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	Document Year 2010 Appropriation: $ 

	CFDA 
	84.325: Special Education_Personnel Preparation to Improve Services and Results for Children with Disabilities 


	Program Goal: 
	To prepare service providers and leadership personnel in areas of critical need who are highly qualified to improve outcomes for children with disabilities. 


	



	Objective 1 of 3: 
	Improve the curricula of IDEA training programs to ensure that personnel preparing to serve children with disabilities are knowledgeable and skilled in practices that reflect the current knowledge base. 


	Measure 1.1 of 2: The percentage of Special Education Personnel Preparation projects that incorporate evidence-based practices into their curricula.   (Desired direction: increase)   1944 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	41.5 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	50 
	55.5 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	60 
	48.7 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	70 
	91.3 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	80 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. A panel of seven (7) external experts in the field of Special Education evidence-based instructional practices review syllabi comprising the curricula of a 50% random sample (in FY 10, N=46) of 84.325 Personnel Development grants funded during the previous fiscal year (FY 2009), with the exception of Program Improvement grants whose sample is drawn from grants funded two years prior to the current fiscal year (in  FY 10, FY 2008 grants). The seven member panel ('syllabi panel' ) are selected annually by an outside contractor from a list of eligible experts. Experts are considered eligible to review syllabi based upon the relevance of their expertise, and the depth and breadth of their experience in the field of special education. No expert  serving on the faculty of any grantee currently receiving funds from the Office of Special Education Programs is eligible for appointment to the syllabi panel.  

Each panelist reviews syllabi of the randomly sampled (46) grantees, including: Early Childhood (6), Leadership (13), Low Incidence (11), Minority Institutions (6), and Program Improvement (10).  A curriculum is rated as “evidence-based” if at least four of the seven experts judge the syllabi to incorporate evidence-based practices. 

Data for this measure (syllabi and panel ratings) are collected annually during the summer. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. A fifty percent representative sample of grants within each of the grant categories was drawn to select grantees whose curricula would be evaluated for the presence of evidence-based practices. 

A 19-page evidence-based practices (EBP) protocol developed by American Institutes for Research (AIR) under contract with the U.S. Department of Education is provided to panelists to assist them in systematic evaluation of the curricula for grants in the categories of Early Childhood, Low Incidence, Minority Institutions, and Program Improvement . The 19-page EBP protocol included five evidence-based practice domains and  two additional categories to be applied in evaluating selected grantees, as appropriate. The evidence-based categories are: a) Assessment, b) Behavior, c) Inclusive Practices, d) Instructional Strategies, e) Literacy, f) Early Childhood, and g) Secondary Transition. 

Because Leadership grants focus on the development of administrative, research, and supervisory school personnel,  whose work is intended to be supportive of  special education instruction (as opposed to providing direct instruction),  curricula for Leadership grants are evaluated with a protocol (newly instituted in 2010) that reviews syllabi for evidence of course work supporting the development of expertise in evidence-based practices in areas such as  research methods, empirical approaches, and the evaluation and use of data. 

Each expert panelist is also provided an electronic scoring workbook containing worksheets for each type of grant. Worksheets are pre-populated with the “Institution,” “Grant Number,” and “Syllabus Title” of each syllabus. Expert panelists  all scores in these Excel worksheets. 

Two orientation webinars are held with panelists to review instructions, protocol, and scoring rubrics. 

Inter-rater reliability analysis for FY 2010 yielded an AM-ICC score of 0.71. This represents a substantial level of agreement across the seven (7) expert panel reviewers and the 46 curricula that were reviewed. [Values of AM-ICC from 0.40 to 0.50 are considered moderate, 0.51 to 0.70 are considered substantial, and 0.71 or higher are considered outstanding (Landis, J. R., Koch, G. G. [1977]. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics 33:159-174. Most statisticians prefer for AM-ICC values to be at least 0.55 or higher before claiming a good level of agreement] 
Target Context. Targets for this measure were established based upon results for this measure in FY 2007. Annual targets were designed to set challenging benchmarks for improvement on this measure, since Professional Development grants are awarded, in part, based upon the extent to which grantee curricula reflect evidence-based practices. 

Explanation. Explanation of Method:   Expert panelists rated the presence of evidence-based practices in  5 domains (Assessment, Behavior, Inclusive Practices, Instructional Strategies, and Literacy) across the syllabi in the curriculum. For Leadership grants only, expert panelists rated syllabi associated with each Leadership grant for evidence of course work supporting the development of expertise in any or all of the following evidence-based practices: research methods, empirical approaches, and/or evaluation and use of data. 

A curriculum was judged to be evidence-based if 50% or more of the expert panelists judged it to be evidence-based. (Since a total of 7 expert panelists scored each curriculum, at least 4 expert panelists had to indicate that a curriculum was evidence-based). 

There was a unanimous decision on 25 of the 46 curricula (54.3 percent), and for 40 of the 46 curricula (87.0 percent), there was agreement among five or more of the seven panelists. 



In 2010, 42 of the 46 (or 91.3%) grants in the sample were found to incorporate evidence-based practices in their curricula. 

2010 Result: (42 / 46) = 91.3% 


Explanation of Scoring Calculation: The calculation for this measure is [the proportion of grants within each focal area rated as incorporating evidence-based practices x the number of sampled grants in each focal area] divided by total number of sampled grants . 

For 2010, the resulting ratings for grants within each of the five Personnel Development Program focal areas was as follows:

Average Program Improvement Score=100%; 10 grants reviewed 
Average Early Childhood Program Score= 83.3%; 6 grants reviewed 
Average Low Incidence Program Score= 90.9%; 11 grants reviewed 
Average Minority Institution Score= 83.3%; 6 grants reviewed 
Average Leadership Program Score= 92.3%; 13 grants reviewed 

2009 PD Measure 1.1 = (10/10 x 10) + (5/6 x 6) + (10/11 x 11) + (5/6 x 6) + (12/13 x 13)/46 = 42/46 = 91.3% 
 

Discussion 
In 2010, 42 of the 46 (or 91.3%) grants in the sample were found to incorporate evidence-based practices in their curricula. 
There was a unanimous decision on 25 of the 46 curricula (54.3 percent), and for 40 of the 46 curricula (87.0 percent), there was agreement among five or more of the seven panelists. 

The score for 2010 for the Personnel Development Program increased by more than 40 percentage points over the 2009 score, and by more than 35 percentage points over its previous high score. There are a number of explanations for this improvement. First, the Personnel Development Program has emphasized the importance to prospective grantees of inclusion of evidence-based practices in proposed curricula. Second, the Personnel Development Program has targeted technical assistance support to grantees in evidence-based instructional and evaluation practices. Finally, improvements were made in the clarity of instructions, scoring protocols for leadership grantees, and the pre-population of scoring sheets with grantee and syllabi information. 
	Measure 1.2 of 2: The percentage of scholars completing Special Education Personnel Preparation funded training programs who are knowledgeable and skilled in evidence-based practices for infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities.   (Desired direction: increase)   1945 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	43.5 
	Pending 

	2009 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	39.1 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	40.1 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2011 
	41 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. Grantees submit data for this measrue through the OSEP Personnel Preparation Data Reporting System (PPD) web-based data collection. The data for a given reporting year pertains to graduates exiting two years prior. The 2010 percentage refers to 2008 graduates. 

Data Quality. Data reported are calculated from responses to 2010 SDR items 4 through 9 submitted by IHEs during the prior fiscal year and pertain to graduates in the previous year. The accuracy of data (number of graduates) submitted by the IHEs  is independently verified by an outside contractor. 

Target Context. Targets (a baseline) for this measure were establilshed on the basis of data collected in 2008. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Method:
The measure reflects the percentage of scholars completing Special Education Personnel Preparation programs who passed an independent exam, such as the Praxis II, designed to objectively assess the knowledge and skills of special educators. (Scholars trained under Leadership programs are excluded from this calculation). 

Explanation of Scoring Calculation:
The numerator for this measure is the number of scholars who pass an exam demonstrating knowledge and skills in evidence-based practices for children with disabilities. ( 1,100 scholars) 

The denominator is the total number of scholars who completed training programs ( 2,712 scholars). This number includes: 1,100 scholars who passed a test, 50 scholars who did not pass a test, 908 scholars who did not take a test, 653 scholars for whom test status was missing, and one scholar for whom test results were missing). The denominator includes students who graduated but did not take teacher certification tests, students whose testing status or results are missing or unknown, and students who graduated and passed certification tests.

Numerator: number of students passed a qualifying exam on either the first attempt or a subsequent attempt (N=1100). 

Denominator = students who graduated from grant supported training programs in FY 2007 minus students who were enrolled in Leadership grants, minus students for whom testing data was not applicable (N=2712). 

Result is multiplied by 100.

2010 results:
(1,100 / 2,712) * 100 = 40.1% 


Explanation of Results:

The results of this measure reflect problems with data collection as well as with requirements for standardized assessment of graduates. The Department does not currently require IHEs receiving program funds to use a standardized test to assess the knowledge and skills of individuals graduating from institutions supported with program funds. The targets for this program are low because, while all scholars receiving program funds are included in the denominator, a substantial number of these scholars (908 out of 2,712 in 2010) do not take a standardized test, and grantees were unable to report data for another 654 scholars. If such scholars (1,562)  were excluded from the calculation results would indicate 95.7 percent (1,100 of the 1,150 who took a standardized test) were knowledgeable and skilled in evidence-based practices for infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities. 

In the future, the Department plans to offer technical assistance to grantees to ensure that scores for those scholars who do take a standardized exam are reported and that results from non-standardized measures of knowledge and skills are also reported by grantees. 

	



	Objective 2 of 3: 
	Increase the supply of teachers and service providers who are highly qualified for and serve in positions for which they are trained. 


	Measure 2.1 of 4: The percentage of Special Education Personnel Preparation funded scholars who exit training programs prior to completion due to poor academic performance.   (Desired direction: decrease)   1783 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	3 
	Target Met 

	2007 
	2.5 
	1.8 
	Did Better Than Target 

	2008 
	2 
	2 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	2 
	1.4 
	Did Better Than Target 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	1.6 
	Did Not Meet Target 


Source. Grantees submit data through the OSEP Personnel Preparation Data Reporting System (PPD) web-based data collection. The data for this measure refers to scholars funded under 84.325 personnel development grants who exited due to poor performance in FY 2008. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. Data for this measure include all scholars funded under 84.325 personnel development grants in FY 2008. Calculations are derived from data provided by grantees and entered into the SDR during the prior fiscal year. 

Data is entered into the PPD by grantees based upon their administrative records. Calculations for the percentage of exiters due to poor performance are derived from data submitted to the SDR in FY2010. 

Target Context. Targets were established based upon results in FY 2006. OSEP has established a baseline of  2.0% for this measure, with the objective of reducing the target in the future. OSEP intends to provide technical support to grantees on student selection criteria and the importance of provision of ongoing academic and financial support to scholars. 
Explanation. 
Explanation of Calculation:
For this measure, the calculation is the percentage of exiting scholars who leave training prior to completion due to poor academic or field-based performance. 

Numerator = students funded  by 84.325 projects exiting in FY 2008 due to poor academic or field-based performance (n=)

Denominator: all students funded under 84.325 programs who exited  training programs in FY 2008. (n=2877(completers)+658 (exiters prior to completion) = 3535)

Result is multiplied by 100.

2010 Result: (57 / 3535) *100 = 1.6% 


Explanation of Results: 
The result of this measure, 1.6 percent of all scholars receiving program funds exited training programs prior to completion due to poor academic performance in 2010 , reflects a slight increase from FY2009,  yet falls satisfactorily below the 2.0% threshold established for this measure.

 The Department has an on-going interest in providing TA to grantees to ensure grantees maintain high standards when recruiting scholars to receive Federal training funds and that scholars are supported academically and financially to achieve timely completion of the preparation program. 

	Measure 2.2 of 4: The percentage of Special Education Personnel Preparation funded degree/certification program recipients who are working in the area(s) in which they were trained upon program completion.   (Desired direction: increase)   000100 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	73.4 
	Target Met 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	69.7 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	69 
	73.2 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	72 
	75.3 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	75 
	69.4 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2011 
	78 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. Grantees submit data through the OSEP Personnel Preparation Data Reporting System (PPD) web-based data collection. The data for this measure refers to students funded under 84.325 grants who exited the training program in FY 2008. Other data used to calculate this measure is derived from the Student Data Report (SDR) . 

Data Quality. Data for this measure include all scholars funded under 84.325 personnel development grants in FY 2008.  Data is entered into the PPD by grantees based upon their administrative records pertaining to the degree earned, and known employment status of scholars at the completion of the program. Calculations for the percentage of degree recipients working in the area for which they were trained are derived from data submitted to the SDR in FY2010.
Target Context. Targets for this measure were established based upon two years of data reported in 2006 and 2007. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Calculation:

For this measure, the calculation is the number of certified or qualified students currently employed in the area for which they were trained ( or under contract for such employment) divided by the number of students currently employed, not employed, and those for whom employment status is unknown. 

Numerator = students who graduated with a state certificate and are employed in their areas of training (n=1955). 

Denominator: students currently employed, not employed, and those for whom employment status is unknown (n=2581).

result is multiplied by 100.

2010 result: (1,792 / 2,581) * 100 = 69.4%. 

Explanation of Results:
The numerator is total number of degree and certification 
recipients who were working in the area(s) for which they received training (1,792 in FY2008). 

The denominator (2,581) equals the number of scholars who exited grant-supported training in FY2008 (2,877), minus 5 who are missing data on degree received, minus 291 who received grantee endorsements/course completion only. 

The denominator includes degree and certification recipients who were employed (1,792), recipients who were employed, but not employed in their area of training (270), recipients for whom grantees did not know employment status (337), recipients who were not employed (165), and recipients for whom employment data was missing (17). 

Results reflect  a significant number of students for whom data was 'unknown' (337) or “missing” (17). If missing data were excluded from the denominator, the resulting percentage of degree recipients working in the area of training would be 80.5% ((1,792 / 2,227) * 100 = 80.5%). 

The Department intends to provide technical assistance to grantees in improving follow-up data collection on the employment status of graduates. 
	Measure 2.3 of 4: The percentage of Special Education Personnel Preparation funded degree/certification recipients who are working in the area(s) for which they were trained upon program completion and who are fully qualified under IDEA.   (Desired direction: increase)   000101 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	69 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	BL+1% 
	70.2 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	71 
	65.3 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2011 
	75 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. Grantees submit data through the OSEP Personnel Preparation Data Reporting System (PPD) web-based data collection. The data for this measure refers to students funded under 84.325 grants who exited the training program in FY 2008. Other data used to calculate this measure is derived from the Student Data Report (SDR) . 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. Data for this measure include all scholars funded under 84.325 personnel development grants in FY 2008. Data is entered into the PPD by grantees based upon their administrative records pertaining to the degree and certification earned, and known employment status of scholars at the completion of the program. Calculations for the percentage of degree recipients working in the area for which they were trained are derived from data submitted to the SDR in FY2010. 
Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of data collected in 2008. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Calculation:

Numerator = students who received degrees and state certificates upon completing training, were employed in their area of training, and were fully qualified for their position under IDEA (n=1590)

Denominator: “Number of degree/certification recipients” who completed training in FY2008 and were either employed or unemployed, or whose employment status was unknown, minus students working in positions for which the state does not have requirements for certification or licensure (n=2436).

Result is multiplied by 100.



2010 result: (1,590 / 2,436) * 100 = 65.3% 


Explanation of Results:

The denominator for this measure (2,436 for 2010) equals all degree recipients who were employed, who were not employed, and for whom the employment status was not known, minus scholars working in positions for which the State does not have certification and licensure requirements (39 for 2010).  Scholars who completed a program funded under a Leadership grant, scholars who received a grantee-issued endorsement or course completion, and scholars who were missing data on type of degree earned were excluded from this analysis, because fully qualified status does not apply to these individuals.
 

	Measure 2.4 of 4: The percentage of degree/certification recipients who maintain employment in the area(s) for which they were trained for 3 or more years and who are fully qualified under IDEA.   (Desired direction: increase)   00000000000002j 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	90.7 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	91 
	65 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	93 
	11 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2011 
	95 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 


Source. Data reported in 2007 through 2009 were based on a temporary collection methodology in which a small sample (n=9) of the IHEs which received the most funding under the Personnel Development Program. Beginning in 2010, the Department  shifted the data source for this measure to the National Center for Service Obligation (NCSO) which collects information from scholars exiting OSEP-funded programs and completing their service obligations.  NCSO is contracted by OSEP to track scholars, by cohort year of funding, after graduation for compliance with the Program’s service obligation requirement. NCSO and collects data on scholars, by cohort year of funding, supported under OSEP-funded training grants beginning with grants awarded in FY 2005. 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. Data reported in years prior to 2010 were based on a sample of OSEP's highest funded 84.325 grantees funded five years prior to the reporting year. Information was reported directly by the IHE.  For FY 2010, since data is limited to scholars who first received funding in 2005, a significant amount of data has not  yet been reported into NCSO by scholars who graduated in FY 2006. Thus, the current data is incomplete, as it consists only of students who completed programs in one year. 

Data reported in 2010 reflects data on only 10 of the (at present 91) 2006 graduates funded by 84.325 grants in 2005. Graduates funded for the first time on or after FY 2005 have a five-year grace period ifollowing graduation in which to report the service obligation.

The data quality for the current year is not within acceptable limits given the issues cited above.  OSEP does not anticipate being able to report complete data for 2006 graduates until 2014. 

Due to the quality of data currently available to OSEP, the program will continue to report results on FY 2006 graduates until FY 2014 when it is expected that data in the NCSO SOTS system will be complete. OSEP wll hereafter report on the current measure each fiscal year. 

Target Context. Data reported prior to FY 2010 was based on a limited sampling of the program’s grantees. Also, information was reported by the institutions as opposed to the scholars themselves. For these two reasons, past data was not truly representative of the program as a whole. 

It is anticipated that targets will be reset in FY 2014 when data quality is improved. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Calculation:

For this measure, the numerator is the sum of degree/certification recipients, with the exception of students funded under leadership or related service grants, who are reported to have graduated in 2006 from programs supported by  an 84.325 grant , who are both fully qualified under IDEA and who  report maintaining employment for 3 or more years in the area(s) for which they were trained (n=10).

The denominator is the total number of OSEP-funded degree/certification recipients who graduated in 2006 (currently, n=91).
Result is multiplied by 100. 


For FY 2010:
[10/91] x 100 = 10.98% 


Explanation of Results:

Due to the fact that data  collected by NCSO pertains to 2006 graduates full information on employment is unavailable for this cohort. 

The Department intends to provide technical assistance to IHEs to ensure compliance in timely Service Obligation reporting by grantees. In the meantime, as efforts to improve the quality of reporting by graduates are implemented, OSEP will also track the reliability of the data collection by comparing the number of scholars who exit OSEP supported programs as reported by grantees into the Program’s SDR with the number of scholars reporting information into the NCSO’s tracking system. Additionally OSEP will conduct an independent survey of the top 9 funded IHEs to verify the number of 2006 graduates who are HQT and have been employed for three years in the area of training. 

	



	Objective 3 of 3: 
	Enhance the efficiency of the expenditure of Federal dollars under this program. 


	Measure 3.1 of 1: The Federal cost per fully qualified degree/certification recipient .   (Desired direction: decrease)   00000000000001c 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	  
	23,762.63 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	25,123.28 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	2.5 
	24,773.89 
	Made Progress From Prior Year 

	2010 
	BL-2.5 
	24,417.64 
	Made Progress From Prior Year 


Source. Grantees submit data through the OSEP Personnel Preparation Data Reporting System (PPD) web-based data collection. The data for this measure refers to students funded under 84.325 grants who exited the training program in FY 2008. Other data used to calculate this measure is derived from the Student Data Report (SDR) . 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. Data for this measure include all scholars funded under 84.325 personnel development grants in FY 2008. Data is entered into the PPD by grantees based upon their administrative records on the status of scholars at the completion of the program. Calculations for the efficiency measure are in part derived from data submitted to the SDR in FY2010. 

Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of 2008 results. Because the method of calculating this efficiency measure was revised in 2009, and applied retroactively for 2007 and 2008, targets will need to be re-established based upon the history of results on the measure. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Calculation:

The measure reflects the average Federal cost per student who successfully completed an OSEP 84.325 grant funded training program that closed in FY2008 and is fully qualified. 

The numerator is the sum of project costs for students graduating in FY 2008 (across all funded years)] 

The denominator is the number of students who successfully completed funded training programs that closed in FY 2008 who are fully qualified. 


2010 result: ($80187544.61 / 3284 = $24,417.64 


The cost per degree/certification program recipient is calculated for individual cohorts of scholars by dividing the sum of all project costs supported with Federal funds (across all years of each individual scholar’s training) ($80187544.61 in FY 2008) by the number of degree recipients that successfully completed training programs and who are working in the area(s) in which they were trained upon program completion (3284 in FY 2008). 
	U.S. Department of Education
Draft
	8
	03/16/2011


	U.S. Department of Education
Draft
	1
	03/16/2011



