing training and technical assistance around
requirements and best practices in secondary transition.

Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if State reported less than 100% compliance):
Level of compliance (actual target data) State reported for FFY 2010 for this indicator: 99.6%

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2010 (the period 61
from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011)

2. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected within 50
one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)

3. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus (2)] 11

Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance):

4. Number of FFY 2010 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 11
above)

5. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the one-year 10
timeline (fisubsequent correctiono)

6. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 1

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:

OEC has verified correction for all but one of the LEAs identified with noncompliance for Indicator 13 in
FFY 2010 (2010-2011).

This represents a community school that was identified with extensive systemic issues of noncompliance
as part of an onsite review conducted in 2010-2011. The school implemented a comprehensive
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corrective action plan and has corrected previously identified noncompliance in numerous areas. The
school has not yet been able to demonstrate both prongs of correction (in accordance with OSEP Memo
09-02) for Indicator 13, so their staff continue to work with an assigned OEC consultant to implement a
revised corrective action plan, targeted to address the remaining issues and ensure correction as soon as
possible.

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:

OEC requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02.
OEC took the following actions to verify correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:

1) For each of the LEAs with Indicator 13 findings identified in FFY 2010, OEC verified correction of
individual cases by verifying that the students reported without (or with incomplete) transition
plans now have complete transition plans in their IEPS, unless the student is no longer enrolled in
the LEA (first prong of correction).

2) In November 2010, OEC sent notification of noncompliance through the Special Education Profile
to the LEAs that did not report 100% compliance. Each LEA was required to develop and
implement a corrective action plan (CAP). After implementation of corrective actions, OEC
reviewed data from the 2011-2012 reporting period for the LEAs with findings identified in FFY
2009. If the data reflected 100% compliance, and a State-selected sample of student records
verified the data reported in EMIS, OEC considered the LEA to be correctly implementing the
regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).

Correction of Remaining FFY 2009 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable):

OEC has verified correction of each finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009 (2009-2010).

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Use data specific to secondary transition 2006-2007 | In 2010-2011, OEC targeted 69 LEAs for

provided by EMIS to identify LEAS through corrective action and/or technical assistance
requiring corrective action and technical 2012-2013 | related to Indicator 13. Areas of emphasis
assistance. Analyze data to identify for ongoing technical assistance include:
trends in noncompliance. accurate data reporting; documentation of

age appropriate transition assessments;
development of high quality, measurable
postsecondary goals; and provision of
appropriate transition services.

Use EMIS General Issues reports to 2010-2011 | Implementation challenges with the EMIS
assist LEAs in identification and through redesign precluded OEC& automated
correction of errors in data that have been | 2012-2013 | reports that identify students with missing
submitted, in order to ensure complete data or possible data errors. To assist LEAS
and accurate reporting of compliance in identifying reporting errors, OEC emailed
data through the EMIS Special Education to individual LEAs the information that would
Record. have been provided through these reports.

In the first round of emails, OEC identified

556 potential reporting errors for Indicator

13. After the last round of emails, this was
reduced to 43, thus preventing many
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

unnecessary findings of noncompliance that
were actually data reporting errors.

Conduct regional and online data training | 2007-2008 | OEC created an online training module

sessions on special education data and through (available here) that addresses compliance
618, 619 and SPP/APR data reporting, in | 2012-2013 | with secondary transition planning. In

order to clarify definitions and reporting conjunction with an online self-assessment
procedures, ensure timely and accurate of the IEP secondary transition components,
data submission, and communicate this training is used by State Support Teams
implications of inaccurate and incomplete (SSTs) to train LEA staff with findings of
reporting. noncompliance with transition planning,

including findings made as part of the data
verification process conducted with LEAs
selected for onsite reviews.

Utilize the State Support Team network to | 2007-2008 | In 2011-2012, State Support Teams

maintain transition councils in each through coordinated 19 transition councils in 16 SST
region. Transition councils focus on 2012-2013 | regions. Interagency collaboration is vital to
interagency collaboration and technical the work of the transition councils, as 67%
assistance to adult services agencies, of councils reported members from eight or
LEAs and families related to evidence- more stakeholder groups, including:

based transition practices that increase administrators, teachers transition-age
graduation rates and post-school success youth, families, parent mentors, disability
for students with disabilities. advocacy agencies, mental health service

providers, colleges and universities, County
Boards of Developmental Disabilities, and
the Ohio Rehabilitation Service
Commission.

Top priorities of the transition councils in
2011-2012 included: improve networking
among member agencies to better serve
students (92%); develop web-based
community agency directories (75%);
increase opportunities for students to
develop employability skills (75%); increase
work opportunities for high school students
(75%); and improve the quality of transition
planning (72%).

Support the work of the secondary 2007-2008 | Indicator 13 training is mandatory for all
transition consultants from each State through LEAs identified with findings of

Support Team (SST) to assist LEAS in 2012-2013 | noncompliance related to transition
correction of noncompliance, address planning. All other LEAs have access to
common issues with data reporting, and secondary transition training for quality
provide training and technical assistance improvement.

around requirements and best practices
in secondary transition. Utilize the
NSTTAC Indicator 13 Checklist as the
basis for training.

Indicator 13 training provided by SSTs
covers key steps in the transition process,
the Indicator 13 Checklist, transition

planning tools, and Transition Quality
Indicators (i.e., student focused planning,
student development, family involvement,
interagency collaboration, and program
structure). The basis for this training is the
Planning for Secondary Transition section of
Ohi ob6s online special
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Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

document, available here.

In 2011-2012, SSTs provided 106 trainings
on transition planning to over 1,000
participants, with a focus on transition
plans/services designed to improve post-
school outcomes for students with

disabilities.
To ensure EMIS data reflect actual 2010-2011 | OEC built data verification activities into
practice, incorporate data verification for through each |l evel of Ohiobs
Indicator 13 into the compliance indicator | 2012-2013 | Monitoring System. In 2011-2012, OEC
review and IDEA onsite reviews. When made findings of noncompliance due to data
inconsistencies are found between EMIS inconsistencies for Indicator 13 among 33
data and information found in the student LEAs selected for IDEA onsite reviews.
records, OEC will require correction of These LEAs will receive training on
individual noncompliance and conduct a secondary transition planning from their
compliance review for Indicator 20 and SSTs, as part of the training required to
issue findings, as appropriate. address all findings from the onsite review.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Two statewide initiatives were recently implemented that are designed to support improved
postsecondary outcomes for youth with disabilities:

1) Ohio Senate Bill 316 changed the age requirements for secondary transition planning from 16 to
14 years of age. Beginning in September, 2012, LEAs must develop transition plans with all
required components for students with disabilities who are 14 or older. This bill also expanded
the definition of appropriate measurable post-secondary goals by requiring employment goals to
addressiempl oyment i n a c o mpveichivdrkers a&re irdagratédregardiessoft
disabilityd As a result of these changes, SST transition consultants are providing transition
planning training to middle school personnel who serve students with disabilities. To help LEAs
implement the new requirements OEC developed an FAQ document, available here.

2) In2011-2012,0hi ob6s governor established the Empl oyment

legislation and an Executive Order to improve collaboration among the Departments of
Developmental Disabilities, Mental Health, Education and Job and Family Services, and the Ohio
Rehabilitation Services Commission to increase meaningful employment opportunities for people
with developmental disabilities. As part of this work, multiple state-level, regional and local
agencies (along with advocates, persons with disabilities and private service providers) are
implementing recommendations approved by the governor.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Steps Ohio Response
The Stateds FFY 2 OSEP appreciates the St g ODEhas verified
for this indicator are 99.6%. These | forward to reviewing in the FFY 2011 APR, the correction of 60 of
data represent progress from the Stateds data demonst r at ithe 61 findings of
FFY 2009 data of 99.5%. The State | with the secondary transition requirements in 34 noncompliance
did not meet its FFY 2010 target of | CFR §8300.320(b) and 300.321(b). Because the identified in FFY
100%. State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY | 2010, consistent
2010, the State must report on the status of with OSEP Memo

The State reported that all 23 of its
findings of nhoncompliance identified
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Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

in FFY 2009 for this indicator were
corrected in a timely manner.

for this indicator.

When reporting on the correction of
noncompliance, the State must report, in its FFY
2011 APR, that it has verified that each LEA with
noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 for this
indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR
88300.320(b) and 300.321(b) (i.e., achieved 100%
compliance) based on a review of updated data
such as data subsequently collected through on-
site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has
corrected each individual case of noncompliance,
unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction
of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In
the FFY 2011 APR, the State must describe the
specific actions that were taken to verify the
correction.

If the State does not report 100% compliance in the
FFY 2011 APR, the State must review its
improvement activities and revise them, if
necessary to ensure compliance.

previously in this
report.

ODE is taking the
enforcement
actions described
above with the LEA
who has not yet
demonstrated that
it is correctly
implementing the
specific regulatory
requirements.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 14;

1 To collect data for this indicator, Ohio contracts with the Center for Innovation in Transition and
Employment (CITE) at Kent State University, a nationally-recognized center for transition services
and training.

1 OEC collaborates with O h i sabia®l districts, community schools, and State-supported schools
to obtain survey data from students with disabilities who are no longer in secondary school, in
order to determine their status within one year of leaving high school. A complete description of
the sampling plan is available in Ohiods State Perf

1 Personnel from Kent State University annually analyze the exit and follow-up samples for
comparability in terms of gender, race, ethnicity, school setting, and disability, to ensure that the
samples are representative ofthe popul ati on of Ohio0ds exiting student

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Indicator 14: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time
they left school, and were:

A. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.
C. Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or
competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

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

Measurement:

A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had
IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of
leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school
and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

B. Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high
school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left
school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving
high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had
IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

C. Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training
program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer
in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher
education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed
or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary
school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

A. 40.8% of youth are enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high
school.

B. 67.4% of youth are enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one
year of leaving high school.

C. 67.8% of youth are enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary
education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other
employment within one year of leaving high school.

2011
(2011-2012)

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):
Indicator 14, Table 1: Youth Status within One Year of Exit from High School

Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs

in effect at the time they left school, and were: NUTHEET |/ [PEEE | e

A. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high
school.

. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within

one year of leaving high school.

. Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary
education or training program; or competitively employed or in
some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

Total

The 2011-2012 data for this indicator are predicated on interview information collected during the 2010-
2011 school year for exiting data, and information collected during the summer of 2012 for post-school
data. The aggregate data in Table 2 show that, of 850 youth with disabilities surveyed:

287, or 33.8% were enrolled in higher education;
524, or 61.6% were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed;

570, or 67.1% were enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or
training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment, or both within one
year of leaving high school; and

1 280, or 32.9% were not engaged in any activities one year after high school.

The actual numbers for each status category are provided in Table 2:
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Indicator 14, Table 2: Actual Numbers for Each Status Category
Status Category Number
. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled
in higher education).

. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one
year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education or competitively
employed).

. In some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not
enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary education or training
program, or competitively employed).

Total in Status Categories

Total Surveyed

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

In 2011-2012, 67.1% of youth were enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary
education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment, or both within
one year of leaving high school. This reflects slippage of 14 percentage points from the data reported for
2010-2011 and misses the target by 0.7 percentage points.

Due to the unexpected level of slippage, personnel from Kent State University conducted additional
analyses and found no significant sampling bias in terms of ethnicity, disability, or type of school (e.g.,
rural, urban, etc.). They suspect that the recession continues to impact post-school engagement rates for
students with disabilities, as data show a 25 point drop in employment of more than 20 hours per week
since 2009, as well as a five point drop in postsecondary enroliment in two and four-year colleges from
2010-2011.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines Status

Provide Indicator 14 technical assistance and | 2006-2007 Kent State University personnel, in
training regarding the data collection process | through cooperation with SST transition

to LEAs and State Support Teams. 2012-2013 consultants, provide trainings to each

region on a yearly basis (16
trainings). In addition, Kent State
provides analysis of regional
Indicator 14 data in comparison to
national post-school outcomes data.
Trainings include utilization of the
data to improve: graduation rates,
transition planning and delivery of
services, connections to adult
services, and post-school outcomes
for students with disabilities.

Present Ohio Longitudinal Transition Survey 2007-2008 Kent State University personnel

(OLTS) results, findings and implications, at through continue to provide training and
conferences and other professional 2012-2013 technical assistance in coordination
development sessions statewide for the with the regional State Support
improvement of secondary transition Teams, conducting more than 30
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

planning, reduction of dropouts, and
increased graduation rates for students with
disabilities.

presentations on Indicator 14 data
each year.

As the number of students surveyed
increases, OEC is better able to
assist LEAs with more detailed
analyses of policies and practices
that promote graduation and
decrease dropouts at the local level,
including paid work experiences,
career-technical education, and
participation in IEP meetings.

Indicator 14 data for the 2011 cohort
show that among the 570 students
engaged one year after high school:

1 99.3% reported participation in
their IEPs;

1 62.5% completed paid work
experiences on their own;

1 47.4% took part in job
shadowing;

1 37.5% patrticipated in career tech
education;

1 28.2% completed school-
supervised work experiences in
the community;

1 28.1% reported in-school work
experiences;

1 24.4% received services from a
vocational special educator; and

1 24.4% took part in work-study.

Upon request, provide detailed results of
post-school surveys to each LEA in the
survey cohort. Include guidance for data
analysis and transition process improvement.

2008-2009
through
2012-2013

Based on the Indicator 14 data, SST
transition consultants work to identify
the individual needs of their LEAS
and provide information on evidence-
based practices and programs to
implement at the local level. The
Indicator 14 data continue to identify
inclusion in the general education
curriculum, career and technical
education, and work programs as
predictors of post-school success for
graduates and students aging out of
secondary education.

In their work with LEAs, SSTs focus
on the link between measurable post-
school goals and appropriate courses
of study to enable students to reach
desired post-school outcomes. The
importance of course of study is
stressed during the middle school
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status

years and SSTs work to strengthen
continuity between middle and high
schools through regional and local
interagency teaming.

With training and technical assistance from 2009-2010 LEAs are provided with technical
State Support Teams, assure that every LEA | through assistance from Kent State University
serving students with disabilities in secondary | 2012-2013 personnel during each stage of the

school completes all Indicator 14 survey
requirements, including data collection and
timely reporting. their students and next year are

survey process. Initially, LEAs are
trained on how to collect exit data on

trained on how to collect follow-up
data from the same students.
Approximately 250 LEAs are
provided with technical assistance
each school year on data collection
for Indicator 14.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Two statewide initiatives were recently implemented that are designed to support improved
postsecondary outcomes for youth with disabilities:

1)

2)

Ohio Senate Bill 316 changed the age requirements for secondary transition planning from 16 to
14 years of age. Beginning in September, 2012, LEAs must develop transition plans with all
required components for students with disabilities who are 14 or older. This bill also expanded
the definition of appropriate measurable post-secondary goals by requiring employment goals to
addressiempl oyment i n a competitive envir ondessnoft
disabilityd As a result of these changes, SST transition consultants are providing transition
planning training to middle school personnel who serve students with disabilities. To help LEAs
implement the new requirements OEC developed an FAQ document, available here.

In 2011-2012, O h i gdvernor established the Employment First Initiative, which includes
legislation and an Executive Order to improve collaboration among the Departments of
Developmental Disabilities, Mental Health, Education and Job and Family Services, and the Ohio
Rehabilitation Services Commission to increase meaningful employment opportunities for people
with developmental disabilities. As part of this work, multiple state-level, regional and local
agencies (along with advocates, persons with disabilities and private service providers) are
implementing recommendations approved by the governor.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

OSEP Analysis/Next

Indicator Status Ohio Response

Steps
The St epdrtedddata for this indicator OSEP appreciates the None required per FFY
represent progress from the FFY 2009 data. Statebds ef f or 2010 Response Table.

The State met all of its FFY 2010 targets for this | performance.
indicator.

In its description of its FFY 2010 data, the State
addressed whether the response group was
representative of the population.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for
activities completed for Indicator 15:

1 OEC has implemented a comprehensive monitoring system to identify and correct LEA
noncompliance with IDEA. This system is designed to:

o ldentify noncompliance from a variety of sources and ensure correction in a timely
manner;

o Verify that data reported reflect actual practice; and
o Ensure consistency with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02.
1 Inverifying correction of each finding of noncompliance, OEC ensures that:

1) The LEA has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the requirement
no longer applies or the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA; and

2) The LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s).

9 If an LEA does not correct identified noncompliance in a timely manner (within one year from

devel opi |

identification), OEC institutes appropriate enforcement actions (described in the SPP) to ensure

correction as soon as possible.

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 (2)(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.

States are requiredt o use the fAlndicator 15 Worksheeto
Attachment A).
FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 100% of findings of noncompliance are corrected within one year of identification.
(2011-2012)
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Summary of Indicator 15 Worksheet”

Number of Findings  Percent of Findings

Monitoring Area zlgi?jlioglsl Corrected & Verified Corrected & Verified
Within One Year Within One Year
Complaints 182 182 100.0%
Fiscal Reviews 174 127 73.0%
Early Childhood Reviews 20 18 90.0%
IDEA Onsite and Selective Reviews 819 701 85.6%
Indicator 4A 11 11 100.0%
Indicator 11 228 216 94.7%
Indicator 12 12 8 66.7%
Indicator 13 61 50 82.0%
Total 1507 1313 87.1%

Describe the process for selecting LEAs for Monitoring:

During the 2010-2011 school year, the Office for Exceptional Children (OEC) and the Office of Early

Learning and School Readiness (OEL&SR) monitored 828L EAs wusing different compone
system of general supervision, as listed below. Selection for monitoring varied by process/monitoring

area, as follows:

1) Complaints i OEC investigated all written and signed allegations concerning a violation of state
or federal special education law. If the LEA is found in noncompliance, the letter of findings
specifies the required corrective action to be taken by the LEA.

2) Due process i OEC is responsible for ensuring that due process hearing decisions are
implemented as written by the hearing officer or state level review officer. For hearings resulting
in required corrective action(s) for the LEA, OEC must verify correction within one year from the
date of the hearing officerés decision.

3) Fiscal reviews i These reviews monitor the use of LEA special education funds to improve results
for children and youth with disabilities, based on the strategies and action steps detailed within
their Comprehensive Continuous Improvement Plans.

4) Onsite Reviews

a. IDEA onsite reviews i To minimize disruption to LEAs from multiple forms of monitoring,
OEC works in partnershipwith t he Of f i ce o fs(OFR)&regramlAudPr ogr amb
Compliance Tracking System (PACTS) to select LEAs for IDEA onsite reviews. LEAs
were selected randomly, based on the PACTS cohort system, for onsite reviews
conducted by OEC.

b. Selective reviews i OEC conducted selective reviews with two LEAs that demonstrated
noncompliance in specific areas.

5) Indicators 4A, 11, 12 and 13 reviews i LEAs took part in compliance reviews for Indicators 4A,
11, 12 or 13 if they reported data or submitted records demonstrating noncompliance in one or
more of these indicators, or if the data reported warranted further investigation.

"See Ohiods Indi ¢ an pages 114826 Wothe kndidaterés)} and general supervision component
related to each finding.
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Discussion of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

During FFY 2010 (July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011), Ohio made 1,507 findings of noncompliance. Of
these, 1,313 findings were verified as corrected within one year from identification, yielding a compliance
rate of 87.1% for this indicator. These data reflect slippage from the 89.7% compliance rate reported for
FFY 2010 (2010-2011).

Timely Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (corrected within one year from
identification of the noncompliance):

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2010 (the
period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011) (Sum of Column a on the 1507
Indicator B15 Worksheet)

2. Number of findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected within one
year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding) (Sum of Column b 1313
on the Indicator B15 Worksheet)

3. Number of findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus (2)] 194

FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than one year from
identification of the noncompliance and/or Not Corrected):

4. Number of FFY 2010 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 194
above)

5. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the 186
one-year timeline (Asubsequent correcti

6. Number of FFY 2010 findings not yet verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 8

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected

For the LEA with FFY 2010 findings that has not yet been verified as corrected, OEC has taken the
following actions:

Onsite Reviews

The eight findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 that remain uncorrected are from an onsite
review of a community school that was identified with extensive systemic issues of noncompliance. The
school implemented a comprehensive corrective action plan and has corrected previously identified
noncompliance in numerous areas. The school has not yet been able to demonstrate both prongs of
correction (in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02) in eight areas, so their staff continue to work with an
assigned OEC consultant to implement a revised corrective action plan, targeted to address the
remaining issues and ensure correction as soon as possible.

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of

noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 (including any revisions to general supervision procedures,
technical assistance provided and/or any enforcement actions that were taken):
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Beginning in 2009-2010, OEC revised its general supervision procedures and monitoring processes to
ensure that LEAs demonstrate correction of noncompliance consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as soon
as possible but in no case later than one year from identification. To design and implement these
revisions, OEC received extensive technical assistance from the North Central Regional Resource Center
(NCRRC) and the Data Accountability Center (DAC). To clarify these changes for LEAs, OEC provided
technical assistance through a statewide conference, 14 regional presentations, 16 regional State
Support Teams, and individualized Special Education Profiles and Summary Reports for every LEA.

In all instances, correction of noncompliance includes ensuring that the LEA is correctly implementing the
specific regulatory requirements and has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, in accordance
with OSEP Memo 09-02. For findings of noncompliance identified through onsite reviews, selective
reviews, fiscal reviews, and compliance indicator reviews, OEC verified correction of each individual case
of noncompliance (first prong of correction) by ensuring that the individual student records were
corrected, or, in the case of missed timelines that could not be corrected, OEC verified that the required
action was completed, although late, unless the requirement no longer applied or the child was no longer
enrolled in the LEA. To verify correction, OEC reviewed a State-selected sample of individual student
files large enough to ensure confidence that all individual student records were corrected by the LEA.

OEC verified that the LEA is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement (second prong of
correction) through a review of updated data and student records from a subsequent period. To address

concerns identified by OSEP dur i OB etehdedtiiesamourdgofi f i cat i on

data used to verify the second prong of correction, beginning with the FFY 2008 findings. OEC now
reviews an appropriate amount of data to verify that the LEA is correctly implementing the specific
regulatory requirements. OEC considers the finding corrected if the updated data from the subsequent
reporting period reflect 100% compliance.

For findings of noncompliance identified through complaints, OEC verified that any honcompliance
identified through each individual compliant case was corrected through a review of student records and
documentation of completed corrective actions. If the letter of findings specifically identified
noncompliance that went beyond the individual child in the case, OEC verified that the LEA is
implementing the regulatory requirement correctly through a review of student records from a subsequent
period.

For findings of noncompliance identified through due process cases, OEC ensured that the hearing officer
orstate-l ev el r e v idecisionavhsfinipleraentéddy the LEA as written. If the hearing officer
specifically identified noncompliance that went beyond the individual child in the case, OEC verified that
the LEA is implementing the regulatory requirement correctly through a review of student records from a
subsequent period.

Correction of Remaining FFY 2009 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable)

In the FFY 2010 APR, OEC reported seven LEAs with uncorrected noncompliance identified in FFY 2009.
These LEAs have since demonstrated systemic correction of the remaining findings.

Correction of Remaining FFY 2008 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable)

In the FFY 2010 APR, OEC reported one LEA with uncorrected noncompliance identified in FFY 2008.
This LEA has since demonstrated both prongs of correction for Indicator 11.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Implement a Compliance Indicator 2007-2008 | OEC used the compliance indicator review
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status
Review process among LEAs through process in 2011-2012 to identify
reporting noncompliance on specific 2012-2013 | noncompliance for Indicators 4, 11, 12, 13 and
SPP/APR indicators. Require 20. LEAs are currently implementing their
submission of action plans to ensure corrective action plans and submitting records
timely correction. to verify correction.
Host an annual Special Education 2007-2008 | In September 2011, OEC hosted the fifth
Leadership Conference to update LEA | through annual Special Education Leadership
administrators and special education 2012-2013 |{Conf erence for Ohio0bs
directors about recent changes in themed "Charting a Course for Improvement -
special education policies and Strategies That Work!" Multiple breakout
programs. Provide sessions on sessions addressed Ohi
SPP/APR indicators and compliance Monitoring System, including correction of
requirements, including OEC noncompliance in accordance with OSEP
processes to verify correction of Memo 09-02.
identified noncompliance.
Prior to the close of reporting periods, | 2007-2008 | Implementation challenges with the EMIS
create additional data verification through redesign precluded OEC®& automated reports
reports to assist LEAs in identification | 2012-2013 | that identify students with missing data or
and correction of errors in data that possible data errors. To assist LEAS in
have been submitted, in order to identifying reporting errors, OEC emailed to
ensure complete and accurate individual LEAs the information that would
reporting of compliance data through have been provided through these reports. In
the EMIS Special Education Record. the first round of emails, OEC identified 2,481
potential reporting errors. After the last round
of emails, this was reduced to 883, thus
preventing many unnecessary findings of
noncompliance that were actually data
reporting errors.
Update and i mpl e me|l2007-2008 | For LEAs with uncorrected noncompliance,
progressive sanctions process for through OEC utilized the following sanctions in 2011-
LEAs with uncorrected findings of 2012-2013 | 2012:r equi red revision o
noncompliance. When necessary, action plan to address underlying causes of
withhold state and/or federal funds continued noncompliance; required intensive
until the LEA sufficiently completes the technical assistance from the State Support
required action steps and Team based on causes identified in the CAP;
demonstrates correction. and assisted LEAs in targeting Part B funds to
areas of need (e.qg., hiring additional staff). In
2011-2012, OEC embedded a staff member
within a district identified with extensive
systemic issues of honcompliance, in order to
oversee implementation of the CAP and
ensure correction of policies, procedures and
practices across the district. That district
demonstrated systemic correction in fall 2012.
Ensure timely correction of complaint 2008-2009 | During 2011-2012, OEC utilized the complaint
findings using the Procedural through tracking sheet and Procedural Safeguards
Safeguards database and complaint 2012-2013 | database to monitor corrective action timelines
tracking sheet to monitor timelines. for complaint cases. Progressive sanctions
Implement progressive sanctions were not necessary, as all findings of
when LEAs refuse to comply with noncompliance identified from complaint cases
corrective actions. in FFY 2010 were corrected within timelines.
Continue working with NCRRC and 2009-2010 | With technical assistance from DAC and
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status

DAC to identify and implement best through NCRRC, OEC developed a comprehensive

practices in monitoring compliance 2012-2013 | monitoring system designed to: (a) identify

with IDEA and improving services and noncompliance from a variety of sources and

results for students with disabilities. ensure correction in a timely manner; (b) verify
that data reported reflect actual practice; and
(c) ensure consistency with the requirements
set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. This was
implemented during 2010-2011 and continues
to be refined with ongoing technical assistance
and evaluation. In 2012-2013, OEC added a
discipline component to the onsite review
process to ensure compliance with discipline
requirements and support LEAS in
implementing positive, safe, and supportive
learning environments.

Based on guidance 2009-2010 | OEC huilt data verification activities into each

verification visit, adjust monitoring through |l evel of Ohiods Compr ¢

processes according to LEA needs 2012-2013 | System. These activities are designed to

and implement additional data ensure that EMIS data align with the

verification activities at each level of information found in student records, to ensure

monitoring. that data reflect actual practice. When
inconsistencies are found, LEAs must address
them through a compliance review for Indicator
20. In 2011-2012, OEC made 40 findings of
noncompliance due to data inconsistencies
identified as part of IDEA onsite reviews.

Create cross-sectional Regional 2010-2011 | In 2010-2011, OEC created four regional

Contact Teams to monitor compliance | through contact teams comprised of OEC staff

and correction of noncompliance on 2012-2013 | members representing each section of OEC

specific compliance indicators. These (monitoring, procedural safeguards, and

teams provide technical assistance to fiscal). Each regional contact team serves as

LEAs in their assigned region, in the OEC liaison for four State Support Team

collaboration with the State Support (SST) regions and is responsible for

Teams. conducting compliance indicator reviews,
supporting technical assistance provided by
SSTs, monitoring correction of noncompliance,
verifying EMIS data, and connecting LEAs to
resources and supports in other areas. OEC
maintained this structure in 2011-2012 based
on improvement in timely correction of
noncompliance and positive feedback from
LEAs and SSTs.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.
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OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Ohio

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement
activities for FFY 2011 and FFY
2012 for this indicator and OSEP
accepts those revisions.

The Statebs FFY
data for this indicator are 89.7%.
These data represent progress
from the FFY 2009 data of 75%.
The State did not meet its FFY
2010 target of 100%.

The State reported that 566 of 631
findings of noncompliance
identified in FFY 2009 were
corrected in a timely manner and
that 58 findings were subsequently
corrected by February 1, 2012.
The State reported on the actions it
took to address the uncorrected
noncompliance.

The State reported that 68 of 69
findings of noncompliance
identified in FFY 2008 were
corrected. For the uncorrected
noncompliance, the State reported
on the actions it took to address
the uncorrected noncompliance.

4

The State must demonstrate in the FFY
2011 APR that the remaining seven findings
of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009
and one remaining finding of noncompliance
identified in FFY 2008 that were not
reported as corrected in the FFY 2010 APR
were corrected.

The State must review its improvement
activities and revise them, if appropriate, to
ensure they will enable the State to provide
data in the FFY 2011 APR, demonstrating
that the State timely corrected
noncompliance identified by the State in
FFY 2010 in accordance with 20 U.S.C.
1232d(b)(3)(E), 34 CFR 8§8300.149 and
300.600(e), and OSEP Memo 09-02. OSEP
is concerned about t
correct longstanding noncompliance from
FFY 2008. The State must take the steps
necessary to ensure that it can report, in the
FFY 2011 APR that it has corrected the
remaining finding identified in FFY 2008. If
the State cannot report in the FFY 2011
APR that this noncompliance has been
corrected, the State must report in the FFY
2011 APR: (1) the specific nature of the
noncompliance; (2) ¢t
as to why the noncompliance has persisted,;
(3) the steps that the State has taken to
ensure the correction of each finding of the
remaining findings of noncompliance, and
any new or different actions the State has
taken, since the submission of its FFY 2010
APR, to ensure such correction; and (4) any
new or different actions the State will take to
ensure such correction.

When reporting on correction of findings of
noncompliance in the FFY 2011 APR, the
State must report that it verified that each
LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY
2010 and FFY 2009: (1) is correctly
implementing the specific regulatory
requirements (i.e., achieved 100%
compliance) based on a review of updated
data such as data subsequently collected
through on-site monitoring or a State data
system; and (2) has corrected each
individual case of noncompliance, unless
the child is no longer within the jurisdiction
of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-
02. Inthe FFY 2011 APR, the State must
describe the specific actions that were taken

ODE verified
correction of the
remaining findings of
noncompliance
identified in FFY
2008 and FFY 2009
in accordance with
OSEP Memo 09-02,
as described
previously in this
report.

ODE verified
correction of findings
identified in FFY
2010 (2010-2011) in
accordance with
OSEP Memo 09-02,
as described
previously in this
report.

ODE is taking the
enforcement actions
described above
with the LEA with
findings from FFY
2010 who has not
yet demonstrated
that it is correctly
implementing the
specific regulatory
requirements.
Ohi obés
Indicator 15
worksheet can be
found in the next
section of this report.

ODE has reported
on correction of
noncompliance for
Indicators 4A, 11, 12
and 13 under those
indicators.

com
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Indicator Status OSEP Analysis/Next Steps Ohio Response

to verify the correction.

In addition, in reporting on Indicator 15 in
the FFY 2011 APR, the State must use the
Indicator 15 Worksheet.

Further, in responding to Indicators 4A, 4B,
10, 11, 12, and 13 in the 2011 APR, the
State must report on correction of the
noncompliance described in this table under
those indicators.
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FFY 201(20L1-2Q12) Indicator 15 Worksheet

Ohio

Indicator/Indicator Clusters

General Supervisior
System Component

# ofLEAs
Issued
Findingsin
FFY 200
(7/1/10 to
6/30/1)1

(a) # of
Findings of
noncompliance
identified in
FFY 200
(7/1/10 to
6/30/11

(b) #of
Findingsof
noncompliance
from (a) for
which correctior
was verified no
later than one
yearfrom
identification

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

2. Percent of youth with IEP

Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Local APR, Data
ReviewDesk Audit
OnSite Visst orOther|

38

32

dropping out of high school.

14. Percent of youth who ha
IEPs, are no longer in
secondary school and who |
beencompetitively employed
enrolled in some type of
postsecondary schaolraining
programor both, within one
year of leaving high school.

Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing

13

13

13

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

Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Local APR, Data
ReviewDesk Audit
OnSite Visst orOther|

13

15

13

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

Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing

4A. Percent of districts ident
as having a significant

discrepancy in the rates of
suspensions and expulsiong
children with disabilities for

Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Local APR, Data
ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther|

11

11

greater than 10 days in a scC
year.

4B. Percent of districts that
have: (a) a significant
discrepancy, by race or
ethnicity, in the rate of

suspensions and expulsiong

Dispute Resolution
Complaints, Hearing

Part B State Annual Performance Report for 2011-2012

Page 114



APR Template i Part B (4)

Ohio

Indicator/Indicator Clusters

General Supervisior
System Component

# of LEAs
Issued
Findingsin
FFY 200
(7/1/10 to
6/30/1)1

(a) # of
Findings of
noncompliance
identified in
FFY 200
(7/1/10 to
6/30/11

(b) #of
Findingsof
noncompliance
from (a) for
which correctior
was verified no
later than one
yearfrom
identification

greater than 10 days in a s¢
year for childrarith IEPS; ang
(b) policies, procedures or
practices that contribute to {
significant discrepancy and
not comply with requiremen|
relating to the development
implementation of IEPs, the
of positive behavioral
interventions and supports,
procedural safeguards.

5. Percent of children with |
aged 6 through 2tlucational
placements.

6. Percent of preschool chil

Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Local APR, Data
ReviewDesk Audit
OnSite Visst orOther|

70

176

151

aged 3 through garly
childhood placement.

Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing

8. Percent of parents with 4
child receiving special educi
services who report that sch
facilitated parent involvemel
a means of improving serviq

Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Local APR, 2at
ReviewDesk Audit
OnSite Visst orOther|

57

117

105

and results for children with
disabilities.

Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing

42

63

63

Percent of districts with
disproportionate representation 0
racial and ethnic groups in specia
education that is the result of
inappropriate identification.

Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Local RR, Data
ReviewDesk Audit
OnSite Visst orOther|

21

21

18

10. Percent of districts with
disproportionate representa
of racial and ethnic groups i
specific disability categories
is the result of inappropriate
identification.

Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing

11. Percent of children who

were evaluated within 60 dag

Monitoring Activities

SelfAssessment/

218

228

216
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
of receiving parental conser| Local APR, Data
initial evaluation or, if the St| ReviewDesk Audit
establishestaneframe within| OnSite Visst orOther|
which the evaluation must b Dispute Resolution:
conducted, within that Complaints, Hearing 2 4 4
timeframe.
12. Percenf children referrd Monitoring Activities
by Part C prior to age 3, wh( SelfAssessment/
are found eligible for Part B| Local APR, Data 12 12 8
who have an IEP developeg ReviewDesk Audit
implemented by their third | OnSite Vissf orOther
birthdays. Dispute Resolution: 5 > >
Complaints, Hearing
13. Percent of youth aged 1| Monitoring Activities
and above with IEP that SelfAssessment/
includesppropriate Local APR, Data 58 61 50
measurablgostsecondary | ReviewDesk Audit
goals that are annually updg OnSite Visst orOther|
and based upon an age Dispute Resolution:
appropriate transition Complaints, Hearing
assessment, transition servi
including courses of study, t
will reasonably enable the 5 3 8
student to meet those
postsecondary goals, and
annual IEP goals relatethe
student 60s tr g
needs.
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.15 Local APR, Data 15 15 13
Evaluation ReviewDesk Audit
OnSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR300.34 Local APR, Data
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Related services ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 1 2 2
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR300.39 Local APR, Data
Special education ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
: : 1 2 2
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR300.101 Local APR, Data 1 1 1
Free appropriate public ReviewDesk Audit
education OnsSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 9 9 9
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.106 Local APR, Data
Extended school year servi¢ ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. ) 1 1 1
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.B1 Local APR, Data 1 1 1
Child find for parentplaced | ReviewDesk Audit
private school children with | OnSite Visst orOther|
disabilities Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.83 Local APR, Data 2 2 2
Expenditures ReviewDesk Audlit
OnsSite Visst orOther|
Dispute Resolution:
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR300.85 Local APR, Data 44 44 29
Public participation ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0202 Local APR, Data 48 93 66
Use of amounts ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0205 Local APR, Data 3 3 2
Redirection of funds ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Otheiareas of noncompliang Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.303 Local APR, Data 2 2 1
Reevaluatien ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 1 1 1
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.30®)(2) Local APR, Data 40 40 34
Reevaluation timelines ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visdt orOther|
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
1 1 1
SelfAssessment/
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
34 CFR3D0.304(€)(iv) Local APR, Data
Trained and knowledgeablel ReviewDesk Audit
personnel OnSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.30&)(4) Local APR, Data 34 34 29
Assessed il areas related § ReviewDesk Audlit
the suspected disability OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR300.305 Local APR, Data
Additional requirements for | ReviewDesk Audlit
evaluations and reevaluatio| OnSite Visst or Other|
Dispute Resolution:
. : 1 2 2
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.320 Local APR, Data
Definition of individualized | ReviewDesk Audit
education program OnsSite Visst orOther
Dlspute_Resqutlo_n. 12 30 30
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32()(1) Local APR, Data 11 11 9
Present levels of performan| ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.320(a)(1)(i) Local APR, Data 53 53 46
Effect of disability ReviewDesk Audlit
OnsSite Vissf orOther
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.320(a)(2)(i) Local APR, Data 68 68 54
Measurable anngahls ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visit orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32@)(20))(A) Local APR, Data 39 39 33
Academic and functional go| ReviewDesk Audlt
that meet the child's needs | OnSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.320(&8) Local APR, Data 1 1 1
How progress Wil measureq ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoringctivities:
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.320(8)(ii) Local APR, Data 2 2 2
Progress reports ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoringctivities:
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.320(a)(7) Local APR, Data 57 57 47
Frequency, location and ReviewDesk Audlit
duration of services OnSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities 19 19 14
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32(a)(3) Local APR, Data
IEP tearYpecial education | ReviewDesk Audit
teacher OnSite Visit orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32(a)é) Local APR, Data 19 19 17
IEP tearRepresentative of th ReviewDesk Audit
public agency OnsSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32(a)b) Local APR, Data 5 5 4
IEP teaAndividual who can | ReviewDesk Audit
interpret thiastructional OnSite Visit orOther
implications Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32(a)7) Local APR, Data 1 1 1
IEP tearChildparticipation | ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visit orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoringctivities:
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR300.32(e) Local APR, Data 5 5 4
IEP team attendance ReviewDesk Audlit
OnSite Vissf orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 2 4 4
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/ 5 5 1

34 CFR300.323
When IEPs must be in effec

Local APR, Data
ReviewDesk Audit
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dlspute_Resqutlo_n. 3 12 12
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.323(c)(2) Local APR, Data 1 1 1
Special education and relat¢ ReviewDesk Audit
services made available to { OnSite Viss{ orOther
child Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR30D0.323(g)(1) Local APR, Data 1 1 0
Transmittal of records ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoringctivities:
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.32&)(2)(v) Local APR, Data 3 3 2
Consideration of special fac| ReviewDesk Audit
(assistive technology) OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0.324)6) Local APR, Data 1 1 1
Written document to amend ReviewDesk Audlit
IEP OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0519(c) Local APR, Data 1 1 1
Wards of the state ReviewDesk Audlit
OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior|
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR3D0519(d)(2) Local APR, Data 2 2 2
Person selected as a surrog ReviewDesk Audit
parent OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
34 CFR30D0622 Local APR, Data
Consent ReviewDesk Audit
OnsSite Visit orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 1 1 1
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 26 26 23
Rule 3303507(C) ReviewDesk Audlit
Timely and accurateadat OnSite Visit orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data
Rule 33051-02 ReviewDesk Audlit
Free appropriate public OnSite Visit or Other
education Dispute Resolution:
. : 1 1 1
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data
Rule 330%1-03 ReviewDesk Audit
Child find OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 2 4 4
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/ 36 36 32
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Rule 330521-06A)(24) ReviewDesk Audlit
Interventions OnsSite Visst orOther|
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SeltAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 2 2 2
Rule 330%1-06B)(3) ReviewDesk Audlit
Thirty dyconsentimeline OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SeltAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 34 34 32
Rule 330%1-06(F)(1) ReviewDesk Audlit
Evaluation plan OnsSite Visst orOther|
Dispute Resolution:
. : 1 1 1
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SeltAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data
Rule 33051-07 ReviewDesk Audlit
Individualized education OnsSite Visst orOther|
program Dispute Resolution:
. ) 1 4 4
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 3 3 3
Rule 330%1-071H)(1)(c) ReviewDesk Audit
Benchmarks or sHerm OnsSite Visdt orOther|
objectives Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR)ata 5 5 4
Rule 330%1-01H)(2)(a) ReviewDesk Audit
Statement of transition serv| OnSite Visst orOther|
at age 14 Dispute Resolution:
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings c_)f noncompliance
Indi : General Supervisior| Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
ndicator/Indicator Clusters System Component| EFY 200 identified in which correctior
(7/1/10 10 FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 1 1 1
Rule 330%1-01K)(2) ReviewDesk Audit
When initial IEPs must be ir] OnSite Vissf or Other
effect Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data
Rule 330%1-09 ReviewDesk Audit
Delivery of services OnSite Visit orOther
Dispute Resolution:
. : 3 8 8
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 7 7 7
Rule 330%1-09(H) ReviewDesk Audit
Personnel qualifications ang OnSite Visit orOther
personne&levelopment Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 3 3 2
Rule 330%1-11(B) ReviewDesk Audlit
Interagen@greements OnsSite Visst orOther
Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
Other areas of noncomplian Monitoring Activities
SelfAssessment/
Ohio Administrative Code | Local APR, Data 2 2 2
Rule 330%1-11(D)(1) ReviewDesk Audlit
Transitiofrom Part C early | OnSite Visst orOther
intervention Dispute Resolution:
Complaints, Hearing
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(b) #of
(a) # of Findingsof
T#SSLI;EAS Findings of noncompliance
. . General Supervisior] Findingsin _nonc_o_mpl_lance from (a) for _
Indicator/Indicator Clusters Svstem Component! EEY 200 identified in which correctior|
y P (7/1/10 to FFY 200 was verified no
6/30/1) (7/1/10 to later than one
6/30/1L yearfrom
identification
Sum the numbers down Column a and Colu 150 1313
Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identific
(column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) timeg (b) / (&) X 100 871%
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 18:

1 OEC created a web-based tool for stakeholders to provide explanations and guidance on all
aspects of special education procedures and rules, including resolution sessions. This tool is
updated twice a year to ensure current information.

1 OEC will continue to maintain information on low cost and free legal services for parents on its
website.

1 OEC will continue to refine the new Procedural Safeguards database so that federal reports can
be tabulated and generated electronically in order to decrease errors in counting and reporting.

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
2011 55.7% of resolution sessions resulted in settlement agreements.
(2011-2012)

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011" (2011-2012):

Indicator 18, Table 1. Due Process Hearing Requests Resolved
Through Resolution Session Settlement Agreements

Resolution Sessions ‘

(3.1) Resolution meetings 52

(a) Written settlement agreements

reached through resolution meetings 23

Percent resulting in settlement agreements 44.2%

*

The percentage calculated for this indicator is based on data reported in Table 7, submitted by November 1, 2012.
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Ohio

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

During the 2011-2012 reporting period 52 resolution sessions were held. Of these, 23 resulted in a
written agreement, reflecting an agreement rate of 44.2%. This rate does not meet the target of 55.7%
and represents slippage of 4.9 percentage points from 2010-2011.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines Status

Include information on 2007-2008 | OEC created a web-based tool for stakeholders to

facilitated/mediated resolution through provide explanations and guidance on all aspects of

meetings in the Due Process 2012-2013 | special education procedures and rules, including

Information: Questions and resolution sessions. This tool replaces the Q&A

Answers document, the LEA document previously p.ost g

special education guidance

document, and on the ODE

website.

Utilize various communication 2007-2008 | OEC shared the option of using a trained mediator to

methods, including the ODE through facilitate resolution sessions at meetings with

website, LEA personnel listservs, 2012-2013 | regional service providers, professional

and conferences and meetings to organizations, advocacy groups and parent groups

inform stakeholders of the throughout the year. This information is shared with

opportunity for parties to use a LEA personnel by the due process coordinator when

trained, experienced mediator a parent files a hearing request against the LEA.

provided by ODE to facilitate the OECbs customer service pg¢g

required resolution meeting during also refer parents and others to the website

the resolution period of a due resources to receive this information.

process hearing request. LEAs typically obtain guidance from their attorneys
on the steps that need to be taken when they receive
a request for a hearing. OEC meets with the
professional association for school attorneys in the
state and shares requirements and expectations
related to resolution sessions.

The due process coordinator will 2008-2009 | Information about low cost and no cost providers of

identify low cost and no cost through legal services for parents who wish to file a due

providers of legal services for 2012-2013 | process hearing request is available on the

parents who wish to file a due department website . OEC also shares this

process hearing request to ensure information in writing and via phone with parents who

compliance with the requirements file for a hearing.

of a due process hearing request,

and to increase the participation of

parents in resolution meetings.

Implement a database designed to | 2010-2011 | The Procedural Safeguards database allows OEC to

compile all dispute resolution data, | through enter all required information about each mediation,

in order to analyze trends and 2012-2013 | complaint or due process hearing request that comes

patterns and track multiple
timelines simultaneously.

to OEC. This information is analyzed electronically;
reducing the amount of time spent compiling data
and information for federal and state reports.

OEC uses the database to identify trends over time,
develop improvement activities to ensure progress
on this indicator, and evaluate the effectiveness of
current activities. OEC will continue to share
common issues identified in complaints and due
process cases with SSTs and LEAs, to help LEAs
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Improvement Activities Timelines Status
improve their current practices.
As is typical with implementation, OEC has identified
several glitches with the database and continues to
work with the technology team at ODE to ensure that
the database will meet the needs and expectations of
OECOs wusers.
Adopt the resolution data collection | 2011-2012 | OEC uses a resolution data collection form printed
form created by Arizonab s through on yellow paper so LEAs can easily identify it in the
Department of Education to 2012-2013 | packet which is sent to them upon appointment of the
support what LEAs report as the hearing officer. In addition, OEC staff sends an
outcome of resolution meetings. email to districts if they are over the 30-day
Print the form on colored paper so resolution timeline. In 2011-2012, OEC sent emails
LEAs can easily identify it in the to 21 districts that missed (or were at-risk of missing)
packet of information they receive the 30-day timeline.
from OEC upon the appointment of
a hearing officer for a due process
case. When forms are not
received by the end of the
resolution period, OEC staff will
contact the LEA through emails
and phone calls until the form is
sent to OEC.
Develop a web-based training on 2011-2012 | LEAs that do not conduct resolution meetings within
resolution meetings that will allow through the 15-day time period are required to complete a
LEA personnel to access the 2012-2013 | web-based training on resolution meeting

training electronically and complete
a test to determine if they
understood the material presented.
Require training as corrective
action for LEAs who fail to
complete the resolution meeting in
a timely and compliant manner.

requirements. Upon completion of the training, LEA
personnel must take a test, the results of which are
sent to the due process coordinator. To date, 12 LEA
personnel have completed the required training, with
a post-test passage rate of 100% and an average
score of 94.2%.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

OSEP Ohio
Indicator Status Analysis/Next
Response
Steps
The State revised the improvement activities for FFY 2011 and FFY OSEP looks None
2012 for this indicator and OSEP accepts those revisions. forward to required per
The Stateds FFY 2010 reported dat rSe\tne;Mtnget%es EZZ%?}%:;
2012, are 49.1%. These data represent slippage from the FFY 2009 the EEY 2011 Tabl%
data of 53.03%. The State did not meet its FFY 2010 target of 54.5%. APR '
Note that States are allowed to amend their FFY 2010 IDEA section 618
Dispute Resolution data until July 2012.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 19:

1 A Procedural Safeguards database became operational in August 2010, which allows more
accurate tracking and reporting on mediations, complaints and due process hearing requests.

1 OEC is working to diversify its pool of mediators by participating in Capital University Law
School's minority recruitment seminar. OEC provided training in special education law for up to
20 persons with previous mediation training and appointed a current mediator to serve as a
mentor. Successful candidates will be added to OEC's roster of mediators after evaluation by the
mentor and OEC.

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

2011

aro - . -
(2011-2012) 75-85% of mediations held resulted in mediation agreements.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011° (2011-2012):

Indicator 19, Table 1: Mediations Held Resulting in Mediation Agreements

Mediation Agreements

(2) Total mediation requests 144

(2.1) Mediations held 106

(a) Mediations held related to due process complaints 51

(i) Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 28

(b) Mediations held not related to due process complaints 55

(i) Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints 43
Percent Resulting in Mediation Agreements 67.0%

Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (2011-2012): 71

During 2011-2012, 106 mediations were held, including 51 mediations related to due process and 55
mediations not related to due process. Of the 106 mediations held, 71 or 67.0% resulted in agreements.

*

The percentage calculated for this indicator is based on data reported in Table 7, submitted by November 1, 2012.
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This represents slippage of 8.8 percentage points from 2010-2011 and does not meet the target of 75-
85% of mediations resulting in agreements.

Mediations held related to due process complaints resulted in agreements 54.9% of the time. In contrast,
mediations that were not related to due process complaints (i.e., direct requests for mediation) resulted in
agreements 78.2% of the time. It is possible that when a due process hearing request has been filed,
disagreements are so strongly entrenched that it is difficult for the parties to reach agreement, even as
part of the mediation process. When parties agree to mediation before a due process hearing request is
filed, the success rate of mediation is much greater. This could indicate that both parties are more
interested in reaching agreement before a due process hearing is requested.

Ohio also offers parents and districts the option of having a facilitator at IEP and evaluation team report
(ETR) meetings. During 2011-2012, parents and districts requested IEP and ETR facilitation 107 times.
The option of having a facilitator at these meetings may provide parties wishing to avoid complaints and
due process filings an alternative to more litigious options.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

Improvement Activities Timelines | Status

Recruit additional mediators with 2006-2007 | In 2011-2012, OEC recruited new mediators by
experience in various fields, including | through participating in Capital University Law School's
juvenile justice and mental health 2012-2013 | minority recruitment seminar, held in May 2012.
areas, and in more wide-ranging While the seminar is advertised as a minority
areas of the state, including rural recruitment event, no one is turned away from
areas and the northwestern and registration. OEC provided training in special
southeastern quadrants, to more fully education law for more than 20 persons with
represent the diveg previous mediation training. The eight-hour
population. seminar included presenters from OEC's

hearing officer list, a school district special
education director, a parent mentor, and Ohio
attorneys who represent both parents/students
and school districts in due process hearings
and complaint investigations. Additionally, the
participants attended a six-hour training with
OEC personnel on the IEP and ETR process.
The trainings have led to an opportunity for the
trainees to observe mediators who are already
on OEC's contracted list. Eight people have
continued with this opportunity, and will have
the option to interview with a panel who will
determine if they will be added to the OEC
mediator roster beginning with the 2014 fiscal
year. Any new members to the OEC mediator
roster will be provided a mentor from the
current roster, as part of the mentorship
program that is currently under development.

Promote the use of mediation and 2007-2008 | During 2011-2012, OEC continued working with
IEP facilitation by increasing through the National Center on Dispute Resolution in
awareness of the processes 2012-2013 | Special Education (CADRE) to improve and
throughout the state utilizing various expand implementation of the IEP facilitation
communication methods, including program. The goals of the group are not only to
the ODE website, LEA personnel i mprove Ohiobs state |
listservs, conferences and meetings. program, but also to develop resources,

protocols, trainings and coaching models that
will improve local capacity to conduct effective
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Improvement Activities

Timelines

Status

IEP team meetings.

In September 2012, O E C a@lue process
coordinator and mediation/facilitation
coordinator presented about due process,
compl aints and medi at.
Special Education Leadership Conference.
Since the conference, OEC has received
requests for a similar presentation from other
groups in the state, including a university
teacher preparation program and a community
school sé6 o Dgriag2D14-atld, o n .
parents and districts requested IEP and ETR
facilitation 107 times and this number continues
to increase annually.

Revise the information provided to
constituents about alternative dispute
resolution, as necessary, to ensure
that it accurately and clearly
describes these processes.

2008-2009
through
2012-2013

In 2011-2012, OEC began building a bank of
webinars and online training vehicles which will
allow mediators/facilitators, parents, school
district personnel, parent advocates, and
students to build capacity in dispute resolution
and education with regard to disability
categories, appropriate evaluation techniques,
and supports and services for specific types of
disabilities. This project is on-going as OEC
works closely with potential developers to
design the tools.

Implement a comprehensive
database designed to compile all
dispute resolution data, in order to
analyze trends and patterns and track
multiple timelines simultaneously.

2010-2011
through
2012-2013

The Procedural Safeguards database allows
OEC to enter all required information about
each mediation, complaint or due process
hearing request that comes to OEC. This
information is analyzed electronically; reducing
the amount of time spent compiling data and
information for federal and state reports.

OEC uses the database to identify trends over
time, develop improvement activities to ensure
progress on this indicator, and evaluate the
effectiveness of current activities. OEC will
continue to share common issues identified in
complaints and due process cases with SSTs
and LEAs, to help LEAs improve their current
practices.

Implement a new evaluation system
for mediators/facilitators, which will
include observation by an OEC staff
member. Use observations in
conjunction with evaluation forms
completed by mediation participants
to determine if mediators will be
offered two-year contracts with OEC.

2011-2012
through
2012-2013

OEC is now working with outside stakeholders
to identify a better method of evaluating current
mediators. This may include review of
evaluation information by an outside
stakeholder group, a more extensive paper
evaluation, possible observations, and a
mechanism for following up with participants
some time (potentially 3-6 months) after the
mediation to determine if it provided a lasting
resolution to the issues addressed through the
process.
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Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /

Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

ODE/OEC will continue the activities described above for this indicator.

OSEP Response Table for FFY 2010 (2010-2011):

Indicator Status

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

Ohio Response

The State revised the improvement activities for FFY
2011 and FFY 2012 for this indicator and OSEP
accepts those revisions.

The Stateds FFY 2010 repd
as of January 31, 2012, are 75.8%. These data
represent slippage from the FFY 2009 data of 81.9%.
The State met its FFY 2010 target of 75-85%.

Note that States are allowed to amend their FFY
2010 IDEA section 618 Dispute Resolution data until
July 2012.

OSEP looks forward to
reviewing t he
in the FFY 2011 APR.

None required per
FFY 2010
Response Table.
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2011-2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The general overview describes the system for developi |
activities completed for Indicator 20:

1 LEAs may choose any student management software to collect and store data at the local level.
ODE then collects all student data, including special education data, from LEAs through the
Education Management Information System (EMIS). This statewide data collection system for
Ohio's primary and secondary education collects, stores, and reports staff, student, district or
building, demographic, financial and assessment data.

1 LEAs can submit all EMIS data daily throughout individual reporting periods; each week, data that
meet specific thresholds for variation from the previous year or are outside historical ranges of
values are flagged for examination and correction. Ohio Revised Code specifies progressive
sanctions for inaccurate or inadequate EMIS data submissions.

1 Most of the data required by Section 618 of IDEA are submitted through EdFacts. The data
manager from OEC works closely with the EdFacts coordinator to compare requirements
received from OSEP to the requirements received from EdFacts. Each analyst uses different
software tools (Informatica, SPSS, Advanced Query Tool, or Microsoft Access) to create the
required counts. Counts created by EdFacts staff and the OEC data managers are compared. If
the counts reconcile, an OEC data manager approves the EdFacts reports for submission. If they
do not reconcile, staff work together to discover and rectify the sources of any discrepancy.

9 To learn of changes to data reporting requirements and/or new data reporting requirements as
soon as possible, the OEC data manager participates in the DAC/OSEP technical assistance
calls, attends the OSEP Data Managers and EIMAC meetings, and participates in online
discussions with other membersof t he data managersoé | istserv.

T As part of the OEC monitoring process, samples of i
the individual student data reported to EMIS. EMIS and OEC staff are working together to
implement a process to enable corrections to any reporting errors discovered during monitoring.

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, State Performance Plan, 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 dispute resolution; and February 1
for Annual Performance Reports and assessment); and

b. Accurate, including covering the correct year and following the correct measurement.

States are required to use t heportigldatadfor thia ihdcator (Re@
Attachment B.
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
2011 100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance
(2011-2012) Report) are timely and accurate.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012):

SPP/APR: The FFY 2010 (2010-2011) Annual Performance Report and revised State Performance Plan
were submitted on or before February 15, 2013.

Table 1: Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education under Part B of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, As Amended, was filed on or before February 1, 2012.

Table 2: Personnel (In Full-Time Equivalency of Assignment) Employed to Provide Special Education and
Related Services for Children with Disabilities was filed on or before November 7, 2012.

Table 3: Part B, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Implementation of FAPE Requirements was
filed on or before February 1, 2012.

Table 4: Report of Children with Disabilities Exiting Special Education was filed on or before November 7,
2012.

Table 5: Report of Children with Disabilities Subject to Disciplinary Removal was filed on or before
November 7, 2012.

Table 6: Report of the Participation and Performance of Students with Disabilities on State Assessments
was filed on or before December 19, 2012.

Table 7: Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act was
filed on or before November 7, 2012.

Table 8: Report on IDEA Part B Maintenance of Effort Reduction and Coordinated Early Intervening
Services was filed on or before May 1, 2012.

Indicator 20 Data Rubric
Indicator 20, Table 1: SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and reliable Correct calculation Total

1
2
3A
3B

n

NINININININININININDNINININ|PFP

RlRr|lRr|lPrIR|IRPIRP|R|RP|[R|RP|[RP|R]|F,
RPlRrlRr|PrIR|IRPIRP|IR|P|[R|RP|RPR|R
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