SECTION V.B. "

SIGNIFICANT DISPROPORTIONALITY REPORTING FORM

Introduction:

In accordance with 34 CFR § 300.647 (b)(7), States are required to report to the Secretary risk ratio thresholds,
minimum cell sizes, minimum n-sizes, standards for measuring reasonable progress, if appropriate, and rationales for
each. In general, these rationales must contain justifications for the choices made, including all relevant data and
research relied upon to make an informed choice and how the State included stakeholders in that process. Additionally,
pursuant to the authority established in Section 618(a)(3) of the IDEA, the Secretary is also requiring States to report
the number of years of data used by your State in making annual determinations of significant disproportionality.

Section A: Minimum N-Sizes

1. Has the State:
a. established a minimum n-size of 30 or less in each of the 14 categories of analysis
described in § 300.647(b)(3) and (4) and O Yes @ No
b. verified that the State does not expect to have a comparison group in any of the
categories of analysis that meets the minimum n-size?

If you answered YES to question 1, stop. Go to Page 14, enter the name, title and click "Submit"

2. Does your State use a presumptively reasonable minimum n-size of 30 or less for each of @ Ves O No
the 14 categories of analysis described in § 300.647(b)(3) and (4)?

If you answered YES to question 2 please answer question 2a:

2a. Does your State use the same minimum n-size for all categories of analysis? @ Yes O No

If you answered YES to question 2a:
e Fillin Table 1 below by providing the minimum n-size and rationale.

If you answered NO to question 2a:
e Fillin Table 2 below by providing the minimum n-sizes and rationales for each category of
analysis.

If you answered NO to question 2 please read below and answer question 2b:

Minimum N-Size Detailed Rationale(s) Required

In addition to the justification described in the Introduction, the rationale(s) must include a detailed explanation
of why the numbers chosen are reasonable and how they ensure that the State is appropriately analyzing and
identifying LEAs with significant disparities based on race and ethnicity in the identification, placement, or
discipline of children with disabilities, as required by § 300.647(b)(7).

2b. Does your State use the same minimum n-size for all categories of analysis? O Yes O No

If you answered YES to question 2b:
e Fillin Table 1 below by providing the minimum n-size and detailed rationale.

If you answered NO to question 2b:

e Fillin Table 2 below by providing the minimum n-sizes and detailed rationales for each category
of analysis over 30.
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Table 1: Minimum N-Size — Same Minimum N-Size for all Categories of Analysis

Minimum Rationale
Category of Analysis N-Size (detailed rationale required if minimum n-size is more than 30)
All categories of
analysis
20
Table 2: Minimum N-Size — Multiple Minimum N-Sizes
Minimum Rationale
Category of Analysis N-Size (detailed rationale required if minimum n-size is more than 30)
All disabilities
Autism
Emotional
disturbance
Intellectual disability
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Category of Analysis

Minimum
N-Size

Rationale
(detailed rationale required if minimum n-size is more than 30)

Other health
impairments

Specific learning
disability

Speech and language
impairments

Inside a regular
classroom less than
40% of day

Inside separate
schools and
residential facilities

Total disciplinary
removals

Out of school
suspensions
<10 days
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Minimum Rationale
Category of Analysis N-Size (detailed rationale required if minimum n-size is more than 30)

Out of school
suspensions
>10 days

In school suspensions
<10 days

In school suspensions
>10 days

Section B: Minimum Cell Sizes

3. Does your State use a presumptively reasonable minimum cell size of 10 or less for each @ Ves O No
of the 14 categories of analysis described in § 300.647(b)(3) and (4)?

If you answered YES to question 3 please answer question 3a:

3a. Does your State only use one minimum cell size of 10 or less for @ v O N
all categories of analysis? €s °

If you answered YES to question 3a:
e Fillin Table 3 below by providing the minimum cell size and rationale.
If you answered NO to question 3a:

e Fillin Table 4 below by providing the minimum cell sizes and rationales for each category of analysis.
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If you answered NO to question 3 please read below and answer question 3b:

Minimum Cell Size Detailed Rationale(s) Required

In addition to the justification described in the Introduction, the rationales must include a detailed explanation of why the numbers chosen are
reasonable and how they ensure that the State is appropriately analyzing and identifying LEAs with significant disparities, based on race and ethnicity,
in the identification, placement, or discipline of children with disabilities, as required by § 300.647(b)(7).

3b. Does your State use the same minimum cell size for all categories of analysis? O Yes O No

If you answered YES to question 3b:

e Fillin Table 3 below by providing the minimum cell size and detailed rationale.

If you answered NO to question 3b:

e Fillin Table 4 below by providing the minimum cell size and detailed rationales for each category of analysis over 10.

Table 3: Minimum Cell Size — Same Minimum Cell Size for all Categories of Analysis

Minimum
Category of Analysis Cell Size

Rationale
(detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10)

All categories of

analysis 10

Table 4: Minimum Cell Size — Multiple Minimum Cell Sizes

Category of Analysis

Minimum Cell
Size

Rationale
(detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10)

All disabilities

Autism
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Category of Analysis

Minimum Cell
Size

Rationale
(detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10)

Emotional disturbance

Intellectual disability

Other health impairments

Specific learning disability

Speech and language
impairments

Inside a regular classroom less
than 40% of day

Inside separate schools and
residential facilities
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Minimum Cell Rationale
Category of Analysis Size (detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10)

Total disciplinary removals

Out of school suspensions <10
days

Out of school suspensions >10
days

In school suspensions <10 days

In school suspensions >10 days

Section C: Risk Ratio Thresholds

4. Does your State use one risk ratio threshold for each of the 14 categories of @ Ves O No
analysis described in § 300.647(b)(3) and (4)?

If you answered YES to question 4:
e Fillin Table 5 below by providing the risk ratio threshold and rationale.

If you answered NO to question 4:
e Fillin Table 6 below by providing the risk ratio thresholds and rationales for each category of analysis.
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Table 5: Risk Ratios — Same Risk Ratio Threshold for all Categories of Analysis

Risk Ratio
Category of Analysis Threshold Rationale
All categories of . . . . . . .
analysis 3.0 1. MDE held multiple stakeholder sessions to gather input and feedback to determine an appropriate risk ratio

threshold; this standard was supported by a majority of stakeholders.
2. Aligns with the intent of IDEA new regulations and OSEP's technical assistance documents to ensure states are
meaningfully identifying LEAs with significant disproportionality.

Table 6: Risk Ratios — Multiple Risk Ratio Thresholds

Risk Ratio
Category of Analysis Threshold Rationale

All disabilities

Autism

Emotional disturbance

Intellectual disability
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Risk Ratio
Category of Analysis Threshold Rationale

Other health impairments

Specific learning disability

Speech and language
impairments

Inside a regular classroom
less than 40% of day

Inside separate schools and
residential facilities

Total disciplinary removals

Out of school suspensions
<10 days

Part B Annual State Application: FFY 2020 Section V -10
OMB No. 1820-0030/Expiration Date — 1-31-2023



Risk Ratio
Category of Analysis Threshold Rationale

Out of school suspensions
>10 days

In school suspensions <10
days

In school suspensions >10
days

Section D: Reasonable Progress

5. Does your state utilize the reasonable progress flexibility? @ Yes O No

If you answered NO to question 5, proceed to question 6.

5a. Does your state utilize the same reasonable progress flexibility for each of O Y @ N
the 14 categories of analysis described in § 300.647(b)(3) and (4)? €s °

If you answered YES to question 5a:

e Fillin Table 7 below by providing the State’s standard for measuring reasonable progress and rationale.

If you answered NO to question 5a:

e Fillin Table 8 below by providing the State’s standards for reasonable progress and the rationale for each category of analysis.
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Table 7: Reasonable Progress — Same Standard for all Categories of Analysis

Category of Analysis Standard Rationale

All categories of
analysis

Table 8: Reasonable Progress — Multiple Standards

Category of Analysis Standard Rationale

All disabilities LEAS must meet at least one of the 1. Reduction in risk ratio by 20-Rationale

three options below to qualify for « Aligns with OSEP's recommendations for a numeric reduction in risk ratio as a standard for demonstration reasonable progress.
reasonable progress exemption « Aligns with an analysis of Minnesota’s historical LEA significant disproportionality data.
« Aligns with stakeholder feedback regarding Minnesota'’s standard methodology and reasonable progress thresholds.
1. Reduction in risk ratio by 0.20 « Aligns with recommendations from the Minnesota's State Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) to adopt the numeric threshold for reasonable progress.
A reduction in risk ratio by 0.20 over
two consecutive years specific to the 2. Identified elsewhere-Rationale
target group and category of analysis « Aligns with feedback from stakeholders and SEAP to ensure LEAS are held for decisions or ions that happened within their LEAS vs identification decisions that happened outside of the LEA.
for which the LEA was identified « Aligns with stakeholder feedback to provide LEAs with a menu of options for demonstrating reasonable progress in the identification categories of analysis especially for LEAS receiving students with already IEPs in the disability category for which LEA met significant disproportionality.
2. Identified elsewhere 3. Scaling up the use of evidence based practice(s)-Rationale
LEA can demonstrate that 51 percent + Aligns with the new IDEA regulations and OSEP recommendations to afford flexibility if a LEA can demonstrate sustained reasonable progress for the target group(s) in the category(ies) of analysis for which a LEA met significant disproportionality, and recognize positive outcomes despite a risk ratio that might be at or above
£tho chudants inclidag insna | shocensashcacnoln

Autism S bl . “ e e
ame reasonable | Same as rationale for “All disabilities.
progress

standard as “All
disabilities.”

Emotional

Same reasonable ] u« i itiac ”
S Same as rationale for “All disabilities.

progress
standard as “All
disabilities.”

Intellectual disability | s,me reasonable Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
progress

standard as “All
disabilities.”

Other health

Same reasonable i « i Hitiae 7
impairments Same as rationale for “All disabilities.

progress
standard as “All
disabilities.”
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Category of Analysis

Standard

Rationale

Specific learning
disability

Same reasonable
progress
standard as “All
disabilities.”

Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”

Speech and language
impairments

Same reasonable
progress
standard as “All
disabilities.”

Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”

Inside a regular
classroom less than
40% of day

1. Reduction in risk ratio
by 0.20

A reduction in risk ratio by
0.20 over two consecutive
years specific to the target
group and category of
analysis for which the LEA
was identified.

1. Reduction in risk ratio by .20-Rationale

* Aligns with OSEP’s recommendations for a numeric reduction in risk ratio as a standard for demonstration reasonable progress.

e Aligns with an analysis of Minnesota’s historical LEA significant disproportionality data.

¢ Aligns with stakeholder feedback regarding Minnesota’s standard methodology and reasonable progress thresholds.

e Aligns with recommendations from the Minnesota’s State Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) to adopt a numeric threshold for reasonable progress.

Inside separate
schools and
residential facilities

Same reasonable
progress standard
as “Inside a regular
classroom less
than 40% of day”

Same as rationale for “Inside a regular classroom less than 40% of day”

Total disciplinary
removals

LEAs must meet at least two of four
options below to qualify for reasonable
progress exemption:

1. Reduction in risk ratio by 0.20
A reduction in risk ratio by 0.20 over
two consecutive years specific to the
target group and category of analysis
for which the LEA was identified.

2. Reduction in the number of
disciplinary actions by 5 percent
5 "

1. Reduction in risk ratio by .20-Rationale
« Aligns with OSEP's recommendations for a numeric reduction in risk ratio as a standard for demonstration reasonable progress.
« Aligns with an analysis of Minnesota's historical LEA significant disproportionality data.

« Aligns with stakeholder feedback regarding Minnesota’s standard methodology and reasonable progress thresholds.

« Aligns with recommendations from the Minnesota’s SEAP to adopt a numeric threshold for reasonable progress

2. Reduction in the number of disciplinary actions by five (5) percent-Rationale
« Aligns with feedback from stakeholders to ensure that outcomes are specific to target group and category of analysis for which LEA met significant disproportionality.
« Allows LEAs to demonstrate a reduction in the actual number of disciplinary actions for the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified.

3. Reduction in number of students receiving disciplinary actions by 5 percent-Rationale

* Aligns with feedback from stakeholders to ensure that outcomes are specific to target group and category of analysis for which LEA met significant disproportionality.
lowe LEAC ¢ b i tha'tarcar d hichthalE. dlantifiad

Out of school
suspensions
<10 days

Same reasonable
progress standard
as “Total
disciplinary
removals.”

Same rationale as “Total disciplinary removals.”

Out of school
suspensions
>10 days

Same reasonable
progress standard
as “Total
disciplinary
removals.”

Same rationale as “Total disciplinary removals.”
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Category of Analysis Standard Rationale
In SChoo.I same reasonable | Game rationale as “Total disciplinary removals.”
suspensions progress standard
<10 days as “Total

disciplinary

removals.”
In SChoo.I same reasonable | SGame rationale as “Total disciplinary removals.”
suspensions progress standard
>10 days as “Total

disciplinary

removals.”

Section E: Number of Years of Data

6. Does your state use the same number of years of data in making annual
determinations of significant disproportionality for each of the 14 categories of @ Yes O No
analysis described in § 300.647(b)(3) and (4)?

If you answered YES to question 6:
e Fillin Table 9 below by providing the number of years of data the State uses in making annual determinations of significant disproportionality.

If you answered NO to question 6:
e Fillin Table 10 below by providing the number of years of data the State uses in making annual determinations of significant disproportionality for
each category of analysis.

Table 9: Years of Data — Same Number of Years Used for all Categories of Analysis

Category of Analysis Number of Years of Data Used
All categories of analysis 3
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Table 10: Years of Data — Multiple Number of Years of Data Used

Category of Analysis

Number of Years of Data Used

All disabilities

Autism

Emotional disturbance

Intellectual disability

Other health impairments

Specific learning disability

Speech and language impairments

Inside a regular classroom less than 40% of day

Inside separate schools and residential facilities

Total disciplinary removals

Out of school suspensions <10 days

Out of school suspensions >10 days

In school suspensions <10 days

In school suspensions >10 days

Name of Individual Preparing the Form: Carolyn Cherry

Title of Individual Preparing the Form:  Supervisor, Results & Improvement

Date: 05/15/20

SUBMIT
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	Minimum NSizeAll disabilities: 
	Minimum NSizeAutism: 
	Minimum NSizeEmotional disturbance: 
	Minimum NSizeIntellectual disability: 
	Minimum NSizeSpecific learning disability: 
	Minimum NSizeSpeech and language impairments: 
	Minimum NSizeInside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30Inside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 
	Minimum NSizeInside separate schools and residential facilities: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30Inside separate schools and residential facilities: 
	Minimum NSizeTotal disciplinary removals: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30Total disciplinary removals: 
	Minimum NSizeOut of school suspensions 10 days: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30Out of school suspensions 10 days: 
	Minimum NSizeOut of school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30Out of school suspensions 10 days_2: 
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	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30In school suspensions 10 days: 
	Minimum NSizeIn school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum nsize is more than 30In school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Minimum Cell SizeAll categories of analysis: 10
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10All categories of analysis: 
	Minimum Cell SizeAll disabilities: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10All disabilities: 
	Minimum Cell SizeAutism: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Autism: 
	Minimum Cell SizeEmotional disturbance: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Emotional disturbance: 
	Minimum Cell SizeIntellectual disability: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Intellectual disability: 
	Minimum Cell SizeOther health impairments: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Other health impairments: 
	Minimum Cell SizeSpecific learning disability: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Specific learning disability: 
	Minimum Cell SizeSpeech and language impairments: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Speech and language impairments: 
	Minimum Cell SizeInside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Inside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 
	Minimum Cell SizeInside separate schools and residential facilities: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Inside separate schools and residential facilities: 
	Minimum Cell SizeTotal disciplinary removals: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Total disciplinary removals: 
	Minimum Cell SizeOut of school suspensions 10 days: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Out of school suspensions 10 days: 
	Minimum Cell SizeOut of school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10Out of school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Minimum Cell SizeIn school suspensions 10 days: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10In school suspensions 10 days: 
	Minimum Cell SizeIn school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Rationale detailed rationale required if minimum cell size is more than 10In school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdAll categories of analysis: 3.0
	RationaleAll categories of analysis: 1. MDE held multiple stakeholder sessions to gather input and feedback to determine an appropriate risk ratio threshold; this standard was supported by a majority of stakeholders.
2. Aligns with the intent of IDEA new regulations and OSEP's technical assistance documents to ensure states are meaningfully identifying LEAs with significant disproportionality.
	Risk Ratio ThresholdAll disabilities: 
	RationaleAll disabilities: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdAutism: 
	RationaleAutism: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdEmotional disturbance: 
	RationaleEmotional disturbance: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdIntellectual disability: 
	RationaleIntellectual disability: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdOther health impairments: 
	RationaleOther health impairments: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdSpecific learning disability: 
	RationaleSpecific learning disability: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdSpeech and language impairments: 
	RationaleSpeech and language impairments: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdInside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 
	RationaleInside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdInside separate schools and residential facilities: 
	RationaleInside separate schools and residential facilities: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdTotal disciplinary removals: 
	RationaleTotal disciplinary removals: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdOut of school suspensions 10 days: 
	RationaleOut of school suspensions 10 days: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdOut of school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	RationaleOut of school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdIn school suspensions 10 days: 
	RationaleIn school suspensions 10 days: 
	Risk Ratio ThresholdIn school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	RationaleIn school suspensions 10 days_2: 
	StandardAll categories of analysis: 
	RationaleAll categories of analysis_2: 
	StandardAll disabilities: LEAs must meet at least one of the three options below to qualify for reasonable progress exemption:

1. Reduction in risk ratio by 0.20
A reduction in risk ratio by 0.20 over two consecutive years specific to the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified

2. Identified elsewhere
LEA can demonstrate that 51 percent or more of the students included in the target group and category of analysis where the LEA was identified for significant disproportionality were identified by another LEA and the LEA identified for significant disproportionality was not responsible for the identification decision. The LEA must demonstrate the “identified elsewhere” criteria in each of two consecutive years for the target group and category of analysis.

3. Scaling-up the use of evidence-based practices
LEA can demonstrate implementing and scaling the use of evidence-based practice(s) specific to addressing the category of analysis for the target group for which the LEA met significant disproportionality. LEA must present effort, fidelity, outcome, and scaling data in each of years for which the LEA met significant disproportionality.
	RationaleAll disabilities_2: 1. Reduction in risk ratio by .20-Rationale
• Aligns with OSEP’s recommendations for a numeric reduction in risk ratio as a standard for demonstration reasonable progress. 
• Aligns with an analysis of Minnesota’s historical LEA significant disproportionality data.
• Aligns with stakeholder  feedback regarding Minnesota’s standard methodology and reasonable progress thresholds.
• Aligns with recommendations from the Minnesota’s State Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) to adopt the numeric threshold for reasonable progress.

2. Identified elsewhere-Rationale
• Aligns with feedback from stakeholders and SEAP to ensure LEAs are held accountable for identification decisions or re-evaluations that happened within their LEAs vs identification decisions that happened outside of the LEA. 
• Aligns with stakeholder feedback to provide LEAs with a menu of options for demonstrating reasonable progress in the identification categories of analysis especially for LEAs receiving students with already IEPs in the disability category for which LEA met significant disproportionality.

3. Scaling up the use of evidence based practice(s)-Rationale
• Aligns with the new IDEA regulations and OSEP recommendations to afford flexibility if a LEA can demonstrate sustained reasonable progress for the target group(s) in the category(ies) of analysis for which a LEA met significant disproportionality, and recognize positive outcomes despite a risk ratio that might be at or above the state threshold. 
• Aligns with MDE stakeholder feedback, including SEAP, to provide LEAs with a menu of options for demonstrating reasonable progress while addressing the volatility of risk ratios. Various stakeholders expressed concerns that, while a risk ratio can be helpful for problem identification, it is prone to volatility depending on changes to comparison student groups. For example, changes in enrollment or changes in disciplinary actions in a comparison student group can lead to changes in the risk ratio with no real meaningful changes for the target group in the category of analysis for which an LEA was identified for significant disproportionality.  
• Allows LEAs to meaningfully engage with the data related to the implementation of evidence-based practices to demonstrate specific sites’ ability to make progress in their implementation, from exploration through installation into full and sustained implementation. Specific site-based implementation data also supports demonstration of making progress toward the goal of taking a practice to scale across sites within the LEA so that the evidence-based practice is delivered to the target group in the category of analysis for which the LEA was identified in a quality way and on a scale that is likely to improve outcomes over time. The ability for a LEA to demonstrate progress in the implementation of an evidence-based practice is key to filling gaps between identification for significant disproportionality, setting aside funds, providing training and services, and showing a reduction in a risk ratio. The opportunity to demonstrate progress is aligned with the actions that LEAs are expected to take when they are identified for mandatory CEIS.
• Supports consistency and continuity in evidence-based practice implementation through the continuous monitoring and use of implementation data over time. Implementation data can vary and change over time as LEAs experience administrative and staffing changes, budget changes, new initiatives, etc. Using implementation data helps to reduce the conditions that contribute to being identified for significant disproportionality in ways that are more supportive than risk ratios alone.

	StandardAutism: Same reasonable progress standard as “All disabilities.” 
	RationaleAutism_2: Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
	StandardEmotional disturbance: Same reasonable progress standard as “All disabilities.” 
	RationaleEmotional disturbance_2: Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
	StandardIntellectual disability: Same reasonable progress standard as “All disabilities.” 
	RationaleIntellectual disability_2: Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
	StandardOther health impairments: Same reasonable progress standard as “All disabilities.” 
	RationaleOther health impairments_2: Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
	StandardSpecific learning disability: Same reasonable progress standard as “All disabilities.” 
	RationaleSpecific learning disability_2: Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
	StandardSpeech and language impairments: Same reasonable progress standard as “All disabilities.” 
	RationaleSpeech and language impairments_2: Same as rationale for “All disabilities.”
	StandardInside a regular classroom less than 40 of day: 1. Reduction in risk ratio by 0.20
A reduction in risk ratio by 0.20 over two consecutive years specific to the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified.
	RationaleInside a regular classroom less than 40 of day_2: 1. Reduction in risk ratio by .20-Rationale
• Aligns with OSEP’s recommendations for a numeric reduction in risk ratio as a standard for demonstration reasonable progress. 
• Aligns with an analysis of Minnesota’s historical LEA significant disproportionality data.
• Aligns with stakeholder feedback regarding Minnesota’s standard methodology and reasonable progress thresholds.
• Aligns with recommendations from the Minnesota’s State Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) to adopt a numeric threshold for reasonable progress.
	StandardInside separate schools and residential facilities: Same reasonable progress standard as “Inside a regular classroom less than 40% of day”
	RationaleInside separate schools and residential facilities_2: Same as rationale for “Inside a regular classroom less than 40% of day”
	StandardTotal disciplinary removals: LEAs must meet at least two of four options below to qualify for reasonable progress exemption:

1. Reduction in risk ratio by 0.20
A reduction in risk ratio by 0.20 over two consecutive years specific to the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified.

2. Reduction in the number of disciplinary actions by 5 percent
LEA can demonstrate a 5 percent reduction in disciplinary actions for the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified in each of two consecutive years.

3. Reduction in number of students receiving disciplinary actions by five (5) percent
LEA can demonstrate a 5 percent reduction in the number of students with disabilities receiving one or more disciplinary actions in the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified.

4. Scaling up the use of evidence-based practices
LEA can demonstrate implementing and scaling the use of evidence-based practice(s) specific to addressing the category of analysis for the target group for which the LEA met significant disproportionality. LEA must present effort, fidelity, outcome, and scaling data in each of years for which the LEA met significant disproportionality.

	RationaleTotal disciplinary removals_2: 1. Reduction in risk ratio by .20-Rationale
• Aligns with OSEP’s recommendations for a numeric reduction in risk ratio as a standard for demonstration reasonable progress.
• Aligns with an analysis of Minnesota’s historical LEA significant disproportionality data.
• Aligns with stakeholder feedback regarding Minnesota’s standard methodology and reasonable progress thresholds.
• Aligns with recommendations from the Minnesota’s SEAP to adopt a numeric threshold for reasonable progress.

2. Reduction in the number of disciplinary actions by five (5) percent-Rationale
• Aligns with feedback from stakeholders to ensure that outcomes are specific to target group and category of analysis for which LEA met significant disproportionality.
• Allows LEAs to demonstrate a reduction in the actual number of disciplinary actions for the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified.

3. Reduction in number of students receiving disciplinary actions by 5 percent-Rationale
• Aligns with feedback from stakeholders to ensure that outcomes are specific to target group and category of analysis for which LEA met significant disproportionality.
• Allows LEAs to demonstrate a reduction in the actual number of students who receive incidences of discipline in the target group and category of analysis for which the LEA was identified.

4. Scaling up the use of evidence based practice(s)-Rationale
• Aligns with the new IDEA regulations and OSEP recommendations to afford flexibility if a LEA can demonstrate sustained reasonable progress for the target group(s) in the category(ies) of analysis for which a LEA met significant disproportionality, and recognize positive outcomes despite a risk ratio that might be at or above the state threshold. 
• Aligns with MDE stakeholder feedback, including SEAP, to provide LEAs with a menu of options for demonstrating reasonable progress while addressing the volatility of risk ratios. Various stakeholders expressed concerns that, while a risk ratio can be helpful for problem identification, it is prone to volatility depending on changes to comparison student groups. For example, changes in enrollment or changes in disciplinary actions in a comparison student group can lead to changes in the risk ratio with no real meaningful changes for the target group in the category of analysis for which an LEA was identified for significant disproportionality.  
• Allows LEAs to meaningfully engage with the data related to the implementation of evidence-based practices to demonstrate specific sites’ ability to make progress in their implementation, from exploration through installation into full and sustained implementation. Specific site-based implementation data also supports demonstration of making progress toward the goal of taking a practice to scale across sites within the LEA so that the evidence-based practice is delivered to the target group in the category of analysis for which the LEA was identified in a quality way and on a scale that is likely to improve outcomes over time. The ability for a LEA to demonstrate progress in the implementation of an evidence-based practice is key to filling gaps between identification for significant disproportionality, setting aside funds, providing training and services, and showing a reduction in a risk ratio. The opportunity to demonstrate progress is aligned with the actions that LEAs are expected to take when they are identified for mandatory CEIS.
• Supports consistency and continuity in evidence-based practice implementation through the continuous monitoring and use of implementation data over time. Implementation data can vary and change over time as LEAs experience administrative and staffing changes, budget changes, new initiatives, etc. Using implementation data helps to reduce the conditions that contribute to being identified for significant disproportionality in ways that are more supportive than risk ratios alone.
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