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Indicator B1: Graduation Rate 
Completed by the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT). 
 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) was assigned the 
task of analyzing and summarizing the data for Part B Indicator 1, Graduation Rate, 
from the FFY 2018 Annual Performance Reports (APRs) and State Performance Plans 
(SPPs), which were submitted by states to OSEP in the spring of 2020. The text of the 
indicator is as follows:  

Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs 
(IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high 
school diploma. 

 

 

 

 

This report summarizes NTACT’s findings for Indicator 1 across the 50 states, 
commonwealths, and territories, and the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE), for a total of 
60 agencies. For the sake of convenience, in this report the term “states” is inclusive of 
the 50 states, the commonwealths, the territories, and the BIE.  

MEASUREMENT 

The Part B Measurement Table indicates that states are to use the, “Same data as used 
for reporting to the Department under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA). States may report data for children with disabilities using either 
the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-
year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.” 
These data are reported in the Consolidated State Performance Report exiting data.  
Sampling is not permitted for this indicator, so states must report graduation information 
for all their students with disabilities. States were instructed to, “Describe the results of 
the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the 
FFY 2018 APR, use data from the 2017-2018 school year), and compare the results to 
the target.” States were also instructed to provide the actual numbers used in the 
calculation and to: “Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in 
order to graduate with a regular diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with 
IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular diploma. If there is a difference, 
explain.” States’ performance targets must be the same as their annual graduation rate 
targets under Title I of the ESEA.  

Finally, states were instructed that they, “must continue to report the four-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rate for all students and disaggregated by student subgroups 
including the children with disabilities subgroup, as required under section 
1111(h)(1)(C)(iii)(II) of the ESEA, on State report cards under Title I of the ESEA even if 
they only report an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the purpose of 
SPP/APR reporting.” 



IMPLICATIONS OF THE GRADUATION RATE MEASUREMENT 
 

 

 

 

 

The four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate defines a “graduate” as someone who 
receives a regular high school diploma in the standard number of years—specifically, 
four. Students who do not meet the criteria for graduating with a regular diploma cannot 
be included in the numerator of the calculation but must be included in the denominator. 
The calculation also excludes students who receive a modified or special diploma, a 
certificate, or a GED from being counted as graduates. It is adjusted to reflect transfers 
into and out of the cohort (i.e., out of the school), as well as loss of students to death.  
The 2015 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 
opened the door for states to develop a State-defined alternate diploma for their 
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. Students earning one of these 
diplomas are counted as graduates in a state’s graduation rate calculation, provided 
they follow the same requirements as the state’s regular diploma, are standards-based, 
and are earned during the regular FAPE period. To date, only a handful of states have 
begun developing, or are implementing a state-defined alternate diploma. 
The equation below shows an example of the four-year graduation rate calculation for 
the cohort entering 9th grade for the first time in the fall of the 2014-15 school year and 
graduating by the end of the 2017-18 school year. 

# of cohort members receiving a regular HS diploma by end of the 2017-18 school year 
 

# of first-time 9th graders in fall 2014 (starting cohort) + transfers in – transfers out – emigrated out – 
deceased during school years 2014-15 through 2017-18 

If approved under ESEA, states may report graduation rates using an extended-year 
cohort rate that spans more than four years (e.g., five-year cohort, five-year plus a six-
year cohort) or they may report only an extended-year cohort for the purposes of the 
Annual Performance Report to OSEP. Because students with disabilities and students 
with limited English proficiency face additional obstacles to completing their coursework 
and examinations within the standard four-year timeframe, the use of extended cohort 
rates can help ensure that these students are ultimately counted as graduates, despite 
their longer stay in school than the traditional four years. States that have implemented 
extended cohorts have seen significant numbers of youth graduating in those extended 
years. It should be noted that states are prohibited from using this provision exclusively 
for youth with disabilities and youth with limited English proficiency. It is likely that this 
provision for using extended cohorts will become more important in years to come, as 
many states have increased their academic credit and course requirements for all 
students to graduate.  

STATES’ GRADUATION RATES 

Figure 1 shows the states’ FFY 2018 adjusted cohort graduation rates (ACGR), which 
ranged between 16.67% and 95.83%, with a mean of 66.97%, a median value of 
68.60%, and a standard deviation of 12.93%. Fifty-six states (93%) reported using a 
four-year ACGR. The remaining four states calculated an ACGR, but using a cohort of 
three, five, six or seven years, respectively. All states are included in Figure 1.  



Figure 1 

 
 

 

 

STATES’ PERFORMANCE ON THE INDICATOR COMPARED TO TARGETS 

As shown in Figure 2, states’ FFY 2018 graduation rate targets ranged from 34.00% to 
100.00%. The average state target was 74.25%; the median target was 77.80% and the 
standard deviation was 15.02%.  

Figure 2 



 

 

 

 
 

 
  

Figure 3 shows the difference between each state’s target and its actual graduation rate 
data. Eighteen states (30%) met or exceeded their target and 42 states (70%) did not 
meet their target. Overall, these results improved from those of FFY 2017, when 13 
states (22%) met their graduation rate target.  

Of the states that met or exceeded their FFY 2018 graduation rate target, the mean 
distance above the target was 8.06%. The median distance above the target was 6.07% 
and the standard deviation was 8.49%. Of the states that missed their graduation target, 
the mean distance below the target was –12.08%. The median distance was –13.86% 
and the standard deviation was 11.59%. Ten of the states that met their graduation 
target also met their FFY 2018 dropout rate target. This represents an improvement 
from last year, when only seven states met both targets. 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 shows the relative numbers of states that met their graduation rate targets over 
the period from FFY 2013 through FFY 2018. 



Figure 4 

 
 

Table 1 
Number of States Meeting Their Graduation Target: FFY 2013 – FFY 2018 

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Number of states 17 19 17 19 13 18 

 

 

 

  

CHANGE IN DATA FROM LAST REPORTING YEAR 

Figure 5 shows the change in states’ graduation rates from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. As 
may be seen, the degree of change this year ranged from –53.33% and 55.00%. Thirty-
seven states (62%) made progress with graduation, improving their rates an average of 
3.90%. Their median improvement was 1.44% and their standard deviation was 9.17%. 
Twenty-three states (38%) reported a decrease (slippage) in graduation rates from FFY 
2017. Their mean slippage was –5.45% with a median of –1.76% and a standard 
deviation of 11.62%.  

It should be noted that, in states with very small numbers of students with disabilities, 
one or two students can have a drastic impact on the state’s overall graduation or 
dropout rate. As a result, rates in these small states tend to fluctuate considerably from 
year to year and their rates are often extremely high or low, compared to those of more 
populous states, increasing the standard deviation for the measure.  



Figure 5 

 
 

  

Most states established a baseline graduation rate using the adjusted cohort rate 
calculation in FFY 2011. Table 2 shows the numbers of states that established 
baselines in FFYs 2005 – 2018, by year.  



Table 2 
Number of States Establishing Baseline, by FFY 

 
Baseline 

Year Count 
Percentage 
of All States 

2005 4 7% 
2006 2 3% 
2008 1 2% 
2009 3 5% 
2010 2 3% 
2011 32 53% 
2012 2 3% 
2013 0 0% 
2014 0 0% 
2015 1 2% 
2016 5 8% 
2017 6 10% 
2018 2 3% 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

The use of the ACGR calculation has brought us much closer to being able to make 
valid comparisons of school-completion outcomes for youth with and without disabilities 
in this nation, as well as comparisons among the states. Still confounding our ability to 
make valid comparisons, however, is the considerable variation in graduation 
requirements across states. Establishing a graduation rate calculation that is based on 
the 618 exiting data will provide a more uniform and accurate picture of graduation rates 
for students with disabilities across the nation. 



 
 

Indicator B2: Dropout Rate 
Completed by the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) was assigned the 
task of analyzing and summarizing the data for Part B Indicator 2, Dropout Rate, from 
the FFY 2018 Annual Performance Reports (APRs) and amended State Performance 
Plans (SPPs), which were submitted by states to OSEP in the spring of 2020. The text 
of the indicator is as follows:  

Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. 

This report summarizes NTACT’s findings for Indicator 2 across the 50 states, 
commonwealths, and territories, and the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE), for a total of 
60 agencies. For the sake of convenience, in this report the term “states” is inclusive of 
the 50 states, the commonwealths, the territories, and the BIE.  

MEASUREMENT 

The OSEP Part B Measurement Table for this submission offers states two options for 
calculating the dropout rate. For Option 1, the data source for Indicator B-2 should be 
the same as used for reporting to the Department under IDEA section 618. States are 
instructed to, “Use 618 exiting data reported to the Department via EDFacts in file 
specification C009.” 

Under the Option 1 Measurement section, the table indicates that, “States must report a 
percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education due to dropping out in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs 
who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator.”, and that sampling is not allowed. 
Option 2 indicates that states should, “Use the annual event school dropout rate for 
students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with the National 
Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data. If the State has made or 
proposes to make changes to the data source or measurement under Option 2, when 
compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 
1, 2012, the State should include a justification as to why such changes are warranted.” 
Under both options, data for this indicator are “lag” data (from the previous school year). 
States are instructed to describe the results of their examination of the data for the year 
before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), 



 
 

and compare the results to the target. Finally, states are instructed to, “Provide a 
narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth and, if different, what 
counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs. If there is a difference, explain.” 
 

 

 

 

 

CALCULATION METHODS 

Comparisons of dropout rates among states are still confounded by the existence of 
multiple methods of calculation. The dropout rates reported in the FFY 2018 APRs were 
calculated using predominately the OSEP exiter/leaver calculation (Option 1) or an 
event rate calculation (Option 2), though a handful of states employed a 4-year cohort 
rate calculation for the indicator.  

The most frequently reported calculation remains the event rate calculation, which 
provides a basic snapshot of a single year’s group of dropouts. Event rates were 
employed by 37 states (62%) again this year. Event rate calculations consistently yield 
the lowest dropout rate of the calculations reported in these APRs. As shown in Figure 
1, the mean dropout rate for these 37 states was 3.99%, the same as last year’s mean. 
The median rate was 3.22% and the standard deviation of the rates was 3.37%. 

The next most frequently reported type of calculation for FFY 2018 was Option 1, the 
OSEP exiter / leaver rate, which was employed by 20 states (33%). This calculation 
yields higher dropout rates than the other methods because it compares the number of 
youth with disabilities who drop out with all youth with disabilities who exited school by 
all methods (graduated; received a certificate; aged-out; transferred to regular 
education; moved, known to be continuing; died; or dropped out), as opposed to 
comparing the number of dropouts with the population of youth with disabilities who are 
enrolled in school or who are members of a particular cohort. While the exiter method of 
calculation tends to yield high dropout rates, it offers a single, standard measure that 
allows comparison of dropout rates across all states, as the §618 exiting data are 
reported in a standard manner by all states. Figure 2 shows that the mean dropout rate 
among these 20 states was 16.17%, slightly lower than FFY 2017’s rate of 16.05%. The 
median rate was 16.61% and the standard deviation of the rates was 6.55%. 

The remaining three states (5%) reported using cohort calculations, which generally 
result in higher dropout rates than do event-rate calculations, but lower than the exiter 
method. Cohort-based rates provide a very accurate picture of attrition from school over 
the course of four or more years. As the name suggests, the cohort method follows a 
group or cohort of individual students from 9th through 12th grades. Figure 3 shows the 
distribution of cohort-based dropout rates. The mean rate for this group of states was 



 
 

14.07%, improved from 15.17% in FFY 2017, with a median of 12.69% and a standard 
deviation of 3.88%.  
 

 

As noted above, Figures 1 – 3 show states’ dropout rates, based on the method of 
calculation employed for the FFY 2018 APR. Please note that the Y-axis (vertical axis) 
scales differ among these three figures. 

Figure 1 

 
 
 

 

Figure 2 



 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 

STATES’ PERFORMANCE ON THE INDICATOR 

Because states are not required to specify dropout-rate targets under ESEA, they have 
continued using their SPP targets for improvement. In FFY 2018, 29 states (48%) met 
their SPP performance target for Indicator B-2; 31 states (52%) missed their target. This 
is down from last year, when 30 states met their target. Ten of the 29 states that met 
their dropout target for FFY 2018 also met their FFY 2018 graduation rate target. This 
represents an improvement over last year. 

Most states’ performance was quite close to the target they had set, regardless of 
whether they met or missed that target. Figure 4 shows each state’s distance above or 
below its reported dropout target for FFY 2018. Note: to meet the target on this 
indicator, a state’s dropout rate must be at or below the target value specified in its 
SPP. 

Overall, this year, states were a bit further from their target than was the case in FFY 
2017. As may be seen in Figure 4, there were 39 states within plus or minus two 
percentage points of their stated target and 50 within five percentage points—a slightly 
worse result than in FFY 2017. The mean amount by which states beat their FFY 2018 
target was –2.38%. The median was –1.28% and the standard deviation was 2.82%. 
The mean amount by which states missed their dropout target was 2.67%. The median 
was 1.13% and the standard deviation was 3.96%. 



 
 

Figure 4 

 
 
  



 
 

Figure 5 shows the numbers of states that have met or missed their dropout target from 
the period from FFY 2013 through FFY 2018.  

 

 
 

 
 

 

  

Figure 5 

Table 1 
Number of States Meeting Their Dropout Target: FFY 2013 – FFY 2018 

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Number of states 49 38 32 38 30 29 

Figure 6 shows the change in states’ dropout rates from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. As 
may be seen, 37 states (62%) lowered their dropout rate in FFY 2018. This was an 
improvement over rates in FFY 2017, when 31 states made progress. The mean 
amount of decrease in dropout rates in FFY 2017 was –0.94%, with a median decrease 
in dropout of –0.56% and a standard deviation of 0.97%. During this same period, 21 
states (35%) saw their dropout rates increase. The mean amount of increase in these 
states’ dropout rate was 1.05%, with a median value of 0.18% and a standard deviation 
of 2.17%. In two states (3%), the dropout rate was 0%. None of the states established 
new baseline for the indicator in FFY 2018.  

It should be noted that, in states with very small numbers of students with disabilities, 
one or two students can have a drastic impact on the state’s overall graduation or 
dropout rate. As a result, rates in these small states tend to fluctuate considerably from 
year to year and generally fall at the extreme ends of the spectrum of rates.  



 
 

Figure 6  

 
 

 

 

Most states established a baseline dropout rate in FFY 2011 using the calculation 
method of their choosing. Table 2 shows the numbers of states that established 
baselines in FFYs 2005 – 2018, by year.  

Table 2 
Number of States Establishing Baseline, by Year 

Baseline 
Year Count 

Percentage 
of All States 

2005 9 15% 
2006 2 3% 
2008 9 15% 
2009 2 3% 
2011 22 37% 
2012 2 3% 
2013 11 18% 
2015 2 3% 
2016 1 2% 
2017 0 0% 
2018 0 0% 

 
 



INDICATOR B3: PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF CHILDREN WITH 
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS (IEPS) ON STATEWIDE 
ASSESSMENTS 
Completed by the National Center on Educational Outcomes. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicator B3: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on Statewide 
assessments:  

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved 
B. Participation rate for children with IEPs. 
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate 

academic achievement standards. 

[20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A)] 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) reviewed the data provided by 
states for Part B Indicator 3 (Assessment), which includes both participation and 
performance of students with disabilities in statewide assessments. This indicator also 
has historically included a measure of the extent to which districts in a state were 
meeting the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) or Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) targets for students with 
disabilities. 

Indicator 3 information in this report is based on Annual Performance Report data from 
2018–2019 state assessments. States submitted their data in February 2020 using 
baseline information and targets (unless revised at that time) submitted in their State 
Performance Plans (SPPs) first presented in 2005. 

This report summarizes data and progress toward targets for the Indicator 3 
subcomponents of (3B) state assessment participation of students with Individualized 
Education Programs (IEPs) and (3C) state assessment performance based on the 
proficiency rate for students with IEPs. All information contained in this report is an 
analysis or summary of state data for a given content area across grades 3 through 8, 
and one tested grade in high school. Because states disaggregated data to varying 
degrees, rather than providing aggregate data for each subject area, not all states are 
represented in all data summaries. For example, some states disaggregated by grade 
or school level, or provided only information summed across grades for participation, 
performance, or both participation and performance.  

DATA SOURCES 

We obtained data for this report in August 2020 from spreadsheets compiled by OSEP 
and placed in the OSEP Ideas That Work Collaboration Spaces webpage. We entered 



these data into our working documents and then later verified data using state-
submitted APRs. In instances of disagreement between the spreadsheet and the state-
submitted APR, we confirmed correct data with OSEP. For the summaries in this report, 
we used only the data that states reported in their APRs for 2018–2019 assessments. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

METHODOLOGY & MEASUREMENT APPROACHES   

Two components now comprise the data in Part B Indicator 3: 

• 3B is the participation rate for children with IEPs who participate in the various 
assessment options (Participation) 

• 3C is the proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade-level and alternate 
academic achievement standards (Proficiency) 

States provided data disaggregated to the level of these subcomponents, which 
included for components 3B and 3C the two content areas of Reading or English 
Language Arts and Mathematics. Some states disaggregated data by specific grade 
levels tested only, or by school levels (elementary, middle school, and high school) only. 
Some states provided these content-specific data by both disaggregating by grade and 
by providing an overall data point. Most states reported only an overall data point for 
each subcomponent.  

PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES IN STATE ASSESSMENTS 
(COMPONENT 3B) 

The participation rate for children with IEPs includes children who participated in the 
regular assessment with no accommodations, in the regular assessment with 
accommodations, and in the alternate assessment based on alternate academic 
achievement standards. Component 3B data (participation rates) were calculated by 
obtaining a single number of assessment participants and dividing by the total number 
of students with IEPs enrolled, as shown below: 

Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in an 
assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the 
testing window)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The participation 
rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled 
for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year. 

In this section, data and text address participation in reading and mathematics 
assessments separately. 

Figure 1 shows the ways in which regular and unique states provided 2018-2019 
participation data for reading and mathematics in their APRs. Thirty-five regular states 
and ten unique state entities (45 total) provided participation data summarized into 
single points for reading and for mathematics. Fourteen regular states reported 



participation data in their APRs in a way that the data could not be compared across 
states; these states did not provide an overall participation rate across all grades for 
each content area. Specifically, seven states provided data disaggregated by grade, 
with grade-by-grade data points (for each of grades 3 to 8 and one in high school). The 
other seven states reported data by school level (elementary, middle school, and high 
school), with four states reporting a data point for grades 3-8 and a data point for high 
school, and three states reporting a data point for each of the three levels. One regular 
state did not report participation data.  
 

 
 

 

 

Figure 1.
Ways in Which Regular and Unique States 

Provided 2018–2019 Participation Data

45

Participation data reported overall

7

Disaggregated by grade level only

7

Disaggregated by school level only

1

Participation data not reported

Six-Year Trend for Indicator 3B Reading  

Figure 2 shows the six-year trend for states’ participation rates in reading. The number 
of states reporting sufficient reading data to be included in the report across the years 
has ranged from 44 to 46 states, with no overall increasing or decreasing trend. Of the 
states that provided the overall reading participation data points, the average 
participation rate in the 2018–2019 school year was 95.17%, which was the highest 
mean across the past six years, with a low of 92.01% in 2014–2015 and a previous high 
of 94.85% in 2017–2018. The average highest reading participation rate (averaging the 
six highest rates in Figure 2) was 99.8% and the average lowest participation rate 
across years was 49.1%. The highest participation rate for any single state was 100.0%, 
occurring in 2015–2016 and again in 2016–2017, and the lowest was 21.4%, occurring 
in 2015–2016. The widest range (78.6%) between highest and lowest state reading 
participation rates occurred in 2015–2016. In contrast, the 2018–2019 range was 38.1% 
(from 61.5% to 99.6%). 



Thirty-three regular states and eight unique state entities provided data for participation 
on statewide reading assessments for students with disabilities across all the past six 
years. The average participation rate for 2018–2019 reading assessments across all 
states (with sufficient data) was 95.17%, which is an increase from 2017–2018 with 
94.85%.  
 

 
  

In 2018–2019, the range of reading participation rates reported by states was neither 
the broadest nor the narrowest range of the six years reported. The highest state’s rate 
was 99.6 percentage points, and the lowest was 61.5 percentage points; the range was 
38.1 percentage points. In the previous year (2017–2018), by contrast, the high and low 
rates were 99.5 and 73.5 percentage points, respectively; the range was smaller at 26.0 
percentage points. However, these two years had the smallest ranges in the six-year 
period. The states with the lowest reading participation rates had been under 60.0 
percentage points prior to 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 but had increased into the 
deciles above 60%. Nearly all states with data in 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 had 
participation rates in the top two deciles, 90.0% to 100% and 80.0% to 89.9%. 



 



Table 1.  
Reading Participation Detailed Data 

Percent Receiving 
Timely Services 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 

90% to 100% 39 37 40 41 38 40 

80% to <90% 2 4 2 2 4 4 

70% to <80% 0 1 0 2 2 0 

60% to <70% 1 0 0 0 0 1 

50% to <60% 1 2 1 1 0 0 

40% to <50% 1 0 0 0 0 0 

30% to <40% 0 1 0 0 0 0 

20% to <30% 0 0 1 0 0 0 

0% to <20% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Table 2.  
Reading Participation Summary Data 

Statistic 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 

Mean 94.25 92.01 93.54 94.19 94.85 95.17 

Highest 99.8 99.9 100.0 100.0 99.5 99.6 

Lowest 48.9 32.9 21.4 56.6 73.5 61.5 

No Data 16 15 16 14 16 15 



 

 
Year-to-Year Comparison for Indicator 3B Reading 

Thirty-five regular states and nine unique state entities (44 total) reported data for 2017–
2018 and 2018–2019 that could be used in cross-year comparisons; 15 regular states 
and one unique state entity did not report sufficient data. The average reading 
participation increase for the reporting states and entities was 1.9 percentage points. Of 
the 44 states and entities providing sufficient data, 23 increased in their reading 
participation rates. Nine states or entities increased by less than 1.0 percentage points, 
while 14 states or entities increased by 1.0 percentage points or more, and of those, 
only one state had an increase of more than 4.0 percentage points (more than twice the 
average increase). Of the increases, two states increased reading participation by less 
than 0.1 percentage points. Twenty states and entities had reading participation 
decreases, averaging 1.5 percentage points, with the smallest decrease being less than 
0.1 percentage point and the largest decrease being more than 17.0 percentage points 
(an outlier, as the next-largest decrease was under 4.0 percentage points). Seventeen 
states and entities reported having decreases below the mean of 1.5 percentage points, 
with 15 having decreases of less than 1.0 percentage point. Figure 3 shows the 
comparisons between 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 data. 
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Figure 3. 
Change from 2017–18 to 2018–19, B3B Reading Participation
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Six-Year Trend for Indicator 3B Mathematics 
 

 

 

Figure 4 presents the six-year trend for states’ participation rates in mathematics. The 
number of states reporting sufficient math data to be included in the report across the 
years has ranged from 45 to 47 states, with no overall increasing or decreasing trend. 
This pattern was the same as that of reading participation during the same years. Of the 
states and entities that provided the overall math participation data points, the average 
participation rate in 2018–2019 was 95.1%, which was the highest mean across the 
past six years. The lowest mean math participation rate across six years was 92.7% in 
2014–2015, and the previous highest mean was 94.5% in 2017–2018. The average 
highest states' math participation rate (averaging the six rates in Figure 4) was 99.8% 
and the average lowest math participation rate across years was 48.1%. The highest 
participation rate for any single state was 100.0%, occurring in both 2015–2016 and 
2016–2017, and the lowest was 21.4%, occurring in 2015–2016. 

Thirty-three regular states and eight unique state entities provided data for participation 
on statewide math assessments for students with disabilities across the past six years. 
The average participation rate for 2018–2019 math assessments across all states (with 
sufficient data) was 95.13%, which is a small increase from 2017–2018 with 94.5%. 

In 2018–2019, the range of math participation rates reported by states was neither the 
broadest nor the narrowest range of the six years reported. The highest rate was 99.6 
percentage points, and the lowest was 60.4 percentage points: the range 39.2 
percentage points. This range contrasted with the narrower 2017–2018 range of 34.1 
percentage points, like the reading participation range pattern in these two years. The 
highest state's math participation rate in 2018–2019 was one of the lowest in six years, 
yet these rates ranged only between 99.4 and 100 percentage points. The lowest state's 
math participation rate, 60.4 percentage points, was the second highest in six years. 
Also like the reading participation rate pattern, the math participation rate's range—from 
lowest to highest—showed a similar trend of becoming narrower in 2017–2018 and 
2018–2019 compared to the previous years. This change might indicate a potential 
lasting improvement in all states' participation rates, with most of them above 80%, and 
all of them above 60%. 





 
Table 3. 

Math Participation Detailed Data 
Percent Receiving 
Timely Services 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 

90% to 100% 39 37 39 40 38 40 

80% to <90% 2 4 3 4 4 4 

70% to <80% 0 2 0 1 1 0 

60% to <70% 1 0 0 0 1 1 

50% to <60% 1 1 1 1 0 0 

40% to <50% 1 0 0 0 0 0 

30% to <40% 0 1 0 0 0 0 

20% to <30% 0 0 1 0 0 0 

0% to <20% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 4. 
Math Participation Summary Data 

Statistic 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 

Mean 94.18 92.68 93.42 94.37 94.50 95.13 

Highest 99.8 99.9 100.0 100.0 99.4 99.6 

Lowest 48.9 32.9 21.4 59.4 65.3 60.4 

No Data 16 15 16 14 16 15 



Year-to-Year Comparison for Indicator 3B Mathematics 
 

  

Thirty-five regular states and nine unique state entities reported data for 2017–2018 and 
2018–2019 that could be used in cross-year comparisons; 15 regular states and one 
unique state entity did not provide sufficient data. The average math participation 
increase for the reporting states and entities was 2.1 percentage points. More states 
had math participation rate increases than decreases; in comparison, reading 
participation changes were nearly equally increases and decreases. Of the 44 states or 
entities providing sufficient data, 26 increased in their math participation rates; 14 states 
increased by less than 1.0 percentage points, with three states increasing by less than 
0.1 percentage point. The other 12 states increased by 1.0 percentage point or more, 
yet only two states had increases of more than 5.0 percentage points (more than twice 
the average increase), with one increasing more than 22.0 percentage points. 
Seventeen states and entities had math participation decreases, averaging 1.6 
percentage points, with the lowest decrease being less than 0.1 percentage point and 
the highest being 17.1 percentage points. Fourteen states or entities decreased by less 
than the mean of 1.6 percentage points, with all 14 decreasing by less than 1.0 
percentage point. Three states or entities reported having decreases of 1.0 percentage 
point or more. One state had no change in participation rate across the two years. 
Figure 5 shows the comparisons between 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 data. 
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PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS 
(COMPONENT 3C)  
 

 

 

 

State assessment performance of students with IEPs includes the rates of those 
children achieving proficiency on the regular assessment with no accommodations, the 
regular assessment with accommodations, and the alternate assessment based on 
alternate academic achievement standards. Component 3C data (proficiency rates) 
were calculated by obtaining a single number of assessment participants who are 
proficient or above as measured by the assessments and dividing by the total number of 
students with IEPs enrolled in assessed grades, as shown below:  

Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient 
against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by 
the (total # of children with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a 
proficiency level was assigned)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The 
proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year 
and those not enrolled for a full academic year.  

Twenty-six regular states and ten unique states (34 total) reported 2018–2019 reading 
assessment proficiency data. The same 26 regular states and ten unique states 
reported 2018–2019 mathematics assessment proficiency data. Performance data are 
examined separately for reading and mathematics in this section. 

Figure 6 presents the ways in which regular and unique state entities provided 2018–
2019 performance data for reading and mathematics in their APRs. Twenty-six regular 
states and ten unique state entities provided data summarized into single points for 
mathematics and for reading performance. Twenty-four regular states and no unique 
state entities reported performance data in their APRs in a way that the data could not 
be compared across states. Specifically, 12 of the 24 states provided data 
disaggregated by grade, with grade-by-grade data points. Eleven states reported data 
by school level (elementary, middle school, and high school), with six states reporting a 
data point for grades 3-8 and a data point for high school, and five states reporting a 
data point for each of the three levels. One regular state failed to report participation 
data. 
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Figure 6. 
Ways in Which Regular and Unique States 

Provided 2018-2019 Performance Data
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Six-Year Trend for Indicator 3C Reading 

Figure 7 shows the six-year trend for states' performance rates in reading in 2013–2014 
to 2018–2019. For all six years, 22 regular states and 7 unique state entities each 
reported an actual performance data point averaging across the grade and school levels 
for reading. For the states and entities that provided an overall data point, the average 
in 2018–2019 was 18.4%. Factors largely influencing the 2018–2019 reading 
performance average include: (a) only one state had a rate above the fifth decile (above 
50%); (b) less than one-fourth (8 of 36) of the states reporting data had rates above 
20%, and only nine states had rates above the mean; and (c) the decile with the largest 
number of states (n=20) was the second decile (10.0% to 19.9%), and most of these 
rates (except 1) were below the mean. Nearly all of the proficiency rates across the 
previous four of five years, and in 2018–2019, have been below 50%, with the exception 
of one state's 92.1% reading proficiency in 2016–2017, and one state's 83.9% reading 
proficiency in 2018–2019. By contrast, in 2013–2014, more states or entities—six in 
all—reported proficiency rates above 50%. The lowest proficiency rate has ranged 
between zero and over three percent across the six years; it was 2.9% in 2018–2019.



 



 

 

Table 5. 
Reading Proficiency Detailed Data 

Percent Receiving 
Timely Services 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 

90% to 100% 0 0 0 1 0 0 

80% to <90% 1 0 0 0 0 1 

70% to <80% 1 0 0 0 0 0 

60% to <70% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

50% to <60% 4 0 0 0 0 0 

40% to <50% 3 1 1 1 1 1 

30% to <40% 6 6 5 4 4 2 

20% to <30% 8 7 9 5 6 4 

10% to <20% 7 14 13 20 15 20 

0% to <10% 4 8 7 6 8 8 

Table 6. 
Reading Proficiency Summary Data 

Statistic 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 
Mean 30.67 18.33 18.79 20.26 18.04 18.42 

Highest 80.5 44.6 48.3 92.1 49.9 83.9 

Lowest 0.0 2.9 3.4 1.1 2.8 2.9 

No Data 26 24 25 23 26 24 



 

 

 
 

Year-to-Year Comparison for Indicator 3C Reading 

In both 2017–2018 and 2018–2019, 26 regular states and eight unique state entities (34 
total) reported overall information for reading performance. Fifteen states or entities 
showed year-to-year increases, from 2017–2018 to 2018–2019, ranging from less than 
0.1 percentage point to 6.4 percentage points, with an average increase of 1.8 
percentage points. Ten of the 15 states or entities exceeded the previous year’s 
percentage by less than 1.8 percentage points (i.e., the mean), and the other five states 
exceeded it by 1.9 percentage points to 6.4 percentage points. About the same 
proportion of the states providing data for 2018–2019 had lower and higher reading 
performance data, in comparison to their 2017–2018 data. Year-to-year decreases were 
reported by 19 states, ranging from less than 0.1 percentage point to 15.3 percentage 
points, with an average decrease of 3.5 percentage points. In summary, most states 
(n=22) reporting data had year-to-year changes of between -3.6 and +1.8 percentage 
points; only about one-third of the states had above-average changes. Twenty-six 
states were missing specific data points, making change observations not possible. 
Figure 8 shows the comparisons for 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 reading performance 
data. 
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Six-Year Trend for Indicator 3C Mathematics 
 
Figure 9 shows the six-year trend for states’ performance rates in math. Across the six 
years, 25 regular states and seven unique state entities each reported an actual 
performance data point averaging across the grade and school levels for math. For the 
states and entities that provided an overall data point, the average in 2018–2019 was 
17.9%, which was one of four means in the 17% range during the past six years; this 
also continues the trend since 2014–2015 of means below 20%, after a previous high 
average of more than 30% (in 2013–2014). Similar to the reading performance mean, a 
few factors strongly influenced this average: (a) only one state had a rate above the fifth 
decile (above 50%); (b) fewer than one-fourth of the states reporting data (8 of 36) had 
rates above 20%, and only 11 states had rates above the mean; and (c) the decile with 
the largest number of states (n=18) was the second decile (10.0% to 19.9%), and most 
of these rates (except 3) were below the mean. Nearly all of the proficiency rates across 
the previous four of five years, and in 2018–2019, have been below 60%, with the 
exception of one state's 92.5% math proficiency in 2016–2017, and one state's 86.4% 
math proficiency in 2018–2019. By contrast, in 2013–2014, four states or entities 
reported proficiency rates above 60%. The lowest proficiency rate has ranged between 
zero and 2.1%; it was 2.1% in 2018–2019.   



 



 

 

Table 7. 
Math Proficiency Detailed Data 

Percent Receiving 
Timely Services 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 

90% to 100% 0 0 0 1 0 0 

80% to <90% 0 0 0 0 0 1 

70% to <80% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

60% to <70% 4 0 0 0 0 0 

50% to <60% 2 0 1 0 0 1 

40% to <50% 4 1 1 2 1 0 

30% to <40% 4 5 2 1 4 2 

20% to <30% 9 5 6 4 4 4 

10% to <20% 8 12 15 20 17 18 

0% to <10% 3 13 10 9 8 10 

Table 8. 
Math Proficiency Summary Data 

Statistic 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 
Mean 30.35 17.15 17.08 18.83 17.08 17.91 

Highest 69.4 49.3 50.9 92.5 46.8 86.4 

Lowest 0.0 2.1 1.1 1.1 1.8 2.1 

No Data 26 24 25 23 26 24 



 

 
Year-to-Year Comparison for Indicator 3C Mathematics 

For comparison purposes across the two years, 26 regular states and eight unique state 
entities (34 total) reported overall information for math performance in both 2017–2018 
and 2018–2019. Nineteen of these states showed year-to-year increases, ranging from 
less than 0.1 percentage point to 9.1 percentage points, with an average increase of 1.3 
percentage points. Twelve of the 19 states exceeded the 2017–2018 data by fewer than 
1.3 percentage points; the other seven states exceeded by between 1.3 percentage 
points and 9.1 percentage points. Year-to-year decreases were reported by 15 states, 
ranging from less than 0.1 percentage point to 14.7 percentage points, with an average 
decrease of 3.5 percentage points; 9 of the 14 states were lower by less than 3.4 
percentage points. The other five states were lower by between 3.7 and 14.7 
percentage points; the only state with a decrease higher than 10 percentage points had 
a 14.7 percentage point decrease. In summary, about one-third of states (n=12) 
reported year-to-year change data that were above the average increase or decrease. 
Twenty-six states were missing specific data points, making change observations not 
possible. Figure 10 shows the comparisons for 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 math 
performance data. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

 

 

Participation rates of students with disabilities on state reading assessments have 
remained on average the same (in 2018–2019) as the previous year yet have 
evidenced a slight overall increase across the past few years. Two co-occurring factors 
have contributed to this complex result. One factor indicated no overall change: an 
equivalent number of states have shown increases as have shown decreases between 
2017–2018 and 2018–2019, and the states' changes have primarily been relatively 
small, with nearly all changes being by less than five percentage points. The other 
factor indicated a gradual increase across several years: relatively fewer states had 
atypical reading participation rates, narrowing the range of data results to between 60% 
and 100%. Participation rates for mathematics have improved on average in 2018–2019 
over the previous year and have also evidenced a gradual overall increase across the 
past few years. The gradual increase, as with reading participation, can be associated 
with the decrease in the number of states with atypical math participation rates, 
narrowing the range of data results to between 60% and 100%. The improvement of 
math participation between 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 can be associated with the 
larger proportion of states with increases in comparison with the states with decreases, 
while these changes have also been similarly small, with nearly all by fewer than five 
percentage points. 

States with participation decreases in their APRs have explained them in various ways. 
In total, 15 states had year-to-year decreases in both reading and math participation 
from the 2017–2018 school year to the 2018–2019 school year. Five additional states 
had a decrease in reading only, and two additional states had a decrease in math only. 
For these 22 states or entities, a few reasons were specified: (a) districts making testing 
schedule changes, (b) possible rounding error for a very small decrease, (c) districts 
providing no make-up testing for students absent on testing days, (d) concern about 
parental "opt-out" actions, and (e) limited data that could not be properly finalized due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic and associated crisis. One state did not explicitly explain its 
participation decreases but noted its efforts to address the concern. Some states 
offered more than one of these explanations. Approximately 15 states did not provide 
any information about their participation decreases; nearly all these states had small 
decreases (less than two percentage points). Six of these states met their targets, and 
the remainder did not meet their targets.  

Performance rates of students with disabilities on state reading assessments have 
shown little change, and math performance rates have similarly shown little change in 
2018–2019 compared to previous years. State performance data showed relatively 
small changes on average (of less than two percentage points) across five of the 
previous six years for both reading and mathematics, with the most recent change being 
mean increases between 2017–2018 and 2018–2019 for both reading and 
mathematics. Incidentally, performance means for both reading and math in 2018–2019 
were at least somewhat influenced by one state having proficiency scores in the 80% 
range; in contrast, there had previously been no similarly high proficiency scores in 
2017–2018. Accordingly, the 2018–2019 mean reading and math proficiency rates 



increased by less than one percentage point since the previous year. Overall mean 
performance was lower for reading than math in 2018–2019. This difference can be 
attributed to the primary point that four more states had reading performance decreases 
than had reading increases, while four more states had math performance increases 
than had math decreases. Nearly all year-to-year performance changes for both reading 
and math were relatively and similarly small, less than five percentage points.  
 

 

States with performance decreases in their APRs have explained them in various ways. 
In total, 13 states had year-to-year decreases in both reading and math proficiency from 
the 2017–2018 school year to the 2018–2019 school year. Six additional states had 
decreases in reading only and another two states had decreases in math only. For 
these 21 states or entities, a few reasons were specified: (a) recent implementation of 
new state assessments that were deemed more rigorous, (b) change in scoring scale 
with a different number of proficiency levels, (c) decreases in alternate assessment 
participation which shifted students to taking general assessments, (d) shortage of 
special education teachers who were highly qualified, and (e) a natural disaster having 
a lasting impact in highly populous regions. Some states offered more than one of these 
explanations. Other states did not offer explanations for performance decreases but 
described their actions toward improvement. Twelve other states did not provide any 
information about their performance decreases; nearly all these states had decreases of 
less than one percentage point. Six of these 12 states met their targets, while the 
remainder did not meet their targets. 



INDICATOR B4: RATES OF SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION 
Completed by the IDEA Data Center (IDC). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

For Indicator B4A, states must report: 

• The percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of 
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children 
with IEPs. 

For Indicator B4B, states must report:  

• The percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a 
school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures, or practices that 
contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements 
relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive 
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. 

To determine whether a significant discrepancy exists for a district, states must use one 
of two comparison options. States may either: 

1) Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a 
school year for children with IEPs among districts in the state, or 

2) Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a 
school year for children with IEPs in each district to the rates for nondisabled 
children in the same district. 

DATA SOURCES 

Both B4A and B4B require states to use data collected for reporting under Section 618 
[i.e., data reported in EDFacts file FS006 - Children with Disabilities (IDEA) 
Suspensions/Expulsions]. For FFY 2018 APRs, states were required to analyze 
discipline data from school year 2017–18. States are required to set targets for B4A; 
B4B, however, is considered a compliance indicator, so states must set targets for B4B 
at zero percent. 
 
IDC reviewed FFY 2018 APRs from a total of 60 entities, including the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the outlying areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE). All 60 
entities were required to report on B4A; however, only the 50 states, the District of 
Columbia, and the Virgin Islands were required to report on B4B, resulting in a total of 
52 entities reporting. For the remainder of this summary, we refer to all 60 entities as 
states.  



METHODOLOGY AND MEASUREMENT APPROACHES 
 

 

 

  

This section describes the comparison options and methods that states used to 
determine significant discrepancy and the percentages of districts that states excluded 
from their analyses because of states’ minimum n size requirements. 

Comparison Option States Used for Determining Significant Discrepancy 

States are required to use one of two comparison options when determining significant 
discrepancy for B4A and B4B. States can either: (1) compare the rates of 
suspensions/expulsions for children with disabilities among districts within the state, or 
(2) compare the rates of suspensions/expulsions for children with disabilities to the rates 
for children without disabilities within each district. We refer to these as Comparison 
Option 1 and Comparison Option 2, respectively. Figures 1 and 2 present the number of 
states that used each option for B4A and B4B, respectively, for FFY 2017 and FFY 
2018. 



Figure 1  
 

  

Number of States That Used Comparison Option 1 or Comparison Option 2 to 
Determine Significant Discrepancy for B4A: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 60) 
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Figure 2 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Number of States That Used Comparison Option 1 or Comparison Option 2 to 
Determine Significant Discrepancy for B4B: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 52) 
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Methods States Used for Calculating Significant Discrepancy 

Within each of these two comparison options, states can use a variety of methods to 
calculate significant discrepancy. Figures 3 and 4 present the calculation methods 
states used for B4A and B4B, respectively, for FFY 2017 and FFY 2018, where: 

Comparison Option 1: 

• Method 1: The state used the state-level suspension/expulsion rate for children 
with disabilities to set the bar and then compared the district-level suspension/ 
expulsion rates for children with disabilities (B4A) or for children with disabilities 
from each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to the bar. 

• Method 2: The state used percentiles to set the bar and then compared the 
district-level suspension/expulsion rates for children with disabilities (B4A) or for 
children with disabilities from each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to the bar. 



• Method 3: The state used standard deviations to set the bar and then compared 
the district-level suspension/expulsion rates for children with disabilities (B4A) or 
for children with disabilities from each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to the bar. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

• Method 4: The state used a rate ratio to compare the district-level suspension/ 
expulsion rates for children with disabilities (B4A) or for children with disabilities 
from each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to the state-level suspension/expulsion rate. 

Comparison Option 2: 

• Method 5: The state used a rate ratio to compare the district-level suspension/ 
expulsion rate for children with disabilities (B4A) or children with disabilities from 
each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to the same district’s suspension/expulsion rate 
for children without disabilities. 

• Method 6: The state used a rate difference to compare the district-level 
suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities (B4A) or children with 
disabilities from each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to the same district’s 
suspension/expulsion rate for children without disabilities. 

Other:  

• Other Methods: The state used some other method to compare the suspension/ 
expulsion rate for children with disabilities (B4A) or children with disabilities from 
each racial/ethnic group (B4B) to either the state suspension/expulsion rate for 
children with disabilities or the same district’s suspension/expulsion rate for 
children without disabilities. The most common other method was for the state to 
set a bar to compare the suspension/expulsion rate based on some other criteria, 
for example, identifying a district if it suspended/expelled more than 3% of its 
children with disabilities. 



Figure 3 
 

 
  

Number of States That Used Various Methods for Calculating Significant Discrepancy 
for B4A: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 60) 
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Figure 4 
 

 
 

 

 

Number of States That Used Each Method for Calculating Significant Discrepancy for 
B4B: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 52) 

Minimum N-Size Requirements 

Overall, in FFY 2018, 45 of 59 states (76%) used minimum n-size requirements in their 
calculations of significant discrepancy for B4A (one state was excluded due to 
questionable data quality), and 47 of 49 states (96%) used minimum n-size 
requirements for B4B (three states were excluded for questionable data quality). States 
specified a wide range of minimum n-size requirements, ranging from 2 to 75 students 
for both B4A and B4B. While states defined “n” in different ways, the most common 
definitions included the number of students with disabilities enrolled or the number of 
students with disabilities suspended/expelled. 

Figures 5 and 6 present the number of states reporting various percentages of districts 
excluded from state analyses due to minimum n-size requirements for B4A and B4B, 
respectively, for FFY 2017 and FFY 2018. 
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Figure 5 
 

 

Number of States Reporting Various Percentages of Districts Excluded from the 
Analyses Due to Minimum n-Size Requirements for B4A:  

FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 60) 
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Figure 6 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Number of States Reporting Various Percentages of Districts Excluded from the 
Analyses Due to Minimum n-Size Requirements for B4B: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 

52) 

ACTUAL PERFORMANCE, COMPARSIONS, AND TRENDS 

This section provides actual performance data for B4, as well as change from FFY 2017 
and FFY 2018. 

Percentage of Districts with Significant Discrepancy 

In their APRs, states reported the number and percentage of districts that were 
identified with significant discrepancy for B4A and B4B. 

Figures 7 and 8 present the number of states reporting various percentages of districts 
with significant discrepancy for B4A and B4B, respectively, for FFY 2017 and FFY 2018. 
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Figure 7 
 

 

Number of States Reporting Various Percentages of Districts with Significant 
Discrepancy for B4A: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 60) 
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Figure 8 
 

 
 

 

  

Number of States Reporting Various Percentages of Districts with Significant 
Discrepancy for B4B: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 52) 

For B4B, states also reported the number and percentage of districts that were 
identified with a significant discrepancy and had policies, procedures, or practices that 
contributed to the discrepancy and did not comply with IDEA requirements. 

Figure 9 presents the number of states reporting various percentages of districts with a 
significant discrepancy and policies, procedures, or practices that do not comply with 
IDEA requirements for B4B for FFY 2017 and FFY 2018. 
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Figure 9 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Number of States Reporting Various Percentages of Districts with Significant 
Discrepancy and Policies, Procedures, or Practices That Do Not Comply with IDEA 

Requirements for B4B: FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 (N = 52) 

Description of Change from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 

B4A: An examination of change from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 in the percentage of 
districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and 
expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs revealed: 

• Of the 60 states reporting on B4A, the number of states meeting their annual target 
remained the same from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, at 39. OSEP was unable to 
determine whether one state met its annual target due to questionable data quality. 

• Of the 59 states reporting valid and reliable data in FFY 2018, 17 states (29%) 
reported an increase in the percentage of districts identified as having a 
significant discrepancy in B4A, while 19 states (32%) reported a decrease. 

33

10
5

1 1 0 0 2 0

35

9

2 0 1 1 0 0
4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

0% 0.1-
4.9%

5.0-
9.9%

10.0-
14.9%

15.0-
19.9%

20.0-
24.9%

25.0-
29.9%

30.0% or
greater

Questionable
Data Quality

N
um

be
r o

f s
ta

te
s

Percentage of districts reported as having significant discrepancy 
and non-compliant policies, procedures, and practices

FFY 2017 FFY 2018



B4B: An examination of change from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 in the percentage of 
districts identified as having a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of 
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with 
IEPs and policies, procedures, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy 
revealed: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Of the 52 states reporting on B4B, the number of states meeting the annual target 
of zero percent increased slightly from 33 in FFY 2017 to 35 in FFY 2018 for B4B. 
OSEP was unable to determine whether four states met their annual target due to 
questionable data quality. 

• Of the 48 state reporting valid and reliable data, four states (8%) reported an 
increase in the percentage of districts identified as having a significant 
discrepancy and policies, procedures, and practices that contributed to the 
significant discrepancy in B4B, while 14 states (29%) reported a decrease. 

CONCLUSION 

• In both FFY 2017 and FFY 2018, most states used Comparison Option 1 for B4A 
and B4B, meaning they compared suspension/expulsion rates for children with 
disabilities among districts. From FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, only one state changed 
the comparison option it used to measure B4A. Two states changed the 
comparison option used to measure B4B, and the measure used by one state 
was unclear due to questionable data quality. 

• In both FFY 2017 and FFY 2018, Method 1 (i.e., using the state-level 
suspension/expulsion rate to set the bar) continued to be the most used 
methodology for determining significant discrepancy for both B4A and B4B. In 
FFY 2017 and FFY 2018, 21 states used Method 1 for B4A. In FFY 2017 and 
FFY 2018, 19 states used Method 1 for B4B. 

• For B4A, in FFY 2017, 20 states excluded 40 percent or more of their districts 
from analyses. This number increased slightly in FFY 2018 to 21 states. For B4B, 
in FFY 2017, 21 states excluded 40 percent or more of their districts from 
analyses. This number decreased slightly in FFY 2018 to 20 states. 

• From FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, the number of states reporting that they did not 
identify any districts as having significant discrepancy for B4A decreased slightly 
from 26 to 24 states. From FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, the number of states 
reporting that they did not identify any districts as having significant discrepancy 
for B4B increased slightly from 15 to 16 states. 

• The number of states reporting that they identified 30% or more of their districts 
as having significant discrepancy for B4A remained constant at five states in FFY 
2017 and FFY 2018. The number of states reporting that they identified 30% or 



more of their districts as having significant discrepancy for B4B decreased 
slightly from ten states in FFY 2017 to nine states in FFY 2018. 
 

• For B4B, the number of states reporting zero districts with significant discrepancy 
and policies, procedures, or practices that contributed to the discrepancy 
increased slightly, from 33 states in FFY 2017 to 35 states FFY 2018.  




