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Overlapping Part C and Part B Data Managers’ Meetings

The OSEP/Westat Overlapping Part C and Part B Data Managers’ Meetings were held Sun-
day, May 21, through Thursday, May 25, 2006, at the Hyatt Regency in Bethesda, Mary-
land. Registration for Part B attendees took place on Sunday, followed by 1% days of
presentations for Part B, 1 day of material pertinent to both Parts B and C, and 1%z days of
presentations for Part C. One highlight of the meeting was a humorous skit put on by a
group of experienced Part C and Part B data managers. Displays and demonstrations by
states, centers, Westat, and the Data Community of Practice were available Tuesday evening
during a reception for both Part B and Part C attendees. Summaries of conference sessions
are presented below.

Monday, May 22

Welcome to Part B From OSEP
Lou Danielson, OSEP/RTP

Since 1976, when the first data forms were developed for the child count, the forms have
had relatively few changes. Now, however, the data collections are in a period of great
change.

Data are central to OSEP’s activities. In recognition of the states’ efforts to provide the data,
OSEP tries to assist states through:

Westat technical assistance on the data collection forms;

The Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) center;

The National Post-School Outcomes (NPSO) center;

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO);

The National Center on Secondary Education and Transition (NCSET);

The Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE);
The National Drop-out Prevention Center (NDPC); and

The National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC).

OSEP changes the Parts B and C data collections to reflect changes in IDEA. OSEP hopes
that the new forms, reflecting changes or additions in IDEA 2004, will be available for the
2006-07 school year. Among other changes to the data collections is their eventual migra-
tion to the Education Data Exchange Network (EDEN).

OSEP has also changed the way it approaches state monitoring. It has shifted from an em-
phasis on procedures and policies to outcomes. In addition, OSEP expects technical assis-
tance to states to shift over time from an emphasis on getting the data correct to using the
data for program improvement.



Washington Update for Part B
Nancy Reder, NASDSE

This presentation addressed critical IDEA implementation issues and other topics affecting
IDEA implementation. NASDSE has been tracking State Performance Plans (SPPs), Annual
Performance Plans (APRs), and their related data collection; requirements for highly quali-
fied teachers; parentally placed students in private schools; Response to Intervention (Rtl)
model; access to all instructional materials; and addressing the needs of mobile students and
young children who are abused and/or neglected.

IDEA does not exist in a vacuum—there are NCLB issues such as the proposed 2 percent
flexibility for students who need modified state assessments and flexibility for special edu-
cators related to meeting requirements for highly qualified teachers. The Federal fiscal year
2007 appropriations and reauthorizations of other laws (e.g., Higher Education, Perkins Ca-
reer and Technical Education, VVocational Rehabilitation) influence IDEA as well. In addi-
tion, litigation around the country has an impact on IDEA (e.g., cases related to abuse and
use of restraints).

The final IDEA Part B regulations are expected to be released in late summer. The delay is due,
in part, to the huge number of oral and written comments (more than 11,000) that OSEP needs
to address in the preamble to the regulations.

SPPs were due on December 4, 2005, and APRs based on these SPPs are due February
2007. NASDSE has received many inquiries about the SPPs and data collection. Approxi-
mately 50 percent of inquiries are on this topic, particularly data collection on in-school sus-
pensions. There is concern in the field that an in-school suspension may mean students are
not receiving the services specified on individual education programs (IEPs); however, oth-
ers say collecting these data is an unnecessary burden and the availability of these data may
jeopardize college admissions for students with disabilities.

Strategies for ensuring highly qualified (HQ) special education teachers include use of high
objective uniform state standard of evaluation (HOUSSE); co-teaching; interstate licensing;
flexibility for special education teachers; and changes at the higher education/teacher prepa-
ration level. Not all institutions of higher education (IHES) graduate students who meet the
HQ requirements. Becoming HQ may happen after the teacher has been hired and knows
where and what he/she will be teaching. Special education teachers cannot be expected to be
experts in all subject areas. States must work with their IHEs on this. Outstanding issues in-
clude applicability of HQ requirements to preschool teachers, special schools for students
with low-incidence disabilities, private school placements, rural communities, and self-
contained classes in high schools.

Parentally placed students in private schools are now the responsibility of the LEA in which
the private school is located, not the LEA where the student resides. Some states provide
FAPE to parentally placed students, but are faced with providing services to students whose
parents do not pay taxes in that jurisdiction. NASDSE is helping states grapple with child



find, complaint procedures, and HQ teachers as these issues pertain to parentally placed stu-
dents in private schools.

Response to Intervention (Rtl) is the practice of providing high-quality instruction/intervention
matched to student needs and using learning rate over time and level of performance to
make important educational decisions. Rtl is an instructional modality for teaching all stu-
dents, a tool for understanding where and how students are learning to learn and struggling
to learn, and a documented approach that can be used as a component of a special education
evaluation. Rtl is intended for use by general education because it is not just for identifying
students with learning disabilities. Correct use of Rtl will not prevent students from being
identified and referred for special education evaluations.

There is often confusion between the terms “early intervention” and “early intervening.”
Early intervention refers to services provided to infants and toddlers through Part C of the
IDEA. Early intervening services are those services provided to students at risk of being
identified as having a disability. Up to 15 percent of Federal funds may be used for students
at risk. Any LEA that is determined to have significant disproportionate representation is
required to provide early intervening services.

Serving all students means addressing the needs of mobile students and of infants and tod-
dlers identified as abused and/or neglected. It also means providing access to instructional
materials. Special education personnel are typically not responsible for purchasing text
books, but they must bring to the attention of those who do the National Instructional Mate-
rials Accessibility Standard (NIMAS) and the National Instructional Materials Access Cen-
ter (NIMAC).

NASDSE Resources:

o NASDSE web site: www.nasdse.org;

e New NASDSE publication—Response to Intervention: Policy Considerations and
Implementation;

o LexisNexis/NASDSE publication, IDEA Reauthorized 2004, can be ordered from
www.lexisnexis.com/educationlaw;

o IDEA and NCLB: The Intersection of Access and Outcomes (NASDSE/NEA joint
publication);

o IDEA Partnership, www.ideapartnership.org;

e Project Forum, www.projectforum.org; and

e NASDSE side-by-side on regulations—forthcoming.

Department of Education Resources:
e OSEP TA&D network;
« New Comprehensive Centers, funded out of the Office of Elementary and Secon-
dary Education (OESE);
o General Supervision Enhancement Grants (GSEGS);
o New toolkit on assessments: http://osepideasthatwork.org/toolkit/index.asp


http://www.nasdse.org/
http://www.lexisnexis.com/educationlaw
http://www.ideapartnership.org/
http://www.projectforum.org/
http://osepideasthatwork.org/toolkit/index.asp

o OSEP “one pagers” on the new law;
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/idea2004.html; and
o 2 percent flexibility information at www.ed.gov.

Update on Part B Data Collections
Marsha Brauen, Carol Bruce, Roberta Garrison-Mogren, and Jessica Lautz, Westat

This presentation provided an overview of pending changes in the IDEA Part B data collec-
tions, scheduled for implementation for 2006-07. The proposed changes are driven by new
requirements specified in the 2004 reauthorization of IDEA. The revised data collections are
currently under review by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Across all of the
proposed data collections, data will now be collected by the gender and limited English pro-
ficiency (LEP) status of the student. Percentages are also required now; however, these fig-
ures will be computed automatically in the data transmittal sheets (DTS).

Child Count

For the child count (Table 1), states will be allowed to choose their data collection date to
fall between October 1 and December 1, inclusive. However, the reference date must remain
the same from year to year. Sampling for reporting race/ethnicity is no longer permitted. In
the interests of minimizing the reporting burden, child count will not be collected by gender
or LEP.

Personnel

The new data collection form for personnel (Table 2) addresses paraprofessionals separately
from related services personnel. In addition, states will no longer be required to report spe-
cial education teachers by their area of specialization. Special education teachers will be re-
ported according to whether they are highly qualified, and paraprofessionals will be reported
according to whether they are qualified.

The categories for physical education teachers and recreation/therapeutic recreation special-
ists have been combined. The diagnostic and evaluation staff category has been changed to
medical services (for diagnostic and medical purposes only). Speech pathologists are now
referred to as speech-language pathologists, and a personnel category was added for orienta-
tion and mobility specialists. The categories for vocational education teachers, work-study
coordinators, supervisors/administrators, and other staff have been removed.

Environment

States will be permitted to choose their reference date, under the same guidelines as speci-
fied for the child count. These data will be reported by gender and LEP status. Sampling to
report race/ethnicity data is no longer permitted.


http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/idea2004.html
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/idea2004.html
http://www.ed.gov/

The environment categories for 3- to 5-year-olds have been extensively revised. Children
will be reported according to whether they attend a regular early childhood program and the
amount of time that they spend in the regular program (at least 80 percent of the time, 40
percent to 79 percent of the time, or less than 40 percent of the time). Children who are not
attending a regular early childhood program but are in a special education program will be
reported as being in a separate class, a separate school, or a residential facility. Children
who are attending neither a regular early childhood program nor a special education pro-
gram will be reported as receiving services in a service provider location or in the home.

The environment categories for students ages 6 to 21 years have been similarly revised. Stu-
dents who receive services in a regular classroom will be reported according to the amount
of time that they spend in that classroom (80 percent or more of the time, 40 percent to 79
percent of the time, less than 40 percent of the time). The categories for public and private
residential facilities have been combined, as have the categories for public and private sepa-
rate schools. The duplicated counts of children placed in private schools by their parents will
not be unduplicated counts, as will the count of children in correctional facilities.

Exiting
These data will now be reported by gender and LEP status.
Discipline

This data collection will include new categories for removals of students by school person-
nel to interim alternative educational settings (IAES) for serious bodily injury, as well as
students with out-of-school suspensions totaling 10 days or less in a school year, and stu-
dents with in-school suspensions (totaling 10 days or less or more than 10 days in a school
year). There will also be new categories for the total number of disciplinary removals and
the cumulative days of removal during the school year (1 day, 2 to 10 days, or more than 10
days). These data will be collected by gender and LEP status.

There is a new section to this data collection for expulsions with and without educational
services for children with and without disabilities. These new data will not be reported by
disability, race/ethnicity, gender, or LEP status.

Assessment

This data collection is currently under revision by OSEP to bring it into closer alignment
with the requirements of NCLB.

Dispute Resolution

This will be a new data collection for the 2006-07 year, due November 1, 2007. Its content
is the same as the existing Attachment 1 of the SPPs.
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Early Intervening Services

This proposed new data collection has been withdrawn.

Monday Concurrent Sessions

Follow-up on Part B Data Collections
Marsha Brauen, Carol Bruce, Roberta Garrison-Mogren, and Jessica Lautz, Westat

This was a question-and-answer session to follow up on the morning’s overview of pending
changes in the IDEA Part B data collections, scheduled for implementation in 2006-07. The
proposed changes are driven by new requirements specified in the 2004 reauthorization of
IDEA.

Child Count

o Participants asked what reference date should be used for the child count when the
date that is ordinarily used falls on a Saturday or Sunday. Westat instructed that, in
these cases, the correct reference date would be the Friday before the usual refer-
ence date.

Environment

o Participants asked that we provide a technical assistance document that provides de-
scriptions or scenarios of specific service settings and how those would be properly
documented in the revised forms.

o They also asked that we post a general crosswalk between the old and new envi-
ronment categories, to be posted on IDEAdata.org.

o States are struggling with the need to determine the balance of children with and
without disabilities in order to properly categorize children according to the envi-
ronment where they are receiving services. One point of confusion is whether the
balance of children with and without disabilities is tied to the reference date of the
child count, as that balance may shift throughout the year. As the environment data
are tied to the child count reference date, it is presumed that the balance of children
with and without disabilities should be anchored to that same point in time.

o The states further point out that if the local district does not run the special educa-
tion program, it may not know the proportion of students with disabilities versus
students without disabilities.

e There is some confusion about how to categorize children who are cared for by
babysitters. Westat informed the states that these children should be counted in the
“home” category, if they are receiving services in the caregiver’s home.

e The instructions do not indicate whether time that the child spends in lunch, recess,
and study periods should be included in the numerator as time in the regular class-
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room. Westat will discuss this issue with OSEP and provide clarification in techni-
cal assistance documentation to be posted on IDEAdata.org.

o States expressed concern that limited English proficiency status will be quite diffi-
cult to determine for 3- to 5-year-olds.

Discipline

« States are not happy with the current definition of in-school suspension and are ask-
ing that it be refined.

o There is confusion about reporting cumulative removals of 1 day or less. Westat
clarified that a single suspension of less than a half day should not be included. But,
a series of shorter suspensions that total to less than 1 day should be included. So, if
a child is suspended from a 30-minute lunch period for 2 weeks, that student would
have a cumulative suspension of 5 hours and should be counted in Column 5B, 1
day or less.

« States pointed out that determining whether a child without disabilities is receiving
educational services during a period of suspension is difficult to do, and “educa-
tional services” is not well defined.

Non-618 Part B Data for the SPP/APR: Challenges and Successes in Collection and
Reporting—Part B

Jane Nell Luster, NCSEAM (moderator); Gregg Corr, OSEP/MSIP (respondent);
Panelists: Paul Raskopf, Virginia; Nancy Fuhrman, Wisconsin; David Phillips,
Vermont; and Chris Drouin, California

The panelists were asked to talk to attendees for 8-10 minutes in response to three key

items: (1) the extent of involvement in the development of the SPP and in the preparation for
the submission of the APR; (2) responsibilities for the collection, maintenance, and report-
ing of the data for Indicators 8, 11, 14, and 15; and (3) the extent of involvement or nonin-
volvement and its effect on the role of the data manager.

Paul Raskopf talked of the tension of 618/non-618 data collections. His role as “coordina-
tor” of the Virginia SPP evolved from his lead role with the APR. As coordinator, he must
train, educate, or enlighten SEA staff and stakeholders as well as LEA staff. Part of the chal-
lenge is, while several SEA staff have responsibility for individual indicators, he must con-
vey the data information to each of these persons. This requires him to be an “expert” for all
20 indicators. He also touched on the tensions caused by the state’s collecting data that are
non-618, such as—who is responsible, and how are the data collected and stored? There is
also the issue of teaching LEA personnel to collect and submit these data. Raskopf ad-
dressed the challenges of setting and meeting targets for the performance and compliance
indicators. He closed with the observation that data managers wear multiple hats and must
be cognizant of the evolving nature of the job.
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David Phillips, as a new data manager, was heartened to learn that his concerns and Ras-
kopf’s were similar. Phillips is part of a two-person coordination team for the SPP. He ad-
dressed the challenge to “message” across the department for information that is non-618.
As data manager, he has responsibility for Indicators 8 and 14, while the monitoring team
has responsibility for 11 and 15A and 15B, and the legal team for 15C. One of the realiza-
tions for Vermont has been the economies of scale in collecting data for the parent survey
(#8); that is, even with states that have primarily small school districts, the cost burden is
similar to that of states with multiple large population districts. The data manager role and
job are changing; the job in the future is to message across the department, stakeholders, and
LEAs that data are “not a nice to have, but a need to have.”

Nancy Fuhrman told the group that the responsibility for compiling the information on the
indicators is assigned to individuals or groups, while her role is primarily working with the
numbers and with the information technology staff. Yet, even as her role is delimited, she is
expected to be involved with each of the individuals and groups. The North Central Re-
gional Resource Center developed an electronic web-based survey for Indicator 8; Fuhrman
will select parent names and give the information to LEAs, so they can ask parents to com-
plete the survey. Data collection for Indicator 11 is being developed through a local per-
formance plan, similar to the SPP. Wisconsin has been collecting post-school data for 5
years or so because of state law; some adjustments will be necessary with this data collec-
tion both to address the SPP indicator and changes in the state data system. Indicator 15 data
come from a district self-assessment. Fuhrman closed by reminding participants that the role
of data managers is changing, and new learning is a necessity.

Chris Drouin shared with the group that the SPP, just as the APR, is shared *“out across the
Special Education Division.” He emphasized that point by using a table to show the multiple
sources and responsible parties for the various SPP indicators. He is part of the Assessment,
Evaluation, and Support (AES) unit; this unit coordinates data collection, analysis, and re-
porting of non-618 data. California faces special challenges because it has very small school
districts as well as a number of districts with more than 50,000 students. In general, the role
of the data manager has not changed in California, yet data collection has gone through a
major adjustment, and the amount of work has increased.

Gregg Corr acknowledged a better feel for the angst of the states in this evolving work of
the SPP. OSEP is attempting to respond to the needs of states through monthly calls with
individual states, national teleconferences, and the upcoming National Accountability Con-
ference. Also, workgroups at OSEP are addressing various aspects of assistance to states.
Corr identified some of the overarching issues addressed by the panelists and through
OSEP’s review of the SPPs: Current data systems are not designed for the collections now
needed; it is not clear what states should do when targets are not met; and how do states re-
port LEA data to the public. He concluded by identifying as a major challenge incorporating
the SPP into the daily work, rather than viewing it as an additional job or add-on.
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Reporting Part B Data to the Public
Nancy Reder, NASDSE; John Hoffman, PACER; Diana Hinton Noel, NCSL

NASDSE

Nancy Reder began this panel discussion by emphasizing that data or numbers by them-
selves are meaningless, and without context and interpretation, people will attach their own
meaning. Although the actual data may not be debatable, meaning and interpretation are,
and reasonable people may come to different conclusions—for example, if the finding (data)
is good or bad news. Involving stakeholders can be helpful when determining how to inter-
pret data and make data meaningful to the public. Also, stakeholders can be helpful when it
comes to taking action or making recommendations based on the data.

In order to head off the misuse of data, Reder said that those who understand the data have
an opportunity and obligation to attach meaning to them. The possible ways that data may
be interpreted and used positively and negatively must be anticipated. Data managers should
think about what questions the public wants answered—Are students showing improvement
over last year’s test results? What can be done to make programs/supports better?

Data can answer different types of questions—status at a point in time (e.g., the percentage
of students who graduated from high school in 2004) or change over time (e.g., the increase
or decrease in the percentage of students who graduated from high school between 1994 and
2004).

According to Reder, it is important to be “media savvy.” This means knowing the publica-
tions that cover education or early intervention and developing a good working relationship
with reporters who cover those beats. State staff should seek out reporters to give them good
news before they call and ask for explanations of bad news. Prior to being interviewed by a
reporter, staff should know the goal of the interview, write down the key points they want to
cover, consider possible questions/answers, and rehearse. When talking with media repre-
sentatives, staff should first offer findings briefly and directly, then support them with de-
tails. It is important not to “over answer” by giving too many details. When asked about a
problem, staff should focus on the solutions and not let wrong data stand uncorrected. Reder
provided the following additional tips for interviews with reporters: frame replies as a posi-
tive statement, avoid jargon and acronyms, do not repeat negative statements or be pro-
voked, be engaging, and keep cool. If staff do not know the answer to a reporter’s questions,
they should be honest and tell the reporter that they will find and provide the answer, and
then do so. Reder drew the information in this paragraph from Fleishman Hillard.

PACER

John Hoffman explained that the ALLIANCE Project provides technical assistance to the
nation’s more than 100 Parent Centers. This includes convening conferences and institutes,
issuing publications, and providing management expertise and technology assistance. Be-
tween October 1, 2004, and September 30, 2005, the ALLIANCE conducted a unified data
collection to determine the outcomes of the work of the Parent Centers. Five thousand ran-
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dom telephone surveys were conducted with parents who received assistance via telephone
or at a workshop. ALLIANCE received data from 99 centers and had a response rate of 95
percent. John Hoffman presented some of data from this survey as an example of how the
ALLIANCE reported data to the public.

Across the country, Parent Centers had more than 1.6 million contacts with parents and pro-
fessionals, and reached over 500,000 people through workshops and presentations. In addi-
tion, parent centers had more than 7.7 million visitors to their web sites.

Parent Centers helped families of children with all disabilities. The most common were spe-
cific learning disability, attention deficit disorder, and autism (for each, more than 14 per-
cent of the respondents). The Parent Centers helped families of children ages birth to 26,
with the most common age range 6 to 11 years (35 percent of the respondents). Thirty-seven
percent of the Parent Center contacts were with families of culturally/racially diverse back-
grounds.

Hoffman presented some of the family-reported data from the Parent Centers:

« 81 percent of children received more appropriate services because of information
learned from the Parent Centers.

o 98 percent of families were more knowledgeable about how to work with schools
due to assistance via workshops.

o 89 percent of families were able to address critical needs related to their children’s
education due to information received via workshops.

e 92 percent were provided with information to make decisions via telephone contact.

o 88 percent shared with others the information they received from Parent Center
workshops.

o 84 percent were able to resolve disagreements with schools due to information re-
ceived via telephone contact.

When Parent Centers were asked how IDEA data could be more useful to families, they re-
quested more data on: postsecondary outcomes (e.g., tracking of dropouts); parent involve-
ment (e.g., percentage attending IEP meetings, advisory councils); students who are
homeless, in the juvenile justice system or the child welfare system; and dispute resolution
issues, findings, and resolutions. They also would like data disaggregated by teacher charac-
teristics (e.g., highly qualified subject area, instructional method), and state test data disag-
gregated by placement.

Parent Centers could be more involved in the reporting of data to the public by helping lead
agencies make the presentation of data more meaningful and understandable to families, and
collaborating with lead agencies in the release and dissemination of annual reports.

To order a full copy of the Outcome Data book, contact the ALLIANCE at 1-888-248-0822.
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NCSL

Diana Hinton Noel began her presentation with an overview of the National Conference of
State Legislators (NCSL). This is a bipartisan organization that serves state legislators and
staff of all 50 states and the territories. NCSL has offices in Denver, Colorado, and Wash-
ington, DC. There are 15 standing committees that consider policy positions and guide lob-
bying efforts. The state legislatures are all bicameral, with the exception of Nebraska. All
states but Vermont have a constitutional requirement for a balanced budget. State legislative
staff range from large, full time, and well paid to small, part time, and low paid.

Data are particularly important to state legislators for formula distribution for funds and al-
location of resources. The major components of general fund appropriations for fiscal year
2006 were K-12 education, 33.7 percent; Medicaid, 15.8 percent; higher education, 10.8
percent; corrections, 6.0 percent; and other, 33.7 percent. Sources of state revenue were
Federal revenues, 25 percent; sales tax, 18 percent; personal income tax, 18 percent; excise
tax, 16 percent; and corporate taxes, 15 percent.

States fund special education in a variety of ways, including pupil weight— a funding
weight is assigned to students based on service needs and costs; flat grant or census-based—
a fixed per-student dollar amount or a lump sum for special education services based on av-
erages; percentage reimbursement—districts are reimbursed for a certain percentage of al-
lowable costs; resource-based—states pays for specific resources, such as teachers or
classroom units; and a new policy option—sufficient resources are distributed so there is no
incentive to classify students with specific disorders. Using the pupil weight method may
create an incentive to over identify; however, using the flat grant or census-based method
may mean that there are not adequate funds for high-cost students.

Students receiving special education services are about 13 percent of the student population, but
account for about 22 percent of K-12 expenditures. Federal funds cover about 18 percent of av-
erage per pupil expenditures (APPE), but Federal money is only about 12 percent of additional
expenditures for students receiving special education services.

When the Federal special education law was enacted, the government promised to pay for
the excess costs of special education, estimated to be 40 percent above K-12 APPE, but Fed-
eral funds are only half of the promised amount or $11 billion. The actual excess cost to
states is more than twice the Federal estimate of 40 percent. The total cost to states and lo-
calities is $25 billion a year for IDEA.

In summary, Noel stressed that data for state legislators must be presented in a clear and
concise manner; two-page briefs are effective. State staff should try to think like a policy-
maker when reporting data to legislators: what do the data mean and what are the positive
results for students? Legislators may go first to the internet to get information, but Noel does
not recommend replacing face-to-face reporting of data with web-based reporting only.
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Sampling Related to the SPP/APR
Larry Wexler, OSEP/MSIP, and Jim Green and David Morganstein, Westat

In addition to providing technical assistance in the collection of 618 data, Westat assisted
MSIP in evaluating the SPPs and evaluated close to 100 sampling plans. This session was
repeated on Wednesday for Part C. Larry Wexler presented the most common reasons that
sampling plans in the SPPs were found to be technically inadequate. He was assisted by Jim
Green (Monday) and David Morganstein (Wednesday) from Westat. Many SPPs mentioned
sampling, but they did not describe an actual sampling plan. MSIP used liberal standards to
evaluate the sampling plans, but Wexler noted that no Part C agencies had an “A” level plan.
MSIP notified states when their sampling plans were deemed not technically sound and
likely to result in data that would not be considered valid for the 2007 APR.

Wexler explained that sampling is not required on the part of the states, but they can choose
to implement sampling if it simplifies the data collection process. States may sample in
some districts and not in others, and sample size is less important than the overall represen-
tativeness of the sample. If properly designed and implemented, sampling can be a means of
controlling costs and improving the efficiency of data collection; however, it may not be
practical in smaller districts. Moreover, states will not be able to draw accurate conclusions
if they are working with very small cell sizes, so the sample should be planned accordingly.
MSIP discourages states from sampling if it is not cost effective to do so.

If states sample districts, they must include any district with more than 50,000 students with
disabilities in the sample (i.e., it must be sampled with certainty). Moreover, all districts
must be included at some point in the life of the SPP. However, it is acceptable to sample
within the larger districts. The samples should be designed to avoid small cell sizes, as these
will lead to inference problems and problems with confidentiality.

It may be easier and more informative for states to do a census in some cases, particularly in
states with smaller districts. One caveat in conducting a census, however, is the need for a
larger proportion of respondents to get adequate precision from a small population. This fact
renders sampling inefficient for the smaller districts. Above all, the resulting sample must be
demographically representative. If stratification factors are used, they must preserve this
representativeness. One means for ensuring that a sample is representative is to compare it
against the 618 data. However, if the state uses this sampling, it increases the risk of incor-
porating response bias into the data. Rather than use such a census, states are better off plan-
ning for sampling. In either case, the state must address how it will deal with nonresponse.
Sampling provides higher response rates, better representativeness, and minimal bias.

MSIP encourages states to consult with sampling methodologists in developing their sam-
pling plan and to hire a consultant, if necessary, to ensure a quality sample design. The best
plans were designed by consultants, often for less than $20,000.

Wexler also noted that database characteristics will affect the feasibility of drawing a sam-
ple. Data systems with individual student records tend to be more amenable to sampling be-
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cause they are easier to sort. A sample calculator can help to determine the appropriate sam-
ple size and response rate to yield the desired precision, and there is one available on the
MSIP web site.

State representatives expressed discomfort about having to publish data that they are not
confident are good. Wexler indicated that OSEP expects that the data will improve from
year to year, as a part of a process of successive approximation. States also expressed confu-
sion about the parallel tracks of data reporting. States report to the Department of Education
on state performance and report to the public on local performance. The sampling plans,
however, often were not appropriate for reporting at the district level. Geographic clustering
may be acceptable for reporting at the state level, but is not appropriate for reporting at the
local level. Within a State, where small LEA cell size precludes publication of LEA or local
agency data, the State may opt to go beyond OSEP’s requirement and aggregate some local
program data to provide the public with information about the performance of a region.
However, Wexler stressed that this exceeds the Federal requirement.

One data manager expressed concern that the year-to-year changes may be evaluated at
some point, and states will have to be prepared to discuss what is a significant change and
what is not.

Additional problems with sampling plans include problems with using the monitoring cycle
as the basis for sampling. In cases where districts are selected for a given year, the districts
may not be representative of other districts in the state.

Modifying Data Systems To Address Changing Data Requirements
Jody Fields, Arkansas; Charm Paulmeno, Colorado; Sandra McQuain, West Virginia;
and Jessica Lautz, Westat

The session presented three states’ perspectives on modifying data systems to address
changing data requirements. Presentations from Arkansas, Colorado, and West Virginia ad-
dressed challenges, developments, and fresh ideas on how to change a state data system. The
session included the perspective of a local control state (Colorado) and a state with a cen-
tralized system (Arkansas).

Arkansas

Arkansas is unique in that the Arkansas IDEA Data and Research Office is a partnership of
the University of Arkansas at Little Rock and the Arkansas Department of Education
(ADE). The Data and Research Office provides data management, analysis, technical assis-
tance, and research for enhancement of the ADE’s supervision of LEAS’ special education
programs. The office has four full-time staff members and one part-time staff member.

Arkansas’ data collection program, called Arkansas Public School Computer Network

(APSCN), collects data in seven cycles throughout the school year, including special educa-
tion data. All changes to APSCN must be submitted in March of the current school year for
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the next year. APSCN has its own dedicated special education programmer for changes to
the data system. The ADE Data Administration cannot report special education data unless
they come through the Special Education Unit. The Special Education Unit manages a spe-
cial education web site, MySped Resource, and two special education surveys. Although
Arkansas tries to have all changes in the database by March, the state can make changes
throughout the school year, as needed. As a result of IDEA 2004, Arkansas had new data
elements in place for the 2005-06 school year. When the state makes changes to the database
and data collection, it notifies districts and early childhood programs through Commissioner
memos and announcements on MySped Resource.

West Virginia

West Virginia’s 2005-06 student enrollment was 279,788, of which 52,377 students had dis-
abilities. There are 55 county school districts, and all of the student records belong to the
district. The state superintendent is board appointed. Centralized policy decisions are made
by the West Virginia Department of Education, West Virginia Board of Education, and the
legislature. The Office of Special Education is in the Division of Instructional Services.
West Virginia has a centralized data system with reporting and data analysis at the state
level, which is advantageous to database changes. The centralized data system includes stu-
dent records (a statewide unique student identifier is used), financial records, and personnel
management records. However, IEPs are not part of the system, so records require data entry
from IEPs or other documentation. Currently, the state submits its environments, child
count, and exit tables through EDEN. West Virginia is moving to a web-based system over
the next 3 years.

West Virginia has seen an increase in data demands for district-level data analysis and re-
porting and an expectation for immediate data collection and availability. FERPA issues cre-
ate confusion about data. The state keeps up with changes in the data system through
EIMAC, EDFacts/EDEN, NCES forum, and the OSEP data conference. Changes to any-
thing affecting special education regulations, such as changes in definitions of placement
options, require a change in state board policy. There are a number of challenges to the state
when changing the database, including an underestimation of the burden at all levels, small
districts that may have only the special education director or secretary to maintain special
education data, data used by special education taken from components of the system that are
not controlled by special education, and a growing reporting burden that results in data qual-
ity issues.

West Virginia provides the following suggestions to states that are modifying their data sys-
tems:

« Anticipate future data needs;

« Do not make major changes until final requirements are approved (they may

change);

e Understand the definitions and reporting requirements;

o Get input from district staff—they are providing the data;

« Maintain balance between timeliness and accuracy;
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e New data collections
= Build in time for extra checks and correction of data errors at the local level;
= Complex changes take more time, training; and
= Cross-walk or extract from available data, as appropriate, until policy and
system changes can be made.

Colorado

Colorado is a local control state, meaning Colorado’s constitution gives local control to
school districts. Making changes in the data system is slow, and LEAs are involved in every
step of the decisionmaking process. To make changes in the state’s data system, the state
must identify system changes, design a new end-of-year student system, develop a new web-
based suspension/expulsion system, notify LEAs of new data collection requirements, meet
with a special education directors forum, and meet with Information Management Systems
to determine where new systems fit within the processing priorities. The state must also co-
ordinate system development with other Colorado Department of Education collections and
systems. The special education student system is separate from the Department’s total stu-
dent system, but the state tries to use common elements and definitions where appropriate.
The state must also coordinate needed changes with IEP and Post-School Outcomes teams,
provide ongoing updates to special education directors, and receive feedback on recom-
mended changes. The state provides extensive regional training to LEAs on each individual
system.

Colorado’s advice to data managers:
e Relax;
e Do the best that you can; and
o Find a balance between data accuracy and reporting deadlines.

Displaying Data: Effectively Communicating Your Message
Arlene Russell Bender and Caroline Moore, WRRC

Arlene Russell Bender and Caroline Moore from the Western Regional Resource Center
outlined what types of data are best presented in different data displays. This presentation
was presented again on Wednesday for Part C.

Pie charts are used to show the parts of a whole quickly. Bar charts show data in a snapshot
in time. A benchmark or target line can be inserted on a bar chart to show how the bars
match up to that number. Trend line charts are used to show how data change over time. The
presenters noted that it is important to consider scale when displaying trend data. In tables,
data can easily be compared across rows and/or columns. Shading or color can be used in
order to highlight important figures. Tables are a good default option if a report or system is
unable to accept a chart. Maps are a great way to display differences in data across geo-
graphical areas.

Russell Bender and Moore also discussed displaying qualitative data and suggested mini-
mizing the amount of text in PowerPoint slides. Concise bulleted points are effective for in-
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forming viewers. However, it is also important not to oversimplify complex issues. To dem-
onstrate this point, an example was given where the presenter used only six bullets to sum-
marize the entire Gettysburg Address.

To effectively communicate a message, Russell Bender and Moore emphasized that the data
presentation should be accurate, informative, and easy to understand. Data displays should
paint a clear picture and should be self-explanatory. The simpler the message the better, and
avoiding jargon and acronyms is strongly recommended.

Russell Bender and Moore next presented four easy steps to communicating with data
(adapted from materials by Larry Gloeckler and The Education Trust): (1) build a recipe of
key questions, (2) obtain data to answer them; (3) find the storyline to bring it all together;
and (4) use data to communicate, inform, provoke, persuade, and improve your system.

Session attendees then worked through a group activity. For Part B, the example focused on
analysis of racial/ethnic disproportionality data for Part B SPP Indicators 9 and 10. For Part
C, the example focused on percentage of infants and toddlers receiving Part C services. At-

tendees were asked to review the data, determine the story or message they wanted the data

to communicate, and then suggest alternate ways of displaying the data to communicate that
story.

The presentation concluded with a discussion of the different modes for communicating data
(e.g., web sites, annual reports, newsletters, other media) and the suggestion that data man-
agers consider options when they want to report data publicly. The presenters emphasized
that data often are lifted out of context so it is important to be as clear as possible—in chart
titles, legends, and axis titles—when presenting data.

Part B Dispute Resolution: The First 3 Years of Data
Marshall Peter, Dick Zeller, and Aimee Taylor, CADRE

CADRE has created a national dispute resolution database using the data reported in At-
tachment 1 of the last three APR/SPP submissions. The presenters summarized what the
data show at the national level and how the data look at the state level. This presentation
was given again on Wednesday, tailored to Part C. The presenters discussed their initial
findings and the problems identified with the data. The session concluded with a demonstra-
tion of an error checking spreadsheet states should use before reporting their 2005-06 data
and a discussion of how CADRE might proceed in making data summaries available to the
public.

Based on a summary of 40 states with logically consistent data for both 2002-03 and 2004-
05, the number of complaints filed declined. The number of mediations not related to due
process increased, but the number related to due process declined. The number of hearing
requests also increased, but the number of hearings held decreased, suggesting that a higher
proportion of hearing requests were resolved without a hearing. Dick Zeller observed that
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such a decrease, if it holds for the states not included in these comparisons, translates into
big savings for states. While the analyzed data come from 80 percent of the states, they rep-
resent only about 60 percent of the Part B child count.

Wednesday’s sessions addressed Part C issues. While the reported number of dispute resolu-
tion events increased from 2002-03 to 2003-04, many states reported no dispute resolution
events. Of the 47 states that reported dispute resolution data for both 2002-03 and 2003-04,
20 states reported no dispute resolution events for 2002-03, 24 reported no events for 2003-
04, and 14 reported no dispute resolution events for either year. CADRE defines a dispute
resolution event as any complaint filed, mediation held, or hearing requested. Based on two
years of Part C national data, there were 15.5 dispute resolution events per 10,000 children
served per year. For Part B, the picture is quite different, with a national rate of 39.5 events
per 10,000 children served per year.

CADRE hypothesized the various reasons for so little Part C dispute resolution activity
compared with Part B, including:
« Early intervention’s family-centered orientation;
e Prevention and informal complaint resolution mechanisms resolve concerns;
o Parents not knowing their rights, and being unfamiliar with available dispute
resolution options;
e Short time period spent in Part C (compared with time covered by B);
e Smaller base number of children served by Part C; and
o Voluntary nature of early intervention leading to gratitude and discomfort about
complaining.

CADRE plans to publish by year’s end data summaries that are identifiable by state. How-
ever, during this presentation, no state identifiable data were displayed. Some graphics of
state-level data were shared with the audience, but state identifiers were omitted. These
graphics showed the wide variation in the data reported across states. In keeping with its
earlier efforts to help states report clean data through error checking feedback and spread-
sheets, CADRE would like for states to have the opportunity to review and correct their data
before they are released to the public. CADRE will provide states with a summary of the 3
years of data and identify for them where there are errors or where there may be other issues
that need to be addressed. CADRE will ask states to review and correct any errors and con-
firm the accuracy of the data. This will require the cooperation of states and that summary
information CADRE sends to State Directors, including the error checking spreadsheet, be
shared with the people responsible for reporting and verifying the accuracy of these data.

Converse with the Crew—Part B
Westat Staff

Only one question arose at this session. For the 3 through 5 LRE data, what is the difference

between an early childhood program and special education? Westat staff responded that if
the program serves a majority of children with disabilities, it is special education; if not, it is
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early childhood. For reverse mainstream, if children with disabilities make up less than 50
percent of the program, it is considered an early childhood program. States can always clar-
ify what they are reporting in a data note.

Tuesday, May 23, Morning Sessions

NCLB and IDEA for Part B
Christine Wolfe, Office of the Under Secretary

Background

In April 2005, the secretary announced that the Department would propose regulations per-
mitting states to develop modified achievement standards and assessments based on those
standards for certain students with disabilities. These assessments would be for students
with disabilities who do not have the most significant cognitive disabilities and for whom
assessments based on alternate achievement standards would be inappropriate. The Depart-
ment published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) on this topic in the Federal Reg-
ister on Dec. 15, 2005. A copy of the proposed regulations has been posted on the
Department’s web site at http://www.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/proprule/2005-
4/121505a.pdf. State and local educators, teachers, parents and interested parties were en-
couraged to submit their comments. The following set of questions and answers summarizes
the major provisions of the proposed regulation.

1. Why is the Department permitting states to develop modified achievement standards
and assessments based on those standards?

Information accumulated from the experiences of many states, as well as recent research,
indicates that there is a group of students with disabilities whose progress in response to
high-quality instruction, including special education and related services designed to address
the students’ individual needs, is such that these students are not likely to achieve grade-
level proficiency within the school year covered by their IEPs. Therefore it is appropriate for
states to develop and implement modified achievement standards for this limited group of
students.

2. What are modified achievement standards?
These proposed regulations would permit states to develop modified academic achievement
standards to assess this group of students with disabilities. The regulations would set pa-
rameters for those modified achievement standards and for how states are to develop them
(8200.1(e)(1)). Those parameters ensure that the modified achievement standards are sig-
nificantly more rigorous than alternate achievement standards and that the standards:

o Are aligned with the state’s academic content standards for the grade in which the

student is enrolled,
e Provide access to a grade-level curriculum; and
e Do not preclude the student from earning a regular high-school diploma.
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3. How may assessment scores based on modified achievement standards be included
in Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations?

Under the proposed regulations, students assessed (8200.13(c)(2)(ii)). The best available
research and data indicate that 2 percent of students assessed, or approximately 20 percent
of students with disabilities, is a reasonable and sufficient cap.

4. Who may be assessed based on modified achievement standards?
The regulations also would provide states with criteria for determining which students with
disabilities may be assessed based on modified achievement standards (§200.1(e)(2)). The
proposed regulations do not set a Federal definition of who may take a test based on modi-
fied achievement standards. Instead, they would require that states have in their guidelines
for IEP teams certain key criteria to ensure that students with disabilities are not inappropri-
ately held to modified achievement standards. The criteria are as follows:
1.  The student’s disability has precluded the student from achieving grade-level
proficiency, as demonstrated by objective evidence such as—
* State’s Title | assessments; or
* Other assessment data that can validly document academic achievement.
2. The student’s progress in response to high-quality instruction, including special
education and related services designed to meet the student’s needs, is such that
the student is not likely to achieve grade-level proficiency within a year. Pro-
gress must be measured by multiple indicators, over a period of time, and with
valid assessments.
3. The student is receiving instruction in the grade-level curriculum for the sub-
jects in which the student is being assessed.
4.  Student eligibility for being assessed based on modified achievement standards
is not limited to a particular disability category (§200.1(e)(3)).
5. Astudent may be assessed based on modified achievement standards in one or
more subjects assessed as part of the state assessment system (8200.1(e)(4)).
6.  Astudent’s IEP team must review annually whether it is appropriate for the stu-
dent to be assessed based on modified achievement standards (§200.1(¢e)(5)).

5. What are the proposed requirements for assessments based on modified achievement
standards?
The proposed regulations would not require states to develop an entirely new assessment
8200.6(a)(3)). A state could modify an existing grade-level assessment for this purpose.
Out-of-level assessments will not meet the requirements of these proposed regulations, as
they are not aligned to grade-level content standards. The basic requirements for the assess-
ments are that they:

« Be aligned to grade-level content standards;

o Yield results in reading/language arts and mathematics separately;

o Meet the requirements for high technical quality, including validity and reliability;

and
« Fit coherently in the state assessment system.

6. May states or districts exceed the 2 percent cap?
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The proposed regulations would place new limits on the use of proficient and advanced
scores based on modified and alternate achievement standards in making AYP determina-
tions. States may not request an exception to exceed either the 1 percent cap on the use of
proficient scores based on alternate achievement standards or the 2 percent cap on the use of
proficient and advanced scores based on modified achievement standards (§8200.13(c)(4)).
Districts, for their part, may request permission from a state to exceed the 1 percent cap on
the use of proficient scores based on alternate achievement standards for students with the
most significant cognitive disabilities (8200.13(c)(5)); they may not request permission to
exceed the 2 percent cap based on modified achievement standards (8200.13(c)(6)). Districts
may exceed 3 percent if they are granted an exception to the 1 percent cap for students with
the most significant cognitive disabilities. States and districts may include scores, without
receiving an exception, from more than 2 percent of their students based on modified
achievement standards if they include scores of students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities that are less than 1 percent, as long as their combined use of proficient scores
based on alternate and modified achievement standards does not exceed 3 percent of all stu-
dents tested (8200.13(c)(3)). There are no caps at the school level.

The following table, included in the proposed regulations, summarizes the policy in the pro-
posed regulation:

WHEN CAN A STATE OR LEA EXCEED THE 1 PERCENT 2 PERCENT CAPS?

Alternate Modified Achievement Alternate and
Achievement Standards Modified Achievement
Standards 2 Percent Cap Standards
1 Percent Cap 3 Percent Cap
State Never. Only if state is below 1 Never.

cap, but cannot exceed
3 percent cap.

LEA Only if granted an Only if LEA is below 1 Only if granted an

exception by the percent exception to the 1 percent
SEA. cap. If not below 1 percent |cap
cap, never. by the SEA, and only by
the amount of the
exception.

7. Will states still be able to set a different group size for students with disabilities?

No. Under the proposed regulations, regardless of whether a state chooses to develop modi-
fied achievement standards, it may no longer establish different group sizes for separate sub-
groups (8200.7(a)(2)(ii)), including for limited English proficient students. Prior to the
implementation of the regulations on alternate achievement standards for students with the
most significant cognitive disabilities and the announcement of these proposed regulations,
a state did not have much flexibility in measuring the achievement of students with disabili-
ties for AYP purposes. Once these proposed regulations are implemented, we believe that
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states will have sufficient flexibility to measure the achievement of students with disabilities
appropriately and will no longer need a different group size for this subgroup.

8. Is there any additional flexibility for states in calculating AYP?

Yes. Under the proposed regulations, students who have exited the students with disabilities
category may be included in the students with disabilities subgroup (for AYP achievement
purposes only) for 2 years after the student no longer receives special education services.
Because students with disabilities exit this subgroup once special education services are no
longer needed, school assessment results for that subgroup do not reflect the gains that these
students with disabilities have made in academic achievement or the work that schools and
teachers have done to achieve this success. Recognizing this, the proposed regulations
would allow a state, for purposes of making AYP determinations, to include the scores of
students previously identified as students with disabilities within the subgroup for up to 2
years after they no longer receive services under IDEA. States may not include the scores of
these students for reporting purposes under Section 1111(h) apart from AYP, however, be-
cause it is very important to have information about the achievement of students with dis-
abilities who are currently receiving services under the IDEA. (§200.20(f)(1))

9. Will the new IDEA regulations be consistent with these proposed regulations?

Yes. In order to ensure that the final IDEA regulations are consistent with Title I, we are in-
cluding in the NPRM regulatory language on assessments (8300.160) under IDEA. This re-

places the proposed IDEA assessment language that we issued earlier this year. In effect, we
are “re-proposing” the IDEA language to reflect the creation of the option to develop modi-

fied achievement standards and to further align IDEA with NCLB.

In addition, we are including language that would require that state (or, in the case of a dis-
trictwide assessment, district) guidelines for IEP teams require that each child be validly as-
sessed and that the teams identify any accommodations that would result in an invalid score.
Under Title I, a student must receive a valid score on an assessment in order to be consid-
ered a participant. This proposed change would require that a student receive a valid score in
order to be reported as a participant for IDEA purposes as well.

After the proposed regulations on modified achievement standards were presented, states
were cautioned about developing systems around a proposed rule.

In addition, to assessment issues, the presentation discussed bright-line principles for high-
quality growth models. Tennessee and North Carolina are currently approved to conduct
growth model pilots, described in detail on the ED web site
(http://www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2006/05/05172006a.html). Key points of the growth
model are:
o Ensure that all students are proficient by 2014 and set annual state goals to ensure
that the achievement gap is closing for all groups of students;
o Set expectations for annual achievement based upon meeting grade-level profi-
ciency and not upon student background or school characteristics;
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« Hold schools accountable for student achievement in reading/language arts and
mathematics;

o Ensure that all students in tested grades are included in the assessment and account-
ability system and hold schools and districts accountable for the performance of
each student subgroup;

« Include assessments, in each of grades 3 through 8 and high school, in both read-
ing/language arts and mathematics that have been operational for more than 2 year
and have received approval through the NCLB standards and assessment review
process for the 2005-06 school year;

o Assessment systems must produce comparable results from grade to grade and year
to year;

o Track student progress as part of the state data system; and

« Include student participation rates and student achievement as separate academic
indicators in state accountability.

Wolfe referred attendees to two resources—OSEP’s new toolKit at
http://osepideasthatwork.org/ toolkit/index.asp and a document on the web site of the Aspen In-
stitute (www.nclbcommission.org) that addresses the issue of subgroup size. The latter, a 12-
page document entitled “Children with Disabilities and LEP Students: Their Impact on the
AYP Determination of Schools,” can be found at
http://www.aspeninstitute.org/atf/cf/%7BDEB6F227-659B-4EC8-8F84-
8DF23CA704F5%7D/LEP%20and%20Disabilities%20Subgroup%20report%20finala.pdf.

Update on EDEN for Part B
Ross Santy, Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development

Ross Santy presented on EDEN and the transition to the new Federal government data col-
lection system. Currently, 25 states are approved to submit to EDEN at least one IDEA, Part
B table. The three tables EDEN is collecting currently are the child count, educational envi-
ronments, and the exiting tables. EDEN’s purpose is to have all Department of Education
data collected through one place. The system will reduce data overlap from different data
collections and standardize definitions of data elements across the collections. It will be a
warehouse for data and will include information on students, teachers, schools, districts, and
states. Creating the warehouse will allow data to flow back to the classroom to be used for
program improvement.

Regulations for EDEN allow each state a 2-year window, meaning the 2006-07 data will be
submitted through EDEN. Santy is working with Lisa Holden-Pitt to match the data element
categories on the 2006-07 forms currently being reviewed by OMB to EDEN.

Challenges EDEN is facing include communication struggles within the state between the
EDEN coordinator and the state data manager. Additionally, some states do not have the
technical capability to collect the data in the format that EDEN requires. Some states have a
resource capability gap and do not have enough people working for the state to submit via
EDEN. Despite these difficulties, seven states are approved to submit all three tables to
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EDEN. States were approved to submit data to EDEN-only by submitting their tables to
EDEN and to OSEP. If a comparison of the files showed the quality of data matched the
DANS data, then the state could become an EDEN-only submitting state.

Currently, EDEN collects the data and then extracts them into a file that is similar to the
OSEP Excel files and sends the file to Westat to be loaded into DANS. The state receives a
file from EDEN that is a summary report of the data reported on the school, district, and
state levels.

EDEN will provide one log-in for each SEA, so they are able to see how much data and
what types of reports are in the EDEN system. SEAs will be able to make decisions affect-
ing their classrooms based on data and research questions. States will also be able to look at
other states and compare their data against states regionally or other characteristics.

The first year was difficult for states to submit via EDEN, and many lessons were learned
along the way. EDEN does not currently accept data notes, but will be accepting them in the
future. EDEN is working to improve edit checks with data submittal to make things easier
for states. In the future, EDEN will also be working with territories to submit their data to
EDEN, and it is anticipated that Part C data will be submitted via EDEN at some point.

Update From Specialty Centers for Part B
Ross Moen, NCEO; Loujeania Bost, NDPC; and Michael Bullis, NPSO

National Center on Educational Outcomes

Ross Moen discussed Indicator 3 (Participation and Performance Data) of the SPP and the
goal to improve reporting for better accountability. He stated that participation precedes per-
formance. NCEO showed that the percentage of students with disabilities participating in
assessment for accountability has grown since the early 1990s from less than 10 percent for
most states to the current rate of more than 95 percent for nearly all states.

Moen discussed recent developments with regard to SPP reporting. What had been Attach-
ment 3, data for APR submissions, is now reported primarily as Table 6 in the 618 data.
Those data along with districts” Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) data will be the future
APR/SPP Indicator 3. SPP data were reported in narrative form, which made reporting more
flexible. However, the narrative format requires more decisions about what to report and
how to report it. This flexibility also removes a compulsory factor that can sometimes be
helpful in obtaining data. Reporting data in both section 618 and SPP submissions may seem
redundant.

NCEOQO’s challenges in working with the SPPs are looking for results (comparing text and
tables), understanding results (when data do not add up), and comparing results (e.g., some
states reported only total AYP data while other states reported only by content area). It is
hard to show a good national picture from state data due to state reporting differences—
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states use different denominators and different reporting years, derive enroliment counts dif-
ferently, and vary in definitions for “participant.” For these reasons, there is a lack of confi-
dence in comparing percentages across states. The way data was reported in this year’s SPP
submissions prevented NCEO from playing its three main roles in report analysis: (1)
screening—identifying data problems; (2) highlighting good data, and (3) providing techni-
cal assistance on the data preparation process.

NDPC

The National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities is funded by OSEP
and works on both dropout prevention and re-entry of students into school. NDPC provides
guidance to states in designing, implementing, and evaluating effective dropout prevention
programs. It provides both indirect technical assistance such as quarterly teleseminars, web
events, and an e-newsletter, and direct technical assistance such as analysis of indicator data,
help in developing initiatives, self-assessment, and capacity building. The work of the
NDPC is relevant to the SPP/APR dropout/graduation rates and comparisons and to the im-
provement activities states are planning to undertake. Technical assistance can help states
get more out of the data they are reporting. The NDPC can provide guidance to states on
data collection, can offer strategies and templates for data-entry, and has a calculator to as-
sist with APR data. The NDPC can also help states with causal analysis related to dropout
rates in order for program improvement. Loujeania Bost outlined some ideas for data man-
agers to help their states get a better picture of their data. She stated that there needs to be
internal consistency, such as common definitions for such terms as graduate, diploma, etc.
Data systems need to be designed for portability, regular updates, and longitudinal data col-
lection. She stressed that states can get more mileage out of their data by looking across in-
dicators to get a picture of who is dropping out and why. She suggested that data managers
begin by defining questions that need to be answered from the data, determining the data
that are needed, and determining how outcomes will be evaluated.

NPSO

The National Post-School Outcomes Center at the University of Oregon has two distinct
groups: the Technical Assistance and Consulting Services (TACS) and The Secondary Spe-
cial Education and Transition Unit (SSET).

States are required to collect data on secondary and postsecondary outcomes for the assess-
ment of Part B services. Indicator 14 examines the outcomes of students within 1 year of
leaving school. Michael Bullis discussed the fact that it becomes difficult to track children
longer than 1 year. The longer the time until data are collected, the more difficult it becomes
to have accurate data. This is because the respondents are former students who need to be
tracked—they are no longer available in a classroom. Often, states report that they do not
have the resources to collect these data. The mission of the NSPO is to assist states in devel-
oping rigorous data collection systems for national, state, and local reporting—and ulti-
mately to improve planning, services, and outcomes for children. NSPO work focuses on
state knowledge development through assisting with APR analysis, needs assessments, and
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literature reviews and providing technical assistance on such things as web sites, trainings,
and dissemination. NSPQO’s partners include Westat, the Regional Resource and Federal
Center network, NASDSE, and PACER. Bullis discussed two major state-level decisions—
how the data will be used and from whom the state will collect data. Since many states can-
not use a census to collect data, NSPO can help states with sampling. There is also a sam-
pling calculator on the NSPO web site. In offering tips on collecting data, Bullis emphasized
that less is more. Fewer survey questions will most likely result in better data and more re-
spondents. He also suggested collecting, at a minimum, data on leaver status, gender, dis-
ability category, and ethnicity. This will enable comparability to the National Longitudinal
Transition Study-2 (NLTS2) and will facilitate aggregating data nationally.

Update From EIMAC for Part B
Mary Keenan

The Education Information Management Advisory Consortium represents and advises SEA
chiefs and staff on national data issues; collaborates in the planning of national data initia-
tives by building partnerships with national data collectors, including Federal program of-
fices; reviews and provides feedback on national data collections and reports and on
national assessments and related research studies; and provides networking and professional
development opportunities for SEA directors and managers of data and assessment. It meets
twice a year, in May and October.

Tuesday, May 23, Afternoon Sessions

Welcome From OSERS/OSEP
Alexa Posny, Director, OSEP

The special education community needs to ask what can we learn from NCLB and, in turn,
what can NCLB learn from IDEA. The purpose of both laws to is ensure accountability for
all students. The Department used to have parallel accountability systems for regular and
special education. Now it is looking at the overlap that needs to be there.

What can we learn from NCLB?
e All children can achieve to high standards.
« All schools are accountable for all students.
e The accountability system has to apply to all schools and all children.

According the President’s Commission on Special Education report, states need to align the
goals of NCLB and IDEA, define adequate yearly progress, measure and report perform-
ance, and take actions when progress is not being made. In the future, education should have
a shared accountability, reform based on research, the empowerment of parents, enhanced
teacher quality, and high academic standards for all students.
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The intent behind NCLB and IDEA is accountability for all students, the need for high qual-
ity data, and the need to use information to improve programs by looking at adequate yearly
progress, disaggregating groups, and defining grade-level expectations.

In meeting the requirements of IDEA, data managers need to be flexible but detailed and
consistent. The OSEP data collection has shifted from collecting, entering, analyzing, and
reporting data to using data for decisionmaking, accountability, and program improvement.
Reporting has shifted to accountability and usability; monitoring has shifted to looking at
outcomes.

Ensuring that students achieve and succeed is driving this change. States should use data to
make good decisions, use evidence-based information, and be accountable. States should use
the past to improve the future, but focus on the present in terms of trends.

OSEP’s vision is to make the data managers’ job easier, help states implement changes in
the law, and help states to build capacity. States need to keep in mind that changes in the
law will also mean changes in trends. The data managers’ mission, in turn, is to provide ac-
curate baseline data and to provide complete, consistent, and well-documented data.

Challenges facing data managers include the migration to EDEN and EDFacts, changes to
the data collection forms, alignment of IDEA data and NCLB data reporting, changes to the
race/ethnicity categories, the demand for public reporting, and breaks in the trend data.

There are three areas for growth in data reporting. Content growth refers to laws, regula-
tions, programs, and data. Process growth includes working as teams and data analysis. Con-
text growth involves the development of a professional learning community that
collaborates, shares data files and definitions, and focuses on questions, not just data entry.

Tracking Students from C to B — Common Student Identifiers, Merging Data From
Different Databases, Confidentiality

Kala Surprenant, Office of the General Counsel, and Karen Denbroeder and
Janice Kane, Florida

Kala Surprenant provided an overview of the legal and practical issues lead agencies con-
front as they collect, maintain, and report data on children who move from Part C early in-
tervention systems into the Part B program. Karen Denbroeder, Part B, and Janice Kane,
Part C, then shared Florida’s experiences developing an interagency agreement and merging
data files with limited common fields.

Kala Surprenant reviewed the following issues regarding data sharing and transition. As
children transition from Part C to Part B, states often face challenges related to data sharing
due to confidentiality and related requirements, even in circumstances where Part C’s lead
agency is education. Some important requirements include:
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e Ingeneral, States must obtain parental consent prior to disclosing personally identi-
fiable information, unless a specific exception under Part C applies.

e When a child reaches the age of 3, the state’s Part C lead agency must notify the
LEA by providing basic child find information regarding children who are poten-
tially eligible for Part B. However, according to the Letter to Elder, states can adopt
opt-out procedures that allow parents to opt out of this mandatory child find referral
by the Part C agency if parents do not want the LEA to contact them regarding a re-
ferral. (See, OSEP 2004 Letter to Elder). In situations where parents opt-out and if
the lead agency documents that the parents opt-out, the lead agency does not need to
notify the LEA of those children potentially eligible for Part B.

e The basic child find information that must be provided is the child’s name, date of
birth, and parent contact information. Information on a child’s disability or devel-
opmental delay cannot be shared without prior written consent.

Under Section 618, Part C must report reasons for exit, including whether Part B eligibility
was determined and referrals made to non-Part B programs. Under Section 616—State Per-
formance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Plan (APR), Indicator 8, Part C reports the per-
centage of all children exiting Part C who received timely transition planning to support
transition to preschool by the third birthday including: (1) IFSPs with transition steps and
services; and for children potentially eligible under Part B: (2) notifications to LEA; and (3)
timely transition conferences (at least 90 days but, at the discretion of all parties, not more
than 9 months prior to the child’s third birthday). Under Indicator 12, Part B reports on the
percentage of children referred by Part C to Part B prior to age 3 who are found eligible for
Part B and have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday.

Part C lead agencies must ensure LEA notification, timely transition conferences, review of
options from the child’s third birthday until the end of the school year, and transition plans

in the IFSP with steps and services. Part B must ensure an IEP in place by the child’s third

birthday for a child eligible under Part B who is transitioning from Part C, ensure LEA par-
ticipation in the transition conference held by the Part C lead agency, invite the service co-

ordinator (if the parent requests it) to the child’s initial IEP meeting, and consider the IFSP

when the initial IEP is being developed for a child transitioning from Part C to Part B.

When the lead agency is not the SEA, states must have an interagency agreement that ad-
dress the above requirements. Other general interagency agreement provisions include fi-
nancial responsibility, dispute resolution, and timely service provision.

There are also requirements for how states must maintain and destroy records. These in-
clude:

o A state has a duty to maintain a Part C record until it is no longer needed to provide
early intervention services and certain records must be maintained beyond this pe-
riod.

« Fiscal (billing) records must be maintained by the lead agency and its contractors
for at least 3 years after the end of the fiscal period in which Part C funds were ex-
pended. IFSPs and service provision records must also be maintained for at least 3
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years from the last date of service. The record may be maintained longer if subject
to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA), state law, or
state statutes of limitation applicable to IDEA claims.

o A parent may request the destruction of records once the required period of mainte-
nance has passed.

« Even when a record is no longer required to be maintained, if the parents request
destruction, the Part C lead agency may still maintain a permanent record of the
child’s name, address, phone number, date of birth, Part C service provision, atten-
dance dates, and exit data.

States may wish to review their interagency agreements or memoranda of understanding,
contracts with early intervention service providers, consent and IFSP forms at transition
from Part C, Part B consent forms, and data sharing protocols.

Karen Denbroeder and Janice Kane reported that Florida has 53, 927 square miles of land
area and is the fourth largest state. It has large urban areas and small rural communities.
Florida’s population is culturally and linguistically diverse, and 6 percent of the population
is under five years of age.

Florida’s Part C lead agency is the Department of Health (DOH), and Early Steps is its Part
C program. Local Early Steps are organized into 16 regions. During 2004-05, Early Steps
served approximately 30, 950 infants and toddlers. Florida has a broad eligibility definition,
but does not serve at-risk infants and toddlers.

The Florida Department of Education (DOE) is the lead agency for Part B-Section 619.
LEAs are county-based, and there are 67. During 2004-05, the Section 619 program served
approximately 73, 820 children; 8,661 were 3-year-olds.

Cross-agency teams began collaboration in 2003-04 and included policymakers, data ana-
lysts, and program experts. Discussions topics were HIPAA/ FERPA requirements, Letter to
Elder, and data elements to share. The state finalized an interagency agreement in Septem-
ber 2005, and it was reviewed and approved by the general counsel in the Department of
Health and the Department of Education. The interagency agreement was signed in Novem-
ber 2005.

The DOH and DOE wanted to establish a baseline of children who transitioned in 2004-05
for its December 2005 SPP. DOH provided a file of children with birthdays that fell between
July 1, 2001 and June 30, 2002 (N=2,974). DOE matched the DOH file with a file of chil-
dren enrolled in LEASs between July 1, 2004 and October 10, 2005 (N=73,820). The data
fields in the DOH file included name, date of birth, gender, disposition (if child was transi-
tioning to B), caregiver, address, and phone number, but children were matched on only first
and last name and date of birth. The state found 774 matches across the two data files. (An
additional 83 matches were found when DOH files were matched against a DOE file from
October 2005.) Of the 774 matches found, 35 percent of children were eligible for Part B
and had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday. An additional 48 percent
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of the children had an IEP developed and implemented within 30 days of their third birth-
day.

While Florida certainly faced challenges during the data-sharing process, the process
strengthened collaboration between the two lead agencies and demonstrated commitment to
the data-sharing process. Challenges included no experience as to what is a reasonable num-
ber of matches, limited data elements on which to match, differences across data systems
(fields and definitions), and no common unique student identifier. In the future, the state will
look at data from the LEAs and local Early Steps, engage LEAs and local Early Steps in
problem-solving discussions around data, implement an improved data sharing process for
the 2005-06 school year, and improve transition for children and their families.

Wednesday, May 24, Morning Sessions

Part B and C Update on Common Issues
Marsha Brauen, Westat, and Lisa Holden-Pitt, OSEP/RTP

OSEP’s three main foci currently are clearance of the 618 forms, preparation of the annual re-
port to Congress, and participation in discussions with Department staff regarding the migration
of the data collections to EDEN. The presentation included the following key points for data
managers to remember:

« Read the data collection instructions;

« Follow through on instructions;

« Request clarification on instructions when needed;

o Document your reporting procedures and your data anomalies;

e Work toward accurate data—placeholder data are busywork and should not be used,;

and
o Get used to change.

Now Comes the Fun Part: Gleaning Meaning From Early Childhood Outcomes Data
Kathy Hebbeler, ECO

The Early Childhood Outcomes center is a 5-year project funded by OSEP in 2003 to pro-
vide leadership around early childhood issues, particularly in regard to demonstrating pro-
gram effectiveness and program improvement. Information about the Center is available
from the web site www.the-ECO-center.org. Hebbeler urged data managers to send their
materials related to collecting data on early childhood outcomes to ECO, particularly mate-
rials that states develop for families.

Most states are collecting child outcome data to respond to Federal reporting requirements

and to meet provider/teacher, local, and/or state needs for outcome information. The Center
operates under the following assumptions:
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1. All states want to be able to submit data to OSEP.
2. Some states want to be able to use outcome data to show effectiveness of state pro-
grams.

3. Some states want to use outcome data to improve programs.
It is important for state agencies to remember that the numbers they present in their report-
ing activities are, by themselves, neither good nor bad. It is up to the state agencies to work
with stakeholder groups to determine what the numbers mean and how best to report them.
State agencies can attach meaning to the numbers and should do so. Data managers can par-
ticipate in the process of interpreting the data they collect, remembering that reasonable
people can reach different conclusions from the same set of numbers.

It is also important that states define what they want to find out before collecting outcome
data. For example, questions might be “Are our programs making a difference?” “Are chil-
dren in our programs achieving good outcomes?” “How can we make our programs better?”
To answer these questions, states will need to “drill down” to the specific questions that will
provide answers to more global questions. For example, the answer to the question “What
percentage of children were functioning at comparable levels to same age peers at the end of
1 year of preschool special education services?” addresses the question “are our programs
making a difference.” This very specific question development will allow states to write the
code to get the information they need.

There are two categories of outcome data. Status data reflect achievement at one point in
time. Progress data reflect change relative to an earlier status. Both categories can provide
meaningful information. States need to be able to ask the question that will provide the most
appropriate information. For example, asking “did children make progress?” can lead to in-
formation of limited value because children will make developmental progress without any
intervention. The question that provides meaningful data is “what percentage of children
made more progress than would have been expected without the program?” Using the con-
cept of developmental trajectories, the data can be analyzed to show if children are main-
taining functioning comparable to age peers, achieving comparable-age functioning, move
nearer to achieving comparable-age functioning, etc. By plotting progress at two points in
time, states will be able to show whether children’s developmental trajectories are changing
and thus can determine if their programs are working.

Program improvement can occur at many levels—state agency, region, classroom, child—
and in different ways, such as policy changes, guidance, and intervention modifications. Be-
fore program improvement can occur, however, states need information on what is working
and what is not working. Using data for program improvement requires both process and
outcome data. Examples of process questions include “Are services high quality?” and “Are
children and families receiving all the services they should in a timely manner?” For pro-
gram improvement purposes, the state agency will want to ask questions like “Do outcomes
vary by region, services received, level of functioning at entry, education level of parent,
etc.?”

For states to determine program effectiveness, they should know what questions they want
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addressed, anticipate what accountability questions others are asking, and know how the
data have to be framed to answer those questions. States should also plan to collect the data
that will answer those questions. State agencies will need to attach meaning to their out-
comes data rather than just presenting information and hoping it gets interpreted correctly by
those who might not understand an intervention program. Data can show that a program is a
good investment even when they show there are areas in need of improvement. Good data
can help states identify steps to fix identified weaknesses, but data must be used, not just
collected.

General Feedback on State Performance Plans
Ruth Ryder, OSEP/MSIP

Ruth Ryder began the session by outlining OSEP’s review of the SPPs. SPPs were reviewed
in three phases. In Phase I, the SPPs were triaged with regard to baseline data, targets, and
improvement activities to identify any problems that would prevent the SPP from being ap-
proved. Phase Il involved reviewing other SPP content, and in Phase 111, OSEP assessed
states’ submissions regarding issues from previous APRs. Any concerns resulting from
Phase Il or Phase I11 were summarized in OSEP’s response letters to states. In the end, all
SPPs were approved.

Some of the indicators that states tended to find challenging include:

o The targets for dispute resolution—states said only that procedures would be fol-
lowed,;

e The data indicators—states addressed timeliness but not accuracy;

e The compliance indicators—states did not have targets of 100 percent, and for the
Part C compliance indicators, some states did not use the correct standard;

e The new indicators—states did not always include enough detail in their plans;

o Part B Indicator 3A—states did not use targets that were consistent with NCLB an-
nual measurable objectives; and

« Part B Indicators 4a, 9, and 10—states did not describe the methods used or the
state’s definition of significant discrepancy (4a) or disproportionate representation
(9 and 10).

In addition to OSEP’s review of the SPPs, a number of technical assistance centers are re-
viewing SPP indicators. For the performance indicators, the review categories are the base-
line data, targets, and improvement strategies, including the level of specificity of those
strategies and any information about effectiveness. For the compliance indicators, the re-
view categories are indicator-specific.

So far, OSEP has learned the following from the reviews of the SPPs:
« States’ improvement strategies could be more specific, such as including informa-
tion about how states will determine what affects change;
o States did not always use the correct measure or calculation;
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« States did not always include the requested information (e.g., the baseline data pre-
sented are for the wrong year); and
« For many of the compliance indicators, states included baseline data that show sig-
nificant noncompliance, and it is not clear what the state is doing to correct the non-
compliance.
For Part C Indicator 2 (natural environments) and Part B Indicator 3b (participation in state-
wide assessments), the state’s targets can be at or above 95 percent. For Part C Indicators 5
and 6 (child find), the state’s targets can be flat if the state is currently above the national
average.

States must post their SPPs to the state’s web site and distribute them to the media and
through public agencies. States are permitted to revise their SPPs; however, when the APR
Is submitted in February 2007, states need to inform OSEP of any SPP revisions and justify
those changes. After states submit their APRs, they need to report on LEA/EIS program per-
formance against the state’s targets. For Part B, states need to report on Indicators 1-14, and
for Part C, states need to report on Indicators 1-8. States do not need to report on the indica-
tors related to General Supervision.

MSIP will be providing technical assistance to states in multiple ways in upcoming months,
including monthly national technical assistance calls; monthly state contact calls; the exter-
nal technical assistance center analyses; collaboration with the Regional Resource Centers,
NECTAC, and other OSEP-funded technical assistance centers; and the National Account-
ability Conference in September. In addition, the SPP Resources web site has been recon-
figured to be more user-friendly. States can go to http://www.rrfcnetwork.org/ for more
information.

Part C Feedback on State Performance Plans
Charlie Kniseley, Julia Martin, and Rhonda Spence, OSEP/MSIP

During this session, MSIP staff discussed the results of its analyses of the SPP compliance
indicators that most commonly presented issues for states. These indicators are:

e Indicator 1—Percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who received the early in-
tervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner;

o Indicator 7—Percent of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an
evaluation and assessment and an initial IFSP meeting were conducted within Part
C’s 45-day timeline;

o Indicator 8—Percent of children exiting Part C who receive timely transition plan-
ning to support the child’s transition to preschool and other appropriate community
services by their third birthday; and

e Indicator 9—General supervision system identifies and corrects noncompliance as
soon as possible but in no case later than 1 year from identification.

Also discussed were the results of MSIP’s review of Indicator 14 (state-reported data are
timely and accurate) for issues of reliable and valid data.
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For each indicator, the presenters outlined the common problems or issues, summarized the
improvement activities described by states, and outlined the technical assistance needs iden-
tified by the RRCs for the indicator. Before opening the session to feedback from the audi
ence, the presenters also reviewed the TA&D resources available to states and summarized
MSIP’s technical assistance plans for the coming months.

Across the indicators, common problems include states’ handling of data on delays resulting
from exceptional family circumstances, poor quality data, poor or failure to report baseline
data, and lack of data analysis for the indicator. Indicators 1 and 9 share the common prob-
lem of states’ using only family survey data to develop baselines, while Indicators 9 and 14
share the common problem of failing to report information about corrections to previously
identified noncompliance. Other problems for Indicator 1 involve the implementation of the
definition of timely services and the standard used to measure “timely.” For Indicator 2,
common problems include meeting the statutory timeline requirements, providing compli-
ance data in all five domains, and providing data to determine progress. For Indicator 8,
MSIP noted that some states include in their data those children for whom the family did not
give consent to conduct a transition conference. Finally, a problem identified with Indicator
9 was the reporting of compliance below 100 percent or reporting a lack of correction within
a year of the identification of noncompliance.

Most of the improvement activities highlighted during the session involved strategies for
improving data systems to improve or assess data quality, enhance data reporting, capture
the data needed for the indicators. A few specifically dealt with correcting definitional or
measurement problems or issues. Not surprisingly, the technical assistance needs identified
by the RRCs also parallel the problems identified.

In the months ahead, MSIP will hold monthly national technical assistance and state contact
calls to help states begin to address these needs. There will also be opportunities for techni-
cal assistance at the National Accountability Conference in September. In addition, MSIP
will begin to hold “indicator days,” structured technical assistance workshops to gear-up on
specific indicators and collaborate with the RRCs, NECTAC, and the various OSEP-funded
technical assistance centers to address the technical assistance needs identified. The SPP
question and answer document on the FRC web site will also be revised to make it more
user friendly.

Part B Feedback on State Performance Plans

Hugh Reid, Michael Slade, and Alma McPherson, OSEP/MSIP

This session discussed analysis of state Part B SPPs, with emphasis on Indicators 1, 2, 4, 12,
15, and 20. The session included information on common problems with the indicators and a
summary of improvement activities from the SPPs.

Indicator 1 is the percentage of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular

diploma compared to the percentage of all youth in the state graduating with a regular di-
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ploma. Indicator 2 is the percentage of youth with IEPs who drop out of high school com-
pared to the percentage of all youth in the state who drop out of high school. Indicator 4 is
(A) the percentage of districts identified by the state as having a significant discrepancy in
the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days
in a school year and (B) the percentage of districts identified by the state as having a signifi-
cant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a
school year of children with disabilities by race and ethnicity.

Common problems in SPPs for Indicators 1, 2, and 4 include:
« Did not report timely and accurate data;
o Activities not sufficient to enable the state to meet its targets;
e Improvement activities not connected to outcomes;
e No explanation of the percentages in targets;
o Activities not related to performance;
« Did not calculate the percentage of youth with IEPs compared to the percentage of
all youth graduating with a regular diploma or dropping out of high school;
o Baseline data in SPP absent or inaccurate;
« Data for 2004-2005 not available; and
e Used FFY 2003 data to establish the baseline.

Below is a list of some improvement activities listed by states for Indicators 1, 2, and 4:

e Analyze disaggregated data to determine improvement activities;

« Revise and modify, as appropriate, the calculations related to the indicators;

o Revise the SPP baseline, targets, and activities, to reflect revised calculations rela-
tive to the indicator; and

« Implement secondary transition plans to increase graduation rates and decrease drop
out rates;, and

« Reduce suspensions/expulsions for children with disabilities.

Indicator 12 is the percentage 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 birthday.

Common problems on Indicator 12 include:
o Need to revise data systems to collect and report baseline data at the state and local
levels;
o Lack of an adequate description regarding data and information;
e Did not report on or use the required measurements; and
« Did not identify reasons for delays.

Below is a list of some improvement activities listed by states for Indicator 12:
e Use intra-agency collaboration to ensure required data elements are included,;
« Provide in-service training at the local and district levels to ensure valid data;
o Conduct ongoing analysis of the current data system;
o Upgrade the database system to track transition activities and to ensure accurate re-
porting;
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o Pursue the development of an integrated database to proactively identify correction;

o Develop a web application;

o Have Part B and Part C data managers collaborate with regional and local staff to
review data and remediate any shortcomings;

e Ensure timely Part B and Part C data reports; and

« Provide input into the development of an interagency agreement.

Indicator 15 is that the general supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hear-
ings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than
1 year from identification.

Common problems on Indicator 15 include:
« Ineffective system to collect and report required data;
e Inconsistent data or missing data;
o Lack of reporting on all of the required measurements;
« No indication as to how LEAs were selected for monitoring; and
« Ineffective system to ensure correction within 1 year.

Below is a list of some improvement activities listed by states for Indicator 15:
e Provide training to all staff on implementation of state data system;
e Provide self-assessment training annually to all districts/programs;
o Analyze the LEA data profiles;
e Track CAPs to ensure compliance with the 1-year timeline; and
e Use the data collection system to determine the need for technical assistance.

Indicator 20 is that state-reported data (618, SPP, and APR) are timely and accurate.

Common problems on Indicator 20 include:
e Did not submit timely and accurate data;
o Need to reconsider baseline data;
o Need to revise targets and improvement strategies;
« Did not report on all LEASs that have a disability subgroup that meets the state’s
minimum N; and
e Did not report data under 618 in a timely manner.

Below is a list of some improvement activities listed by states for Indicator 20:

o Establish planning design team for web site development and programming;

o Collaborate with other units within the department;

« Inform LEAs of all new data collection elements, based on new 618 reports and
SPP;

« Provide data collection and reporting workshops and other capacity-building forums
to assist LEAsS;

« Develop a program to electronically collect highly qualified personnel information;

o Generate comprehensive data reports;

« Focus on timely and accurate submissions of annual Federal data collections;
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e Publish annually district data profiles that show how each district compares to state
targets in the SPP;

« Continue to send data manager to OSEP-sponsored conferences on data reporting
and seek technical assistance; and

o Continue Federal reporting utilizing the educational data warehouse.

Wednesday Concurrent Session Topics for Part C

Interesting Ways To Look at Outcome Data: Now and in the Future
Kathy Hebbeler and Lynne Kahn, ECO

The purpose of this session was to provide data managers with (1) an understanding of what
child outcome data may look like for Part C and Part B-619 and (2) an opportunity to dis-
cuss potential analysis questions related to child outcome data.

Data managers should be called upon to assist in decisionmaking about what data will be
needed to answer the state’s evaluation/research questions about child outcomes, what data
elements can or should be added to the state’s data system, and what data elements will be
relevant to the analysis of child outcome data.

The Part C SPP/APR-Indicator 3 asks for the percentage of infants and toddlers with IFSPs
who demonstrate improved:
« Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
o Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communica-
tion); and
o Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Outcome data begin as scores for individual children in each of three areas above. These
scores may be a number between 1 and 7 from the ECO Child Outcomes Summary Form for
each outcome area or a raw score from an assessment instrument for each outcome area.
Scores from an assessment instrument may be percentiles, standard scores, or multiple item
scores for each outcome area. Or states may have outcome data from other sources.

For the APR due in February 2007, states must have data on each child’s functioning at en-
try in each outcome area—the number and percentage of children functioning at an age-
appropriate level, and the number and percentage of children functioning below age-
appropriate level in each outcome area. States will need to know how they will interpret the
raw scores, percentiles, etc. as “at” or “below” age-expected functioning. States will also
need to decide whether they want individual or aggregated data from districts/programs, and
whether they want raw scores or the interpretation of “at” or “below” from districts/programs.

Beginning in 2008, the APR will require annual progress data, not entry data. This means

matching and comparing entry data to exit data for each child for each of the three outcome
areas. Although this may change with release of the final regulations, at the time of this
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presentation, OSEP was asking for data in four progress categories:
e Number and percent of children (for each outcome) who maintain age-expected
functioning;
e Number and percent of children who reach age-expected functioning;
e Number and percent of children who make progress (but do not reach age-expected
functioning); and
e Number and percent of children who do not make progress.

These data requirements necessitate that states decide how to determine whether children
made “progress.” States must also decide if they want entry, exit, and progress data at the
individual or aggregated level from districts/programs.

Beyond meeting the APR requirements, states may want to conduct other analyses. Dis-
trict/program-level data are required by OSEP, but states may want to examine the data by
other variables. Examples of additional variables include: child’s age at assessment or age at
entry into program; length of time in program; child’s condition, delay, or eligibility crite-
rion; type and/or intensity of services received; specific programs or providers; quality rat-
ing of program; participation rate; family outcomes; race/ethnicity; gender; and setting.
There are two ways to get additional variables—merge outcome data with other data sets or
collect additional data as part of the outcome data collection.

A state may also want to know more about the progress children are making, such as
whether a child’s attainment of a new skill or behavior reflects a changing developmental
trajectory.

Part C and Part B-619 have the same requirements for measuring and reporting on child out-
comes. States may be interested in using the Part C exit data point as the preschool entry data
for children transitioning from Part C to Part B.

Some of the issues discussed during the question/answer portion of the session are as fol-
lows:

o Two points of data on a child provide a pretty good picture of the developmental
trajectory, but three points are much better.

« Inregard to small programs, data on 30 children are much more reliable than data
on 10 children. OSEP will discuss the issue of reporting to the public on small pro-
grams.

e The ECO Child Outcomes Summary Form is a data reduction tool, not an assess-
ment tool.

e The ECO Center does not endorse the use of any particular assessment tool; how-
ever, there are instrument crosswalks on the ECO web site (www.the-ECO-
center.org).

e The 2008 APR data will not represent the full spectrum of Part C children. Three
years of exit data will be needed to get the full spectrum.

In conclusion, the presenters emphasized that data managers must be informed and involved
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with decisionmaking about outcome data collection so that they are not surprised later by
the questions and requests when it is too late to get the data needed.

Non-618 Part C Data for the SPP/APR: Challenges and Successes in Collection and
Reporting

Jane Nell Luster, NCSEAM (moderator); Gregg Corr, MSIP, OSEP (respondent)
Panelists: Eleanor Howell, North Carolina; Cynthia Valenzuela and Fran Ferrari,
Oklahoma; Alice Ridgway, Connecticut; Jamie Kilpatrick, Tennessee

The panelists were asked to talk to attendees for 8-10 minutes in response to three key

items: (1) the extent of involvement in the development of the SPP and in the preparation for
the submission of the APR; (2) responsibilities for the collection, maintenance, and report-
ing of

the data for Indicators 4 and 9; and (3) the extent of involvement or noninvolvement and its
effect on their role as data manager.

Eleanor Howell outlined the structure of the North Carolina Part C program within the Divi-
sion of Public Health as having 18 Children’s Developmental Services agencies. Her par-
ticipation in the SPP was primarily one of providing data tables. North Carolina is
considering the best way to collect the parent outcome information; there is an Early Inter-
vention and Assessment Scale, and they have considered the NCSEAM survey. Howell’s
role has been to generate the sample through random selection. For Indicator 9, she gener-
ated the data table initially. This resulted in new learning and revision because North Caro-
lina has been revising its monitoring system and is still developing the tracking system. She
noted that there have been changes in priorities and that she has had to be more reactive than
proactive this fiscal year in her role as a data manager; yet, she also sees that there are prom-
ising possibilities in the long term.

Presenters from Oklahoma emphasized the team approach used by Oklahoma SoonerStart
with the co-lead agencies of education and health. Data management and analysis skills
were used. Involvement for the SPP was primarily numbers and graphics. For Indicator 4,
Oklahoma has been collecting family information using surveys, focus groups, and quality
assurance surveys for several years; it is now refining its methods to answer a specific SPP
question. “New Math: everything adds up to Indicator 9” emphasizes that to answer Indica-
tor 9, data must be available for Indicators 1-8, as well as for 10-13. Currently, Oklahoma is
collecting these data using site review and single-record review forms. This data team high-
lighted the team approach, which has allowed them to identify data sources, collect data, and
identify areas for future development, such as web-based applications.

Alice Ridgway reminded us that frequently Part C personnel have multiple roles, just as hers
is Quality Assurance Manager, SPP/APR “coordinator,” focused monitoring, and tracking
the correction of compliance problems; data “management” is a part, but not the only activ-
ity, of her role. Ridgway was intricately involved in the development of the SPP along with
the Connecticut Part C coordinator and state’s system developer; she will be responsible for

43



completing the APR each year. This year, the state’s data system was modified to collect
data necessary for the SPP. Indicator 9 is measured using all of the components of Connecti-
cut’s Quality Assurance system. Indicators 1-8 will be reported to the public via program
profiles on the web and announcements in the media. According to Ridgway, “There is no
data manager for Part C in Connecticut.” As with many states, there is no specific data man-
ager because separating data management from general supervision in a small system is an
artificial distinction.

Jamie Kilpatrick identified factors that have affected his role, including OSEP letters, the
SPP/APR requirements, IDEA 2004, the Tennessee monitoring process, and state-level re-
quirements and initiatives. Tennessee is considering how to address Indicator 4. There was a
Pathways Research Project that included family survey data, yet as the name implied, it was
a research effort and not designed to answer the specifics of Indicator 4. Systematically,
Tennessee is looking at the SPP/APR process as both a state and program responsibility and
IS using its continuous improvement monitoring process to evaluate and make decisions for
improvement. This includes a program-level annual performance report. Kilpatrick identi-
fied the primary sources of data for the APR as the 618 child count, rank-ordered data, re-
cord review summary, survey/interview data, as well as quantitative data sources. For
Indicator 4, Tennessee intends to implement the NCSEAM survey. For Indicator 9, the state
is continuing to refine the process through the continuous improvement monitoring process.

Gregg Corr quoted Nancy Reder who, during her plenary on Monday said, “the collection of
data is a means to an end, and the end is to improve outcomes for children with disabilities.”
He provided an overview of the challenges of OSEP’s work since the 2004 reauthorization
of IDEA. OSEP has been involved in designing the SPP and APR process and working
closely with states in the development and review of their SPPs and now APRs. Corr ex-
plained that OSEP is attempting to respond to the needs of states through monthly calls with
individual states, monthly national teleconferences, and the upcoming National Accountabil-
ity Conference. Also, workgroups at OSEP are addressing various aspects of assistance to
states.

Modifying Data Systems To Address Changing Data Requirements
Sandy Loerch Morris and Richard Sanders, Washington; Charles Peterson, Idaho;
Jorge Laguna, Florida; and Shafali Srivastava, Westat

Presenters began with an overview of their state’s data system, followed by a discussion of
strengths, weaknesses, challenges, and the way their states have addressed those challenges.

Washington

Washington State has 36 Local Lead Agencies and requires a data system that works for
metropolitan as well as frontier areas. The goal of the Infant Toddler Early Intervention Pro-
gram (ITEIP) Data Management System was to provide better information for families and
more accurate Federal and state-level reporting. There are two separate, but synchronized,
data management systems available to all users. The “online” version has up-to-date and ac-
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curate data and reports that are available any time and are used to create service coordina-
tors, providers, Local Lead Agencies, State Lead Agency, state and Federal reports. The
“offline” version can collect and display family and child information when not connected
to the web and has quicker access to client data, which is useful in rural areas where the
Internet connection is slow or where the service coordinator wants to use a laptop computer
to record the family information without having to connect to the Internet.

The state believes some of the strengths of this system are that it can operate online or off-
line; meets FERPA and HIPAA personal health information requirements; has business
rules for different users, which allow access only to the information they are entitled to
view; has real-time reporting; has accurate data because they are entered at the meetings
with the family or immediately afterwards; records and prints the family’s IFSP and allows
service coordinators to directly enter their information. The system also has mechanisms
that improve confidentiality and compliance. The system makes data collection and report-
ing changes at the federal and state less impacting to the users. The system does not require
the user to purchase any software. The online software changes are transparent to the users
and the offline software changes are accomplished without user intervention. The state be-
lieves the weaknesses of the system include requiring access to a PC or Mac, a web connec-
tion, and services from an internet service provider. The system can be expensive to change,
requires technical knowledge to support, and needs initial funds to build and on-going funds
to maintain it.

The state faced various challenges as it modifies its data system, but continues to address
them. The state ensured confidentiality of the family and child information by building a
system with privacy and security equal to or surpassing the Federal HIPAA and FERPA re-
quirements. It had limited financial resources, but identified grant opportunities that are use-
ful to amend system components as necessary. The state of Washington encouraged
providers and school districts to use the data system by communicating the benefits of the
system and how it would ultimately help families, parents and children. ITEIP reduced the
amount of work for users by working closely with advisory groups to ensure their needs
were met by the system, and the state gained user acceptance by phasing in requirements to
give users time to become familiar with the system. The system has been used for data col-
lection and reporting since January 2001. New features have been phased in since 2001 with
the use of the full system to develop and print the family and child’s IFSP occurring on Oc-
tober 1, 2005. The system has increased state and federal reporting accuracy and account-
ability.

Idaho

Idaho’s DATATOT system tracks Part C children, while FINDaTOT tracks the at-risk chil-
dren. Both were designed in D-BASE, but were rebuilt in Access97 in 1999. DATATOT 4"
version is in Access XP. In March 20086, this 4" version of DATATOT was released to the
state, and later that month, the state held regional training and implementation visits. Cur-
rently, the state is working to identify and correct glitches in the system, revising the data
elements, and correcting programming errors.

The state’s system is inexpensive, simple to learn, easy to amend and access, and is MS Of-
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fice interchangeable. It also has ad hoc and canned report capabilities and has system up-
dates that are released by email. However, the DATATOT system has some incompatibility
issues with Access, has slower speeds on some machines and pushes network capacity, and
is pushing the size capabilities that can be handled by Access.

The state’s biggest challenge was lack of staff and funds. However, the state believes that
routine support and guidance from OSEP has helped, including helping the state better clar-
ify and define what the state needs to measure on its SPP. The ldaho state legislature also
granted a $1.3 million one-time supplement and increased funding to up to $800 thousand.
The newly enhanced DATATOT version 4 system was revised to now collect 35 additional
data elements, has eliminated less important data elements, and increased analysis capacity.

Florida

Florida is a broad eligibility state, with culturally and linguistically diverse populations.
Each of the 15 regions has a lead agency that contracts with the Department of Health for
local service delivery. Early Steps is a system of coordinated early intervention services for
infants and toddlers with a potential developmental delay or an established condition. Early
Steps provides developmental evaluation and interpretation (DEI) services.

There is a centralized web-enabled system. The system is live, collects the data required by
OSEP, has online Medicaid billing, and meets HIPAA and FERPA confidentiality require-

ments. However, the state believes some staff need training on data entry and that some of

its cross-walks of codes need improvement.

The system requires higher processing requirements, but the state made improvements with
hardware and software updates. The state also had to change the data reporting elements to
accommodate Federal requirements in a timely manner. Improved communication with
OSEP, technical assistance from Westat and OSEP, and response to changing policy helped
resolve this. The state addressed the lack of technical knowledge of people in the field by
providing technical assistance and addressed the difficulty of reporting accurate and timely
data by creating data user groups and improving data entry compliance. The state’s data
sharing agreement with Part B improved the Part C exit and settings data.

Part C Converse with the Crew
OSEP and Westat Staff

The following questions were raised during this session:

Q. For Indicators C5 and C6, states need to compare to national data. When will the next
batch of national data (Census) be available?

A. Probably next fall.

Q. Part B is trying to work with Part C to transfer data. Is getting information from a service

provider a breach of confidentiality?
A. Westat can post the question on the listserv. Or, the state can ask the OSEP state contact
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to get an official response. States can also contact Kala Surprenant.

Q. States can collect data on multi-racial children, but how do they report the data to OSEP?
A. A regulation is coming out about race/ethnicity. The Department is going to use seven
categories that will apply to all education programs. Westat will provide the URL when the
regulation is ready.

Q. When will the data tables be changed to reflect the new race/ethnicity categories?
A. OSEP/Westat is unable to answer that question at this point in time.

Q. Does OSEP have a way to force-fit multi-racial children?
A. States can use Westat’s race/ethnicity estimation method described on IDEAdata.org.

Comments from the session included:
« States that are homogenous have difficulty using the Westat formula because multi-
racial children come out as white.
e The chance of getting compliance data for GPRA. The problem is that Part C is not
funded so states can opt out of reporting to Part C.
o Indicator 1 requires too many things to be reported.

Thursday, May 25 Morning Sessions

Washington Update for Part C
Sharon Walsh, Walsh/Taylor, Inc.

The session was designed to provide updates on the following topics:
o |IDEA;
e 109th Congress;
e FY’07 budget;
e FY’07 appropriations; and
e Other pending legislation.

An update was provided on the status of regulations for IDEA 2004 and when these are ex-
pected to be published. IDEA 2004 was signed into law December 3, 2004, as P.L. 108-446.
Most of the provisions went into effect July 1, 2005. Part B draft regulations were out for
public comment until September 6, 2005, during which time OSERS held public hearings
around the country. There is no official expected timeline for the publication of the final
Part B regulations, but some expect the rules will be published in late summer of 2006.

Draft Part C regulations have not been published for comment yet. Draft Part C regulations
are expected after the final Part B regulations are published. The statute calls for a 75-day
public comment period; however, final changes to the Part C regulations included in a Part
C notice of proposed rulemaking from IDEA 1997 were never published, as the 2004 reau-
thorization process began before the draft Part C process was completed.
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The IDEA 2004 gives some guidance to the U.S. Secretary of Education as Federal regula-
tions are developed: “The Secretary shall issue regulations under this title only to the extent
that such regulations are necessary to ensure that there is compliance...” (Sec 607(a)). Fur-
ther, Federal regulations can’t “procedurally or substantively lessen the protections provided
to children with disabilities” as of July 20, 1983, except if they “reflect the clear and un-
equivocal intent of Congress in legislation.” (Sec 607(b)).

In the meantime, the web site of the U.S. Department of Education provides guidance on the
implementation of IDEA 2004:

“While regulations implementing the IDEA 2004 are being prepared, the regulations imple-
menting the 1997 law remain in effect, to the extent that they are consistent with the IDEA
2004 statute.”

The session provided a brief review of selected major provisions of Part C of IDEA 2004.
IDEA 2004—Birth to 6 Statewide Option

This new optional statewide system must be developed and implemented jointly by the lead
agency and the SEA. If a state applies for and is approved to conduct this option, parents of
children with disabilities who are eligible for services under section 619, and previously re-
ceived services under Part C, may choose to continue early intervention services until the
child reaches the age of state eligibility for kindergarten.

Change to Part C Eligibility Criteria

Part C now requires the state to establish “A rigorous definition of the term ‘developmental
delay’ that will be used by the State in carrying out programs under this part in order to
appropriately identify infants and toddlers with disabilities that are in need of ser-
vices.”

Part C Referral Language

Part C now requires “a description of the State policies and procedures that require the refer-
ral for early intervention services under this part of a child under the age of 3 who--
(A) is involved in a substantiated case of child abuse or neglect; or
(B) is identified as affected by illegal substance abuse, or withdrawal symptoms re-
sulting from prenatal drug exposure;”

Changes to IFSP Content

The IFSP now must include “a statement of the measurable results or outcomes expected
to be achieved for the infant or toddler and the family, including pre-literacy and language
skills, as developmentally appropriate for the child, ...” Further, the IFSP must include
““a statement of specific early intervention services based on peer-reviewed research, to
the extent practicable, necessary to meet the unique needs of the infant or toddler and the
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family, including the frequency, intensity, and method of delivering services.”
Part C Changes to Natural Environment

The requirements regarding natural environment now read as follows: “(A) to the maximum
extent appropriate, early intervention services are provided in natural environments; and
(B) the provision of early intervention services for any infant or toddler with a disability
occurs in a setting other than a natural environment that is most appropriate, as deter-
mined by the parent and the individualized family service plan team, only when early
intervention cannot be achieved satisfactorily for the infant or toddler in a natural environ-
ment.”

Sec 616 — Monitoring

New IDEA 2004 provisions on monitoring apply to Part B and Part C. The primary focus of
Federal and state monitoring is:
e “improving educational results and functional outcomes for all children with dis-
abilities”; and
e ensuring that states meet program requirements “with a particular emphasis on those
requirements that are most closely related to improving educational results for chil-
dren with disabilities.”

How Many Days are Left in the 109th Congress?

A brief discussion was held on the short time left in the 209" Congress in relation to all the
activities that need to occur:

e May 26-June 5 Memorial Day District Work Period

e June 30-July 10 July 4th District Work Period

e July 28-Sept 5 Summer District Work Period (Senate leaves Aug 4th)
e Octb Targeted Adjournment

The following initiatives are on the agenda for the remainder of the 109" Congress—
immigration, health care/insurance, stem cell research, pensions, estate tax, sunset legisla-
tion, marriage amendment and the Medicare prescription plan.

FY’07 Budget Process

The President began the FY’07 budget process in February 2006 with the submission of his
budget request to the Congress. Next the House and Senate must pass their versions of a
budget resolution. The Senate has passed its budget by a vote of 51-49 with a $7 billion
amendment included to bring programs to FY’05 levels. This is $16 billion more than the
President’s budget request. The House passed its budget on May 18th by a vote of 218-210
after significant delay until there were enough votes for passage. The House Budget in-
cludes $4.1 billion over the President’s request for programs under Labor/HHS/Education.
The House bill also includes a nonbinding amendment for $3 billion more that would have
to be offset from some other budget category.

FY’07 Appropriations
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Final individual funding levels for each program must be passed by October 1, 2006, when
the 07 fiscal year begins. This year’s appropriations process is expected to result in freezes
at last year’s program funding levels or cuts to most programs. Additional cuts are expected
in the next several years. The House mark-up of funding levels is scheduled for June 7,
2006, but the Senate is not expected to act until September.

The President requested $436.40 million for the Part C program for FY’07. These are the
funds that will be allocated to states in July 2007. The recent Federal funding history for
Part C is:

FY 2004 - $444.37 million
FY 2005 - $440.81 million
FY 2006 - $436.40 million

Meanwhile regarding Medicaid, cuts and changes were enacted through the 2006 Deficit
Reduction Act (DRA) in January 2007, and additional changes and cuts were proposed by
the President in the 2007 budget request. There is a great deal of concern in the community
on issues related to continued Medicaid reimbursement of services provided for children
with IEPs and IFSPs.

Head Start reauthorization is also on the agenda of the 109™ Congress. The House bill, H.R.
2123, passed the full House on September 27, 2005. The Senate bill, S. 1107, passed the
Senate HELP Committee and was reported out for floor consideration last fall 2005. Once
the Senate bill passes, a conference committee must resolve differences and develop a con-
ference report. This bill must be approved by both houses, and the President has to sign it
before the process is complete.

NCLB is scheduled for reauthorization in 2007 by the 110th Congress. Congressional hear-
ings have begun. Final reauthorization of NCLB is not expected until after the presidential
election in 2008. The Aspen Institute has established a bi-partisan independent Commission
on NCLB. It is chaired by former Health and Human Services Secretary Tommy G. Thomp-
son and former Georgia Governor Roy E. Barnes. The web site for information is:
http://www.aspeninstitute.org/site/c.nuLWJeMRKpH/b.938015/k.40DA/Commission_onNo
Child_Left_Behind.htm.

Update on Part C Data Collections

Scott Campbell Brown, OSEP

In December 2004, President Bush signed into law a bipartisan bill amending IDEA. This
resulted in changes to the five current Part C data collections and the addition of a new data
collection. Upcoming changes to the Part C data collection forms, which are expected to be

implemented in 2006, are presented below.

The changes to the Child Count (Table 1) include:
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The count may be taken on any date between October 1 and December 1 (inclusive),
but states must use the same date every year;

Additional reporting by gender;

Additional reporting of children age 3 and older if a state offers parents the option
of continuing in Part C until the child is eligible to enter kindergarten; and
Additional reporting of percentages, which will be calculated automatically by the
DTS forms that are submitted through DANS.

The changes to Settings (Table 2) include:

The count may be taken on any date between October 1 and December 1 (inclusive),
but states must use the same date every year and must use the same date as the child
count;
These data are due February 1;
Additional reporting of children age 3 and older if a state offers parents the option
of continuing in Part C until the child is eligible to enter kindergarten; and
Three primary settings categories—
=  Home: Unduplicated count of children whose early intervention services are
provided primarily in the principal residence of the child’s family or caregiv-
ers.
=  Community-based Setting: Unduplicated count of children whose early inter-
vention services are provided primarily in a setting where children without
disabilities typically are found. These settings include but are not limited to
child care centers (including family day care), preschools, regular nursery
schools, early childhood center, libraries, grocery stores, parks, restaurants,
and community centers (e.g., YMCA, Boys and Girls Clubs).
= Other Setting: Unduplicated count of children whose early intervention ser-
vices are provided primarily in a setting that is not home or community-
based. These settings include, but are not limited to, services provided in a
hospital, residential facility, clinic, and early intervention center/class for
children with disabilities.

The changes to Exiting (Table 3) include:

Additional reporting by gender;

Additional reporting of percentages, which will be calculated automatically by the
DTS forms;

One new category, Part B eligible, continuing in Part C. This category should in-
clude all children determined to be eligible for Part B but whose parents chose to
remain in Part C until the child is eligible for kindergarten. It may ONLY be used
by states whose application for funds includes a policy under which parents of chil-
dren with disabilities who were eligible for services under section 619 and previ-
ously received services under Part C may continue to receive early intervention
services under Part C until the child is eligible to enter kindergarten. States that do
not offer this option may NOT report children in this category; and

One revised category, Part B eligible, exiting Part C. This category should include
all children determined to be eligible for Part B during the reporting period and who
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exited (or will soon exit) Part C. This includes children who receive Part B services
in conjunction with Head Start.

Tables 4 and 5, Services and Personnel, were eliminated. A new Table 4 to report dispute
resolution data was added. States will report actions initiated between July 1 and June 30.
These data are due November 1 and are the same data states report in their SPPs and APRs.

Reporting Part C Data to the Public—Panel
Julie Curry, Board Member, Infant Toddler Coordinator Association (ITCA)

ITCA represents Part C lead agencies and used this session to impress upon data managers
the importance of understanding the laws and regulations on reporting data. These laws and
regulations require that the SPP/APR data must be reported to the public, including per-
formance of each local early intervention program on indicators. These data must be dis-
seminated publicly, which includes by web site, in media, and through public agencies;
however, states can distribute material beyond the requirements of Federal law and state re-
porting. There is a continuum of reporting practice from open to minimal, and many factors
influence what and how data are reported. State Part C coordinators would like data manag-
ers to know reporting requirements and political issues related to reporting because data are
used for the SPP/APR, press releases, public relations, by governors for budgeting, state leg-
islatures, SICC and stakeholders, and lead agency discussions. The higher the stakes, the
more preparation is needed for the data. They must be accurate, tailored to the audience, and
presented such that interpretation is clear.

Data can confirm or refute assumptions. For example, ITCA was interested to know if the
type of lead agency made a difference in the 618 child count data, so it compared health,
education, and other lead agencies and found that lead agency does not make a difference in
the number of children reported, as had been assumed.

State Part C coordinators also use data to select local programs for monitoring. Data manag-
ers should know the potential impact of the data they are collecting and reporting.

John Hoffman, Parent Advocacy Coalition for Educational Rights

The PACER Center has 32 projects under one umbrella. One of them, The ALLIANCE Pro-
ject, provides management expertise, technology, and unified data collection technical assis-
tance to 100+ parent centers around the country. States can get a copy of the 2004-05
ALLIANCE Data Report from PACER.

Like ITCA, PACER uses data to dispel myths and assumptions. For example, almost one-
half of attendees at parent center workshops are professionals. The ALLIANCE report
shows the demographics of the population parent centers are serving. It shows that high per-
centages of parents reported improved knowledge about how to work with schools—
particularly in how to address a critical need of their children. Parents also reported in-
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creased empowerment.

PACER asked parent centers how data could help them. Respondents wanted more post-
school outcome data; data connecting placement and performance on state tests; data on
children who are homeless, in the juvenile justice system, or in the child welfare system; and
data on dispute resolution.

Data managers were cautioned to make sure that the creative process of reporting data to the
public does not confuse the message of the data. Parent centers can help states disseminate
information widely and in an understandable way.

Raeann Kelsch, ND State Legislature
A Legislator’s Perspective: What IDEA Part C Data Do | Need in Order To Make Effective
Decisions?

Legislators make decisions about all state general fund appropriations, not just education
funding issues. Legislators also make important decisions regarding:

e health and human services;

o transportation;

« higher education;

e cCOmMmMerce;

e agriculture;

» natural resources;

e employment;

e energy;

o the state legal system;

e corrections;

 state institutions; and

e many, many more topics and areas of focus.

During a state legislative session, a legislator’s time is limited and precious. If states want a
legislator to focus on issues related to children with disabilities, they need to keep in mind
that their information must be concise, clear, and useful. Considering all that legislators
must deal with in appropriating funds and making decisions about specific issues affecting
human services and special education, states should strike a balance between the big picture
and all of the details. What are the key points to get across? Kelsch advised states to stick to
those key points and provide supplemental information if the legislator requests it.

In North Dakota, IDEA Part C and IDEA Part B have separate lead agencies. Part B in
North Dakota is administered by the state Department of Public Instruction, and the De-
partment of Human Services is the lead agency for IDEA Part C.

As chair of North Dakota’s Legislative House Education Committee, Kelsch presented areas

of statewide data that would be useful for legislators to know:
IDEA Part C Data
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e The number of children and families being served by Part C in the state;

e The distribution of children and families being served by region of the state;

e The percentage of infants and toddlers who receive early intervention services pri-
marily in their homes or in programs for typically developing children (natural envi-
ronments);

e The number of children served by IDEA Part C who enter the public school system
requiring special education (IDEA Part B) services;

e The percentage of children who received Part C services who later required special
education and related services (Part B);

« The amount of funds received by the state for this Federal program and additional
funds that the state must appropriate;

o Increases or decreases in identification of specific disability categories;

e The percentage of infants and toddlers ages birth to 3 with IFSPs compared to other
states and the nation;

o Part C trend data that help state policymakers understand what the state needs to an-
ticipate;

o Evidence of the effectiveness of Part C early intervention services (outcome data):

= Did early intervention services make a difference in the lives of these chil-
dren and their families?

e Some evidence of parent involvement and satisfaction with Part C services:

= Do parents report that early intervention services have helped their children
develop and learn?

IDEA Part B Data

« Statewide overall K-12 education enrollment;

« Statewide special education child count and the special education percentage of the
K-12 enrollment;

« Special education child count trend data by disability (e.g., Are more children with
certain disabilities being identified and served in different parts of the state?);

« Enrollment data for state-operated schools (e.g., State School for the Deaf); and

« Financial data related to the state’s responsibility for serving students with high-cost
needs.

The North Dakota SPP and APR are thick documents that most legislators do not have the
time to read. Some of the most useful information in these documents for state legislators
includes:

e The high school graduation and dropout data for students with disabilities;

o Performance of students with disabilities on statewide assessments;

e Activities (education and employment) of students with disabilities after they leave
high school; and

o The involvement and satisfaction of parents with the special education services their
children are receiving.
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States should consider preparing a single-page “early intervention/special education critical
facts” document that legislators could keep for handy reference throughout a legislative ses-
sion.

Legislators make policies that are intended to help the citizens of the state. In order to do
that effectively, they need valid, reliable, and accurate data. Data managers can help them do
their jobs job better by ensuring that they have the right amount of data at the right time. As
states prepare data reports for legislators, they should keep in mind all of those other agen-
cies, organizations, and statewide needs that legislators are trying to understand too. Re-
membering that “less is more” might be the best way to get a legislator to focus on the data
that are most critical.

NCES Data Handbooks and Update on the Early Intervention Data Handbook
Haidee Bernstein, Westat; Scott Campbell Brown, OSEP/RTP; Lee Hoffman, NCES

The NCES data Handbooks are a classification of education-related variables. Their purpose
is to create a common language for people who work in the education field. The web site for
the NCES data Handbooks (http://nces.ed.gov/programs/handbook) contains a link to the
Early Intervention Data Handbook. It is also available on IDEAdata.org (http//
www.ideadata.org/EarlyInterventionDataHandbook.asp). Patterned after the NCES Hand-
books, the EI Handbook reflects the data requirements of IDEA. It contains education data,
as well as live links to many relevant sites (e.g., the International Classification of Diseases,
U.S. ZIP Codes).

Following its preparation, Westat conducted a survey of nine states regarding use of the El
Handbook. Results are shown below:

Of the nine state staff contacted, three had never used the EI Handbook, five used it a few
times, and one used it extensively. Low usage may be because the state already had a man-
ual or data system that met its needs; however, it is worthwhile for states to review the EI
Handbook to determine if there are elements that can be added to their state system.

The EI Handbook has been used as a referral source to improve the transfer of data between
Parts C and B and to try to make data elements across systems compatible in terminology.
The Handbook has an extensive table of contents that makes individual data elements easy
to find. It contains child data, family data, personnel, program, and service elements. Some
of the drawbacks to the EI Handbook are that it is very text heavy and goes beyond the
needs of states for reporting.

A plan is being considered to make the EI Handbook interactive online, which may lead to
more state use. It has already been used to help states create ICC elements for a state data-
base.

The NCES Handbooks were developed to be tools to assist states with data collection and
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reporting. They are updated every year. Although previously distributed as a print series,
they are now available only online. This change to an electronic system makes it easier to
update the Handbooks, which is done by CCSSO. Much of the information in the Hand-
books reflects best practices. Each new version contains new or updated content and im-
proved web site functions and reports. New content is based on Forum Task Forces, working
groups, the national data collections, and needs identified by users.

The data elements in the Handbooks are organized into six domains—school, staff, student,
SEA, LEA, and intermediate education unit. These domains are further divided into sections
that are then divided into categories. Most of the data elements related to early childhood
education are in the student domain; but, the NCES Handbooks currently have only nine
data elements in this category: Caregiver/Early Childhood Program Provider, Early Child-
hood Program Setting, Family Day Care Status, Caregiver/Early Childhood Program De-
scription, Early Childhood Program Sponsorship, Early Childhood Program Funding
Source, Early Childhood Program Components, Early Childhood Special Education Setting,
and Early Childhood Program Focus. The last element within each category is always
“Other.”

The Handbooks are a technical assistance tool. They are used by the Schools Interoperabil-
ity Framework to try to standardize definitions used across educational software. They can
also help states develop individual student ID systems.

Using Data for Program Improvement
Virginia Johnson and Kelly Worthington, OSEP/MSIP; Robin Nelson, Texas; and
Wendy Whipple, Nevada

Virginia Johnson and Kelly Worthington discussed how data and improvement strategies
were communicated in two states, and Robin Nelson of Texas and Wendy Whipple of Ne-
vada discussed their state’s perspective on the use of data to compel change, communicate
with stakeholders, and strengthen program performance.

Robin Nelson, Texas

In Texas, 60 local early intervention programs use a web-based system that was imple-
mented in 2002. This system provides them with a lot of child-level data, where before they
had none. While the data manager extracts, analyzes, and reports data produced by this sys-
tem, the state monitor verifies, reviews, and checks the data reported by the system against
entry reports. The monitor found discrepancies between the child records and the data re-
ported in the system. To correct this, the state provided training, technical assistance, and
user manuals to local programs.

The monitor also found that Texas struggled with providing services in a timely manner, but
suggested improvement strategies to show progress. Because Texas has an adaptable system
that is specific to local and state needs and provides ongoing training and support, the state
was able to implement some of these strategies.
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During this process, the state maintained frequent contact with MSIP. MSIP provided fo-
cused and comprehensive monitoring and technical assistance, and the state produced quar-
terly program profile reports; had individualized quarterly calls focusing on the SPP
indicators; provided systemic and program-specific training activities; and held meetings,
retreats, and directors’ forums.

Texas conducted statewide data analysis to look at some of the “big picture’ issues affecting
the state. It wanted to start analyses with program-level data, but planned to end analyses
with child-level data. The analyses provided some insight into why services were not pro-
vided in a timely manner. Of services not provided in a timely manner, 41 percent were due
to family or child reasons, 35 percent were due to medical or physical exams, 22 percent
were due to program reasons, and 1 percent was due to some other reason.

The state shared some of its improvement strategies. These included promoting shared un-
derstanding of the data, drilling down from program-level to child-level, explaining the data
instead of blaming someone if the data were not what was expected, examining factors on
different levels (for example, state vs. local level), and adapting the data system as needed.
In order to implement these strategies, the state recommends involving stakeholders, pro-
moting a feeling of joint ownership of solutions, using reports and other mechanisms to
track progress and presenting this progress graphically, and using sanctions only as a last
resort.

Wendy Whipple, Nevada

Nevada’ Part C program has some unique characteristics, including the fact that all services
are provided by state agencies (i.e., none are contracted out). In 2003, the state reorganized
its early intervention system by combining two programs located in different state agencies,
and moving them to the State Health Division.

In June 2003, MSIP had a verification visit, and MSIP and the state discussed how to use
trend data. In January 2005, MSIP provided focused monitoring on struggles Nevada was
having with meeting the 45-day timeline to have an initial IFSP meeting. The state had gross
noncompliance in this area. The product of this meeting was an at-a-glance document. In
June 2005, the state went on special conditions for grants, which requires frequent reports to
stakeholders. The state showed progress by disseminating quarterly reports. These reports
included information on whether children over the age of 3 were being served, whether chil-
dren were having their initial IFSP meeting within the 45-day timeline, whether the program
had transition data, and whether children were in the evaluation stage for too long a time.
Over time, these reports showed that the number of children who did not get an initial IFSP
meeting within the 45-day timeline was decreasing. The state had made the assumption that
each local program was counting children the same way. When it realized this was not the
case, it developed ways to define the data.

MSIP feels Nevada is a good example of using data for program improvement because it
now makes use of longitudinal data, has clear, concise and useful data, makes accurate pre-
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dictions, creates self-explanatory graphs and tables, generates meaning behind the data, and
explains data anomalies.
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State Participants

Alabama

Amy Blakeney
Part C Data Manager

Alabama Department of Rehabilitation Services

2129 East South Blvd
Montgomery, AL 36111
Telephone: 334-215-5033

Fax: 334-215-5035

E-mail: ablakene@rehab.state.al.us

Sherri French

Programmer

Alabama Department of Education
Room 5327

50 North Ripley Street
Montgomery, AL 36130
Telephone: 334-353-9088

Fax: 334-242-2818

E-mail: sfrench@alsde.edu

Genell Townsend

Data Manager

Alabama Department of Education, Special
Education Services

Gordon Persons Bldg., Room 3346

P.O. Box 302101

Montgomery, AL 36130

Telephone: 334-242-8114

Fax: 334-242-9192

E-mail: genellt@alsde.edu

Mabrey Whetstone

Director, Special Education Services
Alabama Department of Education
Gordon Persons Building

P.O. Box 302101

Montgomery, AL 36130
Telephone: 334-242-8114

Fax: 334-242-9192

E-mail: mabreyw@alsde.edu

59

Alaska

Lisa Balivet

Health Program Manager Il

Alaska Office of Children's Services
3601 C Street, Suite 978

P.O. Box 240249

Anchorage, AK 99524

Telephone: 907-269-3464

Fax: 907-269-3467

E-mail: lisa_balivet@health.state.ak.us

Katherine Long

Database Specialist

Alaska Department of Education & Early
Development

P.O. Box 110500

Juneau, AK 99811

Telephone: 907-465-8669

Fax: 907-465-8676

E-mail: kathy_long@eed.state.ak.us

Sharon Schumacher

SIG Director/Special Projects Manager
State of Alaska Department of Education
801 West 10th Street, Suite 200

P.O. Box 110500

Juneau, AK 99811

Telephone: 907-465-2824

Fax: 907-465-2806

E-mail: sharon_schumacher@eed.state.ak.us

Ken Smith

Analyst Programmer

Alaska Department of Health and Social
Services

3601 C Street, Suite 978

P.O. Box 240249

Anchorage, AK 99524

Telephone: 907-269-3494

Fax: 907-269-3467

E-mail: kdsmith@health.state.ak.us



Arizona

Eugene Hansen

Data Management Coordinator
Arizona Early Intervention Program
3839 North 3rd Street, Suite 304
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Telephone: 602-532-9960

Fax: 602-200-9820

E-mail: ehansen@azdes.gov

Molly Madigan

Technical Assistance Specialist
Arizona Early Intervention Program
1371 West Copper Creek Place

Oro Valley, AZ 85737

Telephone: 520-498-5185

Fax: 520-498-2483

E-mail: mmadigan@azdes.gov

Forster Okoli

Data Analyst

Arizona State Department of Education
Exceptional Students Services

1535 West Jefferson Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Telephone: 602-542-5101

Fax: 602-364-0887

E-mail: fokoli@ade.az.gov

Margaret Staples

Part B Data Management Specialist
Arizona Department of Education
1535 West Jefferson Street, Bin #24
Phoenix, AZ 85202

Telephone: 602-364-4024

Fax: 602-364-1999

E-mail: peggy.staples@azed.gov

Arkansas

Jody Fields

Director, IDEA Data & Research/Data Manager
University of Arkansas at Little Rock/ADE
2801 South University

CASE 209

Little Rock, AR 72204

Telephone: 501-683-7219

Fax: 501-569-8238

E-mail: jafields@ualr.edu
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Arkansas (continued)

Renée Hall

Statistician

ADE/UALR IDEA Data and Research
2801 South University Avenue
CASE, Old Ed #200

Little Rock, AR 72204

Telephone: 501-683-7218

Fax: 501-569-8238

E-mail: rahalll@ualr.edu

Carol Parker

Data Manager

DHHS, DDS

P.O. Box 1437, Slot N504

Little Rock, AR 72203

Telephone: 501-682-8699

Fax: 501-682-8890

E-mail: carol.l.parker@arkansas.gov

California

Chris Drouin

Administrator

Department of Education-Special Education
1430 N Street, Suite 2401

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: 916-445-4578

Fax: 916-327-3730

E-mail: dmalone@cde.ca.gov

Rick Ingraham

Branch Manager, Children/Family Services
CA Department of Developmental Services
1600 9th Street, Room 330

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: 916-654-2205

Fax: 916-654-3255

E-mail: ringraha@dds.ca.gov

Kimberly McDaniel

Education Programs Consultant

Department of Education, Special Education
1430 N Street, Suite 2401

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: 916-445-4578

Fax: 916-327-3730

E-mail: dmalone@cde.ca.gov



Colorado

Yvonne Kellar-Guenther

Evaluator

Colorado WIN Partners/flUCDHSC

4200 East 9th Avenue, C-230

Denver, CO 80262

Telephone: 303-315-1945

Fax: 303-837-1208

E-mail: yvonne.kellar-guenther@uchsc.edu

John Miles

Part C Coordinator

Department of Human Services
Division for Developmental Disabilities
3824 West Princeton Circle

Denver, CO 80236

Telephone: 303-866-7459

Fax: 303-866-7459

E-mail: John.Miles@state.co.us

Charm Paulmeno

Director, Grants Fiscal Management
Colorado Department of Education
201 East Colfax Avenue

Denver, CO 80203

Telephone: 303-866-6689

Fax: 303-866-6738

E-mail: paulmeno_c@cde.state.co.us

Cordelia Robinson

Professor

University of Colorado Health Sciences Center
4200 East 9th Avenue, Box C221

Denver, CO 80262

Telephone: 303-864-5261

Fax: 303-864-5270

E-mail: robinson.cordelia@tchden.org
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Connecticut

Norman Booth

Tech Analyst 11l

State of Connecticut - DMR

460 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, CT 06106

Telephone: 860-418-6054

Fax: 860-418-6002

E-mail: norman.booth@po.state.ct.us

Mary Keenan

Part B Data Manager

Connecticut State Deptartment of Education
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 351

P.O. Box 2219

Hartford, CT 06145

Telephone: 860-713-6874

Fax: 860-713-7032

E-mail: mary.m.keenan@ct.gov

Amarildo Monsalve

Education Service Specialist

Connecticut State Department of Education
P.O. Box 2219, Room 350

Hartford, CT 06145

Telephone: 860-713-6877

Fax: 860-713-7033

E-mail: amarildo.monsalve@ct.gov

Diane Murphy

Education Consultant

Connecticut State Department of Education
P.O. Box 2219, Room 350

Hartford, CT 06145

Telephone: 860-713-6891

Fax: 860-713-7033

E-mail: diane.murphy@ct.gov

Alice Ridgway

Quality Assurance Manager
Connecticut Birth to Three System
195 Alvord Park Road

Torrington, CT 06790

Telephone: 860-496-3073

Fax: 860-485-3087

E-mail: alice.ridgway@po.state.ct.us



Delaware

Sue Campbell

Assistant Part C Coordinator

Birth to Three Early Intervention System
1901 North DuPont Highway

Main Bldg., 2nd Floor

New Castle, DE 19720

Telephone: 302-255-9137

Fax: 302-255-4407

E-mail: susan.campbell@state.de.us

Lisa Marcum

Data Manager

Delaware Department of Education
401 Federal Street, Suite 2

Dover, DE 19901

Telephone: 302-735-4210

Fax: 302-739-2388

E-mail: Imarcum@doe.k12.de.us

District of Columbia

Badiyah Mushirah-Sharif

Supv. Transition Coordinator

Early Care and Education Administration
717 14th Street, NW

Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20005

Telephone: 202-727-6451

Fax: 202-727-7230

E-mail: badiyah.sharif@dc.gov

Tammy Proctor
Child Find Coordinator

DC Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Office

717 14th Street, NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20005
Telephone: 202-727-0799

Fax: 202-727-7230

E-mail: tammy.proctor@dc.gov

62

Florida

Jill Bischoff

Florida Early Steps Data System Coordinator

University of Florida-MCHERDC
P.O. Box 100296

Gainesville, FL 32610
Telephone: 352-334-1360

Fax: 352-334-0243

E-mail: bischje@ufl.edu

Karen Denbroeder

Administrator

Florida Department of Education
325 West Gaines Street, Room 614
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Telephone: 850-245-0475

Fax: 850-245-0953

E-mail: karen.denbroeder@fldoe.org

Derek Hemenway

Program Specialist

Florida Department of Education
Room 622, Turlington Bldg.

325 West Gaines Street

Tallahassee, FL 32317

Telephone: 850-245-0988

Fax: 850-245-2953

E-mail: derek.hemenway@fldoe.org

Janice Kane

Part C Coordinator

Florida Department of Health

4052 Bald Cypress Way SE, A06
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Telephone: 850-245-4221

Fax: 850-921-8138

E-mail: janice_kane@doh.state.fl.us

Jorge Laguna

Data Manager

Florida Department of Health
Children's Medical Services

Bald Cypress Way, Bin A06
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Telephone: 850-245-4200

Fax: 850-245-4295

E-mail: jorge_laguna@doh.state.fl.us



Florida (continued)

Virginia Sasser

Program Specialist

Florida Department of Education
325 West Gaines Street, #614
Tallahassee, FL 32399
Telephone: 850-245-0475

Fax: 850-245-0953

E-mail: virginia.sasser@fldoe.org

Georgia

Marlene Bryar

Director

Division for Exceptional Students
1870 Twin Towers East

Atlanta, GA 30334

Telephone: 404-656-3963

Fax: 404-651-6457

E-mail: mbryar@doe.k12.ga.us

Bonnie Dye

Data Specialist

Georgia Department of Education
1870 Twin Towers East

Atlanta, GA 30334

Telephone: 404-463-1713

Fax: 404-651-6457

E-mail: bodye@doe.k12.ga.us

Bob Herrin

Program Specialist

DHR - Division of Public Health
Family Health Branch

Room 11-212, 2 Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30303

Telephone: 404-657-2742

Fax: 404-657-2763

E-mail: bherrin@dhr.state.ga.us

Nancy O'Hara

Associate Director

Division for Exceptional Students
1870 Twin Towers East

Atlanta, GA 30334

Telephone: 404-656-3963

Fax: 404-651-6457

E-mail: nohara@doe.k12.ga.us
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Hawaii

Adam Baron

Part C Data Manager

Hawaii Dept. of Health Early Intervention
Section

1600 Kapiolani Blvd., Suite #1401

Honolulu, HI 96814

Telephone: 808-973-9637

Fax: 808-973-9655

E-mail: adam.baron@fhsd.health.state.hi.us

Harvey Ouchi

Educational Specialist

Hawaii Department of Education

637 18th Avenue, Room 206

Special Education Section

Honolulu, HI 96816

Telephone: 808-733-4837

Fax: 808-733-4475

E-mail: harvey_ouchi@notes.k12.hi.us

Idaho

Charles Peterson

Senior Research Analyst

Idaho Department of Health & Welfare
450 West State Street, 5th Floor

Boise, ID 83720

Telephone: 208-334-5517

Fax: 208-334-6664

E-mail: peterso3@idhw.state.id.us

Jean Taylor

Quality Assurance Coordinator
Idaho State Department of Education
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

Telephone: 208-332-6918

Fax: 208-334-4664

E-mail: JETaylor@sde.idaho.gov



Idaho (continued)

Lester Wyer

Grants/Contracts Officer

Idaho State Department of Education
650 West State Street

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

Telephone: 208-332-6916

Fax: 208-334-4664

E-mail: LDWyer@sde.idaho.gov

Illinois

Niann Chern

Principal Consultant

Illinois State Board of Education
100 North First Street
Springfield, IL 62777
Telephone: 217-782-3950

Fax: 217-524-7784

E-mail: nchern@isbe.net

Elizabeth Hanselman

Division Administrator

Illinois State Board of Education
100 North First Street, N-253
Springfield, IL 62777
Telephone: 217-782-5589

Fax: 217-782-0372

E-mail: ehanselm@isbe.net

Kathy Joyce

Consultant

Illinois State Board of Education
Funding & Disbursement Services
100 North First Street
Springfield, IL 62777
Telephone: 217-782-5256

Fax: 217-782-3910

E-mail: kjoyce@isbe.net

Pamela Reising Rechner
Principal Consultant

Illinois State Board of Education
100 Noroth First Street
Springfield, IL 62777
Telephone: 217-524-4835

Fax: 217-785-7849

E-mail: preising@isbe.net
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Nyle Robinson

Statewide Data Manager

Illinois Department of Human Services
Division of Com. Health & Prevention
535 West Jefferson, 3rd Floor
Springfield, IL 62702

Telephone: 217-524-6615

Fax: 217-524-2491

E-mail: nyle.robinson@illinois.gov

Donna Schertz

Division Supervisor

Illinois State Board of Education
100 North First Street, N-253
Springfield, IL 62777
Telephone: 217-782-5589

Fax: 217-782-0372

E-mail: dschertz@isbe.net

Indiana

William Binder

Federal Projects Coordinator

IN Department of Education, Division of
Exceptional Learners

229 State House

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Telephone: 317-233-2334

Fax: 317-232-0589

E-mail: hbinder@doe.state.in.us

Cathy Robinson

State Consultant

FSSA/First Steps

402 W. Washington Street, W 386
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Telephone: 317-233-6094

Fax: 317-233-6093

E-mail: Cathy.Robinson@fssa.in.gov



lowa

Julie Curry

Part C State Coordinator

lowa Department of Education
Grimes State Office Bldg., 3rd Floor
Des Moines, 1A 50319

Telephone: 515-281-5437

Fax: 515-242-6019

E-mail: Julie.Curry@iowa.gov

Dennis Dykstra

Administrative Consultant

lowa Department of Education
Grimes State Office Bldg.

Des Moines, 1A 50319
Telephone: 515-281-4834

Fax: 515-242-6019

E-mail: Dennis.Dykstra@iowa.gov

John Lee

Administrative Assistant

lowa Department of Education
Grimes State Office Bldg.

Des Moines, IA 50319
Telephone: 515-281-5733
Fax: 515-242-6019

E-mail: John.Lee@iowa.gov

Tom Stinard

Part B Data Manager

lowa Department of Education
1400 East Grand

Grimes State Office Bldg.

Des Moines, 1A 50319
Telephone: 515-281-6273
Fax: 515-242-6019

E-mail: tom.stinard@iowa.gov

Kansas

Diane Alexander

Accounting Specialist

Kansas Department of Health & Environment
1000 SW Jackson, Suite 220

Topeka, KS 66612

Telephone: 785-296-6135

Fax: 785-296-8626

E-mail: dalexand@kdhe.state.ks.us
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Kansas (continued)

Patty Gray

Assistant Director

Kansas State Department of Education
120 SE 10th Avenue

Topeka, KS 66612

Telephone: 785-296-7454

Fax: 785-296-6715

E-mail: pgray@ksde.org

Mason Vosburgh

Special Education Data Manager
Kansas Department of Education
120 SE 10th Avenue

Topeka, KS 66612

Telephone: 785-296-4945

Fax: 785-296-1413

E-mail: mvosburgh@ksde.org

Ryan Weir

Program Analyst

Kansas Department of Health and Environment
1000 SW Jackson, Suite 220

Topeka, KS 66612

Telephone: 785-296-6134

Fax: 785-296-8626

E-mail: rweir@kdhe.state.ks.us

Kentucky

Angie Lawrence

Financial Administrator/Data Manager
Public Health-Early Childhood

275 East Main Street

HS2WC

Frankfort, KY 40621

Telephone: 502-564-3756

Fax: 502-564-8389

E-mail: angie.lawrence@Kky.gov

Chris Thacker

Systems Consultant IT

Kentucky Department of Education

500 Mero Street

1505 Capital Plaza Tower

Frankfort, KY 40601

Telephone: 502-564-5279

Fax: 502-564-9166

E-mail: chris.thacker@education.ky.gov



Louisiana

Priscilla Baker

Education Information Consultant 3
Louisiana Department of Education
P.O. Box 94064, 5th Floor

Baton Rouge, LA 70804
Telephone: 225-342-6215

Fax: 225-342-1912

E-mail: priscilla.baker@la.gov

Jacqueline Bottoms

Coordinator of Data Management
EBRPSS

6550 Seven Oaks Avenue

Baton Rouge, LA 70806
Telephone: 225-929-8740

Fax: 225-929-8790

E-mail: jbottoms2@ebrschools.org

Nichole Dupree

Program Manager

Office of Public Health - EarlySteps
1450 L&A Road

Attn: Frances Jones

New Orleans, LA 70112
Telephone: 504-568-7428

Fax: 504-568-5507

E-mail: nmdupree@dhh.la.gov

David Kibbe

Education Information Consultant
Louisiana Department of Education
1201 North 3rd Street

Baton Rouge, LA 70802
Telephone: 225-342-8840

Fax: 225-342-1912

E-mail: david.kibbe@la.gov

Angela Randall

Education Consultant/Data Reporting
Louisiana Department of Education
P.O. Box 94064

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Telephone: 225-342-3661

Fax: 225-342-3281

E-mail: angela.randall@la.gov
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Wanda Trahan

Education Research Analyst
Louisiana Department of Education
P.O. Box 94064

Baton Rouge, LA 70804
Telephone: 225-342-0168

Fax: 225-342-5880

E-mail: Wanda.Trahan@la.gov

Maine

Bruce Armstrong

Data Manager

Child Development Services

State House Station 146

Augusta, ME 04333

Telephone: 207-624-6660

Fax: 207-624-6661

E-mail: bruce.armstrong@maine.gov

Dana Duncan

Data Analyst/Statistician

Maine Department of Education
23 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333

Telephone: 207-624-6615

Fax: 207-624-6651

E-mail: dana.duncan@maine.gov

Pamela Rosen

Director of Special Projects
Maine Department of Education
23 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333
Telephone: 207-624-6648

Fax: 207-624-6651

E-mail: pam.rosen@maine.gov

George Smith

GSEG Project Manager

Maine Department of Education
186 Holmes Road

Winthrop, ME 04364
Telephone: 207-377-3605
E-mail: smithphd@pivot.net



Maryland

Edward (Ned) Featherston

Technology System Analyst

Maryland State Department of Education,
DSE/EIS

200 West Baltimore Street, 9th Floor

Baltimore, MD 21201

Telephone: 410-767-0252

Fax: 410-333-8165

E-mail: nfeatherston@msde.state.md.us

Sally Slade

MD Part B Data Manager
Maryland Department of Education
200 West Baltimore Street
Baltimore, MD 21201

Telephone: 410-767-0063

Fax: 410-333-0298

E-mail: sslade@msde.state.md.us

Thomas Stengel

TA Specialist

Maryland State Department of Education
200 West Baltimore Street, 9th Floor
Baltimore, MD 21201

Telephone: 410-767-1028

Fax: 410-333-8165

E-mail: tstengel2@msde.state.md.us

Dan Szczepaniak

Data Specialist

Maryland Infants & Toddlers Program
200 West Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

Telephone: 410-767-0261

Fax: 410-333-8165

E-mail: dszczepa@msde.state.md.us

Massachusetts

Robert Curtin

Supervisor, Data Analysis and Reporting
Massachusetts Department of Education
350 Main Street

Malden, MA 02184

Telephone: 781-338-3582

Fax: 781-338-6850

E-mail: rcurtin@doe.mass.edu
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Massachusetts (continued)

Stephen McCourt

Early Intervention Fiscal Manager
Department of Public Health

250 Washington Street, 4th Floor
Boston, MA 02108

Telephone: 617-624-5954

Fax: 617-624-5990

E-mail: steve.mccourt@state.ma.us

Vivian Vidal
Research Analyst 111

Massachusetts Department of Education

350 Main Street

Data Analysis & Reporting, 3rd Floor

Malden, MA 02148
Telephone: 781-338-6862
Fax: 781-338-6850

E-mail: vvidal@doe.mass.edu

Michigan

Allan Knapp

Data Manager

Interagency Information Systems
1644 Sunnyside

Lansing, MI 48910

Telephone: 517-485-8181

Fax: 517-485-8182

E-mail: akzoom@aol.com

James Nuttall

Education Research Consultant
Michigan Department of Education
Special Education

P.O. Box 30008

Lansing, MI 48909

Telephone: 517-294-4510

Fax: 517-373-7504

E-mail: nuttallj@michigan.gov

Darren Warner

Data Coordinator

Michican Department of Education
Office of Special Education

608 West Allegan

P.O. Box 30008

Lansing, MI 48909

Telephone: 517-241-0786

Fax: 517-373-7504

E-mail: warnerd@michigan.gov



Minnesota

Lisa Backer

ECSE Specialist

MN Department of Education
1500 Highway 36 West
Roseville, MN 55113
Telephone: 651-582-8473

Fax: 651-582-8729

E-mail: lisa.backer@state.mn.us

Marty Smith

MN Part B Data Manager
Minnesota Department of Education
1500 West Highway 36

Roseville, MN 55113

Telephone: 651-582-8883

Fax: 651-582-8729

E-mail: marty.smith@state.mn.us

Mississippi

Ellen Davis Burnham

Lead Business Systems Analyst
Mississippi Department of Education
P.O.Box 771

Jackson, MS 39205

Telephone: 601-359-3498

Fax: 601-359-2198

E-mail: eburnham@mde.k12.ms.us

John Newman

Data Manager

Mississippi Department of Health

570 East Woodrow Wilson, A-107
Jackson, MS 39216

Telephone: 601-576-7771

Fax: 601-576-7540

E-mail: john.newman@msdh.state.ms.us

Missouri

Bill Connelly

Part C Data Manager

Missouri Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education

P.O. Box 480

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Telephone: 573-526-4995

Fax: 573-526-5946

E-mail: Bill.Connelly@dese.mo.gov
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Missouri (continued)

Mary Corey

Director Special Education Data Coordination

Missouri Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education

P.O. Box 480

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Telephone: 573-751-8165

Fax: 573-526-5946

E-mail: mary.corey@dese.mo.gov

Joyce Jackman

Coordinator Special Education Early
Intervention Services

Missouri Department of Education

P.O. Box 480

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Telephone: 573-751-3559

Fax: 573-526-5946

E-mail: Joyce.Jackman@dese.mo.gov

Montana

Pat Reichert

Data Research Manager

Montana Office of Public Instruction
P.O. Box 202501

Helena, MT 59620

Telephone: 406-444-4430

Fax: 406-444-3924

E-mail: preichert@mt.gov

Erica Swanson

Part C Coordinator
DPHHS/DDP

111 Sander Street

Helena, MT 59602
Telephone: 406-444-5647
Fax: 406-444-0230

E-mail: epeterson2@mt.gov

Rebecca Wiegand

Special Education Computer Programmer
Montana Office of Public Instruction
1227 11th Avenue

P.O. Box 202501

Helena, MT 59601

Telephone: 406-444-9870

Fax: 406-444-1369

E-mail: rwiegand@mt.gov



Nebraska

Joan Luebbers

Part C Data Consultant

Nebraska Department of Education
301 Centennial Mall South
Lincoln, NE 68509

Telephone: 402-471-2463

Fax: 402-471-5022

E-mail: joan.luebbers@nde.ne.gov

Julie Riege

Data Manager

Nebraska Department of Education
301 Centennial Mall South
Lincoln, NE 68509

Telephone: 402-471-4305

Fax: 402-471-5022

E-mail: julie.riege@nde.ne.gov

Nevada

Ann Alexander

Private Consultant

Nevada Department of Education
845 West Robinson

Carson City, NV 89703
Telephone: 775-841-5250

Fax: 775-841-5258

E-mail: amtm@aol.com

Vicki Huffman

Data Consultant

Nevada Department of Education
5416-67th Street, NE

Marysville, WA 98270
Telephone: 360-658-1344

Fax: 866-352-9607

E-mail: vickihuffman@verizon.net

Jane Splean

Special Education Consultant
Nevada Department of Education
700 East 5th Street, Suite 113
Carson City, NV 89701
Telephone: 775-687-9148

Fax: 775-687-9123

E-mail: jsplean@doe.nv.gov
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Nevada (continued)

Wendy Whipple

Part C Coordinator

Bureau of Early Intervention Services
3427 Goni Road, Suite 108

Carson City, NV 89706

Telephone: 775-684-3464

Fax: 775-684-3486

E-mail: wwhipple@nvhd.state.nv.us

Melanie Whitney

Program Officer/Data Manager
Nevada Early Intervention Services
3427 Goni Road, Suite 108

Carson City, NV 89706

Telephone: 775-684-3462

Fax: 775-684-3486

E-mail: mwhitney@nvhd.state.nv.us

New Hampshire

Jane larussi

Program Planner and Review Specialist
Bureau of Developmental Services
Main Building, Room 105S

105 Pleasant Street

Concord, NH 03301

Telephone: 603-271-5117

Fax: 603-271-5166

E-mail: jiarussi@dhhs.state.nh.us

Ralph Tilton

Program Specialist IV

NH Department of Education
101 Pleasant Street

Concord, NH 03301
Telephone: 603-271-3839
Fax: 603-271-1099

E-mail: rtilton@ed.state.nh.us

New Jersey

Oliver Giller

CMO Coordinator

Department of Health & Senior Services
NJ Early Intervention System

P.O. Box 364

Trenton, NJ 08628

Telephone: 609-777-7734

Fax: 609-292-0296

E-mail: oliver.giller@doh.state.nj.us



New Jersey (continued)

Terry Harrison

Part C Coordinator

Department of Health & Senior Services
P.O. Box 364

Trenton, NJ 08628

Telephone: 609-777-7734

Fax: 609-292-0296

E-mail: terry.harrison@doh.state.nj.us

Andrew Samson

Data Manager

New Jersey Department of Education
P.O. Box 500

Trenton, NJ 08625

Telephone: 609-633-6972

Fax: 609-599-6710

E-mail: Andrew.Samson@doe.state.nj.us

New Mexico

Anita Curtis

Data Manager

New Mexico Public Education Department
Information Technology

300 Don Gaspar

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Telephone: 505-867-0244

Fax: 505-954-0001

E-mail: anita.curtis@state.nm.us

Joanne Frey

Fiscal & Data Manager

New Mexico Public Education Department
120 South Federal Place, Room 206

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Telephone: 505-827-1461

Fax: 505-827-1469

E-mail: joanne.frey@state.nm.us

Verna Trujillo

FIT Regional Manager

New Mexico Department of Health
1190 St. Francis Drive, Suite N3067
Santa Fe, NM 87532

Telephone: 505-827-0119

Fax: 505-827-2455

E-mail: verna.trujillo@state.nm.us
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New York

Inderjit (Inni) Barone

Manager/SEDCAR Unit

New York State Education Department, VESID
Room 1613 OCP

89 Washington Avenue

Albany, NY 12234

Telephone: 518-486-4678

Fax: 518-408-3363

E-mail: ibarone@mail.nysed.gov

Denise Berletic

Part C Lead Agency Data Manager
New York State Department of Health
Bureau of Early Intervention

Room 287 Corning Tower ESP
Albany, NY 12237

Telephone: 518-473-7016

Fax: 518-486-1090

E-mail: dab08@health.state.ny.us

David Wikoff

Data Manager Designee

New York State Department of Health
Bureau of Early Intervention

Room 287, Corning Tower ESP
Albany, NY 12237

Telephone: 518-473-7016

Fax: 518-486-1090

E-mail: djwl2@bhealth.state.ny.us

North Carolina

Malcolm Alexander

IT Manager

NC Department of Public Instruction
6356 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Telephone: 919-807-3252

Fax: 919-807-3998

E-mail: akemp@dpi.state.nc.us

Teresa Dais

Research & Evaluation Consultant
NC Department of Public Instruction
6356 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Telephone: 919-807-3997

Fax: 919-807-3998

E-mail: tdais@dpi.state.nc.us



North Carolina (continued)

Brenda Gilchrest

State Consultant VI B

NC Department of Public Instruction
6356 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Telephone: 919-807-3996

Fax: 919-807-3998

E-mail: bgilchre@dpi.state.nc.us

Eleanor Howell

Statistician

NC Division of Public Health, Early
Intervention

1916 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Telephone: 919-707-5528

Fax: 919-870-4834

E-mail: Eleanor.Howell@ncmail.net

Tony Mitchell

Section Chief

NC Department of Public Instruction
6356 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Telephone: 919-807-3992

Fax: 919-807-3998

E-mail: akemp@dpi.state.nc.us

Bill Winchester

IT Manager

NC Department of Public Instruction
6356 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Telephone: 919-807-3215

Fax: 919-807-3998

E-mail: akemp@dpi.state.nc.us

Ira Wolfe

Section Chief, Policy Monitoring & Audit Unit

NC Department of Public Instruction
6356 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 24699

Telephone: 919-807-3976

Fax: 919-807-3998

E-mail: iwolfe@dpi.state.nc.us
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North Dakota

Debra Balsdon

Part C Coordinator

ND Department of Human Services
1237 West Divida Avenue

Suite 1A

Bismarck, ND 58501

Telephone: 701-328-8936

Fax: 701-328-8969

E-mail: sobald@state.nd.us

Heather Lee

Research Associate

North Dakota Center for Persons with
Disabilities

500 University Avenue West

Minot, ND 58707

Telephone: 701-858-3580

Fax: 701-858-3483

E-mail: heather.lee@minotstateu.edu

Guy McDonald

Special Education Regional Coordinator
ND Department of Public Instruction
600 East Blvd. Avenue, Department 201
Bismarck, ND 58505

Telephone: 701-328-2277

Fax: 701-328-4149

E-mail: cischneider@state.nd.us

Kimberly Witt

Project Director, Part C TA/Data Project

North Dakota Center for Persons with
Disabilities

MSU, Memorial Hall 203L

500 University Avenue West

Minot, ND 58707

Telephone: 701-858-3579

Fax: 701-858-3483

E-mail: kimberly.witt@minotstateu.edu



Ohio

Sondra Crayton

Assistant Bureau Chief

Ohio Department of Health

246 North High Street

Columbus, OH 43216

Telephone: 614-728-9183

Fax: 614-728-9163

E-mail: sondra.crayton@odh.ohio.gov

Philip Fraley

Consultant

Ohio Department of Education

25 South Front Street

Mail Stop 202

Columbus, OH 43215

Telephone: 614-995-5499

Fax: 614-752-1429

E-mail: philip.fraley@ode.state.oh.us

Thomas Lather

Assistant Director

Ohio Department of Education

25 South Front Street

Columbus, OH 43081

Telephone: 614-466-2650

Fax: 614-387-0967

E-mail: thomas.lather@ode.state.oh.us

Barbara Murphy

Education Consultant

Ohio Department of Education

25 South Front Street, Mail Stop 202
Columbus, OH 43215

Telephone: 614-752-1397

Fax: 614-752-1429

E-mail: barbara.murphy@ode.state.oh.us

Anne Skaggs

Data Administration Manager

Ohio Department of Education

25 South Front Street, 2nd Floor
Columbus, OH 43209

Telephone: 614-728-7850

Fax: 614-752-1429

E-mail: anne.skaggs@ode.state.oh.us
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Oklahoma

Cheryl Bruner

IS Application Specialist

State Department of Education

2500 North Lincoln Blvd., Suite B17
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
Telephone: 405-522-3306

Fax: 405-522-4264

E-mail: cheryl_bruner@sde.state.ok.us

Alicia Limke

Associate Director

Oklahoma State Department of Education
2500 North Lincoln Blvd.

Room 4-12

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

Telephone: 405-521-4876

Fax: 405-522-3053

E-mail: Alicia_Limke@sde.state.ok.us

Cynthia Valenzuela
Administrator-Data Manager
Oklahoma Department of Education
2500 North Lincoln Blvd.
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
Telephone: 405-521-4872

Fax: 405-522-1590

E-mail:

cynthia_bernardi-valenzuela@sde.state.ok.us

Oregon

Brian Johnson

Data Analyst

Teaching Research Institute
345 Monmouth Avenue, N
Monmouth, OR 97361
Telephone: 503-838-8797
Fax: 503-838-8150

E-mail: liberl0@hotmail.com

Marina Merrill

Education Specialist

Oregon Department of Education
Public Service Building

255 Capitol Street, NE

Salem, OR 97310

Telephone: 503-379-3569

Fax: 503-378-5156

E-mail: marina.merrill@ode.state.or.us



Oregon (continued)

Steve Smith

IDEA Data Manager

Oregon Department of Education, OSL&P
255 Capitol Street, NE

Salem, OR 97310

Telephone: 503-947-5711

Fax: 503-378-5156

E-mail: steve.w.smith@state.or.us

Pennsylvania

Frank Miller, Jr.

Human Services Program Specialist Supervisor

Office of Child Development; Division of Early
Intervention

P.O. Box 2675

521 Health & Welfare Building

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Telephone: 717-346-0374

Fax: 717-772-0012

E-mail: fmiller@state.pa.us

Jodi Rissinger

Data Manager

Pennsylvania Department of Education
Bureau of Special Education

333 Market Street, 7th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17126

Telephone: 717-783-6911

Fax: 717-783-6139

E-mail: JRissinger@state.pa.us

Victor Rodriguez-Diaz

Educational Consultant

Pennsylvania Depatment of Education
6340 Flank Drive, Suite 600
Harrisburg, PA 17112

Telephone: 717-541-4960

Fax: 717-541-4968

E-mail: vrodriguez@pattan.net
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Puerto Rico

Grace Ayala

General Supervisor of Special Education
Department of Education

P.O. Box 190759

San Juan, PR 00919

Telephone: 787-759-8207

Fax: 787-773-8906

E-mail: Ayala_G@de.gobierno.pr

Salvador Noguera

Data Manager

Department of Education

Apartado 190759

San Juan, PR 00919

Telephone: 787-773-8207

Fax: 787-753-0015

E-mail: noguera_s@de.gobierno.pr

Rhode Island

Charlene Gilman

Data Manager

Rhode Island Department of Education, Special
Populations

Shepard Building, Room 400

255 Westminster Street

Providence, RI 02903

Telephone: 401-222-8327

Fax: 401-222-6030

E-mail: Charlene.Gilman@ride.ri.gov

Christine Robin

Senior Human Services Policy & System
Specialist

State of Rhode Island Department of Human
Services

600 New London Avenue

Cranston, Rl 02920

Telephone: 401-462-6355

Fax: 401-462-6353

E-mail: crobin@dhs.ri.gov



South Carolina

Cedric Harrison

Part B Data Manager

South Carolina Department of Education
Room 808-F Rutledge Building

1429 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone: 803-734-0928

Fax: 803-734-4824

E-mail: charriso@sde.state.sc.us

Susan Thomas

Education Associate, Office of Exceptional
Children

South Carolina Department of Education

1429 Senate Street, Room B-8

Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone: 803-734-6515

Fax: 803-734-5021

E-mail: SSThomas@sde.state.sc.us

Cheryl Waller

Director
SC Dept of Health and Environmental Control
(DHEC)

Division of Children with Special Health Care
Needs, Maternal and Child Health Bureau

1751 Calhoun Street, P.O. Box 101106

Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone: 803-898-0789

Fax: 803-898-0613

E-mail: wallercj@dhec.sc.gov

South Dakota

Ann Larsen

State Special Education Director

South Dakota Department of Education
700 Governor's Drive

Kneip Building

Pierre, SD 57501

Telephone: 605-773-3678

Fax: 605-773-3782

E-mail: ann.larsen@state.sd.us
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South Dakota (continued)

Steve Livermont

Policy/Data Analyst

Department of Education

700 Governor’s Drive

Pierre, SD 57501

Telephone: 605-773-6603

Fax: 605-773-6139

E-mail: steve.livermont@state.sd.us

Michael Mboob

Management Analyst

South Dakota Department of Education
700 Governor’s Drive

Pierre, SD 57501

Telephone: 605-773-4737

Fax: 605-773-6139

E-mail: michael.mboob@state.sd.us

Tennessee

Sandy Countermine

Coordinator

Tennessee's Early Intervention System
Box 70434

East Tennessee State University
Johnson City, TN 37614

Telephone: 423-439-7557

Fax: 423-439-7561

E-mail: counterm@etsu.edu

Catherine Goodwin

Part C Monitoring Coordinator

Tennessee Department of Education, Division of
Special Education

7th Floor, Andrew Johnson Tower

710 James Robertson Parkway

Nashville, TN 37243

Telephone: 615-253-4521

Fax: 615-532-9412

E-mail: catherine.goodwin@state.tn.us

Jamie Kilpatrick

Part C Consultant

Tennessee's Early Intervention System
145E Gooch Hall

University of Tennessee at Martin
Martin, TN 38238

Telephone: 731-881-7851

Fax: 731-881-7206

E-mail: jkilpatr@utm.edu



Tennessee (continued)

Terry Long

Director of Data Services

Tennessee Department of Education, Division of
Special Education

710 James Robertson Parkway

7th Floor, Andrew Johnson Tower

Nashville, TN 37243

Telephone: 615-532-3262

Fax: 615-532-9412

E-mail: terry.long@state.tn.us

Texas

David Carrales

Program Specialist

Texas Education Agency

1701 North Congress Avenue

Austin, TX 78701

Telephone: 512-463-9579

Fax: 512-463-9560

E-mail: david.carrales@tea.state.tx.us

Nelson Loponi

Systems Analyst

Texas Education Agency

1701 North Congress Avenue

Austin, TX 78701

Telephone: 512-463-9282

Fax: 512-463-9560

E-mail: Nelson.Loponi@tea.state.tx.us

Robin Nelson

Director, Data and Analysis
DARS-ECI Division

4900 North Lamar Blvd.

Mailcode 3029

Austin, TX 78751

Telephone: 512-424-6807

Fax: 512-424-6834

E-mail: Robin.Nelson@dars.state.tx.us
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Utah

Patrice Isabella

Part C Data Manager

Baby Watch Early Intervention
P.O. Box 144720

Salt Lake City, UT 84114
Telephone: 801-584-8299

Fax: 801-584-8496

E-mail: pisabella@utah.gov

Calvin Newbold

Data Manager, Special Education

Utah State Office of Education

250 East 500 South

P.O. Box 144200

Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Telephone: 801-538-7724

Fax: 801-538-7991

E-mail: cal.newbold@schools.utah.gov

Vermont

Kathleen Boulanger

Data Manager, Administrative Assistant
Family, Infant & Toddler Program

DCF - 2 North

103 South Main Street

Waterbury, VT 05671

Telephone: 802-241-3602

Fax: 802-241-1220

E-mail: kboulan@vdh.state.vt.us

Dave Phillips

Part B Data Manager

Vermont Department of Education
120 State Street

Student Support Team, Berlin Office
Montpelier, VT 05620

Telephone: 802-828-5936

Fax: 802-828-0573

E-mail: davidphillips@education.state.vt.us



Vermont (continued)

Jane Ross-Allen

Associate Director

Vermont Part C, University of Vermont
Mann Hall, 3rd Floor

208 Colchester Avenue

Burlington, VT 05405

Telephone: 802-656-1150

Fax: 802-656-1357

E-mail: Jane.Ross-Allen@uvm.edu

Peg Boyle Single

Research Associate Professor/Database
Developer

University of Vermont

Mann Hall, Room 204b

208 Colchester Avenue

Burlington, VT 05405

Telephone: 802-656-8533

E-mail: PegBoyle.Single@uvm.edu

Virginia

David Mills

Data Manager/TA Consultant

Department of Mental Health, Mental
Retardation & SAS

P.O. Box 1797

Richmond, VA 23218

Telephone: 804-371-6593

Fax: 804-371-7959

E-mail: david.mills@co.dmhmrsas.virginia.gov

Paul Raskopf

Director, Financial and Data Services
Virginia Department of Education
Office of Special Education

P.O. Box 2120

Richmond, VA 23218

Telephone: 804-225-2080

Fax: 804-371-8796

E-mail: paul.raskopf@doe.virginia.gov

Anu Upadhyaya

Data Specialist

Virginia Department of Education

P.O. Box 2120

Richmond, VA 23218

Telephone: 804-786-9022

Fax: 804-371-8796

E-mail: Anu.Upadhyaya@doe.virginia.gov
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Washington

Sandy Grummick

Special Education Data Manager
Superintendent of Public Instruction
P.O. Box 47200

Olympia, WA 98504

Telephone: 360-725-6075

Fax: 360-586-0247

E-mail: sgrummick@ospi.wednet.edu

Sandy Morris

Program Director

Washington Infant Toddler Early Intervention
Program

P.O. Box 45201

Olympia, WA 98504

Telephone: 360-725-3516

Fax: 360-725-3523

E-mail: LoercSK@dshs.wa.gov

Richard Sanders

ITEIP Data Manager

DSHS

640 Woodland Square Lp, SE
Lacey, WA 98504
Telephone: 360-725-3501
Fax: 360-725-3523

E-mail: sanderl@dshs.wa.gov

West Virginia

Robin Bolling

Assistant Director

West Virginia Department of Education
1500 Kanawha Blvd., East

Building 6, Room 304

Charleston, WV 25305

Telephone: 304-558-2696

Fax: 304-558-3741

E-mail: rbolling@access.k12.wv.us

Sandra McQuain

Coordinator, Data Management

WYV Department of Education

Bldg. 6, Room 304

1900 Kanawha Blvd. East
Charleston, WV 25305

Telephone: 304-558-2696

Fax: 304-559-3741

E-mail: smcquain@access.k12.wv.us



West Virginia (continued)

Pamela Roush

Director

WV Birth To Three

350 Capitol Street, Room 427
Charleston, WV 25301
Telephone: 304-558-6311

Fax: 304-558-2183

E-mail: pamroush@wvdhhr.org

Wisconsin

Nancy Fuhrman

Special Education Data Coordinator
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
125 South Webster Street

P.O. Box 7841

Madison, W1 53707

Telephone: 608-267-9243

Fax: 608-267-3746

E-mail: nancy.fuhrman@dpi.state.wi.us

Morgan Groves

Data and Fiscal Policy Analyst
Department of Health and Family Services
P.O. Box 7851

1 West Wilson Street

Madison, W1 53707

Telephone: 608-267-7844

Fax: 608-266-5629

E-mail: grovemp@dhfs.state.wi.us

Wyoming

Michael Harris

Special Programs Unit Consultant
Wyoming Department of Education
320 West Main

Riverton, WY 82501

Telephone: 307-777-2577

Fax: 307-777-2556

E-mail: mharri@educ.state.wy.us
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Wyoming (continued)

Robert Lynch

Consultant

Division of Developmental Disabilities
State of Wyoming

6101 Yellowstone, Suite 186E
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Telephone: 307-777-7115

Fax: 307-777-6047

E-mail: rlynch@state.wy.us

Stephanie Weaver

Data, Finance & Compliance Supervisor
Wyoming Department of Education

320 West Main

Riverton, WY 82501

Telephone: 307-777-2560

Fax: 307-777-2556

E-mail: sweave@educ.state.wy.us

Outlying Areas
American Samoa

Jean Asuega

Part C Coordinator

American Samoa Part C Program
P.O. Box 7477

Fagaima Road

Pago Pago, AS 96799
Telephone: 684-699-4990

Fax: 684-699-4984

E-mail: drjeanasuega@yahoo.com

Vaouli Muasau

Data Manager

AS Department of Education, Special Education
Division

P.O. Box 5996

Pago Pago, AS 96799

Telephone: 684-633-1323

Fax: 684-633-7707

E-mail: speddata@yahoo.com



American Samoa (continued)

Sue Scanlan

Data Manager

Part C EIS of American Samoa
P.O. Box 7477

Pago Pago, AS 96799
Telephone: 684-699-4990

Fax: 684-699-4984

E-mail: sescanlan@hotmail.com

Peter Tinitali

Program Director

American Samoa Special Education Division
Department of Education

P.O. Box 4191

Pago Pago, AS 96799

Telephone: 684-633-1323

Fax: 684-633-7707

E-mail: ptinitali@hotmail.com

Moeolo Vaatausili

Assistant Director

Department of Education, Special Education
P.O. Box 7078

Pago Pago, AS 96799

Telephone: 684-699-7879

Fax: 684-633-7707

E-mail: mvaatausili@yahoo.com

Federated States of Micronesia

Arthur Albert

Part B Data Manager

FSM Special Education Program
P.O. Box P

Kolonia

Pohnpei, FM 96941
Telephone: 691-320-8982

Fax: 691-320-5404

E-mail: aralbert@mail.fm

Burnis Danis
Data/Evaluation Manager

FSM Department of Health, Education & Social

Affairs
P.O. Box PS 87
Palikir
Pohnpei, FM 96941
Telephone: 691-320-2609
Fax: 691-320-5500
E-mail: bdanis@mail.fm

Federated States of Micronesia (contin-
ued)

Makir Keller

Executive Director, Special Education

Department of Health, Education and Social
Affairs

P.O. Box P

Kolonia

Pohnpei, FM 96941

Telephone: 691-320-8982

Fax: 691-320-5404

E-mail: mkeller@mail.fm

Guam

June De Leon

Associate Director Program Development
University of Guam CEDDERS

Office of Academic Affairs

UOG Station

Mangilao, GU 96923

Telephone: 671-735-2484

Fax: 671-734-5709

E-mail: jdeleon@ite.net

Elaine Eclavea

Health, Wellness, and Prevention Coordinator
University of Guam CEDDERS

Office of Academic Affairs

UOG Station

Mangilao, GU 96923

Telephone: 671-735-2466

Fax: 671-734-5709

E-mail: eeclavea@ite.net

Angie Taitague

Special Education Data Supervisor

Guam Public School System

(FedEx: Bldg. 13-34 & 13-35 Spec Ed Office
Seagull Avenue, Tiyan, Guam 96913)

P.O. Box 170310

Inarajan, GU 96917

Telephone: 671-475-0561

Fax: 671-475-0562

E-mail: argtaitague@gdoe.net



Guam (continued)

Cathy Tydingco

Part C Administrator

GPSS/Guam Early Intervention System
P.O. Box DE

Hagatna, GU 96932

Telephone: 671-735-2414

Fax: 671-735-2439

E-mail: geis@ite.net

Marshall Islands

Frank Horiuchi

Specialist Education Specialist
Special Education Program, RMI
P.O. Box 3179

Majuro, MH 96960

Telephone: 692-625-8398

Fax: 692-625-3861

E-mail: fahoriuchi@yahoo.com

Miles Kawatachi

Consultant

Ministry of Education

Marshall Islands

P.O. Box 3179

Majuro, Marshall Islands, MH 96960
Telephone: 692-625-4043

Fax: 692-625-3861

E-mail: kwatachi001@hawaii.rr.com

Ruthiran Lokeijak

Director of Special Education
Ministry of Education

Marshall Islands

P.O. Box 911

Majuro, Marshall Islands, MH 96960
Telephone: 692-625-4043

Fax: 692-625-3861

E-mail: rlokeijak@yahoo.com

Northern Mariana Islands

Laura Brown

Compliance Monitor

CNMI Public School System
P.O. Box 501370

Saipan, MP 96950
Telephone: 670-237-3029
Fax: 670-664-3774

E-mail: brownl@pss.cnmi.mp
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Northern Mariana Islands (continued)

Suzanne Lizama

Part C Coordinator

CNMI Public School System
Box 1370

Saipan, MP 96950
Telephone: 670-237-3019
Fax: 670-664-3774

E-mail: lizamas@pss.cnmi.mp

Palau

Bernice Elechuus

Database Management Specialist
Ministry of Education

P.O. Box 7080

Koror, PW 96940

Telephone: 680-488-2570

Fax: 680-488-2830

E-mail: belechuus@co.palaumoe.net

Evans Imetengel

Special Education Coordinator
Palau Ministry of Education
P.O. Box 1944

Koror, PW 96940

Telephone: 680-488-2568

Fax: 680-488-5808

E-mail: spedcor@palaunet.com

Lyliza Madris

Education Specialist, Testing
Palau Ministry of Education

P.O. Box 7080

Koror, PW 96940

Telephone: 680-488-2570

Fax: 680-488-2830

E-mail: lilymadris@palaumoe.net

Pillar Ngiraswei

Data Manager

Palau, Special Education Program
P.O. Box 5003

Koror, PW 96940

Telephone: 680-488-2568

Fax: 680-488-5808

E-mail: spedpw@palaunet.com



Virgin Islands

Nona McCray

Program Administrator
Infants & Toddlers Program
P.O. Box 306084

St. Thomas, VI 00803
Telephone: 340-777-8804
Fax: 340-774-2820

E-mail: topaze@viaccess.net

Chantal Overbeek

Case Manager Planner

Infants and Toddlers Program
P.O. Box 308234

St. Thomas, VI 00803
Telephone: 340-774-6341

Fax: 340-776-4501

E-mail: dhocasemgr@viaccess.net

Yolanda Paul

Federal Grants and Program Monitor
Department of Education, Special Education
1834 Kongens Gade

St. Thomas, VI 00802

Telephone: 340-774-4399

Fax: 340-774-2210

E-mail: ypaul@usviosep.org
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RRC Participants

Wayne Ball

Program Specialist

Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center
5137 North County Road 11

Fort Collins, CO 80524

Telephone: 970-227-8234

Fax: 435-753-9750

E-mail: Professuop@aol.com

Cesar D'Agord

Educational Consultant

Western Regional Resource Center
1268 University of Oregon
Eugene, OR 97403

Telephone: 541-346-0387

Fax: 541-346-0322

E-mail: cdagord@uoregon.edu

Eric Dickson

Program Specialist

Southeast Regional Resource Center
P.O. Box 244023

Montgomery, AL 36124
Telephone: 334-244-3116

Fax: 334-244-3101

E-mail: edickson@mail.aum.edu

Darla Griffin

Program Specialist/Consultant

SERRC (Southeast Regional Resource Center)
P.O. Box 244023

Montgomery, AL 36124

Telephone: 334-244-3100

Fax: 334-244-3101

E-mail: d.griff@cox.net

Jim Henson

Field Staff

Mid-South Regional Resource Center
One Quality Street, Suite 722
Lexington, KY 40507

Telephone: 859-948-2625

Fax: 859-257-4353

E-mail: jhenson@uky.edu
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Grace Kelley

Consultant

Southeast Regional Resource Center
1717 Guilford Lane

Oklahoma City, OK 73120
Telephone: 405-843-1420

Fax: 405-848-6876

E-mail: gkelley3@cox.net

James Leinen

Educational Consultant

Western Regional Resource Center
1268 University of Oregon
Eugene, OR 97403

Telephone: 541-346-0370

Fax: 541-346-0322

E-mail: jsleinen@uoregon.edu

Richard Lewis

Associate Director for Fiscal & Technology

Resources
Mid-South Regional Resource Center
1 Quality Street, Suite 722
Lexington, KY 40507
Telephone: 859-257-4921
Fax: 859-257-4353
E-mail: Richard.Lewis@uky.edu

Bill McMillan
Technical Assistance Specialist

North Central Regional Resource Center

5 Pattee Hall

150 Pillsbury Drive, SE
Minneapolis, MN 55455
Telephone: 612-624-9722
Fax: 612-624-9344

E-mail: 1bndmacl@msn.com

Caroline Moore

Director

Western Regional Resource Center
1268 University of Oregon
Eugene, OR 97403

Telephone: 541-346-0356

Fax: 541-346-0322

E-mail: cjmoore@uoregon.edu

RRC Participants (continued)



Kristin Reedy

Director

Northeast Regional Resource Center
Learning Innovations at WestEd

20 Winter Sport Lane

Williston, VT 05495

Telephone: 802-951-8218

Fax: 802-951-8222

E-mail: kreedy@wested.org

Arlene Russell Bender

Evaluation & Reporting Coordinator
TACS/Western RRC

1268 University of Oregon

Eugene, OR 97403

Telephone: 541-346-0349

Fax: 541-346-0322

E-mail: arbender@uoregon.edu

Michael Sharpe
Director

North Central Regional Resource Center

5 Pattee Hall

150 Pillsbury Drive, SE
Minneapolis, MN 55455
Telephone: 612-626-8155
Fax: 612-624-9344

E-mail: sharp004@umn.edu

82

Steve Spencer

Education Consultant

Western Regional Resource Center

14364 Aedan Court

Poway, CA 92064

Telephone: 858-335-9690

Fax: 858-683-2047

E-mail: steve.spencer@interwork.sdsu.edu

Charity Welch

Program Associate

Northeast Regional Resource Center (NERRC)
P.O. Box 7624

Upper Marlboro, MD 20774

Telephone: 301-249-3924

Fax: 301-249-3924

E-mail: cwelch@wested.org



Federal Participants

Pat Abeyta

Education Research Analyst
Bureau of Indian Affairs
P.O. Box 1088
Albuquerque, NM 87103
Telephone: 505-563-5272
Fax: 505-563-5281

E-mail: pabeyta@bia.edu

Scott Brown
OSERS/OSEP/RTP

U.S. Department of Education
PCP, Room 4076

550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7282
E-mail: scott.brown@ed.gov

Cynthia Bryant

Education Program Specialist
OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW, Room 4022
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7284
E-mail: cynthia.bryant@ed.gov

Gregg Corr

Associate Division Director
OSERS/OSEP/MSIP

U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7309
Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: Gregg.Corr@ed.gov

Mary Louise Dirrigl

Education Program Specialist
OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education

550 12th Street, SW, Room 4013
Washington, DC 20065

Telephone: 202-245-7324

Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: Mary.Louise.Dirrigl@ed.gov
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Lynne Fairfax

Education Program Specialist
OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW

PCP, Room 4037

Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7337

Fax: 202-245-7618

E-mail: Lynne.Fairfax@ed.gov

Judith Gregorian

Associate Division Director
OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7360

Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: judith.gregorian@ed.gov

Jill Harris

Education Program Specialist
U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7372
Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: jill.harris@ed.gov

Lee Hoffman
Program Director

National Center for Education Statistics
El/Sec Coop System & Institutional Studies

ESLSD

1990 K Street, NW, Room 9107
Washington, DC 20006
Telephone: 202-502-7356
E-mail: Lee.Hoffman@ed.gov

Lisa Holden-Pitt

U.S. Department of Education
OSERS/OSEP/RTP

550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7379
E-mail: Lisa.Holden-Pitt@ed.gov



Federal Participants (continued)

Gail Houle

Associate Division Director, Early Childhood
Programs

U.S. Department of Education

550 12th Street, SW

Room 4061

Washington, DC 20065

Telephone: 202-245-7381

Fax: 202-245-7617

E-mail: Gail.Houle@ed.gov

Debra Jennings

Ed Specialist

OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW, Room 4020
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7389

Fax: 202-245-7618

E-mail: debra.jennings@ed.gov

Ginger Johnson

State Contact

OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7353

Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: virginia.johnson@ed.gov

Al Jones, Jr.

Education Program Specialist

U.S. Department of Education, OSERS
550 12th Street, SW

Room 4035

Washington, DC 20065

Telephone: 202-245-7394

Fax: 202-245-7618

E-mail: al.jones@ed.gov
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Troy Justesen

OSERS/OSEP

U.S. Department of Education
PCP, Room 5138

550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
E-mail: troy.justesen@ed.gov

Christy Kavulic

Education Program Specialist
U.S. Department of Education
550 12th Street, SW

Room 4057

Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7359

Fax: 202-245-7617

E-mail: Christy.Kavulic@ed.gov

Ken Kienas

Education Program Specialist
OSERS/OSEP

550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7621
Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: ken.kienas@ed.gov

Charles Kniseley

Education Specialist
OSERS/OSEP/MSIP

U.S. Department of Education
Potomac Center Plaza

550 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20065
Telephone: 202-245-7322

Fax: 202-245-7614

E-mail: charles.kniseley@ed.gov

Julia Martin
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