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Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development:  See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 1:	Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma 
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: 
States must report using the graduation rate calculation and timeline established by the Department under the ESEA. 



OSEP requires use of the same data for Indicator 1 that is reported to the federal Department of Education under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). When disaggregated ESEA data are not available, OSEP permits use of the data source employed by the State in its FFY 2007 APR.

KDE Data Source:  Section 618 Data

On July 21, 2009, the federal Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) granted the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) an extension of the deadline in which to report its four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate in Adequate Yearly Process (AYP) determinations under the ESEA.   Under the language of the OESE extension, KDE is allowed to report these data in 2013-2014.  As a result, the Division of Learning Services (DLS), formerly the Division of Exceptional Children Services (DLS), will not have data with graduation rate disaggregated by disability available until 2013.
Since ESEA data are not obtainable for students with disabilities in FFY 2008, DLS is using Section 618 data and the Indicator 1 Measurement from its FFY 2007 APR.  DLS will use ESEA data when they become available.  
KDE utilized the following measurement to calculate the graduation rate for students with disabilities:

Graduates receiving regular diplomas ÷
    Graduates + GEDs (and certificates) + dropouts +  who maxed in age + deceased

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
The Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) has declared Refocusing Secondary Education a high priority for the state.  In August 2004 KBE adopted a Conceptual Framework for Refocusing Secondary Education that articulates the agenda for secondary reform in Kentucky.  KDE introduced this Framework to identify the why, what, and how of securing better outcomes for all Kentucky students.  Since the Framework was adopted, there has been extensive discussion among students, practitioners, and stakeholders about how to improve the middle and high school experience.  Kentucky’s Prichard Committee and the Kentucky Business Forum are involved in these discussions.

Components of the Framework include:  

· Zero Dropouts by supporting every student to persist to graduation with a plan for transitioning to the next level of learning
· A Learning Guarantee to ensure every student leaves high school prepared to participate in the next level of learning without need for remediation 
· A Plan for Life that provides every student with the opportunity to perform at high levels in a chosen field

The Framework supports KDE and local school efforts to improve the educational experience for middle and high school students for a successful transition to postsecondary experiences.  As Kentucky moves forward with the Refocusing Secondary Education initiative, DLS will be involved in the planning and implementation of this initiative to ensure the needs of students with disabilities are considered and accommodated.  

KDE has also established a network between middle and high schools and the Secondary Alliance and has linked this network to a national network for middle and high school reform.  School districts also participate in The Student Voice and the Kentucky Secondary Alliance.  In November 2004 Kentucky sent representatives, including students, to the National Summit on Improving America’s High Schools sponsored by the United States Department of Education.  Kentucky also sent representatives to the National Summit on Improving Results for Youth sponsored by the (OSEP) National Center on Secondary Education and Transition both in 2003 and 2005.  

Additionally, at the direction of KBE, KDE has clarified and refined the Core Content for Assessment and has developed a timeframe and implementation plan for the refocusing the work of secondary schools.  As a result of these efforts, the work of the P-16 Council, and review of various national reports (e.g., American Diploma Project, National Governors Association), KBE is considering promulgating regulations to amend the current minimum requirements for high school graduation to strengthen the requirement for individual graduation planning for all students. 

Other actions under consideration of KBE include:
· Finalizing recommendations for the promulgation of Administrative Regulations for changing graduation requirements
· Continuing implementation of secondary agenda in Kentucky Secondary Alliance school districts
· Continuing the Student Voice project to involve students in the Refocusing Secondary work
· Strengthening the individual graduation planning process by awarding a contract for web-enabled plan and beginning promulgation of Administrative Regulations to introduce high levels of student and school accountability for individual graduation plans as a high school graduation requirement




Kentucky’s Current Diploma Program 

Kentucky schools must provide students with disabilities the opportunity and necessary instructional supports and accommodations to progress through a course of study leading to a diploma.  Students with disabilities who earn the required high school credits through successful completion of content area and elective course work as described in the Program of Studies are awarded a diploma.  The conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular diploma are the same as the conditions of youth without disabilities.

KDE identifies the minimum credits required for graduation (704 KAR 3:305) while the local district sets the local requirements in their district graduation policy.  704 KAR 3:305 that outlines Kentucky’s minimum high school graduation requirements was finalized in 2006.  This administrative regulation becomes effective with the graduating class of 2012.

According to the Program of Studies for Kentucky Schools, students with disabilities may pursue a course of study leading to a diploma in one or a combination of the following ways:
· Completion of at least 22 credits as described in the Program of Studies 
· Completion of 22 credits based on submission by a local board of education of an integrated, interdisciplinary or higher level course for a required course if the alternative course provides rigorous content and addresses the same academic expectations
· Completion of at least 22 credits based on submission by a local board of education of a substitute functional, integrated, applied interdisciplinary or higher level course for a required course if the alternative course provides rigorous content and addresses the same academic expectations

Graduation credits are awarded as either Carnegie units (defined as at least 120 hours of instructional time in one subject) or performance-based credits defined at the local level.  Districts and schools are accountable for ensuring each student’s education program includes the minimum content standards as specified in the Program of Studies and for providing the student with the opportunity to learn the standards and appropriate supports based on the individual learning needs of a student.
To reinforce Kentucky’s efforts to increase the graduation rate for students with disabilities, the State Improvement Grant, SIGNAL (State Improvement Grant, Nurturing All Learners) funds the Kentucky Transition Collaborative housed at the Human Development Institute at the University of Kentucky (HDI-UK).  The Collaborative, involving twenty-one state agencies, is responsible for coordinating and implementing much of the secondary transition component of SIGNAL.  Administered by KDE’s DLS, SIGNAL assists students with disabilities and their families in making a successful transition from school to adult life by helping students:
· Receive transition services 
· Participate in the transition planning process 
· Complete vocational education programs 
· Enter community colleges and universities 
· Attain paid employment upon exiting school 
· Maintain their employment status
· Participate in and complete school-to-work programs

In addition to funding the Collaborative, SIGNAL includes four objectives related to transition.   

SIGNAL Objective 1: To create state-level systems change through improved capacity of state-level transition personnel
This objective is being addressed by regionalizing transition knowledge, information, and support.  Eleven regional interagency teams meet on a regular basis and communicate with the State Interagency Transition Council.  Likewise, the State Interagency Council communicates with the regional teams as well as with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) and the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation’s Consumer Advisory Panel.  Regional transition facilitators from the Kentucky Special Education Co-ops, referred to hereafter as Special Education Co-ops, lead the eleven regional interagency transition teams.  This workgroup, known as the State Transition Core Team, keeps abreast of issues, concerns, and trends as identified by regional teams and provides support and guidance to KDE.  (Refer to Attachment A:  Kentucky Plan for Transition Interagency Infrastructure.) 
SIGNAL Objective 2: To improve the capacity of staff at postsecondary settings to support students with disabilities

This objective is being addressed by increasing pre-service secondary transition training opportunities and implementing strategies to increase the number of students who transition from high school to post-secondary education.  The Kentucky Community and Technical Colleges System (KCTCS) is collaborating with Kentucky’s Institutes of Higher Education to develop pre-service, secondary transition training modules for college faculty.  On-going communication with IHE Disability Services Coordinators (DSCs) and development of the handbook, Access to Postsecondary Education, is further facilitating the transition of students to post-secondary settings.  

SIGNAL Objective 3: To increase the knowledge of education and related personnel, through the dissemination of transition resources

This objective is being addressed by obtaining and disseminating information about existing post-school resources to students, parents, and teachers. Activities are designed to ensure people know about the post-school services for which they may be eligible and how to access those services.  Two videos are planned to be produced, Your Child with Special Needs: Public School Resources, and Your Child with Special Needs: From High School to Community and disseminate them through Kentucky Educational Television (KET). 

SIGNAL Objective 4: To improve the skills and capacity of teachers through multiple professional development opportunities
In collaboration with the Special Education Co-ops, online training modules are being developed specific to teachers, administrators, students, and parents.    The modules can be completed online or downloaded for onsite trainings.  Online modules include quizzes and automatically build a “transition portfolio” for users as they complete training.  Directors of Special Education can also use the modules for professional development.  Modules are accessed through the HDI-UK Transition One-Stop web page.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):  61%
Kentucky’s graduation rate for students with disabilities is 61.0%.  Section 618 Exiting data from 2004-2005 and the FFY 2004 OSEP formula was used to calculate this rate.  

2,992 graduates receiving regular diploma divided by (2,992 regular diploma graduates + 378 graduates receiving certificates + 1,464 special education students who dropped out + 27 special education students who aged out + 35 special education students who died) equals 2,992 students divided by 4,896 students 

Graduation Rate of Students with Disabilities Based on Section 618 Exiting Data
2001-2005
[image: ]
Discussion of Baseline Data:  
As reflected in the table above, there has been a significant increase in rate of graduation for students with disabilities.  The rate increased from 46.30% in 2000-2001 to 61% in 2004-2005.    
The state goal for all youth is 98% graduation by the year 2014.  To reach this goal, KBE has set graduation rate targets for all youth for each year from 2002 until 2014.  To reach the 98% target for students with disabilities by 2014, their graduation rate must increase at a rate of 4.6% per year beginning with the 2005-2006 school year.   As directed by OSEP, no comparison between the graduation rates of students with disabilities and the rate of all youth is required.  However, Kentucky’s targets, as determined by the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) are not changed.
The validity and reliability of the 618 data are addressed in Indicator 20.

	
FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005
(2005-2006)
	Sixty-two and one-tenth percent (62.1%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	2006
(2006-2007)
	Sixty-six and seven-tenths percent (66.7%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	2007
(2007-2008)
	(Seventy-one and three-tenths percent (71.3%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	2008
(2008-2009)
	Seventy-five and nine-tenths percent (75.9%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	2009
(2009-2010)
	(Eighty and five-tenths percent (80.5%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	2010
(2010-2011)
	Eighty-five and one-tenth percent (85.1%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	
2011
(2011-2012)
	Eighty-five and one-tenth percent (85.1%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.

	
2012
(2012-2013)
	Eighty-five and one-tenth percent (85.1%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.



Coordinated Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for Indicators 1 and 2:
Kentucky’s APR work group revised the SPP activities in FFY 2007 for two reasons.  One was to build a focused, coordinated system of general supervision.  The second was to focus on activities that are measurable and based on a root cause analysis of the data, so that the activities make a difference in improving compliance and student outcomes.  Many of the original SPP activities did not meet this standard.  
The original SPP activities for Indicators 1, 2, 13 and 14 will be implemented through other means, but are being replaced on the SPP by activities that will directly impact progress toward the target.  In revising improvement activities, stakeholders used several sources of information including a) root cause analysis of the data; b) the SPP/APR Investigative Questions; and c) research-based strategies, such as the Taxonomy for Transition Programming. The activities for  Indicators 1, 2, 13, and 14 are aligned to ensure IDEA compliance and to increase performance.  
The Activity for Indicators 1 and 2 is changed to reflect: 
· The department-wide focus and efforts toward persistence to graduation, and,
· The emphasis on the effective advising of students and planning for college, career or both.
The first activity provides access to the Persistence to Graduation Tool (PtGT) as an early warning indicator system for identifying students who may be “off-track” to graduate. The PtGT is now a component of Infinite Campus, Kentucky’s student information system, which is utilized by every school district. The first activity also provides access to The Adaptive System of School Improvement Support Tools (ASSIST), which will be utilized when consolidating and monitoring implementation of plans.

In years past, discussions regarding data analysis have been constrained due to lack of formative data   The PtGT will allow districts to look at data during the school year to more effectively plan for students who are off track for graduation.  The ASSIST, through the identification of data goals and frequent monitoring of the plan, will increase the likelihood of fidelity in the process and intentionally address the instructional needs of students in the gap subgroups. DLS has included directions for how to use the tool in the ASSIST document for districts as they investigate the root causes and plan for interventions for Indicator 1 and 2.  KDE also extended the Activity Timeline to align with the timeframe of the KDE College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan.  

The second activity is a continuing joint effort from KDE and the Department of Workforce  Development. The activity will provide a one-to-one opportunity for all students in the 8th and 10th grade to receive college and career advice from community volunteers.  The volunteers will receive training to enable them to discuss the student’s career aspirations, whether the student is on target to meet his or her goals and whether the student is taking recommended courses to meet the goals to prepare for a successful future.
While all 8th and 10th grade students will be included in Operation Preparation, this APR activity will focus on evaluating its effectiveness for students with disabilities and changing the activity if needed, to be responsive to the needs of students with disabilities.

Activity for Indicators 1 and 2
	Indicators 1 and 2
Improvement Activity 1

	
Support district use of KDE systems and tools that will positively impact students’ persistence to graduation

Action Steps:

A. Support district use of KDE Systems
1. Align investigative questions, root causes, activities, and suggested exemplary programs in the process for Adaptive System of School Improvement Support Tools (ASSIST) 
            reporting
2.           2.  Identify appropriate resources for use by districts for ASSIST
3. Train districts on how to conduct self-assessment using revised ASSIST
4. Train districts on use of identified resources
5. Provide successful practice examples (example of data analysis using Persistence to Graduation Tool, root cause analysis, determination of intervention)
6. Pilot districts as examples
7. Provide technical assistance to districts over the course of implementation

B. Support district use of KDE Tools
1. Incorporate Persistence to Graduation Tool into the ASSIST
2. Require use of Persistence to Graduation data in the ASSIST data analysis for Indicators 1 and 2
3. Develop plan for formative assessment / feedback loop, data check points as well as feedback from districts


	Evaluation
	
Formative Assessment:  
· Data check points of Persistence to Graduation data
· Data check points of dropout data

Summative Assessment:  
· Exiting Data

	Timeline
	
FFY 2010-2016


	Resources
	
DLS; KDE; Special Education Cooperatives 

KDE College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan, Strategy 1 (p. 11) http://education.ky.gov/commofed/cdu/documents/ccr%20delivery%20plan.pdf
 
KDE Gap Delivery Plan, Strategy 2 (p. 8)
http://education.ky.gov/CommOfEd/CDU/Documents/Gap%20Delivery%20%20Plan.pdf



	Status
	
In progress




Activity for Indicators 1 and 2
	Indicators 1 and 2
Improvement Activity 2

	
Utilize Operation Preparation (OP) as a key first step toward ensuring that students with disabilities are college and career ready

Action Steps:

A. Work within KDE, as well as with community partners, to develop materials that districts will use to train volunteers to advise students with disabilities 

B. Develop method of data collection to identify students with disabilities as part of the overall OP evaluation process 
1. Add identifier of “students with disabilities” to survey sent by KDE to school districts after completion of Operation Preparation
2. Compare expected numbers to actual numbers of 8th and 10th grade students with disabilities participating in OP  
3. Evaluate impact (if any) that participation in Operation Preparation had on effective secondary transition planning for students with disabilities.


	Initial Evaluation
	
· Collect data on number of students with disabilities participating in OP
· Compare against state data on expected numbers of students with disabilities participating in OP
· Use results to improve participation rate of students with disabilities in OP, if data indicate the need

	Timeline
	
FFY 2010-2016


	Resources
	
KDE; DLS; Department of Workforce Development; UK-HDI; Community partners

KDE College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan, Strategy 7 (p. 34) http://education.ky.gov/commofed/cdu/documents/ccr%20delivery%20plan.pdf


	Status
	
· In progress
· Training materials have been developed for use with 
                    students who have disabilities

· Operation Preparation will begin the week of March 12-16, 2012                    
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Indicator 1
Attachment A
Kentucky Plan for Transition Interagency Infrastructure
BEEC
CESC
OVEC
ECS
CKSEC
JCPS
KVSEC
NKCES
RRC
UCSEC
WTSEC
WKEC
11 Regional Interagency Transition Teams
Based upon Special Education Cooperative Structure via
Special Education Cooperative Network Transition Team
State Interagency Transition Council
Role:  State-level stakeholders develop policy decisions
Transition Summit Team
Role:  Developers and facilitators of system
State Transition Core Team
Role:  Keep abreast of issues, concerns, and trends as identified by Regional Teams; provide support/guidance to State Transition Coordinator and State Improvement Grant - Transition




Indicator 1	Attachment B
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Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development:  See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 2:	Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school 
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: 
Measurement: States must report using the dropout data used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation and follow the timeline established by the Department under the ESEA.



OSEP requires use of the same data for Indicator 2 that is reported to the federal Department of Education under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). When disaggregated ESEA data are not available, OSEP permits use of the data source employed by the State in its FFY 2007 APR.

KDE Data Source:  Section 618 Data

The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Office of Assessment and Accountability (OAA) is currently structuring the data collection process for its FFY 2008 ESEA nonacademic data to allow disaggregation of data by subpopulations.  OAA plans to release FFY 2008 data by subpopulation in May 2010.  
Since KDE’s ESEA data are not yet available, the Division of Learning Services (DLS) is using Section 618 and the Indicator 2 Measurement from the FFY 2007 APR.  DLS will use ESEA data for Indicator 2 when it becomes available.  
KDE utilized the following Measurement (event rate) to calculate the dropout rate for students with disabilities:

Special education dropouts from grades 9-12÷
Total number of special education students enrolled in grades 9-12

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
According to the Kentucky Department of Education’s (KDE) 2005-2006 Nonacademic Data Report Guidelines (2004-2005 School Year Data) September 2005, dropout data are reported for each grade, 9 through 12, by gender and race for students with and without disabilities.  The Kentucky Board of Education adopted the National Center for Educational Statistics definition of a dropout.  According to this definition, a dropout is an individual who meets all four of the following conditions:  

1. Was enrolled in school at some time during the previous year
2. Was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year 
3. Has not graduated from high school or completed a state or district approved educational program 
4. Does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions:  (a) transferred to another public school district, private school, or state or district approved education program; (b) temporarily absent due to suspension; or (c) died (or deceased)  
KDE is committed to reducing the dropout rate for all youth, including those with disabilities.  Schools are accountable for their dropout rates through Kentucky’s Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (CATS) explained in Indicator 3.  The dropout rate is a component of the nonacademic data used to determine a high school’s academic index.  To support schools’ efforts to reduce their dropout rates, KDE revised its Secondary GED program system.  The regulation governing the Secondary GED Program became final in February 2005.  A web-based Dropout Prevention Resource Guide has been developed that provides a comprehensive source of effective dropout prevention strategies for educators, parents, and others interested in helping youth in at risk situations stay in school.  The website includes an index with research articles that present common scenarios and cites particular strategies and resources related to the scenarios.  It also provides A Student Needs Form that is a checklist of indicators associated with students at risk of dropping out of school.  Educators and parents can use this form to find strategies and resources targeted to a particular student's needs. 
KBE is currently considering interventions to recommend to schools showing the least progress in raising performance and closing achievement gaps between the subpopulations, including students with disabilities and the general education population.  Interventions focus on the major topics of:  school culture, leadership, articulated curriculum, effective instruction, and data-driven decisions and progress monitoring.  Interventions related to dropout prevention are:
· Including culture/climate assessments as part of the school and district audit process with a district and school follow-up plan for implementation and evaluation of impact on student learning  
· Forming teacher assistance teams to assist students who are struggling academically, socially or emotionally  
· Assigning students an adult mentor
· Revising School Report Cards to bring more prominence to the scores of subpopulations of students
· Using a well defined continuous formative assessment process to evaluate and analyze student performance so that teachers will know where the student is performing at the beginning of each year and can track the student and teacher progress throughout the school year

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):  5.48%
Based on dropout data from 2004-2005 and the OSEP formula, Kentucky’s dropout rate for students with disabilities is 5.48% (1,464 special education students dropping out in grades 9-12 divided by 26,716 special education students enrolled in grades 9-12).    


Dropout Rate of Students with Disabilities Based on Section 618 Exiting Data
2001-2005 [image: ]
Discussion of Baseline Data:
As reflected in the table above, there has been a steady decrease in dropout rates for students with disabilities, from 8.50% in 2000-2001 to 5.48% in 2004-2005.  
As a result of the direction from OSEP to revise the December 2005 SPP to reflect the use of Section 618 Exiting Data for dropout rates for students with disabilities, the SAPEC re-examined the data at its October 2006 meeting and recommended that KDE revise the targets set for the SPP.  Based on the data as presented for 2004-2005, decreasing the dropout rate by .4% per year will result in reaching a comparable rate with non-disabled students by 2014. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2006

	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2007

	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2008

	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2009

	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2010

	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2011
	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%).

	2012
	The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%) from Kentucky’s FFY 2011 APR dropout rate, or will be no higher than the baseline rate of 5.48% established in FFY 2004, whichever is lower.



Coordinated Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for Indicators 1 and 2:
See Indicator 1, which sets out the activity for Indicators 1 and 2.

















Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE



Indicator 3:  Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments: 
A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup.
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. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement:
A.  AMO percent = [(# of districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AMO targets for the disability subgroup) divided by the (total # of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size)] times 100.

B.  Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in the assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window, calculated 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.

C.  Proficiency rate percent = ([(# of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year scoring at or above proficient) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year, calculated separately for reading and math)].  



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
As explained above, changes to the baseline data for Indicator 3 were necessary due to extensive revisions to the KDE assessment system.  KDE will set new targets for 3A (AYP) and 3C (Performance of students with disabilities) based on projected growth rates.
The targets for participation rate for Indicator 3B have not been revised, since OSEP requires 100% participation in statewide assessments.
 
Baseline Data for FFY 2011 (2011-2012) Revised in FFY 2011:

3A Revised Baseline Data for FFY 2011
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	
2011


	This year the districts are establishing new baselines (AMOs) using the K-PREP assessment.


   

3B. Revised Participation Baseline Data for FFY 2006 (no 2011 revision required)

	
FFY 2006 Participation Baseline Data


	
	Measurement
	Number
	Percent of Total

	a.
	 # of children with IEPs in assessed grades
	54, 165
	

	b.
	# of children with IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 
	16, 496
	30%

	c.
	# of children with IEPs in regular assessment with  accommodations 
	33, 435
	62%

	d.
	# of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against grade level achievement standards 
	NA
	NA

	e.
	# of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards 


	4, 230
	8%

	Exclusions
	
	4
	.0073%

	Overall Percent
	[(b + c + d + e) divided by (a)]
	
	99.99%



            




3C. Revised Performance Baseline Data for FFY 2011

	FFY 2011
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	
	Districts Meeting AYP for Disability Subgroup (3A)
	Participation for Students with IEPs (3B)
	Proficiency for Students with IEPs (3C)

	Targets for
FFY 2011
(2011-2012)
	 % 54
	Reading
	Math
	Reading
	Math

	
	
	% 100
	% 100
	% 40.22
	% 48

	Actual Target Data for 
FFY 2011 2011-2012)
	This year districts will establish baseline data. See Special Note below. 
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	
	
	42,309
	99.87
	41,249
	99.88
	8,937
	21.12
	7,078
	17.16



Discussion of Baseline Data/ Justification for Revisions:
KDE’s assessment system has recently undergone extensive revisions.  KDE’s Office for Assessment and Accountability (OAA) advised DLS not to compare data from the old assessment system with data from the revised assessment system.
KDE is establishing new baselines for Indicators 3A and 3C, based on data from the revised assessment system. The baseline data will come from FFY 2011 (2011-2012 School Year) assessment data.  There are no revisions necessary to 3B. 



	FFY 2011 Revised Targets for Indicator 3A
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

	Forty-seven percent (47%) of districts meeting minimum “n” size requirements will meet state AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup (children with IEPs)   

	2008

	Fifty percent (50%) of districts meeting minimum “n” size requirements will meet state AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup (children with IEPs)   

	2009

	Fifty-two percent (52%) of districts meeting minimum “n” size requirements will meet state AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup (children with IEPs)   

	2010

	Fifty-four percent (54%) of districts meeting minimum “n” size requirements will meet state AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup (children with IEPs)   

	2011
	Fifty-four percent (54%) of districts meeting minimum “n” size requirements will meet state AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup (children with IEPs)   

	2012
	To be determined   















	Revised Targets for Indicator 3B
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

	One Hundred Percent (100%) of children with IEPs will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment

	2008

	One Hundred Percent (100%) of children with IEPs will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment

	2009

	One Hundred Percent (100%) of children with IEPs will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment

	2010

	One Hundred Percent (100%) of children with IEPs will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment

	2011
	One Hundred Percent (100%) of children with IEPs will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment

	2012
	One Hundred Percent (100%) of children with IEPs will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment




	
FFY 2011 Revised Targets for Indicator 3C
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

	Reading: 39.62% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above  
Math: 33.91% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above  

	2008

	Reading: 39.82% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above  
Math: 38% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above  

	2009

	Reading: 40.02% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above  
Math: 43% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above  

	2010

	Reading: 40.22% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above
Math: 48% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above

	2011
	Reading: 40.22% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above
Math: 48% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above

	2012
	Reading: 29.01 of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above
Math: 25.44 of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above







Justification for Revisions to Targets:
As explained above, changes to the baseline data for Indicator 3 were necessary due to extensive revisions to the KDE assessment system.  KDE will set new targets for 3A (AYP) based on projected growth rates based on FFY 2012 (school year 2012-2013) data.
In making the 3C target changes,  KDE consulted the Profiiency and Gap delivery team. The target changes are based on the goal required through the ESEA waiver of a 50% increase towards 100% proficient or distinguished by 2017. The State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) gave input to KDE and approved target revisions for Indicator 3C.
The targets for participation rate for Indicator 3B have not been revised, since OSEP requires 100% participation in statewide assessments.
Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources (through 2013):
Activities for Indicators 3 and 5 are combined.
	Indicator 3 and 5
Combined
Improvement Activity  
	Action Steps: 
ACTIVITIES:
1. Regional Professional Development- Literacy and math consultants in the special education cooperatives will focus on PD in closing the achievement gap for students with disabilities. 
2. Co-Teaching in a Diverse Classroom- Professional development around collaborative teaching practices and models will be provided to districts.

	Evaluation
	1. DLS will survey Literacy and Math Consultants in special education cooperatives and determine which districts received Math and Literacy professional development and compare with Indicator 3 data to determine if there is a correlation between Literacy and Math professional development and gap achievement scores.
2. DLS will survey Cooperative Service Regions to determine which districts received Co-teaching training to compare with Indicator 3 data and determine if there is a correlation between Co-teaching training and gap achievement scores.

	Timeline
	FFY 2012-2014

	Resources
	The new improvement activities have been written to align with two KDE Strategic Plans.  
•	The Proficiency Delivery Plan’s third strategy entitled Unbridled Learning and Accountability Model addresses these indicator activities on page 13.  The plan addresses achievement (proficiency), gap, growth, readiness and graduation rate.  The focus of this plan is on the student data from the state-required assessments administered in grades 3-12. 
•	The Achievement Gap Delivery Plan’s first strategy, Best Practices and Sustainability, is meant to validate and ensure that strategies are effective in closing gaps and improving student outcomes. This strategy may be found on page 5 of the Plan.
These plans are found at the following links:
Kentucky Department of Education Proficiency Delivery Plan:
http://education.ky.gov/CommOfEd/CDU/Documents/Proficiency%20Delivery%20Plan.pdf
Kentucky Department of Education Achievement Gap Delivery Plan:
http://education.ky.gov/CommOfEd/CDU/Documents/Gap%20Delivery%20%20Plan.pdf

	Status
	New Activity



								














Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 


Indicator 4:	Rates of suspension and expulsion: 
A. Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year; and 
B. Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race and ethnicity. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)22)) 
	Measurement for Indicator 4A: 
Percent = [(# of districts identified by the State as having significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy”:
KDE’s definition of significant discrepancy for Indicator 4A states that a significant discrepancy occurs when a district meets both of the following criteria:
A. The district suspends students with disabilities for greater than 10 days during a school year at a rate that is equal or greater than three times the statewide rate of suspensions and expulsions of students with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year, and 
B. The district suspends or expels more than ten students with a disability for greater than 10 days in a school year.

Data collected for reporting suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities are from Section 618.  KDE has elected to compare suspension rates among districts instead of comparing suspension rates of students with disabilities to rates for nondisabled students, due to concerns about the validity of suspension/expulsion data in Kentucky’s general education program data system.
 




History of Changes in State’s Definition of Significant Discrepancy:
In its original SPP for FFY 2004, KDE used a Measurement to determine significant discrepancy that compared each district’s suspension/expulsion rates of students with disabilities to its rates for nondisabled students.  In FFY 2006, KDE changed its 4A Measurement based on OSEP’s review of its APR.  KDE changed its definition of significant discrepancy to a comparison of each district’s rate for suspension/ expulsion of students with disabilities to the state’s average rate each year.  
Until KDE looked at district-level data using the new calculations in 2007, to see if it reached its 4A target, it did not realize that under this new measurement, it could never make progress toward the target.  If it compared districts to a state average, which was always changing and improving, the target was, in essence, “moving” every year.  Because the state’s yearly average rate of suspensions/ expulsions of students with disabilities was the basis against which districts were measured, there would always be districts that exceeded (i.e., failed to meet) the SPP target, even if they were improving and decreasing their numbers of suspensions/expulsions.  KDE thus revised its definition of significant discrepancy once again in the FFY 2007 APR to compare district suspension rates to a fixed standard goal rate, using a risk ratio method of comparison.  The idea was to provide a stable, accurate and reliable measure of comparison (which stayed the same over time), against which districts could improve annually.  
Desiring a fixed point to be used for the comparison standard in a new 2007 Measurement, KDE chose the FFY 2004 statewide average baseline data point as the starting point for comparison regarding the rate of students with disabilities suspended or expelled for more than 10 days.  KDE then doubled that 2004 baseline rate to determine significant discrepancy. Since the Kentucky baseline rate was 0.29% (rounded up to 0.30%), significant discrepancy was defined to exist when a district suspended or expelled more than .60% of its total number of students with disabilities. 
 Each district was given a risk ratio to express the comparison described above. *The risk ratio expressed the probability that a student with a disability had of being suspended for greater than ten days in a particular district, compared to the state goal rate of .30%.  Each district’s rate of these types of removals was compared to the state goal rate, and when a district’s rate was more than double the state goal rate of .30% (rate >.60 or risk ratio> 2), the district was considered to have a significant discrepancy. 
In Kentucky, from 2007-2009, a district was found to have significant discrepancy under Indicator 4A if the district:
A. Suspended/expelled students with disabilities for greater than 10 days during a school year at a rate that was >.60% of its total population of students with disabilities, and  
B. Suspended/ expelled more than one student with a disability for greater than 10 days. 

In 2007, only the state’s definition of a significant discrepancy was changed.  Kentucky did not change the SPP targets for Indicator 4A.
 
Justification for FFY 2010 Revision in State’s Definition of Significant Discrepancy:
In the process of reviewing all states’ measurement systems for Indicator 4B in 2011, concerns were raised by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) regarding the way Kentucky was calculating the measurement in Indicator 4A (using a risk ratio in the comparison of district suspension rates to a fixed target rate).  Consequently, pursuant to guidance from OSEP, Kentucky revised its methodology for calculating significant discrepancy for Indicator 4A, beginning with this APR and data from the 2009-2010 school year.  

Based on direction from OSEP, Kentucky has now revised its methodology to compare the rate of an individual district’s out-of–school removals greater than 10 days of children with disabilities each year to the annual statewide rate of these types of removals that year.         

Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year, the Kentucky Department of Education, Division of Learning Services (DLS), annually calculates a statewide rate of out-of-school removals greater than 10 days for children with disabilities, using data obtained through the Kentucky Student Information System (KSIS).  This rate is based on the total number of Kentucky children with disabilities subject to out-of-school removals greater than 10 days divided by the total number of children with disabilities within the state.  A similar rate is calculated for each individual school district in the state, based on its local discipline data and count of children with disabilities.

For the Measurement, a Kentucky district is currently found to have a “significant discrepancy” under Indicator 4A if the following two criteria are both met: 
 
A. The district suspends/expels students with disabilities for greater than 10 days during a school year at a rate that is three times or greater than the statewide rate for these types of removals for all Kentucky students with disabilities that year, and 
B. The district has at least 10 students with disabilities who are subject to out-of school removals (suspensions or expulsions) for greater than 10 days in a school year.

Kentucky has always used two criteria for defining “significant discrepancy” for Indicator 4A.  In the process of revising the 4A definition of “significant discrepancy” this year, both criteria (A & B above) were revised.  The goal was to comply with new directives from OSEP, accomplish consistency of definitions across indicators, and focus state efforts and resources on the most important remaining priorities. 

Kentucky had elected to begin tracking and sharing 5-year trend data, in 2007, as a way of monitoring whether districts were improving in their efforts to reduce suspensions of students with disabilities, over time.  KDE has concluded that most districts have improved over time by significantly reducing their rates of suspension and expulsion.  

Currently, regional co-op staff are focusing districts on annual suspension data and targeting any district with a discrepancy, regardless of number of students suspended, by providing support in root cause analysis, data review and student intervention or district improvement planning.  This process of tracking trend data and the successful practices involved in regional co-op support and data review/analysis will continue.  

KDE has found, in the last three years, that most district numbers of students suspended are small (0-2 students), and that almost every district with a small discrepancy self-corrects that issue within one year.  The goal remains that no students with disabilities are suspended beyond 10 days.  However, districts with data indicating a consistent trend toward excessive suspension are becoming rare.  

Therefore, KDE has elected to re-calibrate its definition of significant discrepancy, such that it may focus its most intensive state level staff efforts in districts which either consistently fail to meet the 4A targets, repeatedly meet the criteria for discrepancy, or have significant numbers of students with disabilities being suspended for more than 10 days in a year.  For Kentucky, sizeable districts with systemic issues and large numbers of students affected by excessive suspension or expulsion seem to be the area in greatest need of immediate attention.  Hence, the second criterion for defining ‘significant discrepancy’ was increased from one to 10 students with a disability who are suspended/expelled for more than10 days a year.
Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process for Indicator 4A: 
Since the early 1990’s, Kentucky prohibited the removal of a student with a disability for more than ten schools days during a school year. 
Due to a requirement of Section 618 on discipline, KDE began requiring schools to report suspension and expulsion data for students with disabilities. DLS, along with the Special Education Co-ops and local school districts, utilize these data to prompt change in instructional programs and monitor the effectiveness of policies and practices. 
To respond to a growing number of students being removed from the classroom due to behavioral issues, DLS designed a pilot project in 1997 that eventually became the Kentucky Center for Instructional Discipline (KCID). The foundation of its work is grounded in school wide positive behavior supports (PBS). 
One of the concepts taught is how to analyze and disaggregate discipline data for decision-making. A significant number of these schools have experienced a reduction in the number of suspensions and expulsions due to implementation of improved systems around policies/procedures and data analysis. With the continued support of DLS and the Special Education Co-ops, KCID plans to expand its number of schools beyond its current 350. 
DLS also supports two major annual conferences that align with KCID and its mission - The Center for School Safety - Safe Schools Conference and the Behavior Institute.
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005): 11.79% or 21 districts of 178 districts in Kentucky
Discussion of Baseline Data:
Under its previous formula for determining significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion of students with disabilities for more than 10 days in a school year, KDE determined that 21 districts had a significant discrepancy.  Districts identified as having significant discrepancies were found throughout the state and were not confined to a particular region of the state.
In the future, Kentucky will continue to look for trends and commonalities in the districts with a significant discrepancy.
With the revision of the measurement system for FFY 2010, Kentucky revisited the targets for 4A, which had been set using a different definition of significant discrepancy.  With this and recent progress in mind, Kentucky’s State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children elected to revise the 4A target for FFY 2011 to 6 districts, with the target for FFY 2012 to be 4 districts, as seen in the table below:
	
FFY 
	Measurable and Rigorous Target for Indicator 4A 

	2005

	Kentucky will identify 18 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 3 districts from the Baseline Year. 
18 districts with significant discrepancies / 178 districts X 100 = 10.11% 

	2006

	Kentucky will identify 16 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 5 districts from the Baseline Year. 
16 districts with significant discrepancies / 177* districts X 100 = 9.04%.
*Kentucky had two school districts merge reducing total to 177

	2007

	Kentucky will identify 14 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 7 districts from the Baseline Year. 
14 districts with significant discrepancies / 176* districts X 100 = 7.95% 
*Kentucky had two districts to merge this year reducing the total districts to 176. 

	2008

	Kentucky will identify 12 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 9 districts from the Baseline Year. 
12 districts with significant discrepancies / 176 districts X 100 = 6.82% 

	2009

	Kentucky will identify 10 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 11 districts from the Baseline Year. 
10 districts with significant discrepancies / 176 districts X 100 = 5.68% 

	2010

	Kentucky will identify 8 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 13 districts from the Baseline Year. 
8 districts with significant discrepancies / 176 districts X 100 = 4.55% 

	2011
	Kentucky will identify 6 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 13 districts from the Baseline Year. 
6 districts with significant discrepancies / 176 districts X 100 = 3.41%

	2012
	Kentucky will identify 4 districts with a significant discrepancy in the suspension of students with a disability as compared to the state goal rate for suspension of students with a disability for greater than 10 days. This is a reduction of 13 districts from the Baseline Year. 
4 districts with significant discrepancies / 176 districts X 100 = 2.27%



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Activity for Indicator 4A 
	
DLS and Special Education Cooperatives will provide training and consultation/ technical assistance for data analysis and action planning to districts whose data indicate a “significant discrepancy” or a consistent discrepancy over time in the rate of suspensions/expulsions of students with disabilities.
Action Steps:
1. DLS will develop a protocol for root cause analysis for use by districts
2. DLS will require districts with significant discrepancies or whose trend data has not improved over time to: 
a. Develop an analysis of suspension /expulsion data at the individual student level, using the DLS root cause analysis protocol.  The district will submit its analysis and an action plan to DLS for approval.
b. Secure training and technical assistance based on the district’s root cause analysis for the implementation of positive behavior interventions and supports at targeted schools in the district.  
c. Submit prescribed documentation to the Special Education Co-op and DLS on an ongoing basis. 


	Evaluation
	
DLS will develop a system for monitoring district implementation/ Action Steps

	Timeline
	
FFY 2008-2014

	Resources
	
DLS; Special Education Co-ops;  Cross-reference KY Department of Education Achievement Gap Delivery Plan – Strategy 2, page 3 (http://education.ky.gov/CommOfEd/CDU/Documents/Gap%20Delivery%20%20Plan.pdf);  – Consolidated planning and use of data/ (ASSIST) for school improvement and implementation of PBIS strategies, and

KY Department of Education College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan, Strategy 1, p. 8, Collection and Use of Data: Persistence to Graduation (early warning system with suspension as a student risk flagging feature) http://education.ky.gov/commofed/cdu/documents/ccr%20delivery%20plan.pdf 



















Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 4B:  Rates of suspension and expulsion:
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.  
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))
	Measurement:
Percent = [(# of districts that have:  (a) a significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of 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) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
The Indicator 4B measurement, baseline and definition of significant discrepancy was revised for the FFY 2010 APR submission.  Kentucky changed the 4B measure and re-set the baseline, upon guidance from OSEP.  See the 4B section on “Discussion of Baseline Data” for a history of recent changes and details regarding revisions to the Indicator 4B measurement and baseline.
Indicator 4B is a SPP compliance indicator.  The current measurement system and process for determining district status under Indicator 4B is summarized here.
If KDE determines that: 
· A school district has a significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity in the rates of suspensions/expulsions, for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs,              

And
· The district has policies, procedures or practices that do not comply with IDEA and contribute to the significant discrepancy,
…the district will be found in violation of IDEA.  
Determining district compliance with Indicator 4B is a two-step process.  First, KDE reviews discipline data and makes a determination regarding whether a school district has a significant discrepancy in suspensions/expulsions greater than 10 days per year of students with IEPs in certain race/ ethnicity populations.  If the discipline data indicates that a district has a significant discrepancy, the second question is whether the significant discrepancy is due to district policies, procedures or practices that violate IDEA.  
If KDE determines that a district has a significant discrepancy in suspensions/expulsions greater than 10 days/year of students with IEPs in certain race/ ethnicity groups and also has related policies, procedures or practices that contribute to that significant discrepancy and do not  comply with the IDEA requirements (relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards), KDE will cite the district for a violation of IDEA under 4B.  The district then has one year from receiving notification of the violation to correct the IDEA noncompliance.

Step One - Defining and Determining Significant Discrepancy
Kentucky’s definition of significant discrepancy* for this indicator includes two criteria as follow:
1) The LEA’s suspension rate for any race/ethnicity category is equal to or greater than three times the statewide rate of suspensions and expulsions of all Kentucky students with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year, and 
2) There are 10 or more students with disabilities in the race or ethnicity subgroup in the district, who have been suspended for greater than 10 days in a school year.
KDE has chosen a comparison methodology found at 34 CFR §300.170(a) to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring.  The State is required to use one of two methods.  Kentucky has chosen to:
· Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions, by race and ethnicity, of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among districts in the State.

Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year, the Kentucky Department of Education, Division of Learning Services (DLS), annually calculates a statewide rate of out-of-school removals greater than 10 days for all Kentucky children with disabilities, using data obtained through the Kentucky Student Information System (KSIS).  This rate is based on the total number of Kentucky children with disabilities subject to out-of-school removals greater than 10 days divided by the total number of children with disabilities within the state.  

For each local school district in the state, a similar rate is calculated for each of seven racial and ethnic categories (White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, Native American, Pacific Islander & Multiple), based on its local district discipline data and disaggregated count of children with disabilities. The “Multiple” category signifies two or more racial or ethnic categories.  Each of these individual subgroup rates is calculated by dividing the number of children with disabilities in the specific race/ethnicity group who were subject to a long term removal (suspension/expulsion of greater than 10 days/year), by the total number of district children with disabilities who belong to that particular race/ethnicity subgroup.

Kentucky uses a minimum “N” size requirement for Indicator 4B as follows:
· The LEA must have at least 10 students with a disability in the race or ethnicity category being considered.  KDE uses the district’s annual disaggregated count of students with disabilities (December 1 Childcount) to calculate which districts are to be included. 

KDE applies a minimum “n” size of 10 students to a variety of data sets agency-wide, due to concerns about breach of confidentiality for individual students who might be identified in small districts through public reporting, and issues with validity of small sets or cells of data.  Any district with less than 10 students in a specific race or ethnicity category is not included in the 4B calculation for that specific subgroup.

The comparison currently used to determine discrepancy for this indicator is between the statewide rate for all students and the district rate in each category of race or ethnicity. Therefore, in calculating the amount of discrepancy for each Kentucky school district under 4B, the district rate of students with IEPs being suspended beyond 10 days/year for the specific race/ethnicity subgroup is divided by the statewide comparison group’s rate, which includes all Kentucky students with IEPs similarly suspended, as shown below:

A specific race/ethnicity group’s rate suspended/expelled >10 days                                                                    
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
 The rate for all Kentucky students with disabilities suspended/expelled >10 days
 
When the rate of these incidents of long term removal (suspension/expulsion for more than 10days/year) for any race/ethnicity subgroup is 3 times or more than the statewide rate of these types of removals for all students with disabilities, and if the district has also suspended/expelled at least 10 students in that specific race/ethnicity category for greater than 10 days/year, the district is determined to have a significant discrepancy.



Step Two – Is the Significant Discrepancy the Result of Policies, Procedures or Practices that violate IDEA in this area? 

The second part of the 4B procedure decides if the significant discrepancy determined in Step One is the result of illegal policies, procedures or practices.  “Illegal” means policies, procedures or practices that violate IDEA’s legal requirements related to appropriate IEPs, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and disciplinary due process requirements.  
KDE’s process requires the examination of policies and procedures in districts found to have a significant discrepancy, to determine if district policies are IDEA-compliant.  The standard used by KDE for reviewing these local policies is OSEP’s IDEA Related Requirements Document for Indicators 4A and 4B.  
At the same time, KDE reviews the files of students with IEPs in each particular race /ethnicity group who have been suspended or expelled for over 10 days.  This review focuses on practices; that is, the appropriateness of IEPs related to addressing behavioral concerns, whether positive behavioral interventions and supports are in place, and whether due process procedures (e.g., manifestation determinations) related to discipline have been followed.
If illegal district policies, procedures or practices are discovered during Step Two, KDE will cite the district for a violation of IDEA, under Indicator 4B.   

Kentucky’s Full System and Process Outline for Indicator 4B:
KDE’s full process sequence for determining compliance under Indicator 4B is as follows:
1. KDE calculates a statewide rate of long term out-of-school removals (suspension or expulsion for > 10 days in a school year) by dividing the number of Kentucky students with disabilities subject to this type of removal that year by the annual count of all Kentucky children with IEPs in that same year.  
2. KDE calculates, for each of the 176 school districts in Kentucky (including the Kentucky Schools for the Blind and Deaf), a similar district-wide rate of long term out-of-school removals (suspension or expulsion for > 10 days/year).   A district-wide rate for all children with disabilities is calculated as well as a separate rate for each of 7 race/ethnicity subgroup categories (White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, Native-American, Pacific Islander, and Multiple).
3. KDE calculates a separate rate of long term removals (out-of-school suspension or expulsion for >10 days/year) for each racial/ethnicity category by dividing the number of children in each race/ethnicity group subject to these types of removal, by the total number of children with IEPs in that race/ethnicity group, who are enrolled in the district and included in the district’s annual disaggregated count of children with disabilities.
4. ‘N’ Size Requirements for Indicator 4B:  If a district does not have sufficient numbers of students in the district in any particular race/ethnicity subgroup to meet the minimum ‘n’ size requirement of 10 students with disabilities in each racial/ethnicity group, then that particular race/ethnicity subgroup data is not included in calculations for Indicator 4B for that district in the current year.
5. KDE determines that a district has a significant discrepancy for any race/ethnicity group when data indicate that both of these two criteria for “significant discrepancy” are met:
· The rate of long term out-of school removals (suspension or expulsion for > 10 days/year) for a race/ethnicity subgroup is three times or greater than  the statewide rate of similar removals for all Kentucky children with IEPs, and 
· The district has suspended or expelled at least 10 students of that same race/ethnicity group for more than 10 days/year. 
6. KDE reviews the policies, procedures and practices of every Kentucky district which is found to have a “significant discrepancy” for Indicator 4B, by using OSEP’s IDEA Related Requirements Document for Indicator 4B. 

7. KDE issues a finding of IDEA noncompliance, if KDE finds inappropriate policies, procedures or practices within a district (which has met the minimum ‘n’ size requirement and the criteria for a significant 4B discrepancy as outlined above by KDE),  and if the district is further identified to have inappropriate related policies, procedures or practices which have contributed to the significant 4B discrepancy identified for any specific race/ethnicity group.

8. If a district is cited for non-compliance with IDEA, in conformance with 34 CFR 300.176 (b), the noncompliance must be corrected by the district within one year from the date of KDE notification of the non-compliance to the district. 

Revised Baseline Data for FFY 2010 (using 2009 - 2010 data): .57% or 1 school district
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2010
(Using 2009-2010 data)
	
0%

	2011 
(Using 2010-2011 data)
	
0%

	2012 
(Using 2011-2012 data)
	
0%



	Revised Baseline data from FFY 2010 (2009-2010 data):   .57% or 1 district of 176 KY districts 


Discussion of Baseline Data:
Kentucky changed the Indicator 4B measurement in FFY 2010, and therefore was advised to concurrently revise the 4B baseline data.  This state revised and reported new baseline data due to using a previous methodology not approved by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) in the FFY 2009 SPP and APR for Indicator 4B.
Pursuant to guidance from OSEP, Kentucky revised its methodology for calculating significant discrepancy for Indicator 4A and 4B, beginning with this APR and data from the 2009-2010 school year.  

Previously, Kentucky compared a local district’s rate of out-of-school removals greater than 10 days of children with disabilities in each of 5 specific race/ethnicity categories to the rate of all other remaining subgroups of students with disabilities in the district combined (for example, comparing the rate of suspensions of black students with IEPs to all other/non-black district students with IEPs).  Note:  At the time of baseline data collection, there were only 5 racial and ethnic categories used in that data
  
In the past, if a race/ethnicity group was found to have a risk ratio of > 3.0 times greater than the rate for all other comparison students not of that race/ethnicity in the district, the district was determined to have a significant discrepancy, unless the number of district students in the particular race/ ethnicity group did not meet the minimum “n” size of 10 students.

However, Kentucky has now revised its definition of significant discrepancy and methodology to annually compare the rate of an individual district’s out-of–school removals greater than 10 days of children with disabilities in each race or ethnicity subgroup to the annual statewide rate of these types of removals for all students with disabilities that year.  This is the same annual statewide rate now used for comparison in Indicator 4A calculations.  
Kentucky identified one district of 176 total Kentucky districts with a significant discrepancy in 10+ day suspensions/expulsions of students with disabilities in a race/ethnicity subgroup, due to inappropriate policies, procedures or practices, using FFY 2010 data.  
The measurement yields .57% as follows: 1 district ÷ 176 X 100 = baseline of .57% of all Kentucky districts.  
The following numbers of districts (out of 176 total districts) were excluded from the calculation due to small numbers of students in a specific race/ethnicity category, based on our “N” cell size requirement for this indicator (i.e., To be included in the calculation, the district must have at least 10 students with a disability in a particular racial /ethnic category enrolled in the district, based on their annual disaggregated childcount of students with disabilities):  

1. No districts were excluded due to having <10 White students with disabilities enrolled.
2. 89 districts were excluded due to having <10 Black students with disabilities enrolled.
3. 128 districts were excluded due to having <10 Hispanic students with disabilities enrolled in the district.
4. 166 districts were excluded due to having <10 Asian students with disabilities enrolled.
5. 175 districts were excluded due to having <10 Native American students with disabilities enrolled in the district.

Many districts in Kentucky are small and rural.  In these districts, the numbers of students with IEPs in any given racial or ethnic category are often very small.  These small numbers can compromise the validity of rate or risk ratio data, and make it difficult to protect the identity of individual students in the process of public reporting, unless a minimum ‘n’ size is employed.  

Of the districts who met the n size, the following number of districts met the first criteria for a significant discrepancy, by having a discrepancy in some race/ethnicity category that was 3 or more times the state rate for all students with disabilities.  
· Twelve districts had a discrepancy for the ‘white’ category 
· Seven districts had a discrepancy for the ‘black’ category 
· Two districts had a discrepancy for the ‘Hispanic’ category 
· Zero districts had a discrepancy for the ‘Asian’ category, and, 
· One district had a discrepancy for the Native American category   

Most districts (all but one) with a discrepancy in one of the minority race/ethnicity categories suspended very few students (1-3 students) for greater than 10 days.  However, since the statewide rate is extremely low compared to other states, a discrepancy is often found in the comparison if even a few students in a race/ethnicity subgroup (for example, 1- 2 students) are suspended for more than ten days.

Of those districts listed above, only one district also met the second additional criteria required for being determined to rise from “discrepancy” to the level of “significant discrepancy”.  The second requirement is that at least 10 students in the specific race/ethnicity subgroup were subject to disciplinary removals for greater than 10 days in a school year.  Therefore, only one district in Kentucky met both criteria required for determining that a “significant discrepancy” exists in the district for Indicator 4B.

Data Source: Section 618.
One Kentucky district listed in the table below met the minimum ‘n’ size and also met both criteria for “significant discrepancy”.  The one district met both the discrepancy criteria AND the criteria of 10 students with disabilities suspended in a particular race/ethnicity subgroup.  
The district had 68 students suspended over 10 days/year in the race/ethnicity group of ‘Black,’ out of a total of 5,792 black students with disabilities in the district (1.17% of black students in the district).  This is the sole Kentucky district meeting the dual criteria outlined earlier for “significant 4B discrepancy”.
4B(a). LEAs with Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity, in Rates of Suspension and Expulsion:
	Year
	Total Number of LEAs*
	Number of LEAs that have Significant Discrepancies by Race or Ethnicity
	Percent**

	
FFY 2010 (using 2009 -2010 data)
	         
176
	 
1
	       .57%



4B(b). LEAs with Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity, in Rates of Suspensions and Expulsions; and 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.  
	Year
	Total Number of LEAs*
	Number of LEAs that have Significant Discrepancies, by Race or Ethnicity, and 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.  
	Percent**

	
FFY 2010 (using 2009-2010 data)
	          
176
	             
1
	
.57%



Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices 
As required by 34 CFR §300.170(b), KDE reviewed the policies and procedures relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards in the district determined to have a significant discrepancy for Indicator 4B.   The review, which used OSEP’s Related Requirements for Indictors 4A and 4B, established that the district’s policies and procedures complied with applicable IDEA requirements. 
As part of a two-stage process, KDE also made an on-site visit to review the district’s practices.

During KDE’s initial discussions with the district, the district advised KDE it had been examining discipline practices of special education students for several years, particularly related to African- American students.  The district acknowledged systemic problems due to practices associated with IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and manifestation determinations.  

During the on-site visit, KDE verified the district’s suspension/expulsion practices that violated IDEA.   KDE issued a finding of noncompliance, based on the significant discrepancy in suspensions of Black students and the district’s disciplinary practices which do not comply with IDEA.

The district had established an extensive central office review process prior to KDE’s notification of the on-site visit.  It was funded through the district’s use of 15% of its Part B funds through Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS). 
Four full-time employees staff the program.  Staff review district suspensions data on a weekly basis, identify student-specific violations and require the schools in question to immediately correct the student-specific noncompliance.  Student compliance issues which are not addressed have led to reprimands against school staff in their personnel file. 
 
Numerous trainings have been provided to schools on a variety of behavior-related issues to deal with systemic issues.  In addition to directives regarding compliance from the central office to the schools, central office staff will also begin reviewing the appropriateness and quality of services provided to students.  Central office staff will also provide technical assistance to teachers.
During the visit, KDE advised the district that, under OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the district must be able to document both systemic and student-specific incidents of noncompliance that have been corrected. The district agreed to amend its process to require documentation of individual student correction.  Implementation of the intensified process became a part of the district’s Corrective Action Plan (CAP). 

 
Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
Activity for Indicator 4B 
	Indicator 4B
Improve-ment Activity  
	
KDE and Special Education Cooperatives will provide training and consultation/ technical assistance for data analysis and action planning in districts whose data indicate a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions/expulsions of students with disabilities for greater than 10 days within specific race/ethnicity groups.
Action Steps:
1. KDE will develop a protocol for root cause analysis for use by districts.
2. KDE will require districts with significant discrepancies to:
a. Develop an analysis of suspension/expulsion data at the individual student level, using the root cause analysis protocol.  The districts will submit their analyses and action plans to DLS for approval.
b. Develop a proactive system for tracking and correcting individual student non-compliance related to Indicator 4B.
c. Secure training and technical assistance based on root cause analysis for the implementation of positive behavior interventions and supports at targeted schools in the districts.  
d. Submit prescribed documentation to the Special Education Co-op and DLS on an ongoing basis. 

	Evaluation
	
KDE will conduct a follow-up on-site visit to verify systemic changes and review individual student corrections of non-compliance for Indicator 4B.

	Timeline
	
FFY 2008-2014

	Resources
	
DLS; Special Education Co-ops;  cross-reference KY Department of Education Achievement Gap Delivery Plan – item 4.2, page 3 (http://education.ky.gov/CommOfEd/CDU/Documents/Gap%20Delivery%20%20Plan.pdf);  – Consolidated planning and use of data/ (ASSIST) for school improvement and implementation of PBIS strategies, and

KY Department of Education College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan, Strategy 1, p. 8, Collection and Use of Data: Persistence to Graduation (early warning system with suspension as a student risk flagging feature) http://education.ky.gov/commofed/cdu/documents/ccr%20delivery%20plan.pdf 

























Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 5:  Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:
A.	Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;
B.	Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and
C.	In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: 
A.	Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
B.	Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
C.  Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served in separate schools, residential facilities, or    homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
Kentucky has made significant gains in increasing the percentage of time special education students spend in the general education classroom.  Precipitated by the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) in 1990, Kentucky is committed to providing Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) for students with disabilities.  
During the 2010-11 academic year, schools and districts began to implement the Kentucky Core Academic Standards for Mathematics and English/language arts. These documents serve as the basis of instruction for all students, including those with disabilities across all categorical areas. Additionally, students with disabilities are included in the Kentucky Performance Rating for Educational Progress (K-Prep) assessment.  
An integrated preschool program for all three-year-old children with disabilities and for students who are income-eligible at the age of four is an integral component of Senate Bill 1 that has promoted success in this area.  The provision of early intervention services in a fully integrated preschool program decreases the number of children with special needs who require supports in special education services for all or part of their instructional day. 
At the federal level, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the 2004 Reauthorization of IDEA have further motivated schools to deliver the core content to students with disabilities in the general education classroom staffed by content-certified teachers meeting NCLB’s highly qualified requirements. These laws have also contributed to the significant gains Kentucky has made in this area.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):
	A.
	Served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	62%

	B.
	Served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	11.7%

	C.
	Served in other public or private schools, residential placements, or homebound / hospital placements
	*2.30%


*The 2.30% is a change from the 4% Kentucky reported in the 2005 SPP submission.   The data was reported incorrectly due to a calculation error.

Discussion of Baseline Data: 
An analysis of the FFY 2003 and 2004 Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) data as well as a review of substantiated complaints, hearings, and mediations, indicates only nine of Kentucky’s 178 districts had IDEA violations based on Least Restrictive Environment (LRE).  Included in the district number are the Kentucky School for the Deaf and the Kentucky School for the Blind. [Note:  In FFY 2008, Kentucky has 176 districts, including KSB and KSD.]
Moreover, Kentucky’s placement of students in the general education classroom is higher than the national average.  The above figures are based on Kentucky’s December 1 Child Count Data that reports placement options as 80% or more time in the general education setting; 40 to 80% of the instructional day in general education setting; and less than 40% in the general education program.  Other students are tracked as receiving services in a public day school, private day school, public residential school, private residential school, home/hospital services, correctional facilities, and placement by parents in private schools.  Children who are home schooled are considered by legislation to be enrolled in private school placements. 
Although not required by Indicator 5, KDE collects data on the number of children placed in the general education classroom 40-80% of the day.  In FFY 2004, 24% of students with disabilities are placed in the general education classroom between 40-80% of the day. 
The Division of Learning Services (DLS) and the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children reviewed annual trend child count data from the last three years to establish Kentucky’s targets for the next three years.  In setting the measurable and rigorous targets in the 2005 SPP, the state did not compromise the individual needs of the child as determined by the Admissions and Release Committee (ARC).  Placement decisions will continue to be the responsibility of the ARC and will be based on each child’s unique needs.  

The validity and reliability of the Section 618 data are addressed in Indicator 20. 

	FFY
	5A Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005
	Increase the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day from 62 percent to 62.5 percent.

	2006
	Increase the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day from 62.5 percent to 63 percent.

	2007
	Increase the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day from 63 percent to 63.5 percent.

	2008
	Increase the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day from 63.5 percent to 64 percent.

	2009
	Increase the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day from 64 percent to 64.5 percent.  

	2010
	Increase the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day from 64.5 percent to 65 percent.  

	2011
	Maintain the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day at 65 percent.  

	2012
	Maintain the percentage of students served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day at 65 percent.  



	FFY
	5B Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005
	Decrease the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.7% to 11.6%.

	2006
	Decrease the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.6% to 11.5%.

	2007
	Decrease the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.5% to 11.4%.

	2008
	Decrease the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.4% to 11.2%.

	2009
	Decrease the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.2% to 11.1%.

	2010
	Decrease the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.1% to 11.0%.

		2011	
	Maintain the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day at 11.0%.

	2012
	Maintain the percentage of students served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day at 11.0%.

	FFY
	5C Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005

	Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools by .05 percent.

	2006
	Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools by .05 percent.

	2007
	Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools by .05 percent.

	2008
	Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools by .05 percent.

	2009
	Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools by .05 percent.

	2010
	Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools by .05 percent.

	2011
	Maintain the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools at 2.0%.

	2012
	Maintain the percentage of students receiving their special education services in public and private residential day schools at 2.0%.



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
The activities for Indicators 3 and 5 are combined.  See Indicator 3.

Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
	Monitoring Priority: LRE for children ages 3 through 5


Indicator 6: Percent of children ages 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:
A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and 
B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: 
A. Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
B. Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate schools or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)} times 100.





Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
In analyzing data for this indicator, KDE used data collected in its preschool program performance report for all students with IEPs aged 3 through 5. All school districts are required to submit accurate data at the end of June of that school year.  Data collected from both FFY2010 and FFY2011 were used to set measurable and rigorous targets. 

Baseline Data from FFY 2011:
6A- 63.36% of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPS attending a regular early childhood education program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program.
6B- 6.81% of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPS attending a separate special education class, separate school of residential facility.

Discussion of Baseline Data:
In setting baselines for Indicator 6A and 6B data from both FFY2010 and FFY2011 were used to set measurable and rigorous targets. The percentage of children attending a regular early childhood program in FFY2010 was 62.80% which is .56% less than FFY2011. The percentage of children attending a separate education class, separate school or residential facility in the FFY2010 was 8.08% which is 1.27% greater than FFY2011.  



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target for Indicator 6A

	2005
(2005-2006)
	N/A

	2006
(2006-2007)
	N/A

	2007
(2007-2008)
	N/A

	2008
(2008-2009)
	N/A

	2009
(2009-2010)
	N/A

	2010
(2010-2011)
	N/A

	2011
(2011-2012)
	N/A

	2012
(2012-2013)
	Maintain the percentage of students of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program 63.3%.





	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target for Indicator 6B

	2005
(2005-2006)
	N/A

	2006
(2006-2007)
	N/A

	2007
(2007-2008)
	N/A

	2008
(2008-2009)
	N/A

	2009
(2009-2010)
	N/A

	2010
(2010-2011)
	N/A

	2011
(2011-2012)
	N/A

	2012
(2012-2013)
	Maintain the percentage of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate schools or residential facility at 6.81%.



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources (through 2012):
FFY2011 is the first time reporting for Indicator 6 has been required. The State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) gave input to KDE and approved target determination for Indicator 6. KDE will review district level data to determine those districts that will require training and consultation/ technical assistance for data analysis and action planning to improve the percent of children age 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program and/or classroom. KDE will provide training and consultation/ technical assistance through the Regional Training Centers (RTCs). In setting the measurable and rigorous targets, the state did not compromise the individual needs of the child as determined by the Admissions and Release Committee (ARC). Placement decisions will continue to be the responsibility of the ARC and will be based on each child’s unique needs.








Part B State Performance Plan for 2005-2012

Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services in Natural Environments

Indicator 7: Percent of preschoolers with IEPs who demonstrated improved:
	  A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
	  B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early
      language/communication) and;
	  C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

	Measurement: 
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
If a + b + c + d +e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.
B.	Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy):
a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.
C.	Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs: 
a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 





Overview of Issue/Description of System 
In 2009-2010, Kentucky was in the fourth of five years of phase-in of the state-wide student progress measurement system, based on the continuous assessment of all children participating in the public preschool program.  This report summarizes data collected in Fall and Winter 2009 and Spring 2010, which includes progress data for districts participating in phases 1 through 4. 

For this report, progress data includes children from a total of 78 school districts, 33 of which were local school districts added to the previous 45 participating school districts for the FFY 2008 report. The table below outlines the status of data collection and analyses for each of the five years of phase-in.

Schedule and Numbers for Data Collection and Analyses
	Phase-in 
Year
	Data Collection
	Reporting
Requirements
	Data Analysis


	
	Districts
	Students
	
	Districts
	Students

	2006-2007
	
23
	8,500
	Entry Data
	23
	8,500

	2007-2008
	45
	10,500
	Progress Data
	23
	8,500

	2008-2009
	78
	22,460
	Progress Data
	45
	10,500

	2009-2010
	116
	27,277
	Progress Data
	78
	22,460

	2010-2011
	127
	32,500
	Progress Based on Targets
	116
	27,277

	2011-2012
	174
	32,500
	Progress Based on Targets
	174
	32,500



From a list of 10 Kentucky approved assessment instruments for monitoring children’s progress, local districts used the following: 
· Assessment, Evaluation and Programming System for Infants and Children, Second Edition (AEPS; Bricker et al., 2002); 
· Brigance Early Inventory of Early Development II (Brigance, 2004); 
· Carolina Curriculum for Preschoolers with Special Needs (CCPSN;  Johnson-Martin et al., 2004); 
· Creative Curriculum (Dodge et al., 2001); 
· Learning Accomplishment Profile Third Edition (LAP-3; Sanford et al., 2004); 
· HELP for Preschoolers: Assessment & Curriculum Guide (VORT Corporation, 1995); 
· High/Scope Child Observation Record (COR; High/Scope, 2003);  and 
· Work Sampling System and Work Sampling for Head Start (WSS; Dichtelmiller, et al., 2001).  

Recommended assessment tools for the state were selected based on technical adequacy, inclusion of functional goals and multiple domains, utility for diverse populations, opportunity for multiple modalities for collecting data, involvement of families, current use in the field, and ease of administration.  Local districts were instructed to assess children within 6 weeks of entering preschool and each successive spring and fall during which they were enrolled, and to assess children within 4 weeks of their start date if enrolled after the fall data point.

Data Collection: 
Two types of data were collected.  First, demographic data on each child were gathered from the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) student information system (Infinite Campus) and imported into a statewide data platform, the Kentucky Early Childhood Data System (KEDS).  Each record was verified by district personnel (e.g., preschool coordinator or classroom teacher) and additional demographic information captured. 
Second, item-level assessment data were collected from classroom teachers for all students in their classroom using either on-line/web-based, diskette, or paper/pencil formats, per publisher specifications. Data were either exported or entered into the KEDS system. Once all assessment data had been exported, they were matched to demographic data using the state-issued unique identifier, and imported into SPSS for analysis. 

Training: 
On-site and video-conference training sessions were conducted to train preschool staff on approved methods for collecting student data. KDE and KEDS staff conducted on-site meetings with preschool coordinators and staff in the fall and spring for all school districts, as well as provided presentations at local and state conferences regarding KEDS. Frequent ongoing technical assistance (TA) has been provided by KDE, Preschool Regional Training Centers, and KEDS staff. 

Data Analyses: 
Data analyses for assessments were based on two levels of detailed crosswalks. First, specific items on each approved assessment instrument were aligned to the KY standards via benchmarks by the publisher for each assessment tool, then reviewed, revised, and approved by state early childhood staff.  Subsequently, each assessment instrument crosswalk was reviewed in detail by an expert panel (including assessment and child development experts) to assure its alignment with KY benchmarks and standards, as well as the developmental continuum included for each benchmark.  This process included cross-assessment analyses.  Once that process was completed, the expert panel mapped individual items to benchmarks and the three OSEP outcomes, and then age-anchored items and benchmarks.  

For age-anchors, the panel utilized each instrument’s age intervals where available, other approved instrument age levels for similar items, and recommended behavioral sequences (Cohen and Gross, 1979) as guides. Item assignment to each benchmark was also investigated using extant literature on child development and developmental biology as well as expert opinion. 

Following these procedures, items were assigned to a six month age band to determine “age-appropriate functioning.” All instrument crosswalks were updated as instruments were revised by publishers. A second level crosswalk was then completed to correlate KDE’s benchmarks and standards to the three OSEP child outcomes. The second level crosswalk was used to identify, by instrument, specific assessment items correlated to each benchmark and standard to allow for analyses of student progress on the OSEP outcomes.  

Description of data set:
Students enrolled in the state preschool program (including all students receiving services under the Part B, Section 619 program) with at least two complete data points (e.g., assessed at least twice with an approved assessment) were included in the analyses. 

Specific criteria for inclusion were: (a) students had been in the program a minimum of six months, (b) identifying student information (state-issued identification number and demographic information) was verified in the KEDS system, (c) assessment data were collected with one of the state-approved instruments via publisher-approved methods (web-based, diskette, or paper/pencil), and d) assessment data were at least 75% complete. 



Methodology:
Five Preschool Regional Training Centers continued to provide technical assistance (TA) to school districts in the appropriate use of assessment tools and publishers’ data entry systems. Validity measures have been presented and discussed with district preschool coordinators at regional and state meetings, and districts are currently implementing plans to measure the accuracy of assessment data at the local level. 

Several districts reported frequent opportunity to practice item scoring on assessments and more than two-thirds of all districts reported assessment data was checked for accuracy and completeness before submission to KEDS.  A guidance document which outlined suggestions for improving reliability measures was maintained, disseminated via training sessions, posted on the KEDS website, and presented at state-wide conferences. 

To ensure data entry reliability, two data cleaning phases were implemented by KEDS staff.  First, demographic fields collected within the KEDS system were reviewed to ensure all data matched children’s state-issued identification number.  This process allowed for the deletion of duplicate assessments and removal of assessments where a student ID could not be found.  

The second phase involved analyses of assessment instrument scoring and distributions.  To begin, all assessments collected through the KEDS system from publisher-approved methods were merged with the cleaned demographic information mentioned earlier.  Then, frequency procedures were used to obtain the distributions for individual items within each assessment instrument.  Items that were assigned scores incorrectly were investigated; missing data was imputed as permitted by basal and ceiling rules per each publisher. 

All remaining variables were re-coded into dichotomous variables to reflect age-appropriate functioning.  Each item was assigned a score of 0 (not age-appropriate functioning) or 1 (age-appropriate functioning) based on the crosswalk work of the expert panel. The assigned item score was based on the student’s age at the time of assessment.  

Subsequent to recoding crosswalked variables, a percent score was computed for each OSEP outcome.  In order to obtain the percent score, each recoded item within an age band was counted and a sum score recorded.  The sum score was then divided by the number of items, resulting in a percentage of age-appropriate functioning within each outcome.  A percent was calculated for each OSEP outcome by age level and assessment tool; thus, percent was the common metric by which progress was measured.  Each percent within each assessment instrument was investigated to ensure that no outliers were present.  

After calculating the percent score for each age level, a grand mean was calculated for each data point to obtain results across age levels and time.  A difference score was then calculated in order to measure progress from the fall of 2009 to the spring of 2010.  

For complete student assessment records received[footnoteRef:1], the following table provides information on the fall and spring data points, followed by the number of students exiting the system who had at least two points of data across the last three years (2007-2010). [1: 
] 





Assessment According to Instrument

	Assessment
	Fall 2009
	Spring 2010
	Exiting Pairs[footnoteRef:2] [2: 
] 


	AEPS
	307
	159
	35

	Creative Curriculum
	12756
	9826
	6540

	Brigance
	308
	330
	200

	COR
	725
	103
	03

	Work Sampling-Head Start
	3922
	4320
	2664

	Work Sampling
	336
	345
	220

	Lap-3
	449
	710
	290

	Carolina Curriculum
	238
	189
	82

	HELP
	0
	0
	0

	Two or more assessments
	--
	--
	75

	Totals
	19041
	15982
	10106


[footnoteRef:3] Complete data and two assessments do not imply that student has met inclusion criteria for exiting analysis. [3: 
] 

[footnoteRef:4] Exiting pairs are based on students who have been receiving Part B Section 619 services since spring 2007. [4: 
] 

3No exiting students with COR data had complete data (demographic/ assessment data).

Data analyses for the five levels of functioning were determined as follows: 
(a) Children who did not improve (i.e., children who showed no improvement in scores), 
(b) Children who improved but did not move significantly nearer to same-aged peers (i.e., children whose score improved, but whose spring 2010 score was less than 50 percent), 
(c) Children who improved but did not reach same-aged peers (i.e. children whose score improved to between 50 and 80 percent of age-appropriate functioning),
(d) Children who reached same-aged peers (i.e., children whose scores improved such that their spring 2010 scores were 80 percent of age-appropriate functioning or greater), and,  
(e) Children who maintained functioning comparable to same-aged peers (i.e., children whose scores were 80 percent of age-appropriate functioning or better in fall 2009 and spring 2010). 

Quality Assurance: 
Several procedures were implemented to ensure the accuracy and completeness of assessment data. Website data entry has limited options as defined by each of the assessment tools to reduce errors (for example, AEPS scores of only 0, 1, or 2 can be selected). Data were then cleaned as outlined above and analyzed by KEDS staff.  Procedures to ensure quality monitoring of data accuracy and completeness were also presented to district preschool coordinators in fall leadership meetings.

Progress Data:
The fourth year of progress data for students with IEPs exiting in 2009-2010 is presented in the tables below. 


Table 1a. Progress data 2009-2010 for Indicator A for exiting children with IEPs

	A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	#  of children
	% of children

	a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning
	2
	.1

	b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	479
	16.5

	c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach
	744
	25.6

	d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1457
	50.2

	e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	222
	7.6

	Total
	N = 2,904
	100%




Table 1b. Progress data 2009-2010 for Indicator B for 4-year-old children with IEPs

	B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and  skills (including early language/communication and early literacy):
	#  of children
	% of children

	a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning
	2
	.1

	b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	856
	29.5

	c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach
	519
	17.9

	d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1057
	36.4

	e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	470
	16.2

	Total
	N = 2,904
	100%




Table 1c. Progress data 2009-2010 for Indicator C for 4-year-old children with IEPs

	C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	#  of children
	% of children

	a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning
	1
	0

	b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	392
	13.5

	c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach
	743
	25.6

	d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1300
	44.8

	e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	468
	16.1

	Total
	N = 2,904
	100%



Baseline Data for FFY2009:

Baseline Data for Preschoolers Exiting 2009-2010:

	Summary Statements
	% of children

	Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they exited the program
	82.1

	2.  The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	57.8

	Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy)

	1     Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they exited the program
	64.7

	 2.  The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	52.6

	Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

	1     Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned exited the program
	83.9

	 2.  The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	60.9


Discussion of Baseline Data:
The baseline data reported for 2009-2010 represents progress data for 78 of 174 preschool districts in KY. The data include more districts than last year and appear to be more representative of expected student functioning. Concerted training and TA efforts to encourage districts to 1) send complete student assessment data, 2) accurately diagnose children, and 3) verify all demographic data in KEDS resulted in more accurate and complete data than prior years.  
Measurable and Rigorous Targets:
A meeting of key stakeholders including technical assistance providers, evaluators, and administrators was held to review the available data. The data for the current year were discussed, as well as expected performance for the next year as the phase-in of all KY districts is completed. 
The group indicated that the current data may reflect increased percentages of data from assessments with less specificity in scoring, as well as possible over-identification of students with disabilities. National data trends were also discussed and compared to state data trends. As the data set becomes more stable, pending the issues above, targets may be revised in the future.  Targets for FFY10, FFY11 and FFY12 were established based on OSEP guidelines for target-setting.

Targets for Preschoolers Exiting in FFY10 (2010-11), FFY11 (2011-2012) and FFY12 (2012-2013) Reported in Feb 2012, Feb 2013 and Feb 2014

	
Summary Statements
	Baseline 2009-2010
	Targets for FFY10
 (% of children)
	Targets for FFY11
 (% of children)
	Targets for 
FFY 12
(% of children)

	Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	

	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	82.1
	72
	73
	74

	2.  The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	57.8
	50
	52
	54

	Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy)
	

	1     Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	64.7
	64
	65
	66

	 2.  The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	52.6
	48
	50
	52

	Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	

	1     Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	83.9
	70
	71
	72

	 2.  The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	60.9
	50
	52
	54



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources
KY has instituted a number of policies and procedures to help improve the collection of student data and for implementation of appropriate assessments of students for determining progress. As of winter 2009, all districts participated in the Infinite Campus data system. With continued training and TA support, it is anticipated that demographic and assessment data collection will improve in terms of comprehensiveness and accuracy for all districts. In addition, the Regional Training Centers have assumed greater responsibility for training districts in data reliability and validity for implementation of assessment instruments. The RTCs will also be crucial in providing training during the transition of many districts from Creative Curriculum to Teaching Strategies Gold. 
Improvement activities will extend to FFY 2012 and include continued support to districts in their submission of complete and accurate data assessments for both fall and spring collection periods.  Developing communication processes among preschool, Infinite Campus and KEDS personnel to assure accurate and effective transfer of demographic data from Infinite Campus to KEDS is an additional activity for FFY 2010-2012. 

Activity for Indicator 7
	Indicator 7
Improvement Activity 

	
Develop assessment system for measuring progress, based upon appropriate practice for young children birth through four and Kentucky Early Childhood Standards.

Action Steps:  
1. Phase 4 districts begin reporting.
2. Status (first point of data) data will be collected.  Report will include percent of children who are at age equivalence and those who are not.
3. Stakeholder group to review data and set baselines and targets for summary statements in the SPP.
4. Modifications to the KEDS system will continue as needed.
5. Training and technical assistance to districts continues. 

	Evaluation
	Status report of each action step; preliminary data runs.

	Resources
	KDE Early Childhood Staff, Early Childhood Regional Training Centers (RTCs), University of Kentucky, Kentucky Early Childhood Data System (KEDS) staff, In-state Early Childhood experts, Early Childhood Outcomes Center and National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC) 

	Timeline
	2008-2012

	Status
	Completed action steps 1 – 3; continuing 4 & 5 




Activity for Indicator 7
	Indicator 7
Improvement Activity 

	
Develop assessment system for measuring progress, based upon appropriate practice for young children birth through four and Kentucky Early Childhood Standards.

Action Steps:  
1. Phase 5 districts begin reporting. All districts reporting assessment data at this point.
2. Status (first point of data) data will be collected.  Report will include percent of children who are at age equivalence and those who are not.
3. Comparison of state assessment data to targets will occur as part of yearly report to the US Department of Education.
4. Revision to targets may occur depending upon the full set of data from all districts.

	Evaluation
	Status report of each action step; preliminary data runs

	Resources
	KDE Early Childhood Staff, Early Childhood Regional Training Centers (RTCs), University of Kentucky, Kentucky Early Childhood Data System (KEDS) staff, In-state Early Childhood experts, Early Childhood Outcomes Center and National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC) 

	Timeline
	2009-2012

	Status
	Completed action steps 1 - 2




Activity for Indicator 7
	Indicator  7
Improvement Activity 

	
Address complete data assessments for Kentucky Early Childhood Data System (KEDS) Fall & Spring data points

Action Steps:  
1. Meet with Infinite Campus, Kentucky Early Childhood Data System (KEDS)  and KDE staff to discuss issues with demographic data downloads from Infinite Campus
2. Develop communication process among Infinite Campus, KEDS and KDE to address questions or issues concerning accuracy of data downloads 
3. Design and Implement targeted training and technical assistance to districts for entry of complete demographic data into Infinite Campus and assessment data to KEDS

	Evaluation
	Status report of each action step; preliminary data runs

	Resources
	KDE Early Childhood Staff, KDE Infinite Campus Staff, KDE Division of Learning Services (DLS) Staff, Early Childhood Regional Training Centers (RTCs), University of Kentucky, Kentucky Early Childhood Data System (KEDS) staff 

	Timeline
	2010-12

	Status
	Begin January 2011











































Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 8:  Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A)) 
	Measurement: 
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Parent involvement for both general education and special education has been an issue for many years in Kentucky.  In 1995, the Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) issued a Policy Statement on a Parent and Family Involvement Initiative.  More recently, the Kentucky Commissioner’s Parent Advisory Council released a report in 2007, entitled The Missing Piece of the Proficiency Puzzle. The report has been widely circulated and discussed, particularly for its recommendations on how parents, families and communities can assist children in reaching proficiency.

Since the establishment of the first federal Annual Performance Report for FFY 2003, Kentucky has gathered data regarding districts’ provision of information and supports to parents of children with disabilities, particularly through the efforts of KDE’s Parent Resource Centers (PRCs).   Since 1987, the twelve PRCs have been an invaluable source of support and information to parents whose children have educational disabilities.   PRCs have assisted parents in learning about IDEA and have supported parents in a number of ways, including IDEA training, multiple day workshops and leadership training.  The PRCs’ activities, both local and regional, have supplied parents of children with disabilities with educational concepts, data, information and resources throughout its 20-year history.

The original FFY 2003 APR contained a parent involvement indicator.  KDE obtained much of its data for the Report from the efforts of the PRCs and other statewide parent groups.  Much of the information reported for the APR involved activities, trainings  and resources developed for the benefit of parents whose children received services under IDEA.

The Annual Performance Report was revised in 2005 and became the State Performance Plan (SPP). Although parent involvement remained an indicator in the SPP, the focus switched from counting activities and efforts, to improving outcomes for students with disabilities.  Indicator 8, the SPP Indicator for parent involvement, focused on parents’ reports of how well schools facilitate their involvement in their child’s education, in order to improve services and results for students with disabilities.
KDE was unable to obtain the data needed for SPP Indicator 8 in FFY 2005.  KDE had data on “effort” required by FFY 2003 APR.  It also had data from the Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) on legal compliance with IDEA.  However, neither set of data answered the question posed by Indicator 8 –do parents report that the school facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.  
In its June 15, 2007 Response Letter, OSEP cited KDE for an IDEA noncompliance due to KDE’s inability to timely obtain Indicator 8 data for the February 1, 2007 submission of the SPP.  The FFY 2005 SPP set forth the activities KDE would undertake and a timetable for complying with the Indicator.  The main activity involved working with the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) and a vendor, who could develop the parent survey, score the results, analyze the data and issue a final report to KDE.  
KDE has complied with OSEP’s requirements by timely performing the activities in the SPP.  Survey data from parents for FFY 2005 were collected in Spring 2007 for the baseline year.  These data are contained below under Baseline Data.   A second survey of parents was finished in Fall 2007 for FFY 2006.  These data are reflected in the FFY 2006 APR for Indicator 8, again as described in the Activities for last year’s SPP.
The Parent Survey
KDE collected baseline data from parents of students with disabilities using the NCSEAM “Parent Survey – Special Education” survey instrument Version C2.  The survey has 100 questions specific to parents of students who receive special education services.  States were given the option of surveying parents on 100 questions or on the first 25 questions of the survey.  The Division of Learning Services (DLS) chose to distribute the first 25 questions in an effort to reduce the amount of time parents spent in answering the survey.  
The first 25 survey questions identify specific efforts schools make when partnering with parents. The survey generated data for Indicator 8 and provided DLS with information on how to better increase parent involvement.  A copy of the survey instrument, “Parent Survey – Special Education” Version C2, is found below as Table 3. 
Sampling. 
DLS decided to use the National Post-school Outcome Center (NPSO) sampling calculator used by DLS for SPP Indicator 14.  The NPSO Sampling Calculator was developed expressly to assist states in establishing a technically sound, random sample of school leavers (students leaving school) for Indicator 14.  DLS conferred with NPSO regarding the use of the Sampling Calculator for Indicator 8.  NPSO advised DLS that it was appropriate to use the calculator for Indicator 8.
DLS used the NPSO Sampling Calculator for both Indicators 8 and 14 for two reasons.  Since the Sampling Calculator was expressly prepared by an OSEP technical assistance provider for use with the SPP, DLS believes it to be technically sound.  Additionally, the Sampling Calculator has a six- year cycle (except for the yearly sampling of the two largest districts) whereby all Kentucky districts are sampled at least once during the six years of the SPP.  By using the same sampling plan, districts results for Indicators 8 and 14 can be compared each year.  The goal is to see if there is a connection between parent involvement and post-school outcomes for students with disabilities.
OSEP questioned the soundness of the sampling plans for both Indicators 8 and 14 in its June 15, 2007 OSEP Response Letter.  KDE forwarded the Sampling Plans for approval to WESTAT in Fall 2007.  Additional clarifying information was requested in December 2007.  KDE eventually received approval of the sampling plan for Indicators 8 and 14.  
Information regarding the soundness of the sampling plan follows:  
The random sample was drawn by utilizing the NPSO sampling calculator, which was developed expressly to assist states in establishing a technically sound random sample of school leavers. The sampling calculator is based on a mathematical formula (multi-way clustering algorithm) that calculates representative samples of school districts for a set number of years (i.e., a period of 5 years).  
School districts in the sample are required by DLS, to follow up with every former student who exited with an IEP one year earlier.  Districts are not given a choice regarding which year they will be in the sample.  Kentucky’s two largest school districts, Jefferson and Fayette Counties, are included in the sample each year by selecting a random sample of schools within each of these districts (based on Average Daily Membership (ADM).  The OSEP 6-year timetable and school districts within the sample for a given year are available at www.kypso.org and appear below in Table  4, Representative Sample as Determined by NPSO Sampling Calculator 2006 –2012.
Relative to small districts, Kentucky will not report any information on performance that would result in the disclosure of personally identifiable information about individual children or where the available data is insufficient to yield statistically reliable information.  Kentucky will adhere to the state’s established reportable cell size of ten (10) or larger.
The following variables for each of Kentucky’s school districts were entered into the calculator: total district population size; region (rural vs. urban); total number of students receiving special education; numbers of students in the following disability categories:  specific learning disability (SLD), Emotional Behavioral Disability (EBD), Mental Disability, including Mild Mental Disability and Functional Mental Disability (MMD and FMD); and all other disabilities; number of male vs. female students; number of students from minority backgrounds; number of students who are English Language Learners (ELL); and number of students who dropped out of school. These demographic variables are those specified by OSEP as being required to include for both sampling and reporting. 
After entering these data at the district level, state level data were then entered for each variable, using percentage as opposed to raw numbers. The state level data is necessary to determine how representative the calculated sample of districts is to Kentucky as a whole. Once these data are entered into the calculator, a list of districts for the yearly sample is generated in such a way as to be representative of the state at a specified level of confidence (+ or - 3%) on the variables included in the sampling calculator.  
DLS will coordinate with stakeholders to determine correlation of data from Indicator 14 and Indicator 8 to identify the impact of parent involvement on Post-school outcomes.  After these data are analyzed and compared, DLS will explore the connection between data from Indicators 8 and 14 and all other SPP Indicators.  
For Indicator 8, it was necessary to further develop the sampling plan to ensure participation of parents with children with disabilities across all age and grade levels.  A confidential student database created for Indicator 8. It includes students with disabilities ages 3-21 and the following information:
a. School name and code
b. System name and code
c. Student grade
d. Student area of eligibility
e. Student demographic data
f. Parent/guardian name
NCSEAM utilizes a process known as the Rasch data analysis to determine reliability and validity of the data gathering method.  Dr. Batya Elbaum, a consultant with NCSEAM, performed the Rasch analysis for Indicator 8 and provided it to KDE. 
DLS collected SPP baseline data in spring 2007.  The survey cover letter asked parents to reflect on the 2005-2006 school year (FFY 2005) as they completed the survey.
Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):  28%
The Measurement used to obtain the baseline percentage was the number of parents responding to the survey who reported schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities (323 parents), divided by the total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities (1157 parents), multiplied by 100 to obtain the percentage (28%).   
The statewide percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means for improving services and results for children with disabilities is 28%.  Table 1 contains the raw data used to obtain the baseline data.

Discussion of Baseline Data:
Survey Administration
Surveys were distributed to 37% of parents of a child (age 3-21) receiving special education services in each of the 33 districts sampled.  See Table 4.  This included the two Kentucky districts whose average daily attendance (ADA) totals 50,000 or more. KDE also developed and posted an online survey to capture the exact information as the paper-based survey using the same format.  
The survey included the 25-item SEPPS and demographic items, such as student age, ethnicity, and IDEA category of disability.  Data was analyzed through a process called the Rasch measurement framework as recommended by NCSEAM.  The online version captured the exact information using the same format as the paper-based version.  The online version also captured data on the district on which the parent is reporting, for the purpose of establishing data specific to each district.  This information will be used for illustration purposes in 2008 by DLS to determine district performance on this indicator, as well as analysis of correlations between Indicators 9, 10, and 14.  
NCSEAM developed the SEPPS to provide states with a valid and reliable instrument for measuring the extent to which parents perceive that schools facilitate their involvement.   KDE selected this instrument as it includes items that have been selected as part of NCSEAM’s National Item Validation Study.  The KDE recognized the results of NCSEAM’s data analyses, which supported the high reliability and validity of SEPPS.  It was determined by NCSEAM that reliability of .90 or above could be achieved with the 25 item survey.  
The reliability of the SEPPS measures for the Kentucky sample was determined in the Rasch framework to be .92, indicating a high level of stability in the obtained SEPPS measures.  Each measure reflects the extent to which the parent indicated that schools facilitated that parent’s involvement.  The measures of all respondents were averaged to yield a mean measure reflecting the overall performance of the state in regard to schools’ facilitation of parent involvement. 
A total of 1,157 parents submitted a completed survey, representing a response rate of 11.8%.  This number exceeds the minimum number required for an adequate confidence level based on established survey sample guidelines.  
Statewide Percentage on Race/Ethnicity Distribution in the Sample:
While the sampling plan was not designed to yield a representative sample of parents within the distribution of race/ethnicity DLS initiated an internal data analysis to establish comparability of the sampling plan to Kentucky’s student population. See Table 2, which presents the distribution of the sample by race/ethnicity (for illustration purposes only).   

Table 2
	Distribution of Race/Ethnicity in the Sample

	Race/Ethnicity 
	N
	Percentage* Of Sample
	 Kentucky** Population Percentage

	White
	945
	82%
	86.6%

	Black or African – American
	137
	12%
	10.5%

	Hispanic or Latino
	19
	2%
	1.8%

	Asian or Pacific Islander
	9
	1%
	0.9%***

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	3
	<1%
	0.2%


*Percentages have been rounded and may not total 100%.
**KDE utilized data reported by the National Assessment for Educational Progress (NAEP), Kentucky State Profile Data that contributes to DLS’ analysis by establishing a comparison of Kentucky’s distribution of race/ethnicity within the total student 
**SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD), “State Nonfiscal Survey of Public Elementary/Secondary Education,” 2003-2004. 
***Common Core Data, school year 2005-2006 (non-adjuncted) population to the sampling plan.  This analysis resulted in the finding that, while intended for illustration purposes only, data are closely representative of Kentucky.
Measurable and Rigorous Targets
DLS met with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) in October 2007 to review baseline data and Kentucky’s data collection sampling plan.  The SAPEC set the Measurable and Rigorous Targets for Indicator 8, which are in the table below:

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005

	Twenty-eight percent (28%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2006

	Twenty-eight and a half percent (28.5%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2007

	Twenty-nine percent (29%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2008

	Twenty-nine and a half percent (29.5%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2009

	Thirty percent (30%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2010

	Thirty and a half percent (30.5%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2011
	Thirty-one percent (31%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2012
	Thirty-one and a half percent (31.5%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
Activity for Indicator 8
	Indicator 8
Improvement Activity  
	KDE will generate increased parent responses to the Indicator 8 survey.
Action Steps:
1. KDE will update the cover letter using suggestions from the previous year.
2. DLS will notify parent groups and districts of the survey sampling schedule, to alert parents in the sampled districts and request their participation.
3. KDE/DLS will publicize the availability of the online survey and ensure direct parent access by posting a survey description and links on the KDE home page. The link on the KDE website will be a separate link from the link in the paper survey supplied to parents in the sample.
4. DLS will communicate the purpose and availability of the on-line survey through notification to districts, Special Education Cooperatives and partnering agencies.
5.  DLS consultant and KyPSO will oversee and monitor the online survey and respond to parent questions.
6. KDE/HDI will send out an announcement template that LEAS may use to notify parents that the Parent Survey is coming in two weeks.

	Evaluation
	Ongoing evaluation tracking of survey response rate and categorizing responses by type of survey (paper or online), district, region, and disability category. 

	Timeline
	
FFY 2010-2012


	Resources
	
DLS,  KY-SPIN, PRCs, Special Education Cooperatives, HDI     
   




Activity for Indicator 8
	
Indicator 8 Improvement Activity  

	KDE will work with districts to help facilitate parent involvement.  
Action Steps:
1. KDE will add Indicator 8 survey items to the current KCMP self-assessment.

2. DLS and Co-ops will provide districts with technical assistance on the survey, focusing on the three lowest rated survey items that “need improvement.”

3. Districts will report to KDE on the three lowest-rated items and develop improvement plans as part of the KCMP.

4. DLS will collaborate with the Co-ops in writing the Indicator 8 section of KCMP manual for Spring reporting.

5. DLS will conduct a technical assistance webinar for Indicator 8 KCMP reporting. 

6. KDE will place parent resources for involvement on its web page, with UK/HDI and DLS collaborating on content. 

7. KDE will include a “How Districts Can Increase Facilitation of Parent Involvement” section on its web site.


	Evaluation
	KDE will monitor the number of “hits” to the parent information page on its website, and conduct desk audits of districts with the lowest percentage of agreement on the Parent Survey to ensure that appropriate district strategies are developed.

	Timeline
	
FFY 2010-2012


	Resources
	
DLS; Co-ops 




Activity for Indicators 8 and 14

	 
Indicators 8 and 14 Improvement Activity 
	Increase use of online ILP by both students and parents

	Evaluation
	 Monitoring of ILP usage.

	Timeline
	Ongoing

	Resources
	College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan 
http://education.ky.gov/commofed/cdu/documents/ccr%20delivery%20plan.pdf

Kentucky Post School Outcomes center

	Status
	New Activity




Table 3
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Table 4
Representative Sample as Determined by NPSO Sampling Calculator 2006 –2012 

	District
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013
	2013-2014

	Adair County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Allen County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Anchorage Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Anderson County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Ashland Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	August Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Ballard County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Barbourville Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Bardstown Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Barren County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Bath County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Beechwood Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Bell County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Bellvue Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Berea Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Boone County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Bourbon County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Bowling Green Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Boyd County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Boyle County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Bracken County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Breathitt County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Breckinridge County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Bullitt County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Burgin Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Butler County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Caldwell County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Calloway County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Campbell County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Campbellsville Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Carlisle County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Carroll County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Carter County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	X
	
	

	Casey County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Caverna Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Christian County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Clay County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Clinton County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Cloverport Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Corbin Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Covington Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Crittenden County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Cumberland County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Danville Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Daviess County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Dawson Springs Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Dayton Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	East Bernstadt Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Edmonson County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Elizabethtown Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Elliott County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Eminence Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Erlanger Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Estill County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Fairview Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Fayette County
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Fleming County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Floyd County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Frankfort Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Franklin County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Ft. Thomas Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Fulton County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Fulton Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Gallatin County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Garrard County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Glasgow Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Grant County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Graves County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Grayson County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Green County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Greenup County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Hancock County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Hardin County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Harlan County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Harlan Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Harrison County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Harrodsburg Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Hart County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Hazard Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Henderson County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Henry County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Hickman County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Hopkins county
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Jackson County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Jackson Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Jefferson County
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Jenkins Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Jessamine County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Johnson County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Kenton County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Kentucky School for the Blind
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 
	X
	
	

	Kentucky School for the Deaf
	X
	X
	 
	 
	X
	
	X
	X

	Knott County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Knox County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Larue County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Laurel County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Lawrence County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Lee County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Leslie County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Letcher County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Lewis County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Lincoln County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Livingston County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Logan County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Ludlow Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Lyon County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Madison County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Magoffin County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Marion County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Marshall County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Martin County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Mason County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Mayfield Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	McCracken County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	McCreary County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	McLean County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Meade County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Menifee County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Mercer County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Metcalfe County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Middlesboro Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Monroe County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Montgomery County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Monticello Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Morgan County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Muhlenberg County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Murray Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Nelson County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Newport Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Nicholas County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Ohio County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Oldham County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Owen County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Owensboro Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Owsley County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Paducah Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Paintsville Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Paris Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Pendleton County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Perry County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Pike County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Pikeville Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Pineville Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Powell County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Pulaski County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Raceland Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Robertson County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Rockcastle County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Rowan County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Russell County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Russell Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Russellville Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Science Hill Independent
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Scott County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Shelby County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Silver Grove Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Simpson County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Somerset Independent
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Southgate Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Spencer County
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Taylor County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Todd County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Trigg County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Trimble County
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Union County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Walton-Verona Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Warren County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	Washington County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Wayne County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Webster County
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	X

	West Point Independent
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	X
	

	Whitley County
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	

	Williamsburg Independent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Williamstown Independent
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Wolfe County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Woodford County
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	




















Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction

	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


Indicator 9:  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))
	Measurement:
Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”
Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2008, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over and underrepresentation) of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc.  In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum 'n' size set by the State.  Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2008 reporting period, i.e., after June 30, 2009.  If inappropriate identification is identified, report on corrective actions taken.
Targets must be 0%.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Based on input from OSEP in its June 15, 2007 SPP approval letter and technical assistance on disproportionate representation brokered by Mid-South Regional Resource Center, KDE has revised SPP Indicator 9 as follows:
Indicator 9 is a SPP compliance indicator.  If KDE determines that a school district has disproportionate representation of racial/ ethnic groups in special education due to inappropriate identification, the district is found in violation of IDEA.  
Determining school district compliance with Indicator 9 is a two-step process.  First, KDE makes a determination that a school district has disproportionate representation of racial/ ethnic groups in special education by reviewing district- level data.  If the data indicates the district has disproportionate representation, the second inquiry is whether the disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification.  If KDE determines the district has disproportionate representation of racial/ ethnic groups receiving special education services due to inappropriate identification, KDE will cite the district for a violation of IDEA.  The district then has one year from receiving notification of the violation to come into compliance.
Step One - Defining Disproportionate Representation
KDE looked at different processes in defining disproportionate representation.  The process chosen was the “risk ratio” method, based on the racial and ethnic composition of Kentucky’s student population within each Kentucky school district.  Risk ratio is currently the recommended method for determining disproportionate representation for states with homogenous, non-diverse student populations. The vast majority of Kentucky school districts do not have a racially diverse student population.   For example, 50% of Kentucky’s Black student population resides in one district, with another 22% residing in only four districts. Thus, five districts have 72% of Kentucky’s Black student population. The remaining 169 districts have few or no nonwhite students in their student population.  

In using the risk ratio method to determine disproportionate representation, KDE is asking:

What is a specific racial/ethnic group’s risk of receiving special education and related services, as compared to the risk for all other students?

The equation for the risk ratio is calculated as follows:
Risk Ratio =	The racial or ethnic group’s “risk” of receiving special education and related services
Divided by 
The comparison group’s “risk” of receiving special education and related services

The risk ratio numerator (or the risk for the racial/ ethnic group of receiving special education) is obtained by dividing the total number of students in the specific racial/ ethnic group in the district into the number of district students of the racial/ ethnic group that are receiving special education.  The data used in the numerator come from the KDE Growth Factor Reports and KDE’s Section 618 data respectively.

The “comparison group” referred to in the denominator is defined as all other students that are not members of the particular racial/ ethnic group being examined.  For example, if the risk ratio is being calculated for students who are Black, all other students include students who are White, Hispanic, Native American, and Asian.  

The denominator for the risk ratio (the comparison group’s risk) is calculated by dividing the total number of all other students in the district who are not members of the racial/ethnic group into the number of all other students not of the particular racial/ethnic group that are receiving special education and related services within the district.  As with the numerator, the data in the denominator - the total number of all other students in the district and the number of district students in special education that are not members of the specific racial/ethnic group- are obtained from KDE’s Growth Factor Reports (available at www.education.ky.gov) and KDE’s Section 618 data respectively.

In calculating the risk ratio for each Kentucky school district, the specific racial/ ethnic group’s risk of receiving special education (the numerator) is divided by the comparison group’s risk of receiving special education (the denominator).  Thus, if the percentage of students in the racial/ethnic group receiving special education is the same percentage as all other students receiving special education within the district, the risk ratio is one (1).   If a racial/ ethnic group is twice as likely to receive special education as the comparison group, the risk ratio is two (2).

KDE has determined that if the school district’s risk ratio for the particular racial/ ethnic group to receive special education services is 2.0 or higher, the district will be determined to have disproportionate representation.  KDE will use a tiered approach to determine the degree to which disproportionate representation is present.  The tiers will also dictate the technical assistance or sanctions that KDE will use with the district.  The tiers are:


	Table 1

	Level
	Designation
	Risk Ratio

	1
	At Risk
	1.50- 1.99

	2
	Disproportionate Representation
	2.00 – 2.99

	3
	Significant Disproportionality
	3. 00 – 3.99

	4
	Most Significant Disproportionality
	4.00 or higher



For states like Kentucky with student populations that are generally not racially and ethnically diverse, experts recommend multiple measures to ensure that the risk ratios accurately identify disproportionate representation and are not the result of small sample size.  Using only the risk ratio to determine disproportionate representation for a racial/ethnic group with small numbers of students is risky.  Small sample size means that minor variances in the numbers of either the racial/ ethnic group or the comparison group can yield striking changes in the size of the risk ratio.  This makes determinations of disproportionate representation suspect, if obtained solely by using the risk ratio method.  Other factors must be utilized in conjunction with risk ratio for the determination of disproportionate representation to be valid.  

KDE believes that a district should not be subject to a finding of IDEA noncompliance based on data that, due to small numbers, may fluctuate widely from year to year. Moreover, KDE believes that reporting information on a district’s performance for a small group of students would result in the illegal disclosure of personally identifiable information about individual students. 

Since 169 of 174 Kentucky school districts do not have racially diverse student populations, KDE has determined that use of the risk ratio is only one part of the equation for determining whether a school district has disproportionate representation. Other factors include the number of students from the racial/ ethnic group in the district, and the number of district students receiving special education services who are in the racial/ ethnic group.  

KDE will implement the criteria for determining disproportionate representation as follows:
1. If the risk ratio for particular racial/ ethnic group is 2.0 or higher, and, 
2. If there are ten or more students in the racial/ ethnic group receiving special education services, and
3. If there are 50 or more students of that particular racial/ethnic group in the district.

Step Two – Is the Disproportionate Representation the Result of Inappropriate Identification? 

As noted in Step 1, determining disproportionate representation by using the three factors listed above is the first part of the process. The final step is determining whether the district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification of the district’s racial/ ethnic group members as special education students.

When a district is initially identified as having disproportionate representation, with a risk ratio of > 2.0, KDE will immediately utilize several methods to determine whether inappropriate identification is the reason:  

The district will be required to submit its policies and procedures to DLS for review.  The Division of Learning Services (DLS) will determine whether the district’s institutionalized practices as set forth in policies and procedures have caused inappropriate identification to occur.  Along with a review of district policies and procedures, KDE will use a district self-assessment as a second method of determining whether inappropriate identification is the reason that disproportionate representation exists in the district. 

For FFY 2005 and 2006, the Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) was the district self-assessment tool used by KDE for determining inappropriate identification.  During the KCMP process, KDE provided risk ratio data to districts for students with disabilities who are African-American or Hispanic.  (Data for these two groups are the only risk ratio data examined since Kentucky has no other racial/ ethnic groups of significant size.)  

All districts that have disproportionate representation or that are at risk of having disproportionate representation are categorized as Level 1, Level 2, Level 3 or Level 4.   The districts within the four levels are required to analyze their data to self-identify whether inappropriate identification is the reason for their elevated risk ratios.  Districts with risk ratios of less than 1.50 are directed to analyze their data and develop maintenance plans so that they can continue to be compliant.

[Note: Level 1 districts are considered “at risk”.  These districts have risk ratios between 1.5 and 1.99.  As part of the KCMP, Level 1 districts complete the self-assessment process and determine whether their “at risk” status is due to inappropriate identification.  If inappropriate identification is the reason the district is at risk, an improvement plan will be created and implemented by the district.  However, Level 1 districts are not deemed to have disproportionate representation and receive none of the consequences that districts with a risk ratio of >2 receive.] 

The KCMP self-assessment is due from the districts to KDE on January 30th of each year.  Since the APR is submitted to OSEP every year on February 1st, it is impossible for KDE to use the KCMP to determine whether a district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification.  

OSEP notified KDE in the June 2007 SPP Response Table that KDE’s current method of determining compliance with Indicator 9 was not acceptable.   As it was not possible to remedy the problem with the timing of the KCMP self-assessment in FFY 2006, KDE has developed a new process for determining inappropriate identification.  

Beginning with the FFY 2007 APR, KDE will begin using the abbreviated NCCRESt Disproportionality Review as a district self-assessment tool to assist in determining whether the district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification.  NCCRESt developed the tool for the purpose of determining whether a district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification, based on policies, procedures and practices.

KDE’s Section 618 data for FFY 2007 containing the number of students in racial/ ethnic groups receiving special education is submitted to OSEP in February of each year; thus, risk ratio calculations can be made by KDE in February.  Districts with a risk ratio of 1.5 or higher will be notified of their status in the spring of each year.  They will be sent the NCCRESt document if they have a risk ratio of > 1.5, and will return the self-assessment to DLS in autumn of each year.  The change in timing of the self-assessment process will allow DLS to determine whether each district is in compliance with Indicator 9 prior to the February 1st  APR submission date.

If a district that meets the ‘n’ size demonstrates that the disproportionate representation of > 2.0 is not the result of inappropriate identification, DLS will conduct an onsite review or desk audit to verify the district’s self-assessment findings.  If DLS agrees with the district’s NCCRESt self-assessment, the district will be deemed to be in compliance.  If the district concludes through its self-assessment that inappropriate identification has resulted in disproportionate representation, or if DLS makes a finding of noncompliance through a review of policies and procedures or a verification visit, the district will be found in violation of IDEA.

As noted above, in addition to the NCCRESt Review described above, DLS will review policies and procedures of all districts meeting the ‘n’ size that have a risk ratio of > 2.0, for both over-identification and under-identification. This will assist DLS in verifying whether a district’s disproportionate representation is due to policies and procedures that have led to inappropriate identification.  

DLS initially reviewed policy and procedures of all districts with significant disproportionality for FFY 2006 APR.  Since Kentucky’s IDEA regulations were not final until December 2007, the review was, by necessity, limited to those policies and procedures written prior to the 2004 IDEA Reauthorization.  

Due to OSEP’s concern that the policies and procedures reviewed by DLS were not current, districts will be required to adopt new policies and procedures written pursuant to the 2004 IDEA Reauthorization during the spring of 2008.  For FFY 2006, DLS will review the new policies and procedures of districts with disproportionate representation by the end of FFY 2007.  DLS will also review policies and procedures for districts identified with disproportionate representation in FFY 2007.  This will become an annual practice in determining whether districts’ disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification. 

Districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification will be given one year from the date of notification of the violation to come into compliance. If the district’s policies and procedures are a contributing factor to the inappropriate identification, DLS will require the district to enter into a Corrective Action Plan requiring the district to adopt appropriate policies and procedures.    If uncorrected within a year, sanctions- including technical assistance- will be applied. The severity of the sanctions will be based upon whether the district is in Level 2, 3 or 4. 

Discussion of FFY 2005 Baseline Data:  
DLS’ original baseline data was reported in the previous SPP version for FFY 2005.  It included the number of districts with a risk ratio of 1.5 through 1.9, and a risk ratio of 2.0 and higher.  However, the baseline did not reflect KDE’s revised criteria for significant disproportionality.   The baseline data included all districts with a risk ratio of 1.5 through 1.9 or 2.0 and higher, even if the district had less than 10 students receiving special education services from the racial/ ethnic group.  

As a result of technical assistance DLS received since FFY 2005, KDE believes that labeling districts as having disproportionate representation with ‘n’ sizes of less than 10 students is not statistically sound.   Based on the new criteria, including the use of a ‘n’ size of ten students with disabilities in the district with a minimum of 50 students of a particular race/ethnicity, DLS has reset its baseline for Indicator 9.

Revised Baseline Data for FFY 2005:  2/ 174 times 100 = 1.15%
The FFY 2005 baseline data for Indicator 9 reveal that 1.15% of Kentucky’s school districts are out of compliance with the requirements for Indicator 9.

KDE has recalculated the baseline data for disproportionate representation for FFY 2005 using the two factors set out at page 108 for determining disproportionate representation. The new calculation also includes the second step of the process, that is, was the disproportionate representation the result of inappropriate identification?   [As mentioned earlier, due to the timing of the KCMP self-assessment, KDE was unable to determine whether districts with a risk ratio of 2.0 or higher had disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification in FFY 2005.]

KDE used the KCMP self-assessments received on January 30, 2007 to determine whether inappropriate identification occurred.  These data are included in the table below:










	Table 2
Districts with Disproportionate Representation Due to Inappropriate Identification (All Disabilities) 
FFY 2005

	
	Districts with 50 or more students enrolled by race/ethnicity group with risk ratio > 2.0 including ten or more students with disabilities within that racial/ethnic group
	Districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification

	Black
	5
	1

	Hispanic
	1
	1

	Asian
	0
	0

	American Indian
	0
	0



Upon receiving the KCMP self-assessments, DLS staff reviewed the policies and procedures of all six districts that had a risk ratio of 2.0 or higher and that had the requisite number of students within a particular racial/ethnic group.  The policies and procedures review of the six districts revealed no systemic practices that caused inappropriate identification. 

According to Table 2 above, during FFY 2005, two of six districts identified themselves in the KCMP as having disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification, in violation of Indicator 9.    One district had disproportionate representation of Black students due to inappropriate identification practices, and the other district in the area of Hispanic students. By dividing 2 by 174 (the total number of Kentucky districts), the percentage of districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification is 1.15%. 

These two districts were given notice of their noncompliant status in July 2007 after reviews of the KCMP were completed.  Each district has one calendar year to correct this finding of noncompliance.

Due to OSEP’s concern regarding DLS’ review of “outdated” policies and procedures, DLS will require all districts to adopt new policies and procedures in spring 2008.  DLS will review the new policies and procedures of the six districts with significant discrepancies, to determine if inappropriate identification is a factor in the elevated risk ratio.  If it is, the districts will be determined to be out of compliance with Indicator 9. 

In FFY 2007, the KCMP self-assessment will no longer be used by DLS as part of the process for determining inappropriate identification.  KDE expects the process for determining compliance with Indicator 9 to be fully in place for the FFY 2007 APR.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2006

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2007

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2008

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2009

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2010

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2011
	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2012
	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).


  Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:

Activity for Indicator 9 and Indicator 10
	Indicator 9 Indicator 10 Improvement Activity
	
DLS will support districts to ensure that students of all race/ethnicities are appropriately identified for special education and related services by conducting annual desk audits on all districts meeting the State’s criteria for disproportionate representation. A focus will be placed on Child Find, evaluation and eligibility determination practices in each district.  Districts found to have disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification practices will be placed on Corrective Action Plans with support provided to the district through the State’s regional special education cooperatives.
Action Steps:
1. Identify districts that meet the State’s criteria for having disproportionate representation.
1. Notify districts meeting threshold for disproportionate representation.
1. Conduct desk audits.
1. Notify districts of compliance status.
1. Prescribe corrective action plan to ensure all student-specific and systemic compliance issues are corrected in accordance with OSEP Memorandum 09-02 and that district practices are in compliance.
1. Use special education cooperatives to provide targeted technical assistance to the districts.

	
Evaluation

	Systematic review of documentation.

	
Timeline

	FFY 2012

	
Resources

	DLS, Regional Special Education Co-ops

	
Status

	New Activity















Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction

	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


Indicator 10:  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”
Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2008, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over and under representation) of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc.  In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum 'n' size set by the State.  Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2008, i.e., after June 30, 2009.  If inappropriate identification is identified, report on corrective actions taken.
Targets must be 0%.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Based on input from OSEP in its June 15, 2007 SPP approval letter and technical assistance on disproportionate representation brokered by Mid-South Regional Resource Center, KDE has revised SPP Indicator 10 as follows:
Indicator 10 is a SPP compliance indicator.  If KDE determines that a school district has disproportionate representation of racial/ ethnic groups in specific disability categories due to inappropriate identification, the district is found in violation of IDEA.  
Determining school district compliance with Indicator 10 is a two-step process.  First, KDE makes a determination that a school district has disproportionate representation of racial/ ethnic groups in specific disability categories by reviewing district- level data.  If the data indicates the district has disproportionate representation, the second inquiry is whether the disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification.  If KDE determines the district has disproportionate representation of racial/ ethnic groups receiving special education services due to inappropriate identification, KDE will cite the district for a violation of IDEA.  The district then has one year from receiving notification of the violation to come into compliance.
Step One - Defining Disproportionate Representation
KDE looked at different processes in defining disproportionate representation.  The process chosen was the “risk ratio” method, based on the racial and ethnic composition of Kentucky’s student population within each Kentucky school district.  Risk ratio is currently the recommended method for determining disproportionate representation for states with homogenous, non-diverse student populations. The vast majority of Kentucky school districts do not have a racially diverse student population.   For example, 50% of Kentucky’s Black student population resides in one district with another 22% residing in only four districts. Thus, five districts have 72% of Kentucky’s Black student population. The remaining 169 districts have few or no nonwhite students in their student population.  

In using the risk ratio method to determine disproportionate representation, KDE is asking:

What is a specific racial/ethnic group’s risk of receiving special 
education and related services in a particular disability category, as compared to the risk for all other students? 

The equation for the risk ratio is calculated as follows:

Risk Ratio =	The racial or ethnic group’s “risk” of receiving special education and related services in a particular disability category
Divided by 
The comparison group’s “risk” of receiving special education and related services

The risk ratio numerator (or the risk for the racial/ ethnic group of receiving special education) is obtained by dividing the total number of students in the specific racial/ ethnic group in the district into the number of district students of the racial/ ethnic group that are receiving special education.  The data used in the numerator come from the KDE Growth Factor Reports and KDE’s Section 618 data respectively.

The “comparison group” referred to in the denominator is defined as all other students that are not members of the particular racial/ ethnic group being examined.  For example, if the risk ratio is being calculated for students who are Black, all other students include students who are White, Hispanic, Native American, and Asian.  The denominator for the risk ratio (the comparison group’s risk) is calculated by dividing the total number of all other students in the district who are not members of the racial/ethnic group into the number of all other students not of the particular racial/ethnic group that are receiving special education and related services within the district.  

As with the numerator, the data in the denominator - the total number of all other students in the district and the number of district students in special education that are not members of the specific racial/ethnic group- are obtained from KDE’s Growth Factor Reports (available at www.education.ky.gov) and KDE’s Section 618 data respectively.

In calculating the risk ratio for each Kentucky school district, the specific racial/ ethnic group’s risk of receiving special education (the numerator) is divided by the comparison group’s risk of receiving special education (the denominator).  Thus, if the percentage of students in the racial/ethnic group receiving special education is the same percentage as all other students receiving special education within the district, the risk ratio is one (1).   If a racial/ ethnic group is twice as likely to receive special education as the comparison group, the risk ratio is two (2).

KDE has determined that if the school district’s risk ratio for the particular racial/ ethnic group to receive special education services is 2.0 or higher, the district will be determined to have disproportionate representation.  KDE will use a tiered approach to determine the degree to which disproportionate representation is present.  The tiers will also dictate the technical assistance or sanctions that KDE will use with the district.  The tiers are:


	Table 1

	Level
	Designation
	Risk Ratio

	1
	At Risk
	1.50- 1.99

	2
	Disproportionate Representation
	2.00 – 2.99

	3
	Significant Disproportionality
	3. 00 – 3.99

	4
	Most Significant Disproportionality
	4.00 or higher



For states like Kentucky with student populations that are generally not racially and ethnically diverse, experts recommend multiple measures to ensure that the risk ratios accurately identify disproportionate representation and are not the result of small sample size.  Using only the risk ratio to determine disproportionate representation for a racial/ethnic group with small numbers of students is risky.  Small sample size means that minor variances in the numbers of either the racial/ ethnic group or the comparison group can yield striking changes in the size of the risk ratio.  This makes determinations of disproportionate representation suspect, if obtained solely by using the risk ratio method.  Other factors must be utilized in conjunction with risk ratio for the determination of disproportionate representation to be valid.  

KDE believes that a district should not be subject to a finding of IDEA noncompliance based on data that, due to small numbers, may fluctuate widely from year to year. Moreover, KDE believes that reporting information on a district’s performance for a small group of students would result in the illegal disclosure of personally identifiable information about individual students. 

Since 169 of 174 Kentucky school districts do not have racially diverse student populations, KDE has determined that use of the risk ratio is only one part of the equation for determining whether a school district has disproportionate representation. Other factors include the number of students from the racial/ ethnic group in the district, and the number of district students receiving special education services who are in the racial/ ethnic group.  

KDE will implement the criteria for determining disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification practices as follows:

1. If the risk ratio for particular racial/ ethnic group is 2.0 or higher, and, 
2. If there are ten or more students of the racial/ ethnic group in a particular    disability category receiving special education services, and
3. If there are 50 or more students of that particular racial/ethnic group in the district.

Step Two – Is the Disproportionate Representation the Result of Inappropriate Identification? 
As noted in the Indicator 9 discussion, determining disproportionate representation by using the three factors listed on the preceding page is the first part of the process. The final step is determining whether the district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification of the district’s racial/ ethnic group members in a particular disability category receiving special education services.

When a district is initially identified as having disproportionate representation, with a risk ratio of > 2.0, KDE will immediately utilize several methods to determine whether inappropriate identification is the reason.  

The district will be required to submit its policies and procedures to the Division of Learning Services (DLS) for review.  DLS will determine whether the district’s institutionalized practices as set forth in policies and procedures have caused inappropriate identification to occur.  Along with a review of district policies and procedures, KDE will use a district self-assessment as a second method of determining whether inappropriate identification is the reason that disproportionate representation exists in the district. 

For FFY 2005 and 2006, the Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) was the district self-assessment tool used by KDE for determining inappropriate identification.  During the KCMP process, KDE provided risk ratio data to districts for students with disabilities who are African-American or Hispanic.  (Data for these two groups are the only risk ratio data examined since Kentucky has no other racial/ ethnic groups of significant size.)  

All districts that have disproportionate representation or that are at risk of having disproportionate representation are categorized as Level 1, Level 2, Level 3 or Level 4.   The districts within the four levels are required to analyze their data to self-identify whether inappropriate identification is the reason for their elevated risk ratios.  Districts with risk ratios of less than 1.50 are directed to analyze their data and develop maintenance plans so that they can continue to be compliant.

[Note: Level 1 districts are considered “at risk”.  These districts have risk ratios between 1.5 and 1.99.  As part of the KCMP, Level 1 districts complete the self-assessment process and determine whether their “at risk” status is due to inappropriate identification.  If inappropriate identification is the reason the district is at risk, an improvement plan will be created and implemented by the district.  However, Level 1 districts are not deemed to have disproportionate representation and receive none of the consequences that districts with a risk ratio of >2 receive. ]

The KCMP self-assessment is due from the districts to KDE on January 30th of each year.  Since the APR is submitted to OSEP every year on February 1st, it is impossible for KDE to use the KCMP to determine whether a district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification.  
OSEP notified KDE in the June 2007 SPP Response Table that KDE’s current method of determining compliance with Indicator 9 was not acceptable.   As it was not possible to remedy the problem with the timing of the KCMP self-assessment in FFY 2006, KDE has developed a new process for determining inappropriate identification.  

Beginning with the FFY 2007 APR.  KDE will begin using the abbreviated NCCRESt Disproportionality Review as a district self-assessment tool to assist in determining whether the district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification.  NCCRESt developed the Review for the purpose of determining whether a district’s disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification, based on policies, procedures and practices.

KDE’s Section 618 data for FFY 2007 containing the number of students in racial/ ethnic groups in certain categories of disability is submitted to OSEP in February of each year; thus, risk ratio calculations can be made by KDE in February.  Districts with a risk ratio of 1.5 or higher will be notified of their status in the spring of each year.  They will be sent the NCCRESt document if they have a risk ratio of > 1.5, and will return the self-assessment to DLS in autumn of each year.  The change in timing of the self-assessment process will allow DLS to determine whether each district is in compliance with Indicator 10 prior to the February 1st  APR submission date.

If a district that meets the ‘n’ size demonstrates that the disproportionate representation of > 2.0 is not the result of inappropriate identification, DLS will conduct an onsite review to verify the district’s self-assessment findings.  If DLS agrees with the district’s NCCRESt self-assessment, the district will be deemed to be in compliance.  If the district concludes through its self-assessment that inappropriate identification has resulted in disproportionate representation, or if DLS makes a finding of noncompliance through a review of policies and procedures or a verification visit, the district will be found in violation of IDEA.

As noted above, in addition to the NCCRESt Review described above, DLS will review policies and procedures of all districts meeting the ‘n’ size that have a risk ratio of > 2.0, for both over-identification and under-identification. This will assist DLS in verifying whether a district’s disproportionate representation is due to policies and procedures that have led to inappropriate identification.  

DLS initially reviewed policy and procedures of all districts with significant disproportionality for FFY 2006 APR.  Since Kentucky’s IDEA regulations were not final until December 2007, the review was, by necessity, limited to those policies and procedures written prior to the 2004 IDEA Reauthorization.  

Due to OSEP’s concern that the policies and procedures reviewed by DLS were not current, districts will be required to adopt new policies and procedures written pursuant to the 2004 IDEA Reauthorization during the spring of 2008.  For FFY 2006, DLS will review the new policies and procedures of districts with disproportionate representation by the end of FFY 2007.  DLS will also review policies and procedures for districts identified with disproportionate representation in FFY 2007.  This will become an annual practice in determining whether districts’ disproportionate representation is due to inappropriate identification. 

Districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification will be given one year from the date of notification of the violation to come into compliance. If the district’s policies and procedures are a contributing factor to the inappropriate identification, DLS will require the district to enter into a Corrective Action Plan requiring the district to adopt appropriate policies and procedures.    If uncorrected within a year, sanctions- including technical assistance- will be applied. The severity of the sanctions will be based upon whether the district is in Level 2, 3 or 4. 

Discussion of FFY 2005 Baseline Data:  

DLS’ original baseline data was reported in the previous SPP version for FFY 2005.  It included the number of districts with a risk ratio of 1.5 through 1.9, and a risk ratio of 2.0 and higher.  However, the baseline did not reflect KDE’s revised criteria for significant disproportionality.   The baseline data included all districts with a risk ratio of 1.5 through 1.9 or 2.0 and higher, even if the district had less than 10 students receiving special education services from the racial/ ethnic group.  

As a result of technical assistance DLS received since FFY 2005, KDE believes that labeling districts as having disproportionate representation with ‘n’ sizes of less than 10 is not statistically sound.   Based on the new criteria set out above, including the use of a ‘n’ size of ten students with disabilities in the district with a minimum of 50 students of a particular race/ethnicity, DLS has reset its baseline for Indicator 10.

Revised Baseline Data for FFY 2005:  18/174 times 100 = 10.34%

The FFY 2005 baseline data for Indicator 10 reveals that 10.34% of Kentucky’s school districts are out of compliance with the requirements for Indicator 10.

KDE has recalculated the baseline data for disproportionate representation for FFY 2005 using the two factors set out above for determining disproportionate representation. The new calculation also includes the second step of the process, that is,  was the disproportionate representation the result of inappropriate identification?   [As mentioned earlier, due to the timing of the KCMP self-assessment, KDE was unable to determine whether districts with a risk ratio of 2.0 or higher had disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification in FFY 2005.]

KDE used the KCMP self-assessments received on January 30, 2007 to determine whether inappropriate identification occurred.  These data are included in the table below:
Table 2
	Districts with Disproportionality Using Revised Kentucky Criteria                                                        ( in one or more categorical areas) 
FFY 2005

	
	Districts with 50 or more students enrolled by race/ethnicity group with risk ratio > 2.0 including ten or more students with disabilities within that racial/ethnic group
	Districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification

	Black
	29
	18

	Hispanic
	1
	0

	Asian
	0
	0

	American Indian
	0
	0




Table 3 displays the above data disaggregated by race/ethnicity and disability category areas:


Table 3
	Districts Identified With Disproportionality Due to Inappropriate Identification Practices Disaggregated by Ethnicity and Categorical Area 
FFY 2005

	
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian

	Mental Disabilities (MMD + FMD)
	15
	0
	0
	0

	Emotional Behavioral Disabilities (EBD)
	7
	0
	0
	0

	Other Health Impaired (OHI)
	2
	0
	0
	0

	Speech Language (SL)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Specific Learning Disability (SLD)
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Autism (AUT)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Developmental Delay (DD)
	5
	0
	0
	0




Upon receiving the KCMP self-assessments, DLS staff reviewed the policies and procedures of the 18 districts that had a risk ratio of 2.0 or higher and that had the requisite number of students within a particular racial/ethnic group.  The review of policies and procedures revealed no systemic practices that would cause inappropriate identification in the identified districts.

According to Tables 2 and 3 above, during FFY 2005 18 districts found themselves in violation of Indicator 10, using the KCMP self-assessment.   By dividing the 18 districts by the total number of districts in Kentucky (174), the percentage of districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification is 10.34%.

Kentucky has provided data for the six federally required categories and included data for Developmental Delay as well, since a previous stakeholder group identified this area during the Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (CIMP) a few years ago.

All instances of districts with disproportionate representation in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification occurred in Kentucky’s Black student population.  More than half of the districts out of compliance with Indicator 10 are in the area of Mental Disabilities.  Other categorical areas of concern include Emotional Behavioral Disabilities (EBD), Developmental Delay (DD).  Other Health Impaired (OHI) and Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD).

The 18 districts were given notice of their noncompliant status in July 2007 after reviews of the KCMP were completed.  They have one calendar year to correct the finding of noncompliance.

Due to OSEP’s concern regarding DLS’ review of “outdated” policies and procedures, DLS will require all districts to adopt new policies and procedures in spring 2008.  DLS will review the new policies and procedures of all districts with significant discrepancies under Indicator 10, to determine if inappropriate identification is a factor in the elevated risk ratio.  If it is, the districts will be determined to be out of compliance. 

In FFY 2007, the KCMP self-assessment will no longer be used by DLS as part of the process for determining inappropriate identification.  KDE expects the process for determining compliance with Indicator 10 to be fully in place for the FFY 2007 APR.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2006

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2007

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2008

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2009

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2010

	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2011
	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).

	2012
	The percentage of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification will be zero percent (0%).



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
See Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources section for Indicator 9.





Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


Indicator 11:  Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: 
a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.
b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).
Account for children included in a but not included in b.  Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
707 KAR 1:320 Section 2 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations for Special Education programs, promulgated in September 2000 states:
A LEA shall ensure that within sixty (60) school days following the receipt of the parental consent for an initial evaluation of a child: (a) the child will be evaluated; and (b) if the child is eligible, specially designed instruction and related services will be provided in accordance with the IEP.
Kentucky has historically had a high rate of compliance in this area based upon a review of trend data collected from district monitoring over a four-year period of time.  From Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1995-96 through 1998-99, Kentucky had a system that strictly monitored compliance via 272 indicators, including parental consent and timeliness of evaluations.  
During FFY 1999-2000, compliance data collected from the monitoring activities of the previous four years was rank ordered by indicator in order to determine the indicators with the lowest rate of compliance.  The Division of Learning Services (DLS) monitored districts during that school year by conducting a desk audit reviewing district data on the 25 indicators with the lowest rates of compliance.  For that year only, this indicator was not included in monitoring activities since it had been designated a low-priority area with few districts out of compliance.
KCMP data collected from 2001 through 2003 included data on parental consent and timeliness of evaluations that indicated a high rate of compliance.  Data on parental consent and the 60 school day timeline were not collected through the KCMP process during FFY 2003-04.  Record reviews conducted during 10 on-site monitoring visits to districts during FFY 2004-05 revealed evaluations were consistent with the 60 school day timeline in all visited districts.  
In addition, a compliance record review form has been created and distributed to all districts by the Special Education Co-ops that will enable districts to self-monitor their rate of compliance in this area as well.

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
Baseline data from the Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) self-assessment indicates that out of 5,883 students for who parental consent to evaluate was received that 5,614 students had evaluations completed and were determined eligible within the 60 school day timeline for a compliance rate of 95.43%.  The KCMP did not collect comparable data for students who were evaluated but determined not eligible.
The original SPP submitted in December 2005 reported that data for indicator would be collected through the Special Education Tracking System (SETS) software from school and district-level data collection.  Since the initial submission of the SPP, DLS has learned of issues surrounding the use of SETS that precludes this being a viable source of state-level data.  
The state has recently announced plans to contract with a new data systems vendor that will result in SETS being phased out as the primary data collection tool over the next year or so.  The decision was made to utilize the district level data gleaned from the KCMP, the self-assessment instrument completed by the districts.  However, at that time the KCMP did not include data points to capture the status of children with parental consent to evaluate who were determined not eligible. Data regarding the range of actual days over the 60 school day timeline and reasons for the delays was also not included in the FFY 2005 baseline data.
The KCMP instrument was updated in 2007 to include specific data points relative to students who were evaluated but determined not eligible, the range of days beyond the timeline when eligibility was determined and the reasons for the delays.  This has resulted in the setting of a new baseline for FFY 2006.  
In order to validate and maintain the accuracy of these data, DLS routinely reviews district level KCMP data when conducting scholastic audits and reviews, management audits, technical assistance visits, and other on-site activities conducted that include the involvement of DLS staff.

New Baseline Data for FFY 2006 (2006-2007):

	Actual Target Data FFY 2006

	(a)	Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	8,145

	(b)	Number determined not eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 school days (Kentucky’s established timeline)
	2,815

	(c)	Number determined eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 school days (Kentucky’s established timeline)
	4,880

	[(b+c) divided by (a)] times 100
	94.48%





	Range of Days Beyond the Timeline when the Evaluation was Completed

	
	Least Number of Days
	Greatest Number of Days

	Students Determined Not Eligible
	1
	114

	Students Determined Eligible
	1
	108














Graphs 1 and 2
Reasons for Timeline Delays



Discussion of Baseline Data:
FFY 2006 (Revised Baseline)
In response to OSEP’s June 15, 2007 Response letter, KDE revised the Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) to collect all required data components for Indicator 11.  Kentucky’s districts submitted their KCMP data files to DLS in November 2007 in time for KDE to report all components. 
The new baseline set by the change in the measurement has resulted in a compliance rate of 94.48% for Kentucky, less than 1% lower than the original FFY 2005 baseline.  The 94.48% is also only .52% below than the percentage OSEP considers as being in substantial compliance.
Additionally, as illustrated by Graph 1 and 2 above, the compliance rate of 94.48% does not include two exceptions to the initial evaluation timeline requirement in the amended 2006 federal IDEA regulations –parent non-cooperation and transfer students.
34 CFR 300.301(d) does not regard a district as being out of compliance with initial evaluation timelines where “the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation.”   As shown by the graphs below, in cases where the 60 school day timeline was not met by the district, Kentucky districts cited parent factors as the reason for delay approximately 40% of the time – far more than any other factor.  
Delays due to the transfer of students were excluded as a noncompliance in the 2006 IDEA regulations but were not excluded as a noncompliance in the data collected by KDE.    “Transfer student” was the reason cited by Kentucky districts for delays in evaluation in 13% to 17% of the time.  See Graph 1 and 2.  
Adding the percentages for delays due to parent factors and transfer students means that 54% to 56% of the time, factors that are excluded in federal law from violation of the evaluation timelines were not excluded by KDE as a violation.  Kentucky believes that its 94.48% compliance rate for Indicator 11 is, in actuality, well over the 95% rate which is considered to be in substantial compliance.  Over half of Kentucky’s non-compliances were based on factors for delay that are not considered violations under federal law.  As noted above, federal law was amended in 2006 to recognize that school districts were being held responsible for initial timeline violations for reasons that were out of their control --- that is, delays in evaluation caused by transfer students and parent factors. 
KDE continued to collect data under the former law- which regarded parent factors and transfer students as noncompliance in timely initial evaluation- because Kentucky’s new IDEA regulations were finalized less than two months ago (December 2007).  (The barriers in finalizing Kentucky’s IDEA regulations are fully set out in Indicator 4A.) Thus, Kentucky used its more stringent state law in determining district non-compliance under Indicator 11 in FFY 2006 rather than the less severe federal law.  For FFY 2007, KDE will use the exclusions permitted by federal law and its revised state regulations in this area, which will further reduce the number of Kentucky school districts in violation of IDEA’s timely initial evaluation requirements.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	Develop and implement methods for collecting and analyzing baseline data.

	2006

	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.

	2007

	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.

	2008

	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.

	2009

	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.

	2010

	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.

	2011
	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.

	2012
	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 school days.


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
Activity for Indicator 11
	Indicator 11
Improvement Activity

	
DLS will provide targeted training and technical assistance to districts out of compliance with Indicator 11; with a particular emphasis on the 5 districts that have had historical issues with maintaining compliance with Indicator 11 requirements.

Action Steps:
1. Use Indicator 11 reporting data to determine districts out of compliance.
2. Conduct trainings for school psychologists, directors of special education and ARC chairpersons.
3. Design follow- up activities to ensure ongoing implementation at the building level of training content/resources.
4. Require districts that have historical noncompliance with Indicator 11 to conference with the director of DLS and the APR Indicator 11 lead to develop an action plan approved by DLS to achieve sustained systemic compliance.
5. Require districts out of compliance with Indicator 11 requirements to submit documentation of newly identified students each quarter being identified within timelines until DLS can verify with reasonable confidence that the district has achieved systemic compliance as outlined in OSEP Memorandum 09-02.


	Evaluation
	
For districts with Indicator 11 noncompliance, DLS will survey a sample of school psychologists, directors of special education and ARC chairpersons to determine whether the training/technical assistance provided by DLS has resulted in increased levels of compliance for Indicator 11. 


	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2014

	Resources
	DLS; Special Education Cooperatives

	Status
	Ongoing




Note: Additional Improvement Activities for districts that do not correct compliance within one year appear under Indicator 15.
















Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 12:  Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: 
0. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.
0. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.
0. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
0. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.
0. # of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.
Account for children included in a., but not included in b, c, d, or e.  Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed and the reasons for the delays.
Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
In collaboration with First Steps (Part C), KDE has funded the Kentucky Early Childhood Transition Project (KECTP) for many years.  The KECTP focuses on transition evidence-based practice and on the interagency process of transition systems development for all children. 
KECTP provides training and support on transition issues to assist communities across the state in implementing a model of transition. Training is offered at the community level and is designed in collaboration with each community based on a self-assessment completed by each community team.  Another training offered by KECTP is leadership training for state Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC) members, local Interagency Councils, Community Early Childhood Councils, district Early Intervention Council (DEIC) members and other state, regional, and local teams.   
Other KECTP responsibilities include coordination of sites and state transition activities, coordination of training and resource dissemination, and provision of materials and resources as well as provision of ongoing training on assessing and facilitating social, behavioral and functional skills using the Helpful Entry Level Skills Checklist (HELS), Functional Assessment on Behavioral and Social Supports (FABSS), and accompanying materials. It also offers ongoing technical assistance for administrators from early intervention, local education agencies (preschool & first level primary), Head Start, Child Care programs, families, and others on developing interagency agreements at the local level. 
Additionally, KECTP increases the awareness across the state on issues, policies, procedures, law, and regulations that impact early childhood transitions through an online resource for families and professionals.  The website also includes products developed by the Project such as Families and the Transition Process: Primary Style and Step by Step: A Guide to Preschool Services. This website is used by the Early Childhood Regional Training Centers (RTCs), Head Start Disability Specialists Training Coordinators, Early Intervention Technical Assistance Teams, and Parent Training Networks. 
In January 2001, Kentucky’s governor spearheaded efforts of public, private and community representatives in addressing early childhood transition by convening an Early Childhood Transition Summit.  This resulted in the release of Transition in Early Childhood in June 2005. Implementation of its recommendations will improve outcomes for young children and their families by:  
· Creating greater public and professional awareness of the need for transition planning 
· Establishing transition supports and resources 
· Guiding development of state policy related to transition 
· Increasing recognition of recommended practices in transition 
· Increasing family involvement in the transition process 
· Increasing the number of successful transitions for children and their families 

State and regional level teams were established to address transition issues and implement the Transition in Early Childhood.  Partners involved include:
· Family Resource/Youth Services Centers
· Cabinet for Health and Family Services
·  First Steps – Kentucky Early Intervention System 
· Health Access Nurturing Development Services (HANDS) Home Visitation Program 
· Division of Child Care 
· Commission for Children with Special Health Care Needs 
· Early Childhood Mental Health Specialists 
· KDE  
· Early Childhood RTCs
· Head Start Collaboration Office 
· School Districts 
· KECTP
· Institutions of Higher Education 
· National Early Childhood Transition Center 
· Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies 
· Head Start 
· Child Care Centers 

Kentucky is fortunate to have the National Early Childhood Transition Center located at the University of Kentucky. The National Early Childhood Transition Center, funded through the US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, examines factors that promote successful transitions between infant/toddler programs, preschool programs, and public school programs for young children with disabilities and their families.  Their resources are invaluable to Kentucky.  
Most recently a Transition One-Stop website (www.transitiononestop.org) was launched.  It is a collaborative effort involving the Human Development Institute (HDI), the Commission for Children with Special Health Care Needs, and KDE’s Special Education Cooperative Network (hereafter referred to as the Special Education Co-ops).  This website provides information related to the many transitions individuals and families encounter across a life span. 

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):
The data from the 2005 KCMP shows that in 2003-2004, 1,176 records of preschool students were reviewed.  Of these records, 79.34% (929) indicated that children eligible for Part B services were evaluated and had an IEP in place by their third birthdays. The data from the KCMP is not an all-inclusive count of the number of children exiting Part C to B. All districts conduct reviews of 10% of student files not to exceed 50 files.  In developing this sampling strategy, the Division of Learning Services (DLS) received technical assistance from the OSEP technical assistance provider to ensure that the sample was valid and representative. 
Using the 79.34% rate of compliance from the KCMP, the number of children found eligible who had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays is approximately 1530 students out of a total of 1914 children referred from Part C to B (Kentucky Early Intervention System data). 

KDE does not currently collect the data requested in b of the Measurement (i.e., the number of children referred to Part B determined to be not eligible and whose eligibilities were determined prior to their third birthdays).  This measure will be added to the KCMP Self-Monitoring Tool within the Early Childhood probes. 
To validate and maintain the accuracy of these data, DLS routinely reviews district level KCMP data when conducting scholastic audits and reviews, management audits, technical assistance visits, and other on-site activities conducted that include the involvement of DLS staff.  The validity and reliability of KCMP data are addressed in more detail in Indicator 20.  


Discussion of Baseline Data:
Effective transition from Part C to Part B through the sharing of data is one of the areas addressed by the General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG).  A signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Part C lead agency and KDE established the authority to share data between the two agencies.  FFY 2004 was the first year that Part B and C developed a plan to share data with local district directors of special education and preschool coordinators to facilitate smooth transitions for students and families from Part C to B. Data sharing began during the last quarter of 2004-05 school year.  
In the 2005-06 school year, a Part C student identifier was added to allow tracking of Part C student in the Part B data system.  The collaborative team of Part C and Part B staff will use data to guide professional development and improve transition numbers. The existence of the collaborative team will allow the revision and refinement of the system. 
Once information on children transitioning from Part C is received, districts are notified by KDE so they can begin the transition process.  To date, KDE has received much positive feedback from local school districts receiving this information and are excited that, as a result, more children with disabilities who are served in Part C will receive needed services under Part B by their third birthdays. 
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005
(2005-2006)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2006
(2006-2007)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2007
(2007-2008)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2008
(2008-2009)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2009
(2009-2010)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2010
(2010-2011)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2011
(2011-2012)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

	2012
(2012-2013)
	100% of Part B eligible children referred by Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources (through 2012):

Activity for Indicator 12
	

Indicator 12
Improvement Activity

	
KDE Student data system will include children transitioning from Part C to Part B services to assist with effective transitions.

Action Steps:

1. Program representatives of Parts C and B meet to discuss parameters for project and identify resources
2. Program representatives of Parts C and B meet with data system representatives to conceptualize project and identify needed work
3. KDE and CHFS staffs work to map procedures and develop work tickets
4. Once developed, system will be tested and introduced to field
5. Training conducted with staff for both programs for operation


	Timeline
	FFY 2009-2010; FFY 2010-2012

	Evaluation
	Finished working system; transition data


	Resources
	KDE/DLS for development; KDE/School Readiness Branch for ongoing oversight and operation


	Status

	System development complete.  Training development and Implementation in field in progress.





Activity for Indicator 12
	Indicator 12
Improvement Activity 
	
KDE provided technical assistance to districts that are not in compliance with Indicator 12, with specific corrective actions to address districts with noncompliance longer than one year

Action Steps:
1. The School Readiness Branch will collect and analyze transition data, identifying districts who did not reach 100% compliance.
2. Analysis of Indicator 12 performance will be shared with DLS.
3. Technical assistance will be provided and will include specific  
activities based upon the correction plan developed by the districts and approved by KDE.
4. School Readiness Branch will track progress towards 
compliance with Early Childhood Regional Training Centers/Special Education Cooperatives providing needed district follow-up.
5. Districts with noncompliance for more than two years will be required to submit child specific data regarding the disposition of children listed on the quarterly Part C Notification List to the School Readiness Branch for a prescribed length of time


	Evaluation
	
KDE will verify that the required corrective actions were implemented and that the noncompliance was corrected  

Co-ops and Regional Training Centers will be evaluated based on their region’s compliance with Indicator 13 


	Timeline
	FFY 2008– 2012

	Resources
	School Readiness Branch; DLS; RTCs; Special Education Co-ops















Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development:  See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 13:  Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
The Division of Learning Services (DLS) has modified its procedure for collecting Indicator 13 data.  Beginning on May 30, 2010, and on the same date annually, districts are required to submit a report to KDE containing randomly selected child-specific data for this Indicator.  DLS validates these data by random desk audits using the state’s student information system, or by reviewing student due process records through regular desk audits or onsite visits. The student records reported by the district are verified along with additional student files for comparison purposes.  
In order to ensure data accuracy and inter-rater reliability, KDE utilizes a checklist aligned with the Indicator 13 Checklist from the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC).
Baseline Data for FFY 2009: 92.95%
The measurement requires that the following calculation be used:
2,348 youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes all the regulatory requirements referenced in the Indicator 13 Measurement ÷ 2,526 youth with an IEP aged 16 and above = 0.9295 x 100 = 92.95%.

Discussion of Baseline Data:
92.95% of youth aged 16 and above had IEPs which included all regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13, as evidenced by the calculation above. Kentucky did not reach the 100% target for this Indicator.
Of Kentucky’s 176 school districts, five districts serve only students from kindergarten through 8th grade, resulting in 171 districts that are required to collect and report data for SPP Indicator 13. Of those districts, 137 districts reported 100% compliance with the Indicator, while 34 districts reported less than 100% compliance. 

One Special Education Cooperative (Co-op) region in the state had a significantly lower percentage of student files meeting all regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13 when compared to the 10 other Co-op regions.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2010

	One hundred percent (100%) of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will have IEPs that include all the regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13

	
2011

	One hundred percent (100%) of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will      have IEPs that include all the regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13

	
2012

	One hundred percent (100%) of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will have IEPs that include all the regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13

	
2013
	One hundred percent (100%) of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will have IEPs that include all the regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13

	
2014
	One hundred percent (100%) of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will have IEPs that include all the regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13

	
2015
	One hundred percent (100%) of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above will have IEPs that include all the regulatory requirements for SPP Indicator 13


Improvement Activities:
DLS expects the Improvement Activities discussed below will have a positive impact on future results for this Indicator, enabling DLS to: 

· Provide more targeted technical assistance to districts based on careful analysis of the data (i.e., targeting toward specific areas of noncompliance) – Activity 1 

· Ensure training content and resources are reaching and being implemented with fidelity at the building level – Activity 1

· Use data and other information from districts to continually inform the development and delivery of training and technical assistance – Activity 1 and 2

· Analyze and use data more efficiently and effectively across Indicators related to secondary transition – Activity 2

Activity 1 for Indicator 13
	Indicator 13
Improvement Activity 
	
DLS will provide specific, targeted training and technical assistance to districts reporting noncompliance with Indicator 13, or districts otherwise identified through monitoring activities as having noncompliance; with a particular emphasis on districts who have self-reported as noncompliant for Indicator 13 for two or more consecutive years.
Action Steps
DLS will:
1. Determine district noncompliance, based on self- reporting or KDE   monitoring activities.

2. Analyze and use Indicator 13 data from districts identified in Step 1,  to reveal specific areas of noncompliance. 

3. Conduct trainings for directors of special education, applicable Admission and Release Committee (ARC) Chairpersons, and high school special education teachers.

4. Design follow-up activities to ensure ongoing implementation - at the building level - of training content/resources.

	Evaluation
	DLS will survey district staff trained in Step 3, to evaluate whether information has reached, and is being implemented with fidelity at, the building level.  

	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2016

	Resources
	DLS, Special Education Cooperatives

	Status
	Revised Activity



Activity 2 for Indicators 13 and 14
	Indicator 13
Improvement Activity 
	DLS will analyze the data for Indicators 13 and 14 to determine whether a correlation exists between districts’ compliance with transition planning requirements (Indicator 13) and the percentage of engagement for Youth One Year Out (YOYO - Indicator 14).
Action Steps
DLS will:
1. Develop a plan to analyze the data.

2. Analyze the data, compare each district’s most current Indicator 14 data with its previous year’s Indicator 13 data.

3. Communicate results to districts.

4. Expand analysis of the data longitudinally through FFY 2012.

5. Use results to inform the development and delivery of ongoing 
            training and technical assistance.


	Evaluation
	DLS will survey local directors and KCMP District Review Teams (DRTs) regarding results of the DLS data analysis, probing the relationship of Indicators 13 and 14 at the local level.

	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012

	Resources
	DLS, Special Education Cooperatives, SPP/APR Indicator 14 Lead

	
	

	
	

	Status
	Analysis of the data did not result in a statistical correlation between Indicators 13 and 14. Due to the results of the data analysis the status of Activity 2 is now completed.








Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2009
Overview of the Development of SPP Indicator 14:
Part B Indicator 14 is considered a new indicator this year.  In past years, Indicator 14 data was obtained through the Youth One Year Out (YOYO) former student interview, a computer assisted telephone interview developed and analyzed by KDE’s contractor, the Kentucky Post School Outcomes Center (KyPSO) and administered by local school districts. This year, the YOYO was used again, although the individual items were analyzed in accordance with the guidelines developed by the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO).  Additionally, the YOYO moved to a census this year.  Previously, interviews were conducted with a stratified sample of former students.  
KyPSO developed the YOYO and its various training modules with input from an advisory group consisting of multiple state-level agencies, regional and local education personnel, parents and IHE representatives.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 14:  Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:
A.  Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
B.  Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.
C.  Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: 
A.  Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.
B.   Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.
C.  Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.




There were 1941 total respondents who exited school during FFY 2008.
1 = 463 respondent leavers were enrolled in “higher education”.
2 = 541 respondent leavers were engaged in “competitive employment” (and not counted in 1 above).
3 = 78 of respondent leavers were enrolled in “some other postsecondary education or training” (and not counted in 1 or 2 above).
4 = 100 of respondent leavers were engaged in “some other employment” (and not counted in 1, 2, or 3 above).
Thus, 
A = 463 (#1) divided by 1941 (total respondents) = 23.9%
B = 463 (#1) + 541 (#2) divided by 1941 (total respondents) = 51.7%
C = 463 (#1) + 541 (#2) + 78 (#3) + 100 (#4) divided by 1941 (total respondents) = 60.9%

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
The following definitions are specific to the State’s Part B Indicator 14: 

Competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school.  This includes military employment.

Higher Education means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (2-year program), or college/university (4- or more year program), at any time in the year since leaving high school. 

Some Other Employment means youth have worked for pay for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business. 

Other postsecondary education or training means youth enrolled on a full- or part-time basis at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, or vocational technical school which is less than a 2-year program). 

Respondents are youth or their designated family member who respond to the interview questions. 

Leavers are youth who left school by graduating with a diploma, aging out, or dropping out. 

Sample Selection
This was the first year that Kentucky used a census of former students who exited one year previously and had IEP’s.  Kentucky conducts an in-school transition survey (the KISTS) which identifies students exiting during the current school year. The Kentucky Post School Outcomes center provides training to designees from all LEA’s in contacting and interviewing former students.

Response Rate and Representativeness 
Kentucky’s population consists of all students for whom a Record Review, as part of the Kentucky In School Transition Survey (KISTS), was completed during the 2008-2009 school year. 3435 former students comprised this population. 1941 YOYO interviews were completed, giving a response rate of 1941/3435 = 57%.

KyPSO used the NPSO Response Calculator (see Table 1) to calculate representativeness of the respondent group on the characteristics of disability type, ethnicity, gender, and dropout in order to determine whether the youth who responded to the interviews were similar to, or different from, the total population of youth with an IEP who exited school in 2008-09. There were no data from the YOYO regarding whether the former student was an English Learner (EL).
According to the NPSO Response Calculator, differences between the Respondent Group and the Target Leaver Group of ±3% are important. Negative differences indicate an under-representativeness of the group and positive differences indicate over-representativeness. In the Response Calculator, red is used to indicate a difference exceeding the ±3% interval. 

As seen in Table 1, Kentucky is within the 3 point margin for all tested categories, and can assume that respondents are representative of the specified population.

Table 1.

[image: ]


 Missing Data
  The overall response rate was 57%, which means out of 3435 students who left school last
   year and completed the KISTS, 43% (n = 1494) of former students are missing post-school   
   outcome information. One of the reasons that Kentucky chose to move to a census was to       
   train an ongoing group of interviewers at the district level. 

   As districts become more familiar with the process of identifying and interviewing former 
   students, this response rate will likely increase. Other options for contacting former students, 
   such as social networking sites and web-based ILP access, are being explored. The YOYO is 
   a lengthy interview, including far more items than are necessary for Indicator 14, but found to 
   be useful in transition planning. 
   
   Given the time commitment to complete an interview, and the fact that it has been shown to 
   have a representative sample, the response rate is not a serious problem.

     Baseline Data for FFY 2009:
   As seen in Figure 1, Reporting Pie Chart for State Baseline Data, 39% (759) of leavers from 
   2008-09 were not engaged in higher education, competitive employment, some other 
   postsecondary education or some other employment. Actual data for Indicator 14 can be 
   discerned from the chart below:

	SPP #14 Measurement A: 
	24%
	Equals Segment 1

	SPP #14 Measurement B:
	52%
	Equals Segments 1+2

	SPP #14 Measurement C:
	61%
	Equals Segments 1+2+3+4




   To better understand this group of unengaged youth, further examination of responses and  
   analyses on what they planned to do, what they did instead, what barriers they encountered 
   and more specifically who they were in terms of their learning styles and demographics is 
   needed and will be undertaken by KyPSO.



Discussion of Baseline Data:

Preliminary analysis of baseline data indicate that at least ¼ of the former students who are not engaged are working, but have not been employed for the 90 days required by the measure. Many of these former students indicated that they intended to work full time upon leaving school, but have not done so. Similarly, approximately 1/3 of former students who are not or were not enrolled in any form of postsecondary education had expressed a desire to enroll.  The improvement activities reflect ways to improve outcomes among these groups of unengaged former students in future years.
KDE set measurable and rigorous targets from its baseline data for A, B and C.  Because they are cumulative, each part of the indicator represents an addition .5% increase from the previous part of the indicator.  The targets are as follows:


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2010 
	      For youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school:
A.   24.5% are enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
B.   52.7% are enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.
C.   62.4% are enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.



	2011 
	      For youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school:
A.   25.0% are enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
B.   53.7% are enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.
C.   63.9% are enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

 

	2012 
	      For youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school:
A.   25.5% are enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
B.   54.7% are enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.
C.   65.4% are enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.






Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
Ongoing examination of post-school outcome data in collaboration with stakeholders has helped identify several areas in which to focus Kentucky’s improvement activities.  The recommendations are included below as activities.  An additional activity for Indicator 14 is included as joint improvement activity under Indicator 13.

Activity for Indicator 14

	Indicator 14
Improvement Activity 
	KDE’s contractor (KyPSO) will conduct needs assessment regarding local districts’ transition planning activities.
Action Steps: 
KYPSO will:
1. Develop needs assessment to send to districts
2. Analyze results of needs assessment 
3. Consult with NPSO and NSTTAC to identify strategies to address needs

4. Work with districts to develop transition programs identified from needs assessment


	Evaluation
	Monitoring and reporting of needs assessment data.


	Timeline
	FFY 2010-12

	Resources
	Kentucky Post-School Outcomes Center; Special Education Cooperatives

	Status
	Completed




Activity for Indicator 14

	Indicator 14
Improvement Activity 
	KyPSO will conduct thorough analysis of one year out data, merged with the in-school transition survey, to determine how best to focus efforts to improve transition planning and outcomes.
Action Steps:
KyPSO will:
1. Create longitudinal database from merged KISTS and YOYO
2. Analyze congruency between plans and outcomes
3. Disaggregate results based on race, disability category, gender, LRE placement and other variables of interest
4. Conduct analysis of outcomes based on district-level programming, as determined by needs assessment

5. Further analyze population of students who reported being       disengaged in order to isolate common malleable factors
6.    Report findings to KDE

	Evaluation
	
Reporting and dissemination of findings.

	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012

	Resources
	Kentucky Post- School Outcomes Center.

	Status
	Ongoing




	 
Indicator 14 Improvement Activity 
	 
Develop and implement plan to increase rates of College and Career Readiness for students with significant intellectual disabilities, as set forth in Kentucky’s recently funded State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG).  See the College and Career Readiness Initiative, in Goal 2 of the SPDG

	Evaluation
	 Evaluation conducted through KY-SPDG. 

	Timeline
	October 2012 – 2017.

	Resources
	College and Career Readiness Delivery Plan:
http://education.ky.gov/commofed/cdu/documents/ccr%20delivery%20plan.pdf

Kentucky Post School Outcomes center; Special Education Cooperatives

	Status
	New Activity




Also see joint activity listed in Indicator 8.


































Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 15:  General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:  
a. Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification:
# of findings of noncompliance. 
b. # of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year of identification.
Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100
For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and enforcement actions that the State has taken.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Prior to 1999, the Division of Learning Services’ (DLS) system of IDEA monitoring took the form of strict compliance monitoring of the 178 districts in Kentucky.  Due to prior citations from the National Office of Special Programs (OSEP) during its monitoring of DLS, DLS developed a monitoring instrument of 272 compliance items by which districts were monitored for IDEA compliance.  
As part of this system of strict compliance, DLS monitored districts on a five-year cycle.  After the DLS monitoring team visited the district, DLS compiled and wrote a report and developed a Corrective Action Plan (CAP). Responsibility for monitoring the district CAP was given to the district’s Regional Exceptional Children Consultants (RECC) from the Regional Service Center.  The RECC’s primary job responsibilities included providing technical assistance to districts in their region and follow-up on CAPs for monitoring and formal complaints, with updates to DLS on the status of the district’s CAP.
During the late 1990s, OSEP moved from its system of strict compliance monitoring of State Education Agencies (SEAs) to a system of monitoring for student outcomes, as set forth in its Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (CIMP). In viewing the CIMP requirements, DLS understood that the OSEP trend in monitoring had veered away from strict compliance monitoring toward a system of monitoring for results.  Based on this trend, Kentucky asked for and received a one-year moratorium of the district monitoring process from OSEP in 1999 in order to revise its district monitoring system based on the CIMP.  
Kentucky’s new system of district monitoring – the Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process or KCMP- began in 2000.  Due to district lack of understanding regarding the KCMP indicators, the data received from districts were not beneficial to DLS’s analyses or making comparisons between districts.  As a result, the KCMP indicators for districts were revised in 2001.  
KDE submitted its initial CIMP Self-Assessment to OSEP in December 2001 and its Improvement Plan, based on the CIMP, in July 2002. In 2003, OSEP sent its Response to KDE’s 2003 Improvement Plan, citing KDE in three areas on non-compliance.  One of those areas was KDE’s monitoring of districts.  In its review of the CIMP and the Improvement Plan, OSEP stated: 
Kentucky’s Self-Assessment included data indicating that the former monitoring system did not correct identified problems; and there is no data to verify that the revised monitoring system is correcting identified problems… [November 6, 2003 Response from OSEP]  
In spring 2003, the Regional Service Centers were abolished by action of the Kentucky legislature.  The position of Regional Exceptional Children Consultant, by which districts received special education technical assistance on a regional basis, was also eliminated.  Follow-up responsibility for CAPS reverted back to DLS at this time.
In August 2003, prior to receiving the OSEP Response to the Improvement Plan, DLS convened a stakeholder group for the purpose of revising the KCMP indicators.  By spring 2004, the KCMP was redesigned through the efforts of the Monitoring Work Group and DLS.  In order for KDE’s general supervision responsibilities to coordinate with OSEP’s approach, the new 2004 KCMP indicators were aligned with OSEP’s 2004 APR.  
The 2004 KCMP thus gave DLS quantifiable data to evaluate outcomes for students with disabilities.  Additionally, the “new” KCMP asked for information in the areas of disproportional placement of minority students in special education and in placement of minority students within certain categories of disabilities.  The area of disproportionality was not previously addressed in the former KCMP.  Alignment of the KCMP with OSEP’s APR also meant that DLS had a data source from which to obtain APR data that had not been previously available to DLS. 
The new KCMP monitoring document was submitted by DLS to OSEP in June 2004 for its review.  Along with the monitoring document, DLS also submitted a CD and notebook of the KCMP training developed by the work group and provided to the Special Education Co-ops in summer 2004.  DLS and OSEP staff later participated in a conference call in the summer 2004 to discuss the new KCMP document. 
In addition to the Monitoring Work Group’s task in reviewing and revising the KCMP, the Work Group also developed a set of triggers to assist DLS in identifying districts in need of intervention in the spring of 2004.  The Work Group’s triggers were utilized in developing DLS’ final process for identifying districts to receive on-site monitoring or assignment of a Special Education mentor during the fall of FFY 2004. Additionally, the Kentucky Board of Education’s priority of reducing the “gap” in assessment scores between students with and without disabilities entered into choosing districts in need of interventions.  
The final process included the following steps:
· Identifying districts that did not meet AYP for reading and math
· Identifying districts that had the largest gaps in reading and math on the Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (CATS) assessment between students with and without disabilities
· Identifying districts that had the largest gaps in performance in reading and math on the CATS assessment for students with disabilities, as compared to the average performance of students with disabilities statewide
Numerical values were assigned to districts in each of the three categories.  These values were averaged, then rank ordered from highest to lowest in order to prioritize where DLS needed to provide intervention.  Based on the rank ordering, six districts were selected to receive Special Education Mentors.  The next five districts were selected for on-site visits.  The numbers of due process hearings, substantiated formal complaints and parent phone calls received by DLS were also factored into the decision of which districts would receive on-site visits.  
On July 20, 2005, DLS received formal notification from OSEP that there were “substantial numbers of Part B requirements that were not included” in the revised 2004 KCMP.  While this was DLS’ first formal notification that OSEP believed the KCMP did not comply with IDEA requirements, DLS staff received early indications that the new KCMP might not comply with IDEA standards.  As a result, DLS staff and the Kentucky’s Mid-South Resource Center liaison contacted the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) in January 2005 to request that NCSEAM accept KDE as a partner.  Prior to this, DLS had made a request for technical assistance but NCSEAM was not able to accept additional work at that time.
NCSEAM accepted Kentucky as a potential client in winter 2005, Dr. Jane Nell Luster, NCSEAM’s Data Director, worked with DLS during the spring and made an on-site technical assistance visit in June 1-3, 2005.  The 15 meeting participants included Dr. Johnnie Grissom, acting Director of DLS, the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) chairperson, members of the Monitoring work group, DLS staff and the Mid-South liaison to Kentucky.  At the culmination of the visit, NCSEAM and DLS entered into a partnership and developed a Focused Monitoring Implementation Checklist and a NCSEAM work plan for DLS.   
The current DLS director was appointed to his position in July 2005.  Since that time, he and staff have met with Dr. Sandy Schmitz, NCSEAM’s Technical Assistance Director, to discuss revision of KDE’s IDEA monitoring process.  Dr. Schmitz agreed to visit Kentucky in January 2006 to discuss substantive changes to KDE’s monitoring process, including the KCMP.  Dr. Luster had a follow-up visit with DLS and the monitoring work group on December 5 and 6, 2005, to discuss KDE’s data needs, in order to assist KDE with ensuring its monitoring system is compliant with IDEA.  
Note: Another reason for the revision of KDE’s current monitoring system rests with actions taken by Congress.  In the 2004 Reauthorization of IDEA, Congress required that SEAs submit State Performance Plans to OSEP, with follow-up APRs on a yearly basis.  Few of the new SPP indicators are identical to the former APR.  
Even slight changes to the indicators significantly affect KDE’s ability to collect SPP data.  The KDE current system of collecting data does not allow DLS to collect student level data that exists at the district level- while individual districts collect the data.  DLS has utilized the 2004 KCMP as a district tool for self-evaluation, as a means of evaluating district performance under IDEA and as a way of obtaining needed data for the 2004 and 2005 APRs.   While DLS’ realignment of the KCMP with the former APR appeared to be a good idea in 2003, changes in the SPP/APR indicators now mean that DLS must develop a new data collection plan for many of the new SPP/APR indicators.   
Baseline Data FFY 2004 (2004-2005): 
KCMP self-assessments, based on the 2001 KCMP, were sent by districts to DLS in June 2004.
KCMP self-assessments, based on the revised 2004 KCMP, were sent by districts to DLS by January 30, 2005.

Discussion of Baseline Data for Monitoring Target:
Based upon the system of triggers developed by the Work Group, a pilot program was instituted for FFY 2004-2005.  Ten districts were identified in summer 2004 for on-site verification visits of their KCMP and other compliance issues set forth in IDEA.  Five of the ten districts identified for visits were the lowest performing districts based on the triggers.  (Districts that had already been assigned Special Education Mentors were excluded from the on-site visits.)  Two of the ten districts chosen for visits were rated as exemplary districts using the established triggers.  Three of the districts chosen for visits were selected at random.  (In actuality, two of the three random districts requested visits).  
On-site visits commenced in fall 2004 and continue to be conducted through the winter and spring of 2005.  When other programs at KDE required an on-site visit to a district, the programs along with DLS organized a coordinated technical assistance visit.  This unified approach has provided technical assistance beyond compliance, and attempts to improve outcomes for all students and ensure all programs are evaluated for improvement of services to children. 
The pilot has continued through FFY 2005-2006 with some mid-course revisions based on the information gleaned from the previous year.  Rather than identifying two districts as exemplary, exemplary practices within all districts visited will be noted.  
Upon compiling the report of findings, the district will be required to develop a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) to address findings of noncompliance within one year from the submission of the aforementioned report.  Twelve districts will receive on-site visits during the FFY 2005-2006.  The triggers from FFY 2004- 2005 were reviewed and revised.  Thus, nine of the districts were selected based on the following criterion:
· Meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
· In-district gap between district–wide assessment scores (CATS) of students with and without disabilities
· Analysis of district’s CATS scores versus state CATS scores in KDE Core Content
· Number of dropouts of students with disabilities
· Number of students with disabilities suspended over 10 days or placed in alternate education
· Results of KCMP desk audits   
· District complaints/ hearings/ mediations received by DLS
· Comparison of the gaps between students with and without disabilities in non-cognitive areas collected by the Office of Assessment and Accountability, i.e., attendance rates and successful transition rates to postsecondary outcomes
In districts with smaller student populations where the district is too small to have statistically significant numbers of students at each grade level, and therefore unable to produce reportable achievement gap data, the following criteria was used:
· Meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
· Number of dropouts of students with disabilities
· Number of students with disabilities suspended over 10 days or placed in alternate education
· Results of KCMP desk audits
· District Complaints/ hearings/ mediations received by DLS
· Comparison of the gaps between students with and without disabilities in non-cognitive areas collected by the Office of Assessment and Accountability, i.e., attendance rates and successful transition rates to postsecondary outcomes
· Historical information based on the districts’ past KCMP data and past compliance issues
The district will be required to develop a corrective action plan (CAP) to address any area(s) of noncompliance within one calendar year from the DLS issuance of the report.  In addition to addressing areas of noncompliance, the report will include a discussion of effective research-based instructional practices that have been proven to enhance student achievement.  
The team leader for the on-site visit will be required to follow-up with the district to provide any technical assistance and support needed to accomplish the completion of the district’s corrective action plan.  The leader will also be responsible for maintaining the data on the status of the district’s CAP for the duration of the year.  As necessary, additional on-site visits will be made to verify all noncompliance issues have been corrected. The CAP for Russellville Independent, a FFY 2004-2005 on-site visit, was closed November 2005.  Other monitoring CAPs for FFY 2004-2005 on-site visits are pending within the one-year timeline.  
As set forth in 707 KAR 1:380 Section 3, for districts who fail to correct identified issues of noncompliance within the one year time period the DLS will:
· Employ intensive assistance for at least a two-year period. The intensive assistance may include consultation, training, technical assistance or assignment of a special education mentor within the district in order to remedy all findings of noncompliance. 
· Utilize more progressive sanctions if a district fails to comply within the two-year time frame, as follows:  
· DLS may grant conditional approval of IDEA funds. Conditions and timelines for continuing to receive IDEA funds will be stated in an application approval letter sent to DLS by the district for approval.  Conditional funding may be employed for more than one year before imposing the next sanction.  
· DLS may withhold payment of IDEA funds if a district fails or refuses to meet the conditions or timelines in the conditional approval letter. 
· DLS may withhold Support Education Excellence in Kentucky (SEEK) add-on funds. SEEK add-on funds will be held in a trust as required in KRS 157.224.
· Other sanctions available under state and federal law will be employed as circumstances warrant.  

Baseline Data for 15C, FFY 2004 (2004-2005): 

	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B

	Indicator
	Measurement Calculation
	Explanation

	1. General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.
C. Percent of noncompliance identified through other mechanisms (complaints, due process hearings, mediations, etc.) corrected within one year of identification:
a.	# of agencies in which noncompliance was identified through other mechanisms.
b.	# of findings of noncompliance made.
c.	# of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.
 
Percent = c divided by b times 100.
	Percent = c divided by b times 100.

a = 1613
 
b = 42
c = 0

0/42  = 0%


0% of noncompliance identified through other mechanisms was documented as corrected in a timely manner.
	16 agencies had issues from other mechanisms complaints, all through formal complaints.

The 2 fully adjudicated hearing decisions did not find noncompliance for either district. 

Kentucky does not cite districts for noncompliance in mediation.

Formal complaints - There were 42 findings of noncompliance in the following areas –

17 findings for failure to develop or implement the IEP

9 findings in the area of discipline  

7 findings regarding evaluations and reevaluations

5 findings for failure to follow procedural safeguards

2 findings on student records

1 finding on Least Restrictive Environment.

1 finding on secondary transition


	
	
	0 findings documented as corrected within one year from identification:  
 
The areas in which correction was still outstanding were    IEPs, discipline, evaluation, procedural safeguards, student records, LRE and secondary transition.




Topics of Complaint Findings

Discussion of Baseline Data
There were no agencies that had noncompliance identified through due process hearings or mediations in FFY 2004.  Neither of the two hearings that were fully adjudicated in FFY 2004 found noncompliance against the districts, i.e., both decisions were in the districts’ favor.  KDE’s mediation process does not cite districts for noncompliance.
In FFY 2004, the formal complaint process identified 16 agencies (15 districts and one state agency) with issues of noncompliance.  There were 42 findings of noncompliance.  Of the 42 findings, 17 findings were related to failure to develop or implement an IEP.  Nine findings were in the area of discipline, seven were related to timely or complete evaluations/reevaluations and five findings were for failure to follow procedural safeguards as set forth in IDEA.
Agencies were advised of the noncompliance issues in complaint reports issued by KDE and were ordered through Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) to remediate the violations of IDEA.  However, in FFY 2004, there was no KDE follow-up to ensure that the CAPs were completed within one year from the date of identification.  DLS is taking immediate steps to address this issue, as set forth in the activities which follow:

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets 

	2005

	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2006

	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2007

	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2008

	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2009

	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2010

	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2011
	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.

	2012
	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (monitoring, complaints, due process hearings, etc.) are corrected within one year of identification.


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
Activity for Indicator 15
	Indicator 15
Improvement Activity

	
DLS will increase district oversight to ensure correction of noncompliance within one year

Action Steps
DLS will:
1. Develop a protocol for increased contact by DLS with districts that are out of compliance with SPP Indicators 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13  
2. Develop technical assistance and training for noncompliant districts 
3. Assign DLS consultants to work directly with districts and Special Education Co-ops in correcting noncompliance 
4. Schedule mandatory meetings and teleconferences to provide training on  regulatory requirements with districts that are out of compliance with SPP Indicators 
5. Require quarterly status reports from districts that fail to correct noncompliance within one year


	Evaluation
	Review of protocol implementation by DLS consultants by DLS director

Review of quarterly status reports by DLS

Co-ops will be evaluated based on their region’s compliance with Indicator 15 


	Timeline
	FFY 2008-2012


	Resources
	DLS; Special Education Co-ops


	Status
	Ongoing






Activity for Indicator 15

	Indicator 15
Improvement Activity

	
DLS will take enforcement action toward districts that do not correct noncompliance within one year

Action Steps
DLS will:

1. Develop protocol for progressive sanctions toward districts that are not in compliance for more than one year
2. Apply sanctions to these districts, ranging from mandatory training and technical assistance, directed use of funds, and withholding IDEA funding in part or in whole


	Evaluation
	On-site monitoring; desk audits; KCMP reviews; formal complaint and due process hearing follow-up


	Timeline
	FFY 2008-2012


	Resources
	DLS


	Status
	Ongoing




Activity for Indicator 15

	Indicator 15
Improvement Activity

	
DLS will develop a tracking system for Indicators 15-19 to track Indicator requirements as well as to collect Section 618 data for Table 7 and the SPP

Action Steps
DLS will:
1.  Develop a tracking system for all SPP General Supervision indicators
2.  Develop protocol for data entry 
3. Train all users of tracking system on the tracking instrument and data entry protocol


	Evaluation
	
An internal evaluation will be conducted by KDE staff not involved in the dispute resolutions process.  The evaluator will look at:
1. Accuracy of data entry
1. Compliance with data protocol
1. Compliance with required timelines


	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012


	Resources
	DLS data manager, technology consultant

	Status
	Ongoing












































Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 16:  Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution, if available in the State.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100.




Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
As part of their general supervisory responsibility under IDEA, State Education Agencies (SEAs) are charged with administering a formal complaint system. Parents, students, organizations or individuals may file a formal written complaint, alleging violations of IDEA by a district. 34 CFR 300.660 - 300.662. In discharging this function, the SEA has a 60-day timeline in which it must investigate the complaint and issue a report on its findings. 

If the district has violated IDEA, the SEA also writes a corrective action plan for the district that requires the district to take certain steps to achieve compliance with the law.  The complaint timeline of 60 days is mandatory and may be exceeded only under extraordinary circumstances that exist with reference to a particular complaint.  In Kentucky, the IDEA complaint provisions have been promulgated as regulations at 707 KAR 1:340, Section 15.

Since the 1990’s, Kentucky has utilized an early complaint resolution process through which districts may investigate themselves when a formal written complaint is filed against them.  The impetus behind this system was to allow districts an opportunity to resolve school-level problems of which the Director of Special Education (DoSE) was not previously aware.  

Under Kentucky’s complaint system, districts are given the option of investigating themselves and submitting a report to the Division of Learning Services (DLS) of the investigation, findings and the corrective action plan, if needed.  Upon receipt of the district report, the DLS investigator reviews the findings and takes additional evidence if needed.  DLS then accepts the district investigation findings, accepts it in part or rejects the findings.  If the district declines to investigate, the DLS investigator conducts an on-site visit. The early resolution process has been successful at resolving complaints without formal administrative action.  As demonstrated by the FFY 2004 data, 20% of complaints (9 of 41 complaints) filed by parents were withdrawn before DLS issued its final report. 

As noted in Indicator 15, in 1999 the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) moved from its former system of strict compliance monitoring of SEAs to the Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (CIMP), a system of monitoring for student outcomes.  Kentucky submitted its initial CIMP Self-Assessment to OSEP in December 2001.  In its Self-Assessment report, KDE found itself noncompliant in three areas of general supervision.  One of the noncompliance areas was the Kentucky Department of Education’s (KDE) failure to comply with IDEA’s 60-day timeline for investigating and resolving complaints.  KDE submitted an Improvement Plan to OSEP in 2002 based on the CIMP report. 
In 2002, the KDE Office of Special Instructional Services (OSIS) moved the responsibility of complaint investigation from consultants within DLS to a newly hired attorney within the Office of Legal and Legislative Services (OLLS).  The attorney had 20 years of experience in special education law and investigative experience.  She was given responsibility for administering the due process hearing system and handling litigation for KDE, as well as investigating complaints.  
By letter dated November 6, 2003, OSEP responded to Kentucky’s 2002 Improvement Plan.  OSEP cited KDE in the same general supervision areas as set forth in the 2001 Self-Assessment report, including compliance with timelines for formal complaints. The letter required KDE to provide OSEP with progress reports in the areas of noncompliance.  The progress reports were submitted to OSEP on January 31 and June 1, 2004.  Also during this time period (March 30, 2004), KDE submitted its 2004 APR with FFY 2002 data on compliance with complaint resolution timelines.  The FFY 2002 data showed that KDE’s percentage of timely complaint resolutions had risen to 55%, up from 41% in FFY 2001.
The data on complaint resolutions timelines in the June 1, 2004 Progress Report showed greater improvement in percentages for FFY 2003 than the previous year. For the first eleven months of FFY 2003, 30 of the 32 complaints were finalized within 60 days as required by law (94%).  One complaint was late, due to exceptional circumstances that existed with respect to that complaint.  One complaint was late when the attorney/ investigator retired and could not be replaced under state hiring procedures.
In OSEP’s Verification Visit letter of May 17, 2004, OSEP determined that KDE had corrected its failure to ensure that all complaints are resolved in a timely manner. 

Upon the retirement of the attorney/investigator in March 2004, a new attorney was hired as KDE complaint investigator in May 2004, also within OLLS.  The job responsibilities of the attorney also included administration of due process hearings and mediations, as well as handling legal cases on behalf of KDE.

On July 20, 2005, OSEP responded to Kentucky’s 2004 APR. OSEP noted KDE’s progress (from 41% in FFY 2001 to 55% in FFY 2002, to 94% for the first 11 months of FFY 2003) in resolving complaints in a timely manner. However, OSEP reversed its conclusion set forth in the May 2004 Verification Visit letter that Kentucky had corrected its failure to ensure that all complaints were resolved in a timely manner.  OSEP advised KDE that it must demonstrate full compliance regarding timely resolution of complaints by December 2, 2005.

In October 2005, the complaint investigation process was revised.  Responsibility for complaint investigations was moved to DLS from OLLS.  This system is further described under “Review of Baseline Data.” 

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005) including data from FFY 2003:
	FFY
	Complaints with reports issued
	Reports within timeline
	Reports with extended timelines
	Percentage resolved within 60- day timeline

	2003
	35
	32
	3
	91%

	2004
	32
	20
	12
	62.5%



Discussion of Baseline Data:
FFY 2003 Data 
In FFY 2003, 42 complaints were filed, of which 7 were pending within timelines on July 1, 2004.  Of the 35 complaints which were finalized during 2003-2004:
1. Thirty-two (32) were completed within the 60-day timeline (91%).
1. In two cases, the timelines were briefly extended due to exceptional circumstances, namely, the parent submitted a response to the district investigation shortly before the expiration of the 60-day timeline.  (These circumstances meet the definition of “exceptional circumstances” related to a particular complaint under IDEA but were not included in the baseline data as complaints being resolved within the 60-day timeline.) 
1. One complaint was late during the month and a half time period between the retirement of the attorney/ investigator and the arrival of the new investigator.  During the lapse of time before the new attorney was hired, DLS staff undertook the complaint investigation responsibility in addition to their other duties.  In its July 20, 2005 letter, OSEP has concluded, and DLS agrees, that this situation is not an “exceptional circumstance” related to a particular complaint. 
FFY 2004 Data
During FFY 2004, 41 complaints were filed.  9 complaints were withdrawn prior to the 60-day timeline for resolution of formal complaints under IDEA.  Of the 32 remaining complaints:
1. Twenty (20) of 32 complaints were resolved within the 60-day timeline.  
For the 12 complaints with reports submitted after 60 days: 
1. One was a class complaint
1. Of the 11 remaining complaints, nine were extended to give the complainant additional time to respond to the district’s investigation, 
1. For the remaining two complaints, both were late, one by one day
Data from FFY 2004 indicate that the improvements made over the preceding two years were not systemic in nature.  In September 2004, the DLS director realized the enormity of the investigative task and added an additional experienced DLS consultant to assist with the complaint investigation process.  The consultant was assigned to review the entire complaint file after the district submitted its self-investigation.  The DLS consultant reviewed the parent’s complaint and the district response and made initial recommendations in light of the parent’s allegations.  The consultant also noted possible violations not originally alleged by the parents.  The consultant forwarded her conclusions to the attorney for his review and final report.  
When the current DLS director began in July, 2005, one of his first priorities was to improve the way in which parent telephone calls and complaints were handled by DLS.  Feeling that DLS needed to take responsibility for resolving parent complaints, the director revised the entire system of investigating formal and informal complaints, effective October 1, 2005.  Two DLS consultants were assigned responsibility for investigating formal complaints.  
A uniform process was developed for initiating formal complaints, investigating complaints, writing the reports and obtaining legal clearance on the report from the DLS’ staff attorney prior to the director issuing the report.  Stringent procedures have been developed to ensure that the 60-day timelines are met, including intermediate checkpoints along the process.  Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) will also be included in this process and scrutinized to ensure that the one-year timelines for completion of the CAP are met. 
In the past two months in which this system has been utilized, only two complaints have been filed with DLS.  One was informally resolved and the other is pending within timelines.  
One of the goals in devising the new formal/ informal complaint process was to resolve parent issues with districts as effectively and expeditiously as possible in order to meet the needs of students with disabilities.  When parents call DLS with complaints regarding their children’s special education services, DLS consultants suggest formal mediation as one of the first options in resolving a problem.  The consultants also advise parents of their right to file a formal complaint or a due process hearing.  Additionally, with the parent’s permission, consultants contact the local Director of Special Education to apprise them of the parent’s problem in the hope that the issue may be resolved quickly and informally.  
To assist DLS staff in effectively dealing with telephone complaints, DLS hired the Atlanta Center on Reconciliation to provide training on telephone dispute resolution techniques to DLS staff.  The Center came to Kentucky and provided training in October 2005.      
As noted above, initial review of data indicates that the strategy is working.  Since the new process began on October 1, 2005, only 2 complaints have been filed.  This is in contrast to the rate of almost 4 complaints filed per month during FFY 2005.




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.



	2006

	 One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.

	2007

	One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.

	2008

	 One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.

	2009

	One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.

	2010

	One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.

	2011

	One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.

	2012

	One hundred percent (100%) of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for documented exceptional circumstances.



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
In FFY 2007, the DLS APR work group revised SPP activities to reflect a focused, coordinated approach across indicators.  The justification for activity revision is based on two reasons.  One is to build a system of general supervision within KDE, including a coordinated set of activities within the SPP that address IDEA compliance, as well as improved outcomes for students with disabilities.  
The second reason for revision is based on the need to have activities which are measureable and based on root cause analysis of data. to ensure compliance with the target.
For Indicators 15 through 19, DLS has developed an activity of a general supervision tracking system.  This will assist DLS in doing formative evaluations of progress on monitoring noncompliance for Indicator 15.  It will provide a “tickler” system for upcoming timelines for Indicators 16 and 17.  A tracking system will also obtain “real-time” data for root cause analysis regarding settlement of disputes for Indicators 18 and 19.

Activity for Indicators 15, 16, 17, 18 and 19
	Indicators 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 Improvement Activity

	
DLS will develop a tracking system for Indicators 15-19 to track Indicator requirements  as well as to collect Section 618 data for Table 7 and the SPP

Action Steps
DLS will:
1. Develop a tracking system for all SPP General Supervision indicators
2. Develop protocol for data entry 
3. Train all users of tracking system on the tracking instrument and data entry protocol


	Evaluation
	
An internal evaluation will be conducted by KDE staff not involved in the dispute resolutions process.  The evaluator will look at:
· Accuracy of data entry
· Compliance with data protocol
· Compliance with required timelines


	Timeline
	FFY 2008 and 2009


	Resources
	DLS data manager, technology consultant


	Status
	Postponed due to reorganization of KDE and plans to implement a new agency-wide data system 





Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 17:  Percent of adjudicated due process hearing requests that were adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party or in the case of an expedited hearing, within the required timelines.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
Federal law sets forth the timeline under IDEA for the resolution of due process hearings.  A hearing decision is to be rendered within 45 days of the hearing request, unless the hearing officer has granted a specific extension of time at the request of either party.  
During the late 1990s, OSEP moved from its former system of strict compliance monitoring of State Education Agencies (SEAs) to a system of monitoring for outcomes, as set forth in the Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (CIMP).  Kentucky submitted its initial CIMP Self-Assessment to OSEP in December 2001.  In its Self-Assessment report, KDE found itself noncompliant in three areas of general supervision.  One area was timely resolution of due process hearings.  

As noted above, IDEA imposes a timeline of 45 days for hearings to be completed.  Any extension of the 45-day timeline must be at the request of the parties and granted by the hearing officer for a specific period of time.  The Self-Assessment found that hearing officers did not always document extensions of the 45-day timeline.  In 2002, Kentucky developed an Improvement Plan to address this area of IDEA non-compliance.

In its November 6, 2003 response to KDE’s CIMP Improvement Plan, OSEP also found KDE noncompliant in the same three areas of general supervision which were identified by the CIMP Self-Assessment.  In the area of due process hearing timelines, OSEP found:

Kentucky’s Self-Assessment included data indicating that hearings are not completed within 45 days and specific extensions of time at the request of either party and granted by the hearing officer are not documented…

KDE submitted its 2004 APR (FFY 2002) to OSEP on March 30, 2004.  As set forth in the 2004 APR:
During 2002-2003, nineteen hearings were resolved, with the remainder pending within timelines agreed to or requested by the parties. Of the nineteen resolved, 63% were timely resolved, (12 of 19), 5% (1 of 19) were one day late and 32% (6 of 19) were more than one day late.  This was a decrease from 2001-01 in which 71% were timely resolved.  [See the chart below for 2004 APR data submitted to OSEP.]

Of the 6 hearings that were more than 1 day overdue, 2 parents withdrew their hearing requests.  DLS declined to renew the contract of one hearing officer who was perpetually late with his decisions and began monitoring another hearing officer’s cases as well as limiting his assignments.

The 2004 APR also showed that only 1 of the 24 hearings requested during FFY 2002 was fully adjudicated. This fully adjudicated hearing was decided within timelines.  The 7 hearings that were not within timelines were not fully adjudicated as the parties later settled the hearings. 

	Year
	Hearings
requested
	Fully adjudicated decision reached within timelines
	Percentage fully adjudicated within timelines

	1999-2000
	46
	No data available

	2000-2001
	48
	No data available

	2001-2002
	28
	20
	71%

	2002-2003
	19
	12
	63%



KDE submitted additional data to OSEP on due process hearing timelines during OSEP’s November 2003 Verification Visit to Kentucky.  KDE also submitted follow-up data from FFY 2003 in reply to OSEP’s November 6, 2003 Response to the CIMP Improvement Plan.  The replies were sent to OSEP at the end of January 2004 and May 2004 and included data on due process hearing timelines.  The data provided to OSEP showed that:
· For FFY 2001, 20 of 28 hearings were resolved within 45 days or within the timelines allowed by an extension. (71%)
· For FFY 2002, 12 of 19 hearings resolved within 45 days or within timelines allowed by an extension. (63%) The circumstances surrounding the decrease in the percentage of hearings timely resolved were provided to OSEP in a memo dated November 18, 2003, from the KDE attorney in charge of hearings
· For FFY 2003, four of five hearings fully adjudicated were resolved within 45 days or within the timelines allowed by an extension (80%).  The one hearing not resolved within 45 days exceeded the timeline by one day.  This was due to a delay in the hearing officer receiving the hearing transcript because of a death in the court reporter’s immediate family.  On the date that the hearing data was submitted to OSEP, an additional 4 hearings were pending, all within timelines
Baseline Data:
FFY 2003 
For FFY 2003, data pertaining to due process hearings are as follow: 
	Year
	Hearings requested
	Fully Adjudicated Decision reached within timelines
	Percentage Fully Adjudicated Within timelines

	2003-2004
	27
	2
	33%


During FFY 2003, six (6) hearings were fully adjudicated.  Two (2) of the six (6) were finalized with the timelines. 
FFY 2004:
	Year
	Hearings requested
	Decision reached within timelines
	Percentage Within timelines

	2004-2005
	19
	2
	100%


Of the two (2) hearings fully adjudicated, both were decided within timelines that were both properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of the parties.

                    
                    Percentage of Hearings Fully Adjudicated Within Timelines

Discussion of Baseline Data:
The Division of Learning Services’ (DLS) review of the FFY 2003 data on hearing timelines indicated that hearing officers were properly extending timelines on the motion of the parties and not on their own motion. However, in several cases reviewed, hearing officers granted extensions of time by which the hearings would be convened, rather than a date by which the decision would be finalized and mailed to the parties. The misunderstanding by the hearing officers of the legal requirements for extensions caused cases that were fully adjudicated to violate the IDEA timeline since the timelines were extended to the hearing date, not the date the hearing decision was rendered.
Beginning with the 2004 FFY, a hearing officer whose hearing decisions were perpetually late did not have his KDE contract renewed.     
The DLS staff attorney, upon reviewing due process hearing timelines data from FFY 2002 in the 2004 APR, discussed properly extended timelines with the majority of the hearing officers in June 2004.  Hearing Officer training conducted by KDE on February 14, 2005, also addressed this issue.  
At the February training, the DLS staff attorney presented a session to the hearing officers on the requirements of the APR.  The information included submission of data on timely hearings to OSEP and the general public pursuant to the APR, as well as KDE’s general supervisory duty under IDEA.  During the training, it was reiterated that untimely hearing decisions were factored into KDE’s decision to renew hearing officer contracts.  
Although only 2 hearings were fully adjudicated in FFY 2004, both hearings were decided under timelines that were properly extended by the hearing officers.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2006

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2007

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2008

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2009

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2010

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2011

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2012

	One hundred percent (100%) of fully adjudicated due process hearings are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a timeline that is appropriately extended and properly documented by the hearing officer at the request of either party.



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
See Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for Indicator 16:





Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 18:  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements. Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process: 
The 2004 IDEA Reauthorization amended IDEA provisions regarding due process hearings.  The Reauthorization requires resolution sessions to be convened at the school district level once a due process hearing is requested, unless both parties waive the requirement.  As this new requirement did not go into effect until July 1, 2005, no resolution sessions were convened during FFY 2004 in Kentucky.  
Traditionally, Kentucky’s formal dispute mechanisms (due process hearings, formal complaints and mediations) that resolve IDEA disagreements between parents and school districts are not heavily utilized.  Since FFY 2000, the number of hearings requested has steadily declined, from a high of 48 hearings requested in FFY 2000 to a low of 19 hearings requested in FFY 2002.  
During FFY 2004, 19 hearings were requested.  Of the 19 hearings, only 2 hearings were fully adjudicated.  The remainder were settled prior to adjudication.  Thus resolution sessions appear to have great promise in Kentucky as an additional tool to help parents and districts reach agreement without resorting to the time and expense of a formal administrative hearing.
The Division of Learning Services (DLS) consulted with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children Services (SAPEC) in October 2006 and again in January 2007, to obtain its recommendations on the setting of Targets for Indicator 18.   Indicator Targets were set based on input given by the SAPEC.  Input on Activities was also obtained from the SAPEC by DLS and was utilized by DLS in the development of the Activities listed below.
Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006): 
68% of hearing requests (11 of 16 hearings requested) that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements. 
Note: The three (3) hearing requests, which were resolved prior to the convening of the resolution sessions, were not counted as unsuccessful resolution sessions for the purpose of establishing the baseline data.
Discussion of Baseline Data: 
As noted above, during FFY 2005 (July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006) KDE received 19 due process hearing requests.  Of those 19 potential hearings, all but 3 were resolved, either through resolution sessions, mediation or informal settlement at the district level.  The data show the following information:

· 3 hearing requests were resolved or taken to mediation prior to the resolution session being convened.
· 11 hearing requests were resolved by resolution agreements.
· 5 hearings requests were not resolved through resolution sessions. However, 2 were later resolved through settlement agreements between the parties.

Of the three (3) hearings that were not resolved through the process of resolution session, mediation or settlement:

· One was dismissed by order of the hearing officer.  
· One was fully adjudicated.
· One hearing is pending.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

	Seventy percent (70%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2007

	Seventy-three percent (73%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


	2008

	Seventy-five percent (75%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2009

	Seventy-eight percent (78%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2010

	Eighty percent (80%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2011

	Seventy percent (70%) to eighty percent (80%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2012

	Seventy percent (70%) to eighty percent (80%) of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions are resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
In FFY 2007, KDE revised its SPP activities to build a coordinated system of general supervision.  The second reason for activity revision was to focus on activities that are measurable and based on a root cause analysis of the data.  
A tracking system is the new coordinated activity for the General Supervision Indicators 15, 16 17, 18 and 19.   It is described in Indicator 16.
A tracking system that contains “real-time” data will ensure that DLS has current, accurate information to meet its general supervision responsibilities.  For Indicator 18, a tracking system will obtain current data for ongoing analysis regarding settlement of disputes by resolution session and mediation. 
In addition to the coordinated tracking system, DLS has written an additional activity for Indicators 18 and 19.  DLS believes the close connection between mediations and resolution sessions allows a shared activity that is relevant for both indicators. 

Because the reason for the slippage for Indicator 18 is unclear, DLS will examine the relationship between KDE’s success with mediation and the downturn in successful resolution sessions. A survey will collect data to analyze the reasons for APR actual target data for both indicators. The survey activity was suggested by due process consultants from the Special Education Cooperatives.

Activity for Indicators 18 and 19
	Indicator 18 and 19 Improvement Activity

	
DLS will conduct surveys of parties to IDEA dispute resolution processes to assess the effectiveness of mediation and resolution sessions in settling disputes

Action steps

1. DLS will meet with KDE dispute resolution staff to develop a survey and process for sending surveys to mediation and resolution session parties
2. DLS will publicize the survey process
3. DLS will conduct ongoing data analysis throughout the year
4. New Indicator 18 and 19 activities will be developed if applicable, based on root cause analysis


	Evaluation
	             Survey response rate will be examined quarterly 


	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012

	Resources
	DLS, Outside evaluator



SPP Indicator	Part B	Kentucky


Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction.
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 19:	Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:
Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by (2.1) times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process: 
Kentucky’s mediation system for resolving IDEA disputes has been in place since the early 1990’s.  Kentucky’s mediators are selected through a Request for Proposal (RFP) for Services issued by KDE.  The RFP sets forth mediator qualifications and the criteria by which the candidates will be evaluated.  Potential mediators submit applications to KDE.  Mediators who are chosen are hired through a personal services contract with KDE.
The 2004 APR included a review of mediation data beginning in FFY 1999 through FFY 2002.  The data showed a substantial decline in requests for mediation during that time period.  A high of 33 mediations were requested in FFY 1999, with a decrease to18 mediations requested in FFY 2000, and an slight increase to 19 mediation requests in FFY 2001.   In FFY 2002, the number of mediations requested decreased to 12.  This is consistent with Kentucky’s overall decline in the number of IDEA dispute resolution procedures (hearings, complaints and mediations) since 1999-2000.
As reported in the 2004 APR, of the 12 mediations requested, 8 resulted in agreements, with 4 mediations pending at the end of the FFY for a success rate of 75%.  The 2004 APR did not require specific targets or activities with regard to the area of mediation.  However, as a result of the 2004 APR, the Division of Learning Services (DLS) staff began to identify ways to increase awareness of mediation as an alternative to formal disputes.  Training which DLS obtained from the Atlanta Center for Reconciliation in August 2004 resulted in four DLS staff becoming certified in the process of Reconciliation Mediation (the system of mediation used in Kentucky). Information on the benefits of Reconciliation Mediation was shared with the Director of Special Education listserv through DLS’ electronic newsletter, E ‘Specially DECS.  
An outcome of the newsletter article was the collaboration between the DLS staff attorney and a Director of Special Education in jointly developing training entitled Developing a Mediation Mentality. The goal of the training was to emphasize the dual purpose of Reconciliation Mediation, since correctly utilized, it is a tool that fosters a positive working relationship between parents and school districts in addition to resolving IDEA disputes.  The training was presented at the November 2004 Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) Conference and the February 2005 Parent/ Professional Conference.  Approximately 60 teachers, parents, and administrators attended these sessions.  Both of these events took place after the end of the 2003 FFY.
Data collected for the 2005 APR from FFY 2003  (July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2004) showed a decrease in mediation requests from 12 to 9, with the number resolved through agreement dropping from 75% to 66% percent.  In FFY 2004, after the publication of the E ’Specially DECS article and the presentation, Developing a Mediation Mentality at the CEC and Parent/Professional conferences, the number of mediations requested rose from 9 to 13.  If the numbers of mediations requested during the first quarter of the current year keep pace with the first quarter, another slight increase in the number of mediations requested will be recorded in FFY 2005.  
Baseline Data for FFY 2003 (2003- 04): 
In FFY 2003, 9 mediations were requested, with 3 related to hearings and 6 unrelated to hearings.  
All 3 hearing-related mediations were resolved by agreement.  3 of the 6 non- hearings mediations were resolved by agreement, with 1 pending at the end of the FFY.  
66% of the total mediations requested (6 of 9) were resolved through mediation agreements. 
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-05):
13 mediations were requested. 
7 reached agreements. (53.8%)
The remaining 6 mediations resulted in no agreements reached. (46.2%) 
Of the 13 mediations requested, 4 were related to hearing requests.  2 of the 4 were resolved by agreement.
Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (July 1 – October 31, 2005)
For the first four months of FFY 2005, 5 mediations were requested, with 2 being successfully resolved through agreement. One case was resolved prior to the formal mediation.  Of the two mediations remaining, one mediation was unsuccessful and one mediation is currently pending.
Discussion of Baseline Data:
KDE consulted the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) regarding Measurable and Rigorous Targets and Activities for Indicator 19.  The Panel also concluded the mediation process is significantly under-utilized.  This conclusion comports with data from the Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution (CADRE) showing that Kentucky is one of the lowest users of mediations among states within the nation.  
The SAPEC’s analysis of the data indicated that the low number of mediations, combined with fluctuations in the number of agreements reached, significantly affect the percentages of disputes resolved through agreement. (See baseline data for FFY 2003 and FFY 2004.)   
Although much of the SAPEC’s concern focused on the small number of mediations in Kentucky, input from the SAPEC on Targets focused solely on the Indicator, i.e., increasing the number of mediations resolved by agreement.  At the behest of the SAPEC, Activities focus both on increasing the number of mediations resolved by mediation agreements and increasing the number of mediations requested.
The final Target for 2011 was set at 85%. This percentage was chosen based on the October 26, 2005 OSEP Technical Assistance teleconference, in which the presenters noted that 85% of mediation resolved by agreement was an acceptable target.  Kentucky’s rate of mediation agreements has gone steadily down, from a high of 75% in FFY 2002, to 66% in FFY 2003 to the current rate of 53.8%.  Due to the small numbers of mediations requested, the downward trend in the data is not felt to be a reliable indicator of future success in resolving mediations by agreement.  
The Measurable and Rigorous Targets reflect a small increase in percentages of mediations resolved for the first two years of the SPP, with larger increases projected for the final four years of the SPP. Most Activities that concentrate on increasing the utilization rate of mediations will not affect the number of mediations resolved by agreement.  Since the Activities that focus on increasing the numbers of mediation agreements reached are complex, these activities will take longer to achieve results.  
Number of Mediations Requested












Percentage of Mediations Resulting in Mediation Agreements







                                                  Percentage of Mediations Resolved

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005
(2005-2006)
	Fifty-seven percent (57%) of all mediations will result in mediation agreements.

	2006
(2006-2007)
	Sixty-one percent (61%) of all mediations requested will result in mediation agreements.

	2007
(2007-2008)
	Sixty-eight percent (68%) of all mediations requested will result in mediation agreements.

	2008
 (2008-2009)
	Seventy-five percent (75%) of all mediations requested will result in mediation agreements.

	2009
(2009-2010)

	Eighty-one percent (81%) of all mediations requested will result in mediation agreements.

	2010
(2010-2011)
	Eighty-five percent (85%) of mediations requested will result in mediations agreement.

	2011
(2011-2012)
	Sixty-one percent (61%) to eighty-five percent (85%) of mediations requested will result in mediations agreement.

	2012
(2012-2013)
	Sixty-one percent (61%) to eighty-five percent (85%) of mediations requested will result in mediations agreement.


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
To better coordinate activities for General Supervision Indicators, KDE has developed common activities for Indicators 15 through 19..
As set forth in Indicators 16, KDE is revising its activities to focus on comprehensive general supervision activities that are measurable and are based on data analysis. The Indicator 16 activity of developing a “real time” tracking system is the major activity for Indicator 19.  A tracking system that contains current information will allow DLS to collect data needed for the SPP and to do formative evaluation for reacting quickly to trends in dispute resolution..  

In addition to the tracking system, DLS has included a new activity for Indicators 18 and 19 only.    The activity is to survey parties to dispute resolution to obtain information for Indicator 18 and 19 root cause analysis.  The survey will also be used to examine ways of increasing the use of IDEA mediation. 
See Indicators 16 and 18 for details on the Improvement Activities for Indicator 19.















































Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2012
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: See Introduction     
	Monitoring Priority:	Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 20:	State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

	Measurement: 
State reported data, including 618 data, State Performance Plan, and Annual Performance Reports, are:
a. Submitted on or before due dates (February 1 for child count, including race and ethnicity; placement; November 1 for exiting, discipline, personnel and dispute resolution; and February 1 for Annual Performance Reports and assessment); and
b. Accurate, including covering the correct year and following the correct measurement. 
States are required to use the “Indicator 20 Scoring Rubric” for reporting data for this indicator (see Attachment B).



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Section 618 Data
The Division of Learning Services (DLS) has always placed importance on the collection, accuracy, and timeliness of the data required under Section 618 of the IDEA.  Traditionally, Kentucky has submitted its reports by their respective due dates.  However, due to a major initiative and investment in Kentucky to capture student level data at the state, systems change has resulted in some districts not submitting their Section 618 data in a timely fashion.
Kentucky mandated a statewide tracking system for all students for attendance purposes in the mid-1990s.  Beginning with the FFY 2002, the Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) mandated that all school districts begin using a special education tracking system offered by the vendor who provides the attendance-tracking program.  This module is known as SETS (special education tracking system).  The system is intended to provide the data required under Section 618 as well as much of the data required for the Annual Performance Report (APR), Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP), demographics and other areas.  Thus, it is imperative that the data is accurate, reliable, and valid. The program is also designed as a case management software that allows the user to develop Individual Education Programs (IEPS), track evaluation data and timelines, document due process and facilitate better services to students with disabilities.
To ensure this program captures not just the Section 618 data but other information such as due process and procedural safeguard data, IEP forms, and other types of special education student information, DLS established an advisory group to work with the vendor in the development and evolution of the program.
The advisory group meets several times throughout the year soliciting comments from the field for discussion and comment.  The group is comprised of local district staff including special education teachers and Directors of Special Education, information systems professionals, and staff from DLS and the Kentucky Special Education Cooperative Network hereafter referred to as the Special Education Co-ops.  This group makes recommendations for change to the system that are reviewed by DLS and Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) leadership and are then submitted to the vendor for modification to the product annually.
In addition to making modification requests, the advisory group also works with staff from the vendor to determine training needs and objectives.  The vendor provides training agendas and plans with the group for review and approval prior to actual training of the system.  Once approved, the vendor works with the KDE to establish two series of trainings for the various student information system (SIS) products including SETS and the attendance package.  There are regional trainings twice each year at multiple locations across the state. One set of trainings is conducted prior to the beginning of the school year and one prior to the end of the school year.  The two trainings, while similar, have somewhat different content based on the time of the training and the information needed by the user at that point.
In addition to the two trainings listed above, the vendor offers a toll-free support number Monday through Friday during normal business hours.  Training sessions at several conferences across the state are also presented, and web based trainings for the December 1 child count are provided.  This year, six WebEx trainings provided step-by-step instructions to district staff on extracting child count and other data in the system.
The SIS is designed to ensure information reported is accurate.  Internal checks are established to exclude the reporting of students who have not completed the evaluation process and for whom an eligibility determination has not been made.  The SIS also excludes students who have not started receiving services even if their eligibility has been determined.  Students who have outdated evaluation information and out-of-date IEPs are also excluded.  To further verify the accuracy of the SIS, field staff in the Division of School Finance who conduct attendance audits check student folders of those children receiving funding for special transportation to confirm special transportation is listed as a related service in the student’s current IEP.
With all the opportunities for training and the support lines of communication, districts and their staff have multiple avenues for training and assistance in using the student information system (SIS).  There is also a listserv established for users of the special education software program.  The listserv allows users to ask questions among themselves and find practical solutions from other users in the field.  This is a user-based and operated listserv.  Staff from KDE and the student information system vendor audits the listserv and will often respond to questions.

Annual Performance Report (APR)
The APR has been submitted to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) in a timely manner.  For the first two years in which the APR was required (2004 and 2005), work on the APR began in the summer preceding the March in which the APR was due and continued through the end of March.  During the development of the 2004 APR, at least 8 DLS consultants and supervisors and the complaint investigative attorney with Office of Legal and Legislative Services (OLLS) were involved in writing sections of the APR, obtaining relevant data for the report, or both.  The DLS staff attorney was involved full-time with the organization, writing and timely submission of the APR.  DLS staff also attended all OSEP and TA&D-sponsored events over the past two years in which technical assistance on the APR was provided and participated in the OSEP teleconferences offering technical assistance.
During the summer of 2004, all DLS staff were required by the DLS director to participate in either the 2005 APR work group or another important DLS initiative.  At that time, 14 DLS consultants and supervisors were involved in the development of the 2005 APR.  The DLS attorney continued her APR assignment.  DLS also received assistance from three DLS support staff, the KDE Early Childhood Division Director and an early childhood transition consultant with IHDI at the University of Kentucky.
For both the 2004 and 2005 APR, DLS received invaluable technical assistance from its Mid-South Regional Resource Center (MSRRC) state liaison.  DLS believed the work with the APR was vital to its meeting the needs of students with disabilities, making the APR one of its priorities for Mid-South’s work with Kentucky.
DLS also consulted with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) for its input on the APR.  Due to time constraints in 2004, SAPEC involvement in the APR was after the fact, rather than prior to submission to OSEP.  DLS staff made APR presentations to the SAPEC beginning in Spring 2004 and again at the Fall 2004 meeting.  In 2004, as an acknowledgement of the importance of the APR, the SAPEC realigned its committee structure around the APR cluster areas [General Supervision, Transition (Secondary and Early Childhood), Parent Involvement and FAPE in the LRE] so that the SAPEC’s work would parallel the work of DLS.
At the SAPEC meeting in fall 2004, DLS staff who had worked on the 2005 APR met with each individual “cluster” committee to review the APR information and to gather recommendations for the APR from the SAPEC. At the February 2005 SAPEC meeting, DLS staff met with the individual SAPEC committees to review and revise the 2005 APR prior to its submission to OSEP.  DLS has made an on-going commitment to sending DLS staff to SAPEC meetings, for the purpose of providing SPP/APR information to each committee and gathering stakeholder input.
A massive amount of staff time has been dedicated to the timely submission of a well-thought out, complete APR during 2004 and 2005.  Each year, the task has grown easier as DLS staff better understands the APR process and objectives, the data required to complete the report and the amount of time required to submit a comprehensive APR.
While the amount of time spent in preparing the APR is significant, the time spent on the task is proportionate to the importance placed upon it by DLS as a document that guides the work of DLS.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):
The child count, race and ethnicity, and placement data tables for FFY 2004 were submitted electronically to WESTAT using its electronic data transmission system on February 28, 2005.
The exiting, discipline, and personnel data tables for the 2004-2005 school year were submitted electronically to WESTAT on October 26, 2005.
The 2004 APR was submitted to OSEP electronically on March 30, 2004.
To determine timeliness as a percent, Kentucky decided to count the number of reports that are to be submitted to the US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs and determine the percent of those reports that were submitted on or before their due date.  For accuracy, Kentucky chose to determine the percent of those reports that had to be revised after the due date.
For timeliness, during the 2004-2005 school year, Kentucky submitted four of the six required federal reports (Tables 1 through 5 and the Annual Performance Report) on or before their established due dates.  This means that Kentucky was 66.67 percent timely in meeting this objective.
For accuracy, during the 2004-2005 school year, Kentucky had to revise and resubmit four (4) of its required reports due to either revisions in local data or errors made in processing these data at KDE.  This resulted in Kentucky only being 33.33% accurate by this standard.
Table 20:  2004-2005 Report of Timeliness and Accuracy of Federal Reporting
	Status
	Table
1
	Table
2
	Table
3
	Table
4
	Table
5
	Table
6
	SPP
	APR
	Percent

	Timely
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	NA
	NA
	1
	66.67%

	Accurate
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	NA
	NA
	1
	33.33%



Discussion of Baseline Data:
Section 618 Data
Historically, Kentucky has been timely in its submission of Section 618 State Reported Data.  However over the previous two years, data for the child count, race/ethnicity and placement were submitted after their due date.  This has been the result of issues associated with implementation of the state’s SIS, specifically the special education tracking system (SETS) of the program.  As the SETS component of the SIS is a relatively new requirement, a few districts have experienced concerns with generating appropriate child count, placement and other Section 618 data.  These concerns were due to system checks intended to validate the reliability of the special education data.  These checks are designed to preclude counting or reporting children who are not eligible because they may not have a current IEP, reevaluations are past due, or some required data are either missing or incomplete within the SETS program.
The data for exiting, discipline and personnel have been submitted by their required due dates each year via the use of the electronic data reporting through WESTAT.
Annual Performance Report
The 2004 APR was the initial year for the submission of an annual report from state education agencies (SEAs) to OSEP on the performance of students with disabilities.  Prior to 2004, the SEA reports were due every two years and were called the Biennial Performance Report (BPR).  Not only was the timing of the Report changed but the APR itself was a much more comprehensive document than the BPR.  Because the items being measured in the APR were different and more comprehensive than the BPR, DLS staff’s experience with the BPR did not translate to writing the new APR.  Many data requirements in the APR indicators were new.  Terms and definitions were different than anything required by OSEP in the past, which caused uncertainty for staff in the beginning of the process.
Because DLS began work on the APR in August 2003, it had eight months to complete the report.  However, the eight- month period was the same period as two major OSEP requirements for DLS: the OSEP Verification Visit in November 2003 and the DLS initial update to OSEP on the KDE’s Improvement Plan in January 2004.   Fortunately, much of the information required for the APR could be extrapolated from the work done for the Verification Visit and the update to the Improvement Plan. The 2004 APR was submitted to OSEP one day before the deadline of March 31, 2004, due to the work of nine DLS staff spending hundreds of hours in deliberation, study, training, data collection, meetings, and writing the document.
In realizing the work involved in preparing the APR and the ultimate importance of the report, the DLS director made the 2005 APR a priority of the division. 18 DLS staff, including supervisors, consultants, an attorney and support staff developed the 2005 APR.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 

	2006

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate.

	2007

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 

	2008

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 

	2009

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 

	2010

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 

	2011

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 

	2012

	100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. 



Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
Activity for Indicator 20 
	Indicator 20 Improvement Activity

	DLS (Now the Division of Learning Services or DLS) will convene regular meetings of the Special Education Advisory Group for Infinite Campus (SEAGIC) to provide input, direction and guidance for special education data requirements in the student information system.
Action Steps:
1. SEAGIC will meet 3 to 4 times annually
2. SEAGIC will develop and revise special education data collection requirements including development of data standards to reflect changes in federal and state laws to improve the student information system
3. SEAGIC will be representative of local district, state, and vendor staff

	Evaluation
	An internal evaluation will be conducted by KDE staff not involved in the SEAGIC process.  The evaluator will look at:
· Accuracy of student data captured
· User friendly status of student information system
· Compliance with required data timelines

	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012

	Resources
	DLS data manager, technology consultant

	Status
	SEAGIC is established and meeting regularly



Activity for Indicator 20 
	

Indicator 20 Improvement Activity

	The DLS APR work group will review APR Indicators and data
Action Steps:
· DLS data manager will generate data for each indicator
· DLS data manager will work with DLS staff assigned to indicators to provide, explain and discuss data needs
· DLS data manager will analyze data at the state and district levels for consistency, accuracy, and appropriate decision- making with regard to compliance

	Evaluation
	The DLS Division Director will periodically review work of the APR work group for:
· Accuracy of APR data
· Alignment of staff with APR duties and responsibilities
· Successful completion of the APR

	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012

	Resources
	DLS data manager; DLS staff

	Status
	On-going



Activity for Indicator 20 
	
Indicator 20 Improvement Activity

	DLS will provide technical assistance to districts for submissions of required data to KDE and DLS
Action Steps
· DLS data manager will review local district data submission
· DLS data manager will work with districts to identify and correct data errors

	Evaluation
	Submission of Section 618 Data through EDEN and review of data by DAC 

	Timeline
	FFY 2010-2012

	Resources
	DLS data manager, technology consultant, EDEN/EdFacts and DAC staff

	Status
	On-going













Reasons for Timeline Delays for Children Determined Not Eligible for Services

Availability of Personnel	Student Absenteeism	Transfer Student	Parental Factors	Teacher/Evaluator Training Issue	Other	11	11	9	27	7	3	
Reasons for Timeline Delays for Chidren Determined Eligible for Services

Availability of Personnel	Student Absenteeism	Transfer Student	Parental Factors	Teacher/Evaluator Training Issues	Other	12	14	13	30	5	4	
Figure 1. Kentucky IDEA Part B SPP/APR Indicator #14: Post-School Outcomes for 2008-09 School Year Exiters
1: Enrolled in Higher Education	2: Competitive Employment	3: Other Postsecondary Education or Training	4: Other Employment	Not Engaged	463	541	78	100	759	FFY 2004	
IEP	Discipline	Evaluation	Procedures	Records	LRE	S. Transition	17	9	7	5	2	1	1	IEP	Discipline	Evaluation	Procedures	Records	LRE	S. Transition	IEP	Discipline	Evaluation	Procedures	Records	LRE	S. Transition	

% Timely Resolved	FFY 2001	FFY 2002	FFY 2003	FFY 2005	71	63	33	100	



Number of Hearing Requests that were Resolved Through Resolution Sessions Agreements of 19 Requests

East	
Resolved Through Resolution session Agreements	Resolved Prior to Resolution Sessions	Resolved Through Agreement After Unsuccessful Resolution Session	Not Resolved	11	3	2	3	


Requested Mediations	FFY 1999	FFY 2000	FFY 2001	FFY 2002	FFY 2003	FFY 2004	33	18	19	12	9	13	



% Resulting in Mediation Agreement	FFY 1999	FFY 2000	FFY 2001	FFY 2002	FFY 2003	FFY 2004	0	0	0	0	66	53.87	
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Trend Data -- Graduation Rates for Students with Disabilties using 618 Exiting Data
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Trend Data -- Dropout Rates for Students with Disabilities According to 618 Exiting Data
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5. Is there anything you feel your daughter/son’s school could do
differently to make the transition from high school to community easier?

-

-

6. What are your son/daughter’s plans for after high school?

-

-

7. Child's grade (pre-K - 12):
I

8. Child's Age:

Years I:l

9. Child's age when first referred to Early Intervention or Special Education:
Enter a whole number. If child was less than one year old at initial referral please enter 0. I:I
10. Child's Race / Ethnicity:

White Asian or Pacific Islander

Black or African-American

American Indian or Alaskan Native

Hispanic or Latino

11. Child's Primary Exceptionality / Disability:

Autism Multiple Disabilities
Deaf-Blindness Orthopedic Impairment
Deafness Other Health Impairment

Developmental Delay Specific Learning Disability

Emotional Behavioral Disorder (EBD) Speech or Language Impairment
Functional Mental Disability (FMD) Traumatic Brain Injury
Hearing Impairment Visual Impairment including Blindness

Mild Mental Disability (MMD)

12. What is your son/daughter’s school district:
| ]
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Steven L. Beshear
Governor

Kevin M. Noland
Interim Commissioner of Education

EDUCATION AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT CABINET
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Capital Plaza Tower « 500 Mero Street  Frankfort, Kentucky 40601
Phone: (502) 564-4770 « www.education.ky.gov

June 17, 2009
Dear Parent:

As a parent of a child who receives special education services in Kentucky, you have been selected to
participate in a survey regarding your child’s educational experiences for the 2008-2009 school year.
Our state is committed to helping school districts improve parent participation in the evaluation,
identification, and service delivery for exceptional students. The information from this confidential
survey will help to identify and target specific training, services, and programs that make it possible
for schools and parents to successfully collaborate and work together.

Survey results will be collected and analyzed by evaluators at the Human Development Institute
(HDI) at the University of Kentucky. Please be assured that you and your child’s privacy will be
protected. The combined survey results will be shared with the Office of Special Education Programs
at the United States Department of Education, Kentucky Department of Education, Special
Educational Cooperatives, and local school districts in order to guide future planning.

There are two options for completing the survey:
Complete the survey online by typing the following into your web browser:
http:/tinyurl.com/KYParent

Or

Complete the enclosed paper survey with a pen or pencil and then return it in the enclosed

envelope.
Your responses to this survey should be based only for the 2008-2009 school vear only. This is part
of a national survey and does not necessarily reflect requirements of Kentucky school districts.
However, it is intended to identify those efforts of the school district that promote and support parent
involvement. Your opinion is very important to us and we would like to take this opportunity to thank
you in advance for partnering with us on this endeavor. Please complete the survey online or on
paper before July 30, 2009. Thank you for your participation.

Should you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact Allison Scott
(Allison.scott@education.ky.gov Yor Toyah Robey (toyah.robey@education.ky.gov) at 502-564-
4970.

Sincerely,
O
o }/g&%%}
R. Larry Taylor, Director
Division of Exceptional Children Services

Note: Survey starts on the back of this page.

Kentuckiy™

UNBRIDLED SPIRIT

Enclosures

KentuckyUnbridedSpirit.com An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D
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Parent Survey

This is a survey for parents of students receiving special education services. Your responses will help
guide efforts to improve services and results for children and families. For each statement below, please
select one of the following response choices: very strongly disagree, strongly disagree, disagree, agree,
strongly agree, very strongly agree.

In responding to each statement, think about your experience and your child's experience with special
education during the 2008-09 school year only. You may skip any item that you feel does not apply to
you or your child.

1. Please indicate the level to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements:

Kentucky Department of Education / Division of Exceptional

2. Teachers and administrators:

very Strongl Strongl very Not
Strongly _. oy Disagree Agree 9 yStrongly R
X Disagree Agree Applicable
Disagree Agree
Seek out parent input. @) O O O O O O
Show sensitivity to the needs of students with disabilities
and their families. O o o O o
Encourage me to participate in the decision-making
orocese. o o o o o o ©
Respect my cultural heritage. O O O O O O O
Ensure that I have fully understood the Procedural
Safeguards [the rules in federal law that protect the rights O O O O O O O
of parents].
3. The school:
very Strongl Strongl very Not
Strongly _. oy Disagree Agree 9 yStrongly R
X Disagree Agree Applicable
Disagree Agree
Has a person on staff who is available to answer parents' O 0] O ®) e e e
questions.
Communicates regularly with me regarding my child's ®) O e O e) e e)
progress on IEP goals.
Gives me choices with regard to services that address my
child's needs. o = < < © Y ©
Offers parents training about special education issues. O O O O O O O
Offers parents a variety of ways to communicate with 0 O O o O O O
teachers.
Gives parents the help they may need to play an active 0 e) O e 0 O 0
role in their child's education.
Connects parents to organizations that serve parents of @) O @) O ®) ®) @)
children with disabilities.
Explains what options parents have if they disagree with a
O O O O O O O

decision of the school.

4. Please indicate the level to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements:

Vi Ve

ey Strongly _. Strongly ery Not
StronegDisa reeDlsagree Agree Agree StronglyA licable
Disagree 9 9 Agree PP

I am confident that my son/daughter will either enroll in
post secondary education and/or be competitively O O O O O O O
employed after exiting high school.

My son/daughter actively participated in his/her IEP
O O O O O O O

meeting.
My daughter/son is actively involved in extracurricular o) o) 0) o)
activities.
The school helped my son/daughter participate in
p y son/daug P P o 0O o O

extracurricular activities.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Disagree Agree StromleStroneg Not
X Disagree Agree Applicable

Disagree Agree
I am considered an equal partner with teachers and other @) ®) @) O e e) e
professionals in planning my child's program.
In preparation for my child's transition planning meeting I e} @) O O O O O
was given information about options my child will have
after high school.
At the IEP meeting, we discussed how my child would O @) @) @) @) @] @)
participate in statewide assessments
At the IEP meeting, we discussed accommodations and @) e @) O O e} O
modifications that my child would need.
All of my concerns and recommendations were documented @) @) e O O e} O
on the IEP.
Written justification was given for the extent that my child O @) O O O ) O
would not receive services in the regular classroom.
I was given information about organizations that offer O @) O O O ) O
support for parents of students with disabilities.
I have been asked for my opinion about how well special O e} O @) e} e} e}
education services are meeting my child's needs.
My child's evaluation report is written in terms I understand O O O O O O O
Written information I receive is written in an O ) O O O O O
understandable way.
Teachers are available to speak with me. O O O O O O O
Teachers treat me as a team member. O O O O O O O
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NPSO Response Calculator

Overall LD ED MR AO Female Minority ELL Dropout

Target Leaver Totals 3435 998 276 1107 1054 1185 579 0 220

Response Totals 1941 619 147 605 570 669 278 0 100

Target Leaver Representation 29.05% 8.03% 32.23% 30.68% 34.50% 16.86% 0.00% 6.40%

Respondent Representation 31.89% 7.57% 31.17% 29.37% 34.47% 14.32% 0.00% 5.15%

Difference 2.84% -0.46% -1.06% -1.32% -0.03% -2.53% 0.00% -1.25%

Representativeness

Note: positive difference indicates over-representation, negative difference indicates under-representation. A difference of greater than +/-3% is 

highlighted in red. We encourage users to also read the Westat/NPSO paper Post-School Outcomes: Response Rates and Non-response Bias, found 

on the NPSO website at http://www.psocenter.org/collecting.html.


