Training Packet
for

Cluster Area I

General Supervision
	Cluster Area I: General Supervision Notes and Helpful Hints

Question:
Is effective general supervision of the implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act ensured through the State education agency’s (SEA) utilization of mechanisms that result in all eligible children with disabilities having an opportunity to receive a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE)?

(Helpful Hints:

· For each cluster, States should expand and/or modify the Table according to the goal and indicators the State has established.

· Each Cluster Area must be addressed.

· The “Question” is answered by completing cells 1-6 below (Cells 1-3 should contain “present” data; cells 4-6 should contain “projected” data).

· Original Objectives found in Cluster “heavy” and Cluster “light” have become “Questions” in the annual performance reporting.



	Probes:
GS.I
Do the general supervision instruments and procedures (including monitoring, complaint and hearing resolution, etc.), used by the SEA, identify and correct IDEA noncompliance in a timely manner?
GS.II
Are systemic issues identified and remediated through the analysis of findings from information and data collected from all available sources, including monitoring, complaint investigations, and hearing resolutions?
GS.III
Are complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews completed in a timely manner?
GS.IV
Are there sufficient numbers of administrators, teachers, related services providers, paraprofessionals, and other providers to meet the identified educational needs of all children with disabilities in the State?

GS.V
Do State procedures and practices ensure collection and reporting of accurate and timely data?

(Helpful Hints:

· Original Components and Indicators found in Cluster “heavy” and Cluster “light” have become “Probes” in the annual performance reporting.

· Some indicators have been deleted.

· States must address, at a minimum, the probe(s) found in the cluster areas.

· The probe(s) are only some of many that States may use while completing ongoing self-assessing and improvement planning.
· Problems seen during OSEP’s review of “General Supervision” in the State’s Improvement Plans.

· Data from States’ systems are not consistently analyzed.

· Did not complete an analysis to determine the effectiveness of a State’s monitoring procedures to identify and correct areas of non-compliance.

· Need to ensure that charter schools, out-of state placements, etc., are part of the States general supervision system.

· Data reported emphasized State “efforts” instead of “efforts” and the “effects”.

· Lack of trend data to judge change/impact for most measures.

· In many instances States did not appear to have enough data and/or know how to analyze and use the data well.

· Poor record keeping/tracking of complaint and hearing extensions.

· Not consistently analyzing monitoring findings, complaints, and hearings to focus on improvement work.

· Lack of or insufficient benchmarks that would allow a State to assess, at appropriate intervals, the effectiveness of the improvement strategies in achieving the desired outcome.

· Did not use data to determine the issues on which a State should focus improvement efforts and systemic change.

· Did not ensure accuracy of data submitted.

· Difficulty with understanding and implementing Cause Analysis.

· Lack of analyzing any current State strategies to determine if still ensuring improvement.

· Did not link evidence of change to desired outcome.

· Difficulty understanding: 1.) effort vs. effect; 2.) strategies vs. targets and 3.) baseline data.

· States substitute anecdotes for actual data.



	Federal Requirements that Address Compliance:

(Helpful Hints:

· Although States are addressing “performance” in the Part B Annual Performance Report, there are Federal requirements underlying each performance area.  States should examine compliance with these underlying requirements as part of their overall review of performance.

· Verification process looks at general supervision including complaints and hearings.

· State could be designated “High Risk” for poor management, i.e., late or poor quality audits or performance reports, unstable management, long-standing or significant noncompliance, etc.

· Need to coordinate with other offices and agencies, especially Title I, Charter Schools, and Personnel.

Federal Requirements (
20 USC §1232d(b)(3) GEPA requirements regarding methods of administering 

20 USC §1232c State agency monitoring and enforcement

34 CFR §80.40(a) Monitoring and reporting program performance

34 CFR §300.600 SEA responsibilities

34 CFR §300.197 LEA/SEA compliance

34 CFR §§300.507-300.509 Impartial due process

34 CFR §300.506 Mediation

34 CFR §§300.660-300.662 Complaint procedures

34 CFR §§300.380-300.382 CSPD

34 CFR §300.136 Personnel standards

34 CFR §§300.138-300.139 Participation in assessment

34 CFR §300.137 Performance goals and indicators

34 CFR §§300.750-300.755 State reported data
34 CFR §300.300 FAPE and incarcerated youth

34 CFR §300.401 Children in private schools

34 CFR §300.147 SEA as provider of FAPE

34 CFR §300.221 LEA and State Implementation of CSPD

34 CFR §300.312 Children with Disabilities in Public Charter Schools

34 CFR §300.241 Responsibility of SEA and other Public Agencies for IEPs



	State Goal (for reporting period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003):

(
Provide the goal the State has established for the performance of children with disabilities in the State.  Indicate with an asterisk (*) the goals that are consistent with the goals and indicators for children who are nondisabled.

(Helpful Hints:

· State goals are statements of the conditions we want for the population of students with disabilities.

· State Goal can be the same as the “Question”.

· State Goal can be taken from the State’s Improvement Plan

· The goal(s) entered in this cell would be those that are the result of the State’s annual self-assessing and improvement planning.

· If a State has recently developed an Improvement Plan, and General Supervision has been addressed in the Plan, the goal could be taken directly from the State’s Improvement Plan.

· State “efforts” and the “effect” of those “efforts” are directly tied to the “progress” and/or “slippage” that occurs when trying to meet goals the State has established for the performance of children with disabilities.



	Performance Indicator(s) (for reporting period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003):

(
Provide the performance indicator(s) the State has used to quantify the goal(s) for this reporting period.  Performance indicators should measure “effect” but can include “effort” as well.

(Helpful Hints:

· Performance indicators are statements that help quantify the goal and signal whether the goal is being achieved.

· A State could reword the “Probes” found in Cluster Area I and use them as the State indicators.

· Performance Indicators should align with the State Performance Goals and Indicators.
· The indicator(s) entered in this cell would be those that are the result of the State’s annual self-assessing and improvement planning.

· If a State has recently developed a Improvement Plan the indicators could be taken directly from the State’s Improvement Plan.

· State “efforts” and the “effect” of those “efforts” are directly tied to the “progress” and/or “slippage” that help signal whether the goal is being achieved or not.



	1.  Baseline/Trend Data (for reporting period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003):
(
 Indicate the performance data, both baseline and trend, that the State used to measure/assess progress, maintenance and/or compliance.
  The “effect” of the State’s “efforts”, i.e., the “progress” and/or “slippage” or those efforts, is based on the State’s performance data.  If a State has no data related to the desired “effect”, baseline and/or trend, the State must provide an explanation as to how and when the State plans to collect baseline data for the Cluster Area.  The State should still use “effort” data and monitoring data.  Use Attachment 1 when completing this cell.
(Helpful Hints:

· State should include a trend data analysis.

· Baseline/Trend data, related to system performance, are used in evidence-based decision making to guide decisions.

· Consider financial systems, audit findings, CSPD, interagency work, coordinated services, private schools (addressed through monitoring), and State reported data.

· Trend Data, in regard to this report, are at least three years of data that show a line of general direction or movement.
· The baseline/trend data entered in this cell would be those data on which results of the State’s on going (annual) self-assessing and improvement planning are based.

· If a State has recently developed an Improvement Plan, and General Supervision has been addressed in the Plan, a portion of the baseline/trend data could be taken directly from the State’s Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan.

· The State’s baseline/trend data, drawn from the Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan, would be the first step in determining the progress and/or slippage (effect) that has resulted from the strategies used in trying to achieve the target(s) the State has set to reach the goal(s) and indicator(s) for this Cluster Area.

· The summary of the effect may best be shown through the use of graphs and/or tables.  If supporting graphs and/or tables are referenced in this cell, the State should enter “Refer to attached supporting graphs and/or tables”.

· If a State has no baseline and/or trend data the State must provide an explanation as to how and when the State plans to collect baseline data for the Cluster Area in question.
· States are to use Attachment 1 in conjunction with the Table when reporting complaints, mediations, and due process hearings in this Annual Performance Report.

· States are to provide the URL at which the State’s Dispute Resolution data are located if available.



	Attachment 1

Below are definitions for each data element in Attachment 1.  In general, these definitions limit the numbers reported to the category of actions initiated during the reporting period for that cell.  In other words, the cells provide specific detail (in a set and subsets) of those actions (written complaints, due process filings, or mediations) initiated during the twelve-month period.  This approach will require States to extend their data collection beyond the twelve-month period in order to report final disposition of cases.  Typically, that extension would not be more than 60 days beyond June 30th to allow for the disposition of cases pending on June 30th (e.g., complaints filed up to the end of June).  To accommodate actions that may still be pending 60 days after the end of the year, there is a cell for “pending” actions at the end of each table (1a, 1b, 1c). The number of such cases is estimated to be very small.  States will not be required to correct these reports in subsequent years after pending cases have closed.

	Ia: Formal Complaints

	(1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003 (or specify other reporting period: ___/___/___ to ___/___/___)
	(2) Number of Complaints
	(3) Number of Complaints with Findings
	(4) Number of Complaints with No Findings
	(5) Number of Complaints not Investigated – Withdrawn or No Jurisdiction
	(6) Number of Complaints Completed/Addressed within Timelines
	(7) Number of Complaints Pending as of: ___/___/___
(enter closing date for dispositions)

	TOTALS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(Cell 1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003:  The preferred reporting period is July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003 (07/01/02 – 06/30/03). If data are not available for this time period, indicate the dates of the twelve-month period for the data reported (e.g., 09/01/02 – 08/31/03).

(Cell 2) Number of Complaints:  Report the total number of formal written complaints received by the SEA during the reporting period.

(Cell 3) Number of Complaints with Findings:  Of the complaints received during the reporting period (Cell 2), report the total number of complaints for which written decisions with substantiated findings were made. This count should include complaint dispositions that occurred after June 30, 2003, but before the closing date for dispositions of this report (see below, definition for “complaints pending”).  Written decisions with findings include citations confirming the validity of any portion of the complaint and requiring correction by the agency(ies) against which the complaint was filed. Do not report here complaint investigations completed that had no substantiated findings (see Cell 4).

(Cell 4) Number of Complaints with No Findings:  Of the complaints received during the reporting period (Cell 2), enter the total number of complaint investigations completed for which there were no substantiated findings made, including complaint dispositions that occurred after June 30, 2003, but before the closing date for dispositions of this report (see below, definition for “complaints pending”).

(Cell 5) Number of Complaints not Investigated – Withdrawn or No Jurisdiction: Of the complaints received during the reporting period (Cell 2), report the total number of formal written complaints that were not investigated as the result of the complaint being withdrawn by the complainant, or a complaint determined not within the jurisdiction of the SEA complaints process (e.g., a written complaint received that came down to a personnel issue, or a complaint regarding an issue that was settled through a due process hearing, litigation, or other action).  States should include all complaints not investigated for these reasons whether or not the decision not to investigate occurred after June 30, 2003, but before the closing date for dispositions of this report (see below, definition for “complaints pending”). 

(Cell 6) Number of Complaints Completed/Addressed within Timelines:  Of the complaints received during the reporting period (Cell 2), report the total number of complaint investigations completed within the timelines, including complaints completed where timelines were extended (e.g., an extension resulting from deferral to a due process filing, or an extension granted under 34 CFR 300.661b)(1), where “exceptional circumstances exist with respect to a particular complaint”). States should include all complaint investigations completed (those with substantiated findings and those without such findings) whether or not completed after June 30, 2003, but before the closing date for dispositions of this report (see below, definition for “complaints pending”).

(Cell 7) Number of Complaints Pending as of: ___/___/___ (enter closing date for dispositions): Of the complaints received during the reporting period (Cell 2), report the total number of complaint investigations still pending as of the closing date for this report.  The closing date for disposition of complaints filed during the reporting period may be set by the State, but generally will be 60 days following the closing date of the twelve-month reporting period.

Calculation Notes: (Cell 2) should equal (Cells 3+4+5+7). (Cell 6) should be less than or equal to (Cells 3+4)

	Ib:  Mediations

	(1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003 (or specify alternate period: ___/___/___ to ___/___/___)
	Number of Mediations
	Number of Mediation Agreements
	(6) Number of Mediations Pending as of: ___/___/___ 
(enter closing date for dispositions)

	
	(2) Not Related to Hearing Requests
	(3) Related to Hearing Requests
	(4) Not Related to Hearing Requests
	(5) Related to Hearing Requests
	

	TOTALS
	
	
	
	
	

	(Cell 1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003:  The preferred reporting period is July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003 (07/01/02 – 06/30/03). If data are not available for this time period, indicate the dates of the twelve-month period for the data reported (e.g., 09/01/02 – 08/31/03).

(Cell 2) Number of Mediations - Not Related to Hearing Requests:  If the State provides mediation under conditions other than those required under IDEA, report the total number of mediations held (at least initial sessions) during the reporting period that were not preceded by a hearing request.  The State should count mediations regardless of the length of the mediation session(s) or whether they resulted in a mediation agreement.  A mediation that involved multiple sessions should be counted as a single mediation.  A mediation that failed and was followed by a due process request should be counted as not related to a hearing request.  If the State makes mediation available only after a due process request has been filed, enter “NA” in this cell.

(Cell 3) Number of Mediations - Related to Hearing Requests:  Enter the total number of mediations held (at least initial sessions) during the reporting period when the mediation involves the same parties (e.g., parents and school personnel) and was offered in conjunction with or after the filing of a due process request. The State should count mediations regardless of the length of the mediation session(s) or whether the mediation resulted in a written mediation agreement during the reporting period. A mediation that involved multiple sessions should be counted as a single mediation.

(Cell 4) Number of Mediation Agreements - Not Related to Hearing Requests:  Of the “Number of Mediations - Not Related to Hearing Requests” (Cell 2), report the total number of mediation agreements completed, including those completed prior to the end of the closing date for dispositions of this report specified by the State (see below, definition of “mediations pending”). The State should count agreements that address all or any part of the issues raised in the mediation. The number entered into this cell of the table is a subset of Cell 2, the reported number of mediations not related to hearing requests.

(Cell 5) Number of Mediation Agreements - Related to Hearing Requests: Of the “Number of Mediations - Related to Hearing Requests” (Cell 3), report the total number of mediation agreements completed, including those completed prior to the end of the closing date for dispositions of this report specified by the State (see below, definition of “mediations pending”). The State should count agreements that address all or any part of the issues raised in the mediation.

(Cell 6) Mediations Pending as of: ___/___/___ (enter closing date for dispositions): Of the mediations held (at least initial sessions) during the reporting period (Cells 2+3), report the total number of mediations still pending (e.g., no agreement reached) as of the closing date for this report. The closing date for disposition of mediations initiated during the reporting period may be set by the State, but generally will be 60 days following the closing date of the twelve-month reporting period. 

Calculation Notes: Cell 4 is a subset of Cell 2; Cell 5 is a subset of Cell 3. Total mediations held should equal (Cells 2+3). Total mediation agreements should equal (Cells 4+5). No report of total mediations requested or offered can be inferred from these numbers nor is it a required report element.

	Ic:  Due Process Hearings

	(1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003 (or specify alternate period: ___/___/___ to ___/___/___)
	(2) Number of Hearing Requests
	(3) Number of Hearings Held (fully adjudicated)
	(4) Number of Decisions Issued after Timelines and Extension Expired
	(5) Number of Hearings Pending as of: ___/___/___
(enter closing date for dispositions)

	TOTALS
	
	
	
	

	(Cell 1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003:  The preferred reporting period is July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003 (07/01/02 – 06/30/03). If data are not available for this time period, indicate the dates of the twelve-month period for the data reported (e.g., 09/01/02 – 08/31/03).

(Cell 2) Number of Hearing Requests:  Report the total number of hearing requests received during the reporting period, regardless of whether a hearing was held or the request withdrawn during or after the reporting period. This includes hearings requested and not held because the issue was resolved through mediation. For States with two tiered hearings systems, a case that goes to both levels of hearing should be counted in the year of the first tier request as one hearing.

(Cell 3) Number of Hearings:  Of the total number of hearing requests received during the reporting period (Cell 2), enter the number of due process hearings held (fully adjudicated) during that period or prior to the closing date for dispositions of this report (see below, definition for “hearings pending”).

(Cell 4) Number of Decisions Issued after Timelines and Extension Expired:  Of the total number of hearing requests received during the reporting period (Cell 2), report the number of due process hearings resulting in decisions that were issued late (after the normal timeline and any extensions had expired).  Count decisions that were issued late whether they were issued during the reporting period or prior to the closing date for dispositions of this report (see below, definition for “hearings pending”).

(Cell 5) Number of Hearings Pending as of: ___/___/___ (enter closing date for dispositions):  Of the total number of hearing requests received during the reporting period (Cell 2), report the number of due process hearings still pending as of the date for dispositions included in this report. The closing date for disposition of hearings requested during the reporting period may be set by the State, but generally will be 60 days or more following the closing date of the twelve-month reporting period.

Calculation Notes: Cells 3, 4 and 5 are each a subset of Cell 2. Any value in Cell 4 is a subset of Cell 3. (Cell 2) minus (Cells 3+5) should equal the number of due process hearing requests not fully adjudicated because they were withdrawn, judged not subject to full adjudication, settled through mediation, or otherwise no longer pending.



	2.  Targets (for reporting period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003):

( 
Indicate the desired level of performance that was to be achieved in this reporting period.

(Helpful Hints:

· A target is a desired level of performance to be reached.
· A State may have long-range targets as well as intermediate targets or benchmarks.
· An established target must begin with an “effect” statement and be measurable, e.g., “Complaint investigations are completed within the 60 day time frame 100% of the time”.
· Targets should describe the desired “effect” of the effort.

· Targets can be either numerical or narrative.

· If a State has recently developed a Improvement Plan the indicators could be taken directly from the State’s Improvement Plan.



	3.  Explanation of Progress or Slippage (for reporting period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003):

(
 Describe the progress made in meeting or moving toward targets over time, i.e., address the “effect” of the activities completed during the reporting period.  Describe any slippage, i.e., lack of progress or regression, that has occurred and how the State plans to address the slippage through adjustments or improvements made in State programs, policies, or practices.  If the State needs to explain the performance data, the explanation should be provided in this cell.

(
This section will likely be completed in narrative form, although may include charts or tables describing progress.
(Helpful Hints:

· In the State’s explanation of “progress” or “slippage” States must address the “effect” of the activities completed during the reporting period.
· If a State has recently developed an Improvement Plan, the progress and/or slippage could be based on the data found in the State’s Improvement Plan.

· Look below the level of the State data.  Examine variability in data at the district and building level.  Break down by disability, race/ethnicity, and educational setting when drilling down.
· Change over time is better than a cut score, trigger, or static measure.
· If the State needs to explain the performance data, the explanation should be provided in this cell on this table.

· For example, the State’s indicator measures, i.e., the metrics used for the performance indicators, may have changed for the July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003 grant year that is being reported.  These metric changes should be explained to avoid invalid comparisons over time when attempting to create trends for analysis.


	4.  Projected Targets (for NEXT reporting period July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004 and on going):

(
 Provide for the next reporting period, July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004, information on revised targets. If the Baseline/Trend Data show that the Cluster Area is in compliance and performance is acceptable, States can retain the maintenance targets.

(Helpful Hints:

· Data entered in this cell are projected data.

· A target is a desired level of performance to be reached.
· A projected target must begin with an “effect” statement, e.g., “Parent concerns are resolved through mediations 90% of the time before moving to a due process hearing”.
· Targets should describe the desired “effect” of the effort.

· Targets can be either numerical or narrative.

· If the Baseline/Trend Data show that the Cluster Area is in compliance and performance is acceptable, States can retain the targets, used for the current reporting period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003, as maintenance targets.

· Indicate any revised and/or projected long-range level of performance to be reached.
· If a State has recently developed a Improvement Plan, the targets could be taken directly from the State’s Improvement Plan.

· If a State says that a target is being “maintained” the State is indicating that activities and resources (see Cells 5 and 6) are being supplied to provide the support and/or upkeep of the target.



	5.  Future Activities to Achieve Projected Targets/Results (for NEXT reporting period July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004 and on going):

(
 Provide for the next reporting period, July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004, information on revised activities to achieve the targets/results.  If the Baseline/Trend Data show that the Cluster Area is in compliance and performance is acceptable, States should provide strategies used to maintain full compliance and continued acceptable performance.

(Helpful Hints:

· Provide information on activities to achieve the targets/results for the next reporting period, July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004.

· Activities need to show “effort” to achieve desired “effect”.
· Data entered in this cell are projected data.

· If the Baseline/Trend Data show that the Cluster Area is in compliance and performance is acceptable, States should provide strategies used to maintain full compliance and continued acceptable performance.

· 

	6.  Projected Timelines and Resources (for NEXT reporting period July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004 and on going):

( 
Provide information on revised targets, activities to achieve the targets/results, timelines, and resources for the next reporting period, July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004.  If the Baseline/Trend Data show that the Cluster Area is in compliance and performance is acceptable, States should list resources needed to maintain full compliance and continued acceptable performance.

(Helpful Hints:

· Data entered in this cell are projected data.

· For a noncompliance area, timeline cannot exceed one year.

· Resources include staff time, materials, grants, stakeholders, other agency providers, etc.

· If the Baseline/Trend Data show that the Cluster Area is in compliance and performance is acceptable, States should list resources needed to maintain full compliance and continued acceptable performance.




Cluster Area I: General Supervision – 
Example from the State of Kansas (01/15/04)

Question:
Is effective general supervision of the implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act ensured through the State education agency’s (SEA) utilization of mechanisms that result in all eligible children with disabilities having an opportunity to receive a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE)?

Probes:
GS.I
Do the general supervision instruments and procedures (including monitoring, complaint and hearing resolution, etc.), used by the SEA, identify and correct IDEA noncompliance in a timely manner?
GS.II
Are systemic issues identified and remediated through the analysis of findings from information and data collected from all available sources, including monitoring, complaint investigations, and hearing resolutions?
GS.III
Are complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews completed in a timely manner?
GS.IV
Are there sufficient numbers of administrators, teachers, related services providers, paraprofessionals, and other providers to meet the identified educational needs of all children with disabilities in the State?

GS.V
Do State procedures and practices ensure collection and reporting of accurate and timely data?

State Goal(s):
Goal 1:  Kansas will maintain effective general supervision systems for compliance and data collection to ensure implementation of IDEA so that children with disabilities have an opportunity to receive FAPE in the LRE.

Goal 2:  Kansas will ensure there is a sufficient number of highly qualified staff to meet the needs of children with disabilities.*
Performance Indicator(s):
GS.I
The general supervision instruments and procedures (including monitoring, complaint and hearing resolution, etc.), used by the SEA, identify and correct IDEA noncompliance in a timely manner.
GS.II
Systemic issues are identified and remediated through the analysis of findings from information and data collected from all available sources, including monitoring, complaint investigations, and hearing resolutions.
GS.III
Complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews are completed in a timely manner.
GS.IV
There are sufficient numbers of administrators, teachers, related services providers, paraprofessionals, and other providers to meet the identified educational needs of all children with disabilities in the State.
GS.V
State procedures and practices ensure collection and reporting of accurate and timely data.

1.  Baseline/Trend Data:  (Use Attachment 1 when completing this section)

GS.I
The general supervision instruments and procedures (including monitoring, complaint and hearing resolution, etc.), used by the SEA, identify and correct IDEA noncompliance in a timely manner.

	Ia: Formal Complaints

	(1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003 (or specify other reporting period: ___/___/___ to ___/___/___)
	(2) Number of Complaints
	(3) Number of Complaints with Findings
	(4) Number of Complaints with No Findings
	(5) Number of Complaints not Investigated – Withdrawn or No Jurisdiction
	(6) Number of Complaints Completed/Addressed within Timelines
	(7) Number of Complaints Pending as of: 06/30/2003 

	TOTALS
	73
	27
	23
	23
	50
	0

	Ib:  Mediations

	(1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003 (or specify alternate period: ___/___/___ to ___/___/___)
	Number of Mediations
	Number of Mediation Agreements
	(6) Number of Mediations Pending as of: 6/30/2003 
(enter closing date for dispositions)

	
	(2) Not Related to Hearing Requests
	(3) Related to Hearing Requests
	(4) Not Related to Hearing Requests
	(5) Related to Hearing Requests
	

	TOTALS
	48
	Unknown 
	36
	Unknown
	0

	Ic:  Due Process Hearings

	(1) July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003 (or specify alternate period: ___/___/___ to ___/___/___)
	(2) Number of Hearing Requests
	(3) Number of Hearings Held (fully adjudicated)
	(4) Number of Decisions Issued after Timelines and Extension Expired
	(5) Number of Hearings Pending as of: ___/___/___
(enter closing date for dispositions)

	TOTALS
	12 
	7
	To be determined
	To be determined


OSEP Attachment I
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Table 1
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Table 2

The Continuous Improvement Monitoring (CIM) process incoprates several instruments and procedures that are used to ensure compliance with state and federal laws.   The process is a 5-year cycle for  LEAs, requires file review, interviews, surveys and school visits.  The process is built around a self-assessment system that requires data collection and analysis and planning for improvement.  The CIM process focuses on many indicators that are results-oriented so it does not consider just procedural issues.  Information provided throughout the Kansas Annual Performance Report has been collected through CIM.  The Kansas State Department of Education commits considerable staff and resources to this process.  The CIM procedures and instruments are available online at www.kansped.org.  

Through the CIM Self-Assessment completed by each district during their first year of the 5-year continuous improvement cycle, data are analyzed for 66 indicators.  Districts self-assess and their finding are verified by KSDE CIM Facilitators.  Districts are required to rate each indicator:

· Strength:  Occurring systemically throughout the LEA, data sources agree, exceed minimum requirements.

· Meets Requirements:  Concerns are limited to few, isolated situations; data sources agree; overall practice is legally compliant; data equal to state average or expected comparative data.  

· Needs Improvement:  Indications of system issues, data sources provide conflicting information, data are not equal to expected comparative data.  

· Non-compliant:  Violation of a legal requirement is occurring pervasively, data sources agree and indicate non-compliance, policies and procedures are not implemented correctly throughout the LEA.

LEAs must address non-compliant issues.  LEAs may prioritize their work on indicators “needing improvement.” The KSDE provides technical assistance and expects continued improvement.  KSDE has outlined an enforcement process if it is needed.  LEAs will “meet requirements” on at  least 90% of the indicators at the end of their 5-year cycle and no indicator will be “noncompliant.”.  Three years of CIM were completed at the end of 2002-03.  The data for the groups of LEAs:

	Group
	# of LEAs
	Total indicators

(# LEAs X 66)
	# of indicators met requirements in 2002-03
	Percent indicators met requirements in 2002-03

	Group 1 (Table 3)
	8*
	528
	380
	72%

	Group 2 (Table 4)
	14
	924
	711
	77%

	Group 3 (Table 5)
	17
	1122
	841
	75%

	Group 4 (Table 6)
	16
	
	
	Begin process 2003-04

	Group 5 (Table 7)
	17
	
	
	Begin process 2004-05

	Total
	72
	2574
	1932
	75%


*2 of the 8 districts were in a different monitoring system and did not convert their data until June 2003; therefore, their data are included here for the first time.  

The first group of 8 LEAs completed their self-assessments during the 2000-2001 school year.  Their data are presented in Table 3.  The second group of 14 LEAs completed their self-assessments during the 2001-2002 school year.  Their data are presented in Table 4.  The baseline data, 2001-02, indicate this group of LEAs “met requirements” on 71% of the indicators (including all indicators regarding compliance).  In 2002-03, they “met requirements” for 77% of the indicators.  The aimline identifies the target, to meet requirements on 90% of the indicators.  There still are two more groups of LEAs to begin the process, one group in 2003-04 (Table 6) and another group in 2004-05 (Table 7).  The LEAs were grouped by year so there was a common workload among CIM facilitators.  The final group will complete their 5-year cycle in 2008-09.  
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Table 3





Table 4
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Table 5




Table 6
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Table 7
Analysis for GS.I

The summary, page 18 of the Kansas Self-Assessment, indicates, “Kansas has developed and implemented a comprehensive method to determine whether schools are appropriately implementing Federal and State laws and regulations to ensure students with disabilities are provided free appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment.  The method focuses not only on compliance, but also on student outcomes as a measure of the effectiveness of educational supports and services for students with disabilties.”  We believe the data continue to support this assessment.

Tables 3-7 are a means to track LEAs’ continual improvement in meeting requirements through the CIM 5-year cycle.  The graphs identify the percent of CIM indicators, each year that are met for each group of LEAs.  In addition, the aimlines identify target performance.  As can be seen from the graphs, two of the three groups of LEAs are on target.

Other procedures are formal complaints, mediation and due process hearings.  As indicated in Attachment 1, all 50 formal complaints, that were investigated during the 2002-2003 year, were completed within the required timeframe.  Kansas has not collected mediation information as it relates to due process hearings.  A new process for reviewing these data will need to be developed.  Analysis of Attachment 1—to be completed when due process information is available.

Information presented in Table I indicates the percent of times parent concerns are upheld (formal complaints and due process) and the percent of time parents and schools resolve issues during mediation.  From a review of the information in this manner, it appears parents’ concerns are addressed most favorably during mediation.  Resolution during mediation does not imply noncomliance with State and Federal laws.   The review of the data indicate processes in place continue to effectively identify areas of compliance and noncompliance.

As indicated in Table 2, the number of formal complaints has plateaued between 70-80 per year.  The percent of investigated complaints with findings remains in the 50% range.  There were 7 due process hearings completed during the FY 2003.  

	Targets (Sections 2 and 4)
	Explanation of Progress/Slippage for Prior Year (Section 3)
	Activities, Timelines and Resources
(Sections 5 and 6)

	GS.I  General supervision instruments and procedures (including monitoring, complaint and hearing resolution, etc.), used by the SEA, identify and correct IDEA noncompliance in a timely manner.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Analyze data to complete the Kansas Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan.
	July 2002-June 2003

Kansas Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan have been developed, submitted and accepted by OSEP.

Maintained performance of system for the identification and correction of IDEA noncompliance.
	

	July 2003-June 2004 

Maintain use of effective instruments and procedures to identify and correct IDEA noncompliance in a timely manner.
	July 2003-June 2004
	July 2003-June 2004

Develop a process to collect mediation data as requested by OSEP for this APR.  June, 2004

CIM Facilitators will ensure LEAs are aware of their performance and the expected target at the end of the 5-year cycle.  

Support districts in their continuous improvement efforts through technical assistance; guidance documents; procedures and policies; CIM; and analysis of data from formal complaints, mediations, due processes and CIM.

Resources

CIM self-assessments

LEA Improvement Plans

CIM Facilitators

Dispute resolution databases

Complaint Investigators

Mediators and Hearing Officers


Baseline/Trend Data:

GS.II
Systemic issues are identified and remediated through the analysis of findings from information and data collected from all available sources, including monitoring, complaint investigations, and hearing resolutions.
	
	CIM file review 1
	Complaint2
	Mediation3
	Due Process4

	Eval/reeval
	Not an issue
	6%
	35%
	30%

	IEP Development
	Area to improve
	14%
	35%
	28%

	IEP Implementation
	Not an issue
	31%
	6%
	20%

	Placement
	Area to improve
	7%
	32%
	46%

	Related Service
	Not an issue
	5%
	11%
	6%

	Eligibility
	Not an issue
	1%
	6%
	7%

	Notice
	Not an issue
	8%
	1%
	0%

	Ed Records
	Not an issue
	8%
	0%
	2%

	Transition
	Area to improve
	None
	None
	None


Table 8

1 Results of file review from the last 3 years

2 Percent of complaints investigated that contained each issue in the last 3 years.

3 Percent the issue was successfully mediated in the last 3 years

4 Percent of time this was an issue in the 54 due process hearings from 1997-98 through 2001-02
Analysis for GS.II

Systemic issues are identified through the analysis of all data.  As we “dig deeper” into the data, the specificity of our information increases.  This specificity across procedures highlights systemic issues to be addressed:  IEP development, placement, and transition.  IEP development and placement issues will be addressed here.  In reviewing the BF.V data at the same time, it can be determined that the placement issue is more about documentation than practices.  Transition issues will be addressed in the Secondary Transition section of this document.  For the 3 transition indicators, there were file review findings for 36%, 30%, and 38% of the files.  Transition had areas identified as noncompliant in the Kansas Self-Assessment.

It is obvious from the review of data above, Table 8, IEP development is a systemic issue in the State of Kansas.  KSDE technical assistance with IEP development should target:

	Area
	FY 2003 File Review Findings

	Participation
	25% of the files reviewed did not have the participation of all required members

	Present Levels of Performance
	36% of the files reviewed did not appropriately address PLEPS

	Goals
	48% of the files reviewed had at least one goal with findings

	Objectives/Benchmarks
	26% of the files reviewed had findings about objectives/benchmarks

	Services
	34% of the files reviewed had findings about services

	Frequency, location, and duration
	18% of the files reviewed did not appropriately address

	Progress monitoring
	28% of the files reviewed did not appropriately address

	Consideration of strengths and parental issues
	19% of the files reviewed did not appropriately address  


KSDE technical assistance with IEP development must help establish the connection between improved student results and procedural compliance with issues such as general education teacher participation, quality PLEP statements, measurable goals, progress monitoring and consideration of students’ strengths and parent issues.  Not only are these procedural issues, they are essential elements of effective instruction.

	Targets (Sections 2 and 4)
	Explanation of Progress/Slippage for Prior Year (Section 3)
	Activities, Timelines and Resources
(Sections 5 and 6)

	GS.II  Systemic issues are identified and remediated through the analysis of findings from information and data collected from all available sources, including monitoring, complaint investigations, and hearing resolutions.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Develop a Kansas Improvement Plan using the Self-Assessment document and OSEP’s response to the Self-Assessment.  
	July 2002-June 2003

Kansas Improvement Plan submitted to and accepted by OSEP.  
	

	July 2003-June 2004 

Review progress of LEAs using information from self-assessments and the CIM database to ensure progress is being made.

Adequate yearly progress for target completion:  By the year 2008-09, cumulatively 90% of the self-assessment indicators will be at “meets requirements” levels.  Special attention will be given to IEP development, placement and transition.

Develop a focused monitoring/CIM system that will be implemented in July  2005.
	July 2003-June 2004

January 2004.  Basic database operational by July, 2003.  Information gleaned from the database has been used to write the APR for 2002-03.  

“Digging down” into the data identified specific areas of concern that were camouflaged during the self-assessment.  
	After June 2004     (KS Improv Plan)

Annually review patterns in the self-assessment data to target for results-based staff development (RBSD).

Provide RBSD to LEAs whose data indicate they are most in need of the additional support.

Other

Provide targeted assistance to LEAs through staff development and guidance documents, specifically in the areas of concern:  IEP development, placement documentation and transition.  Revise KSDE’s IEP training so it addresses procedural issues from a student results-oriented perspective.

Provide IHEs with the IEP training modules.  Seek their feedback for improvement and provide access to the materials for use in their university classes.  

With stakeholder input, develop a system for focused monitoring/CIM.

Resources

K-STARS

IEP training &other RBSD

CIM/CIA alignment

MPRRC

CIM Facilitators

GSEG

SIG work w/ IHEs


Baseline/Trend Data:

GS.III
Complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews are completed in a timely manner.

[image: image8.wmf]Percent of Formal Complaint Corrective Actions Completed within 

Required Time

0

20

40

60

80

100

1

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003


Table 9

Analysis for GS.III
Attachment 1 data support the conclusion that activities are completed in a timely manner.  Of these 7 due process hearings completed in FY 2003, __ were completed within the timeframe required.  As was pointed out in the Kansas Self-Assessment, “There is variation in the timeliness of non-expedited due process hearings.  The average time from receipt of hearing to the written decision is 151 days.  Reasons for delays in decisions for hearings are most often because reevaluations are ordered or the parties request extensions of time. “  Further analysis of Attachment 1 data when information is available (due process timeliness issues, especially when extensions are involved.)
As can be seen in Table 9, the corrective actions required through formal complaint investigations have been completed in a timely manner throughout the last four years.  In fact for the last four years, 100% of the formal complaints have been completed within the timeline required.  

Another safeguard in the Kansas compliance CIM process is a requirement that monitoring indicators pertaining directly to due process must be corrected immediately, within 30 days.  As reported in the Kansas Self-Assessment, page 11, “During the last 2 years, all findings needing immediate correction have been corrected and verified by CIM Facilitators.”  Districts are required to report their progress yearly.  

An effective enforcement mecahnism is a critical component.  

· The initial enforcement mechanism is strong technical support for the LEAs. 

· KSDE works with LEAs through the CIM process, thereby ensuring any potential deficiencies are addressed if needed.

· KSDE discretionary funds are used to assist LEAs in targeting improvement strategies.

· The Kansas regulation for monitoring of compliance with Federal and State requirements (K.A.R. 91-40-51(c)(2)) describes 4 actions the State may take if an LEA has not taken steps within 5 days to implement a corrective action required by the State.  The actions are 1) issuance of an accrediattion deficiency advisement, 2) withholding of State or Federal funds otherwise available to the LEA, 3) an award of monetary reimbursement to the complainant, or 4) any combination of the above actions.  All LEAs have taken steps within 5 days to implement corrective actions required by the State.

	Targets (Sections 2 and 4)
	Explanation of Progress/Slippage for Prior Year (Section 3)
	Activities, Timelines and Resources
(Sections 5 and 6)

	GS.III  Complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews are completed in a timely manner.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Develop a Kansas Improvement Plan using the Self-Assessment document and OSEP’s response to the Self-Assessment.  
	July 2002-June 2003

Kansas Improvement Plan submitted to and accepted by OSEP.  
	

	July 2003-June 2004 

Maintain systems of complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews that are completed in a timely manner.
	July 2003-June 2004


	July 2003-June 2004

Continue data collection on the timeliness of complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings and reviews.

Maintain a responsive system that will self-correct if there are issues of timeliness.

Resources

Dedicated technical assistance staff

Database

Complaint Investigators

Training for Hearing Officers, Mediators


Baseline/Trend Data:

GS.IV
There are sufficient numbers of administrators, teachers, related services providers, paraprofessionals, and other providers to meet the identified educational needs of all children with disabilities in the State.
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Table 10
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Table 11
Fully Certified = Professionals that hold certificates/licenses for the assignment (area and level)

Provisional = Teachers with general education certification that have completed at least 10 hours in special education

Unqualified = Certified teachers who are teaching out-of-area or out-of-level

Uncertified = People who are hired as teachers who can not be certified in the State of Kansas
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Table 12
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Table 13

Number of Leavers, Vacancies, and Kansas Certificates Issued

	Year
	Leavers
	% Leavers
	Vacancies
	Certificates

	1996
	572
	8.7%
	141
	1124

	1997
	510
	7.6%
	175
	1004

	1998
	631
	9.4%
	195
	1015

	1999
	706
	9.9%
	169
	879

	2000
	754
	10.1%
	214
	631

	2001
	844
	11.1%
	202
	494

	2002
	866
	11.0%
	84
	682


Table 14

Leavers = Professionals who leave the field to work outside of eduaction.

Vacancies = Professional staff FTEs in the fall semester.

Certificates = All teachers who receive a state certificate to teach special education (full, provisional, tra nsfer)

Analysis for GS.IV

During the Self-Assessment process, the Steering Committee and KSDE staff determined Kansas meets requirements in the area of providing qualified staff to provide services to students with disabilities.  The Self-Assessment Summary for this area, written in October, 2002,  states, “The proud tradition of preparing quality educators and maintaining high teaching standards is the backbone of Kansas teacher certification.  The data indicate Kansas is still strong; however, some warning signs are apparent.  The high attrition rate, the low numbers of students entering the field of education, the increase in student FTEs, and the increase in the number of teachers on waivers are all telling signs that significant personnel shortages are on the horizon.  The converging issues must be dealt with proactively and aggressively through a recruitment and retention plan that addresses all aspects of the potential concern.”  

Reviewing the data a year later, there are some positive signs:  

· The number of special education professionals working in Kansas schools continues to increase. 

· The number of waiver teachers seems to have peaked in 2002.  

· The ratio of students receiving services to special education professionals has maintained at a relatively constant level (These data were not available for the Kansas self-assessment.)  

The Steering Committee requested the KSDE review the information presented in Table 13.  There was a concern that the number of professional educators had not kept pace with the number of students receiving services.  As is indicated in the table, any change in the ratio is not significant at this point.  

· The percent of leavers did not increase (Table 14)

· The reported number of vacanct positions in special education has dropped (Table 14).

· The steady decline in the number of certificates issued each year has stopped (Table 14).  

· Paraeducators-high expectations continue.

Determining the percent of Kansas special education teachers who are highly qualified, as defined by NCLB requirements, will be operationalized by 2005-06.

The Kansas State Department of Education funds multiple recruitment/retention projects.  There is no intent to reduce these commitments.

Perhaps our proudest accomplishment is the implementation of a new licensure system for all educators in Kansas.  The redesign of our licensure system has been in process for at least 12 years!  The licensure system is tied with university program approval based on adopted standards.  The system reduces the number of endorsement areas in special education, combines early childhood and early childhood special education, infuses meeting all students’ needs into the general preparation of all teachers, and provides for unitary leadership endorsements with appropriate preparation in special education!  In addition, there are requirements for content assessment, professional knowledge assessment and a performance assessment during the initial conditional license.  This system is our best attempt at ensuring a qualified workforce in Kansas schools!

	Targets (Sections 2 and 4)
	Explanation of Progress/Slippage for Prior Year (Section 3)
	Activities, Timelines and Resources
(Sections 5 and 6)

	GS.IV  There are sufficient numbers of administrators, teachers, related services providers, paraprofessionals, and other providers to meet the identified educational needs of all children with disabilities in the State. 
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Complete analysis of Kansas data.
	July 2002-June 2003

Kansas Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan have been developed, submitted and accepted by OSEP. June 2003 and Sept. 2003.

July 1, 2003.  KSDE began a new licensure system.
	

	July 2003-June 2004 

Maintain an adequate supply of qualified educators to provide special education services for Kansas children.
	July 2003-June 2004

Graphs presented in 2002-03 APR include ratio of students and teachers.
	July 2003-June 2004

Comply with Steering Committee request to embed the number of students receiving services into the staff graphs so these ratios are considered.  January, 2004

Maintain recruitment and retention efforts.

Determine criteria for “highly qualified” special education teacher.

Revise staff development requirements for paraeducators so they are focused on results, not effort (July, 2003).

Resources

GSEG-personnel database

Reimbursement Guide

SIG

	After June, 2004

By June 30, 2009, 95% of special education teachers will be considered “highly qualified” for their positions.
	
	


Baseline/Trend Data:

GS. V
State procedures and practices ensure collection and reporting of accurate and timely data.
KSDE provides expected timelines to LEA for data collection.  At the beginning of the year, Kansas LEAs receive the MIS data collection requirements and timelines.

	MIS Timelines

	November 15
	Window for collection of December 1 Child Count data opens

	December 31
	Deadline for submitting active student data files to KSDE

	January 30
	All verifications and data discrepancies must be resolved

	February 28
	Collection window closes.  Additional records are not accepted, all exit logs must be submitted, duplicate records and preliminary child count discrepancies must be resolved

	May 1-10
	Collection window is open and data must be submitted for Non-Public Equivalency Contracts

	June 1-July 15
	Collection window is open for End of Year Comprehensive Report and data must be submitted

Suspension/expulsion 11 or more days data are collected

	September 30
	Verification window closes.


Personnel data are reported to the KSDE 5 times a year.  An annual vacancy report also is required.

	CIM Self-Assessment process includes these timelines

	April 30
	Self-Assessment updates, plans and CIA application are due for districts in year 2-5 of the CIM.

	June 30
	First year self-assessments are due

	August 1

	CIM Facilitators review self-assessments, ask questions, verify data, and return documents to districts for needed changes

	September 15
	Districts return revised self-assessments, including plans, to KSDE

	October 1
	Self-assessments and plans approved by KSDE


Established activities:

· Working to develop updated MIS and personnel data collection procedures and systems (GSEG).

· Work with OSEP and Westat to ensure our data reporting requirements are aligned with theirs.

· Work within the KSDE to establish a student-level database for all students.

Kansas has a reputation for providing “clean” data within the established OSEP/Westat timelines.  Data are submitted and verifications are completed in a timely manner.
Analysis for GS.V

It is our opinion that the identified activities (effort) result in the appropriate effect for Kansas.  Even though we work to improve, the procedures and practices we have in place ensure collection and reporting of accurate and timely data.

	Targets (Sections 2 and 4)
	Explanation of Progress/Slippage for Prior Year (Section 3)
	Activities, Timelines and Resources
(Sections 5 and 6)

	GS.V  State procedures and practices ensure collection and reporting of accurate and timely data.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Update data collection systems to improve accuracy and timely reporting of data.
	July 2002-June 2003

Kansas was awarded a one-year General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) to update our MIS and personnel databases and procedures.  We were not able to hire a programmer in time to complete the process by June 30, 2003.

Participate in the Data Managers’ meeting sponsored by Westat and OSEP.  Yearly update of Data Dictionary and improvements to the MIS.
	July 2002-June 2003
Develop updated MIS and personnel data collection procedures and systems (GSEG)

	July 2003-June 2004 

Update data collection systems to improve accuracy and timely reporting of data.
	July 2003-June 2004


	July 2003-June 2004

Develop updated MIS and personnel data collection procedures and systems (GSEG).

Work with OSEP and Westat to ensure our data reporting requirements are aligned with theirs.

Work within the KSDE to establish a student-level database for all students.
Resources

GSEG

EC Task Force


	


Tools for Cluster Area I – General Supervision

( Potential Data Sources (* Critical Sources)
· State statutes and regulations

· Monitoring procedures, schedules *

· Monitoring reports *

· Correspondence regarding monitoring

· Complaint resolution procedures

· Complaint files and logs *

· Mediation procedures

· Mediation files and logs *

· Hearing procedures

· Hearing files and logs *

· Public input *

· Input from agency administrators

· OCR decisions, agreements

· Court decisions, consent decrees

· Performance goals and indicators *

· Technical assistance and guidance documents

· State improvement plan

· Performance Reports

· State reported data on personnel vacancies *

· Evaluation of monitoring process and results

· State Improvement Grant (SIG) *

· General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) *

· Charter Schools Guidelines *

· PTI Input *

( Resources that States can Access

· Results and Performance Accountability
The Fiscal Policy Studies Institute

Mark Friedman, Director

7 Avenida Vista Grande #140

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508

(505) 466-3284 Phone

(505) 466-4413 Fax

rfpsi@aol.com
www.resultsaccountability.com
www.raguide.org
· Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE)

Direction Service, Inc.

P.O. Box 51360

Eugene, OR 97405-0906

(541) 686-5060 Phone

(800) 695-0285 (NICHCY) V/TTY

(541) 686-5063 Fax

cadre@directionservice.org E-mail

http://www.directionservice.org/cadre 

· National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM)

Human Development Center

Louisiana State University Health Sciences Center

1100 Florida Avenue, Building 138

New Orleans, LA 70119

(504) 942-8215 Phone

(504) 942-5900 TTY

(504) 942-8305 Fax

acoulter@lsuhsc.edu E-mail

http://www.monitoringcenter.lsuhsc.edu 

· National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC)

Campus Box 8040, UNC-CH

Chapel Hill, NC 27599-8040

(919) 962-2001 Phone

(919) 843-3269 TTY

(919) 966-7463 Fax

nectac@unc.edu E-mail

http://www.nectac.org 

· Center for Assistance in Recruiting and Retaining Special Education Personnel (CARRSEP): Building State and Local Capacity to Provide Highly Qualified Service Providers for Children and Youth with Disabilities

Bill East, Principal Investigator

(703) 519-3800 Phone

east@NASDE.org 

Phoebe Gillespie
Project Director
703-519-3800 ex 337
pgillespie@nasdse.org
NASDSE
1800 Diagonal Road Suite 320
Alexandria, VA 22314
· Northeast Regional Resource Center (NERRC)

Kristin Reedy, Director

Learning Innovations at WestEd

20 Winter Sport Lane

Williston, VT 05495

(802) 951-8226 Phone

(802) 951-8213 TTY

(802) 951-8222 Fax

nerrc@aol.com E-mail

nerrc@wested.org E-mail

http://www.wested.org/nerrc/ 

· Mid-South Regional Resource Center (MSRRC)

Ken Olsen, Director

Interdisciplinary Human Development Institute

University of Kentucky

1 Quality Street – Suite 722

Lexington, KY 40507

(859) 257-4921 Phone

(859) 257-2903 TTY

(859) 257-4353 Fax

kolsen@uky.edu E-mail

http://www.ihdi.uky.edu/msrrc 

· Southeast Regional Resource Center (SERRC)

Betty Beale, Director

School of Education

Auburn University Montgomery

P.O. Box 244023

Montgomery, AL 36124-4023

(334) 244-3100 Phone

(334) 244-3101 Fax

bbeale@edla.aum.edu E-mail

http://edla.aum.edu/serrc/serrc.html 

· Great Lakes Area Regional Resource Center (GLARRC)

Larry Magliocca, Director

Center for Special Needs Populations

The Ohio State University

700 Ackerman Road, Suite 440

Columbus, OH 43202-1559

(614) 447-0844 Phone

(614) 447-8776 TTY

(614) 447-9043 Fax

daniels.121@osu.edu E-mail

http://www.glarrc.org 

· Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center (MPRRC)

John Copenhaver, Co-Director

Carol Massanari, Co-Director

Utah State University

1780 North Research Pkwy, Ste. 112

Logan, UT 84341

(435) 752-0238 Phone

(435) 753-9750 TTY

(435) 753-9750 Fax

cope@cc.usu.edu E-mail

http://www.usu.edu/mprrc 

· Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC)

Richard Zeller, Co-Director

Caroline Moore, Co-Director

1268 University of Oregon

Eugene, OR 97403-1268

(541) 346-5641 Phone

(541) 346-0367 TTY

(541) 346-0322 Fax

wrrc@oregon.uoregon.edu E-mail

http://interact.uoregon.edu/wrrc/wrrc.html 

· WESTAT

Marsha Brauen, Associate Director

1650 Research Boulevard

Rockville, MD 20850

(301) 738-3668 Phone

(310) 294-4475 Fax













� Trend Data – At least three years of data that show a line of general direction or movement.
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions
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		Corrective actions
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book

		substitutes

		waivered

		vacancies
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions
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		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book

		substitutes

		waivered

		vacancies
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions
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		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions
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		Corrective actions
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions
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		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book

		substitutes
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		vacancies
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book

		substitutes
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		vacancies
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved
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		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver
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		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved
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				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0
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		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing
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		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90





		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0



1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Timeliness



		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book

		substitutes

		waivered

		vacancies
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 5 – FORMAL COMPLAINTS

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database)

				Complaints

				Complaint #s		Not Investigated		Investigated		Complaints w Citations		Percent of those w citations

		1997		49		12		37		13		35.1

		1998		40		8		32		15		46.9

		1999		37		6		31		19		61.3

		2000		73		14		59		33		55.9

		2001		70		15		55		25		45.5

		2002*		82		18		64		39		60.9

		2003		73		23		50		27		54.0

		Total		424		96		328		171		52.1

		Table 6 - MEDIATIONS

		(KSDE –Mediation Database)

		Year		# of		# resolved		% resolved

				Mediations

				Conducted

		97-98		3		1		33.0

		98-99		23		21		95.0

		99-00		42		34		78.0

		00-01		29		22		72.0

		01-02		31		24		77.0

		02-03		48		36		75.0

		Total		176		137		77.8

		Table 7 – DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

		(KSDE – Due Process Database)

		Year		# of Hearings		# parent prevailed		% parent prevailing

		97-98		13		4		30.0

		98-99		25		9		36.0

		99-00		8		0		0.0

		00-01		6		3		50.0

		2001-02		2		1		50.0

		02-03

		Average		54

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		Aver

		complaints		35		47		61		56		46		61		54		52

		mediations				33		95		78		72		77		75		78

		due process				30		36		0		50		50				32

		Timely Corrective Actions
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		Corrective actions

		Percent done		100		93		89		100		100		100		100
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		Table 8 – IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

		(KSDE – Formal Complaint Database, KSDE – Due Process Database, CIM Self-Assessment Database)

		Component		Formal Complaint								Due Process						CIM

		Formal Complaint Timeliness

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		# investigated		31		59		55		64		50

		% report w/in 60 days		95		98		100		100		96

		# appeal		1		16		7		8		10

		appeal % report w/in 60 days		95		89		98		96		90
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		Table 20 – NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER FTEs AND VACANCIES

		(KSDE – Vacancy Report by Area, KSDE Certification Database)

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Total FTEs		5,967.55		6,421.56		6,496.10		6,621.95

		Total Vacancies		195.1		169.3		214		202.3

		% Vacancies		3.27		2.64		3.29		3.05

		other data from Martha's book

		substitutes

		waivered

		vacancies






