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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: February 8, 2016  
 
TO: MEMBERS, State Board of Education 
 
FROM: TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
SUBJECT: Special Education: Alignment of the California State Performance Plan 

and Annual Performance Report to multiple current state initiatives 
including the Local Control Funding Formula, Local Control and 
Accountability Plans, recommendations of the Special Education Task 
Force, and the State Superintendent’s Blueprint 2.0 

 
Summary of Key Issues 
 
The enactment of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) law introduced significant 
changes to California’s accountability landscape. With the focus on aligning local 
resources with student needs to support continuous improvement, California has 
embarked on a transition to a new accountability system that is dependent on 
successful state and local partnerships.  
 
Updates to the State Board of Education (SBE) on the progress towards developing a 
new accountability system began in November 2014 with a draft framework and an 
implementation plan on the new accountability system presented at the November 2015 
meeting. (Refer to the SBE Web site located at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/nov15item11.doc). The draft 
framework and implementation plan recommend action items to further align required 
state and federal reports and plans with the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and 
in particular, the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) development, 
implementation, and evaluation.  
 
Additionally, California’s Statewide Task Force on Special Education recommended in 
March 2015 that the state develop a statewide system of support designed to align 
services with the tenets of LCFF in order to support one coherent system of education 
serving all students. (Refer to the Special Education Task Force Web site located at  
http://www.smcoe.org/about-smcoe/statewide-special-education-task-force/). Finally, 
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (SSPI’s) Blueprint 2.0 recommends 
alignment of services to provide a coherent educational system for all students, and 
further demonstrates the effort to align academic and fiscal resources at all levels of the 
educational system.  
 
As required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004, Part B, the 
Special Education Division (SED) of the California Department of Education (CDE), has 
developed the State Performance Plan (SPP), which is a six-year plan covering federal 
fiscal year (FFY) 2013–14 through 2018–19. California is required to have in place an 
SPP to guide the state's implementation of IDEA Part B and to describe how the state 
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will meet implementation targets. The SPP contains indicators 1 through 17, as defined 
by the federal Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). These data indicators 
consist of 5 compliance indicators, 11 performance indicators, and 1 indicator that 
includes both compliance and performance components. Combined, these indicators 
document California’s overall progress as measured by state data. Each year, since 
2005, the SPP has been updated, as approved by the SBE, to reflect changes in federal 
requirements. The SPP remains current through FFY 2014, program year 2014–15.  
 
The SED prepares the Annual Performance Report (APR), which documents and 
analyzes the state’s progress in meeting the target and benchmarks identified in the 
SPP. The APR is presented to the SBE annually for review and approval as the CDE’s 
annual report to the OSEP. Usually, the SED provides the APR to the SBE for review at 
its November SBE meeting; however, due to implementation of the Smarter Balanced 
Assessment System, data needed to calculate Indicator 3, Statewide Assessment, was 
unavailable. The OSEP has recently notified states that due to the passage of the Every 
Student Succeeds Act, states will be provided a two-year break in reporting Annual 
Yearly Progress (AYP) data. Consequently, this year’s SPP and APR did not include 
AYP data, including statewide assessment information. The APR was presented and 
approved at the SBE meeting in January 2016. 
 
A description of all 17 indicators that are captured in the SPP and the APR is presented 
in Attachment 1. Preliminary analysis of these indicators compared with the LCFF state 
priorities, which are included in the LCAPs, demonstrates an alignment to at least four 
of the priorities, as shown in the table below.  
 
 

LCFF/LCAP Priority APR Indicator(s) 
Student Achievement Indicator   3 – Statewide Assessment 

Indicator 17 – SSIP 
Student Engagement Indicator   1 – Graduation  

Indicator   2 – Dropout 
School Climate Indicator   4 – Discipline 
Parental Involvement Indicator   8 – Parent Involvement 
 
The SED supports local educational agencies (LEAs) in using the indicator data to 
address the LCFF/LCAP priorities by calculating and reporting indicator results for each 
LEA. The results for all indicators for each LEA are posted on the CDE Web site at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp. 
 
Most of these data indicators are reported as measures of past performance. The only 
indicator that is tied to future work is Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan 
(SSIP). Indicator 17 describes plans for improvement activities, and it will be presented 
to the SBE at its March 2016 meeting for submission to the OSEP on April 1, 2016. The 
SSIP covers multiple years and is focused on improving academic achievement 
outcomes of students with disabilities who are also English Learners, foster youth, 
and/or students who are eligible for free and reduced price meals. Students with 
disabilities are disproportionately represented in the student subgroups targeted by the 
LCFF, as depicted in the chart below. 
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While students with disabilities comprise 10.9 percent of the entire student population, 
they comprise a significantly larger percentage of students in the LCFF targeted student 
subgroups. In fact, 15 percent of students eligible for free and reduced price meals, 21 

percent of English Learners, and 25 
percent of foster youth are students 
with disabilities. Furthermore, 70 
percent of all students with 
disabilities are in one or more of the 
three LCFF-targeted subgroups. 
(See the chart at left.) Focusing the 
SSIP on these student groups will 
therefore have a significant impact 
on the performance of students with 
disabilities overall. This focus also 
enables LEAs to better align their 
SSIP activities to their LCAPs, as the 
same student subgroups are 
targeted in both LCAP and SSIP 
activities.  

 
The SSIP (Indicator 17) creates additional opportunities for alignment between the APR 
and the LCFF/LCAP, Blueprint 2.0, and the Special Education Task Force 
recommendations. In addition to the alignment of the APR indicators with the 
LCFF/LCAP priorities, the SSIP offers support to LEAs through the use of what the 
OSEP terms “coherent improvement strategies.” These strategies were chosen for their 
potential in improving the academic outcomes for the LCAP subgroups, and all 
students. These strategies are student engagement (improved attendance), student 
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discipline (reducing suspensions/expulsions), and access to, and instruction in, 
California’s Standards (e.g., Common Core, Next Generation Science Standards, 
Career Technical Education Standards, and English Language Development). The 
SED, as part of the SSIP, is updating previously identified evidence-based practices 
(EBPs) to improve outcomes under each of the identified coherent improvement 
strategies. The EBPs will be provided through a Tiered Technical Assistance and 
Intervention System based on a multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) framework.  
 
The Phase I SSIP contained broad strategies with detailed improvement activities 
related to data analysis, identification of areas for improvement, and infrastructure to 
support improvement and build capacity based on the Theory of Action. Phase I was 
presented and approved at the March 2015 SBE meeting. The Phase II SSIP proposal 
will contain specific plans for meeting the OSEP requirements and will strengthen the 
alignment and supports for LEAs through the LCFF/LCAP process. 
 
Additionally, the SED has reviewed the recommendations from the Special Education 
Task Force Report and has prioritized recommendations that are within the work of the 
SED. The SED is currently engaged in activities to address recommendations from the 
Task Force. It should be noted that a number of the Task Force recommendations are 
within the responsibility of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing and other divisions 
within the CDE.  
 
Lastly, the APR SSIP directly supports the CDE initiatives contained in Strategic Priority 
3 – Student Success, of the Blueprint 2.0:  
 

3.1 – Set the foundation for one coherent system of education in which students 
receive the supports they need to be successful in the most inclusive 
environment. 
  
3.9 – Support the implementation of the SSIP developed by the CDE, SED, 
consistent with the Statewide Task Force on Special Education’s 
recommendations for one coherent system of education. 

 
The SED continues to work on Task Force priorities as well as alignment of the SSIP 
with the eight priority areas of the LCAP and Blueprint 2.0 through its cross divisional 
work with the CDE staff from the English Learner Division, Title I and Title III programs, 
and the Local Agency Systems Support Office (LASSO). The SED also continues to 
meet with stakeholders and agency partners such as the Department of Developmental 
Services and the Department of Rehabilitation on these and other priorities.  
 
Attachment(s) 
 
Attachment 1: Part B State Performance Plan Indicators (2 pages) 
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PART B STATE PERFORMANCE PLAN INDICATORS 

 
 

1. Percent of youth with individual education programs (IEPs) graduating from high 
school with a regular diploma. 

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

 
3. Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments. 

 
4. Rates of suspension and expulsion for children with IEPs greater than 10 days. 

 
5. Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 
80 percent or more of the day; inside the regular class less than 40 percent of the 
day; and in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital 
placements. 
 
6. Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early 
childhood program and receiving the majority of special education/related services in 
that program; and attending a separate special education class, separate school, or 
residential facility. 
 
7. Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate 
improved positive social-emotional skills, acquisition and use of knowledge and 
skills, and use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. 
 
8. Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report 
that school facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and 
results for children with disabilities. 
 
9. Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic 
groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate 
identification. 
 
10.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic 
groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification. 

 
11.  Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental 
consent for initial evaluation. 

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

 
13.  Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes 
appropriate measureable postsecondary goals that are annually updated based 
upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including 
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courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those 
postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition service 
needs. There must also be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team 
meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if 
appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP 
Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the 
age of majority. 

 
14.  Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at 
the time they left school, and were enrolled in higher education or some other 
postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed or in some 
other employment within one year of leaving high school. 

 
15.  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved 
through resolution session settlement agreements. 

 
16.  Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 

 
17.  State Systemic Improvement Plan.  
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Tom Torlakson, State Superintendent of Public Instruction

California Compliance 
Determination Process

Presentation to the Special Education Local Plan Area 
Director’s Group Meeting

April 1, 2016

COMPLIANCE 
DETERMINATIONS

The regulations
34 Code of Federal Regulations sections 300.600 and 300.604
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Overall Compliance Determination
Four Categories:
 Meets Requirements
 Needs Assistance
 Needs Intervention
 Needs Substantial Intervention

INDICATORS

 And other requirements

Compliance Indicators Performance Indicators

Indicator 4b: Suspension and Expulsion by     
Ethnicity

Indicator 9:   Disproportionality Overall 
Indicator 10: Disproportionality Disability 
Indicator 11: Eligibility Evaluation 
Indicator 12: Part C to Part B Transition 
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition Goals and      

Services 
Indicator 15: Hearing Requests Resolved by Local Resolution 
Indicator 16: Hearing Requests Resolved by Mediation 

Indicator 1: Graduation 
Indicator 2: Dropout  
Indicator 3: Statewide Assessments (not included) 
Indicator 4a: Suspension and Expulsion
Indicator 5: Least Restrictive Environment 
Indicator 6: Preschool Least Restrictive 

Environment (not included)
Indicator 7: Preschool Assessment (not included)
Indicator 8: Parent Involvement 
Indicator 14: Post-school Outcomes (not included)
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan (not included)
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For Performance Indicator 
Reviews (PIR), Compliance 
Determinations, and 
Comprehensive Review (CR) 
selections, the CDE assigns a 
selection score to each 
indicator (compliance and 
performance). We compare the 
current year value to the prior 
year value and derive a 
selection score. 

Selection Scores

THREE WAYS DETERMINATIONS 
ARE MADE

1. Overall score
2. Identification through Data Identified Noncompliance 

(DINC)
3. Receiving a “1” in any of the performance indicator 

calculations
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Overall Performance 
Determination

Performance Indicator Designation
 Beginning in 2014–15 LEAs will have determinations based on their Performance Indicators. The 

determinations for Performance Indicators are:

 Meets Target +: LEAs that meet state-identified targets for performance and are demonstrating 

improvement on performance measures from the prior year are assigned an LEA Performance Score of 4.

 Meets Target -: LEAs that meet state-identified targets for performance, but are demonstrating declining 

performance on performance measures compared to the prior year, are assigned a 3.

 Does not Meet Target: LEAs that do not meet state identified targets for performance, but are 

demonstrating improvement on performance measures compared to the prior year, are assigned a 2.

 Needs Assistance: LEAs that do not meet state identified targets for performance, and are 

demonstrating declining performance on performance measures compared to the prior year, are assigned 

a 1.

 Note: LEAs assigned an LEA Performance Score of 1 are identified as LEAs that are required to complete 

specific improvement activities.
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Description of Indicator 1

Description of Indicator 2
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Description of Indicator 4a

Description of Indicator 5
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Description of Indicator 8

Overall Performance Determination
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Overall Average Compliance 
Determination

Description of Indicator 4b
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Description of Indicator 9

Description of Indicator 10
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Description of Indicator 11

Description of Indicator 12
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Description of Indicator 13

Timely Correction
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Timely Reporting

Timely Reporting Table

Report Name Description Who Submits it to CDE
CASEMIS – December 
Submission

Individual characteristics and other information for all students enrolled in 
special education or receiving related services on December 1, 2011, by school 
district. 

Report is submitted by the school district of service to 
the SELPA. SELPA is responsible for transmitting 
student information for each local education agency that 
is a member of the SELPA.

CASEMIS December Anomaly 
Report

The SELPAs shall review the reports comparing year-to-year changes prior to 
sending SELPA data files to the CDE and provide an explanation when required.

Report is submitted by the school district of service to 
the SELPA. SELPA is responsible for transmitting 
student information for each local education agency that 
is a member of the SELPA.

CASEMIS Special Education 
Personnel Data Report

Contains aggregate number of personnel employed in various personnel 
categories for each local education agency.

SELPA submits information for each local education 
agency that is a member of the SELPA.

Desired Results Developmental 
Profile February

Identification and assessment information for individual children between the 
ages of 3 and 5 who receive special education and related services through 
funded State Preschool programs. 

SELPA submits data provided by individual school 
districts that have resident preschool age children who 
receive special education or related services.

Desired Results Developmental 
Profile July

Identification and assessment information for individual children between the 
ages of 3 and 5 who receive special education and related services through 
funded State Preschool programs. 

SELPA submits data provided by individual school 
districts that have resident preschool age children who 
receive special education or related services.

CASEMIS June Submission Individual characteristics and other information for all students enrolled in 
special education or receiving related services during the school year by school 
district. 

Report is submitted by the school district of student 
service to the SELPA. SELPA is responsible for 
transmitting student information for each local education 
agency that is a member of the SELPA.

CASEMIS June Anomaly Report The SELPAs shall review the reports comparing year-to-year changes prior to 
sending SELPA data files to the CDE and provide an explanation when required.

Report is submitted by the school district of service to 
the SELPA. SELPA is responsible for transmitting 
student information for each local education agency that 
is a member of the SELPA.

CASEMIS Post School 
Outcomes Data Table 

The table contains the number of students with Transition Plans included in their 
most recent Individualized Education Program (IEP) on or before their 16th

birthday.

SELPA collects local educational agency information 
and reports it to CDE.
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Timely Reporting Table continued

Report Name Description Who Submits it to CDE
SELPA Annual Budget Plan SELPA submits annual budget plans as described in Education Code Section 

56205.
SELPAs report to CDE

SELPA Annual Service 
Descriptors 

SELPA submits annual service descriptors as described in Education Code 
Section 56205.

SELPAs report to CDE

Annual Service Location Report SELPA submits annual service location report as described in Education Code 
Section.

SELPAs report to CDE

Special Education Self Review 
(SESR) Monitoring Plan

Local school districts that are scheduled for a SESR are required to submit a 
plan for reviewing student records and policy and procedure documents. The 
plan is based on public input and review of the district’s State Performance Plan 
Indicator results. 

Each local education agency that provides special 
education and related services. LEAs undergo SESRs 
on a four-year rotational schedule.

Special Education Self Review 
Data File

The completed results of a district SESR are transmitted to CDE. The file 
contains the results of the district’s student record and policy and procedure 
review, including corrective actions taken. 

Each local education agency that provides special 
education and related services. LEAs undergo SESRs 
on a four-year rotational schedule.

Maintenance of Effort  (SEMB) SELPAs are required to gather their LEA’s budget figures and compare them to 
the prior year actual expenditures for the prior fiscal year.

SELPAs report to CDE

Maintenance of Effort (SEMA) SELPAs are required to gather the actual expenditures of each member local 
education agency (LEA) for the current year and compare them to the actual 
expenditures of the preceding fiscal year to determine if the SELPA and each of 
its LEA’s expended at least as much as they did in the prior year. 

SELPAs report to CDE

Disproportionality and Discipline 
Survey

Survey of local school districts that were identified as having disproportionality 
among race, ethnic or disability categories or significant percentage of student 
disciplinary actions.

Surveys were sent to identified school districts who were 
responsible to review policies, procedures, and 
practices and report findings.

Example of Timely and Complete Reporting

1=Report submitted timely and 
complete  
0=Report not submitted, not timely, 
or not complete  
N/A – Not applicable 

District: Shangrila Unified
District Number:9999999
SELPA Number: 5901
SELPA Name: Neverland SELPA
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Audit Findings

Average of Compliance Indicators
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Overall Compliance 
Determination

Overall 
Compliance 
Determination
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Three Year 
Determination 
Summary

Questions
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U.S. Department of Education Takes Action to 
Deliver Equity for Students with Disabilities 
ED Data Demonstrates Need to Address Widespread Disparities in Special Education 
February 23, 2016 
Contact:   Press Office, (202) 401-1576, press@ed.gov 

 

The U.S. Department of Education took a critical step today toward addressing widespread 
disparities in the treatment of students of color with disabilities, proposing a new rule to improve 
equity in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

The nation's special education law, IDEA, aims to ensure fairness in the identification, placement, 
and discipline of students with disabilities. Yet disparities persist, and students of color remain more 
likely to be identified as having a disability and face harsher discipline than their white classmates. 

In order to address those inequities, IDEA requires states to identify districts with "significant 
disproportionality" in special education—that is, when districts identify, place outside the regular 
classroom, or discipline children from any racial or ethnic group at markedly higher rates than their 
peers. According to a new analysis by the Department of data states submitted under IDEA, 
hundreds of districts around the country with large racial and ethnic disparities go unidentified. For 
example, 876 school districts gave African American students with disabilities short-term, out-of-
school suspensions at least twice as often as all other students with disabilities for three years in a 
row. But, in 2013, states identified fewer than 500 districts in total with "significant disproportionality." 

"We have a moral and a civil rights obligation to ensure that all students, with and without disabilities, 
are provided the tools they need to succeed, regardless of background," said Acting U.S. Secretary 
of Education John B. King Jr. "IDEA exists for the purpose of ensuring that students get the unique 
services they need, and we owe it to them and to ourselves to uphold all of the law's provisions." 

"At its core, My Brother's Keeper is about making sure all of our kids know they matter and have a 
clear pathway to achieve their dreams, regardless of where they come from, or the circumstances 
into which they are born," said Broderick Johnson, cabinet secretary and chair of the My Brother's 
Keeper Task Force. "Today's Equity in IDEA announcement brings us a critical step forward in 
closing the startling opportunity gaps that limit far too many of our children's potential." 

The proposed Equity in IDEA rule would, for the first time, require states to implement a standard 
approach to compare racial and ethnic groups, with reasonable thresholds for determining when 
disparities have become significant. That determination is critical to ensuring students get the 
supports they need and deserve. Once identified as having a significant disproportionality, the 
district must set aside 15 percent of its IDEA, Part B funds to provide comprehensive coordinated 
early intervening services. Further, the policies, practices, and procedures of the district must be 
reviewed, and, if necessary, revised to ensure compliance with IDEA. 

The proposed rule would also provide identified districts with new flexibility to support the needs of 
students. The Department has proposed to broaden the allowable uses of the 15 percent set aside, 
currently used to fund early intervening services, to include services to students with and without 
disabilities, from ages 3 through grade 12. Up until now, identified districts could only use these 
funds to support students without disabilities, and only in grades K through 12, severely limiting the 
use of interventions that might address early needs and reduce disparities in the placement and 
discipline of students with disabilities. 
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However, data clearly show that IDEA's mandate, as currently implemented, does not fulfil its 
intended purpose, resulting in limited implementation of early intervening services. That's why the 
Department is taking action today. 

In 2013, the Government Accountability Office released a report showing the status quo has resulted 
in virtually no action to address this issue. Accordingly, the Department has found that, from year to 
year, only 2 to 3 percent of districts nationwide are identified with significant disproportionality, and 
required to take action. Further, the Department's analysis makes clear this figure fails to represent 
the true scope and breadth of significant disparities we currently see in special education. 

Many children of color—particularly Black and American Indian youth—are identified at substantially 
higher rates than their peers. It is critical to ensure that overrepresentation is not the result of 
misidentification, which can interfere with a school's ability to provide children with the appropriate 
educational services required by law. 

Disparities are also prevalent in the discipline of students of color with disabilities. With the exception 
of Latino and Asian-American students, more than one out of four boys of color with disabilities 
(served by IDEA)—and nearly one in five girls of color with disabilities—receives an out-of-school 
suspension. 

Because of these disparities and their lasting impacts on children's lives, President Obama's My 
Brother's Keeper Task Force identified restoring equity for students with disabilities as a key priority. 
Today's announcement delivers on that commitment. 

 

24



By: Jane Meredith Adams 

EdSource 

April 18, 2016 

Report: State Not Tracking Mental Health Services for Special Ed 
Students 

Already, the California Department of Education has said it doesn’t want to do it and doesn’t need to 

do it. But for the second time this year, a strongly worded report has called for the department to keep 

track of the $400 million a year that school districts are supposed to spend on mental health services 

for special education students and produce an annual report on their outcomes. 

“The California Department of Education has completely abdicated any responsibility for monitoring 

or oversight of this program,” said Antionette Dozier, senior attorney at the Western Center on Law 

& Poverty, a Los Angeles-based statewide advocacy group that co-authored the report. As a result, 

she said, hundreds of thousands of students are not getting the mental health care they need, resulting 

in distress, poor academic performance and in some cases, referrals into the juvenile justice system. 

The report, “Failing Grade: How California’s School Districts Have Abandoned Children with 

Disabilities,” was released Monday by the Western Center on Law & Poverty, the Los  

Angeles-based Learning Rights Law Center and the Los Angeles-based nonprofit group Mental 

Health Advocacy Services. 

The California Department of Education did not respond to a request for a comment. But the 

department did respond to a January report from the California state auditor that similarly 

recommended the department produce an annual report on the kinds and costs of mental health 

services that districts provide to students in special education. The report should include how those 

students fared on a number of academic and social measures, the auditor stated. 

In response to the auditor’s recommendation, Tom Torlakson, state superintendent of public 

instruction, wrote, “Education does not and is not required by state or federal law to calculate 

performance and/or outcome measures for any particular subgroup of special education students.” He 

said that if the Legislature required the California Department of Education to compile additional 

reports, it would need additional staff and funding. 

The “Failing Grade” report cited an example of how a lack of mental health services bleeds into 

discipline issues. A student given the pseudonym Veronica was 14 when she saw her twin brother 

murdered, the report said. After that emotional trauma, she became withdrawn and uncommunicative 

at school, but was not referred for mental health care. On a day she was feeling upset, she attempted 

to exit school grounds but was stopped by a school resource officer and they scuffled. According to 

the report, the school had Veronica arrested and she was made a ward of the court. While on probation, 

she was referred for a mental health assessment, diagnosed with post-traumatic stress disorder and 

received mental health services, the report said. 

School districts should take “immediate action” to comply with special education law by identifying 

children in need of services, “particularly before taking disciplinary actions or engaging law 

enforcement,” the report stated. It recommended that districts provide a mental health needs 

assessment after certain “triggering” events, such as a number of disciplinary incidents or 

suspensions, or when the school is considering contacting police to deal with student behavior. 
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Mental health services for students with behavior disorders could include a plan for rewarding 

positive behavior, mentoring on social skills, “check ins” throughout the day and group sessions on 

anger management skills and conflict resolution strategies, the report said. 

The unmet need is great, the report said, referencing data from the state auditor’s report. 

Citing a 2013 California HealthCare Foundation report that stated 7.6 percent of children in the state 

suffer from a severe emotional disturbance, the state auditor estimated that 700,000 children had that 

condition. Yet from July 2010 to July 2015, only between 104,000 and 120,000 students in California 

received mental health services as part of their special education individual plan. 

As a result, as many as 580,000 children are not getting needed school-based mental health services, 

the auditor’s report suggested. 

State Sen. Jim Beall, D-San Jose, has sponsored two pieces of related legislation. Senate Bill 

884 would require that the California Department of Education track the mental health services 

provided, the costs and the outcomes. Senate Bill 1113 would encourage districts and their regional 

Special Education Local Plan Areas to tap into additional federal funding for student mental health 

by creating partnerships with county mental health offices. Funding under the federal Early and 

Periodic Screening, Diagnostic and Treatment Program, which provides Medi-Cal eligible students 

with mental health services that include assessment, case management and crisis intervention, is 

available only through county departments, which can pass along those funds to schools by creating 

contracts with them. 

About 30 years ago, schools were in charge of providing mental health services to students in special 

education, said Jim Preis, executive director of the Mental Health Advocacy Services. “But kids 

weren’t getting services,” he said. 

Then-Speaker of the Assembly Willie Brown, D-San Francisco, introduced Assembly Bill 3632, 

enacted by the Legislature in 1984, which shifted the responsibility to county mental health offices, 

Preis said, a system that was in place for about 25 years. In the economic downturn of 2007, payments 

for those services dried up, he said. 

“One of the budgeting tricks that was done to get through those tough years was to basically not pay 

the county to provide health services and to rack up a debt,” he said. 

As a result, when the 2011 Assembly Bill 114 budget trailer bill moved mental health services back to 

the schools, the counties didn’t protest too much, he said. But compliance has been an issue, he said. 

The shift created a “disincentive” for schools to identify students in need of mental health services, 

he said, because that money now comes out of funds already allocated to schools. Previously, county 

mental health offices would provide the services and bill the state for them. 

But the $400 million budget for mental health in special education is large, Dozier said. “I don’t know 

that school districts can argue they don’t have sufficient funding to provide these services,” she said. 
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TRANSITION KINDERGARTEN (TK)
FACT SHEET:

THE EL DORADO COUNTY CHARTER SELPA | WWW.EDCOECHARTERSELPA.ORG  |  MODIFIED: 03.29.16

Two Paths to TK Eligibility
for general and special education students

...was a transition assessment from preschool to TK given prior 
to enrollment of TK (beyond the initial assessment)?

Birth date between
September 2 and  
December 2

Birth date after December 2

If it is in the “best interest 
of the child”

Parent is given information on 
advantages and disadvantages 
of early enrollment

and

NO YES

and

then then

1 2

Student is now 
eligible for TK

If the student was in special education...

A transition assessment was 
not given by the previous district 
and an IEP was not held prior to 
enrollment in TK.

A transition assessment was 
given and an IEP was held  
PRIOR to enrollment in TK.

Hold 30-day interim IEP to 
address progress on previous 
goals and services that are 
needed AND sign an assess-
ment plan.

Hold 30-day interim IEP and 
review progress on goals and 
services necessary.

Hold IEP (within 60-day timeline) 
to review assessment results for 
special education eligibility and 
identify appropriate goals and 
services.
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If a child is eligible for kindergarten, but parents are opting for a TK, the school will need to 
have the student’s parents verify that they agree to the placement for one additional year. 
Parents verify this by completing a “Kindergarten Continuance Form.” This form is avail-
able by visiting CDE’s website at:  
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/gs/em/documents/parentagreeform.pdf or clicking here.

Note: Per CDE’s guidance, if an LEA/district enrolls a previously identified special educa-
tion preschooler into a TK class and the prior LEA/district did not have an exit assessment 
completed for ongoing school-age services, then the current LEA/district is required to 
assess the student for ongoing eligibility and necessary services within the TK program at 
the current LEA/district. Ideally, this IEP should be held within the first 30 days of enroll-
ment in the TK program.

In order to become certified to provide TK instruction, a teacher must complete the 
following two requirements:

1. Be assigned to a TK classroom after July 1, 2015 and before August 1, 2020 and;
2. A teacher must complete one of the following options:

a. Earn 24 units in early childhood education, childhood development or both.
b. As determined by a local education agency, complete professional experience 

in a classroom setting with pre-k aged children that is comparable to 24 units 
certified by a local education agency.

c. Earn a Child Development Teacher Permit from California Commission on 
Teacher Credentialing.

Immunizations Immunizations must be in place before the student attends, with special exemptions.

Curriculum “Modified Kindergarten” curriculum that is age and developmentally appropriate and 
aligned to the California Preschool Learning Foundations created by CDE.

ADA Can be counted on the first day of school IF the student have birth dates between Sept. 
2 and Dec. 2 or if their birth date is after Dec. 2, ADA can be claimed after they turn 5.

CALPADS CALPADS education program code for TK is 185.

Length A student can only be enrolled in combination of TK and kindergarten for a total of two 
years: one year of TK plus one year of kindergarten.

Additional Information

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON TRANSITION KINDERGARTEN PLEASE REFER TO CDE WEBSITE AT: 
HTTP://WWW.CDE.CA.GOV/CI/GS/EM/KINDERFAQ.ASP#PROGRAM

THE EL DORADO COUNTY CHARTER SELPA | WWW.EDCOECHARTERSELPA.ORG  |  MODIFIED: 03.29.1628
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ENGLISH LEARNER WITH SPECIAL NEEDS RECLASSIFICATION WORKSHEET 

 

Student Name:        Date of Meeting:        

Birthdate:        Grade:        

Primary Disability:        Secondary Disability:        

Summary of English language development services received:        

 

1. Assessment Results of Language Proficiency      
(Note:  The CDE regulations allow the IEP team to designate that a student take an alternate assessment to CELDT if appropriate) 

 

 
Date 

Administered 
Test 

Administered 
Overall 
Score 

Listening Speaking Reading Writing 

Current Year 
Results 

      (Choose One)                               

Previous Year 
Results 

      (Choose One)                               

  

 If an Alternate Assessment was administered for the Current Year, please provide name:        
 If an Alternate Assessment was administered for the Previous Year, please provide name:        

 
If student took the CELDT, answer the following questions: 
1. Student met language proficiency level criteria as assessed by CELDT?       Yes      No  

 
Note:  Overall proficiency level must be early advanced or higher, listening must be intermediate or higher, speaking 
must be intermediate or higher, reading must be intermediate or higher, and writing must be intermediate or higher.  

 
2. If student’s overall proficiency level was in the upper end of the intermediate level, did the reclassification team review 

other informal measures of proficiency and determine that it is likely the student is proficient in English?   
            Yes      No 
       

If student took alternate assessment(s), answer the following question: 
Note:  Possible indicators:  Student has similar academic deficits and error patterns in English as well as primary language, 
or error patterns in speaking, reading, and writing are typical of students with that disability versus students with language 
differences, etc. 

 
1. If there were indicators of low performance in listening, speaking, reading or writing, does the team feel the student is 

proficient in English and low performance areas were a reflection of the student’s disability versus language difference? 
            Yes      No 

 
Comments:        

Based on language assessment results, does the Reclassification Team feel it is likely the student has reached an 
appropriate level of English proficiency aligned to their level of intellectual ability and/or level of functioning? 
            Yes      No 

 
2.  Teacher Evaluation 

Note: Having incurred deficits in motivation & academic success unrelated to English language proficiency (i.e. disability) does 
not preclude a student from reclassification. 

 
1. Evaluation was based on:        Classroom performance   District-wide assessments 

     IEP Goal Progress    Other:       
 

2. Based on teacher evaluation, does the Reclassification Team feel teacher input/evaluation indicates the student’s 
level of English proficiency is aligned to his/her level of intellectual ability and/or level of functioning?  
            Yes      No 
 

Comments:        
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3. Parent Opinion and Consultation 

1. Parent Opinion and Consultation were solicited through:  Letter   Conference 
    Phone Call Other:       

 
2. Based on parent input, does the Reclassification Team feel parent input indicates the student’s level of English 

proficiency is aligned to his/her level of intellectual ability and/or level of functioning?  Yes      No 
 

Comments:        
 

4.   Comparison of Performance in Basic Skills  
Note: “Assessment of language proficiency using an objective assessment instrument (statewide assessment or other alternate 
assessment) score in English/language arts (ELA) must be at least beginning of basic level to midpoint of basic or low average to 
average range - each district/LEA may select exact cut point; for pupils scoring below the cut point, determine whether factors 
other than English language proficiency are responsible and whether it is appropriate to reclassify the student.  For students that 
do not take statewide assessment, the team may use other empirical data to determine if the student has acquired English based on 
their level of intellectual ability and/or level of functioning. 
 

1. State Assessment Data (select one):   

1. SBAC ELA  
Date of Assessment Results:        English Language Arts (ELA) assessment results:        

 

2. Statewide Alternate Assessment   
Date of Assessment Results:        English Language Arts (ELA) assessment results:        

 

3. Other Assessment (name):        
Date of Assessment Results:        English Language Arts (ELA) assessment results:        
 

2. Answer all of the following questions: 
1. Do objective ELA assessment measures indicate the student is performing in a range that enables them to compete 

effectively with English-speaking peers in a mainstream class (note that a “mainstream class” may not be applicable 
to a student with disabilities if they do not attend a mainstream class or function at a level lower than same age 
peers)?           Yes      No 

 
 

2. If performance in ELA basic skills on objective assessment measures was not at a range that allows student to 
compete with English-speaking peers, answer the following questions to help determine if “factors other than 
English language proficiency are responsible for limited achievement in ELA”? 

a. Student’s basic skills in ELA assessment appear to be commensurate with his/her intellectual ability and or 

level of functioning due to a disability such as an intellectual disability, language & speech impairment, etc., 
versus a language difference and primary language assessments indicate similar levels of academic performance 
(if available and applicable).         Yes      No 

 
--OR-- 

 
b. Error patterns noted mirror the patterns of errors made by students with a similar disability versus a peers with 

language differences and student manifests language proficiency in all other areas. 
Yes      No 

 
 

3. Based on performance in ELA basic skills, does the Reclassification Team feel the student’s performance in 
ELA aligns with his/her intellectual ability and/or level of cognitive functioning and warrants 
reclassification?            Yes      No 
 

 
Does the Reclassification Team (this may be the IEP team) feel the student should be reclassified at this 
time based on analysis of the four core criteria above?      Yes      No  
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As the information contained herein is necessarily general, its application to a particular set of facts and circumstances may vary.  For this reason, this News Brief 
does not constitute legal advice.  We recommend that you consult with your counsel prior to acting on the information contained herein. 

© 2016 Lozano Smith 

April 2016 
Number 18 

 
 
 
In A.G. v. Paradise Valley Unified School District, (9th Cir., March 3, 2016) 2016 
U.S. App. Lexis 3994. (A.G.), the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that a 
student asserted valid claims for damages under section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act and Title II of the ADA (ADA) and reversed a lower court’s 
dismissal of claims. The Court found that the facts demonstrated that the 
school district (PVUSD) may have denied the student meaningful access to 
educational benefits and reasonable accommodations to allow the student to 
remain at a general education school, even though the parent agreed to a 
change in placement to the district’s alternative school for emotionally 
disturbed students.  The Ninth Circuit stated “a claim that meaningful access 
has been improperly denied is not ‘precluded or waived based on a parent’s 
consent to an IEP.’”   
 
While placed in a classroom for gifted students at a PVUSD general education 
middle school, A.G. had demonstrated aggressive, disruptive, and 
noncompliant behaviors, including threatening to harm herself and striking a 
school resource officer.  Her IEP team recommended a change in placement to 
an alternative school, where she would participate in assorted counseling, 
behavior management, and special education programs.  A.G.’s parents visited 
this alternative school and agreed it was an appropriate placement for A.G.  
However, A.G.’s behavioral issues worsened at the alternative school and after 
being arrested and criminally charged twice for aggravated assault, A.G. was 
moved to a private psychiatric school at the district’s expense.   
 
A few months after A.G.’s placement in the psychiatric school, her parents filed 
a lawsuit alleging a denial of FAPE under the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA), Section 504 and the ADA, along with various state tort 
claims.  The discrimination-based claims under Section 504 and the ADA 
related to PVUSD’s alleged “failure to provide adequate accommodations” to 
A.G. while she was enrolled in PVUSD schools, as well as the district’s decision 
to change A.G.’s placement to the alternative school.  A.G. and her parents 
alleged that additional behavioral accommodations would have allowed A.G. to 
continue attending the general education middle school.  
 
Although PVUSD and A.G.’s parents settled all claims under the IDEA, the 
parents pursued their section 504 and ADA claims, as well as state tort claims.  
In May of 2013, a district court granted summary judgment in favor of PVUSD 
and dismissed all claims.   
 
However, the Ninth Circuit overturned the district court’s dismissal of the 
Section 504 and ADA claims relating to meaningful access and reasonable 
accommodation, finding that the parents’ consent to the IEP and placement at 
the alternative school was insufficient to waive their claims.  The Ninth Circuit 
directed the lower court to evaluate “whether A.G.’s educational needs were 
met as adequately as those of her non-disabled peers.”  The court justices held 
that a student may show unlawful discrimination under Section 504 and the 

Student’s Section 504 and ADA Claims for Damages Based on Failure to Provide 
Meaningful Access and Reasonable Accommodations Are Valid Despite Parents’ 

Consent to Change Placement 

April 2016 
Number 18 
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ADA by demonstrating that the school district denied her a “reasonable accommodation” necessary to obtain 
meaningful access to her education (i.e. a full time behavioral aide). The Court relied on the testimony of a 
behavioral psychologist that student may have needed further behavioral services, including a full time behavioral 
aide, to meaningfully access her education, and these accommodations would have allowed student to remain at the 
general education middle school. The Court further ruled that the parents’ failure to request the additional 
behavioral services did not waive PVUSD’s obligation to consider such services because parents “do not have the 
expertise -- nor the legal duty -- to determine what accommodations might allow A.G. to remain in her regular 
education environment.”   
 
The Ninth Circuit also found plaintiffs’ claims for damages under Section 504 and the ADA were a viable dispute 
because the facts demonstrated the district may have acted with “deliberate indifference” by not providing a fulltime 
behavioral aide as a reasonable accommodation.  A plaintiff seeking damages under section 504 or the ADA must 
show the district had notice of her need for an accommodation and failed to act.  Notice can be shown by “alerting 
the public agency of the need” or “showing the need for accommodation was obvious or required by statute or 
regulation.”  The Ninth Circuit held that the district court erred in failing to recognize there was a genuine factual 
dispute as to whether the need for the accommodation was obvious.  
 
This case provides important guidance to school districts in regard to how to appropriately respond to a student’s 
behavioral problems before changing placement to a more restrictive environment.  To avoid claims of 
discrimination under section 504 and the ADA, school districts may need to offer to conduct an FBA, develop a BIP, 
and offer behavior aide services in a general education school before placing a student in the more restrictive 
environment of an alternative school or non-public school.  This case exemplifies the fact that a parent’s consent to 
an IEP is not enough to absolve the school district from its affirmative obligation to offer and provide reasonable 
accommodations to ensure equal access to a general education school.   
 
If you have any questions regarding the A.G. decision, or about special education in general, please contact one of 
our nine offices located statewide.  You can also visit our website, follow us on Facebook or Twitter, or download our 
Client News Brief App. 
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Parent Enrichment 
Training:
Understanding Special Education

Questions?
Contact Jeff Illingworth at jillingworth@edcoe.org

In Collaboration With:

The El Dorado County Charter SELPA and the
Sonoma County Charter SELPA are partnering
to present a training designed to help parents
navigate the often complicated world of
Special Education. We look forward to
connecting with parents, sharing information,
and providing parents with the necessary
resources to be powerful advocates for
their children’s education.

Topics will include:

• Statewide Testing and Technology Supports
• Student Behavior and Positive Supports
• Executive Functioning and Homework 

Assistance
• Special Education Assessments
• Panel Discussion: Understanding the Special 

Education Process

May 21st, 2016
9:00am - 2:00pm

KIPP Heartwood Academy
1250 South King Road

San Jose, CA 95122

Register At:
https://goo.gl/vE4SzW

Lunch will be provided.
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Formación de Enriquecimiento 

para Padres de Familia: 

Conocimento sobre Educación Especial

¿Preguntas?
Póngase en contacto con Jeff Illingworth en jillingworth@edcoe.org

En Colaboración Con:

Los Charter SELPA de los Condados de El 
Dorado y Sonoma se han asociado para 
presentar un entrenamiento diseñado para 
ayudar a los padres de famila a navegar 
el mundo que es a menudo complicado 
de Educación Especial. Esperamos poder 
conectarnos con los padres, compartiendo 
información y proporcionarles los recursos 
necesarios para ser influyentes defensores de 
la educación de sus hijos .

Estos son los temas que se incluirán:

• Pruebas estatales y apoyo técnico
• Comportamiento del estudidante y apoyo 

positivo
• Funcionamiento ejecutivo y asistencia para 

hacer la tarea
• Evaluaciones de Educación Especial
• Panel de discusión: Conociendo el proceso en 

Educación Especial

21 de Mayo
9:00am - 2:00pm

KIPP Heartwood Academy
1250 South King Road

San Jose, CA 95122

Registrarse en:
https://goo.gl/vE4SzW

El almuerzo será proporcionado.
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Leadership Academy

edcoecharterselpa.org/leadership-academy

2016

July 25-29th

San Diego, CA

Doubletree by Hilton
San Diego - Mission Valley

7450 Hazard Center Dr, 
San Diego, CA 92108

Request an application by contacting 
Nickie Terpening at nterpening@edcoe.org

The Leadership Academy is a week-long, in-depth 
training focusing on critical skill-development for 
successful administration of special education 
programs and staff.

The summer training brings together a cohort of 
current or new special education administrators. 
The focus of the training is to build essential skills to 
provide special education support and services tailored 
to your unique charter school’s mission, community, 
and student population. The Leadership Academy 
focuses on five core special education modules:

1. Leadership
2. Finance and Resource Management 
3. Program Design and Implementation
4. Student Performance and Outcomes
5. Compliance and Legal Responsibilities
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The El Dorado County Charter SELPA Presents:

A Deeper Look Into Leadership.
We invite you to join a follow-up academy geared toward past graduates. 
This free training will feature an in-depth training series for leaders in special 
education. The training will be in tandem with the annual Leadership Academy 
program.  

July 26th to July 28th, 2016
DoubleTree by Hilton San Diego - Mission Valley
7450 Hazard Center Drive, San Diego, CA 92108

Topics to focus on would include:
•	 Building program capacity
•	 In-depth	look	into	fiscal	allocation
•	 Legal navigation in special education

Visit https://goo.gl/hakZbx to register.

Breakfast and lunch will be provided. Attendees will be responsible for travel and accommodations.
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SEIS Updates—Effective 4/11/16 

 

 

System: 

1) Password update – SEIS believes that passwords are an important part of student data security. We have 
implemented increased security standards that are intended to ensure that your student data is as secure 
as possible. Upon log in now thru 5/2/2016 you will be prompted to update your password to meet the 
new security standards. Once your password has been updated you will no longer see the prompt at log in. 
Users can elect to skip updating their password through 5/2/2016. Passwords must now be at least 8 
characters in length and contain at least 1 of each of the following character types:  

  a. Lower case letters (i.e. a‐z)  

  b. Upper case letters (i.e. A‐Z)  

  c. Numbers (i.e. 0‐9)  

  d. Special Characters (i.e. !@#$%^&*()_+|~‐=\`{}[]:";'<>?,./)  
 

 Effective 5/2/2016 ALL users whom have not already updated their password will be REQUIRED 
to do so upon log in.  

 Manage Users: the manage users page has been updated to include the new password 
requirements. Any new user account created effective immediately will need to be created 
with a password that follows the new password requirements. The same applies for password 
resets handled via the Manage Users page.  

 

Reminder: if any user has forgo en their password the SEIS Helpdesk is NOT able to reset or view 

passwords. All password resets must be completed by the local district or SELPA. 

 

2) TOMS report: SEIS has updated the order of the reports on the TOMS report page. Now the most recent 

report will display on the top of the table and the oldest report will display at the bottom of the table. 

3) Added two new non embedded designated supports to Math per the Matrix One and TOMS report layout. 
i. Read Aloud in Spanish (Items) 

1. If only this value is selected NEDS_RA_Items_ESN will populate under “Read Aloud 

in Spanish (Math) (N/A for CAA)” on the TOMS Report. 

ii. Read Aloud in Spanish (S muli) 

2. If only this value is selected NEDS_RA_S muli_ESN will populate under “Read Aloud 

in Spanish (Math) (N/A for CAA)” on the TOMS Report. 

iii. If both values are selected NEDS_RA_Items_S muli_ESN will populate under “Read Aloud 

in Spanish (Math) (N/A for CAA)” on the TOMS Report. 

4) Added one new non embedded Accommoda on to Math per the Matrix One and TOMS report layout. 

i. Manipula ves for Alternate Assessment *CAA ONLY 

1. If this value is selected NEA_AddAltRSC will populate under “Manipula ves for 

Alternate Assessment (NON‐EMBEDDED)” on the TOMS Report. 
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SEIS Updates—Effective 4/11/16 

 

 

Forms: 

1) State Forms – Educational Setting 

a. Removed this text: 

 
b. Added this text: 

 

2) State Forms ‐ IEP At a Glance:  

a. Added the following fields to the IEP At a Glance Page 

i. Residential Status ‐ Data comes from Info/Elig Form 

ii. Describe how student’s disability affects involvement and progress in general curriculum  

(or for preschoolers, participation in appropriate activities) ‐Data comes from Info/Elig Form 

iii. % of time student is outside the regular class & extracurricular & nonacademic activities ‐Data 

comes from Educational Setting form 

iv. % of time student is in the regular class & extracurricular & nonacademic activities ‐ 

Data comes from Educational Setting form 

b.   Fixed issue where Student Name and IEP Date field were not printing on the form. Both fields now 
print   on the forms as expected.  

3) State Forms ‐ Statewide Assessments 

1. Created four new Embedded Designated Supports  

i. Print Size 1.5x, Print Size 1.75x, Print Size 2.5x, Print Size 3x 

ii. Moved the data from old 4 Magnifica on Non‐Embedded Designated supports to the new 

Print Size fields 

1. Magnifica ons 1.5x, Magnifica on 1.75x, Magnifica on 2.5x, Magnifica on 3x 

iii. If any one of the previous 4 Magnifica on fields was checked, we have also checked the new 

single Magnifica on (Non‐Embedded Designated Support). 
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How to be prepared for the June 30th CASEMIS report… 
 

- The CASEMIS software will not be released until early November but there are many tasks that can be 
performed now to get your district and schools ready for CASEMIS: 

 
1. Manage the “Meeting Alerts” on your SEIS homepage. 

If any student record in these alerts are marked in red, then they are considered OVERDUE. 
a. 30 Day Alert for Next Annual Meeting: This section highlights all annual IEPs that are either due 

within the next 30 days or are overdue. 
b. 75 Day Alert for Next Triennial Meeting: This section highlights all triennials that are either due within 

the next 75 days or are overdue. 
c. Upcoming Initial Evaluations: This section highlights all initial evaluations that are approaching their 

60 day timeline or are overdue. 

                 

 
If there is a student record marked red and you know the IEP and/or Triennial has been held then there is a clerical 

error. This will affect CASEMIS.  
Please get a hold of you SELPA Program Technician for assistance. 

 
2. Manage the “Shared Searches” in SEIS. 

From the Black Navigation bar  Searches  Shared Searches 
a. CASEMIS Prep  Duplicate Services: This search will show all CASEMIS duplicate services. During the 

month prior to CASEMIS, these student records will generate an error code (E211).  
i. A service code may only be used once per student. All duplicated must either be removed or 

marked DNR.  
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b. CASEMIS Prep  Services ended in the Previous School Year: This search will show all service codes 
that ended in the previous year.  

i. These services should be verified and deleted before the December report date. 
c. CASEMIS Prep  No Services Listed: This search will show all students that are being reported to 

CASEMIS as “eligible” but have no services on their record. 
i. There are 2 options: 

1. Student has not been determined eligible yet and is not receiving services so the 
student record should be marked as “pending.” 

2. Student had been determined eligible and is receiving services so the service page 
needs to be verified that services are listed and the start date is before 12/02/2015. 

d. CASEMIS Prep  Service Marked DNR: All services that are marked Do Not Report. 
i. Since the December CASEMIS is the reporting time that helps determine your budget, it is 

important to make sure you are reporting all services that should be reported. 
e. CASEMIS Prep  Blank SSIDs: Students with no SSID number on their student record, this will cause 

an error code (E522). 
i. If there are any student records in this search you will need to find the students SSID and 

enter it on the CASEMIS A page in SEIS. Only District Level Users and SELPA Level Users can 
enter SSIDs. 

f. CASEMIS Prep  Trans Regs: This search will list all students ages 15 or over. This is a DINC issue. 
i. Ensure that the Trans Regs (1 through 7) are marked “Yes”. Trans Reg 8 can either be marked 

“Yes” or “NA”. 
g. CASEMIS Prep  Projected Exit Dates: A search that lists all students with a future exit date. 

i. Please remove the future exit date. 
 

Please remember that any LEA with 12th grade graduates during the 2014/2015 school year, will need to complete 
the Table D Post-Secondary Data. If your LEA is unsure if they need to complete this or has questions please 
contact your SELPA Program Technician.  
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