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Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

Background

In December 2005, the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) submitted a State Performance Plan (SPP) to the U.S. Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) describing baseline data, six-year targets, and improvement activities for making improvements in 20 key areas over the next six years.  The following 20 Performance Indicators were established by OSEP to ensure compliance with state and federal special education laws and to improve results for students with disabilities. The 20 Performance Indicators are designed to: 

(1) 
increase high-school graduation rates for students with disabilities earning regular diplomas; 

(2) 
decrease the dropout rate for students with disabilities; 

(3) 
ensure that all students participate in statewide assessments and improve the performance of students with disabilities in those assessments; 

(4)
reduce suspension and expulsion rates when those rates significantly exceed statewide averages; 

(5) 
provide school-age students with disabilities ages 6-21 with services in the least restrictive environment; 

(6) 
provide preschool children with disabilities ages 3-5 with services in the least restrictive environment; 

(7) 
improve knowledge, skills, behavioral, and social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities; 

(8) 
improve parents' involvement in their children’s special education programs; 

(9) 
eliminate disproportionate identification of students in race/ethnic groups as having a disability when it is the result of inappropriate identification; 

(10)
eliminate disproportionate identification of students in race/ethnic groups as having a particular disability when it is the result of inappropriate identification; 

(11) 
improve efforts to evaluate students with disabilities in a timely manner; 

(12) 
ensure a smooth transition from infant/toddler programs to school-based programs for preschool children with disabilities at age three;

(13) 
improve transition planning for students with disabilities at the secondary school level; 

(14) 
improve post-school outcomes for students with disabilities in the areas of post-secondary education/training and employment;

(15)
ensure that noncompliance with special education statutes and regulations is corrected within one year of identification;

(16)
ensure that complaint investigations are conducted by the NDE within required timelines;

(17)
ensure that due process hearings are conducted within required timelines;

(18)
promote resolution sessions as a mechanism for resolving disputes;

(19)
promote mediations as a mechanism for resolving disputes; and

(20)
ensure that timely and accurate data are reported from the NDE to OSEP.

Progress for Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, 6 (baseline data only), 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 is reported in this February 2013 Annual Performance Report (APR) for the 2011-2012 school year.  OSEP now calculates Indicator 20 for states.  The state's SPP has been revised as of February 2013 to describe the state’s targets for Indicator 6.  The February 2013 APR and the February 2013 SPP should be read as companion documents.  The SPP contains more complete descriptions of Nevada's systems for ensuring compliance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and for improving results for Nevada's students with disabilities.  These more complete descriptions of Nevada's special education systems provide the context for understanding the progress that is being made toward Nevada's goals.

Issues Identified in Nevada's June 2012 SPP/APR Response Table
In June 2012, OSEP sent correspondence to the NDE acknowledging the state's submission of its February 2012 SPP/APR for FFY 2010 (2010-2011).  Attached to the correspondence was the "Nevada Part B FFY 2010 SPP/APR Response Table" addressing issues identified by OSEP that required additional information to be submitted in Nevada's February 2013 SPP/APR submission.  The NDE has taken necessary steps to address the issues identified, and those steps are summarized below and within the section for each indicator, as applicable.

Indicator 1 (Graduation Rates):  As directed, the February 2013 APR uses the same data used for reporting to the U.S. Department of Education under Title I of the ESEA, using the adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA.  The SPP has been revised to reflect the cohort method for calculating graduation rates.  See “Graduation Rate Calculation under the ESEA (updated February 2013)” in the SPP (p. 3).

Indicator 2 (Dropout Rates):  No specific action needed.


Indicator 3 (Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments):  No specific action needed.


Indicator 4a (Suspension and Expulsion Rates):  No specific action needed.

Indicator 4b (Suspension and Expulsion Rates by Race or Ethnicity):  No specific action needed. 


Indicator 5 (LRE for Students Aged 6-21):  No specific action needed.


Indicator 6 (LRE for Students Aged 3-5):  As directed, the February 2013 SPP includes FFY 2011 baseline data, an FFY 2012 target, and improvement activities through FFY 2012.  See SPP, p. 26-27.  This APR includes FFY 2011 baseline data.  

Indicator 7 (Early Childhood Outcomes):  As directed, the February 2013 APR includes progress data and actual target data for FFY 2011. 

Indicator 8 (Parent Involvement):  As directed, the February 2013 APR includes analysis of whether its FFY 2011 response data are from a group representative of the population, and if not, the actions the NDE is taking to address this issue.

Indicator 9 (Disproportionate Representation in Special Education that is the Result of Inappropriate Identification):  No specific action needed.


Indicator 10 (Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories that is the Result of Inappropriate Identification):  No specific action needed.
Indicator 11 (Initial Evaluation Timeline):  No specific action needed.

Indicator 12 (Part C to Part B Transition—IEPs by Third Birthday):  As directed, the February 2013 APR includes FFY 2011 data demonstrating its compliance with the requirements in 34 CFR §300.124(b), including correction of the noncompliance reported under this indicator in the FFY 2010 APR.  As directed, the NDE has reported that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance reported by the state under this indicator in the FFY 2010 APR:  (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §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, 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 Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02).  In the February 2013 APR for FFY 2011, the NDE has described the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. 

The state was also directed to review its improvement activities and revise them, if necessary, if the state did not report 100% compliance in the FFY 2011 APR.  Because the state is reporting 100% compliance in the FFY 2011 APR, the state was not required to review its improvement and revise its improvement activities.   
Indicator 13 (Annual Goals and Transition Services):  No specific action required.  
Indicator 14 (Post-School Outcomes):  No specific action required.  
Indicator 15 (Correction of Noncompliance in One Year):  As directed, in its February 2013 APR the NDE has reported that it verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:  (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.  In the February 2013 APR for FFY 2011, the NDE has described the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.  

The text of the Indicator 15 Worksheet is incorporated into the FFY 2011 APR, and it is attached as a separate worksheet (Attachment 1).
Correction of noncompliance reported in FFY 2010 for Indicator 12 is described in Indicator 15 and in Indicator 12.
Indicator 16 (Complaint Timelines):  No specific action needed.

Indicator 17 (Due Process Hearing Timelines):  No specific action needed.

Indicator 18 (Resolution Session Agreements):  No specific action needed.

Indicator 19 (Mediation Session Agreements):  No specific action needed.

Indicator 20 (Timely and Accurate Data):  OSEP will use the Indicator 20 Rubric to calculate the state’s data for this indicator.  Nevada will have an opportunity to review and respond to OSEP’s calculation of the state’s data.
Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources
The Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.  See Attachment 2 for the report of activities completed during FFY 2011 (2011-2012).
February 2013 SPP/APR Development

The NDE began data collection for the FFY 2011 APR with the collection of the special education child count data on October 1, 2011, including the disability category, age, grade, race/ethnic category, and placement category for each student with a disability ages 3 through 21.  Data collection continued through the summer of 2012, with the annual collection of section 618 IDEA program data for 2011-2012 from local school districts, including suspension/expulsion data.  During the fall of 2012, the NDE analyzed assessment data, including participation and performance data, and determined whether districts made adequate yearly progress in accordance with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) requirements.  Also in the fall of 2012, the NDE analyzed the survey data on parent involvement obtained from an outside vendor.  In July 2012 the NDE generated graduation and dropout data for FFY 2010 (2010-2011) according to the calculation established under the ESEA, disaggregated by IEP population.

In July 2012, the NDE conducted a preliminary analysis of Nevada's data for Indicators 1, 2, 3-C, 4a, 4b, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 15.  Preliminary statewide and district-level data were presented for these indicators to an August 2012 meeting of Nevada's Special Education District Administrators (SEDA) group for review and discussion of the implementation of improvement strategies.

The NDE participated in the data meetings held in conjunction with the OSEP Leadership Conference in July 2012.  The SPP and APR requirements were a central focus in these meetings.  Throughout the late summer, fall and early winter, staff members from the NDE participated in technical assistance conference calls offered by OSEP, the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC), and other OSEP-supported technical assistance centers in order to clarify our understanding of the requirements and strengthen the presentation of our data.
Finally, in winter 2013, trend data were analyzed for early childhood placements and stakeholders were engaged in establishing targets for Indicator 6.  The SPP has been revised to include baseline data, targets, and improvement activities for Indicator 6.
SPP and APR Dissemination

Final data analysis for each indicator to be reported in the FFY 2011 APR was completed in February 2013, and reported to OSEP on February 15, 2013.  Following the submission to OSEP and an opportunity to clarification, if necessary, the SPP will be made available to the public on the NDE website at http://www.doe.nv.gov/SPED_Performance_Plans/ and the APR will be made available to the public on the NDE website at http://www.doe.nv.gov/SPED_State_Annual_Reports/.  The final documents will be distributed to the media via press release and disseminated directly to an extensive list of interested parties, including a variety of agencies and organizations.  Progress will also be reported whenever the NDE has an opportunity to meet with and address local and statewide organizations such as parent and professional organizations, other state and local agencies, university and community college groups, and other community groups.  

May 2013 Reporting of District-Level Performance Indicator Data

The progress of school districts toward the state targets will be disseminated directly to SEDA and Nevada's Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC) and will be reported to the public by May 2013 on the NDE website at:

http://www.doe.nv.gov/NDE_Offices/Special_Education/Programs/Special_Education/Resources/SPED_Reports_State_Reports/.
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INDICATOR 1

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	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 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement:  States must report using the adjusted cohort graduation rate calculation required under the ESEA.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(using 2010-2011 data)
	50% of Nevada’s youth with IEPs will graduate from high school with a regular diploma. 


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011):
OSEP has directed the NDE to describe the results of the NDE's examination of graduation data for the year before the reporting year to report progress in the FFY 2011 report (i.e., for the FFY 2011 APR reporting year, use data from FFY 2010-2011).  Consequently, 2010-2011 data are presented below for this FFY 2011 report.  During 2010-2011, 23.5% of Nevada's youth with IEPs graduated from high school with a regular diploma ([840 ( (4,333 - 765)] x 100 = 23.5%).
As of the FFY 2011 reporting year, the NDE was required to report using the adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA.  In addition, the NDE must use the same graduation target as the annual adjusted cohort graduation rate target established under Title I of the ESEA for all students.  
Graduation Rate Calculation under the ESEA:

No difference exists between the conditions required of a youth with an IEP and a youth without to earn a regular diploma in Nevada.  Nevada now uses an “adjusted cohort graduation rate” to calculate high school graduation rates for the total student population.  In the formula, the number of cohort members who earned a regular high school diploma (standard, advanced, and adult diplomas) are divided by the number of first-time 9th graders in fall of a given year (starting cohort) including students who transfer in, minus students who transfer out, emigrate, or die during that school year and the next three school years, through the summer of the fourth year.  This formula is expressed as:

# of cohort members who earn a regular high school diploma
# of first-time 9th graders (starting cohort) including students who transfer in,
minus students who transfer out, emigrate, or die during 

that school year and the next three school years, through the summer of the fourth year
Regular diplomas include standard, advanced, and adult diplomas.  

Graduation data for 2010-11 IEP students: 

IEP students earning regular diplomas in 2010-2011 = 840
9th graders including students who transferred in during 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and 2010-2011 through summer of 2011 = 4,333
IEP students who transferred out, emigrated, or died during 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and 2010-2011 through summer of 2011 = 765
The calculation of the state’s IEP adjusted cohort graduation rate for the 2010-2011 school year is:

(840)

___________________________________________________ x 100 = 23.5%
(4,333 - 765) 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2) (in particular, tasks 9, 10)
· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, tasks 2, 4, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18) (in particular, task 20)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011): 

The target established for FFY 2011 was 50%, and Nevada's graduation rate with a regular diploma was 23.5%.  Because the actual graduation rate was lower than the target, Nevada did not reach its target. 

The graduation rate for FFY 2010 (based on 2009-2010 data) was 27.2%, so there is slippage to explain.  The slippage may be related to the change in calculation to an “adjusted cohort” graduation rate.  In its press release announcing the 2010-2011 four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for Nevada, the Nevada Department of Education stated that “the new calculation is expected to reflect a slightly lower graduation rate nationwide” although the advantage is that now all states must use the same specified calculation so results will be more comparable.  Nevada remains committed to improving instruction and student performance at the secondary level so that more students with disabilities earn regular diplomas. 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
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INDICATOR 2

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement:  States may continue to use the same dropout rate calculation as used in their FFY 2010 APR.  


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(using 2010-2011 data)
	5.7% of Nevada’s youth with IEPs will drop out of high school.


NOTE:
  OSEP has provided flexibility for states to continue to calculate their dropout rates using the same methods and calculations that were employed for the FFY 2010 APR.  Nevada has elected to continue to use the same dropout rate calculation as used in its FFY 2010 APR submitted in February 2012.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011):
OSEP has directed the NDE to describe the results of the NDE's examination of dropout data for the year before the reporting year to report progress in the FFY 2011 report (i.e., for the FFY 2011 APR reporting year, use data from 2010-2011). Consequently, 2010-2011 data are presented below for this FFY 2011 report.  During 2010-2011, 4.4 % of Nevada's youth with IEPs dropped out of high school ([583 ( (12,996 + 208)] x 100 = 4.4%).  Because the dropout rate was lower than the target, Nevada met the target.
Dropout Rate Calculation:

The following formula defines how Nevada calculates a high school dropout rate.  Total IEP Dropouts are determined through the student’s withdrawal code and their program participation status.  Total IEP Enrollment is the sum of students eligible for and receiving services under an IEP.  Total IEP NonReturns are included in the Total IEP Dropouts and also added to the enrollment in the denominator as they are students expected to be in membership at the beginning of school (also known as summer dropouts). 

In a given year, the formula is expressed as:

Total IEP Dropouts

_____________________________________________________ x 100 

Total IEP Enrollment + Total IEP NonReturns

Withdrawal Codes that Qualify as a "Dropout" Withdrawal:

Dropouts are determined by the student’s withdrawal code.  The following reasons for withdrawal qualify as a dropout.

	W3(a)i
	Credit deficiency;

	W3(a)ii
	Pregnancy;

	W3(a)iii
	Marriage;

	W3(a)iv
	Employment;

	W3(a)v
	Student has long term medical condition, or in drug treatment or a rehabilitative setting that prevents them from receiving services (NRS 392.050);

	W3(a)vi
	Authorization by juvenile division for the district court pursuant to NRS 392.090;

	W3(a)vii
	Self-supported or parental support in accordance with NRS 392.100;

	W3(a)viii
	Apprenticeship in accordance with NRS 392.110;

	W3(a)ix
	Any other reason not specified in paragraphs 3(a)i through 3(a)viii, inclusive.

	W3(b)
	Student withdrawn because age exceeds age restrictions.

	W3(c)i
	Permanent expulsion;

	W3(c)ii
	Disciplinary or other eligibility reasons; or

	W3(c)iii
	Incarceration.

	W3(d)i
	Student withdrawn to GED program; or

	W3(d)ii
	Student withdrawn to adult vocational/technical program.

	W3(e)i
	Absence of the student for 10 consecutive days and whose whereabouts are unknown;

	W3(e)ii
	Absence of the student for the entire month with no expected date of return; or

	W3(e)iii
	Unexplained absence as set forth in NAC 387.220.

	W3(g)
	Attendance excused for distance residence from nearest school (NRS 392.080).


Dropout Data for 2010-2011 IEP students: 


Total IEP Dropouts = 583 

Total IEP Enrollment = 12,996

Total IEP NonReturns = 208
The calculation of the state’s IEP dropout rate for the 2010-2011 school year is:

583
___________________________________________  x 100 = 4.4%
(12,996 + 208) 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011): 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
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INDICATOR 3

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


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

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

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

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

A. AYP percent = [(# of districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup) divided by the (total # of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size)] times 100.

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 enrolled for a full academic year scoring at or above proficient) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year, calculated separately for reading and math)].  




INDICATOR 3A

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	87.5% of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets Nevada's minimum "n" size will meet Nevada's AYP targets for the disability subgroup.


INDICATOR 3B

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	95% of students with disabilities will participate in statewide assessments.


INDICATOR 3C

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	Mathematics
	Reading

	
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th
	8th
	11th
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th
	8th
	11th

	
	44%
	37%
	36%
	30%
	23%
	26%
	23%
	34%
	32%
	29%
	26%
	23%
	24.5%
	32%


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

A.
2011-2012 Data for Percent of Districts Meeting Nevada's AYP Targets for Disability Subgroup
During 2011-2012, 55.5% of Nevada's districts with the minimum "n" size for English Language Arts (ELA) and Math met Nevada's AYP targets for the disability subgroup ([(5 ( 9) x 100] = 55.5%).  See Table 3-A-1 below.
	Table 3-A-1

Percent of Districts That Have a Disability Subgroup that Meets the State's Minimum "n" Size Meeting Nevada’s AYP Targets For Disability Subgroup

2011-2012 School Year

	Total # Districts With Minimum "n" Size for ELA and Math
	# Districts With Minimum "n" Size for ELA and Math that Met Nevada's AYP Targets for Disability Subgroup
	% of Districts With Minimum "n" Size Meeting Nevada's AYP Targets for Disability Subgroup

	9
	5
	55.5%


The following Table 3-A-2 shows the specific analysis of whether each of Nevada's 17 school districts had the minimum "n" size for ELA and Math assessments and, if so, whether the district made AYP targets for IEP students for both ELA and Math. 

	Table 3-A-2

AYP Targets for Disability Subgroup

In Nevada's 17 School Districts

2011-2012 School Year

	DISTRICT
	AYP AREAS
	Does District Have Disability Subgroup that meets the State's Minimum "n" Size at Elementary, Middle, and High School Levels?


	Did District Meet AYP Targets? *

	Did District Meet AYP Targets in Both ELA and Math? **

	Carson City
	ELA
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	Math
	Y
	Y
	

	Churchill
	ELA
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	Math
	Y
	Y
	

	Clark
	ELA
	Y
	N
	N

	
	Math
	Y
	N
	

	Douglas
	ELA
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	Math
	Y
	Y
	

	Elko
	ELA
	Y
	N
	N

	
	Math
	Y
	N
	

	Esmeralda
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Eureka
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Humboldt
	ELA
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	Math
	Y
	Y
	

	Lander
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Lincoln
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Lyon
	ELA
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	Math
	Y
	Y
	

	Mineral
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Nye
	ELA
	Y
	N
	N

	
	Math
	Y
	N
	

	Pershing
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Storey
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	

	Washoe
	ELA
	Y
	N
	N

	
	Math
	Y
	N
	

	White Pine
	ELA
	No
	NA
	NA

	
	Math
	No
	NA
	


* Y = means district met targets in participation + either achievement or safe harbor at any level (elementary, middle, or high).

** NA = means district did not have the minimum "n" size for IEP students in both content areas (ELA and Math) in all three grade levels (elementary, middle, and high), so the district is not counted in the indicator calculation.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2011 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2)

· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011:
During FFY 2011 (2011-2012), there were 9 districts that met the state's minimum "n" size for calculation of AYP, and 5 of those districts met the established AYP targets for the IEP subgroup (55.5%).  The target established for FFY 2011 was 87.5%, so Nevada did not reach its target for districts meeting Nevada's AYP targets for the disability subgroup.  Because the FFY 2010 performance was 37.5%, there is progress to report.  
Two districts that did not meet AYP targets for the disability subgroup in FFY 2010 made their targets in FFY 2011, and this reflects improved statewide assessment results in reading and math in these two districts.  Importantly, the AMOs increased 12.1 points in FFY 2011, so it is significant that five of nine districts met their AYP targets. 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
B.
2011-2012 Data for Participation Rates
During FFY 2011, 99.2% of IEP students participated in the statewide ESEA Math assessment ([(24,365 ( 24,553)] x 100 = 99.2%).  During FFY 2011, 99.2% of IEP students participated in the statewide ESEA ELA/Reading assessment ([(24,363 ( 24,553)] x 100 = 99.2%).  These students participated in the statewide assessments by participating in a regular assessment with no accommodations, a regular assessment with accommodations, or an alternate assessment against alternate academic achievement standards.  During 2011-2012, Nevada did not administer alternate assessments against grade level academic achievement standards or modified academic achievement standards.  

Participation rates for 2011-2012 were calculated by dividing the number of students with IEPs participating in the assessment (column "b" below) by the total number of students with IEPs enrolled during the testing window (column "a" below), calculated separately for reading and math.  Students with IEPs included both students with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.  See below for Table 3-B-1—Math Participants and Table 3-B-2—ELA/Reading Participants for specific calculations.  

	Table 3-B-1—Math Participants

Participation Rates for Students with Disabilities in Statewide ESEA Assessments

2011-2012 School Year

	Grades

Assessed
	Total # of Students with IEPs Enrolled during the Testing Window

(a)
	# of Students with IEPs Participating in the Assessments

(b)
	Overall Percent

[(b ÷ a) x 100]

	3rd Grade
	3,545
	3,528
	99.5%

	4th Grade
	3,861
	3,847
	99.6%

	5th Grade
	3,747
	3,731
	99.6%

	6th Grade
	3,612
	3,593
	99.5%

	7th Grade
	3,489
	3,458
	99.1%

	8th Grade
	3,339
	3,313
	99.2%

	11th Grade
	2,960
	2,895
	97.8%

	Overall Total
	24,553
	24,365
	99.2%


	Table 3-B-2—ELA/Reading Participants

Participation Rates for Students with Disabilities in Statewide ESEA Assessments

2011-2012 School Year

	Grades

Assessed
	Total # of Students with IEPs Enrolled during the Testing Window

(a)
	# of Students with IEPs Participating in the Assessments

(b)
	Overall Percent

[(b ÷ a) x 100]

	3rd Grade
	3,545
	3,535
	99.7%

	4th Grade
	3,861
	3,846
	99.6%

	5th Grade
	3,747
	3,731
	99.6%

	6th Grade
	3,612
	3,592
	99.4%

	7th Grade
	3,489
	3,460
	99.2%

	8th Grade
	3,339
	3,316
	99.3%

	11th Grade
	2,960
	2,883
	97.3%

	Overall Total
	24,553
	24,363
	99.2%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2)

· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, task 15)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13) (in particular, task 10)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011:
During FFY 2011 (2011-2012), 99.2% of Nevada's students with disabilities participated in the Math assessments required under ESEA; 99.2% of Nevada's students with disabilities participated in the ELA/Reading assessments.  During FFY 2010, the participation rate for Math was 98.9%, and the participation rate for ELA/Reading was 99.0%, so the state percentage remained consistent.  The target established for FFY 2011 was 95% (based on the ESEA participation requirements), so Nevada reached its target for the overall percent of students with disabilities participating in statewide ESEA assessments.
Public Reporting Information:  Nevada's public reports of assessment results for students with disabilities are found on the NDE website at:  http://www.nevadareportcard.com/.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
C.
2011-2012 Data for Proficiency Rates
Proficiency rates are calculated by dividing the number of IEP students who were enrolled for the full academic year who were proficient or above in each examination (column “b” below), by the total number of IEP students who were enrolled for the full academic year (column “a” below).  Proficiency is measured by IEP students' performance in the following assessments:

· Regular assessment with no accommodations 
· Regular assessment with accommodations 
· Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards 

See below for Table 3-C-1—Math Proficiency and Table 3-C-2—ELA/Reading Proficiency for specific calculations.  

	Table 3-C-1—Math Proficiency

Proficiency Rates for Students with Disabilities in Statewide ESEA Assessments

2011-2012 School Year

	Grades

Assessed
	Total # Students with IEPs Enrolled

for a Full Academic Year

(a)
	# Students with IEPs Enrolled

for a Full Academic Year Scoring

at or above Proficient

(b)
	Overall Percent

[(b ÷ a) x 100)

	3rd Grade
	3,149
	1,442
	45.8%

	4th Grade
	3,383
	1,491
	44.1%

	5th Grade
	3,281
	1,226
	37.4%

	6th Grade
	3,160
	1,117
	35.3%

	7th Grade
	2,932
	990
	33.8%

	8th Grade
	2,791
	661
	23.7%

	11th Grade
	2,565
	893
	34.8%


	Table 3-C-2—ELA/Reading Proficiency

Proficiency Rates for Students with Disabilities in Statewide ESEA Assessments

2011-2012 School Year1

	Grades

Assessed
	Total # Students with IEPs Enrolled

for a Full Academic Year 

(a)
	# Students with IEPs Enrolled

for a Full Academic Year Scoring

at or above Proficient

(b)
	Overall Percent

[(b ÷ a) x 100)

	3rd Grade
	3,149
	998
	31.4%

	4th Grade
	3,383
	1,132
	33.5%

	5th Grade
	3,281
	830
	25.3%

	6th Grade
	3,160
	617
	19.5%

	7th Grade
	2,932
	468
	16.0%

	8th Grade
	2,791
	389
	13.9%

	11th Grade
	2,565
	888
	34.6%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2) (in particular, tasks 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8)
· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, tasks 2,3, 15)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13) (in particular, tasks 8, 9)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011:
As shown on the table below, Nevada met 8 of its 14 targets for proficiency for IEP students during 2011-2012: 

	Table 3-C-3

Analysis of % Proficient During 2010-2011 Against Targets
	% Proficient Increase (+) or Decrease (-) Compared to Prior Year

	Content Area
	Grade
	Target
	% Proficient

2010-2011
	Target

Met?
	

	Math
	3rd
	44%
	45.8%
	Y
	No change

	
	4th
	37%
	44.1%
	Y
	+

	
	5th
	36%
	37.4%
	Y
	+

	
	6th
	30%
	35.3%
	Y
	+

	
	7th
	23%
	33.8%
	Y
	+

	
	8th
	26%
	23.7%
	N
	+

	
	11th
	23%
	34.8%
	Y
	+

	
	

	ELA/Reading
	3rd
	34%
	31.4%
	N
	-

	
	4th
	32%
	33.5%
	Y
	+

	
	5th
	29%
	25.3%
	N
	+

	
	6th
	26%
	19.5%
	N
	+

	
	7th
	23%
	16.0%
	N
	+

	
	8th
	24.5%
	13.9%
	N
	+

	
	11th
	32%
	34.6%
	Y
	-


When compared to the 2010-2011 performance data in Math, the percentage of students who were proficient increased for grades 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 11 and remained the same at 3rd grade.  

When compared to the 2010-2011 performance data in ELA/Reading, the percentage of students who were proficient increased at each level except 3rd and 11th grades.
The increased performance is significant given the fact that AMOs increased 12.1 points in 2011-2012 compared to the previous year.  The improved performance, although not sufficient to meet all targets, is the result of Nevada’s improved teaching and learning for students with disabilities.
Public Reporting Information:  Nevada's public reports of assessment results for students with disabilities are found on the NDE website at:  http://www.nevadareportcard.com/.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 4A
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	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 State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Data Source:

Annually, in conjunction with submission of their eligibility documents for Part B funding, each district submits electronic data to the NDE concerning students who are suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in a school year.  The state verifies the reliability and accuracy of the data through automated verification checks through its database.  These data are reported annually as an EDFacts submission under section 618 of the IDEA.  
Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Identification of Comparison Methodology:

Nevada compares district rates for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities to the statewide bar, defined below, for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities to evaluate comparability. 

A district has a significant discrepancy when its suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities is at least five percentage points more than the state’s average suspension expulsion rate for all children with disabilities (the “statewide bar”).

The statewide bar is calculated by dividing the statewide total number of students with disabilities suspended/expelled for more than 10 school days in a school year by the statewide total number of students with disabilities, and adding five percentage points.  

Nevada uses a minimum “n” size requirement to exclude school districts from the calculation if the district has fewer than 25 students with disabilities who were suspended more than 10 school days during the data reporting year.  

District rates are calculated by dividing the district’s total number of students with disabilities suspended/expelled for more than 10 school days by the total number of students with disabilities in the district.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(using 2010-2011 data)
	0% of districts will be identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011):    
OSEP has directed the NDE to describe the results of the NDE's examination of suspension and expulsion data for the year before the reporting year to report progress in the FFY 2011 report (i.e., for the FFY 2011 APR, use data from 2010-2011).  Consequently, below are 2010-2011 data and analyses for this FFY 2011 report. 

There are 17 school districts in Nevada.  The statewide bar was calculated by dividing the total statewide number of students with disabilities in those school districts who were suspended/expelled more than 10 school days during 2010-2011 (n=943), by the total number of students with disabilities in those districts during 2010-2011 (n=45,239), and adding five percentage points:  ([(943 ( 45,239) + 5 points] = 7.1%).  

During 2010-2011, nine of the 17 school districts suspended/expelled students with disabilities for more than 10 school days.  Seven of these school districts were excluded from further analysis because they suspended/expelled fewer than 25 students with disabilities during 2010-2011.  Of the remaining two districts, neither of the districts had suspension/expulsion rates that exceed the statewide bar.  Consequently, no school districts had a significant discrepancy in the rate for suspension/expulsion.
4A.  School Districts with Significant Discrepancy in Rates for Suspension and Expulsion:

	Year
	Total Number of School Districts
	Number of School Districts that had Significant Discrepancies
	Percent

	FFY 2011 (2010-2011 data)
	17
	0
	0%


During 2010-2011, 0% (representing none) of Nevada's 17 school districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsion of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year ([(0 ( 17) x 100] = 0%).  
Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices:

If a district exceeds the statewide bar for rate of suspensions/expulsions, the NDE conducts a review of district policies, procedures, and practices to ensure compliance with IDEA Part B requirements concerning suspensions/expulsions.  In addition, the NDE reviews, and if appropriate requires affected school districts to revise, policies, practices and procedures relating to development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.  The NDE also examines whether the district has established strategies to reduce high rates of suspension and expulsions.  Policies and procedures that do not comply with IDEA Part B requirements are revised; noncompliant practices are modified through training and technical assistance.  

Complaint investigation and due process findings of noncompliance with IDEA Part B requirements for suspension/expulsion are corrected through orders requiring, for example, that a student be returned to the placement the student was in prior to an improper disciplinary removal and/or that compensatory services be provided.  

The scope and process for Nevada's review and revision, if appropriate, of policies, procedures and practices relating to development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, is described more fully in the February 2010 APR. 

During FFY 2011 (based on 2010-2011 data), there were no school districts with suspensions/expulsions that reached or exceeded the statewide bar, so no review of policies, procedures, or practices was required. 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011): 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	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) 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.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

Data Source:

Annually, in conjunction with submission of their eligibility documents for Part B funding, each district submits electronic data to the NDE concerning students who are suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in a school year.  The state verifies the reliability and accuracy of the data through automated verification checks through its database.  These data are reported annually as an EDFacts submission under section 618 of the IDEA.   

Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Identification of Comparison Methodology:

Nevada compares district rates for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities in each race/ethnic category to the statewide bar, defined below, for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities to evaluate comparability. 

A district has a significant discrepancy when its suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities, in any race/ethnic category, is at least five percentage points more than the state’s average suspension expulsion rate for all children with disabilities (the “statewide bar”).  The statewide bar is calculated by dividing the statewide total number of students with disabilities suspended/expelled for more than 10 school days in a school year by the statewide total number of students with disabilities, and adding five percentage points.  Nevada uses a minimum “n” size requirement to exclude school districts from the calculation if the district has fewer than 25 students with disabilities, in any race/ethnic category, who were suspended more than 10 school days during the data reporting year.  

District rates are calculated by dividing the district’s total number of students with disabilities, by race/ethnic category, suspended/expelled for more than 10 school days by the total number of students with disabilities in the district, by race/ethnic category.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(using 2010-2011 data)
	0% of districts will be identified by the State as having (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 the requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011):
OSEP has directed the NDE to describe the results of the NDE's examination of suspension and expulsion data for the year before the reporting year to report progress in the FFY 2011 report (i.e., for the FFY 2011 APR, use data from 2010-2011).  Consequently, below are 2010-2011 data and analyses for this FFY 2010 report. 

There are 17 school districts in Nevada.  The statewide bar was calculated by dividing the total statewide number of students with disabilities in those school districts who were suspended/expelled more than 10 school days during 2010-2011 (n=943), by the total number of students with disabilities in those districts during 2010-2011 (n=45,239), and adding five percentage points: ([(943 ( 45,239) + 5 points] = 7.1%).  

During 2010-2011, nine of the 17 school districts suspended/expelled students with disabilities for more than 10 school days.  Eight of these school districts were excluded from further analysis because they suspended/expelled fewer than 25 students with disabilities in each race/ethnic category during 2010-2011.  In the remaining district, the district suspension/expulsion rate was lower than the statewide bar in each of the four race/ethnic categories where the district suspended/expelled 25 or more students with disabilities.  Consequently, no school districts had a significant discrepancy in the rate for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities, in any race/ethnic category.
4B(a).  Districts with Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity, in Rates of Suspension and Expulsion:

	Year
	Total Number of Districts**
	Number of Districts that have Significant Discrepancies by Race or Ethnicity
	Percent**

	FFY 2011 (using 2010-2011 data)
	17
	0
	0.00%


During FFY 2011 (based on 2010-2011 data), 0% (representing none) of Nevada's 17 school districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsion of children with disabilities, by race or ethnicity, for greater than 10 days in a school year ([(0 ( 17) x 100] = 0%).  
Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices:

If a district exceeds the statewide bar for rate of suspensions/expulsions, by race or ethnicity, the NDE conducts a review of district policies, procedures, and practices to ensure compliance with IDEA Part B requirements concerning suspensions/expulsions.  In addition, the NDE reviews, and if appropriate requires affected school districts to revise, policies, practices and procedures relating to development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.  The NDE also examines whether the district has established strategies to reduce high rates of suspension and expulsions.  Policies and procedures that do not comply with IDEA Part B requirements are revised; noncompliant practices are modified through training and technical assistance.  

Complaint investigation and due process findings of noncompliance with IDEA Part B requirements for suspension/expulsion are corrected through orders requiring, for example, that a student be returned to the placement the student was in prior to an improper disciplinary removal and/or that compensatory services be provided.  

The scope and process for Nevada's review and revision, if appropriate, of policies, procedures and practices relating to development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, is described more fully in the February 2010 APR. 

During FFY 2011 (based on 2010-2011 data), there were no school districts with rates of suspensions/expulsions, by race or ethnicity, that reached or exceed the statewide bar, so no review of policies, procedures, or practices was required. 

4B(b). Districts 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.  

	Year
	Total Number of Districts*
	Number of Districts that have Significant Discrepancies, by Race or Ethnicity, 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.  
	Percent**

	FFY 2011 (using 2010-2011 data)
	17
	0
	0.00%


During 2010-2011, 0% (representing none) of Nevada's 17 school districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsion of children with disabilities, by race or ethnicity, for greater than 10 days in a school year, 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 ([(0 ( 17) x 100] = 0%).  
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011 (data from 2010-2011): 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 5

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	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

	2011
(2011-2012)
	A.
57.0% of students with IEPs will be served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day.

	
	B.
15.1% of students with IEPs will be served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day.

	
	C.
1.6% of students with IEPs will be served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

A.
During 2011-2012, 64.3% of students with IEPs were served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day ([(26,108 ( 40,594) x 100] = 64.3%).

B.
During 2011-2012, 13.9% of students with IEPs were served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day ([(5,629 ( 40,594) x 100] = 13.9%).

C.
During 2011-2012, 1.6% of students with IEPs were served in separate schools, residential facilities or homebound/hospital placements ([(667 ( 40,594) x 100] = 1.6%). 

NOTE:  Data do not include 925 students reported under section 618 of the IDEA who are served in a state-operated correctional facility or in state-sponsored charter schools that are not and do not operate as Local Education Agencies.  

The target for 2011-2012 was for 57% of students with IEPs to be served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day, and the actual data reflected 64.3% of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day.  Because a higher percentage than the target achieves the target, Nevada reached its target.  
Regarding the percent of students with IEPs that were served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day, the target for 2011-2012 was 15.1%, and only 13.9% of students were served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day.  Because a lower percentage than the target achieves the target, Nevada reached its target.  
Regarding the percent of students with IEPs served in separate schools, residential facilities or homebound/hospital placements, the target for 2011-2012 was 1.6%, and 1.6% of students were served in these placements.  Therefore, Nevada reached its target.  
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 6

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	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 classroom, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	There are no targets for FFY 2011 (2011-2012).  See Indicator 6 in the State Performance Plan REVISED February 2013 for the target for FFY 2012 (2012-2013).


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011 (baseline data):

A.
During 2011-2012, 23.5% of students with IEPs aged 3 through 5 were attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program [([(1,642 + 137) ( 7,562] x 100) = 23.5%].

B.
During 2011-2012, 54.6% of students with IEPs aged 3 through 5 were attending a separate special education classroom, separate school or residential facility [([(4,038 + 86 +2) ( 7,562] x 100) = 54.6%].

NOTE:  Data do not include 36 students reported under section 618 of the IDEA who are served in state-sponsored charter schools that are not and do not operate as Local Education Agencies.  
See Indicator 6 in the State Performance Plan REVISED February 2013 (pp. 26-27) for the baseline data shown above, the target for FFY 2012 (2012-2013), and improvement activities.  
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 7

Overview of the State Performance Plan Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 7:  Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

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.

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.


Actual Data for FFY 2011:
The following tables present the Nevada Early Childhood Outcomes for the 2011-2012 school year on Positive Social Relationships, Knowledge and Skills, and Ability to Meet Needs.  

Progress Data for Preschool Children Exiting 2011-2012
	Positive Social Relationships
	Number
	Percent

	Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed
	3,048
	

	a. 
Children who did not improve functioning. 
	230
	7.5%

	b. 
Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers. 
	314
	10.3%

	c. 
Children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it. 
	657
	21.6%

	d. 
Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers. 
	1,134
	37.2%

	e. 
Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. 
	713
	23.4%

	Total
	3,048
	100%

	Knowledge and Skills
	Number
	Percent

	Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed
	3,048
	

	a. 
Children who did not improve functioning. 
	181
	5.9%

	b. 
Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers. 
	354
	11.6%

	c. 
Children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it. 
	813
	26.7%

	d. 
Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers. 
	1,174
	38.5%

	e. 
Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. 
	526
	17.3%

	Total
	3,048
	100%

	Ability to Meet Needs
	Number
	Percent

	Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed
	3,048
	

	a. 
Children who did not improve functioning. 
	278
	9.1%

	b. 
Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers. 
	257
	8.4%

	c. 
Children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it. 
	491
	16.1%

	d. 
Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers. 
	1,166
	38.3%

	e. 
Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. 
	856
	28.1%

	Total
	3,048
	100%


Summary Statements for Preschool Children Exiting 2011-2012
	SUMMARY STATEMENTS
	Target

FFY 2011
(% of children)
	Actual

Target

Data

FFY 2011
	Target

Met?



	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 substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

[(657 + 1,134) ( (230 + 314 + 657 + 1,134) = 76.7%]
	75.4%
	76.7%
	Yes

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

[(1,134 + 713) ( (230 + 314 + 657 + 1,134 + 713) = 60.6%]
	75.7%
	60.6%
	No

	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 increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 

[(813 + 1,174) ( (181 + 354 + 813 + 1,174) = 78.8%]
	74.1%
	78.8%
	Yes

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

[(1,174 + 526) ( (181 + 354 + 813 + 1,174 + 526) = 55.8%]
	67.8%
	55.8%
	No

	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 substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 

[(491 + 1,166) ( (278 + 257 + 491 + 1,166) = 75.6%]
	77.0%
	75.6%
	No

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

[(1,166 + 856) ( (278 + 257 + 491 + 1,166 + 856) = 66.3%]
	78.8%
	66.3%
	No


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2)

· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, tasks 41, 42, 43, 44, 45)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13) (in particular, tasks 26, 27)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

When comparing 2011-2012 data to 2010-2011 data, Nevada’s percentages declined in all areas, and Nevada made only two targets.  Professional development will continue to focus on helping staff members understand what constitutes “progress made” and “typical development,” particularly for behavior skills which are more difficult to assess.  Specifically, technical assistance will be provided to assist staff in observing and measuring behavioral skills.  The NDE anticipates that continued professional development and technical assistance to staff members will lead to increased results in the future.
Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table:

	Statement from the Response Table
	State’s Response

	The State must report progress data and actual target data for FFY 2011 with the FFY 2011 APR.   
	See "Progress Data for Preschool Children Exiting 2011-2012" above on p. 28.
See "Summary Statements for Preschool Children Exiting 2011-2012" above on p. 29.



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

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 8

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	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
(2011-2012)
	77% of parents with a child receiving special education services will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.  


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 76% of Nevada parents responded in agreement to survey question #25 (see below for significance of this response), up slightly from 74% during 2010-2011 ([(1,389 ( 1,837) x 100] = 76%).
Discussion of Survey Results
The NDE has elected to purchase a survey instrument from the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) to measure the percent of parents who report that their children's schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for students with disabilities.  The NDE used the same survey instrument included in the April 2008 SPP (available at the NDE website).  The question used to measure this indicator is survey question #25:  "The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the school."  See the February 2010 SPP for an explanation of how this question was determined to be an appropriate measurement of this indicator (p. 35).  Nevada’s sampling plan for dissemination of this survey was previously approved and is described in the February 2010 SPP (pp. 33-35).
During 2011-2012, parent surveys were disseminated to parents of all students with disabilities in four districts scheduled for a comprehensive compliance monitoring visit (Carson City, Douglas, Mineral, and Nye).  In addition, a sample was selected for parent survey in Clark County School District and in Washoe County School District because these two districts have an average daily membership (ADM) of more than 50,000 students.  Surveys were successfully sent to 10,954 parents, and a total of 1,906 responses were received for a 17.4% response rate (1,906 ( 10,954 = 17.4%).  (A total of 69 could not be used based on incomplete data.)  This response rate represents a decrease from the 22.7% rate in 2010-2011.  However, according to NCSEAM, the 17.4% response rate exceeds the minimum number required for an adequate confidence level based on established survey sample guidelines.
Representativeness of Survey Results
Although response rate is an important indicator of the validity of survey results, the representativeness of survey respondents when compared to the pool of possible respondents from which they were drawn is also a very important indicator.  In order to examine the representativeness of the respondents in the 2011-2012 parent survey, student-level data regarding disability category and race/ethnic category are collected for each survey response.  Then, the disability and race/ethnic category data for survey responses are compared to the disability and race/ethnic category data in the October 1, 2011, child count of students ages 3-21 in the surveyed districts. 

In the disability category comparison, the response data were compared to the total child count data in the surveyed districts, in all disability categories.  In 2011-2012, 11% of the responding parents were the parents of children with developmental delays (compared to 10.5% in the child count); 3% were the parents of children with emotional disturbance (compared to 4% in the child count); and 3% were the parents of children with multiple impairments (compared to 2.4% in the child count). In the autism category, 12% of the respondents represented parents of children with autism (compared to 8.7% in the child count).  Approximately 35% of the responding parents were the parents of children with learning disabilities (compared to 44.8% in the child count).  Comparisons between survey respondents and child count data for children with hearing impairments, mental retardation, orthopedic impairments, traumatic brain injury, vision, and speech/language impairments were very close.  
In Indicator 14, the National Post-School Outcomes Center has identified that when representatives is outside the +/- 3% range, the lack of representativeness is important.  When comparing representativeness within disability categories, Nevada’s respondents in most categories are well within the NPSO acceptable range.  However, there is a nearly 10-point gap between the number of responding parents and the percentage of students with learning disabilities in the child count.  And there is a slightly greater than 3-point gap between the number of responding parents and the percentage of students with autism in the child count.  Efforts will be made to reduce these gaps in the future.  
Analysis of the race/ethnicity representativeness in the responses when compared to the October 1, 2011, child count in the surveyed districts showed there was very close representativeness in categories for American Indian/Alaskan Native (2% of the respondents; 1.5% in the child count), Asian (4% of the respondents; 2.8% in the child count), Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (<1% of the respondents; <1% in the child count), Two or More Races (4% of the respondents; 5% in the child count).  
In three other race/ethnic categories, the state experienced slippage in the degree to which the responding population was representative of the surveyed population, as follows:
· Slippage was found in the representativeness of responses for students in the Hispanic/Latino category, with 30% of the survey responses for students in the Hispanic Latino category, compared with 38% in the child count (an 8-point gap) (last year the gap was 33% responding compared to 36% in the child count, a 3-point gap). 

· Slippage was found in the responses for students in the Black/African American category, where 6% of the survey responses were for students in the Black/African American category, compared to 15% in the child count (a 9-point gap) (last year the comparison showed 9% responding compared to 16% in the child count, a 7-point gap).   
· Slippage was also found in the representativeness of responses for students in the White category.  A total of 53% of the responses were for students in the White category, while 38% of students in the child count were White (a 15-point gap).  This shows slippage in representativeness compared to last year when 49% who responded were in the White category, while 40% in the child count were White (a 9-point gap). 

The NDE has begun working with its partners and with NCSEAM to increase the representativeness of the responses on behalf of children particularly in the Black/African American and Hispanic/Latino categories.  The NDE is working with NCSEAM specifically to discuss survey strategies, including over-sampling and enhanced follow-up, as well as any other research-based techniques NCSEAM can offer, to improve the race/ethnic representativeness of the responding populations, and to improve the response rate among parents whose children have learning disabilities.  
Survey Data

Following is a table showing statewide and district-level data for respondents to the parent survey during 2011-2012.

	Table 8

Numbers and Percentage of Parents

Responding "Agree, Strongly Agree, Very Strongly Agree" 

with Question 25 on NCSEAM Survey (2011-2012)



	School District
	# of Surveys Received
	# Surveys Responding "Agree, Strongly Agree, Very Strongly Agree" with Question #25
	% Responding "Agree, Strongly Agree, Very Strongly Agree" with Question #25

	Statewide
	1,837
	1,389
	76%

	
	
	
	

	Carson City
	174
	120
	69%

	Clark
	680
	537
	79%

	Douglas
	164
	119
	73%

	Mineral
	15
	9
	60%

	Nye
	138
	101
	73%

	Washoe
	666
	503
	76%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2)

· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, tasks 10, 11, 39)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13) (in particular, task 24)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

During 2011-2012, 76% of Nevada parents responded in agreement to survey question #25, up slightly from 74% during 2010-2011.  Nevada did not reach its target of 77% for this indicator.  Because parents in different school districts are surveyed each year (except for Clark and Washoe, whose parents are surveyed every year), slight progress or slippage from one year to the next is not considered significant.
Although NCSEAM uses Question 25 as a "proxy" for measuring the extent to which "parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities" (the actual "indicator" for this measure), it is also important to note that 90% or more of parents agreed with the following survey items:
· At the IEP meeting, we discussed accommodations and modifications that my child would need. (94%) (up from 92% in the previous year)

· Teachers and administrators respect my cultural heritage. (94%) (up from 93% in the previous year)

· My child's evaluation report is written in terms I understand. (93%) (up from 91%)

· Written information I receive is written in an understandable way. (93%) (up from 92%)
· Teachers are available to speak with me. (91%) (up from 89%)
· Teachers and administrators ensure that I have fully understood the Procedural Safeguards. (91%) (up from 89%)
· All of my concerns and recommendations were documented on the IEP. (91%) (up from 89%)

· I am considered an equal partner with teachers and other professionals in planning my child's program. (90%) (up from 87%)
Between 80-89% of parents agreed with the following survey items, many of which directly reflect the extent to which schools actually do facilitate parent involvement:

· Teachers treat me as a team member. (89%) (up from 87%)

· The school has a person on staff who is available to answer parents' questions. (89%) (up from 86%)

· Teachers and administrators encourage me to participate in the decision-making process. (86%) (no change)
· Teachers and administrators show sensitivity to the needs of students with disabilities. (85%) (no change)
· Teachers and administrators seek out parent input.  (81%) (up from 80%)
· The school offers parents a variety of ways to communicate with teachers. (82%) (up from 81%)
Between 70-79% of parents agreed with the following survey items, many of which directly reflect the extent to which schools actually do facilitate parent involvement:

· Written justification was given for the extent that my child would not receive services in the regular classroom. (79%) (no change)
· The school gives the parents the help they may need to plan an active role in their child's education.  (79%) (up from 78%)

· The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the school. (76%)  (up from 74%) (This is the question NCSEAM established as the "proxy" for measuring parent involvement.)

· The school communicates regularly with me regarding my child's progress on IEP goals. (79%) (up from 76%)

· At the IEP meeting, we discussed how my child would participate in statewide assessments. (78%) (up from 77%)

· The school gives me choices with regard to services that address my child's needs. (76%) (up from 75%) 

· I have been asked for my opinion about how well special education services are meeting my child's needs. (74%) (no change)
Fewer than 70% of parents agreed with the following survey items:

· The school provides information on agencies that can assist my child in the transition from school.  (63%) (up from 61%) **

· I was given information about organizations that offer support for parents of students with disabilities. (55%) (up from 54%)

· The school offers parents training about special education issues. (54%) (down from 55%)

· I was offered special assistance (such as child care) so that I could participate in the IEP meeting.  (50%) (up from 49%)

** Given that only 25% of the responses were related to students in 9-12th grade, this percentage is quite positive.  
In 20 out of the 25 questions, the percentage of parents who agreed with the statement increased from the 2010-2011 school year; 4 questions remained unchanged from the 2010-2011 school year.  In one (1) out of the 25 questions, the percentage of parents who agreed with the statement decreased from the 2010-2011 school year.  
Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table:

	Statement from the Response Table
	State’s Response

	The State reported that the response group was not representative of the population.  In the FFY 2011 APR the State must report whether its FFY 2011 data are from a group representative of the population, and if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.   
	See "Representativeness of Survey Results” above on pp. 31-32.


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

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 9

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.
	Monitoring Priority:  Disproportionality


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

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

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

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2011, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over and underrepresentation) of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by §§300.600(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
(2011-2012)
	0% of school districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During FFY 2011, 0% of Nevada's 17 school districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.  The measurement is calculated as ([(0 ( 17) x 100] = 0%).

Criteria for Defining “Disproportionate Representation”:

A weighted risk ratio analysis is used to identify disproportionate over-representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education for the five race/ethnic groups (Black/Non-Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and White).  Disproportionate over-representation will be identified when the weighted risk ratio is 3.0 or greater for three consecutive years for any racial/ethnic group in which there are at least twenty-five students in the special education population within the district.  This analysis results in the identification of districts with disproportionate over-representation possibly resulting from inappropriate identification.
During 2011-2012, one school district was excluded from the calculation as a result of the state’s minimum “n” size requirement.
Determining “Inappropriate Identification”:

If disproportionate representation is identified in a district, the district's policies, procedures, and practices will be evaluated to determine whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification of students as students with disabilities, as indicated by noncompliant policies, procedures, and/or practices.  The scope and details of the review of policies, procedures, and practices is described in the February 2010 SPP.  If the review of policies, procedures and practices reveals noncompliance with federal and/or state requirements for identification and evaluation, appropriate corrective actions will be taken.  

Determination of Disproportionate Representation for FFY 2011:

Nevada calculated its determination of whether disproportionate over-representation existed for students in any of five race/ethnic groups during FFY 2011 by analyzing child count data for 10/1/2009, 10/1/2010 and 10/1/2011 using the WESTAT disproportionality analysis tool, which compares district child count data to district enrollment data.  Because the 10/1/2011 and 10/1/2010 child count and district enrollment data were reported in seven race/ethnic categories, and the 10/1/2009 child count and district enrollment was reported in five race/ethnic categories, a bridge was used to distribute students in seven race/ethnic categories into five race/ethnic categories.  The bridge combined the 2010 and 2011 Asian and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander categories into one category (Asian/Pacific Islander) to compare to 2009 data.  The bridge distributed students in the Two or More Races category into the race/ethnic category represented by a majority of students in the district enrollment.  If the majority of students were in the Hispanic category, students were distributed into the next most prevalent race/ethnic category, since the category for Two or More Races by definition does not include persons of Hispanic/Latino ethnicity.  The NDE anticipates using this bridge methodology for this year only, after which three consecutive years of data will be available using the seven race/ethnic categories.  

Data were analyzed across these three years to determine if a three-year trend existed for any district, for any race/ethnic subgroup.  No district had a three-year trend demonstrating disproportionate over-representation of students as students with disabilities for any race/ethnic subgroup.  Thus, there was no disproportionate representation in any district, in any race/ethnic subgroup, in the FFY 2011 "annual" determination of disproportionate representation of race/ethnic groups in special education.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 10

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.
	Monitoring Priority:  Disproportionality


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2011, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over and under representation) of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by §§300.600(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
(2011-2012)
	0% of school districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During FFY 2011, 0% of Nevada's 17 school districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.  The measurement is calculated as ([(0 ( 17) x 100] = 0%).

Criteria for Defining “Disproportionate Representation”:

A weighted risk ratio analysis is used to identify disproportionate over-representation within each race/ethnicity category, for the following disability categories:

· Mental retardation

· Specific learning disabilities

· Emotional disturbance

· Speech or language impairments

· Other health impairments

· Autism

A weighted risk ratio analysis is used to identify disproportionate over-representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education for five race/ethnic groups (Black/Non-Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and White).  Disproportionate over-representation is identified when the weighted risk ratio is 3.0 or greater for three consecutive years for any racial/ethnic group in which there are at least 25 students in the special education population or in a particular disability category within the district.  This analysis results in the identification of districts with possible disproportionate over-representation resulting from inappropriate identification.

Exclusion of Districts During FFY 2011
During 2011-2012, the following numbers of school districts were excluded from the calculation as a result of the state’s minimum “n” size requirement:

· Autism:  5 school districts were excluded (all with cell sizes containing 8 or fewer students) 
· Mental Retardation:  4 school districts were excluded (all with cell sizes containing 10 or fewer students)
· Speech or Language Impairments:  2 school districts were excluded (all with cell sizes containing 8 or fewer students)
· Specific Learning Disabilities:  3 school districts were excluded (all with cell sizes containing 12 or fewer students)
· Other Health Impairments: 5 school districts were excluded (all with cell sizes containing 4 or fewer students)
· Emotional Disturbance:  7 school districts were excluded (5 with cell sizes containing 6 or fewer students)
The total “unduplicated” number of districts who were excluded from the calculation was 11.  
Determining “Inappropriate Identification”:

If disproportionate representation is identified in a district, the district's policies, procedures, and practices will be evaluated to determine whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification of students as students with disabilities, as indicated by noncompliant policies, procedures, and/or practices.  The scope and details of the review of policies, procedures, and practices is described in the February 2010 SPP.  If the review of policies, procedures and practices reveals noncompliance with federal and/or state requirements for identification and evaluation, appropriate corrective actions will be taken.  

Determination of Disproportionate Representation for FFY 2011:

Nevada calculated its determination of whether disproportionate over-representation existed for students with particular disabilities in any of five race/ethnic groups during FFY 2011.  To accomplish this task, child count data were analyzed for 10/1/2009, 10/1/2010, and 10/1/2011 using the WESTAT disproportionality analysis tool, which compares district child count data in six different disability categories (autism, mental retardation, learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, speech and language impairments, and other health impairments) to district enrollment data.  Because the 10/1/2011 and 10/1/2010 child count and district enrollment data were reported in seven race/ethnic categories, and the 10/1/2009 child count and district enrollment data was reported in five race/ethnic categories, a bridge was used to distribute students in seven race/ethnic categories into five race/ethnic categories.  The bridge combined the 2010 and 2011 Asian and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander categories into one category (Asian/Pacific Islander) to compare to 2009 data.  The bridge distributed students in the Two or More Races category into the race/ethnic category represented by a majority of students in the district enrollment.  If the majority of students were in the Hispanic category, students were distributed into the next most prevalent race/ethnic category, since the category for Two or More Races by definition does not include persons of Hispanic/Latino ethnicity.  The NDE anticipates using this bridge methodology for this year only, after which three consecutive years of data will be available using the seven race/ethnic categories.  

Data were analyzed across these three years to determine if a three-year trend existed for any district, for any race/ethnic subgroup, in any of the six disability categories.  This analysis revealed the following no district had disproportionate representation in any race/ethnic group, within any of the six disability categories analyzed.  During FFY 2010, the only two districts that had disproportionate representation did so because they had under-representation, and OSEP no longer requires an analysis of under-representation in the analysis of disproportionate representation.  
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 11

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.
	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.

b.
# of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).

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.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated within Nevada's 45-school-day timeline.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 100% percent of children with parental consent to evaluate were evaluated within 45 school days ([(24 ( 24) x 100] = 100%).  In Nevada, the completion of the initial evaluation occurs when the eligibility team, including the parent, has made an eligibility decision; under state regulations this decision must occur within 45 school days after the parent provides written consent for the initial evaluation.  Nevada reached its target for this indicator.  
Selection of School Districts for Monitoring:  

The NDE has established a four-year monitoring cycle.  The schedule has been established to ensure selection of a representative group of districts to be monitored each year. A stratified random sampling is used to ensure a representative group of school districts in each of the four years of Nevada's four-year monitoring cycle.  Nevada's 17 school districts, which are contiguous with Nevada's 17 counties, have been assigned status as either "urban" (4 districts), "medium rural" (5 districts), or "small rural" (8 districts) depending on the relative size of the county and the relative urbanicity of the county seat.  In each of the four years in the special education monitoring cycle, the districts selected for monitoring will include one "urban" district, one "medium rural" district, and two "small rural" districts.  Each year the districts are randomly sampled from within the three subgroups, without replacement, in order to ensure that all 17 districts are monitored at least once during the four-year cycle.  Because there are 5 districts in the "medium rural" subgroup, 2 of these districts will be monitored in one of the four years.  (Note:  This monitoring cycle was approved by OSEP in April 2008 as part of the Indicator 8 sampling description.  See pp. 33-35 in the February 2010 SPP.)
See below for specific data and calculation according to the OSEP measurement instructions.

Children Evaluated Within 60 Days (or State-established timeline):

	a. Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	24

	b. Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline)
	24

	Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60                days (or State established-timeline) (Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100)
	100%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 12

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
See description in the Introduction. 

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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

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

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

b.
# of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was 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 §300.301(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 (a – b – d – e)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, will have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 100% percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who were found eligible for Part B, had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays ([28 ( (29 - 0 - 0 - 1)] x 100 = 100%).  Nevada reached its target for this indicator.   
Selection of School Districts for Monitoring:  

The NDE has established a four-year monitoring cycle.  The schedule has been established to ensure selection of a representative group of districts to be monitored each year. A stratified random sampling is used to ensure a representative group of school districts in each of the four years of Nevada's four-year monitoring cycle.  Nevada's 17 school districts, which are contiguous with Nevada's 17 counties, have been assigned status as either "urban" (4 districts), "medium rural" (5 districts), or "small rural" (8 districts) depending on the relative size of the county and the relative urbanicity of the county seat.  In each of the four years in the special education monitoring cycle, the districts selected for monitoring will include one "urban" district, one "medium rural" district, and two "small rural" districts.  Each year the districts are randomly sampled from within the three subgroups, without replacement, in order to ensure that all 17 districts are monitored at least once during the four-year cycle.  Because there are 5 districts in the "medium rural" subgroup, 2 of these districts will be monitored in one of the four years.  (Note:  This monitoring cycle was approved by OSEP in April 2008 as part of the Indicator 8 sampling description.  See pp. 33-35 in the February 2010 SPP.)
Actual State Data (Numbers)

	a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.
	29

	b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday
	0

	c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays
	28

	d. # for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied.
	0

	e. # of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.
	1

	# in a but not in b, c, d, or e.
	0

	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

Percent = [(c) / (a-b-d-e)] * 100
	100%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Correction of Noncompliance Identified During FFY 2010:
In this FFY 2011 APR, the NDE must report on correction of noncompliance identified during FFY 2010 (2010-2011), and that report is provided below.  During FFY 2010, the NDE reported a 98% level of compliance for this indicator.  

During 2010-2011, five districts (Elko, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, and White Pine) were scheduled for a comprehensive record review as part of Nevada's four-year monitoring cycle.  A noncompliance finding was issued for Humboldt County School District for failure to have an IEP developed/implemented by the third birthday for one child transitioning from Part C programs.  The delay for the student was the result of staff failing to schedule the meeting until after the child’s third birthday.

The identified noncompliance was corrected within one year, described below:
Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if State reported less than 100% compliance in its FFY 2010 APR):

Level of compliance (actual target data) State reported for FFY 2010 for this indicator:  98% 

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

	2. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)   
	1

	3. Number of FFY 2010 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus (2)]
	0

	Correction of FFY 2009 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) above)  
	0

	5. Number of FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the one-year timeline (“subsequent correction”)  
	0

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


Verification of Correction of Noncompliance Identified During FFY 2010:
Following is a description of the specific actions that the NDE took to verify the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010: 

Verification that each District is Correctly Implementing Regulatory Requirements 

To verify correction at the system level, Humboldt County School District provided the NDE with a data report from 2011-2012 documenting 100% compliance with the Part B requirements for development and implementation of IEPs by the third birthday for children transitioning from Part C.  
Verification that each District has Developed/Implemented the IEPs, Although Late
For the one student in Humboldt County School District whose IEP had not been developed and implemented by the child’s third birthday, the IEP had been developed and implemented by the time the record was reviewed during on-site monitoring.  Consequently, within the 2010-2011 school year, the noncompliance for this one student was already corrected and the child was receiving services in accordance with an IEP.

Correction of Remaining Noncompliance:  
As of FFY 2011, Nevada has no remaining noncompliance identified in previous years that was not corrected.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table:

	Statement from the Response Table
	State’s Response

	The State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 for this indicator.      
	See "Correction of Noncompliance Identified During FFY 2010" above on pp. 44-45

	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 reflected in the data the State reported for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §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, 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 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.
	See "Verification of Correction of Noncompliance Identified During FFY 2010" above on p. 45.

	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.  
	Because the State is reporting 100% compliance in the FFY 2011 APR, the State is not required to review its improvement activities and revise them, if necessary.  


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

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
 Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 13

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction. 
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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 student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was 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 student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was 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) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will have 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 student’s transition services needs. There will also be evidence that the student was 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.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 92% of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above had an IEP that included appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that were 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 student’s transition services needs.  There was also evidence that each student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services were 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 ([(11 ( 12) x 100] = 92%).
During 2011-2012, the NDE conducted comprehensive on-site monitoring in four school districts (Carson City, Douglas, Mineral and Nye).  A total of 12 records were reviewed for students who were aged 16 or older to ensure that all required secondary transition components were in place.  Eleven (11) of the records included evidence of all required secondary transition components.  See calculation presented below:

	Year
	Total number of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP 
	Total number of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that meets the requirements
	Percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that meets the requirements

	FFY 2011 (2011-2012)


	12
	11
	92%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2)

· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, tasks 31, 33, 34)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13) (in particular, tasks 2, 6, 12, 20, 21)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18) (in particular, tasks 3, 7, 10, 11, 12)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

During 2011-2012, 92% of student records included evidence of all required secondary transition components.  The single component missing from one student’s file was a post-secondary goal for employment.  Nevada did not reach its target for this indicator.  During 2010-2011, the compliance rate was 100%, so there is slippage to explain.  Note, however, that because the calculation for this indicator is based on the on-site monitoring findings in a different set of school districts in each year of a four-year cycle, the comparison to the compliance percentage in the previous year is not a comparison to the same districts.

Nevada has invested in training and technical assistance to districts to ensure that transition components are well understood and appropriately implemented.  Specific training has occurred at the teacher level in each school district to explain exactly what processes must be engaged and what documentation is required comply with the secondary transition provisions in the IDEA.  In addition, the NDE in recent years has required extensive correction of noncompliance in this area.  Consequently, the NDE is finding that local school districts now maintain a high level of compliance with required transition components than in previous years.  
Correction of Remaining Noncompliance:

As of FFY 2011, Nevada has no remaining noncompliance identified in previous years that was not corrected.  

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

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 14

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction. 
	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.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	A.
26% of youth (who were no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school) were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

	
	B.
55% of youth (who were no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school) were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

	
	C.
71% of youth (who were no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school) were 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.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, the NDE collected data from students with disabilities who had exited from secondary school one year earlier.  Following is the actual data collected.

Actual Numbers Used in Calculation in Table 14:

1.
Number of “leavers” who were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school = 187.

2.
Number of “leavers” who were competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education) = 335.

3.
Number of “leavers” who were 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) = 99. 

4.
Number of “leavers” who were 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) = 75. 

	Table 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 AFTER LEAVING HIGH SCHOOL; (B) ENROLLED IN HIGHER EDUCATION OR COMPETITIVELY EMPLOYED WITHIN ONE YEAR OF LEAVING HIGH SCHOOL; AND (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. 
2011-2012 School Year



	
	RESPONDING YOUTH WHO HAD IEPS WHO ARE NO LONGER IN SECONDARY SCHOOL


	(A)
ENROLLED IN HIGHER EDUCATION WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER 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

	
	#
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	Statewide
	1,044
	187
	18%
	522
	50%
	696
	67%


Nevada’s targets were 26% for column A, 55% for column B, and 71% for column C.  Nevada did not reach its targets for any of these post-school outcomes.  

Discussion of Response Rates and Representativeness of Responses:

During 2011-2012, surveys of students with disabilities who exited secondary school during 2010-2011 were provided to 2,826 students.  Data were collected from 1,044 respondents, for a response rate of 36.9% (1,044 ÷ 2,826 = 36.9%).  This response rate represents a slight improvement compared to the response rate of 35.6% in 2010-2011. 

Respondents were compared to the original survey population to determine the representativeness of the responding students when compared to the surveyed students, using the Response Calculator developed by the National Post-School Outcomes (NPSO) Center.  Representativeness was compared by disability category for students with learning disabilities, students with emotional disturbance, and students with mental retardation, with the following results:

· 70% of the students surveyed had learning disabilities; 71% of the respondents had learning disabilities 

· 7% of the students surveyed had emotional disturbance; 5% of the respondents had emotional disturbance 

· 4% of the students surveyed had mental retardation; 3% of the respondents had mental retardation 

In 2011-2012, differences between the survey group and the respondent group for each disability category were less than the +/- 3% range identified by NPSO as important.

Students were also compared for representativeness according to race/ethnic category.  59% of the students surveyed were minority students (non-White); 51% of the respondents were minority students (an 8-point difference).  There was only a 5-point difference in 2010-2011, so there has been slippage in representativeness of minority populations.  
In 2011-2012, 34% of the survey group were female, compared to 33% in the respondent group (a 1-point difference); correspondingly, 66% of the survey group were male, compared to 67% in the respondent group (also a 1-point difference).  In 2011-2012, 12% of the survey group had Limited English Proficiency, compared to 11% in the respondent group (a 1-point difference).  Each of these differences was within the +/- 3% acceptable range identified by NPSO.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 1:  Standards and Assessments (p. 2) (in particular, tasks 9, 10)
· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6) (in particular, tasks 2, 4, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Nevada’s targets were 26% for column A, 55% for column B, and 71% for column C.  Nevada did not reach its targets for any of these post-school outcomes.  However, the percentages in the actual data increased in categories B and C when compared to the 2010-2011 data.  Nevada remains the state in the nation with the highest rate of unemployment and the highest home foreclosure rates.  City, county, and state budgets providing support for economic development have been severely cut, with no sign of substantial improvement on the horizon.  Students, and certainly students with disabilities, are negatively impacted by the extraordinary economic decline in Nevada during the last five years.  The fact that students with disabilities face challenges in finding work is no surprise, and without at least part time work, many cannot afford post-secondary education or training.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 15

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

See description in the Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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

Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification:

a.
# of findings of noncompliance. 

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

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

States are required to use the "Indicator 15 Worksheet" to report data for this indicator.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of identified noncompliance will be corrected as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During FFY 2011, 100% of noncompliance identified during FFY 2010 was corrected as soon as possible and no later than one year from identification [(99 ( 99) x 100] = 100%.  Nevada met its target.  See Table 15 below, based on the Indicator 15 Worksheet.  Also see Attachment 1 for the self-calculating Indicator 15 excel Worksheet.
	Table 15

SUMMARY OF NONCOMPLIANCE FINDINGS (2010-2011) AND 

CORRECTIONS OF THOSE FINDINGS WITHIN ONE YEAR (2011-2012)


	Indicator
	General Supervision System Components
	# LEAs Issued Findings in FFY 2010 (7/1/10 to 6/30/11)
	(a) # of Findings of noncompliance identified in 

FFY 2010 (7/1/10 to 6/30/11) 
	(b) # of Findings of noncompliance from (a) for which correction was verified no later than one year from identification

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

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

14.
Percent of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively enrolled, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	2
	2
	2

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

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

7.
Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrated improved outcomes.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	5
	35
	35

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

	4A.
Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.

4B. 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.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	1
	1
	1

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0


(table continued on next page)
	5.
Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21—educational placements.

6.
Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5—early childhood placement.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	4
	21
	21

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

	8.
Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	4
	6
	6

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

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

10.
Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	5
	29
	29

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

	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 (45 school days in Nevada).
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	0
	0
	0

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

	12.
Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	1
	1
	1

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

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


	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	2
	4
	4

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

	Other areas of noncompliance:


	Monitoring Activities: Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	0
	0
	0

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings 
	0
	0
	0

	Sum the numbers down Column a and Column b
	99
	99

	Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification = (column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) times 100.
	(b) / (a) X 100 =
	100%


Process for Selecting School Districts for Monitoring:  
The NDE has established a four-year monitoring cycle.  The schedule has been established to ensure selection of a representative group of districts to be monitored each year.  A stratified random sampling is used to ensure a representative group of school districts in each of the four years of Nevada's four-year monitoring cycle.  Nevada's 17 school districts, which are contiguous with Nevada's 17 counties, have been assigned status as either "urban" (4 districts), "medium rural" (5 districts), or "small rural" (8 districts) depending on the relative size of the county and the relative urbanicity of the county seat.  In each of the four years in the special education monitoring cycle, the districts selected for monitoring will include one "urban" district, one "medium rural" district, and two "small rural" districts.  Each year the districts are randomly sampled from within the three subgroups, without replacement, in order to ensure that all 17 districts are monitored at least once during the four-year cycle.  Because there are 5 districts in the "medium rural" subgroup, 2 of these districts will be monitored in one of the four years.  (Note:  This monitoring cycle was approved by OSEP in April 2008 as part of the Indicator 8 sampling description.  See pp. 33-35 in the February 2010 SPP.)
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Methods for Correction of Noncompliance: 

Correcting Individual Cases of Noncompliance.  The NDE requires that every item of noncompliance identified in a student’s file is corrected.  Correction is ensured because the actual revised IEP forms, etc., for each student where noncompliance was identified, are returned to the NDE for verification approximately six-seven months after identification.  In the event that the NDE cannot conclude that corrections have been made to the state's standards for compliance, additional instructions are provided within weeks to special education administrators and staff members until the corrections meet NDE standards within one year of identification.  This process ensures that corrections are completed as soon as possible and no later than one year from identification.  

Correcting Implementation of Specific Regulatory Requirements.  To verify that a district is correctly implementing regulatory requirements, districts are required to submit a sample of complete files containing all required documents to demonstrate that requirements were met for initial evaluations, reevaluations, and IEP development conducted between September and March in the year after the noncompliance was identified.  This documentation is carefully reviewed to ensure that it provides evidence that each school district is correctly implementing regulatory requirements as soon as possible and no later than one year from identification of noncompliance.
For noncompliance findings that cannot be corrected at a student-specific level (e.g., missed requirements for notice, consent, evaluations, and timelines) because the clock cannot be "rewound," the NDE engages in three separate inquiries to verify correction of noncompliance as soon as possible but no later than one year from identification.  First, records are examined during the on-site monitoring visit to determine if correction has already occurred at the student-specific level.  For example, even if an evaluation was not conducted within the state-mandated timeline, the NDE determines if the evaluation was complete at the time of the record review—if not, the district is directed to conduct the evaluation immediately and provide evidence to the NDE to verify correction.  Second, the NDE reviews policies, procedures, and practices.  Based upon these reviews, forms and procedures are revised as necessary, and extensive staff training is required to ensure that compliant practices occur in the future.  Third, school districts are directed to submit a sample of complete files or other relevant data documenting that requirements for notice, consent, evaluations, timelines, etc., met legal requirements in initial evaluations and reevaluations conducted during the school year after noncompliance was identified. 
Correction of FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance:
In this FFY 2011 APR, the NDE must report on correction of noncompliance identified during FFY 2010 (2010-2011), and that report is provided below.  All identified noncompliance identified during FFY 2010 was corrected within one year, as set forth in the following table:

	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 Indicator B15 Worksheet)
	99

	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 on the Indicator B15 Worksheet)
	99

	Number of findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus (2)]
	0


Verification of Correction of Noncompliance Identified During FFY 2010:

Five school districts were identified with noncompliance based on monitoring activities in FFY 2010 (Elko, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, and White Pine). Ninety-nine (99) noncompliance findings were made in June 2011 in conjunction with monitoring activities for legal requirements related to the SPP Indicators on Table 15.  Within one year, correction had occurred for each of these findings.

Correction of All Instances of Noncompliance

For each student record monitored during 2010-2011 where there was any instance of IEP noncompliance, detailed instructions for correction of the noncompliance were returned to the school district, and IEPs were accordingly revised and corrected by each student's current teacher.  Copies of these corrected IEPs were submitted to the NDE by February 2012, and the NDE verified correction of noncompliance.  In any instance where the NDE could not verify correction of noncompliance, the IEP was returned to the appropriate school district for further correction, and by June 2012 all noncompliance identified during 2010-2011 was verified by the NDE as completely corrected no later than one year from identification of noncompliance.

Records were examined during the on-site monitoring visit to determine if correction has already occurred at the student-specific level for timelines that had not been met.  For example, even if an evaluation was not conducted within the state-mandated timeline, the NDE determined if the evaluation was complete at the time of the record review—if not, the district was directed to conduct the evaluation immediately and provide evidence to the NDE to verify correction.  In the five school districts that were monitored during 2010-2011, there were no instances where evaluations were still not completed, or where IEP services were not being provided at the time of the record review.  
Verification that each District is Correctly Implementing Regulatory Requirements 

The NDE reviewed each district's policies, procedures, and practices.  Based upon these reviews, districts were required to revise forms and/or procedures as necessary, and to provide extensive staff training to ensure that compliant practices occur in the future.  In addition, school districts were directed to submit a sample of complete files or other relevant data documenting that requirements were met for initial evaluations, reevaluations, and IEP development conducted during 2011-2012 (the year after the noncompliance was identified).  This documentation was carefully reviewed to ensure that it provided evidence that each school district is correctly implementing regulatory requirements no later than one year from identification of noncompliance.
Regarding the noncompliance for Indicator 12 identified in 2010-2011, Humboldt County School District provided the NDE with a data report from 2011-2012 documenting 100% compliance with the Part B requirements for development and implementation of IEPs by the third birthday for children transitioning from Part C.  
During 2010-2011, no complaint investigation reports with findings were issued by June 30, 2011. There were no findings of noncompliance issued in conjunction with due process hearing decisions.

Correction of Remaining Findings of Noncompliance:

As of FFY 2011, Nevada had no remaining noncompliance identified in previous years that was not corrected.  

Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table:

	Statement from the Response Table
	State’s Response

	In reporting in the FFY 2011 APR on the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, the State must report that it verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2010:  (1) is correctly implementing 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.  In the FFY 2011 APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
	See "Verification of Correction of Noncompliance Identified During FFY 2010" above on pp. 56-57.

	In reporting on Indicator 15 in the FFY 2011 APR, the State must use the Indicator 15 Worksheet.
	See Table 15 above on pp. 53-54, which conforms to the Indicator 15 Worksheet (Attachment 1).


	Further, in responding to Indicator 12 in the FFY 2011 APR, the State must report on correction of the noncompliance described in this table under that indicator.
	See "Verification of Correction Identified During FFY 2010" under Indicator 12 above on p. 45.



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

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 16

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
See description in the Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 16:  Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution, if available in the State.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:  Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100.
Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 100% of signed written complaints with reports issued were resolved within the 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution ([(14 + 2) ( 16] x 100 = 100%).  Nevada met its target.  There were 16 complaint investigation reports issued during 2011-2012, and each complaint investigation was completed within the 60-day timeline or within a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agreed to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution.  

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 17

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
See description in the Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 17:  Percent of adjudicated due process hearing requests that were adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party or in the case of an expedited hearing, within the required timelines.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100.
Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of adjudicated due process hearing requests will be adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party or in the case of an expedited hearing, within the required timelines.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 100% of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that was properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party ([(0 + 2) ( 2] x 100 = 100%).  There were two due process hearings conducted during 2011-2012 that were fully adjudicated as of June 30, 2012.  The hearings were conducted and a decision rendered within the 45-day timeline. 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 18

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
See description in the Introduction.
	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.

Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	85% of resolution sessions held will result in settlement agreements.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, 69% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements ([(48 ( 70) x 100] = 69%).  

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

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

See APR Attachment 2, Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources, for a detailed listing of activities completed during 2011-2012 for the following activities:

· Strategic Priority 2:  Valid and Reliable Data (p. 6)
· Strategic Priority 3:  Comprehensive Educator Effectiveness System (p. 13)
· Strategic Priority 4:  Innovative Programs and Evidence-Based Practices (p. 18) (in particular, tasks 14, 15)
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

During 2011-2012, 69% of resolutions sessions held resulted in resolution session agreements.  Consequently, the NDE did not meet the 85% target.  The resolution agreement rate of 69% represented an increase over the 57% rate achieved in 2010-2011.  Nevada experienced progress in the resolution agreement rate.
As discussed in previous Annual Performance Reports, written resolution settlement agreements are not the only means for settling disputes, and during 2011-2012, of the 77 total hearings requests received, 73 were resolved without a hearing, and four went to hearing (two after 6/30/12).  Consequently, Nevada's actual resolution rate was 95%.  This overall resolution rate is significant—it suggests that although resolution sessions per se may not always result in written settlement agreements, there are various other means that are successfully used in Nevada to resolve disputes without due process hearings.  If resolution session "success" is declining or increasing in any particular year, it means nothing more than school districts and parents are using other effective means to resolve disputes, and the NDE has no particular interest in valuing one particular dispute resolution mechanism over another.   
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 19

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
See description in the Introduction.

	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.
Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	80% of mediations held will result in mediation agreements.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

During 2011-2012, five mediations requests were received but one request was subsequently withdrawn.  Of the four mediations held, 100% resulted in full or partial agreement ([(0 + 4) ( 4] x 100 = 100%).  Nevada met its target.  As noted in Indicator 18, 95% of the due process hearing requests received in FFY 2011 were resolved without a hearing, using a variety of dispute resolution mechanisms.  Whether the mediation system is used or not, parties in Nevada are resolving disputes with hearings, and that is the state’s overall goal.   
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2011:

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to discuss improvement activities for this indicator.
Explanation of Progress or Slippage that Occurred for FFY 2011: 

Because the state met its FFY 2011 target, the state is not required to explain progress, unchanged data, or slippage for this indicator.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for FFY 2012: 

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011
INDICATOR 20

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
See description in the Introduction.

	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 the “Indicator 20 Scoring Rubric” for reporting data for this indicator.




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) will be timely and accurate.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2011:

OSEP has notified states that it will calculate the actual target data for Indicator 20 and report the results to the states for review and response.
Actions Taken to Ensure Compliance:

The NDE annually collects data from its 17 local school districts, the Nevada Youth Training Center, and state-sponsored charter schools.  Child count and placement data are collected electronically on October 1st, and software tools are used to search for duplicates, perform error checks, and prepare data for submission to EDFacts.  The prepared data are uploaded to the Nevada State Education Accountability and Reporting System (NVSEARS) where is the data are formatted for reports by the EDEN Coordinator for February 1st submissions. Assessment data are prepared by the NDE and formatted for reports by the EDEN Coordinator for February 1st submissions to EDFacts.  Electronic submissions are provided by local education agencies for exiting, discipline, personnel, and dispute resolution data.  These submissions are also error checked and entered into NVSEARS where they are prepared for EDEN Reports for November 1st submissions to EDFacts. 

The NDE ensures that data are reported in a timely manner through implementing the following steps:

· instructions are sent to districts, the Nevada Youth Training Center (NYTC), and state-sponsored charter schools annually, including forms for Child Count; Placement; Personnel; Exit; and Discipline Data

· training is provided at meetings of local special education directors (NYTC participates) and in special sessions for state-sponsored charter school administrators

· deadlines are established for return of data to NDE

· districts, NYTC, and state-sponsored charter schools submit data electronically 

· NDE compiles into database
· NDE uploads data to NVSEARS

· NDE Eden Coordinator submits files to EDFacts when applicable
· NDE submits the Superintendent's signature page for child count to OSEP via paper

Accuracy is ensured through the following steps:

· EDFacts or WESTAT flags errors and/or other significant changes in number or percentage over previous year

· NDE reviews district level data, NYTC data, and state-sponsored charter school data for obvious changes

· instructions are provided annually and aligned with OSEP instructions to states

· state IEP forms and guidelines clarify the use of race/ethnicity and placement codes

· technical assistance is available in person or via telephone

The NDE ensures that local entities collect and report data that is consistent with the federal requirements through the following steps:

· procedures and timelines are established

· districts, NYTC, and state-sponsored charter schools submit data in accordance with timelines or within approved extensions of time

· child count and local plan data certifications are obtained with the submission of data

· data are aggregated and reported to EDFacts 
· documentation (electronic and paper) is maintained

· errors that are discovered are brought to the attention of districts, NYTC, and state-sponsored charter schools so that necessary revisions can be made

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

No targets have been revised.  Improvement Activities have been reviewed and no significant revisions have been made.
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