UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

QFFICE OF INSPECTOR GERNERAL

THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

INFORMATION MEMORANDUM SEP 2 & 2001
STATE AND LOCAL NO, 01-02

To: Fobert Pasternack
Assistant Secretary for Specinl Education and Rehabilitative Services

From:  Loraine Lewis dﬂfv"‘{.{M{f f(}i ’

Subject: Sime-Reported Data Used to Evaluate Performance of the Individuals with
Disatnlies Education-Act (IDEA), Part B = Special Education Programs

This memaorandum:is to potity, you that our office has completed its Teview of State-reported data
for special education programs authorized by IDEA. Part B, Our review focused on data that
vour Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) uses to prepare the IDEA, Pant B portion of
the 115 Department of Education's (Department's) Performance Reports and Plans required by
the Government Performance and Results Act {GPRA)Y,  The review consisted of audits at State
educational agencies (SEAs) and selected local educational agenecies (LEAS) m four States:
Anzona, California, Kansas and Michigan.  Atachment | summarizes the products that the
Office of nspector General (01G) has issued as part of its review

We identificd the following additional arcas that' warrant management's attentlon when
evaluating performance indicators and preparing. future performance reports for the [DEA,
Fart B — Special Edusation Programa.

= Differences in-State criteria for reporting children receiving special education,
*  Llsefuiness of Indicator 3.3 Suspensions or expuisions.
= Disclosing limutation of the data used for Indhcator 4.1 Graduation,

As part of the 1999 Perfarmance Reparis and 2000 | Annual ] Plases, the Department issued Dara
Chiality Standardy 1o assist ED managers as they collect, analvze and report data about Federal
education programs. There are six data quality standards: Validity, Accurate Description,
Editing, Caleulation, Timeliness and Reporting.| Attention needs to be given to the above arcis
to ensure that O5EP folly meets these standards,

! Subsequent o the publication of the J999 Perdormance Reports and 2000 [Annual] Plans, the
Department revised the Dava Qealivy Srandards.  The standard for Accurate Description became [wo
separiate standards: Accurate Befinitions and Accurate Counts. A standard for Burden Reduction wis
sdded. The Department published the revised swndards s Drgft Dot Qualicy Standards in the
2000 Performunce Report and 2002 Anveeral Plans, izseed in March 2064,
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Differences in State Criteria for Reporting
Children Receiving Special Education

Our reviews found that States used different critersa For identifying the children to be included in
State-reported data,  In Arizona, Kansos and Michigan, the SEAs allowed intermediale
educational agencies andfor LEAs to include only the children receiving special education who
nad individual education plang (1EF:) and reevaluations conducted withen the timeframes
required by Federal regulations. The regulation at 34 CFER, § 300.343(c)(1) requires that o
child's IEP i reviewed at least aonually and § 300.536 requires that a reevaluation s conducted
at least once every three vears, In Califomia, the SEA allowed inlermediate educational agencics
angd LEAs to include all children wheo were receiving special education whether the child had a
current [EPfreevaliealiton or nol.

Standard Two: Accurate Description of the Data Quality Standards ensures that definitions are
correct, One aspect of this standard is that “[a]ll data providers use the same sgrecd-upon
definitions.”  An example of meeting this stindard is that “[kjey terms are clearly defined and
definitions fare] followed by data providers” The OSEP repont form instructs States 1o V[¢]ount
ared report all children with disabilities recerving special educstion and refated services sccording
o an [I[EPL" OSEP's instructions co not specify whether the IEP must be current or not,
Without clear definitions, OSEP has no assurance that States are reporting similar data, Also, an
out-of-date IEPfassessment. may resull in the States providing inappropriate services, which
could mapact the performance of the IDEA, Fart B-Special Education Programs.

Liselulness of Indicator 3.3
Suspensions or Expulsions

Performance Objective 3 for the IDEA; Part B Performance: Plan s that “[a]ll children with
disabilitics have acecess to the gencrnl cwrnoulum and assessments, with appropriate
accommodations, supporis, and services, consistent with high standards.” Indicator 3.3 is one of
three indicators for this performance oljective

Incheator 3.3 Suspensions or expulsions:: The percentage of children with
disabilitics. who are subject to long-term suspension or expulsion, unilateral
change in placement, or change in plucement if their current placement 15 Hkely to

result in injury to someone; will decreass,

Incheater 3.3 may not be a useful measure of performance because the change in percentage from
year to year is likely to be insignificant,

The OSEP report form instrucls States to report the number of children who were subject 1o (1) 1
unilateral removal for drug or weapon offenses, (2) removal based on a hearing officer
determunation regacding likely injury andfor (3) other long-term suspensionfexpulsion in the
school year. The following table shows the reported number of children for two of the four
States mcluded inourreview, ”

© Our audit of the Calilornia Department of Education and the Michigan Depurtment of Education found
that the suspensionfexpulsion data submitted to DSEP was incomplete.

e
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Percentage of Children Reported with Suspensions/Expulsions

Reported Reported Children | Colniig &
Siates SFSPWS.H}M'“ Apes ?-EI R(:cm':'mg Divided By
cxpulsions special Edocation ol
- (Column A) {Column B
Arizoni 225 88,5398 {003
Kansas 333 58425  0.006
Total 6l 147,023 0.004

For these two States, Indicator 3.3 would be evaluating a decrease in the number that Is very
smiall {ize. 00047,

Standard One: Validity of the Data Queality Standards ensures that data adequately represents
performance. An aspect of this standard 1s that “[t]he indicstors and data are 3 useful guide o
policy decision making,™ Tt is unhikelv that Indicator 3.3 will provide OSEP with usehul
information on Performance Objective X if other States reported numbers that are similar in
portion o those raported by the two States. OSEP should consider omitting Indieator 2.3,

Disclosing Limitation of the Dhata
Lised For Indicator 4.1 Graduation

Performance Objective 4 in the IDEA, Part B Performance Plan s that “[slecondary sehoal
students with disabilities receive the support they need to complete high schoel prepared For
postsecondury education or employment,”  Indicator 4.1 is one of twe indicators for this
performance objective.

Indicator 4.1 Graduation: The percentage of children with: disahilities exiting
school with a regelar high school diploma will increase, and the percentage who
drop cut will decrease.

OSEP obluins the exiting data from Table 4 of the State reporting form. Since the form
imstructions requite States to use 4 12-month perniod for reporting esis, the data reported only
includes those children who recelved special education in the reporting period.  The data does
ni include graduates and dropouts who did nol need special education . services during the
reporting pertod, butwhe had received special education services m-pnor perods. Thus; the data
does not capture: all secondary school students with disabilities as the objective indicates. Also,
the duta does not show the Tull success of special education services,

Standard Six: Reponting of the Date Quality Stendardy ensures full disclosure is made. An
example of meeting this standard 15 that “[Iimitations of the daa are clearly described in the
report.”  OSEP should consider either revising the indicator so that all children wheo received
special education services at the secondary education level are included in the indicalor of
disclosing the data limitation in its'program performance plan,
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Purpose and Methodology

In Augost 1999, the OIG mitiated an assessment of SEA policies and procedures for ensuring the
reliability of IDEA, Part B performance data provided to the Department. The purpose of this
memarandum was (o potifly the OfMice of Special Education and Rehabilitaiive Services
(OSERS) thet our office has completed s review and inform OSERS of additional argas that
warrant attention when evaloating performance indicators and prepardng future performance
reports for the IDEA, Part B.

To sccomplish this purpose. we summarized information from two OIG Memoranda and OIG
reviews i the States of Anzona, California, Kansas-and Michigan. The individual State reviews
were performed in accordance with: generally accepted - government auditing  standards
appropriate to the scope of the review. In addition; we compared the crteria used by the four
Stanes 1 wdentily the children 1o be included in State-reported data. We analvzed suspension and
expulsion data to evaluate the usefulness of Indicator 33, We compared the IDEA, Part B
program goal with the performance objectives and indicator in the Program Performance Plan.
We also reviewed the State reporting form instructions 10 assess whéther the forms provided
complete and relevant data. We discussed the contents of this memorandum with OSERS staff
on - Seplember 26, 2001,

This memorandum was prépared in accordance with generally zceepted government auditing
standards applicable to altermative services as preseribed by the OIG. (Inspector General Bulletin
Mo, 914, dated March 28, 19911

No response from your office is necessary regarding the UG sugaestions contained herein, If
vou woild ke o discuss the issues presented in this memovandum of obtain additional
information. contact Richard Rasa at (202) 205-9640 or Gloria Pilotti, Regional Inspector
Cieneral for Awdit at (Y16 DAG-2395,

Actachment

Electromic co: {wiattachment)
William D Hansen; Deputy Secretary
Fugene W, Hickok, Under Secretary
Temy Abbaott, Chief of Staff, Office of the Secretary
Laurie Rich, Assistant'Secretizry for Intergovernmental and Interagency Affairs
Susan Craeg, Assistant Generul Counsel
Alan Ginsburg; Director, Planning and Evaluation Service, OLS
Edward anthony, Pohcy and Pignning Staff Director, ED-OQSERS
Kenneth Warlick, OSEP:Director, ED-OSERS
Louis Danielson. OSEP Research to Practice Division, ED-OSERS
Barbara Bavman, Audit Liaison Officer, ED-05ERS
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Summary of Products Issued Related to
O1G Review of State-reported Data for Special Education Programs

The OIG issued two State and Local Memoranda and dudit reports covering management
controls in four States.

Action Memorandum
State and Local No. 01-02

On December &, 2000, we alerted OSERS woactions that O5EP could 1ake 1o improve the forms
and instructions wsed for gathering State-reported data on the IDEA, Parl B programs, We
sugoested that OSEP (1) issue guidance for determining a child’s educational placement
percentage, (2) require earhier reporting of plecement data and (3) revise the exiting repor form
to- ensure comparable data and eliminate duplicate counting of children who exited from special
education,

QOSEP informed us that the above issues were discussed at the Annual Part B Data Managers'
Mecting held m March 2001, OSEP plans to-include wntten mstrmichions for calculating the
placement percentage with the 2001-2002 school vear reporting forms and start collecling
placement data in February instead of November starting with the 2002-2003 scheol year data
Rezarding the exiting report form, OSEP informed us that States agreed to use the child's age as
of the count date as instructed in the Data Dictionary ancd OSEP stated that it would contacl
LEAs to mike sure this 15 being followed. OSEP also plans to mclude theinstructions for age
definition in the exiting report for the 2001-2002 school year. Due to complexities related to the
exiting report, OSEP plans to convene a work group to study the exiting report and work out the
logistics of standardizing reporting for all States.  Alter thes 15 complezed, OSEP plans to issue
guidance to all States on exiting data collection for use beginning with the 2002-2003 school
VAT,

Information Memorandum
State and Local Moo 0101

Cn Aupgust 3; 2000, we informed the Office of the Under Secretary of actions that the
Deparment could take to increase itz assurance that States provide rehable data tor use in reperts
subritied W Congress under GPRA, We suggested that the Depaniment distoibute the Dolfo
Owaliry Stamdards to SEAS and encourage SEAs to provide the standards to LEAS located i
their States.  We also encouraged the Department to propose audit grocedures for the OME
Circnlar A-13F Compliance Supplement thal cover reviews ol reports and electronic files
submitted by SEAs and LEAs that provide data used to measure performance indicators for ED
prosrims.
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atate Andit Reports

We reviewed the management controls of SEAs and selected LEAs in four States: Arzona,
California, Kansas and Michigan.” The LEAs in Arizona and Kansas report performance data
directly to SEAs. The LEA$ in California and Michigan report performance data through an

mtermediary aEency,

In the Depariment's 1999 Performeance Reports and 2000 [Annual] Plans, OSEP used State-
reported performance data for the following performance indicators;

s Earlier identificalion and mterventon {intervention}

= Imclusive settings/Regular education settings (placement)
e Graduation {exiting)

» Suspensions or expulzions (dissipline)

e Qualified personnél (personnel)

Cur review of procedures and documentation at the SEAs and their LEAs identified weaknesses
in management controls over collectimg and reporting performance data 'used for the above
performance indicators. We concluded that the SEAs and/or their LEAs did not fully meet 1he
Dara Quality Standards for Accurate Description, Editing, Timeliness and Reporting, The
tollowing table summarnzes the common findings by State.

Common Findings by State

Data Caollection Distipling
Enrit}' Inadeguniely PI'DEE'S;S Either m”ﬂ-i,mh: I"mn?ﬂ-t L‘;nunrj
State B eivead Fiki MOE Chilgd Agpe for R
eviewed Data ; i Estimated or
Dcumented Connts Exiting bacunlel
Jor Updated
Exiting Exiting
Aorazonn Dacipling Discipline b M
Persomnel Personnegl | |
Inlarvention
California Placemeni Exiting X X
Exifing |
Interyentn Inlervention
Eanmsns Fhf"'."-'.“""“ PI‘-_'E'."@E“T Exsting &
Exiting Exiting
Dyscigline Erscipline
Michizan Adl Enchicasior All Tndicators Inlervention X
_Phiceinent

I'he OIG issued separate reports for the four State audits with recommended actions Tor
addressing the findings. SEA officials generally concurred or expressed no objections o our
findings. Kansas SEA disagreed with several of our recommendations.  The other SEAS
generally agreed with the recommendations and described the corrective action planned or taken,

' OIG issued final audit reports for Arizoma (ED-OIG/ATR-ADDOLY in Seplember 2000, Califomia
(ELLOIGAADS-ADRM G} in March 20%H, Kansas (ED-OIGAOT-AQ0200 i July 2000 and Michizan
{ED-OIGADS-AU03 1) in Seprember 2001,



