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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development and Indicator 7 & 14 Updates: 

 

The Colorado FFY 2006 Annual Performance Report and Indicator 7 and 14 Updates attached 
separately on the SPP template were drafted internally by staff at the Colorado Department of 
Education, Exceptional Student Services (CDE/ESLU) with input from the Colorado Special 
Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) and local special education directors.  New for FFY 2006 was 
the formation of internal SPP indicator teams (i.e., one team per indicator) staffed by individuals with 
related experience and expertise on the indicator content. The specific tasks of the indicator teams 
and external stakeholder groups were:  

• Consider baseline and trend data for each indicator where such information was available; 

• Assist in determining appropriate targets for indicator 14; 

• Suggest activities that will assist local administrative units (AUs)and the ESLU in meeting the 
targets; 

• Review the planned activities, timelines, and resources and provide input into the likely 
efficacy of the strategies proposed. 

In addition to the formal input process with the CSEAC and special education directors, CDE/ESLU 
included a smaller working group of representatives from each of these organizations for ongoing 
input into the SPP and APR process, indicators, and activities. 

Following the submission of the FFY 2006 APR and the Indicator 7 and 14 SPP updates to the U.S. 
Department of Education, CDE/ESLU will post an updated version of the SPP and the new FFY 2006 
APR on the Department’s website and will alert constituency groups of their availability via existing list 
serves. Hard copies will be provided to all CSEAC members and special education directors as well 
as any individual making a request for one.  Public notice about the availability of the SPP will be 
made through CDE’s Communications Department and will be posted to CDE’s website at: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/stateimprovement.asp.  

Colorado maintains accountability systems for all public education administrative units and state 
operated programs. Administrative units include school districts and Boards of Cooperative 
Educational Services (BOCES). BOCES consist of groups of school districts with fewer than 4000 
students or 400 students with disabilities unless they have a variance from the Department to operate 
with fewer students. Charter schools are the responsibility of the administrative unit under which they 
are chartered. Therefore, throughout this document the term Administrative Unit (AU) will be used to 
reflect the local education agency. 

 

Note that the APR write-up for Indicator 15 is in its own PDF file because the margins used for the 
tables to report on this indicator were too wide to be placed into OSEP’s APR template document. 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

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: 
 

# Children ages 14–21 who graduated with diploma + # received GED in district 
administered GED program 

 
Graduation  

Rate = Exiters in the Below Categories 
 

 
Reached Max Age = 77 

Death = 46 
Dropped Out = 1413 

Expulsion =  16 
GED Transfer = 127 

Graduated with Regular Diploma = 2637 
Diploma by Meeting IEP Requirements = 222 

Other Diploma = 42 
District Administered GED program = 87 
GED from Non-District Run Program = 20 

 
 

2,637 + 87  
58.1% = 4,687 

 

 
 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 54% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 58.1 % 
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 2006: 

In FFY 2005, graduation and dropout rates exhibited significant slippage.  A portion of this slippage 
was attributed to a trend in Colorado toward an increased emphasis on graduation requirements 
throughout the State to better prepare students for post-secondary education.  However, a follow-up 
review of individual AU data showed that a number of large AU reported a considerable drop in 
graduation rates and an increase in dropout rate.  Most of these AUs have since indicated that their 
FFY 2005 data was either in error or that they did a poor job for FFY 2005 in keeping track of those 
students that transferred to other educational settings and, therefore, these students fell into the 
“Moved, Not Known to be Continuing” category which hurts AUs’ graduation and dropout rates.  For 
these reasons and because the State targets were not met on these two indicators for FFY 2005, 
Colorado placed strong emphasis on data reliability and validity as well as on the need to track 
transfer of students carefully.  A number of presentations on these topics were made at state-wide 
Special Education Directors’ Meetings, to the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee 
(CSEAC) and at other Directors’ forums.  Moreover, the State chose to include graduation and 
dropout rates in the FFY 2005 local determination process which resulted in considerable attention 
given to these two indicators across the State.  For those AUs that performed poorly on these two 
indicators in FFY 2005, the determination letter highlighted this aspect of their performance and a 
copy of this letter was not only sent to the special education director, but also to the superintendent 
and local school board.  The State believes that this emphasis improved tracking of special education 
exiters and is further convinced that slippage in FFY 2005 was largely a product of poor graduation 
and dropout reporting practices among a select number AUs with sizable special education 
population. 

Other improvement activities for these two indicators conducted in FFY 2006 include: 

• Improving consistency between AUs/Districts in methods of reporting graduation and dropout 
rates.  The SPED data group has been working with the general education data group on 
aligning data definition and codes.  There have also been a number of trainings/discussions 
at special education directors’ meetings, CSEAC meetings and through the End-of-Year data 
reporting trainings. 

• Improving tracking of those students that transfer to other educational settings.  While a lot of 
attention has been given to this in FFY 2006, the State would like to have a formal student 
identifier based tracking system in place by FFY 2009 and is currently in the planning phase 
for developing this mechanism. 

• Expanding of the Positive Behavioral supports program has been ongoing.  See discussion 
under indicator 4a for more details. 

• Training and monitoring for effective transition plans and progress reporting.  A tremendous 
amount of activity has been conducted statewide in this area as a result of the Indicator 13 
review process.  See activities under Indicator 13 for more details. 

• Changing the reporting period for tracking graduation and dropout rates for special education 
students to July 1 – June 30.  This change was implemented with the FFY 2006 End-of-Year 
report submissions. 

• Expanding the Transition Outcomes Project.  See activities under Indicator 13 for additional 
details. 

 

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

~ No Revisions ~ 



Part B State Performance Plan:  2005-2010 Monitoring Priority_____3_______ – Page 6__ 
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 01/31/2006) 

 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

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: 
 

# Dropped Out + # Expelled + # GED Transfer + # Received GED in non-district 
administered GED program 

 
Dropout  
Rate = Exiters in the Below Categories 

 

 
Reached Max Age = 77 

Death = 46 
Dropped Out = 1413 

Expulsion =  16 
GED Transfer = 127 

Graduated with Regular Diploma = 2637 
Diploma by Meeting IEP Requirements = 222 

Other Diploma = 42 
District Administered GED program = 87 
GED from Non-District Run Program = 20 

 
 

1413 + 16 + 127 + 20  
33.6% = 4,687 

 

 
 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 40% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 33.6 % 
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 2006: 

As discussed under Indicator 1, In FFY 2005, graduation and dropout rates exhibited significant 
slippage.  A portion of this slippage was attributed to a trend in Colorado toward an increased 
emphasis on graduation requirements throughout the State to better prepare students for post-
secondary education.  However a follow-up review of individual AU data showed that a number of 
large AUs reported a considerable drop in graduation rates and an increase in dropout rate.  Most of 
these AUs have since indicated that their FFY 2005 data was either in error or that they did a poor job 
for FFY 2005 in keeping track of those students that transferred to other educational settings and, 
therefore, these students fell into the “Moved, Not Known to be Continuing” category which hurts AUs’ 
graduation and dropout rates.  For these reasons and because the State targets were not met on 
these two indicators for FFY 2005, Colorado placed strong emphasis on data reliability and validity as 
well as on the need to track transfer of students carefully.  A number of presentations on these topics 
were made at state-wide Special Education Directors’ Meetings, to the Colorado Special Education 
Advisory Committee (CSEAC) and at other Directors’ forums.  Moreover, the State chose to include 
graduation and dropout rates in the FFY 2005 local determination process which resulted in 
considerable attention given to these two indicators across the state.  For those AUs that performed 
poorly on these two indicators in FFY 2005, the determination letter highlighted this aspect of their 
performance and a copy of this letter was not only sent to the special education director, but also to 
the superintendent and local school board.  The State believes that this emphasis improved tracking 
of special education exiters and is further convinced that slippage in FFY 2005 was largely a product 
of poor graduation and dropout reporting practices among a select number AUs with sizable special 
education population. 

Other improvement activities for these two indicators conducted in FFY 2006 include: 

• Identifying AUs with high dropout rates for students with disabilities and require AUs to 
assess results and develop strategies to reduce rates.  This was driven by the determination 
process, letters to superintendents and school boards, and through the public reporting 
process. 

• Supporting the development of improvement plans for AUs with high dropout rates.  AU 
determination status was discussed at CDE Regional Liaison Meetings and this team is 
working with the Indicator 1 & 2 team to develop technical assistance for FFY2007 and FFY 
2008. 

Additionally, the below activities presented under Indicator 1 also apply to Indicator 2: 

• Improving consistency between AUs/Districts in methods of reporting graduation and dropout 
rates.  The SPED data group has been working with the general education data group on 
aligning data definition and codes.  There have also been a number of trainings/discussions 
at special education directors’ meetings, CSEAC meetings and through the End-of-Year data 
reporting trainings. 

• Improving tracking of those students that transfer to other educational settings.  While a lot of 
attention has been given to this in FFY 2006, the State would like to have a formal student 
identifier based tracking system in place by FFY 2009 and is currently in the planning phase 
for developing this mechanism. 

• Expanding of the Positive Behavioral supports program has been ongoing.  See discussion 
under indicator 4a for more details. 

• Training and monitoring for effective transition plans and progress reporting.  A tremendous 
amount of activity has been conducted statewide in this area as a result of the Indicator 13 
review process.  See activities under Indicator 13 for more details. 
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• Changing the reporting period for tracking graduation and dropout rates for SPED students to 
July 1 – June 30.  This change was implemented with the FFY 2006 End-of-Year report 
submissions. 

• Expanding the Transition Outcomes Project.  See activities under Indicator 13 for additional 
details. 

 

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

~ No Revisions ~ 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

 

Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE 

 

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

A. Percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup. 

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

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

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

Measurement: 

A.  23.0% = [(17 of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability 
subgroup (children with IEPs)) divided by the (total 74 of districts that have a disability subgroup 
that meets the State’s minimum “n” size in the State)] times 100. 

B. Participation Rate 

a. N = 43,224 (Reading) & 43,225 (Math) children with IEPs  in grades assessed; 
b. N = 14,145 (Reading) & 13,552 (Math) children with IEPs in regular assessment with 

no accommodations (32.7% for Reading, 31.4% for Math); 
c. N = 24,940 (Reading) & 25,563 (Math) children with IEPs in regular assessment with 

accommodations (57.7% for Reading, 59.1% for Math); 
d. N = 0 (Reading) & 0 (Math) of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against grade 

level standards (0% for Reading, 0% for Math); and 
e. N = 4,139 (Reading) & 4,110 (Math) of children with IEPs in alternate assessment 

against alternate achievement standards (9.6% for Reading, 9.5% for Math).   

              Overall Percent for Reading: 14,145 + 24,940 + 0 + 4,139 divided by 43,224 =           100% 

              Overall Percent for Math: 13,552 + 25,563 + 0 + 4,110 divided by 43,225 = 100% 

C. Proficiency Rate 

a. N = 43,224 (Reading) & 43,225 (Math) children with IEPs  in grades assessed; 
b. N = 9,191 (Reading) &  7,994 (Math) children with IEPs in grades assessed who are 

“Partially-Proficient” or above as measured by the regular assessment with no 
accommodations (21.3% for Reading, 18.5% for Math); 

c. N = 11,831 (Reading) & 11,948 (Math) children with IEPs in grades assessed who are 
“Partially-Proficient” or above as measured by the regular assessment with 
accommodations (27.4% for Reading, 27.6% for Math); 

d. N = 0 (Reading) & 0 (Math) children with IEPs in grades assessed who are partially-
proficient or above as measured by the alternate assessment against grade level 
standards (0% for Reading, 0% for Math); and 

e. N = 3,559 (Reading) & 2,409 (Math) of children with IEPs in grades assessed who are 
“Emerging” or above as measured against alternate achievement standards (8.2% for 
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Reading, 5.6% for Math). 
          Overall Percent for Reading: 21,022 + 0 + 3,559 divided by 43,224 = 56.9% 
          Overall Percent for Math: 19,942 + 0 + 2,409 divided by 43,225 = 51.7% 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Targets (Revised, except AYP) and Actual Targets 

 Reading 
Participation 

Math 
Participation 

Reading 
Proficiency 

Math 
Proficiency AYP Rates 

FFY 2006 
SPP Target 

99.5% 99.5% 57.5% 52.0 % 25.0% 

Actual Target 
For FFY 2006 

100% 100% 56.9% 51.7% 23.0% 

 
 

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

In FFY 2006, the State conducted the following improvement activities:  

• Supported and expanded current trainings offered to focus on reading. 

• Created a new cross-unit initiative, known as the Rural Secondary Literacy project, to focus 
on improving literacy among all students in select districts of Colorado’s rural areas. 

• Continued to use data to drive development of strategies to improve instruction in reading 
and math in the State.  Some of this work has fed the new Commissioner’s “Forward 
Thinking” document available on CDE’s Website at: 
www.cde.state.co.us/Communications/download/PDF/ForwardThinking.pdf  

• Expanded the Positive Behavioral Supports program (see discussion of PBS expansion 
under Indicator 4a). 

• Began working on inclusion of Special Education services as well as general and special 
education alignment in the accreditation process of school districts.  This work will continue 
through the FFY 2007 and FFY 2008. 

• Further supported development of instructional strategies related to RtI (see discussion on 
RtI related improvement activities under Indicator 5) 

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY2006: 

As a result of the inability to see improvement related to AYP goals for students with IEPs and special 
education students’ performance on statewide assessments, the State has revised its improvement 
activities as follows: 
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*Revised* Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources: 

Improvement Activities Timelines Resources 

1. Develop a research plan to study 
effective reading strategies for 
students with disabilities. 

Initial work in this area led to the Rural 
Secondary Literacy project, but this will 
continue to receive attention in the next 
two years. 

Fall 2007 – 
Spring 2008 

ESLU Staff 

CDE Research Staff 

CDE Regional Managers 

2. Examine impact of State’s Math & 
Science Partnerships on 
Instructional Practices and use 
lessons learned to develop 
additional programming to target 
the teaching of math. 

Spring 2008 and 
continuing 

 

MSP Team 

ESLU Staff 

CDE Staff 

3. Conduct Technical Assistance 
Trainings on modifications / 
accommodations within grade level 
curriculum content areas. 

2008 - 2009 Indicator 3 team at ESLU 

Unit of Student Assessment at CDE  

4. Conduct State-wide training on the 
appropriate use of 
accommodations in both 
instruction and assessment 

2006- 2008 Indicator 3 team at ESLU 

Unit of Student Assessment at CDE 

5. Two types of accommodations 
manual were released: 

1. Colorado Accommodations 
manual for students with 
disabilities. 

2. Colorado Accommodations 
manual for students who are 
English language learners. 

August 2007 Unit of Student Assessment at CDE 

Assessment team at ESLU 

English language Acquisition Unit at CDE 

 

6. An Eligibility packet that informs 
decision making for IEP team 
members regarding eligibility for 
the state alternate assessment 
(CSAPA) was developed and 
released. Training on this eligibility 
packet was provided. 

November 2007 Indicator 3 team at ESLU 

Unit of Student Assessment at CDE 
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Improvement Activities Timelines Resources 

7. Regional training on 
accommodations, adaptations, and 
eligibility for the state alternate 
system is planned. 

August 2008 Indicator 3 team at ESLU 

Unit of Student Assessment at CDE 

 

 

8. The state accommodations manual 
will be revised to reflect 
stakeholder feedback on the 
utilitarian nature of the document. 

Spring 2008 Indicator 3 team at ESLU 

Unit of Student Assessment at CDE 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

 

Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE 

Indicator 4a: Rates of suspension and expulsion: 

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

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

Measurement: Measurement: 

A. Percent = 1.8% (N=1) of administrative units (AUs) identified by the State as having significant 
discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater 
than 10 days in a school year divided by # of AUs in the State times 100. 

 
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.” 
 
Beginning with FFY 2006, Colorado’s definition of significant discrepancy is over 6 times the median 
of rates per 100 students among the 56 AUs.  The median rate for FFY 2006 was 0.52 which results 
in a cut-point rate of 3.12 per 100 students.  See discussion below for additional information and 
justification. 
 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 5% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 1.8% (N=1) 

OSEP’s response table to Colorado’s FFY 2005 SPP/APR (Response Table) strongly recommended 
that Colorado revise its targets because, as originally written, they reference AUs that have already 
been identified as being significantly discrepant.  Colorado has updated its targets to reflect the 
percentage of AUs identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in rates of suspensions 
and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.  Colorado’s 
baseline data for Indicator 4a is 7.1% (N=4).  Because an improvement target of 0% is unrealistic, 
Colorado has set rather minimal improvement targets over baseline over the life of the SPP.  

Additionally, for FFY 2006, Colorado has revised its definition of “significant discrepancy” so that it 
does not involve use of standard deviation among long-term discipline rates per 100 students.  This 
was used in the original definition because it formed the basis of the improvement targets.  Since 
standard deviations are no longer used in the targets, it is more reasonable to use a definition that is 
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less sensitive to the impact of outliers in the definition since the distribution of long-term discipline 
rates among AUs varies widely.  Beginning with FFY 2006, Colorado will define “significant 
discrepancy” as a rate that is over 6 times the median rate among Colorado’s 56 AUs.  For FFY 2006, 
the distribution of long-term discipline rates per 100 students among Colorado’s 56 AUs had the 
following properties: 

• Range: 0 to 36.9 

• Mean: 1.45  

• Median: 0.52 

• Standard Deviation: 4.89 

For FFY 2006, the old definition would have set a more lenient cut-point of 9.78 long-term suspension 
and expulsions per 100 students while the new definition results in a cut-point of 3.12 students per 
100 students.  For FFY 2006, either definition would result in one AU determined to have significant 
discrepancy in rates of long-term suspension and expulsions for students with disabilities. 

 
Review of AU Policies, Procedures and Practices 
 
Colorado has conducted reviews of policies, procedures and practices related to student discipline for 
many years through its Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (CIMP) and, on a case-by-case 
basis, through its dispute resolution system.  In FFY 2004, one AU was formally cited for 
noncompliance involving student discipline requirements and another AU was similarly cited in FFY 
2005.  Prior to the recent guidance provided by OSEP in its Response Table and other technical 
assistance discussions, Colorado used the CIMP as the primary mechanism for issuing formal 
citations for student discipline.  As a result of OSEP’s guidance, Colorado now clearly understands 
the importance of conducting the reviews of significantly discrepant AUs, and issuing noncompliance 
citations, if appropriate, within nine months of the close of the discipline data collection.  
 
For FFY 2006, the discipline data collection was finalized by November 1, 2007 and an assessment 
of significant discrepancy among the State’s AUs was completed by early January 2008.  One AU 
met Colorado’s definition for significant discrepancy.   The CDE is now initiating the review of that 
AU’s policies, procedures and practices, which review will be completed by April 1, 2008.  
 

Description of Colorado’s Review Process 
 
Colorado’s process entails collaboration with targeted AUs to review their policies, procedures and 
practices: 
 

• The review of written policies includes: (1) an examination of the AU’s Board Policies which, for 
Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES), may include review of the School Board 
Policies of each of the BOCES’ constituent school districts; and (2) a desk audit of the special 
education comprehensive plan that all AUs must submit to CDE. 

• To evaluate procedures, the CDE works with the AU to examine various special education 
documents, including but not limited to: all student discipline procedures described in the AU’s 
Procedural Handbook/Manual; the schedule and topics for professional development; student 
IEPs and behavior intervention plans; and the Positive Behavior Supports (PBS) implementation 
plan if the AU is a PBS site.  Depending on the results of this desk audit, an on-site visit may be 
necessary.  

• If an on-site visit is necessary, the CDE will use the visit to observe the AU’s practices related to 
the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and 
supports, procedural safeguards and the manifestation determination process.  Activities to be 
engaged in during an on-site visit include direct observation as well as direct interviews or focus 
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group interviews of various stakeholder groups such as parents, general education teachers, 
special education teachers and, as appropriate, students.   

 
With regard to AUs that met the definition of significant discrepancy in FFY 2004 and FFY 2005, there 
is good reason to believe that the data on which these calculations were based had substantive 
issues with respect to validity and reliability.  As discussed in the FFY 2005 SPP and APR, this has 
been a major area of focus for improvement activities on this indicator.  Because discrepancy is a 
function of the distribution of rates across all AUs and this distribution was based on data of such 
poor quality in FFY 2004 and FFY 2005, the State has not used the results to conduct reviews as it 
was very likely that this would have inappropriately penalized AUs that were reporting this information 
accurately.  The FFY 2006 data is of much better quality.  Looking ahead, the suspension/expulsion 
data collection is moving to a “real-time” system that will be open during the entire school year for 
FFY 2009 so that data can be inputted as discipline actions occur, yielding data with the greatest 
reliability and validity. 
 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
Occurred FFY 2006: 

As discussed above, improvement activities have focused heavily on data reliability and validity.  The 
CDE has provided considerable technical assistance to AUs on data use, validity and reliability.  
Additionally, the CDE has repeatedly disseminated information to special education directors at state-
wide meetings and to the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee (CSEAC) regarding the 
influence of data integrity on state and local determinations under the IDEA.   

In FFY 2006, the CDE convened a task force to address shortcomings both in discipline data integrity 
as well as follow-up procedures when discrepancies emerge. The task force is committed to ensuring 
that, when discrepancies occur, the CDE reviews and, if appropriate, revises (or requires the affected 
state-operated program or local educational agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and practices 
relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions 
and supports, and procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices 
comply with the requirement of this indicator. 

In addition to improving data reliability and validity, Colorado continued to expand its Positive 
Behavior Supports initiative (PBS) in FFY 2006.  The CDE supported an additional 10 districts and 
160 schools in the 2007-08 school year.  Currently 58 out of 178 (32.6%) districts in Colorado are 
implementing PBS. Each year, from the 2003-04 to the 2006-07 school year, the average number of 
out-of-school suspensions has decreased in PBS elementary and middle schools. Since these are 
data for all children, the CDE should determine the same data trends for children with disabilities in 
PBS schools. The new State Professional Development Grant application proposes to support PBS 
implementation in districts with a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of 
children with disabilities. The two charts that follow show growth of the initiative over the past six 
years. 
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Furthermore, the below charts show that out-of-school suspensions (OSS) for the total student 
population has been going down.  Future improvement activities in FFY 2007 and FFY 2008 will focus 
on the impact of PBS on special education students specifically and better link the initiative to 
Indicator 4a once the “real-time” discipline data collection system for this indicator is finalized. 
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In fall of 2007, The Prevention Initiatives Unit at CDE started providing training to School Safety and 
Prevention staff in regards to the state and federal projects it administers including the State Expelled 
and At-Risk Student Services program and Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Program. 
Training includes parent engagement, school attachment, and interventions for alcohol, tobacco, and 
other drug issues. Also, discussed are Colorado statutory references for policies and procedures for 
suspensions and expulsions.  Additionally, the Exceptional Student Leadership Unit at the CDE 
continued trainings to social workers, school psychologists, and other educators in positive behavioral 
supports. 
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Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 2006 

In the State’s FFY 2005 SPP, one of the improvement activities for FFY 2008  proposed to examine 
the efficacy of various bully prevention initiatives in the State and seek funding to expand as needed 
and as appropriate.  In FFY 2006, the newly formed Indicator 4 Team within the CDE’s Exceptional 
Student Leadership Unit conducted a critical appraisal of all activities presented in the State’s original 
SPP.  The Indicator 4 Team does not believe that the data suggest that bullying is the cause of 
significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for 
greater than 10 days in a school year and this activity will not be pursued in FFY 2008. The data must 
be examined to determine patterns rather than investigating bully prevention initiatives that may have 
little or no relationship to the causes for suspensions and expulsions. The current PBS initiative helps 
schools examine their discipline data for patterns, including identifying problem areas in the school 
and types of problem behavior, and then establish positive, proactive, and preventative learning 
environments.   

Additional information on the State’s improvement activities are listed in the table below. 

 
 
 
 
 
Activities not 
specified in 
the FFY 
2005 SPP  
that the CDE 
is engaging 
in 
 

1. The CDE developed a new Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP) form for the new IEP 
forms. This form will help guide district staff be more positive and proactive when 
supporting children with behavioral challenges.  

2. The CDE provides behavior and mental health trainings for non-PBS districts as well 
as PBS districts in the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports for 
students with the most significant behavioral challenges. The CDE offers three 
trainings per year in 3-4 regions of the State. This year’s topics are: functional 
behavioral assessment, strategies for working with students with mental health needs, 
and collaborating with community partners.   

3. The semi annual School Social Worker Conference and the annual School Psychology 
Conference have presenters on functional behavioral assessment, behavior 
intervention planning, mental health issues, PBS, RtI, and other behavioral 
strategies and information. 

Additional 
improvement  
activities for 
this indicator 

1. The CDE will develop the detailed directions with examples for the new BIP forms by 
May 2008. 

2. The CDE will develop a reader friendly Fast Fact, in Q & A format, on the procedural 
safeguards when disciplining children with disabilities by September 2008. (Linkage 
with Activity 7) 

3. The CDE will post on its website examples of model district policies and procedures 
for ensuring these procedural safeguards by December 2008. 

4. The CDE will determine the OSS data trends for children with disabilities in PBS 
schools. 

5. The CDE will determine trends in the reasons for suspension or expulsion for students 
with disabilities. 
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Technical 
assistance 
available  
 

1. The CDE developed and implemented Technical Assistance to improve data 
collecting and reporting procedures across all administrative units. 

2. Technical assistance for establishing positive, proactive, and preventative learning 
environments is provided to 33% of all Colorado school districts—those involved in 
the PBS initiative. 

Training 
strategies 
and/or 
information 
to be shared 

1. The CDE will continue to provide training to improve data collecting and reporting 
procedures across all administrative units. 

2. Technical assistance for establishing positive, proactive, and preventative learning 
environments is provided to 33% of all Colorado school districts—those involved in 
the PBS initiative. 

3. PBS trainings will directly address alternatives to suspension as well as continue 
training on preventative strategies for minimizing problem behaviors. In addition, 
function-based support is a training topic for newly implementing districts. 

4. In collaboration with the RtI initiative, the problem-solving model will be taught to 
districts implementing PBS. 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE 

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

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

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

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

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

 

Measurement: 

A. 59.7% = 43,171of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day 
divided by the total 72,294 of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs times 100. 

B. 11.2% = 8,063 of children with IEPs removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day 
divided by the total 72,294 of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs times 100. 

C.  4.8% = 3,473 of children with IEPs served in public or private separate schools, residential    
placements, or homebound or hospital placements divided by the total 72,294 of students aged 6 
through 21 with IEPs times 100. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Targets 

 Measurement A <21% Measurement B >60% Measurement C Separate 

2006 
 

70.5% 7.7% 4.1% 

Actual Target 
Data for FFY 
2006 

59.7% 11.2% 4.8% 

 
 

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

The FFY 2006 results reflect considerable slippage.  While some of the slippage is thought to be 
rooted in the implementation of new data definitions, the drop is of concern.  However, monitoring 
teams have not identified any changes in service delivery through their on-sites. Our 618 data 
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collection team feels that is will take a minimum of two years for Colorado’s educational environment 
data to stabilize as state and local systems adjust to the changes in definitions. 

 
In FFY 2006, an Indicator 5 team was formed. They reviewed the 2005 December Count data on 
LRE, and identified outliers as well as high and low performing administrative units (AUs).  The 
outliers appear to be attributable to questionable data.  The team’s next steps are to follow up on the 
outliers and the low-performing AUs by checking the CIMP Central files to see whether there were 
CIMP citations involving LRE, continuum of alternative placements, or parent involvement.  They will 
also check other data sources (e.g., phone log/noncompliance forms, dispute resolution decisions) to 
determine if there was any indication of violations of these requirements.  This process will then be 
repeated using the FFY 2006 LRE data.  Adjustments will be made to future improvement activities 
based on the results of both waves of follow-ups with low and outlying AUs. 
 
As part of the implementation of RtI, the State has completed the following activities: 
• Formation of an RtI Implementation Team with diverse stakeholder representation, including 

superintendents, principals, special education directors, university educators, parent advocates, 
and CDE representatives from across units.  This team will focus on definitions and core 
principles.  The team will also focus on laying the ground work for the RtI Implementation Guide.  
Early work from the team has been incorporated into a preliminary implementation guide. 

• RtI presentations and networking opportunities through varied venues, including:  
o 3 State Special Education Directors’ meetings 
o Colorado Association of School Executives summer and winter conferences; 
o New Superintendents’ Seminar sponsored by CDE 
o New Principals’ Seminar sponsored by CDE 
o Regional trainings sponsored by the Regional Professional Development Councils 

(supported by ESLU/CDE) 
o GT Advisory meeting 
o Courage to Risk Conference (statewide special education conference) 
o NCLB/Title Directors’ Meeting 
o Individual school and district-level presentations and facilitation of action planning 
o CCSETE Conference (university special education educators) 
o CSSP Conference (Colorado Society of School Psychologists)  
o Charter School Special Education  Advisory Committee 
o Parent advocacy groups (including IDA) 
o University class sessions 
o Regional special education directors’ meetings 
o ADOBE council meeting (Association of Directors of Bilingual Education) 
o SLP Advisory meeting 

These presentations and networking opportunities have resulted in effective information 
dissemination and technical assistance in all essential components of RtI. 

• The CDE sponsored school or district-based teams at the Rocky Mountain Institute.  The entire 
Institute was focused on RtI Implementation and included “shadow sessions” for the teams 
sponsored by the CDE.  Each team completed an implementation action plan at the conclusion of 
the institute.  The Exceptional Student Leadership Unit at the CDE supported 6 
district/administrative teams, 13 school-based teams, and 16 Regional Professional Development 
Council teams.  In addition, about 90 people were supported to attend as part of the Rural 
Secondary Literacy Project that CDE is conducting. The Title unit at CDE supported another 13 
teams that were part of the shadow sessions on RtI implementation. 

 
The State also continued its expansion of the Positive Behavior Supports initiative.  See the activities 
section under Indicator 4a for additional details on this expansion. 

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

~ Revisions to be made based on the outcome of AU reviews described above ~ 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

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: 
41.9% = 885 respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of 
improving services and results for children with disabilities divided by the total 2113 of respondent 
parents of children with disabilities times 100. 
 
The State is using the same survey for parents of preschool children with disabilities as for parents 
with children ages 6 through 21 with disabilities. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

FFY2006 45% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 41.9% 

 

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

The FFY 2006 parent involvement rate shows a modest improvement of FFY 2005 rate, but did not 
meet the target.  Low response rates continue to undermine the State’s confidence that parents who 
completed the survey represented the parents of students with disabilities from the administrative 
units (AUs) in the sample overall.  Additional work on assessing representativeness of respondents 
and a comparison of the samples between FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 will be conducted by June 1, 
2008.  Additionally, the State has formed an Indicator 8 internal workgroup that will work with internal 
and external stakeholders to develop and implement strategies to improve overall response rates.   

Improvement activities conducted in FFY 2006 include: 

• The addition of a question on race/ethnicity to the survey; 

• Working with the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee (CSEAC) on statewide 
strategies for improving parent involvement; 

• Providing CDE sponsored/supported conferences throughout the year that support parent 
and family involvement (e.g., Parents Encouraging Parents (PEP), Family Learning Retreat, 
Crossroads, PBS Symposium, Legal Conference, El Grupo Vida Conference; and providing 
parent/family components embedded in more general conferences; 



APR Template – Part B (4) ________CO_________ 
 State 

Part B State Annual Performance Report for FFY 2006 Page 23__ 
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009) 
[Use this document for the February 1, 2008 Submission] 

• Providing mental health services through a program known as Systems of Care;  

• Collaborating with PEAK Parent Center on several activities to support parent and family 
involvement and engagement (i.e., Mentors, Calendar, Person-Centered Planning).  For 
example, within the Positive behavior Supports initiative, CDE will be working with PEAK to 
develop parent/family trainings manual and embedded activities in the PBS calendar; and 

• Supporting other activities related to parent and family involvement and engagement, such as 
Parent to Parent (P2P) of Colorado.  

 

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

Due to State’s emphasis on updating the 618 data collections in FFY 2006, the following activities 
have been delayed to FFY2208: 

• Review NCSEAM survey to select specific items and merge with items from existing survey; 

• Pilot test hard-copy survey mail-outs with postage-paid reply envelopes; 

• Consideration of other languages for the survey in addition to English and Spanish; and 

• Developing a position statement with CSEAC. 

To further drive improvement, the State will add the following activities: 

• Add parent survey questions to select specific items that reflect evidence-based parent 
involvement and engagement, and IEP compliance in the Fall/Winter of 2008.  Resources 
would include CDE’s Exceptional Student Leadership Unit (ESLU) Staff, Indicator 8 Team, 
CSEAC, PEAK Parent Center, Other Parent Stakeholder Group, and Special Education 
Directors. 

• Identify strategies for focused monitoring based on parent survey results in spring of 2008 
through Fall of 2008.  Resources could include ESLU Staff, CSEAC, PEAK Parent Center, 
Special Education Directors, and Other Parent Stakeholder Group.  

• Consider development of a statewide policy for parent/family involvement and engagement in 
the spring of 2009. 

• Increase CDE cross-unit collaboration around parent involvement in FFY 2008, including 
identifying opportunities with the CDE Communications Unit to disseminate special education 
related information to parents in FFY 2008. 

• Foster collaboration with other parent/family organizations, such as Family Voices, PEP 
Partners in FFY 2008. 

• Include, as appropriate, 1 or 2 common questions around parent/family involvement in 
trainings/workshops that CDE’s Exceptional Student Leadership Unit conducts starting in the 
fall of 2008. 

• Collect information from a variety of sources, such as the PEP conference, about effective 
strategies for parent involvement in FFY 2008.   
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  

 

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 = <<Review of policies &  procedures to be completed by June 1, 2008>> 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 # of districts in the State times 100. 

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” 

As a result of OSEP’s response to Colorado’s FFY 2005 SPP/APR, two methods were developed 
between the Fall of 2007 and January 2008 to define “disproportionate representation”.  Both 
methods examine each of 5 race/ethnicity categories: 

1) American Indian or Alaskan Native 

2) Asian or Pacific Islander 

3) Black (not Hispanic) 

4) Hispanic 

5) White (not Hispanic) 

 

Method 1:  This method examines each Administrative Unit’s (AU) percent of special education 
students in the five race/ethnicity categories and compares these percentages to the percent of the 
total education population in that AU for the same race/ethnicity categories.  A cell size of at least 30 
special education students within any given race/ethnicity category was set as the minimum to 
perform a comparison.  Disproportionate over-representation is defined as a discrepancy of 10 or 
more percentage points between SPED and total education within any of the 5 race/ethnicity 
categories while under-representation is defined as a discrepancy of 15 or more percentage points. 

 

Method 2:  This method examines each AU’s percent of total education students in the five 
race/ethnicity categories and sets upper and lower bounds.  The upper bound for the five 
race/ethnicity categories within each AU is computed by taking the total education percentages and 
multiplying each by 0.4 and then adding this result to the original percentages.  Similarly, the lower 
bounds for the five race/ethnicity categories in each AU is computed by taking the total education 
percentages and multiplying by 0.5 and then subtracting this result from the original percentages.  
See the following table for an example. 
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An Example of Setting Upper and Lower Bounds for an AU 

 American 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander Black Hispanic White 

Percent In 
Total 
Education 

6% 10% 24% 28% 32% 

Calculation for 
Upper Bound (6 X .4) + 6 (10 X .4) + 10 (24 X .4) + 24 (28 X .4) + 28 (32 X .4) + 32 

Upper Bound 
Result 8.4% 14% 33.6% 39.2% 44.8% 

Calculation for 
Lower Bound 6 – (6 X .5) 10 – (10 X .5) 24 – (24 X .5) 28 – (28 X .5) 32 – (32 X .5) 

Lower Bound 
Result 3% 5% 12% 14% 16% 

 

Upper and lower bounds are set for the five race/ethnicity categories for every AU.  If an AU’s SPED 
percentage within any race/ethnic category exceeds the upper bound, the AU meets the definition of 
disproportionate over-representation.  If an AU’s SPED percentage within any race/ethnic category 
is below the lower bound, the AU meets the definition for disproportionate under-representation.   A 
cell size of at least 30 special education students within any given race/ethnicity category was set as 
the minimum to perform a comparison.  Additionally, a difference of at least +/- 2% under Method 1 
was set as a minimum before any result under Method 2 would meet the definition of 
disproportionate representation. 

 

Overall, disproportionate representation in an AU is defined as having a discrepancy between SPED 
and total education in any of the five race/ethnicity categories under the thresholds set in either 
Method 1 or Method 2. 

 

Significant Disproportionality is determined using the same two methods, but the thresholds 
involve a discrepancy of over 15% under Method 1 and calculating an upper bound using a 
multiplier of 0.8 rather than 0.4 under Method 2.  For AUs that exceed these thresholds, in addition 
to a review of policies, procedures and practices, they will be required to allocate 15% of their 
following year’s Part B funds for the provision of early intervening services.  No AUs were 
determined to have significant disproportionality under Indicator 10 and one AU was determined to 
have significant disproportionality under Indicator 9 for over-representation of Whites in special 
education under both methods.  
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Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic 
groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate 
identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 
618(d), etc. 
 
Given the timing of Colorado’s FFY 2006 Student Count and the need to develop a definition of 
disproportionality based on every race/ethnicity category rather than using “total minority”, the State 
did not identify disproportionate AUs until January 2008 and is initiating the process to review the 
policies, procedures and practices in these AUs.  This process will be completed by June 1, 2008.  
 
Description of Colorado’s Review Process 
 
Colorado’s process entails collaboration with targeted AUs to review their policies, procedures and 
practices: 
  

• The review of written policies includes: (1) an examination of the AU’s Board Policies which, 
for Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES), may include review of the School 
Board Policies of each of the BOCES’ constituent school districts; and (2) a desk audit of the 
special education comprehensive plan that all AUs must submit to CDE. 

• To evaluate procedures, CDE staff engages with the AU to examine various special 
education documents, including but not limited to the Procedural Handbook/Manual for the 
AU, the schedule and topics for professional development, and the Specific Learning 
Disability criteria implementation plan (using a Response to Intervention model) that must be 
submitted to CDE by 8/15/08 per state special education regulation.  

• If an on-site visit is necessary, CDE use the visit to observe the AU’s practices related to 
special education eligibility. Activities to be engaged in during an on-site visit include direct 
observation of intervention team, referral team, and eligibility team meetings. Other activities 
may include direct interviews or focus group interviews of various stakeholder groups such 
as parents, general education teachers, special education teachers. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 0% 

Actual Target Data for FF Y2006: Actual target data for FFY 2006-2007 is pending results of review 
of policies, procedures and practices for the 5 (8.9%) of Administrative Units that met the definition for 
“disproportionate representation”.  These reviews will be completed by June 1, 2008. 

Colorado chose to apply two methods to ensure good sensitivity across the range of possible 
percentages used in the calculations.  Method 2 has good ability to define disproportionality when the 
total education percentage used in the comparison is 30 or less, but the bounds become increasingly 
large beyond that point.  Method 1 employs a constant minimum discrepancy that is useful for the 
larger total education percentages. 
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Colorado also chose to set a somewhat larger discrepancy for defining under-representation than for 
over-representation because stakeholders had argued that over-representation is a more pressing 
problem than under-representation.  Moreover, because all race/ethnic categories are used in the 
definitions, substantive under-representation in any one sizable race/ethnicity category will typically 
be correlated with over-representation in the White population, which also will trigger a review of 
policies, procedures and practices for an AU. 
 
Of Colorado’s 56 Administrative Units, the following number of AUs met the minimum cell size criteria 
for their SPED population in each of the race/ethnicity categories: 

• 13 for American Indian/Alaskan Native 
• 15 for Asian/Pacific Islander 
• 21 for Black 
• 51 for Hispanic 
• 56 for white 

 
The 5 AUs that met the definition for disproportionate representation did so for the following reasons: 

• AU #1:  Over-representation in SPED among American Indians/Alaskan Natives under 
Method 2 

• AU #2:  Over-representation in SPED among Hispanics under Method 2 
• AU #3:  Over-representation in SPED among Hispanics under Method 2 
• AU #4:  Under-representation in SPED among Hispanics under Method 1 & Over-

representation in SPED among Whites under Method 1 
• AU #5:  Over-representation in SPED among whites under Method 1 

 
 

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

In Colorado’s FFY 2005 SPP and APR, Colorado employed definitions of disproportionality that only 
looked at “total minority” as the basis of all comparison.  Using this methodology, no AU met the 
definition of over-representation on either of the two disproportionality indicators, only one met the 
definition for under-representation under Indicator 9 and only 2 met the definition for under-
representation under Indicator 10.  As a result, Colorado concluded that disproportionality was not 
much of a problem in the state.  Once Colorado was notified that the definition employed was not 
appropriate, the focus was primarily on developing more appropriate definitions of disproportionality 
for Indicators 9 and 10 using the FFY 2006 student count data.  The student count data collection 
system underwent a major update and the implementation of the new system was delayed.  
Therefore, the development and utilization of the new disproportionality definitions were not 
completed until January 2008 and the AU follow-ups are now in process.  Once the examination of 
policies, procedures and practices is completed in the AUs that had disproportionate representation, 
the improvement activities and strategies will be updated based on the results of the reviews.  This 
revision of improvement activities will be completed by July 15, 2008. 

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

See the discussion above.  Colorado will revise improvement activities for the disproportionality 
indicators by July 15, 2008. 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  

 

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 = <<Review of policies &  procedures to be completed by June 1, 2008>> 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 # of districts in the State times 100. 

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” 

As a result of OSEP’s response to Colorado’s FFY 2005 SPP/APR, two methods were developed 
between the Fall of 2007 and January 2008 to define “disproportionate representation”.  The 
methods for Indicator 10 are similar to those described under Indicator 9, except that 25 
comparisons are conducted under each method for each AU rather than the 5 for Indicator 9.  The 
25 cells are the result of examining 5 disability categories by 5 race/ethnic categories.  Also, the 
underlying approach to Indicator 10 is comparing the AU’s prevalence of the 5 disability categories 
within each of the 5 race/ethnicity categories to the AU’s prevalence of the 5 disability categories for 
the total SPED population, regardless of race/ethnicity.  The cut points used for Indicator 10 are the 
same as those used for Indicator 9. 

Both methods examine each of 5 race/ethnicity categories: 

6) American Indian or Alaskan Native 

7) Asian or Pacific Islander 

8) Black (not Hispanic) 

9) Hispanic 

10) White (not Hispanic) 

Both methods also examine each of five required disability categories (Colorado does not use the 
category “other health impairments” category): 

1) Mental Retardation 

2) Emotional Disturbance 

3) Specific Learning Disabilities 

4) Speech or Language Impairments 

5) Autism 

 

Method 1:  This method examines every Administrative Unit’s (AU) percent of SPED students in five 
disability categories within each race/ethnicity and compares these percentages to the percent of 
the AU’s overall SPED population in each of the five disability categories.  A cell size of at least 30 
special education students within any given race/ethnicity and disability category was set as the 
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minimum to perform a comparison.  Disproportionate over-representation is defined as a 
discrepancy of 10 or more percentage points between a disability category within race/ethnicity and 
a disability category independent of race/ethnicity while under-representation is defined as a 
discrepancy of 15 or more percentage points. 

 

Method 2:  This method examines every AU’s percent of all SPED students in the five disability 
categories and sets upper and lower bounds.  The upper bound for the disability categories within 
each AU is computed by taking the total SPED percentages and multiplying each by 0.4 and then 
adding this result to the original percentages.  Similarly, the lower bounds for the five disability 
categories in each AU is computed by taking the total SPED student percentages and multiplying by 
0.5 and then subtracting this result from the original percentages.  See the following table for an 
example.   

 
An Example of Setting Upper and Lower Bounds for an AU’s Overall SPED Population 

 Mental 
Retardation 

Emotional 
Disturbance 

Specific 
Learning 
Disability 

Speech or 
Language 

Impairment 
Autism 

Percent In 
Total SPED 
Population 

5% 10% 36% 25% 3% 

Calculation for 
Upper Bound (5 X .4) + 5 (10 X .4) + 10 (36 X .4) + 36 (25 X .4) + 25 (3 X .4) + 3 

Upper Bound 
Result 7% 14% 50.4% 35% 4.2% 

Calculation for 
Lower Bound 5 – (5 X .5) 10 – (10 X .5) 36 – (36 X .5) 25 – (25 X .5) 3 – (3 X .5) 

Lower Bound 
Result 2.5% 5% 18% 12.5% 1.5% 

 

Upper and lower bounds are set for the five disability categories for every AU.  If an AU’s percent in 
a disability category within any given race/ethnicity exceeds the upper bound, the AU meets the 
definition of disproportionate over-representation.  If an AU’s percent in a disability category within 
any given race/ethnicity is below the lower bound, the AUs meet the definition for disproportionate 
under-representation.   A cell size of at least 30 special education students in any given disability 
category within each race/ethnicity category was set as the minimum to perform a comparison.  
Additionally, a difference of at least +/- 2% under Method 1 was set as a minimum before any result 
under Method 2 would meet the definition of disproportionate representation. 

 

Overall, disproportionate representation in an AU for Indicator 10 is defined as having a discrepancy 
in disability prevalence between any of the 5 races/ethnicities and that AU’s overall prevalence 
among the SPED population (regardless of race) under the thresholds set in either Method 1 or 
Method 2. 

 

Significant Disproportionality is determined using the same two methods, but the thresholds 
involve a discrepancy of over 15% under Method 1 and calculating an upper bound using a 
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multiplier of 0.8 rather than 0.4 under Method 2.  For AUs that exceed these thresholds, in addition 
to a review of policies, procedures and practices, they will be required to allocate 15% of their 
following year’s Part B funds for the provision of early intervening services.  No AUs were 
determined to have significant disproportionality under Indicator 10 and one AU was determined to 
have significant disproportionality under Indicator 9 for over-representation of Whites in special 
education under both methods.  

 

 

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic 
groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate 
identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 
618(d), etc. 
 
As described under Indicator 9, given the timing of Colorado’s FFY 2006 Student Count and the 
need to develop a definition of disproportionality based on every race/ethnicity category rather than 
using “total minority”, the State did not identify disproportionate AUs until January 2008 and is 
initiating in the process to review policies, practices and procedures in these AUs.  This process will 
be completed by June 1, 2008. 
 
Given the timing of Colorado’s FFY 2006 Student Count and the need to develop a definition of 
disproportionality based on every race/ethnicity category rather than using “total minority”, the State 
did not identify disproportionate AUs until January 2008 and is initiating the process to review the 
policies, procedures and practices in these AUs.  This process will be completed by June 1, 2008.  
 
Description of Colorado’s Review Process 
 
Colorado’s process entails collaboration with targeted AUs to review their policies, procedures and 
practices: 
  

• The review of written policies includes: (1) an examination of the AU’s Board Policies which, 
for Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES), may include review of the School 
Board Policies of each of the BOCES’ constituent school districts; and (2) a desk audit of the 
special education comprehensive plan that all AUs must submit to CDE. 

• To evaluate procedures, CDE staff engages with the AU to examine various special 
education documents, including but not limited to the Procedural Handbook/Manual for the 
AU, the schedule and topics for professional development, and the Specific Learning 
Disability criteria implementation plan (using a Response to Intervention model) that must be 
submitted to CDE by 8/15/08 per state special education regulation.  

• If an on-site visit is necessary, CDE use the visit to observe the AU’s practices related to 
special education eligibility. Activities to be engaged in during an on-site visit include direct 
observation of intervention team, referral team, and eligibility team meetings. Other activities 
may include direct interviews or focus group interviews of various stakeholder groups such 
as parents, general education teachers, special education teachers.  
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 0% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:  Actual target data for FFY 2006-2007 is pending results of review 
of policies, procedures and practices for the 8 (14.3%) of Administrative Units that met the definition 
for “disproportionate representation”.  These reviews will be completed by June 1, 2008. 

As discussed under Indicator 9, Colorado chose to apply two methods to ensure good sensitivity 
across the range of possible percentages used in the calculations.  Method 2 has good ability to 
define disproportionality when the total education percentage used in the comparison is 30 or less, 
but the bounds become increasingly large beyond that point.  Method 1 employs a constant minimum 
discrepancy that is useful for the larger total education percentages. 
 
Colorado also chose to set a somewhat larger discrepancy for defining under-representation than for 
over-representation because stakeholders had argued that over-representation is a more pressing 
problem than under-representation.  Moreover, because all race/ethnic categories are used in the 
definitions, under-representation in any one sizable race/ethnicity category will typically be correlated 
with over-representation in the White population which is subject to the more stringent cut-point. 
 
 
Of Colorado’s 56 Administrative Units, the following number of AUs met the minimum cell size criteria 
for their SPED population in each of the 5 race/ethnicity by 5 disability categories: 

 American 
Indian/ Alaskan 

Native 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander Black Hispanic White 

Mental 
Retardation 
(MR) 

0 0 3 7 31 

Emotional 
Disturbance 
(ED) 

0 0 7 13 38 

Specific 
Learning 
Disability (SLD) 

4 2 11 40 55 

Speech or 
Language 
Impairment 
(SpL) 

2 5 12 37 51 

Autism (Aut) 0 0 1 1 13 

 
The 8 AUs that met the definition for disproportionate representation did so for the following reasons: 

• AU #1:  Under-representation in SLD among American Indians/Alaskan Natives under 
Method 1 

• AU #2:  Over-representation in SpL among Asians/Pacific Islanders under both methods 
• AU #3:  Over-representation in SpL among Asians/Pacific Islanders under both methods & 

Over-representation in ED among Blacks under Method 2 
• AU #4:  Over-representation in ED among Whites under Method 2 
• AU #5:  Over-representation in ED among Whites under Method 2 
• AU #6   Over-representation in ED among Blacks under Method 2 
• AU #7   Over-representation in ED among Blacks under Method 2 & Under-representation in 

ED among Hispanics under Method 2 
• AU #8:  Over-representation in SLD among Hispanics under Method 1 
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 2006: 

As discussed under Indicator 9, Colorado’s FFY 2005 SPP and APR employed definitions of 
disproportionality that only looked at “total minority” as the basis of all comparisons.  Using this 
methodology, no AU met the definition of over-representation on either of the two disproportionality 
indicators, only one met the definition for under-representation under Indicator 9 and only 2 met the 
definition for under-representation under Indicator 10.  As a result, Colorado concluded that 
disproportionality was not much of a problem in the state.  Once Colorado was notified that the 
definition employed was not appropriate, the focus was primarily on developing more appropriate 
definitions of disproportionality for Indicators 9 and 10 using the FFY 2006 student count data.  The 
student count data collection system underwent a major update and the implementation of the new 
system was delayed.  Therefore, the development and utilization of the new disproportionality 
definitions were not completed until January 2008 and the AU follow-ups are now in process.  
Because of the timing of developing the new definitions, the State was not able to retroactively apply 
the definitions to FFY 2005.  While the State is willing to retroactively apply these definitions in the 
near future, they are time consuming to conduct, and would likely result in additional AU reviews.  
Given all the areas in need of attention related to data collection system updates, special conditions, 
ensuring correction of non-compliance and reviews of policies, procedures and practices from FFY 
2006 indicator results, the State would like keep its focus on the most current year’s data and attend 
to moving forward.  In support of this strategy, the State would like emphasize that any AUs that may 
have been identified in a retroactive application of definitions to FFY 2005 data and found to have 
substantive issues in the area of disproportionality would have been identified for review based on 
their FFY 2006 data. 
 
Once the examination of policies, procedures and practices is completed in the AUs that had 
disproportionate representation based on FFY 2006 data, the improvement activities and strategies 
will be updated based on the results of the reviews.  This revision of improvement activities will be 
completed by July 15, 2008. 

 

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

See the discussion above.  Colorado will revise improvement activities for the disproportionality 
indicators by July 15, 2008. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 
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Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find 

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

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

 

Measurement: 
a. 10,729 of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received. 
b. 1,665 determined not eligible whose evaluations and eligibility determinations were completed 

within 60 days (or State established timeline). 
c. 7,693 determined eligible whose evaluations and eligibility determinations were completed 

within 60 days (or State established timeline). 

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

87.1% = 1,665 + 7,683 divided by 10,729 times 100. 
 
 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 100% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 87.1% 

 

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

In FFY 2006 the State began collecting data on this indicator from all AUs in its End-of-Year report.  
However, 1 small rural AU was unable to provide valid & reliable data on this indicator.  Regardless of 
this AUs inability to provide the data, the State considers the overall results to be representative of 
the State as a whole.   

 

While the compliance target of 100% was not met, the percentage does reflect improvement over 
FFY 2005 baseline data.  This gain is significant because the FFY 2006 data is nearly a census 
whereas data reported for FFY 2005 were based on a sample of AUs that were in the CIMP process. 
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The breakdown of reasons for delay in eligibility meetings are as follows: 

Reason Percent of Delays 

Moved 3.4% 

Deceased 0.1% 

No Valid Reason 34.9% 

Illness of Student or Immediate Family 1.5% 

Parent Requests Delay in Meeting 34.6% 

Parent no Show, Meeting Rescheduled 14.2% 

Child on the Run 0.1% 

Parent Cannot be Located – surrogate Parent 
Process Started 

0.1% 

Parent Requested Someone Else to Attend (i.e., 
Legal representation) 

3.6% 

Weather/School Cancellation 1.5% 

Parent Requested Independent Educational 
Evaluation 

0.9% 

Parent Requested Additional Educational 
Evaluation at the Eligibility Meeting 

5.1% 

 

The FFY 2006 End-of-Year Reporting process closed on Thursday, January 24 and the range of days 
beyond the 60 calendar days or 45 school days (state established timeline) is not available at this 
time.  However, this analysis will be conducted at a later date, but no later than April 1, 2008. 
 
Improvement activities completed in FFY 2006: 

• Collected data on reasons for delays in evaluation timeline 
• Built a reporting process that calculates and displays each AU’s compliance rate with the 

evaluation timeline at the time of the AU’s submission 
• Communicated to AUs that summer break is not an acceptable delay of the evaluation 

timeline 
• Provided technical assistance on the evaluation timeline during the End-of-Year Training 

Process 
• AU level data used in the FFY 2006 local determination process and reported in the individual 

AU public reports. 
 

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

~ No Revisions ~ 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

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.   1,405 children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility      
determination. 
b. 201 children referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibilities were determined 

prior to their third birthdays. 
c. 1,155 children found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third 

birthdays. 
d. 3 children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial 

services. 

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

96.1% = [(1,155) divided by (1,405 – 201 – 3)] times 100. 
 

 
 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 100% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 96.1% 

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005): 

a. 1,659 children were referred to Part B for eligibility determination. 
b. 223 children or 11.6 % of the total referred were determined NOT eligible for Part B.  There were 

69 children or 4.2% for whom eligibility was not established or confirmed.  54 children were over 
the age of 3 years when they transitioned to Part B  

c. No data is available detailing the # of Part B eligible children who had an IEP developed and 
implemented by their 3rd birthday. 
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2005 (2004-2005): 

a.   1847 children were served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination. 
b. 340 children or 18.4% of the total referred were determined NOT eligible for Part B.  There were 

74 children or 4.0% for whom eligibility was not established or confirmed.  45 children were over 
the age of 3 years when they transitioned to Part B 

c. No data is available detailing the # of Part B eligible children who had an IEP developed and 
implemented by their 3rd birthday. 

d. No data was available on the number of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent 
caused delays in evaluation or initial services. 

 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FF Y2006: 

In FFY 2006 the State began collecting data on this indicator from all AUs in its End-of-Year report.  
However, 1 small rural AU was unable to provide valid & reliable data on this indicator.  Regardless of 
this AU’s inability to provide the data, the State considers the overall results to be representative of 
the State as a whole.   

While the compliance target of 100% was not met, the percentage is within 4% points of the target.  

 

The breakdown of reasons for delay in eligibility meetings are as follows: 

Reason Percent of Delays 

No Valid Reason 5.5% 

Illness of Student or Immediate Family 4.3% 

Parent Requests Delay in Meeting 10.9% 

Parent no Show, Meeting Rescheduled 39.1% 

IEP Team Requested Additional Educational 
Evaluation at the Eligibility Meeting 

10.9% 

Birthday was During the Summer – IEP Team 
Determined the Date Services were to Begin 

28.3% 

 

The FFY 2006 End-of-Rear Reporting process closed on Thursday, January 24 and the range of days 
beyond the child’s 3rd birthday is not available at this time.  However, this analysis will be conducted 
at a later date, but no later than April 1, 2008. 
 
Improvement activities completed in FFY 2006: 

• Collected data on reasons for delays in Part C to Part B transitions 
• Built a reporting process that calculates and displays each AU’s compliance rate with the Part 

C to Part B transitions at the time of the AU submission 
• Provided technical assistance on Part C to Part B transition timelines during the End-of-

Training Process 
• Conducted statewide training done by the Exceptional Student Leadership Unit’s data group 

and Early Childhood Special Education staff to special education count coordinators and 
early childhood coordinators 
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• Included AU level data in the FFY 2006 determination process and in the individual AU public 
reports 

• Participated in TA: 1) call with staff from the National Early Childhood Transition Center; 2) 
call with Early Childhood personnel from across the state participated in a nationwide call 
held with the National Early Childhood Transition Center during fall of 2007; and 3) web 
based joint training with CDHS during spring of 2008 

• Continued to support the process of developing an early childhood handbook which includes 
a section on quality transition practices 

 

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

The following improvement activities will be added for this indicator for late FFY 2007 / early FFY 
2008: 

• Indicator 12 data will be reviewed and analyzed by individual AU. The CDE will then develop 
a training & technical assistance plan based on the findings by summer of 2008 to be 
delivered beginning late summer and through the fall of 2008. 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition 

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

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

 

Measurement: 
4.9% = 55 of youth with disabilities aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, 
measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to 
meet the post-secondary goals divided by 1,132 of youth with an IEP age 16 and above times 100. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 100% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 4.9% 

The data collection process for the FFY 2006 sample.  For the current data collection year, we began 
by conducting Indicator 13 file review audits on 15 Administrative Units (AUs).  This reflects the 11 
AUs identified in the revised (July 2007) Indicator 13 and 14 sampling plan as well as 4 AUs that 
meet the criteria of having an average daily enrollment of 50,000 students thus requiring attention 
each year.  Each AU was audited based on a random sample of all students meeting the criteria for 
being age 16 or older at the time of the 2006 December 1 count.  This list was generated by CDE 
staff and was sent securely to each AU with directions to provide CDE audit team members the most 
current IEP for each of the students on the list for the review at CDE.  Some AUs scheduled a date 
and provided space to have the files reviewed in their administrative offices while other opted to mail 
in a copy of the most recent IEP for each student on the list.  Each AU was required to provide 75 
randomly selected files or 20% of the overall population of students 16 and older indicated from the 
2006 December 1 count.  This represents roughly 20% of the AUs in Colorado including the big 4, of 
which the remaining 80% will be reviewed in subsequent SPP years.   

During the data collection process beginning on October 4, 2007 and ending roughly on November 
18, 2007, a total of 1132 IEP files were officially reviewed for compliance with Indicator 13.  For the 
evaluation of each IEP during this collection process only the first three items identified on the 
National Secondary Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC)’s checklist were used to evaluate each 
file.  This decision was made after input and explanation from OSEP’s Ruth Ryder to the Colorado 
representatives at the Leadership Conference.  These questions were evaluated by a team of 
approximately 8 people contracted through the Colorado Department of Education as well as two 
CDE Senior Consultants.  The review team met prior to any official Indicator 13 reviews in order to 
establish strong inter-rater reliability and offset any change of multi-directional interpretations of data.  
This data was recorded in real time online data collection through the utilization of the CuttingEdj 
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website (www.cuttingedj.net).  The results of the FFY 2006 (data collection fall 2007) Indicator 13 
results are below. 

The IEPS that met the criteria for Indicator 13 did so by providing a positive or neutral response to all 
three questions posed by the NSTTAC checklist that was employed.  These questions are: 

1. Is there a measurable postsecondary goal or goals that covers education or training, 
employment, and, as needed, independent living? 

2. Is (are) there annual IEP goal(s) that will reasonably enable the child to meet the 
postsecondary goal(s)? 

3. Are there transition services in the IEP that focus on improving the academic and functional 
achievement of the child to facilitate the child’s movement from school to post-school? 

Utilizing the CuttingEdj website, we were able to expand our interpretations of these questions 
through the following means.  For question 1 (or 13 on www.cuttingedj.net), we were able to evaluate 
each postsecondary goal with the third criteria of “no goal”.  We wanted to be able to provide targeted 
feedback to AUs regarding those elements that need correction and wanted to be able to distinguish 
between a measurable postsecondary goal, a postsecondary goal that provided for a clear post 
school direction and plan but was not written in measurable format, and for those where either no 
postsecondary vision was established or the statements were not written as post school activities.  
The benefit to this is that identifying the difference between “not measurable” and “not existent” 
provides a great deal of focused data related to the type, scope, and sequence of needed 
professional development and technical assistance.  For question 3 (or 16 on www.cuttingedj.net), we 
were able to further disaggregate what types of transition services were or were not being provided 
based on the following areas of instruction, related service, community experience, development of 
employment and other post school adult living objectives, and if appropriate, acquisition of daily living 
skills, and provision of a functional vocational evaluation.  These were evaluated on a positive, 
negative and neutral scale of “yes”, “no”, or “n/a”.  Again, the ability to help AUs identify strengths and 
weaknesses in transition planning is essential for professional development and technical assistance 
activities.  The following table represents the data for the 1132 files reviewed during the fall of 2007 
for the SPP FFY 2006 Indicator 13 data: 
 

  COLORADO INDICATOR 13 TOTALS SPP SAMPLING PLAN YEAR 1 2006-2007 

  POST SCHOOL GOALS 

Question type Question 
#   YES NO NO GOAL/NA 

    TOTAL N # % # % # % 
Education/Training 13A 1124 185 16.46 579 51.51 360 32.03 

Employment 13B 1127 147 13.04 627 55.63 353 31.33 
Independent Living 

Skills 13C 1098 73 6.65 298 27.14 727 66.21 

  ANNUAL GOALS 
Annual Goals 14   YES NO 

    TOTAL 
N # % # % 

    1101 294 26.7 807 73.3 
  TRANSITION SERVICES 
      YES   NO   N/A   
    TOTAL N # % # % # % 

Transition Services 16 1132 660 58.31 472 41.69     
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Instruction 16A 1092 381 34.89 702 64.29 9 0.82 
Related Services 16B 1073 147 13.7 320 29.82 606 56.48 

Community 
Experiences 16C 1080 140 12.96 390 36.11 550 50.93 

employment and other 
post-school adult 
living objectives 

16D 1087 446 41.03 580 53.36 61 5.61 

acquisition of daily 
living skills 16E 1080 117 10.83 332 30.74 631 58.43 

functional vocational 
evaluation 16F 1068 174 16.29 284 26.59 610 57.12 

 
  OVERALL COMPLIANCE 
      YES NO 

    TOTAL 
N # % # % 

Overall Compliance 21 1132 55 4.86 1077 95.14 

 
Overall this represents a change in data from the FFY 2005 baseline date collected last year as indicated 
on the table below. 
 

Question type 
% OF CHANGE 

  YES NO NG/NA 
    

Education/Training -12.84 15.01 -1.9 

Employment 
-13.16 15.13 -1.87 

Independent Living Skills -12.25 -6.36 18.61 
    
  % OF CHANGE 

Annual Goals  YES NO 
  -15.4 15.4 
     
  % OF CHANGE 

 
YES NO NA 

Transition Services 13.71 -13.71  
Instruction -13.91 14.49 -0.58 

Related Services 
0.6 0.52 -1.12 

Community Experiences 
-3.64 -4.29 7.83 
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employment and other post-school 
adult living objectives 0.43 -0.44 0.01 

acquisition of daily living skills 
0.03 1.84 -1.87 

functional vocational evaluation 11.89 4.39 -16.28 
     
  % OF CHANGE 

Overall Compliance 
YES NO 

 -2.94 2.94 
 2.76 -2.76 

 
 
The changes in data from baseline to year 2 (FFY SPP Sampling plan year 1 for FFY 2006) occurred 
most likely for the below reasons. 
 
Postsecondary goals: 
In this section, the % of files that had measurable postsecondary goals went down by between 12-13% 
because the interpretation guidelines utilized by the Indicator 13 review team were more stringent than 
during baseline collection during the fall of 2006.  In the baseline collection, a goal was determined to be 
measurable if it was both an outcome and was observable (and was stated as a post high school activity), 
but the words “student will” were not the defining element.  However after receiving further information 
from NSTTAC at the First Annual conference in Charlotte NC in May of 2007, during the Colorado 
Transition Leadership Institute in June of 2007, at the NSTTAC mid year conference in October of 2007 
and throughout sessions at the DCDT conference in Orlando in October of 2007, it became clear that for 
a postsecondary goal to be counted as measurable it must indicate what a student “will” do and not what 
they plan or wish to do.  Thus for the Indicator 13 file reviews conducted for FFY 2006 during the fall of 
2007 all measurable postsecondary goals must state what the student will do after exiting high school.   
 
Annual Goals:   
This category went down in positive responses for the same reason as stated above.  For a similar 
percentage of change, those IEPs that were no longer counted as having measurable postsecondary 
goals, it was more difficult to identify annual goals linked to postsecondary goals and subsequently fewer 
IEPs made these criteria.  
 
Transition Services:   
This category changed for relatively the same purpose as the two categories above although there were 
fluctuations in some of the types of transition services documented than in the previous baseline year.  
However, it should also be noted that the interpretation of instruction as a transition service fell under 
more scrutiny during the 2007 file review as the review team worked hard to ensure that all transition 
services were indeed linked to the student’s specific postsecondary goal—those services that were 
transitional in nature but non-directive or not focused on the postsecondary goal were not counted.   
 
Lastly, little difference in overall data was indicated for the following two reasons.  First, 10 of the 15 
Administrative Units reviewed in the FY 2006 data collection during the fall of 2007 were not part of the 
initial data collection for FFY 2005 during the fall of 2006 and thus were inexperienced with the process.  
Second, although Colorado did provide a Transition Leadership Institute during the summer of 2007 and 
over 93% of those AUs represented in the FFY 2006 data for Indicator 13 attended the Institute, very little 
time was available for significant change to occur prior to the fall file reviews.  All AUs represented at the 
Institute sent a team of people responsible for developing an improvement plan for their AU, but little real 
opportunity for AU level teacher training and IEP correction had occurred.  Furthermore the Indicator 13 
audit is based on files representing students from the 2006 December count.  By the time the CDE 
Indicator 13 team can review those files in the fall, approximately 30-40% of students in that sample have 
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graduated or reached the maximum age for services, thus correction of those files is not possible.  This is 
a point of contention with some AUs; however, CDE feels it is a valid representation, as the collection 
process occurring in the fall of 2007 should represent the activities and practices of FFY 2006, which is 
the reason December 2006 count data was used to generate the sample.   
 
Based on timelines, technical assistance and a multitude of professional development activities provided 
by CDE during the 2007-2008 school year, we anticipate much greater positive gains for the FFY 2007 
Indicator 13 review as it will represent a sample of students randomly selected from the 2007 December 
count and thus should provide a more current representation of IEP authoring practices throughout 
Colorado.   
 
Finally, it is the experience of the CDE staff involved with the Indicator 13 audit process that, although the 
data obtained from the files reviewed in both the FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 collections do not indicate 
transition planning and services are occurring at an appropriate rate, through on site visitations, and other 
activities related to direct observation of school district and Administrative Unit practices, a greater 
percentage of students age16 and above are receiving appropriate transition services than is reflected in 
the paperwork.  It is our belief that our data is more representative of a training issue related to authoring 
IEPs rather than the overall provision of services 

 
 

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

Improvement Activities Conducted in FFY 2006 are as Follows: 
 
> The first Annual Institute was held in June 2007.  Approximately 200 participations representing 49 AUs 
statewide attended, and each team developed an improvement plan related to Indicator 13 compliance.  
The second Annual Institute is scheduled for first week of June 2008.  The venue and scope/sequence 
are still under discussion with heavy emphasis on Indicator 13. 
 
> Conducted Indicator 13/Transition Outcomes Project “Lite” regional/AU/LEA professional development. 

> Provided virtual support through email, phone contact and Webinar outreach to teachers, administrators 
and parents throughout the state regarding transition planning and requirements. 

> Provided LEA professional development material review and IEP form consultation.  As a courtesy to 
Administrative Units working to improve their IEP forms, the Secondary Services staff has provided 
assistance to AUs who ask for it in the form of reviewing IEP forms to ensure that Indicator 13 compliance 
prompts are evident and appropriate.  Secondary Services staff has also provided a review of training 
materials to ensure such materials are adequate to meet the indicator for the AUs providing internal 
professional development. 

> Collaborated with the State CCCS-CTE(Colorado Community College System-Career and Technical 
Education) Perkins reauthorization and state plan as well as State ACE (Alternative Cooperative 
Education) Board. 
 
> Collaborated with the State Youth Council, Project TRAIN, and National Governor’s Advisory Group 
(NGA). 
 
> Provided training through the Eligible Facilities JADe trainers to ensure all eligible facilities staff are able 
to appropriately address Indicator 13. 

 

 
> Conducted an assessment of positive and effective practices.  This findings from the results are: 
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• Two sites new to the Indicator 13 review process audit provided data approaching 25% 
compliance, both sites have not had official Indicator 13 audits in the past and demonstrated a 
great deal of appropriate transition service and planning documentation within their IEPs. 

• A few sites that were part of the FFY baseline data collection in the fall of 2006 showed great 
improvement, moving from 4% to nearly 25% compliance and from 2% to nearly 15% in one 
year’s time.   

• Evidence of professional development and increased understanding of transition planning 
requirements was evident in IEPs that had been authored since the 2007 Transition Leadership 
Institute. 

• Overall evidence of transition-focused assessment appears to be increasing.   
• Many Administrative Units are taking pro-active approaches to improving/modifying their IEP 

forms to better prompt for IDEA 2004 transition requirements. 
 

> Identified Areas of Needed Improvement: 
• IEP forms used need to prompt for and promote the appropriate postsecondary vision for all 

students transition age. 
• AU staff (i.e., teachers or people responsible for authoring high school IEPs) are in need of 

comprehensive training. 
• High school administrators need to support teachers in promoting the acquisition of skills needed 

for postsecondary goals. 
• Barriers regarding the “value” of the IEP still exist, rather than being a working document, it is 

often seen as trivial paperwork, thus the data is what it is. 
• Statewide efforts need to be made to link the purpose of school achievement to the overall ability 

for students to have long term or life achievement as measured by indicator 14. 
• Focused transition planning and services need to be determined and delivered, and individualized 

services are needed to promote personal aspirations of each young adult 
 

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

• CADRE activities have “morphed” into the utilization of the Indicator 13 review team for regional 
and local training opportunities.  Through the complexity of the requirements demanded by 
Indicator 13, local teams that attended the Summer Institute were unable to effectively regurgitate 
the message and many have required CDE/Review Team support in the form of direct 
instructional support for IEP authoring to meet the Indicator.  CDE staff have compiled data 
regarding the status of each AU team and the progress made on their NSTTAC action plan.  It 
has become apparent that AUs were not “ready” or “able” due to many mediating factors to 
provide adequate internal professional development for Indicator 13 after the first Annual Summer 
Institute, many teams requested direct CDE support and technical assistance, thus this demand 
has subsequently slowed the CADRE follow up process.  At this point the Secondary Services 
Team has decided to use the resources of the Indicator 13 review team to help facilitate direct 
instruction in order to get district and AU personnel comfortable and working with the Indicator 13 
required elements. 

• CDE will continue to provide TOPs Lite transition training opportunities to AUs willing to 
participate. 

• CDE will extend the contract with the Indicator 13 review team to provide regional and local 
Technical Assistance and Professional Development. 

• CDE will host a second annual Transition Leadership Institute during the Summer of 2008. 
• CDE will revise state recommended IEP form to ensure all IDEA 2004 transition requirements are 

clearly prompted. 
• CDE Secondary Services staff will provide input and support for new CDE IEP form and 

subsequent training. 
• CDE will provide technical assistance and training vial the online Blackboard learning system, 

webinar, regional, and local opportunities. 



APR Template – Part B (4) ________CO_________ 
 State 

Part B State Annual Performance Report for FFY 2006 Page 44__ 
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009) 
[Use this document for the February 1, 2008 Submission] 

• CDE Secondary Services staff will continue to work collaboratively with the institutions of higher 
education of Colorado to ensure pre-service instruction is commensurate with IDEA 2004 
regulations and requirements. 

• CDE will work closely and collaboratively with CCCS and CTE of Colorado in order to maximize 
postsecondary education opportunities for youth with disabilities in Colorado. 

• CDE will consider adopting workplace readiness standards as part of the Colorado State Content 
Standards required for all Colorado Students. 

• CDE will place focus on making transition skills part of the working curriculum for all students and 
should infuse transition activities and education into the intervention toolbox associated with RtI 
for all secondary students in Colorado.   
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision 

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

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

Measurement: Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100. 
                          88% = [(8 + 5) divided by 14] times 100. 
 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 100% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:  92.9% 

 

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

CDE’s Exceptional Student Leadership Unit (ESLU) has fully instituted procedures to track corrective 
actions ordered by the Complaints Officer to remedy findings of noncompliance.  Corrective actions 
may include, when ordered, the submission of a corrective action plan. If the administrative unit has 
been ordered to submit a corrective action plan, this information is logged.  Timely correction of 
noncompliance is tracked through submission, approval and monitoring timelines.   
 
One case remains pending. Because Colorado does not receive a large number of complaints, one 
pending case has a very visible impact on the actual target for this indicator (7.1% in this case).  
Meeting the required timelines is typically not an issue in the State. 
 
In its response to Colorado’s FFY 2005 Annual Performance Report, OSEP asked Colorado to clarify 
whether the one state-level complaint that remained pending “due to exceptional circumstances 
unique to the case” was properly extended.  It was not.  Although exceptional circumstances unique 
to that case existed, a letter of extension was not issued prior to the expiration of the 60-day timeline.  
Colorado has revised its procedures to ensure that written extensions are issued prior to the 
expiration of the 60-day timeline.   

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

~ No Revisions ~ 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision 

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

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

Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100. 
 
                          100% = [(0 + 2) divided by 2] times 100. 
 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 100% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:  100% 

 

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

During this past reporting period, the CDE has continued to provide training to the impartial hearing 
officers, including training in special education legal requirements, decision timelines and decision 
drafting.  The CDE implementing an active reminder system of timeline notification linked to 
databases that are already in place in order to notify impartial hearing officers of impending timelines.  
This system will also allow the CDE to more easily monitor and track decision timelines.  

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

~ No Revisions ~ 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

 

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. 
 
                             42.9% = [(6 divided by 14] times 100. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

FFY 2006 80% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006: 42.9% 

 

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

FFY 2006 is the first year that CDE has been required to report on this indicator as it is the first time 
that the threshold of more that 10 due process hearing requests resolved through the resolution 
session was reached.  There may be good and multiple reasons for why resolution sessions do not 
result in resolution session settlement agreements.  Because Colorado has a low number of due 
process complaints filed, the data over time is relatively unstable.  Given these factors, the 80% 
target may be too rigorous. Additional analysis is necessary. 

The State conducted the following improvement activities to improve performance on this indicator in 
FFY 2006: 

• Providing case management and data tracking 

• Implementing a computer-based system to more easily monitor timelines. 

Improvement Activity to be added for FFY 2007 and continuing: 
 

• Develop and implement strategies for identifying the factors that result in failed resolution 
sessions, including follow-up with the parties. 

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

~ No Revisions ~ 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FY2006 

 

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. 
     81.8% = [(5 + 13) divided by 22] times 100. 
 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2006 66% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:  81.8% 

 

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

Colorado exceeded the FFY 2006 target for this indicator.  Because mediation sessions are 
confidential, it is unclear what factors lead to the increase during this reporting period.  Colorado does 
not feel that tracking the mediation process in greater detail is appropriate since the confidential 
nature of the sessions is what drives a greater level of candor and is a major reason why this avenue 
is often more appealing to the parties involved. 

In terms of improvement activities, the CDE continues to utilize an anonymous post-mediation 
evaluation form for all parties involved.  The dispute resolution team assesses results at least yearly 
to drive future planning and systems modifications.  The CDE also conducts yearly trainings for 
mediators on special education legal requirements  

Note that the data provided based in this APR amends the original Table 7 report submitted 
November 1, 2007asdescribed in the below table. 
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Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 2006: 

~ No Revisions ~ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

06-07 Table 7 data has been amended for the February 1, 2008 APR submissions as follows: 
 
Row (2.1) Mediations [held] related to due process –  Nov 1   Feb 1 

N=7  N=6 
 
Row (2.2) Mediations not held (including pending)  Nov 1  Feb 1 

N=8  N=10 
 
These amendments above have been made because one of the mediations related to due 
process had not been held as of the end of the reporting period (6/30/07).  Therefore it should 
not be counted in row (2.1) and should be counted in row (2.2). 
 
Row (3.3) Resolved without a hearing   Nov 1  Feb 1 

N=20  N=18  
  

This amendment has been made because two of these hearing requests had not yet been 
resolved as of the end of the reporting period (6/30/07). 
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision 

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

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

Measurement:   

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

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

     
b.   Accurate (describe mechanisms for ensuring error free, consistent, valid and reliable data and 

evidence that these standards are met). 
     

a. Reports submitted on or before due dates: 
• FFY 2005 APR due February 1, 2007  
• Suspension/Expulsion Report due November 1, 2007  

         Reports submitted after the due dates: 

• December 1, 2006 student data report, which was due on February 1, 2007, was submitted 
on June 1, 2007. 

• LRE data report, which was due on February 1, 2007, was submitted on June 1, 2007. 
• Exit data due on November 1, 2006 was submitted on December 4, 2006. 
• Personnel Employed on December 1, 2006, was due November 1, 2007, not yet submitted.  

b. Colorado utilizes two mechanisms for Administrative Units to submit required data on special 
education students.  First, a diskette system is utilized for reporting of December 1 Child Count, 
LRE data, and December 1 Exit and Personnel Data.  Second, an extract to diskette system is 
posted to CDE’s Website that facilitates the collection of discipline data at the end of each 
school year.  Both systems have the following resources in place to ensure accurate and timely 
submissions: 

• Hard-copy instruction packets and detailed data definitions 
• Web-based  instructions and detailed data definitions available on the CDE’s website 
• Availability of telephone technical assistance 
• Regular trainings for all Administrative Unit data managers 
• Data submission trainings for SPED directors. 

 
Data verification is done using numerous edits and reports built into the data collection system.  
For student data, once data is received from an Administrative Unit, the CDE checks to ensure 
unduplicated counts.  For staff data, qualifications of all staff are checked against a caseload 
and licensure database.  While these verification checks have generally been adequate in the 
past, a task force is being created to develop additional verification procedures for inclusion in 
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the web-based submission system currently under development.   
 
To ensure timely submissions of the state’s Annual Performance Reports, the CDE has hired 
dedicated staff to conduct ongoing assessments of data collection systems and to convene 
internal teams to manage, analyze and report on indicators on an ongoing basis to meet the 
timelines imposed by OSEP. 

 
 
 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

FY2005 100% 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2005:  50% in timeliness, 90% for accuracy 

 

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

• December 1, 2006 student data report, which was due February 1, 2007 was submitted on June 
1, 2007 

• LRE data report, which was due February 1, 2007, was submitted on June 1, 2007. 

The CDE implemented a major update to the December Count data reporting system that involved 
shifting from an antiquated DOS-based system to a Web-based system with built in error checking 
functions supported by the CDE’s Information Management Systems (IMS) unit.  While this new 
system enhanced the CDE’s error-checking and verification activities with individual Administrative 
Units there were a number of delays in the development and implementation of this system which 
caused delays in reporting during FFY 2006.    
 
Moreover, the extensive amount of effort required in moving to Web-based data collection systems 
caused delays in submission of three state reported data reports in FFY 2005 because dedicated 
staff was required to continue performing their original assignments while collaborating with the IMS 
unit to load data definitions, develop architecture of the interface, and address other design issues.   
 
Although the updates had unintended negative consequences in the short-term, they should start 
paying substantial dividends by FFY 2008 and for not only reporting accurate data to OSEP in a 
timely manner, but also to drive the development of locally relevant strategies in the field. 

• Exit data due November 1, 2006 was submitted on December 4, 2006. 

The IDEA 2004 Reauthorization required a change in how exiting student data are reported.  In the 
past, Colorado reported exiters from December 1 to December 1; IDEA 2004 now requires reporting 
all exiters during a school year.  This change and others required the development of a new Special 
Education End-of-Year student system.  The 2006-07 End-Of-Year Student collection opened 
December 3, 2007 and did not close until January 24, 2008.  CDE is currently in the process of 
developing and testing the End-of-Year Student reports that will be used to submit these data.  It is 
anticipated that this report will be submitted by March 31, 2008. 
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• Personnel Employed on December 1, 2006 due November 1, 2007, not yet submitted.  

The personnel information is collected at the same time as the Child Count, which was a new 
Automated Data Exchange collection for the 2006 December Count.  The staff approval process has 
been a manual process in the past but is being changed to an automated process.  Because of the 
licensing requirements in Colorado this has been an arduous and tedious process.  The program that 
was developed to automate this process requires 24,159 lines of code (this does not include the 
programming for the NCLB Highly Qualified verification that will be added for the 2007 personnel 
report). CDE is in the final stages of development and testing this automated process.  Once the 
testing is complete, approximately 19,200 records will be run through this system.  All records that are 
not approved based on the automated staff approval matrix will be reviewed by a CDE staff person 
before a final decision is made regarding staff approval for these individuals.  At this point it is not 
clear know how many unapproved records staff will be required to review.  Because of this, it is 
impossible to anticipate a submission date at this time. 
 
In addition to changing the data collection systems, another important improvement strategy is a 
significant realignment that is occurring within the Exceptional Student Leadership Unit (ESLU) of the 
CDE.  This realignment involves a critical appraisal of work teams resulting in staff assignments to 
enhance the level of influence the CDE has in the field for the purpose of improving outcomes for 
students with disabilities in Colorado.  An important development in this area is that stronger formal 
links have been forged between the Section 618 data collection team and the team responsible for 
the development of the SPP/APR. 
 
Other improvement strategies conducted by the CDE during this past reporting period include: 

• Creating a task force to assess efficacy of current verification systems. 
• Continuing to gather stakeholder input on development of a Web-based submission system. 
• Developing interface architecture to support Web-based System. 
• Developing Technical Assistance material and media for Web-based System. 
• Providing Technical Assistance and Trainings on new system and the data collection 

elements. 
                                                                                                                                                                                       

 

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FY2006: 

~ NO REVISIONS ~ 

 


