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Agenda 

 








Reporting requirements for FFY 2010 SPP/APR 
due February 1, 2012 
Review of questions generated from mega 
conference presentation 
Brief walk through of TA guide 
Q&A 
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FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 
Requirements 

 For 4B, using 2009-10 data, provide the following: 

 (a) the number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or 
ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 
days in a school year for children with IEPs MUST BE COMPLETED  BY 
FEBRUARY 1, 2012 USING AN ACCEPTABLE METHOD and,  

 (b) the number of districts in which policies, procedures or practices 
contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, 
the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural 
safeguards  MUST  BE COMPLETED  BY FEBRUARY 1, 2012,  OR  BY THE 
END OF THE FFY 2010 APR CLARIFICATION PERIOD and,  

       ** 2011 Part B Measurement Table 
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FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 
Requirements 

 If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, 
procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and 
that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and 
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and 
supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that 
such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with 
applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated 
October 17, 2008 (a.k.a. results of the review) CAN BE SUBMITTED 
FEBRUARY 1, 2012, OR BY END OF THE FFY 2010 APR CLARIFICATION 
PERIOD, OR IN FFY 2011 APR, DUE FEBRUARY 1, 2013. 

       ** 2011 Part B Measurement Table 
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FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 
Requirements in other words…. 

•

 

•

The number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or 
ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 
days in a school year for children with IEPs (part a of B4b)  must be 
submitted BY FEBRUARY 1, 2012 for a State to meet requirements for this 
indicator.  The data must be calculated using an acceptable methodology 
as described in OSEP guidance and the calculation must be based on  
2009-10 data*, and 
 
If a State has not completed its policies, procedures or practices review 
(part b of B4b) because additional districts were identified when the State 
applied its revised calculation methodology, the State has the option of 
submitting these data (part b of B4b) either BY FEBRUARY 1, 2012, OR BY 
THE END OF THE FFY 2010 APR CLARIFICATION PERIOD, and 

 *States are not required to recalculate the 2008-2009 data that was submitted in the FFY 
2009 SPP/APR on February 1, 2011 



6 

FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 
Requirements  in other words…. 

• The States description of how the State ensured that such 
policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply 
with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP 
Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (a.k.a. results of 
the review) can be submitted BY FEBRUARY 1, 2012, OR BY 
THE END OF THE FFY 2010 APR CLARIFICATION PERIOD, OR IN 
THE FFY 2011 APR, DUE FEBRUARY 1, 2013 
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FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 
Requirements 

 

 
 If your State does not report complete data in 

the February 1, 2012 submission, please 
include in the narrative the State’s 
plan/timeline for reporting B4b (part b) data 
and/or the description of the results of review 
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FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 

Requirements 
 

•

•

All States must submit FFY 2010 B4b data on 
an APR template.   
 
If a State chooses to revise its calculation 
methodology (and also reestablish baseline), 
information should be provided in the APR 
regarding why the change is taking place. 
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FFY 2010 SPP/APR Reporting 

Requirements 
  

• Additionally, any State that changes its B4b 
calculation methodology must submit a 
revised SPP to reflect this change with the FFY 
2010 APR, due February 1, 2012. 
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Questions Generated from the 
Mega Session Presentation 
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Questions Related to Timelines 

 Please describe how states should proceed if 
changes are needed, as this feedback was not 
included in the state’s response table, and the 
data are already lagged by one year. We 
currently are: (1) receiving feedback on B4B 
FFY08 data, (2) have worked on FFY09 using 
our previous method to report on the 2/1/12 
SPP/APR, and (3) ready to calculate FFY10. 
Additionally, The B4B TA guide won’t be 
available until Fall 2011. 
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Questions Related to Timelines 

 We already started the policies, procedures, 
and practices (p/p/p) review for 2009-10 and 
are starting the process for 2010-11.  Can we 
combine 2009-10 and 2010-11 since this 
poses a logistical problem that we’d like to 
avoid?  
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General Methodology Questions 





 How do we know if our methodology for 4B is  
an acceptable one or not?  
 Will the guidance to states address using 
multiple years of data? 
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Questions and Comments Related to the 
Use of Methods Resembling B9 and B10 






 Which methods for B9/B10 are not 
appropriate for B4? 
 Why is it OK to use a risk ratio for Indicators 9 
and 10, if it’s unacceptable or discriminatory 
for Indicator 4B? What is the difference? 
 If I change my methodology for B4B, do I 
need to change my methodology for 
determining significant disproportionality in 
discipline as it relates to CEIS?  
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Questions and Comments Related to Small 
Cell Sizes 





 When a district has only the White group with 
large enough numbers for analysis (i.e., it has no 
race comparison group), is it exempt from B4B? 
 If there are districts in my state with zero 
suspensions/expulsions, should those districts be 
included in the analysis? Is it ok to have a 
minimum cell size requirement that is based on 
the number of children suspended/expelled? 
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Questions and Comments Related to 
Comparison Option 1  

•  When calculating the state rate, should all 
districts be included, even those that would 
be excluded from the analyses because they 
don’t meet the minimum cell size?  
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Questions and Comments Related to 
Comparison Option 1  







 It seems inherent in the PowerPoint that, using 
means and variations, significant discrepancies could 
always exist if there is a comparison to state.  
Likewise using means and standard deviations would 
“move” the bar, as state rates vary year to year.  
In the comparison of one LEA to the “state,” you 
seem to include the data of the one LEA in the 
“state” numbers, so effectively you are comparing 
that LEA to itself, as part of the state 
numbers/percentages. 
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Questions and Comments Related to 
Comparison Option 1 

Using a “state bar” whether mean, standard 
deviations, etc. allows the “state bar” to move 
up each year. This seems to contradict one of 
the “unacceptable” or “questionable” 
practices for 4B, which was that the 
suspension/expulsion rate for African 
Americans was high, so SD would not be 
identified. If the state bar continues to rise, 
doesn’t that follow the same problematic 
logic? 
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Questions and Comments Related to 
Comparison Option 1 

 How would we address the concern that 
districts with very high rates of suspending 
Black students affect the state’s calculation, 
thereby resulting in not identifying many 
districts that we would otherwise identify if 
these outlier districts did not impact the 
state’s rate? 
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Questions and Comments Related to 
Comparison Option 1 

 States have districts that are many times 
more likely to suspend a Black student than a 
White student. These districts would not be 
identified using the required calculation since 
the rate of suspension of Black students is less 
than the statewide average. 
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Questions and Comments Related to 
Comparison Option 2 

 In general, male minority students are 
disciplined more often than other students, 
and that holds true for students with 
disabilities and nondisabled students. The 
acceptable calculation for B4b Method 2 or 
any of the calculations that use all races as the 
comparison group means that special 
education will be addressing a general 
education issue. Why? 
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B4 TA Guide 

Can be found at: ideadata.org 
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Q&A 

Questions???? 

We are available: 
HaideeBernstein@Westat.com 

JulieBollmer@Westat.com 
TomMunk@Westat.com 

Angela.Tanner-Dean@ed.gov 
Diana.Chang@ed.gov 

mailto:HaideeBernstein@Westat.com
mailto:JulieBollmer@Westat.com
mailto:TomMunk@Westat.com
mailto:Angela.Tanner-Dean@ed.gov
mailto:Angela.Tanner-Dean@ed.gov
mailto:Angela.Tanner-Dean@ed.gov
mailto:Diana.Chang@ed.gov
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