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Introductory Materials

Timelines

· September 2003

September 30, 2003  (Tuesday) Posted in Federal Register (Note: Beginning of first 60-day notice period.  Shelia Carey will confirm posting date.)
· October 2003

Oct. 7, 2003 – 
EIAC Meeting / Arlington Hilton (Part B APR – Questions/Issues/Suggestions)

Oct. 8, 2003 –
EIAC Meeting / Arlington Hilton (Part B APR – Cover Instructions – Give update on where the APR is at present)

Oct. 21, 2003 – 
Training Session with TA&D Providers
8:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. EDT – Room 3065 Mary E. Switzer Building
· November 2003

November 20, 2003
Teleconference with SEA – Overview/General Background for Annual Reporting (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)
November 28, 2003 (Thursday) Second Notice of Proposed Information Collection (NIPC) is prepared for publication in the Federal Register (Note:  End of first 60-day notice / Beginning of second 30 day notice period.  OMB has 60 days from the date of publication of this second notice in the Federal Register to respond to the information collection request with an NOA, either approving the collection activity or denying it with cause.)
· December 2003

December 4, 2003
Teleconference with SEA – Cluster Area II - Early Childhood Transition and Cluster Area V - Secondary Transition (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)
December 11, 2003
Teleconference with SEA – Cluster Area IV - Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)

December 18, 2003
Teleconference with SEA – Cluster Area I - General Supervision and Cluster Area III - Parent Involvement (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)

December 28, 2003 (Sunday) (Note:  End of second 30-day notice period.)
· January 2004

January 28, 2004 (Wednesday) Latest possible date for receipt of OMB Notice of Action (NOA)

· February 2004

February 2, 2004 (Monday) Projected Disseminate of Part B Annual Performance Report Submission Requirements

· March 2004

March 31, 2004 (Wednesday) – Projected Submission Due Date

General Guidance for Cluster Areas I-V

Talking Points
· The “Big Picture” – The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA ’97) requires States to establish State goals, including performance indicators that address at least three areas:  performance in assessment, graduation rate, and dropout rate.  The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA, 1993), that mandates systemic performance measurement throughout federally supported programs, influenced this requirement.  Establishing system goals and measuring the system’s performance with respect to those goals is at the core of efforts to improve systemic performance so that learning results improve for all children.  To improve results, the focus must be placed on those performance data that show how children with disabilities are doing in important areas such as early childhood functional abilities, participation and performance on statewide assessments, and graduation/post-school outcomes.

Previously, as part of the CIMP, each State completed a self-assessment in collaboration with a steering committee.  The purpose of the self-assessment was to: 1) provide a current baseline of performance; 2) determine compliance to the federal and State regulations; 3) establish benchmarks and indicators to measure performance; 4) evaluate the State’s efforts to improve results for children with disabilities; and 5) measure how the State was doing in regards to their performance goals and indicators.  The State and steering committee identified: 1) strengths; 2) areas meeting expectations; 3) areas needing improvement; and 4) areas in noncompliance in all OSEP cluster areas.  The completed self-assessment provided each State with a baseline on “present levels of system performance.”

Based on the self-assessment, the State and the steering committee developed an improvement plan that addressed areas of noncompliance with IDEA and areas where performance needed improvement.  In addition, improvement plans could include maintenance strategies for areas that met expectations or were strengths.  The improvement plans focused on desired outcomes for children with disabilities.

The self-assessing and improvement planning functions have been combined into Annual Performance Reporting that is required in EDGAR §80.40 and Part B §300.137.  The intent of the new format and process for Annual Performance Reporting for Part B is to consolidate several of the major IDEA data collecting, reporting, improvement, and accountability requirements into one document so they support improvement efforts and reduce burden on States.  It is with the use of performance measurement that States can guide and integrate their decision-making across the Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring System (CIFMS), State Eligibility Documents, State Improvement Grants (SIG), General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG), and other improvement processes.

Reporting on State level data is not the same as using data to guide improvements.  In improvement planning States must not only measure performance, but also analyze data so that problem areas can be targeted with the State’s improvement efforts.  OSEP will continue to make technical assistance available to all States regarding self-assessing, improvement planning, and evaluation, including reviewing and commenting on annual performance reports.  As part of this process, OSEP will require that States demonstrate that they correct any noncompliance that OSEP has identified through monitoring and/or verification visits, or that State identified through their own self-assessment process.

OSEP is implementing an integrated, four-part accountability strategy:  (1) verifying the effectiveness and accuracy of States’ monitoring, assessment, and data collection systems; (2) attending to States at high risk for compliance, financial, and/or management failure; (3) supporting States in assessing their performance and compliance, and in planning, implementing, and evaluating improvement strategies; and (4) focusing OSEP’s intervention on States with low ranking performance on critical performance indicators.

The application of performance measurement in schools implies an aligned system of accountability from State to local district to building and classroom levels.  Change of this magnitude will require a major shift in how systems are managed.  The arenas in which change must occur may be familiar (resources, instruction, leadership and direction, accountability, monitoring), and change in each of these domains presents political and technical challenges.  The most complex change required also may be politically the most problematic:  Real systemic change will require long-term vision and focused leadership that is not limited to the life span of a single State- or Federal-level political administration.

· The 2004 Part B Annual Performance Report’s (APR) projected submission date is Wednesday, March 31, 2004.
· Finalized submission requirements should be mailed to States no later than Monday, February 2, 2004.

· The 2004 Part B APR is to cover grant year July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003.
· In completing this report States are encouraged to utilize staff expertise from the data, program, and assessment areas.

· States are encouraged to work with their steering committee in the development of this report.

· The major portions of the report are the: 1) submission requirements; and 2) Table and three attachments.

· Teleconferences are available to States as follows:

· November 20, 2003 – Overview/General Background for Annual Reporting (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)
· December 4, 2003– Cluster Area V - Secondary Transition and Cluster Area II - Early Childhood Transition (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)
· December 11, 2003 Cluster Area IV - Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST)

· December 18, 2003 Cluster Area I - General Supervision and Cluster Area III - Parent Involvement (3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. EST

· States are to use the Table when reporting on performance goals and indicators in this report.

· All five-cluster areas must be addressed. Although States are addressing “performance” in the Part B Annual Performance Report, there are Federal requirements underlying each performance area.  States should examine underlying compliance requirements as part of their overall review of performance.
· Within the appropriate cluster areas States must address the indicators for assessments, dropout rates, and graduation rates, as specified in 34 CFR §300.137; procedural safeguards (complaints, mediations, and due process hearings); suspensions and expulsions; disproportionality; and all non compliant areas mentioned in the State’s Self-Assessment, Improvement Plan or Verification Visit letter (if a letter was issued to the State).  Appropriate attachments should be used when addressing these areas.
· The information provided by the State in this report must reflect the State’s progress toward meeting its Part B goals as well as include proposed future activities for the next reporting period.
· In preparing this Report, the State should analyze trend data from its on-going self-assessing and improvement planning and its general supervision activities.
· As part of this reporting process, OSEP will require that States demonstrate that they correct any noncompliance that OSEP has identified through monitoring or that States identify through their own self-assessment process.  For example, a State, through their on going self-assessing, identified that not all files for students age 14 and over included a statement of transition services needs that focused on a course of study and that not all files for students age 16 and older included statements of needed transition services.  These are clear compliance issues, and OSEP would expect these issues to be corrected within a reasonable period of time not to exceed one year.

· In areas where the State’s performance and compliance are at desired levels, States should address the area by noting maintenance strategies, targets, and resources.

· Within the appropriate cluster areas, States should address Preschool needs identified as part of their on going self-assessing and improvement planning.
· A table located at the end of the submission requirements provides a cross walk between the cluster questions/probes found in the Part B Annual Performance Report and the cluster objectives/components used in States’ Self-Assessments and Improvement Plans.
· In the cell located at the bottom of the Table, enter the percentage of the total performance goals established for students with disabilities that are consistent with those for nondisabled students.  In the same cell, explain how the State is maintaining and/or increasing this percentage.

· If the State has developed a databased Improvement Plan, as part of the Office of Special Education Programs’ Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process, the State may choose to submit that Plan in lieu of the Table described below.
  The State must include in its Improvement Plan an explanation of the progress (or slippage), in each cluster area found on the enclosed Table, and the planned activities for the next reporting period.  If the State’s Improvement Plan does not already address each of the five Cluster Areas, the State should revise their Improvement Plan to incorporate all five Cluster Areas.  Attachments 1, 2, and 3 must be completed and returned with either option.
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 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.
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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

Cluster Area II

Early Childhood Transition
	Cluster Area II: Early Childhood Transition Notes and Helpful Hints

Question:
Are all children eligible for Part B services receiving special education and related services by their third birthday?

(Helpful Hints:

· Each Cluster Area must be addressed.

· There are no “Probes” for Cluster Area II.

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

· Some indicators have been deleted.

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

· Problems seen during OSEP’s review of State’s Improvement Plans.

· No coordination with Part C.

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

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

· Reporting on State level data is not the same as using data to guide improvements.  In improvement planning States must not only measure performance, but also analyze data so that problem areas can be targeted with the State’s improvement efforts.

· In the last Biennial Performance Report, some States were “too literal” in providing numbers in cells.  This made it almost impossible to use the data or for the public to understand it.  A narrative analysis is needed to explain numbers placed in the cells.

· Disconnection between self-assessment and improvement planning – timing, in part; understanding, in part; and in part the conflicting demands of “improving outcomes” and the technical emphasis on compliance (the emphasis of the statute or procedural protections).

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

· Monitoring data not used.

· 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 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.



	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.

· Collaboration between the Part C Lead Agency and the SEA/LEA is critical.

· Coordinated data systems can facilitate early childhood transition.

Federal Requirements (
34 CFR §300.132 Transition of Children from Part C to Preschool Programs

34 CRF §300.121(c) Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)

	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.

· Place an asterisk (*) beside each State goal, e.g., * Goal I; * Goal II, etc., that is consistent with goals the State has established for all students.

· 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, e.g., “LEAs participate in transition planning conferences arranged by the Lead Agency” and “ by the child’s third birthday LEAs complete evaluations, determine eligibility, develop and have IEPs in effect”.

· 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.
(Helpful Hints:

· State shall include a trend data analysis.

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

· Data Summaries need to be updated for Part B APR.

· 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 Early Childhood Transition 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, in the cell labeled Baseline/Trend Data, as to how and when the State plans to collect baseline data for the Cluster Area in question.


	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., “Children exiting Part C are receiving services they need by their third birthday 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 targets 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., “Children exiting Part C are receiving services they need by their third birthday 100% of the time”.
· 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:

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



	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.




	Cluster Area II: Early Childhood Transition
Question:
Are all children eligible for Part B services receiving special education and related services by their third birthday?



	State Goal: (

	Performance Indicator(s): (

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

(

	2.  Targets:  

(

	3.  Explanation of Progress or Slippage:  

(

	4.  Projected Targets:

(

	5.  Future Activities to Achieve Projected Targets/Results:

(

	6.  Projected Timelines and Resources:

(


	


Tools for Cluster Area II – Early Childhood Transition

( Potential Data Sources (* Critical Sources)
· Part C exit data (# of children eligible for Part B *

· SEA’s child count for 3 year olds *

· Interagency agreements

· Complaints/due process

· Satisfaction surveys

· State ESY policy

· Policies & procedures/funding mechanism

· State monitoring *

· State Improvement Grant (SIG) *

· General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) *

( 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
· 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 

· Early Childhood Outcomes Center:

Improving Results for Infants, Toddlers and Preschoolers with Disabilities and Their Families

Kathleen Hebbeler Ph.D., Director

SRI International

333 Ravenswood Avenue

Menlo Park, CA 94025-3493

(530) 753-0832

kathleen.hebbeler@sri.com 

· 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 

· 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

Training Packet 
for

Cluster Area III

Parent Involvement

	Cluster Area III: Parent Involvement Notes and Helpful Hints

Question:
Is the provision of a free appropriate public education to children with disabilities facilitated through parent involvement in special education services?

(Helpful Hints:

· Each Cluster Area must be addressed.

· There are no “Probes” for Cluster Area III.

· 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.

· Problems seen during OSEP’s review of States’ Improvement Plans.

· Parent surveys used but not clear if the sample was representative of the State population.

· No data to measure parent involvement.

· Surveys used but only measure satisfaction rather than involvement.

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

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

· Reporting on State level data is not the same as using data to guide improvements.  In improvement planning States must not only measure performance, but also analyze data so that problem areas can be targeted with the State’s improvement efforts.

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

· Parent surveys not representative of population.

· Monitoring data not used.

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

· 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.



	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.

· Work with parent groups to support data collection and implementation of improvement strategies

Federal Requirements (
34 CFR §300.344(a) IEP team

34 CFR §300.345 Parent participation

34 CFR §300.501 Parent participation in meetings

34 CFR §300.503 Prior written notice

34 CFR §300.505(a)(i) Parent participation

34 CFR §300.533(a)(2) Determination of needed evaluation data

34 CFR §300.552(a)(1) Placements

34 CFR §§300.650-300.653 SEA advisory panel

34 CFR §300.382(j) Joint training of parents and personnel

34 CFR §300.137 Performance goals and indicators



	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.

· Place an asterisk (*) beside each State goal, e.g., * Goal I; * Goal II, etc., that is consistent with goals the State has established for all students.

· 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.

· 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:
(
 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.
(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.

· OSEP is particularly interested in the instruments and procedures used by States to measure the extent of parent involvement.  For the Parent Involvement Cluster Area, when a State utilizes the results of a parent survey, the State is required to submit a copy of the survey with a description of the sampling process and method used to analyze the 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 Parent Involvement 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, in the cell labeled Baseline/Trend Data, as to how and when the State plans to collect baseline data for the Cluster Area in question.


	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., “Parents of students with disabilities participate as full partners in the planning and implementation of their children’s educational programs 100% of the time as measured by the State’s PTI annual self-assessment.”
· Targets should describe the desired “effect” of the effort.

· Targets can be either numerical or narrative.

· If a State has recently developed an Improvement Plan, the targets 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 may need to describe techniques of a survey or a sample that was used, etc.


	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., The State’s monitoring visit to an LEA documents the level of participation of parents attending their children’s transition meetings as measured by record review and State staff interviews with parents of secondary students; analyses of parent and personnel surveys conducted by the State’s accountability office are the basis for providing joint training of parents and special education, related services, and general education personnel.”
· 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 an 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:

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



	6.  Projected Timelines and Resources (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 timelines, and resources.  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.




	Cluster Area III: Parent Involvement

Question:
Is the provision of a free appropriate public education to children with disabilities facilitated through parent involvement in special education services?



	State Goal: (

	Performance Indicator(s): (

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

(

	2.  Targets:  

(

	3.  Explanation of Progress or Slippage:  

(

	4.  Projected Targets:

(

	5.  Future Activities to Achieve Projected Targets/Results:

(

	6.  Projected Timelines and Resources:

(


	


Tools for Cluster Area III – Parent Involvement

( Potential Data Sources (* Critical Sources)
· Self-assessment *

· Discretionary grants

· Guidance regarding parent training

· PTI records *

· WEB sites

· Sample notices

· Brochures, booklets, handouts, etc.

· Parent focus groups *

· Records of attendance

· Agendas

· Invitations to training

· State monitoring system

· State monitoring reports

· Surveys *

· Interviews *

· Complaints

· Mediation

· Due process hearings

· State Improvement Grant (SIG) *

· General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) *

(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
· Alliance National Center:
PACER Center
8161 Normandale Blvd
(952) 838-9000 - Voice
(952) 838-0190 - TTY
(952) 838-0199 - Fax
1-888-248-0822 toll free number nationwide Minneapolis, MN 55437-1044
E-mail: alliance@taalliance.org
Web Site: www.taalliance.org
Paula Goldberg, Executive Director

Regional Technical Assistance Centers

Region 1 

Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) 

35 Halsey Street, 4th Floor 

Newark, NJ 07102 

Phone: 973-642-8100 

Fax: 973-642-8080 

Web Site: www.spannj.org 

Region 2 

Exceptional Children's Assistance Center (ECAC) 

907 Barra Row, Suite 102/103 

Davidson, NC 28036 

Phone: 704-892-1321 

Fax: 704-892-5028 

Web Site: www.ecac-parentcenter.org 

Region 3 

Family Network on Disabilities 

2735 Whitney Road 

Clearwater, FL 33760-1610 

Phone: 727-523-1130 

Fax: 727-523-8687 

Web Site: www.fndfl.org 

Region 4 

Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children with Disabilities (OCECD) 

Bank One Building 

165 West Center Street, Suite 302 

Marion, OH 43302-3741 

Phone: 740-382-5452 

Fax: 740-383-6421 

Web Site: www.ocecd.org 

Region 5 

PEAK Parent Center 

611 North Weber, Suite 200 

Colorado Springs, CO 80903 

Phone: 719-531-9400 

Fax: 719-531-9452 

Web Site: www.peakparent.org 

Region 6 

Matrix Parent Network and Resource Center 

94 Galli Drive, Suite C 

Novato, CA 94949 

Phone: 415-884-3535 

Fax: 415-884-3555 

Web Site: www.matrixparents.org 

· Early Childhood Outcomes Center:

Improving Results for Infants, Toddlers and Preschoolers with Disabilities and Their Families

Kathleen Hebbeler Ph.D., Director

SRI International

333 Ravenswood Avenue

Menlo Park, CA 94025-3493

(530) 753-0832

kathleen.hebbeler@sri.com 

· 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 

NCSEAM has established a Parent Involvement Workgroup to support increased attention to family participation as a key accountability measure.  NCSEAM’s charge to this Workgroup has been to provide guidance on the development of a set of survey instruments designed to yield reliable, valid, and useful measures of families’ involvement in the early intervention and special education process, families’ perceptions of program efforts to engage them in meaningful partnerships, and families’ perceptions of the quality of services provided to their children.  The application of rigorous measurement principles - specifically, Rasch analysis - to the design of the NCSEAM survey instruments ensures that (a) the variables being measured have a clear conceptual foundation, (b) items used to represent each variable have a clear position on the measurement “ruler,” (c) any measure obtained using these “rulers” can be assigned to one of several statistically distinct performance categories, (d) entities (e.g., programs, districts) can be reliably compared with regard to their performance, (e) progress over time can be reliably documented and monitored, and (f) the measures can be reported, graphed, and understood with extreme ease and efficiency.

In developing the items related to these instruments, the workgroup has conducted an extensive literature search, held multiple stakeholder group meetings across the country, and solicited the input of parent organizations as well as recognized experts in the field.  This spring, the workgroup will obtain pilot data from diverse samples of parents that will allow the group to establish a core item bank from which to draw smaller sets of items for eventual implementation by states, districts, or other entities for purposes of monitoring and program improvement.

Contact person for the Parent Involvement Workgroup is:

Dr. Batya Elbaum

Associate Professor

School of Education

University of Miami

elbaum@miami.edu 

1551 Brescia Avenue

Coral Gables, FL 33146

(305) 284-4218 (p)

(305) 284-4439

· 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 

· 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

Training Packet

for

Cluster Area IV

Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment

	Cluster Area IV: Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment Notes and Helpful Hints

Question:
Do all children with disabilities receive a free appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment that promotes a high quality education and prepares them for employment and independent living?

(Helpful Hints:

· 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:

BF.I
Is the percentage of children with disabilities receiving special education, by race/ethnicity, significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the State's general student enrollment?  For each particular disability category, is the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the State's general student enrollment?  For each particular educational setting, is the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the State's general student enrollment?

BF.II
Are high school graduation rates, and drop-out rates, for children with disabilities comparable to graduation rates and drop-out rates for nondisabled children?

BF.III
Are suspension and expulsion rates for children with disabilities comparable among local educational agencies within the State, or to the rates for nondisabled children within the agencies?

BF.IV
Do performance results for children with disabilities on large-scale assessments improve at a rate that decreases any gap between children with disabilities and their nondisabled peers?

BF.V
Are children with disabilities educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate, including preschool?

BF.VI

Are the early language/communication, pre-reading, and social-emotional skills, of preschool children with disabilities receiving special education and related services, improving?

(Helpful Hints:

· “Probes” is a “new” word for what were the Cluster Components and Indicators.

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

· The probe(s) are only some of many that States may use while completing ongoing self-assessing and improvement planning.

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

· Some indicators have been deleted.

· Follow “Specific Instructions” for 4.1 and complete Attachment 2 when addressing Probe BF.I.

· Follow “Specific Instructions” for 4.2 when addressing Probe BF.II.

· Follow “Specific Instructions” for 4.3 when addressing Probe BF.III.

· Follow “Specific Instructions” for 4.4 and complete Attachment 3 when addressing Probe BF.IV.

· Problems seen during OSEP’s review of State’s Improvement Plans.

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

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

· Reporting on State level data is not the same as using data to guide improvements.  In improvement planning States must not only measure performance, but also analyze data so that problem areas can be targeted with the State’s improvement efforts.

· In the last Biennial Performance Report, some States were “too literal” in providing numbers in cells.  This made it almost impossible to use the data or for the public to understand it.  A narrative analysis is needed to explain numbers placed in the cells.

· Disconnection between self-assessment and improvement planning – timing, in part; understanding, in part; and in part the conflicting demands of “improving outcomes” and the technical emphasis on compliance (the emphasis of the statute or procedural protections).

· Lack of data regarding post-school outcomes.

· Difficulty and cost of collecting representative data.

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

· Monitoring data not used.

· 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 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.

· Assessment

· Dropout
· Categories for dropout rates were not identified.

· Calculation methods were not described.

· No Indication as to whether dropout calculation was the same for non-disabled students.

· If the dropout calculation was not the same, no explanation was provided as to what/why was different in the calculations.

· When decrease was shown State did not indicate as to whether the change was an absolute or relative rate of change.
· No general education dropout data were provided.
· The benchmark and goal referred to the number of students rather than a percentage.  A numeric difference is not a good choice for measuring change.
· The State didn’t indicate what enrollment is used. In the indicators they refer to child count, but don’t say ages 14-21 or some other group.
· There are calculations, but numerator and denominator are not defined.
· The State’s method was not described, although they gave a calculated percentage rate.
· It looked like the State was using the OSEP categories, including dropout, but this is not explicitly stated.
· No specific targets.
· Dropout rates are not the same. Report does not state how the formulas differ.
· Graduation

· No specific targets.
· Graduation requirements were not identified.

· Graduation calculation method was not described.

· No indication as to whether the graduation calculation was the same for non-disabled students.

· If the graduation calculation was not the same, no explanation was provided as to what/why was different in the calculations.

· No regular education graduation data were provided.
· A numeric change is not an especially good choice for measuring change unless denominator is stable.
· Calculations shown for special education and regular education, but denominators are not defined.
· State included an explanation of what was different but not for why different.

· Disproportionality

· There are differences in calculating disproportion (many of the methods do not deal well with larger or smaller proportions of a population).  Conditional probabilities may be a better measure, e.g., what is the likelihood that a child in a given sub group will be identified for special education? (Percent identified divided by percent in the general population; if equal to 1.0, perfect proportionality; >1.2 or some other point, disproportionate inclusion; if <.8 or some other point, disproportionate exclusion, etc.)  There are problems with these measures for very large proportions (majority of populations > 80% can’t be over-represented) or very small proportions (low numbers mean big shifts in proportions that may not signal anything).

· No definition of "minorities" was provided.
· It was not clear as to whether a State was comparing the ratio of the number of minority students in special education to the number of nonminority students in special education or the ratio of the percentage of the minority population served to the percentage of the nonminority population served.
· No indication that the analysis of disproportionality data was used to change policy, procedures, and/or practices.
· No analyses was provided.
· No specific targets described.
· State  only discussed their method, not their findings.
· Suspension and Expulsion

· Appropriate suspension/expulsion data were not provided.

· The State did not define what data were used to calculate percentages.
· No LEA data were provided.
· No data were provided for the nondisabled comparison group.
· A description of the method used to make the comparison was not provided.

· A description of the actions taken in response to the State’s findings was not provided.

· No indication that the analysis of suspension and expulsion data was used to change policy, procedures, and/or practices.

· The State only provided descriptive information, such as the range.
· The State did not explain where a benchmark cames from.
· The State did not describe what constitutes a discrepancy.
· The State did not calculate a suspension/expulsion rate for either group.
· The State provided no performance targets.



	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.

· Connections with other programs, especially Title I.

· School completion/exiting (graduation and dropout) is one of OSEP’s critical performance indicators.

· Placement is one of OSEP’s critical performance indicators.

Federal Requirements (
34 CFR §300.755 Disproportionality

34 CFR §§300.530-300.536 Evaluation

34 CFR §300.300 Provision of FAPE

34 CFR §300.340-300.349 Development, review, and revision of IEP and content 

34 CFR §300.308 Assistive Technology Available

34 CFR §300.309 Extended School Year

34 CFR §§300.520-300.529 Authority of school personnel  (discipline)

34 CFR §300.121(d) FAPE for suspended and expelled students

34 CFR §§300.138-300.139 Participation in State-wide assessments and reporting

34 CFR §300.146(a) Suspension and expulsion rates

34 CFR §§300.550-300.555 General LRE requirements



	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.
· Place an asterisk (*) beside each State goal, e.g., * Goal I; * Goal II, etc., that is consistent with goals the State has established for all students.
· 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 IV 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.

· When completing Cluster Area IV, Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment, States must address assessment, dropout rates, graduation rates, suspension and expulsion, and disproportionality as described in Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4.  Attachments are for presenting data.  States should use the Table to provide analysis and explanations of the data presented in the Attachments.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.4 Report of the Participation and Performance of Students with Disabilities on State Assessments by Content Area, Grade, and Type of Assessment.  States must provide the performance indicators for both participation in and performance on assessment that the State will use to assess progress toward achieving those goals to which the indicator is associated.  States should use the same assessments used for reporting under NCLB.
· 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 Attachments 2
 and 3 when completing this cell.
(Helpful Hints:

· State shall include a trend data analysis.

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

· 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 Free Appropriate Public Education in the LRE 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, in the cell labeled Baseline/Trend Data, as to how and when the State plans to collect baseline data for the Cluster Area in question.
· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.1 Disproportionality. (See Below).  States are to provide all data on the race/ethnicity of children served under IDEA.  Provide these data for:

· all children with disabilities, 

· children in each disability category, and 

· children in each educational environment category.

That is, provide a cross tabulation of race/ethnicity for children with disabilities; in each disability category; and in each educational environment category.
Provide these data for children ages 6 through 21.

The data that are provided and analyzed must be the same data reported to OSEP on the Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Child Count), and the Part B, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Implementation of FAPE Requirements (Educational Environments) of the Annual Report of Children Served.

If an attachment is used to provide data, enter “Refer to attached Disproportionality Table” in this cell.

When analyzing the State level data, States should identify children as children with a particular disability and the placement of those children in a particular educational environment.  States are to:

· Calculate the percent distribution of race/ethnicity for the State’s general student enrollment (with all race/ethnicity categories adding up to 100%);

· Calculate the percent distribution of race/ethnicity for the State’s IDEA child count (with all race/ethnicity categories adding up to 100%); next

· Calculate, for each race/ethnicity category, the absolute size of the difference between the child count percentage and the student enrollment percentage (child count percentage - enrollment percentage = difference); then

· Calculate, for each race/ethnicity category, the relative size of the difference between the child count percentage and the enrollment percentage, as a proportion of the enrollment percentage (difference / enrollment percentage = relative difference); finally

· Describe any relative difference that is greater than 0.20
 or less than -0.20.  A relative difference greater than 0.20 indicates over representation.  A relative difference of -.20 indicates under representation.  A relative difference that is over 0.20 or under -0.20 creates a trigger that the State should study.

· States may use Attachment 2 in conjunction with the Table when reporting disproportionality data.
· Attachment 2 shows a method for presenting these data and demonstrates each of the above calculations.  It includes calculations for all children with disabilities, for two disability categories, and for three educational environments.  The data in Attachment 2 are fictional.

· By adding additional row sets (rows numbered 2 through 4) for the remaining disability categories and educational environments, States can use this format to report their data.
· If States are currently using a formula to determine disproportionality, and the formula appears to be effectively identifying significant State may use that formula when reporting data in Cluster Area IV.  If a formula is used other than the “20% Rule”, States are asked to provide, in the cell labeled Baseline/Trend Data, the formula that is used.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.2 Dropout Rates.  States must use State-level dropout data.  If an attachment is used to provide data, enter “Refer to attached Dropout Rates Table” in the cell labeled Baseline/Trend Data.  In this cell States must address the following:
· Provide a narrative that describes and/or a list that shows all student categories included when determining State dropout rate; and

· Provide and explain the calculation used in determining the dropout rate for students with disabilities.  Is the calculation used the same as the one used in determining the dropout rate for students who are not disabled?  If not, indicate the difference and explain why there is a difference.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.2 Graduation Rates.  States must use State level graduation data.  If an attachment is used to provide data, enter “Refer to attached Graduation Rates Table” in this cell.  States must provide the following:
· A narrative that describes and/or a list that indicates State conditions that lead to high school graduation, i.e., alternate diplomas, high-stakes test, GED, etc.

· The calculation used in determining the graduation rate for students with disabilities.  Is the calculation used the same as the one used in determining the graduation rate for students who are not disabled?  If not, indicate the difference and explain why there is a difference.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.3 Suspension and Expulsion.  States must provide the States suspension and expulsion data.  States must use the data that were reported for Table 5, Section A, Columns 3A and 3B, Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More then 10 Days of the Annual Report of Children Served.  If an attachment is used to provide data, enter “Refer to attached Suspension and Expulsion Table” in this cell.

States must indicate the number of agencies with significant discrepancies in the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.4 Report of the Participation and Performance of Students with Disabilities on State Assessments by Content Area, Grade, and Type of Assessment.  States are to use Attachment 3 in conjunction with the Table when reporting assessment data in this Annual Performance Report.

· If the State is reporting on assessments other than those used for NCLB reporting purposes, provide an explanation in this cell.

· When the State does not have the needed information or the State’s assessment data are incomplete, i.e., invalidated test, students not tested, etc, States must provide an explanation and plan for gathering the data in the cell labeled Explanation and Analysis of Progress or Slippage.

	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., “Increase the proportion of students with disabilities (SWD) who receive most of their special education services inside the regular classroom to 85%”.
· 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.
· Consider poverty/Socio-Economic Status as control variable – not as an excuse for explaining poor performance, but as a check on what constitutes exceptional achievement in either lower or higher Socio-Economic Status schools.  Matching schools in need of assistance to improve with like schools in character, e.g., Socio-Economic Status, rural/urban, race/ethnicity of population).
· Change over time is better than a cut score, trigger, or static measure.
· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.1 Disproportionality.  States must describe the results of the State-level examination of the data and report whether significant disproportionality based on race is occurring with respect to the identification and placement of children with disabilities.  States must describe the findings in each of the following categories:

· The identification of children as children with disabilities,

· The identification of children as children with a particular disability, and

· The placement of children in a particular educational environment.

States should explain their performance data in this cell.

States that identify significant disproportionality in any of the categories must report how the State plans to address the slippage through adjustments or improvements made in State programs, policies, or practices.  For example, OSEP encourages States to analyze district-level data to determine where significant disproportionality exists within the State; and, if appropriate, require the revision of policies, procedures, and practices in those districts.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.3 Suspension and Expulsion.  States must describe the results of the State’s examination of data to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities, as required at 34 CFR §300.146(a).  The States examination must include a comparison:

· Among local educational agencies within the State, or

· To the rates for nondisabled children within the agencies.

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

If the State needs to explain the performance data, the explanation should be provided in this cell.

If discrepancies are occurring, describe the significant discrepancies that are occurring in the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities and show how the State plans to address the slippage through adjustments or improvements made in State or local programs, policies, or practices.

· When completing this cell, States should refer to 4.4 Report of the Participation and Performance of Students with Disabilities on State Assessments by Content Area, Grade, and Type of Assessment.  When the State does not have the needed information or the State’s assessment data are incomplete, i.e., invalidated test, students not tested, etc, States must provide an explanation and plan for gathering the data in this cell.

	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. “Increase the proportion of SWD who have access to the general curriculum”.
· 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 indicators 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:

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



	6.  Projected Timelines and Resources (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 timelines, and resources.  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.




	Cluster Area IV: Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment – 
Example from the State of Kansas (12/16/03)

Question:
Do all children with disabilities receive a free appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment that promotes a high quality education and prepares them for employment and independent living?

	Probes:

BF.I
Is the percentage of children with disabilities receiving special education, by race/ethnicity, significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the State's general student enrollment?  For each particular disability category, is the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the State's general student enrollment?  For each particular educational setting, is the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the State's general student enrollment?

BF.II
Are high school graduation rates, and dropout rates, for children with disabilities comparable to graduation rates and dropout rates for nondisabled children?

BF.III
Are suspension and expulsion rates for children with disabilities comparable among local educational agencies within the State, or to the rates for nondisabled children within the agencies?

BF.IV
Do performance results for children with disabilities on large-scale assessments improve at a rate that decreases any gap between children with disabilities and their nondisabled peers?

BF.V
Are children with disabilities educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate, including preschool?

BF.VI
Are the early language/communication, pre-reading, and social-emotional skills of preschool children with disabilities receiving special education and related services, improving?

	State Goal:

Goal 1
Students receive FAPE in the LRE (as determined by improved performance on State assessments, EC LRE, and suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities and maintained performance on graduation rates, dropout rates, and LRE for students 6-21 years of age).  Note:  Goal determined for Kansas Improvement Plan.

Goal 2
There will be improved outcomes for students whose behavior impedes learning.

	Performance Indicator(s):

BF.I
If the percentage of children with disabilities, receiving special education, by race/ethnicity, is significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the general population, a review has been conducted of the policies, procedures and practices for identification of children with disabilities and they have been determined to be appropriate and race neutral. *

If the percentage of children with disabilities in various educational environments and disability categories, by race/ethnicity, is significantly disproportionate to national data, a review has been conducted of the policies, procedures and practices for identification and placement of children with disabilities and they have been determined to be appropriate and race neutral.

BF.II
The high school graduation rates, for children with disabilities, are comparable to graduation rates for nondisabled children.*

The high school drop-out rates, for children with disabilities, are comparable to drop-out rates for nondisabled children.*

BF.III
Suspension and expulsion rates for children with disabilities are comparable to the rates for nondisabled children within the agencies.

BF.IV
The performance results for children with disabilities on large-scale assessments improve at a rate that decreases any gap between children with disabilities and their nondisabled peers.*

BF.V
Children with disabilities, 6-21 years of age, are educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.

Children with disabilities, 3-5 years of age, are educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.

BF.VI
There is improvement in the areas of early language/communication, pre-reading, and social-emotional development for preschool children with disabilities receiving special education and related services.

	1.
Baseline/Trend Data and Analysis:
BF.I
If the percentage of children with disabilities, receiving special education, by race/ethnicity, is significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the general population, a review has been conducted of the policies, procedures and practices for identification of children with disabilities and they have been determined to be appropriate and race neutral. *

If the percentage of children with disabilities in various educational environments and disability categories, by race/ethnicity, is significantly disproportionate to national data, a review has been conducted of the policies, procedures and practices for identification and placement of children with disabilities and they have been determined to be appropriate and race neutral.

Kansas Percentage of Student Population by Disability Category by Race/Ethnicity

(Originally presented in Kansas Self-Assessment, October 2002.)
Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity

Black

American Indian

Asian

Hispanic 

White

TOTAL School Population

8.52

1.31

2.16

9.39

78.63

TOTAL Special Education Population

11.31

1.2

0.82

7.35

79.32

Developmental delay (DD)

14.56

0.81

0.61

8.15

75.87

Mental retardation (MR)

19.62

1.1

0.8

8.91

69.58

Hearing impairment (HI)

8.86

1.54

1.54

9.83

78.23

Speech or language impairment (SL)

7.39

0.99

1.27

7.3

83.05

Visual impairment (VI)

10

2.11

2.11

8.42

77.37

Emotional disturbance (ED)

16.97

1.31

0.4

4.24

77.07

Orthopedic impairment (OI)

7.38

0.89

0.45

4.03

87.25

Other health impairment (OHI)

9.75

1.24

0.39

4.24

84.38

Specific learning disability (LD)

10.4

1.32

0.76

8.44

79.01

Deaf-blindness (DB)

7.14

0

7.14

14.29

71.43

Multiple disabilities (MD)

12.29

1.01

0.81

6.35

79.55

Autism (AU)

11.04

0.81

1.88

4.31

81.97

Traumatic brain injury (TBI)

13.85

1.54

1.54

6.15

76.92

Table 1
Refer to OSEP Attachment 2 (will be attached later).  Note:  Data requirements are incomplete without Attachment 2:  missing data for environment categories, calculation of absolute size of difference, calculation of relative size of the difference by race/ethnicity.  
Analysis

Kansas Improvement Plan, October 2002:  In comparing the ethnicity of the general population of students to the ethnicity of students with disabilities, there are some areas of disproportionality:

· Black/African American students are over-represented in categorical areas of MR, ED, LD, MD, TBI, and DD. 

· Hispanic and Latino students are under-represented in SL, ED, OI, OHI, MD, and AU. 

· American Indian and Alaska Native students are under-represented in the SL category. 

· Asian and Pacific Island students are under-represented in the categories of MR, SL, ED, OHI, LD, MD, and DD. 

· White students are under-represented in the area of MR. 

· White students are over-represented in the categories of SL, OI, & OHI. 

· Risk indicator demonstrates that African American students are 2.51 times more likely to be identified as MR as are White students.

· Risk indicator indicates African American students are 1.8 times more likely to be identified as ED as are White students.

· The rural nature of Kansas may be impacting disproportionality data.

· Kansas’ communities vary in the number and percent of students in minority ethnic groups.
· There needs to be further analysis of data and local practices to determine if Kansas LEAs are inappropriately over and under identifying students in specific ethnic group.
The Kansas Self-Assessment, completed October 2002, addresses ethnic disproportionality, “Some ethnic disparity does exist in Kansas, but to a lesser extent than it exists on the national level.  Determining if disproportionality is due to discriminatory practices, differences in populations related to socio-economic factors, some combination of each, or some other factors is yet undetermined.  For example, under-identification of Hispanics, Latinos, Asians, and Pacific Islanders in Kansas may be related to the availability of ESOL or migrant services, as well as reluctance of local evaluation teams to identify a child as disabled if English is a second language or they are not fluent speakers of English.”

During the development of the Kansas Improvement Plan, the “expert group” that addressed issues of students whose behavior impedes learning, reviewed disproportionality data and considered in their plans for improvement.  Disproportionality is addressed in the Kansas Improvement Plan.

Provide narrative analysis of OSEP Attachment 2.  Be sure to discuss change in data and areas of concern if different than above. Include analysis of missing data (race/ethnicity in environment categories, absolute difference and relative difference.)

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

	BF.1
If the percentage of children with disabilities, receiving special education, by race/ethnicity, is significantly disproportionate to the percentage of children, by race/ethnicity, in the general population, a review has been conducted of the policies, procedures and practices for identification of children with disabilities and they have been determined to be appropriate and race neutral.


If the percentage of children with disabilities in various educational environments and disability categories, by race/ethnicity, is significantly disproportionate to national data, a review has been conducted of the policies, procedures and practices for identification and placement of children with disabilities and they have been determined to be appropriate and race neutral.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Develop Kansas Improvement Plan and address this area as directed by the Steering Committee.
	July 2002-June 2003

Worked with Steering Committee and “expert groups” to identify possible Improvement Plan activities.  Plan developed, submitted to OSEP, June 2003.
	

	July 2003-June 2004

Districts that have determined that their data are significantly disproportionate will complete a thorough assessment of the data and of the policies, procedures and practices for the identification and placement of children with disabilities to determine whether they comply with the requirements of the IDEA, are otherwise appropriate, and are race neutral.


	July 2003-June 2004

October 2003 Preliminary Baseline Established:

84% of the districts that have completed their self-assessments indicated that they did not identify significant disproportionality in this area.  The districts that have identified disproportionality as an area of concern are large districts.  60% are districts in high socio-economic communities.  There are still two years to finish the collection of baseline data since not all districts have completed the CIM process.
	July 2003-June 2004 (KS Imp Plan)

· Develop a CIM database to track scoring of all 66 indicators addressed during monitoring. July 2003 

· Establish baseline of the percent of districts that are not showing significant disproportionality in this area.  October 2003

· Identify districts showing significant disproportionality, and require that they 'drill down' through a thorough assessment of the data and of the policies, procedures and practices for the identification and placement of children with disabilities to determine whether they comply with the requirements of the IDEA, are otherwise appropriate, and are race neutral.

· Provide technical assistance as requested.

· Districts that indicate improvements in practices are needed will be identified for technical assistance.

After June 2004 (KS Imp Plan)

Assist districts showing significant disproportionality in their analyses of policies, procedures and practices for the identification and placement of children with disabilities to determine whether they comply with the requirements of the IDEA, are otherwise appropriate, and are race neutral and in making changes to the policies, procedures and practices for the identification and placement of children with disabilities that are not in compliance with the requirements of the IDEA, otherwise appropriate, and race neutral.

Resources

CIM database and CIM reports 

CIM Facilitators

CIM/CIA

MIS (618 student database)



	Baseline/Trend Data and Analysis:

	BF.II
The high school graduation rates, for children with disabilities, are comparable to graduation rates for nondisabled children.
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Table 2

Graduation Rate (percent) by Disability (OSEP DANS)
Category of Disability

Dec, 2000

Dec, 2001

All Disabilities

74.35

73.26

Mental Retardation

77.48

76.82

Learning Disabilities

75.97

74.54

Emotional Disturbance

56.44

55.81

Table 3

Indicator

Meets Requirements

Comparable graduation rates—students with and without disabilities

65.6% of districts indicated no concerns in this area.

District Self-Assessment Ratings on Indicators Assessed through Continuous Improvement Monitoring (CIM) (Baseline data from 3 years)

Table 4
Analysis

As is illustrated in Table 2, the percent of students with and without disabilities who are graduating with a high school diploma has remained constant for the last three years.  NCLB excludes GED completers from being considered graduates.  All rates are above the 75% threshold established by Kansas for NCLB Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  The graduation rate is a cohort calculation that is used by general education in their reporting.  The cohort calculation is the # of graduates / (# of graduates+ Year 1 dropouts + Year 2 dropouts + Year 3 dropouts + Year 4 dropouts).  Through OSEP DANS (Table 3), the Kansas State Department of Education will continue to monitor the graduation rates of students with emotional disturbance classification since there is a gap between that group and other groups.  The Kansas Improvement Plan identified improvement strategies for improving results for students whose behavior impedes learning.  The Targets and Activities for improvement are included with the discussion of suspensions/expulsions since we consider these related issues.  Table 4 indicates the graduation rate is comparable to general education students in at least 66% of the LEAs that have completed their CIM self-assessments.

The high school dropout rates, for children with disabilities, are comparable to dropout rates for nondisabled children.
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Table 5

District Self-Assessment Ratings on Indicators Assessed through CIM (Baseline data from 3 years)

Indicator

Meets Requirements

Comparable dropout rates—students with and without disabilities 

78% of districts indicated no concerns in this area.

Table 6

Analysis 

The percent of students with disabilities who are dropping out of school has remained relatively constant over the last five years.  Even though there is slight fluctuation among the years, the dropout rate for students with and without disabilities continues to be very low in the State of Kansas.  The dropout rate calculation, used for general education processes, is an event calculation that measures the proportion of students who drop put in a single year (# dropouts 7-12 / enrollment 7-12).  Table 6 indicates the dropout rate is comparable to general education students in at least 78% of the LEAs that have completed their CIM self-assessments.

The summary of BF.II in the Kansas Self-Assessment indicates, “Positive outcomes (high school graduation/completion rates, dropout rates, participation and improving performance on State assessments) for students with disabilities in Kansas indicate that appropriate special education and related services are being provided; thus, this component meets requirements….Kansas provides numerous resources to support staff training and student performance.”



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

	BF.II
The high school graduation rates, for children with disabilities, are comparable to graduation rates for nondisabled children.

The high school dropout rates, for children with disabilities, are comparable to dropout rates for nondisabled children.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Maintain graduation rates at or above 75% (minimum criteria established for AYP)

Maintain drop out rates at or below 3%
	July 2002-June 2003

Graduation and dropout rates have been maintained at satisfactory levels.  Focused-monitoring rank ordered data have been shared with the districts.  Districts receive technical assistance in writing their improvement plans after completing their self-assessments.
	

	July 2003-June 2004

Maintain graduation rates at or above 75% (minimum criteria established for AYP)

Maintain drop out rates at or below 3%

Improve graduation rates for students with emotional disturbance.
	
	July 2003-June 2004

Share LEA rank ordering data on graduation rates and dropout rates with LEAs (focused monitoring).

Provide technical assistance as requested.

Investigate with MPRRC and the National PBS TA Center the feasibility of Kansas being included in the statewide PBS support project.

After June 2004 (KS Imp Plan)
Target districts with the highest ratio of low graduation rates for children with emotional disturbance for technical assistance.  Through results based staff development (RBSD), provide administrators and teachers (1) alternatives to suspension/expulsion, (2) strategies for school personnel to effectively deal with more behaviors effectively, (3) processes to develop IEPs that target behavior impeding learning, and (4) means to keep and use appropriate data to determine the effectiveness of plans and goals on changing behaviors that impede learning. (July 204-June 2009)



	Baseline/Trend Data and Analysis:

	BF.III
Suspension and expulsion rates for children with disabilities are comparable to the rates for nondisabled children within the agencies.
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Table 7


[image: image15.wmf]Suspension Rates by Acts

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

98-99

99-00

00-01

01-02

02-03

%  of All Students

%  of General Education

Students

%  of Students with

Disabilities


Table 8

Need to complete charts!
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Table 9

District Self-Assessment Ratings on Indicators Assessed through CIM (First 3 years of baseline data)

Indicator

Meets Requirements

Comparable suspension rates—students with and without disabilities

34% of districts indicate no concerns in this area.

Table 10
Analysis
Kansas Self-Assessment, October 2002:

Kansas data indicate students with IEPs are suspended/expelled two times more often than nondisabled students. 

Students with IEPs are suspended repeatedly for multiple acts. Table 7 identifies the percentage of students who were suspended or expelled during the year.  Table 8 indicates the percent of students by acts that were suspended.  In other words 12.1% of the students in 2000-01 were suspended (Table 7).  In 2000-01 the number of suspension acts of students with disabilities was equivalent to 24.1% of the total population of students with disabilities (Table 8).  

In review there are inconsistencies between suspension/expulsion data reported on Principal’s Reports and data in the MIS.  KSDE will continue to ask districts to rectify their data sets with each other.

BF.III in the Kansas Self-Assessment is summarized, “The data indicate that Kansas schools and administrators need disciplinary tools beyond suspension and expulsion for students identified as disabled. The data indicate that once a child is labeled as emotionally disturbed, the odds of graduating from high school with a diploma become 1 in 2. The purpose of services to students identified with emotional disturbance is to provide students with needed supports above and beyond the general curriculum; yet only 62% of these students have behavior plans (although others may have goals with behavior intervention plans written into them). Qualifying for special services under the label of emotionally disturbed should increase a student’s chances of success rather than decrease them. Clearly, the State needs improvement in this area. 

An analysis of the data indicate 4 specific areas requiring improvement:

Table 10 Graduation rates need to increase [for students whose behavior impedes learning].

Table 10 The use of behavior intervention plans need to be more fully considered and implemented.  Positive behavior supports must be a component of these plans.

Table 10 Suspension rates need to decrease for students with emotional disturbance. 

Table 10 LRE issues for students with emotional disturbance need to be addressed.

Kansas recognizes that these indicators are intertwined and co-dependent.”

Table 9 data are presented for the first time in this document.  Kansas will monitor the long-term suspension/expulsion percentages for students with disabilities within certain disability categories.  These categories were identified because they have the highest percentages of students being unilaterally removed by school personnel.  Two years of trend data are insufficient to make any decisions.  We will monitor the percentages and data slopes.

Information presented in Table 10 also is considered for the first time in this document.  The data are available as the result of the creation of a CIM database that allows us to track all 66 CIM indicators, districts progress on the indicators, and the State’s improvement by indicator.  The need for the database was determined by the Steering Committee during their self-assessment and improvement planning work.  The opportunity the database has provided the KSDE to analyze data more strategically, to “dig deeper,” is providing more specific data will be useful in targeting assistance and planning for improvement.   The information in Table 10 lends additional information to the issues around suspension/expulsion through analysis of the number of LEAs with discrepancies in the rate of suspensions/expulsions when comparing general education students with students with disabilities.  Of the districts that have completed their CIM self-assessments, only 34% believe they meet requirements in this area.  Of the districts completing CIM in the first 3 years, 66% identified discrepancies in the rates of suspension/expulsion. Districts with the biggest discrepancies between suspension/expulsion rates between general education students and students with disabilities will be identified for technical assistance.

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

	BF.III
Suspension and expulsion rates for children with disabilities are comparable among local educational agencies within the State, or to the rates for nondisabled children within the agencies.
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Develop KS Improvement Plan and address this area as directed by Steering Committee
	July 2002-June 2003

Continued to collect LEA data through CIM self-assessment.

Worked with Steering Committee and “expert group” in developing the Kansas Improvement Plan that was submitted to OSEP in June 2003

SIG supported the development of PBS eLearning modules.
	

	July 2003-June 2004

There will be an increase in the number of LEAs that identify the CIM suspension/expulsion indicator as “meets requirements. (Preliminary baseline determined by June 2003 then measurable target developed)
	July 2003-June 2004

Preliminary baseline data (3 of 5 years of CIM data):  34% of districts identify their suspension/expulsion data as “meets requirements.”  
	July 2003-June 2004

Investigate with MPRRC and the National PBS TA Centers, the feasibility of Kansas being a State for statewide PBS support. (Note:  Kansas determined the area of Secondary Transition as noncompliant so it took precedence for correction during the 2003-04 year.)

After June 2004 (KS Imp Plan)

Target districts with the highest ratio of suspension/expulsion, dropouts and low graduation rates for technical assistance.

Through results based staff development (RBSD), provide administrators and teachers (1) alternatives to suspension/expulsion, (2) strategies for school personnel to effectively deal with more behaviors effectively,  (3) processes to develop IEPs that target behavior impeding learning, and (4) means to keep and use appropriate data to determine the effectiveness of plans and goals on changing behaviors that impede learning. (July 2004-June 2009)
Resources

CIM/CIA

KSDE Educ Program Consultants

K-STARS (statewide projects)

PBS resources:

Field-Based Consultant Network

Project STAY

Online Academy (eLearning Lab)

Process Handbook

MPRRC, National PBS TA Center

PBS Manual, KSDE

KS Institute for PBS

	July 2004-June 2005

The percent of districts that indicate the suspension/expulsion indicator “meets requirements” will increase yearly so that 70% of the districts meet requirements by June 2009.


	
	

	Baseline/Trend Data and Analysis:

	BF.IV
The performance results for children with disabilities on large-scale assessments improve at a rate that decreases any gap between children with disabilities and their nondisabled peers.
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Table 13
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Table 14

For additional information, refer to OSEP Attachment 3 (to be completed later)
Analysis
All references to performance data are from the State assessments that are the NCLB assessments for the State of Kansas.  As is evidenced in the tables above, the trend data, over the last four years, indicate significant improvement in the percent of students with disabilities scoring at proficient and above on the Kansas State Assessments.  In the area of reading there has been a 22.6% increase in the percent of the 5th graders with proficient performance, 17.3% increase at 8th grade and a 14.9% increase at 11th grade.  The gains also are as remarkable for math:  22.8% increase at 4th grade, 17.9% increase at 7th grade and 12.1% increase at 10th grade.  

The Closing the Gap graphs above also demonstrate that good progress was made this last year in closing the achievement gap between all students and students with disabilities.  This was the third year such a trend has been evidenced.  

For Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) purposes, the Kansas subgroup N is 30.  For the Spring, 2003 State assessments, there were 86 buildings (of 1600+ schools) for which AYP was determined for the disability subgroup in math.  Of these 86 schools, AYP was made by the disability subgroup in 41 of the schools (48%).  For the Spring, 2003 State assessments, there were 65 buildings (of 1600+ schools) for which AYP was determined for the disability subgroup in reading.  Of these 65 schools, AYP was made by the disability subgroup in 39 of the schools (60%).  At the district level, 54 of 78 districts’ disability subgroups made AYP in reading (69%).  In math, 77 of the 79 districts with a disability subgroup of 30 or more students made AYP (97%).  Kansas had a total 304 districts in 2002-03.  

The participation rate of all students taking the State assessment in Kansas is very high.  The AYP requirement is 95% participation for the total and all subgroups. For Spring, 2003 assessments, 99% of the students with disabilities at the assessed grade levels participated in the State assessments.

Narrative discussion of OSEP Attachment 3 if needed, especially participation and percents taking alternate assessments.

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

	BF.IV
The performance results for children with disabilities on large-scale assessments improve at a rate that decreases any gap between children with disabilities and their nondisabled peers.*
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Monitor assessment results. Establish system to determine Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for schools, districts and States and for all required subgroups.
	July 2002-June 2003

The State’s students with disabilities made AYP through the use of Safe Harbor in reading and by meeting the State target in mathematics.

Students with disabilities made significant gains.  Part of the gain is the result of more appropriate coding of all students with disabilities on State assessment answer sheets.
	

	July 2003-June 2004

At the State level, students with disabilities will make AYP (adequate yearly progress) in math and reading.  
	
	July 2003-June 2004

Work with State teams to provide technical assistance to schools (Integrated Support Teams).  Teams work with schools that are on improvement and those that did not make AYP in 2002-03.  Special education consultants are identified for each team.  They work collaboratively with consultants from School Improvement and Accreditation and State and Federal Programs.

Develop technical assistance documents for improving results for students.

Provide technical assistance as requested.

Facilitate leadership discussions with superintendents and special education directors.

Ensure KSDE guidelines emphasize results, as well as process.                                                Resources

Integrated Support Teams

TA documents

Guidelines

RBSD
CIA funds

	Baseline/Trend Data and Analysis:

	BF.V
Children with disabilities, 6-21 years of age, are educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.

Percent of Students Served in Different Settings

FY99 data—need to update to Dec, 01 data
 
80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms

79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms

40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms

Separate facility

Category

KS

Nat’l

KS

Nat’l

KS

Nat’l

KS

Nat’l

LD

60.55

45.1

33.33

38.43

5.58

15.5

0.54

0.96

S/L 

95.1

88.49

3.78

6.65

1.04

4.46

0.09

0.4

MR

20.13

13.75

31.56

29.26

44.53

51.06

3.79

5.93

ED

40.07

25.51

26.98

23.03

19.55

33.19

13.41

18.26

SMD

25.76

10.48

23.54

16.56

33.54

44.83

17.18

28.12

HI

43.4

39.59

21.96

18.71

11.32

25.35

23.33

16.34

PI

70.39

45.54

16.31

20.55

12.23

27.3

1.07

6.6

OHI

57.52

44.32

30.37

33.19

9.81

17.23

2.3

5.25

VI

76.59

49.77

14.15

19.17

3.41

16.56

5.86

14.51

AU

33.09

20.32

17.01

13.15

49.85

51.13

2.05

15.4

D/B

48

14.09

24

9.29

24

34.77

4

41.84

TBI

42.74

31.22

34.68

26.29

17.74

29.85

4.85

12.63

DD

72.55

40.76

20.59

29

4.9

28.52

1.96

1.73

ALL

60.18

47.42

24.97

28.44

11.86

20.07

2.98

4.08

Table 15
Analysis

Nationally, Kansas compares favorably in educating students, 6-21 years of age, in the least restrictive environment.  During the Kansas Self-Assessment process, the Steering Committee indicated the placement data for children 6-21 show many strengths.  All discrepancies from national trends are toward the LRE so these discrepancies are viewed positively.

Children with disabilities, 3-5 years of age, are educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.
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Table 16
District Self-Assessment Ratings on Indicators Assessed through CIM (First 3 years of baseline data)

Indicator

Meets Requirements

Comparable LRE rates—national and LEA

69% of districts indicated no concerns in this area.

Table 17
Analysis

Kansas Self-Assessment, October 2002:  The percent of preschool children served in settings designed for nondisabled children is a concern for Kansas:

· In FY01, 20% of preschoolers were served in typical EC settings (nationally 36%). 

· In FY01, 30% of preschoolers were served in reverse mainstream settings (nationally 1.69%). 

· In FY01, 39% of preschoolers were served in ECSE settings without typical peers (nationally 34%).
· In the review, discrepancies in data reporting were identified.
The Kansas Self-Assessment indicates: “While placement data for children ages 6 through 21 in Kansas show many strengths, improvement is needed with regard to placement of preschool-aged children.  Despite significant staff development opportunities and the availability of technical assistance tailored to the individual needs of local districts, the Kansas percent of children served in typical early childhood settings is lower than the national average and has remained constant or has decreased slightly, according to the 2001 Federal reports. The State special education funding system may be a barrier to preschool inclusion.  A teacher in a segregated or reverse mainstreaming classroom in the school will qualify for 100% FTE reimbursement, or about $20,000/year/teacher.  But if that same teacher with a similar caseload is teaching in a community-based preschool or perhaps a Head Start class with an equal number of nondisabled children, the reimbursement would only be 50% FTE, or $10,000.  Given the perilous financial position existing in most local districts, with more than 200 of the 303 districts experiencing declining enrollment, district access to State aid is critical.”  NOTE:  These issues were resolved with the changes in the Reimbursement Guide.

The Kansas Steering Committee determined this was an area of “needs improvement” and it was addressed in the Kansas Improvement Plan.  There are two reasons the Steering Committee made the decision to not consider the area noncompliant:  (1) During the first two years of CIM Self-Assessments, LEAs  were required to compare their early childhood settings data to State averages.  During the 2002-03 year, we asked all LEAs in the CIM process to compare their data to national data.  This has resulted in more districts being aware of the discrepancy and including the area in their improvement plans.  (2) The Steering Committee, the early childhood “expert” group, and KSDE staff realized there were improvements to be made in the collection of early childhood settings data.  Specific guidance has been provided and we anticipate there will be more accuracy in reporting settings data.

Thirty-one percent (31%) of the districts completing their CIM self-assessments, during the first 3 years, identified improvements are needed in this area.  The fact that 69% of the district have indicated this area “meets requirement,” (Table 17), illustrates variability in practices from district-to-district.



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

	BF.V
Children with disabilities, 6-21 years of age, are educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.*
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Maintain LRE at present levels for students 6-21 years of age
	July 2002-June 2003

In February 2003, KSDE shared the OSEP focused monitoring rankings on LRE issues.  In addition, the LEA rankings on the same variables were shared.

After rank orderings were shared, KSDE staff worked with two LEAs to analyze their data and determine appropriate action.

SIG supports on-going technical assistance through the Field-Based Consultant Network.  Staff development provided as requested.

LRE maintained at consistent levels.


	

	July 2003-June 2004

Maintain LRE data for students 6-21 years of age as demonstrated by Kansas being in the top 50% on OSEP rank ordering for focused monitoring in all 3 LRE areas.
	
	July 2003-June 2004

· Provide LEA rankings on the focused monitoring LRE issues
· Provide technical assistance to LEAs upon request
Resources

K-STARS Projects

CIA funds

TA



	Children with disabilities, 3-5 years of age, are educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.*
	
	

	July 2002-June 2003

Develop Kansas Improvement Plan and address this area as directed by the Steering Committee.
	July 2002-June 2003

 Worked with Steering Committee and “expert groups” to identify possible Improvement Plan activities.  Plan developed and submitted to OSEP, June 2003. (See activities beginning July 2003.)

KSDE was awarded a SIG Supplemental Grant to work with Institutes of Higher Education to align teacher preparation programs with the unified EC standards. These standards support LRE considerations at the EC level.  SIG financially supports this work also.
	

	July 2003-June 2004
At least 90% of the LEAs will “meet requirements” on the EC LRE issue.
	
	July 2003-June 2004

EC (KS Improvement Plan)

· Provide guidance to the State on services for children ages 3-5 in the LRE.

1. Revise the Special Education Reimbursement Guide (State funding) to provide districts written guidance on appropriate use of State funds for collaborative programs.

2. Review and revise guidance on procedures to ensure a LRE continuum of EC placements.

· To ensure Kansas EC-LRE data accurately reflect placement settings for children 3-5:

4. KSDE staff will align Kansas reporting of  LRE placements for children 3-5 years of age with reporting of other States. 

5. EC placement settings in the Data Dictionary for the MIS Student Database will be reviewed and revised to more accurately define settings.  Clarification will be provided for coding services for 3-5-year-olds. 

6. Statewide training will be provided to ensure accurate reporting of data.

7. Analyze MIS data with actual practice.

· KSDE will review and revise guidance on procedures to ensure a LRE continuum of early childhood placements and to support and encourage IEP team consideration and use of settings designed for nondisabled children.

After June 2004 (KS Imp Plan)

· KSDE will identify LEAs needing to improve based on preschool settings as reported in 618 data.  Targeted RBSD will be provided to the LEAs most in need of the support. July 2004-June 2008

Resources

OSEP, MPRRC, NECTAC

CIM/CIA 

KITS focus area (EC statewide project)

Guidance documents:

1. Data Dictionary 

2. Technical assistance Resources 

3. Tools developed for LEA use

RBSD Guide



	Baseline/Trend Data and Analysis:

	BF.VI
There is improvement in the areas of early language/communication, pre-reading, and social-emotional development for preschool children with disabilities receiving special education and related services.

Kansas has collected no data in this area.  Options for data collection will need to be investigated and plans for collection will be developed.

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

	BF.VI
There is improvement in the areas of early language/communication, pre-reading, and social-emotional development for preschool children with disabilities receiving special education and related services.

July 2002-June 2003

Note:  No target established for this performance indicator since it was not identified as an area for data collection during that time period.


	July 2002-June 2003

Kansas has collected no data in this area.  Options for data collection will need to be investigated and plans for collection will be developed.   
	

	July 2003-June 2004

Plan for appropriate data collection that will support analysis of the issues for this indicator.
	
	July 2003-June 2004

· Work with OSEP to understand data element requirements.  June 2004

· Explore options for data collection by June 2004

· Develop preliminary plans for data collection, June 2004

Resources

Steering Committee/SEAC

KITS

EC Task Force and Expert Groups

TA from OSEP and NECTAS




	


Tools for Cluster Area IV – Free Appropriate Public Education in the LRE

( Potential Data Sources (* Critical Sources)
· OCR data *

· SEA monitoring

· Dissemination of research findings and promising practices

· Complaints

· Exit data *

· Percentage of children served by disability *

· Surveys

· Performance goals and indicators

· State reported data under §618 *

· Suspension, expulsion and alternative placement rates, including disproportionality *

· Student data (e.g., students having behavior plan, students receiving behavioral assessments, etc.) *

· Interagency agreements

· Coordinated services provisions

· State educational reform documents

· Council of Chief State School Officers’ Reports

· NCEO Cyber Survey

· Guidance on alternate assessments, and modifications and accommodations for State/district-wide assessments

· Training records

· State/district-wide assessment data *

· State funding formula *

· Placement Data *

· State Improvement Grant (SIG) *

· General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) *

( 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
· National Dropout Prevention Center/Network (NDPC/N)

Clemson University, 2009 Martin Street

Clemson, SC 2931-15555

(864) 656-2599 Phone

(864) 656-0136

ndpc@clemson.edu 

http://www.dropoutprevention.org 

· National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO)

University of Minnesota

350 Elliot Hall

75 East River Road

Minneapolis, MN 55455

(612) 626-1530 Phone

(612) 624-0879

scott027@umn.edu E-mail

http://cehd.umn.edu/nceo
· National Center on Secondary Education and Transition (NCSET)

University of Minnesota

6 Pattee Hall

150 Pillsbury Drive SE

Minneapolis, MN 55455

(612) 624-2097 Phone

(612) 624-9344 Fax

nset@umn.edu E-mail

http://www.ncset.org 

· National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (NCCRESt)

University of Colorado at Denver

1480 Lawrence Street, Suite 625

Denver, CO 80204

(303) 556-8449 Phone

(303) 556-6141 Fax

ncrest@ceo.cudenver.edu E-mail

http://www.nccrest.org 

The National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (NCCRESt) can provide technical assistance to States in developing plans to address disproportionate representation.  These plans will include professional development opportunities for educational program and practice improvement in early intervention, literacy and behavior.  In addition, using a variety of formats including print, multimedia and electronic, the Center staff will prepare research syntheses, policy briefs, and public service announcements that inform a variety of audiences about effective and evidence-based teaching and school organizational practices that support successful educational outcomes for students from minority backgrounds. As NCCRESt conducts its regional meetings, this information is shared with the States.
NCCRESt has on-line downloadable, leadership academy modules for LEAs to use with their schools or for SEAs to use with regional teams.  These modules will eventually be adopted for on-line, individual courses.  If a State wants assistance with developing plans for TA and ideas for what that might look like along with PD, the State should call or email NCCRESt.  By January 2004 NCCRESt should have most of the States developing their plans.  For details of timelines a State should contact NCCRESt.
Contact information is as follows:
Shelley Zion, Project Coordinator 

National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems 

1380 Lawrence Street, Suite 625

Denver, CO 80204

Phone: 303-556-3990

Fax: 303-556-6141

Email: 
" 

shelley.zion@cudenver.edu 


Web: www.NCCRESt.org 

To stay informed about the work of this project, please sign up for NCCRESt News, our FREE monthly electronic newsletter!
Regional Resource Center (RRC) “disproportionality” contact persons are as follows:

· Kristin Reedy

Northeast Regional Resource Center (NERRC)

Learning Innovations/WestEd

20 Winter Sport Lane

Williston, VT 05495

(802) 951-8226

(802) 951-8222 Fax

nerrc@aol.com
· Kathy Chapman

Mid-South Regional Resource Center (MSRRC)

IHDI

1 Quality Street, Suite 722

Lexington, KY 40507

(859) 257-4921

(859) 257-4253

kchapma@uky.edu
kpchapman@worldnet.att.net
KPCHAP@aol.com
· Betty Beale

Southeast Regional Resource Center (SERRC)

School of Education

PO Box 244023

Montgomery, AL 36124-4023

(334) 244-3100

(334) 244-3101 Fax

bbeale@edia.aum.edu
· Gerry Olvey

Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center (MPRRC)

1665 Hard Rock Point

Colorado Springs, CO 80919

(719) 388-1888

(719) 388-1889 Fax

skoesgo@aol.com
· Ron Dughman

Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center (MPRRC)

Omaha, NE 38130

(402) 697-9796

dughman@yahoo.com
· Caroline Coston

Great Lakes Area Regional Resource Center (GLARRC)

Ohio State University

700 Ackerman Road, Suit 440

Columbus, OH 43202-1559

(614) 447-0844 x103

(614) 447-9043

coston-robinson.1@osu.edu
· Carolyn Moore

Western Regional Resource Center

1268 University of Oregon

Eugene, OR 97403-1268

(541) 346-0356

(541) 346-5639 Fax

cjmoore@oregon.uoregon.edu
· Early Childhood Outcomes Center:

Improving Results for Infants, Toddlers and Preschoolers with Disabilities and Their Families

Kathleen Hebbeler Ph.D., Director

SRI International

333 Ravenswood Avenue

Menlo Park, CA 94025-3493

(530) 753-0832

kathleen.hebbeler@sri.com 

· 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

Phoebe Gillespie
Project Director
NASDSE
1800 Diagonal Road Suite 320
Alexandria, VA 22314
703-519-3800 ex 337
· 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

Cluster Area V

Secondary Transition

	Cluster Area V: Secondary Transition Notes and Helpful Hints

Question: 
Is the percentage of youth with disabilities participating in post-school activities (e.g., employment, education, etc.) comparable to that of nondisabled youth?

(Helpful Hints:

· Each Cluster Area must be addressed.

· There are no “Probes” for Cluster Area V.

· 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.

· Problems seen during OSEP’s review of State’s Improvement Plans.

· No post-school outcome data

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

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

· Reporting on State level data is not the same as using data to guide improvements.  In improvement planning States must not only measure performance, but also analyze data so that problem areas can be targeted with the State’s improvement efforts.

· In the last Biennial Performance Report, some States were “too literal” in providing numbers in cells.  This made it almost impossible to use the data or for the public to understand it.  A narrative analysis is needed to explain numbers placed in the cells.

· Disconnection between self-assessment and improvement planning – timing, in part; understanding, in part; and in part the conflicting demands of “improving outcomes” and the technical emphasis on compliance (the emphasis of the statute or procedural protections).

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

· Monitoring data not used.

· 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 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.



	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.

· School completion/exiting (graduation and dropout) is one of OSEP’s critical performance indicators.

Federal Requirements (
34 CFR §300.29 Definition of transition services

34 CFR §300.347(b) Transition services (in IEP)

34 CFR §300.137 Performance goals and indicators

34 CFR §300.344(b) Transition services participants



	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.
· Place an asterisk (*) beside each State goal, e.g., * Goal I; * Goal II, etc., that is consistent with goals the State has established for all students.
· 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.

· 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.
(Helpful Hints:

· State shall include a trend data analysis.

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

· 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 Secondary Transition 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, in the cell labeled Baseline/Trend Data, as to how and when the State plans to collect baseline data for the Cluster Area in question.


	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, i.e., “__% of the students who have received special education services and who are employed after completing high school will be earning at least the minimum wage or better.”
· 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 would 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 and be measurable, e.g., “___% of secondary students receiving special education services will complete high school successfully and be prepared for post-secondary education and/or community living and work”.
· 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 indicators 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:

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



	6.  Projected Timelines and Resources (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 timelines, and resources.  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.




	Cluster Area V: Secondary Transition – Example from the State of New Jersey (11/24/03)

Question: 
Is the percentage of youth with disabilities participating in post-school activities (e.g., employment, education, etc.) comparable to that of nondisabled youth?

	(State Goal(s):
· The percentage of youth with disabilities participating in post-school activities is comparable to that of nondisabled youth.

	(Performance Indicator(s):
· Create positive and effective school environments that promote the successful transition of students with disabilities to adult life and community inclusion (State Improvement Grant Goal-February 2001)

· Develop and implement a system to collect, analyze, and report post-school outcome data in order to compare the percentage of youth with disabilities participating in post-school activities with that of nondisabled youth.

	(1.Baseline/Trend Data:
Data Source - NJDOE Student Database Initiative: Currently, the NJDOE has no system for collecting post-school outcome data that   would enable a comparison of the percentage of youth with disabilities participating in post-school activities with that of nondisabled youth. The NJDOE is in the initial stages of developing a student database that would provide information allowing such a comparison.  In the absence of student outcome data, NJOSEP identified compliance and program improvement data sources that provide information relative to the area of Secondary Transition.

Data Source: USDOE Monitoring Report – 9/14/01 – The federal monitoring report of September 14, 2001 contained no findings of noncompliance in the area of Secondary Transition, but included Suggestions For Improved Results.   USOSEP observed varying factors and levels of implementation that impeded local education agencies’ ability to effectively implement the transition requirements.   Although extensive NJSDE training has been provided at the administrative level, a major contributor to the disparate practices and implementation of the transition requirements is that technical assistance and training are needed at the practitioner level.  Other factors found by USOSEP that impede the local agency’s ability to implement the transition requirements included a lack of parent, student and agency participation, especially those agencies that may be responsible for providing and paying for transition services.

Data Source:  NJOSEP Self-Assessment – 3/00 - The special education steering committee, in considering FAPE, analyzed the State’s implementation of transition planning and the delivery of appropriate services to prepare students with disabilities for employment, post-secondary education, independent living, community participation, and life skills.  The steering committee concluded that local school districts do not consistently invite and prepare students to participate in IEP meetings nor do they consistently provide programs and transition services based on individual student needs.  Additionally, LEAs do not consistently reflect transition activities in IEPs or establish linkages with local agencies and service providers such as the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services (DVRS) and the Division of Developmental Disabilities (DDD).  The steering committee believed that the lack of administrative support and understanding of transition planning and program development contributed to the State’s current status relative to transition services.

Data Source:  NJOSEP Monitoring Results – 1999 to Present – Since September 1999, approximately 270 LEAs and charter schools have participated in the NJOSEP monitoring process.  For all but the first 25 LEAs, that process has included self-assessment and on-site monitoring.  The first 25 LEAs received a full comprehensive on-site monitoring without participating in the self-assessment process.  Whether through self-assessment or through on-site monitoring activities, the area of secondary transition was reviewed to determine whether LEAs and charter schools were providing appropriate programs and transition services to meet the needs of students with disabilities; whether students were invited to and participated in meetings when transition was discussed; whether transition services were based on the individual needs and preferences of students; whether IEP goals and objectives were related to the students’ transition services and post-school outcomes; whether LEAs and charter schools had established linkages with appropriate agencies that provide/supplement transition services; and whether students and parents were informed of the transfer of rights that occurs when the students attain the age of majority.
The grid provided below (Table 1: Secondary Transition-Identification of Noncompliance: NJOSEP Monitoring Process) includes data collected subsequent to on-site monitoring activities in the 270 LEAs and charter schools for the 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, and 2002-2003 school years.  These data were collected from findings in reports from LEAs and charter schools that were monitored and served students who were 14 years of age or older.  These data indicated that though all six indicators in the secondary transition section of the monitoring document yielded findings of noncompliance, the most common findings were in the areas of services not being based on the individual needs and preferences of students; students not being invited to IEP meetings where transition will be discussed; and not establishing linkages with appropriate agencies.  Data further suggest that technical assistance sessions provided by staff from the Bureau of Program Development in NJOSEP to the LEAs and charter schools that participated in self-assessment have resulted in a greater number of LEAs and charter schools self-identifying noncompliance in the area of secondary transition during the self-assessment process instead of having areas identified by the monitoring staff during on-site visits.

Data Source:  NJOSEP Complaint Investigations – An analysis of the complaint investigations conducted by NJOSEP between the 2000-2001 school year and the 2002-2003 school year, as indicated in Table 2 below, revealed that a small percentage of complaint investigations are requested in the area of secondary transition. Furthermore, of those investigations conducted in the area of secondary transition, there was no pattern of statewide systemic non-compliance.
Data Source:  NJOSEP Due Process Requests - An analysis of due process data, collected between 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 (Table 3), indicated that only a small percentage of the due process cases filed addressed the issue of Secondary Transition.
Data Source:  Comprehensive System of Personnel Development and New Jersey State Improvement Grant - Between 7/01/02 and 6/30/03 NJOSEP planned and implemented personnel development activities to: increase local school district compliance with transition requirements and improve local school districts practices relative to improved transition services.

	Table 1: Secondary Transition

Identification of Noncompliance: NJOSEP Monitoring Process

	Monitoring Year
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	Sub-Total
	81
	26
	108
	35
	102
	54
	62
	25
	107
	25
	57
	36
	
	

	Total
	(107)
	(143)
	(156)
	(87)
	(132)
	(93)
	
	

	Percentage
	39%
	53%
	58%
	32%
	49%
	36%
	
	


	

	Table 2: Secondary Transition

Identification of Non-Compliance: NJOSEP Complaint Investigations

	School Year
	Total Number of All Complaint Investigations
	Number of Complaint Investigations

Secondary Transition
	Complaint Investigation

Outcome

	2000-2001
	415
	3
	2 districts non-compliant

1 district compliant

	2001-2002
	324
	7
	4 districts non-compliant

3 districts compliant

	2002-2003
	408
	1
	1 district compliant

	

	Table 3: Secondary Transition

NJOSEP Due Process Requests

	School Year
	Total Number of All Due Process Requests

(mediation or hearing)
	Number of Due Process Requests: Secondary Transition

(mediation or hearing)

	2001-2002
	1267
	7

	2002-2003
	1152
	4

	(2.  Targets: 
Maintenance – Continued oversight by NJOSEP to reduce the number of local education agencies with findings of non-compliance in the area of Secondary Transition in order to ensure that appropriate services are provided to prepare youth with disabilities for employment, post-secondary education, independent living, community participation and life skills.

	(3.  Explanation of Progress or Slippage:
In order to achieve the State Goal, Performance Indicators and Target, NJOSEP planned and implemented the following activities between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2003.
I.
Post-School Data Collection and Analyses:

APo

a.
NJDOE Student Database: Representatives from NJOSEP have been involved in the planning stages of the NJDOE statewide student database.
Outcomes:

· NJDOE database will incorporate the data requirements of NJOSEP for post-school outcomes.
II.
Compliance with Secondary Transition Requirements:

a.
Coordination of Monitoring and Technical Assistance:  NJOSEP’s Bureau of Program Accountability (monitoring/oversight unit) and Bureau of Program Development (training/technical assistance unit) continued to coordinate their efforts to ensure compliance in the area of Secondary Transition.  In this regard, technical assistance was provided throughout the local district self-assessment, on-site monitoring and improvement planning and implementation process with a focus on the following requirements:
· Providing transition programs and services to meet the needs of students with disabilities;

· Inviting students with disabilities to attend their IEP meetings when the purpose of the meeting is to consider transition services;

· Including transition services in the IEP based on individual student needs taking into account the student’s interests and preferences;

· Ensuring that a relationship exists between the student’s desired post-school outcomes, the transition services, and the IEP goals and objectives; 

· Establishing linkages with other agencies as appropriate for the provision of transition services; and

· Providing notice of the transfer of rights to students with disabilities and their parents.

Local school district steering committee members attended the technical assistance sessions and were provided an explanation of the recommended State IEP form that included formats for addressing Statements of Transition Services and Courses of Study.  In addition, the sample notifications for inviting students to attend IEP meetings were provided.

Outcomes:

· Based on an analysis of the NJOSEP monitoring data (self-assessment and on-site) local school districts have an increased ability to accurately self-identify areas in need of improvement relative to the area of Secondary Transition. The coordinated effort between the Bureau of Program Accountability and the Bureau of Program Development with respect to monitoring and technical assistance in the area of Secondary Transition has been successful in focusing local school district steering committee members on the specific components of the transition process.
· An analysis of the complaint investigation and due process request data indicated that while the NJOSEP complaint investigation and due process systems are used to address non-compliance and resolve disputes, there are too few cases to inform the need for the provision of increased targeted assistance by NJOSEP at the local, regional, or State levels.
III.  Program Improvement:

a.
Student Leadership Conferences: NJOSEP continues to sponsor a series of regional student leadership conferences that provide training and guidance to students, parents, and school personnel in the areas of self advocacy and legal rights and responsibilities featuring presentations by youth and young adults with disabilities.  Annually these conferences are attended by approximately 1,800 students, parents and education professionals.

Outcomes:

· As a result of the Student Leadership Conferences there is an increase in the number of local school districts that have included self-advocacy and student leadership as a component of the instructional programs for students with disabilities age 14 and older.  This is evidenced by an increase in the number of districts that submit nominations for students to deliver presentations at the student leadership conferences.  In addition, there is an increase in both the number of students with disabilities selected to present workshops and the number of LEAs these students represent as indicated below:

2001: 100 students with disabilities representing 25 local school districts

2002: 252 students with disabilities representing 29 local school districts

2003: 323 students with disabilities representing 46 local school districts

· A significant outgrowth of the NJOSEP Student Leadership Conferences has been the formation of local student speaker bureaus and the participation of students with disabilities at county, regional, State and national level conferences focusing on self-advocacy of individuals with disabilities.

b.
New Jersey State Improvement Grant:Transition Coordination Competency Project:  Through the NJSIG partnership agreement with The Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey, a course focused on the coordination of transition services was developed.  Through a competitive application process, local school districts throughout the State had the opportunity to apply for participation in the transition course.  Consistent with the design of the NJSIG, the course was intended to “provide information beyond the awareness level and change local district practices with regard to the provision of transition services.”  Specifically, course participants were expected to obtain the knowledge and skills needed to:

· Perform meaningful assessment to identify students’ strengths, interests, preferences, and desired post-secondary outcomes;

· Develop the transition components of students’ IEPs;

· Connect transition services to the New Jersey core curriculum content standards;

· Conduct community-based education;

· Effectively collaborate will all the stakeholders in the transition process; and

Prepare students for their desired futures including employment, post-secondary education and training, recreation and leisure, community involvement, and housing.

The two-semester course was developed to include content presentations that will be followed by an on-site practicum.

Ten local school districts, indicating a commitment to use course information and tools to improve the content and quality of their district’s transition services, were selected for participation in the course.  The content portion of the course was delivered through a series of lectures held between February and April 2003; the follow-up practicum will be held during Project Year 3. 

Outcomes:

· Each of the ten local school districts submitted actions plans specifying the area(s) of transition planning they would focus on with regard to changing local district practices.  A content analysis of action plans submitted by the ten LEAs was conducted.  The course practicum was planned to assist the LEAs with implementation of the action plans.

· A content analysis of the action plans submitted indicated that the course content and course delivery need to be revised to enable LEAs to focus on one specific aspect of transition planning. A determination was made to develop three instructional modules during the 2003-2004 school years.  These modules will focus on community based instruction, career awareness and postsecondary outcomes, and self-advocacy and self-determination
c.
New Jersey State Improvement Grant - Promoting Student Self-Advocacy through the Centers for Independent Living: During NJSIG Project Years 1 and 2 (8/01-7/03) NJOSEP collaborated with the New Jersey Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services regarding the parameters of a Notice of Grant Opportunity (NGO), focused on increasing the number of students with disabilities prepared to transition from school to adult life.  In addition, a NJSIG staff representative attended several of the Statewide Independent Living Council’s monthly meetings to gain familiarity with the issues and concerns of the Centers for Independent Living as they pertained to the development of the grant.
Outcome:

NJOSEP developed the NGO, The Promoting Self-Advocacy Initiative, and prepared it for issuance to the CILs by September 2003, with a response due date of December 2003, and an anticipated contract date of April 2004.

	(4.  Projected Targets:
Increased capability of NJOSEP to collect and analyze post-school outcome data of students with disabilities and nondisabled youth as a result of the NJDOE development of a student database.

As established in the NJSIG Project Evaluation:

· Increased participation and decision making in the transition planning process among youth with disabilities and their families.

· Increased use of self-determination skills in their daily lives among youth with disabilities.

· Increased coordination of transition services, including interagency linkages, focused on post-school outcomes.

	(5.  Future Activities to Achieve Projected Targets/Results:
NJOSEP will implement the activities listed below between July 1, 2003 and June 30, 2004 to achieve the State Goal, Performance Indicators, and Targets:

I.
Post-School Data Collection and Analyses:

a.
NJDOE Student Database:  It is anticipated that the initial pilot of the NJDOE student database will be implemented during the 2003-2004 school year.  NJOSEP will continue to participate in planning, implementation, and evaluation meetings regarding the pilot results and determinations of future actions.

Anticipated Outcome:

· The NJDOE database will incorporate the data requirements of NJOSEP.
II.
Compliance with Secondary Transition Requirements:

a.
Continued Coordination of Monitoring and Technical Assistance:  121 local school districts will participate in the local school district self-assessment process during the 2003-2004 school year.  Representatives from the district steering committees will participate in technical assistance sessions conducted by the Bureau of Program Accountability and the Bureau of Program Development relative to the identification and correction of non-compliance.

Anticipated Outcome:
· As a result of the technical assistance sessions, the 121 LEAs participating in the self-assessment process will accurately identify areas of strength and areas in need of improvement relative to Secondary Transition requirements, resulting in the correction of non-compliance and improved transition services.
b.
Verification of Implementation of Improvement Plan Activities:  NJDOE will conduct verification activities, to include desk audits and on-site visits, to determine whether improvement plan activities have been implemented and have resulted in compliance with transition requirements and improved transition services for students with disabilities.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the implementation of these verification activities, NJOSEP will be able to determine the extent to which LEAs have corrected non-compliance in those areas related to Secondary Transition.

c.
NJOSEP Data Enhancement Grant:  NJOSEP, through its Data Enhancement Grant, will develop a data warehouse for monitoring, complaint investigation, and due process data including the compliance information for the area of Secondary Transition.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the Data Enhancement Grant, NJOSEP will have a data system that will facilitate the identification of statewide, regional, county, and district level areas of need regarding the provision of FAPE, including the area of Secondary Transition. 
III.
Program Improvement

a.
Continued Sponsorship of Student Leadership Conferences:  NJOSEP will conduct 6 regional student leadership conferences scheduled for May 2004. The conferences will continue to provide training and guidance to students, parents, and school personnel in the areas of self-advocacy and legal rights and responsibilities featuring presentations by youth and young adults with disabilities.  Representatives from the Centers for Independent Living involved in the NJSIG Promoting Student Advocacy Initiative (III c. below) will participate in the conference, expanding the participating agencies.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of participation in the Student Leadership conference there will be continued increase in the number of LEAs that incorporate self-advocacy into their instructional programs, as a component of secondary transition planning.  This will be evidenced in the number of LEAs that apply to have students represented at the conference as workshop presenters.
b.
New Jersey State Improvement Grant - Transition Coordination Competency Project: NJOSEP will continue collaborating with its NJSIG partner, the Boggs Center, UMDNJ, to implement the practicum for the ten LEAs that participated in the course focused on the coordination of transition services.  In addition, three instructional modules will be developed focusing on three components of secondary transition: community-based instruction, career awareness and postsecondary outcomes, and self-advocacy and self-determination, serving as the basis for future professional development focused on the coordination of transition services.

Anticipated Outcomes:

· As a result of participation in the NJSIG Transition Coordination Competency Project there will be an increased number of instructional staff involved in planning and providing transition services and incorporating transition relevant content into course content.
· By the end of NJSIG Year 3 (8/04), three instructional modules will be developed and incorporated in personnel development activities in order to increase the coordination of transition services and improve students’ post-school outcomes.
c.
New Jersey State Improvement Grant - Promoting Student Self-Advocacy through the Centers for Independent Living: Through this multi year grant program, students with disabilities, families and school personnel participating in the transition planning process will increase their awareness of and involvement in the Centers for Independent Living (CILs) self-advocacy training and technical assistance program.  Each CIL will focus on teaching students to:  (a) access post-secondary education, employment, housing, recreation, medical and other federal, State, and local community services and (b) apply self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help skills and strategies in pursuit of adult independent living goals. 

Anticipated Outcomes:

NJOSEP will analyze the CILs’ progress report information and evaluate the effectiveness of the partnership with the CILs through the NJSIG evaluation to determine the extent to which:

· there has been an increase in the number of students with disabilities, families, and school personnel who are aware of and use the resources and services of the New Jersey Centers for Independent Living;

· participation in the CILs’ self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help activities resulted in students with disabilities’: (a) increased knowledge of rights, responsibilities and resources; (b) increased use of self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help skills in their daily lives; and (c) increased participation and decision making in the transition planning process with specific regard to post-secondary resources, services, and linkages; and

· the NJDOE partnership with the CILs has contributed to the State’s capacity to respond to the needs of students with disabilities, school personnel and families to facilitate the transition of students with disabilities from school to adult life.

d.
Transition Newsletter: As part of the NJSIG partnership with the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN), a newsletter will be disseminated twice a year to local school districts, parent groups and the SPAN membership, regarding effective transition practices.  Two drafts have been submitted to NJOSEP for editorial review and will be disseminated during Winter / Spring NJSIG Project Year 3 (3/04, 6/04).

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of dissemination of the transition newsletters to school personnel and families involved in the education of students with disabilities, there will be increased awareness of the significance of transition requirements to planning for post-school outcomes.
e.
Program Development for Students with Significant Disabilities:  NJOSEP is organizing a cadre of technical assistance providers to support districts in program development for students with significant disabilities.  A component of this technical assistance addresses the transition needs of students by focusing on the acquisition and generalization of skills, processes, and routines learned through community-based instruction.  The technical assistance will be initiated by 2/04. 
Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of technical assistance focused on program development for students with disabilities, there will be increased opportunities for students to acquire and generalize skills, process and routines needed to function within community settings.
f.
Self-Advocacy Publication: NJOSEP is in the process of developing a publication focused on self-advocacy that will be made available to general and special education teachers throughout the State.  The publication is activity focused with user friendly sample lesson plans and activities to address a broad range of students with disabilities. The publication will include submissions from New Jersey practitioners.   This will help teachers have a shared ownership of the material.  The chapters address: Self-Awareness; Self-Advocacy; IEP Development; Post-Secondary Education; Community-Based Instruction; Employment and Resources. The finished publication will be made available through internet access as well as hard copy.  This publication will also be used to help strengthen on-site technical assistance to districts, providing a focus on program development.  A first draft of the publication will be reviewed by June 2004 and the final product will be ready for dissemination to LEAs by December 2004.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the dissemination of the Self-Advocacy Publication, there will be increased focus on transition relevant instructional material, setting post-school outcomes and following a course of study related to desired post-school outcomes.
IV.
Interagency Coordination:

a.
Self-Directed Supports: Agency directors from Special Education, Vocational Rehabilitation, Developmental Disabilities and The Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey have convened a Directors’ Forum to collaborate on the development of a pilot project regarding self-directed supports for youth in transition.  The pilot will be rolled out initially in 5 of the 21 counties in New Jersey and focus on approximately 50 students between the ages of 16-21.  The purpose of the pilot is to strengthen the coordination of adult service agencies with education to ensure appropriate services that a student and family need and want will be provided upon graduation.   This initiative is in the development stage.  Initial implementation is projected for the 2004-2005 school year.

Anticipated Outcome: 

· As a result of the Self-Directed Supports Initiative, there will be increased coordination between adult service agencies and local school districts to ensure appropriate services are provided to students with disabilities and their families to support attainment of desired post-school outcomes.

b.
Statewide Training of Division of Developmental Disabilities Staff:  As part of efforts to strengthen interagency linkages for youth in transition, NJOSEP is currently providing training throughout the State to intake coordinators and case managers regarding the development of a protocol for working with local districts.   Through this process district personnel will have the opportunity to develop relationships with DDD professionals to help facilitate transition of youth with disabilities.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the Statewide Training of Division of Developmental Disabilities, there will be increased involvement of local school district staff with the Division of Developmental Disabilities, as part of the transition process, in order to ensure appropriate linkages and the provision of appropriate services. 

V.
Proposed Certification Requirements:

a.
Revised Teaching Certification Code: Revised special education teacher certification requirements have been proposed to the New Jersey State Board of Education. These requirements will require Department approved programs at a college or university to include a range of 21 to 27 credit hours of formal instruction in several topics including “Transition planning, program development and agencies available for students with disabilities.”  A December 2003 adoption date is anticipated.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the revised teacher certification requirements, special education teachers will be prepared to address transition requirements as part of the development and delivery of instructional programs.
b.
New Certificate:  Structured Learning Experience/Career Orientation Coordinator: Pending before the New Jersey State Board of Education is a proposal (under N.J.A.C. 6A:9, Licensing and Professional Standards) to create a new certificate for Structured Learning Experience (SLE)/Career Orientation Coordinators.  If adopted by the State Board of Education, this certificate will be required for teachers to serve in the capacity as coordinators of career awareness, career exploration and/or career orientation SLEs in non-hazardous occupations in any career cluster, excluding vocational-technical training, cooperative education experiences and apprenticeship training.  Previously, districts were not able to identify appropriately certified staff to work with students with disabilities in community work situations; therefore, many students were not able to receive needed services.  This new certification will remove the barrier to districts so more students will be able to receive career exploration and/or career orientation as part of their IEP.  A December 2003 adoption date is anticipated.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the new certificate for a Structured Learning Experience/Career Orientation Coordinator, there will be increased opportunities for students with disabilities to receive career exploration and/or career orientation as a component of the IEP in relation to established post-school outcomes.
VI.
Graduation Requirements:

a.
Career Education and Consumer, Family, and Life Skills or Vocational-Technical Education:  N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(a)1i(9) introduces a new graduation requirement for at least five credits in career education and consumer, family, and life skills, or vocational-technical education effective with the 2004-2005 grade nine class.  Transition relevant curriculum will be able to be addressed through these new graduation requirements. This regulation became effective 11/03/03.

Anticipated Outcome:

· As a result of the Career Education and Consumer, Family, and Life Skills or Vocational Technical Education graduation requirements, there will be increased opportunities for all students, including students with disabilities, to receive instruction related to establishing and achieving post-school outcomes.

	(6.  Projected Timelines and Resources:
See Number 5 above.


	


Tools for Cluster Area V – Secondary Transition

( Potential Data Sources (* Critical Sources)
· Post-school outcome data *

· State performance goals and indicators

· State policies and procedures implementing transition requirements, including youth incarcerated in adult correctional facilities

· State monitoring system

· State monitoring reports *

· Graduation and drop-out data *

· Exit data *

· State Transition Systems Change Data *

· Complaints/due process hearing data

· Policy and procedures addressing access to and involvement of other transition services providers

· Interagency agreements

· Inter-district agreements

· SEA representation on private sector councils, Boards, etc.

· National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS), NLTS II *

· Model IEP meeting notice

· State Improvement Grant (SIG) *

· General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) *

( 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
· National Center on Secondary Education and Transition (NCSET)

University of Minnesota

6 Pattee Hall

150 Pillsbury Drive SE

Minneapolis, MN 55455

(612) 624-2097 Phone

(612) 624-9344 Fax

nset@umn.edu E-mail

http://www.ncset.org 

· National Dropout Prevention Center/Network (NDPC/N)

Clemson University, 2009 Martin Street

Clemson, SC 2931-15555

(864) 656-2599 Phone

(864) 656-0136

ndpc@clemson.edu 

http://www.dropoutprevention.org 

· 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 

· 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

Appendices

General Instructions for completing 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

(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

(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

(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.
General Instructions for completing Attachment 2

ROW 1 Enrollment data

Column B (ALL students enrolled in school (State’s general student enrollment), regardless of their disability status)

Enter the total number of children enrolled who are in the age range specified.
  This total should equal the sum of columns C, E, G, I, and K.  If the total number of children enrolled is not equal to the sum of these columns, the percentages in columns D, F, H, J, and L will not sum to 100%.

Columns C, E, G, I, K (State’s general student enrollment, by race/ethnicity)

Enter the number of children enrolled who are in each racial/ethnic group (for the age range specified).

Columns D, F, H, J, L (percent distribution of race/ethnicity for the State’s general student enrollment)

Calculate the percent of the student enrollment that belongs to each racial/ethnic group.  The numerator is the number in the racial/ethnic group from columns C, E, G, I, or K and the denominator is the total number enrolled from column B

ROW 2 Child Count/Environments data

Column B (State’s IDEA child count)

Enter the total number of children served under IDEA, Part B who are in the age range specified.  This total should equal the sum of columns C, E, G, I, and K.  If the total number of children served under IDEA is not equal to the sum of these columns, the percentages in columns D, F, H, J, and L will not sum to 100%.

Columns C, E, G, I, K (State’s IDEA child count, by race/ethnicity)

Enter the number of children served under IDEA who are in each racial/ethnic group (for the age range specified).

Columns D, F, H, J, L (percent distribution of race/ethnicity for the State’s IDEA child count)

Calculate the percent of the IDEA child count that belong to each racial/ethnic group.  The numerator is the number in the racial/ethnic group from columns C, E, G, I, or K and the denominator is the total number in the enrollment from column B.

ROW 3 Absolute size of the difference

Columns D, F, H, J, L

For each racial/ethnic group, calculate the difference between the group's percent of child count and the group's percent of enrollment (Row 2 - Row 1).

ROW 4 Relative size of the difference

Columns D, F, H, J, L

For each racial/ethnic group, calculate the size of the difference between the group's percent of child count and the group's percent of enrollment as a proportion of the group's percent of enrollment (Row 3 / Row 1).

An absolute difference that is greater than 0.20 indicates over representation.  An absolute difference that is less than -0.20 indicates under representation.  Bold all cells with values greater than 0.20 or less than -0.20.

Insert additional row sets (2-4) for each disability category and for each educational environment reported.

General Instructions for completing Attachment 3

1.
Report the number of students with IEPs who were enrolled in the grade at a date as close as possible to the testing date.

2.
Use the same assessments for reporting under NCLB.

3.
Report students by  (1) content area, (2) grade (3) assessment type, and (4) achievement level. 

Content areas are the same as NCLB: reading and math

Grade levels are the same as NCLB:

· For reading and math, grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, plus one high school 

· Decision rules used to assign a grade-level are the same for purposes of NCLB reporting.

Achievement levels are the same levels that States use for reporting under NCLB.

· Indicate (in Sections C and E) which achievement levels are considered proficient or higher under NCLB.

4.
Include all children with IEPs served under IDEA who are enrolled in each of the grades reported.

5.
No sampling is permitted for this data collection.

Selected Definitions (See OSEP Data Dictionary for Additional Definitions)

Alternate assessment – A way to measure the performance of students who are unable to participate in general large-scale assessments.  The student's IEP team makes the determination of whether a student is able to take the regular assessment.  

Assessment type - Regular or Alternate.

Changes to the assessment that invalidate a score – Changes in testing materials or procedures that enable a student to participate in the assessment, but result in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students who took the assessment without these changes.  States call these changes different names including modifications, nonstandard administrations, or accommodations.

Exempted Students - In States where parental exemptions are permitted for all students, parents of students with disabilities can determine that their child will not participate in either the regular or alternate State assessment.  These are exempted students.  

Grade level – The grade (K-12) assigned to the student by the school system in which the student is enrolled.

Invalid Results – Assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).  

NCLB cap - NCLB limit on the percent of students whose scores can be held to alternate achievement standards in AYP calculations.

Non-Participants – Students with IEPs who did not take an assessment or who did not obtain a score.

Out of grade level –A regular assessment taken at a grade-level below which the student is currently enrolled.

Participants – Students with IEPs who took the assessment and obtained a score.
Regular Assessment on grade level achievement standards– An assessment designed to measure the student's knowledge and skills in a particular subject matter on achievement standards appropriate to his/her grade level.  

Students with IEPs – Students served under IDEA.

Valid Assessment - An assessment that produces scores that can be reported, aggregated, and included in accountability indices (see invalid results).

Specific Instructions, Sections A (Math) and D (Reading)

In Sections A and D, report enrollment information by grade level for the assessment.  

In column 1 report the number of students with IEPs who were enrolled in the grade at a date as close as possible to the testing date.  

In column 2, report the total number of students who were enrolled in the grade at a date as close as possible to the testing date.  This count includes students with IEPs and students without IEPs.  

In the final row, specify what high school grade the enrollment and assessment results are for.  The value entered must be greater than 8 and less than or equal to 12.
Specific Instructions, Sections B (Math) and E (Reading)

In Sections B and E, participation information is reported by grade for the assessment.  

In column 3, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who took the regular assessment on grade level achievement standards.  Do NOT include students who took an out-of-level assessment.  Do not include students who took an alternate assessment.

In column 3A, for each grade-level report the subset of students with IEPs who took a regular assessment on grade level achievement standards, but changes to the assessment invalidated their score for purposes of aggregation or reporting.  See the definition of changes to the assessment above.  This is a subset of column 3.

In column 3B, for each grade-level report the subset of students with IEPs who took a regular assessment on grade level achievement standards whose assessment results were invalid (e.g., did not complete enough items, had invalid score sheets, etc.).  See the definition of invalid results above.  This is also a subset of column 3.

In column 4, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who took a regular assessment out of grade level.  (When final 1% Regulations are issued Sections B and E will be revised.)
In column 4A, for each grade-level report the subset of students with IEPs who took a regular assessment out of grade level, but changes to the assessment invalidated their score for purposes of aggregation or reporting.  See the definition of changes to the assessment above.  This is a subset of column 4.

In column 4B, for each grade-level report the subset of students with IEPs who took a regular assessment out of grade level whose assessment results were invalid (e.g., did not complete enough items, had invalid score sheets, etc.).  See the definition of invalid results above.  This is also a subset of column 4.

In column 5, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who took an alternate assessment.  Do NOT include students who took a regular assessment out-of-level or a regular assessment at grade level with changes to the assessment that invalidate a score.  When reporting students who took an alternate assessment that is for more than one grade-level (e.g. grades 3 through 5), assign a single grade-level to the assessment.  Use the same decision rules used to assign a grade-level to alternate assessments for the purpose of NCLB reporting.

In column 5A, for each grade-level report the subset of students who took an alternate that was scored against alternate achievement standards.  This is a subset of column 5.

In column 5B, for each grade-level report the subset of students with IEPs who took an alternate assessment, but whose score was counted in the lowest achievement level in the alternate assessment results because of the NCLB cap.  See the definition of NCLB cap above.  This is a subset of column 5A.

In column 5C, for each grade-level report the subset of students with IEPs who took an alternate assessment whose alternate assessment results were invalid (e.g., did not complete enough items, tasks, or entries, had invalid score sheets, etc.).  See the definition of invalid results above.  This is also a subset of column 5.

In column 6, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who did not take any assessment due to a parental exemption.

In column 7, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who did not take any assessment because they were absent.

In column 8, for each grade-level, report the number of students with IEPs who did not take any assessment for some other reason (e.g. exemptions due to medical emergency or those expelled or suspended).  If any students were exempted for other reasons, provide a list of other reasons for exemption and the number of students exempted by grade and reason for exemption.

For each grade-level, the numbers reported in columns 3 (total students with disabilities who took regular assessment on grade level achievement standards), 4 (total students with disabilities who took regular assessment out of grade level), 5 (total students who took alternate assessment), 6 (parental exemptions), 7 (absent), and 8 (exempt for other reasons) must sum to the number of students with IEPs reported in column 1.  That is, 

Column 1 = column 3 + column 4 + column 5 + column 6 + column 7 + column 8 

Note that columns 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, 5B and 5C are NOT added separately into this total.  

If, because the date of the enrollment count is different from the test date, the number reported in column 1 is legitimately greater than or less than the sum of columns 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, provide an explanation for this discrepancy.

Specific Instructions, Sections C (Math) and F (Reading)

In Sections C and F, report achievement information by grade and assessment type for the assessment.  Only students with IEPs who took the assessment and obtained a score are assigned an achievement level in this section.  Students counted in Sections B and E columns 3B, 4B, 5B, 6, 7, and 8 are NOT be assigned an achievement level.  They are only to be counted in the column for no valid score.

In column 9A, for each grade-level report the number students with IEPs who took a regular assessment and obtained a score.  Report these students according to the State achievement level they attained.  Add extra columns as needed.  States must indicate which of their achievement levels are considered proficient or higher under NCLB.

· Include students who took out-of-level tests and students whose changes to the assessment invalidated their score if those students received a score.  These students are to be counted in the lowest achievement column.  States that can provide documentation of the linking or equating evidence for the levels of their tests may report out-of-level tests on all achievement levels.  This linking or equating evidence must be provided.

· Do NOT include students whose regular assessment was invalid (i.e. did not complete enough items, had invalid score sheets, etc.); these students (columns 3B and 4B) are not to be given a achievement level.  They are reported in column 10 (no valid score).

The total number of students reported by State achievement level on the regular assessment (column 9A) must be equal to the number of students who took a regular assessment at or below grade level (column 3 plus column 4) minus the students whose regular assessment was invalid (column 3B plus column 4B).  That is:

9A achievement level A + level B + level C + level X = column 3 + column 4 - (column 3B + column 4B)

In column 9B, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who took an alternate assessment and obtained a score.  Report these students according to the State achievement level (basic, proficient, and advanced) they attained.  Add extra columns as needed.  States must indicate which of their achievement levels are considered proficient or higher under NCLB.

· Include students whose changes to the assessment invalidated their score if those students received a score.  These students are to be counted in the lowest achievement column.  States that can provide documentation of the linking or equating evidence for the levels of their tests may report out-of-level tests on all achievement levels.  This linking or equating evidence must be provided.
· Include students who took an alternate assessment, but whose score was counted as basic because of the NCLB cap (column 5C).  These scores are to be reported as basic.

· Do NOT include students whose alternate assessment was invalid (i.e. did not complete enough items, had invalid score sheets, etc.).  These students (column 5B) are not to be given a achievement level.  They are reported in column 10 (no valid score).

· Do NOT include students who took out-of-level tests (column 4) or students whose changes to the regular on grade level assessment invalidated their score for aggregation or reporting (column 3A).  These students are counted in 9A as regular assessments.

The total number of students reported by achievement level on the alternate assessment (column 9B) must be equal to the number of students who took an alternate assessment (column 5) minus the students whose alternate assessment was invalid (column 5B).  That is:

9B achievement level A + level B + level C … + level X = column 5 - column 5B

In column 10, for each grade-level report the number of students with IEPs who either did not take the assessment or took the assessment, but did not receive a valid score.  The number of students reported in column 10 must equal the number of students who did not take an assessment plus the student whose regular or alternate assessment was invalid.  That is:

Column 10 = column 6 + column 7 + column 8 + column 3B + column 4B + column 5B

In column 11, for each grade-level report the sum of the number of students reported by achievement level (9A plus 9B) plus the number of students without an achievement level (10).  That is:

Column 11 = (column 9A achievement level A + level B + level C … + level X) + (column 9B achievement level A + level B + level C … + level X) + column 10

The total reported in column 11 is equal to the number of students with IEPs who are enrolled in the grade (column 1).  If column 10 does not equal column 1, the State must provide an explanation for the difference.  The explanation, if needed, can either be provided as a footnote on Attachment 3 or on the Table, in Cluster Area IV, in the cell labeled Explanation and Analysis of Progress or Slippage.

Part B Annual Performance Report Table

Technical Troubleshooting

If the text being entered into a cell is disappearing, or the cell is not continuing on to the next page, follow the following steps:

· Select the cell by clicking on the left edge of the cell you are having difficulty with.
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· Select the “Table” drop-down menu.

· Select “Table Properties . . .”
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· Select the “Row” tab.

[image: image22.png]]

Ele Edt Vew Insert Format Tooks Table Window Help

DEds & 2@

arial B

=[a 2

L B f B

If & Stete hasrecentl dey
Loak belaw the level ofthy
Change over time i bette
Ifth State needs o exgle
o For example the Sta

year thatis being rex

. Projected Targets (for NEX|

*Z Helptu it

Table Propetties.

o [ cotm | ca |

Row 22

options:
7 Allow row to break across pages

o

™ specty height; =] Rowheight

 brevous o et o

ok

Cancel

is table.
may have changed forthe July 1,20021h
vertime when attempiing o Credte re

ot

Page 14 1480

s | 1] & @ ©

Sec 7

[ inbo - Micros..| &) Gotfadio pla.. | B Document!

54 Table - Mess.

] Technical &4

859AM





· Under “Size,” make sure that the box beside “Specify height” is NOT selected.

· Under “Options” make sure the box beside “Allow row to break across pages” IS selected.
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· Click “OK.”

· The selected cell will adjust according to the text entered.

� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








� The Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) April 8, 2003, Memorandum, OSEP 03-5, Implementation of the Office of Special Education Programs’ Focused Monitoring during Calendar Year 2003


� Using Performance Measurement To Integrate State Special Education Management and Improvement Efforts (Training Materials Developed by the OSEP TA&D Performance Measurement Workgroup – Presented at the 17th Annual Part B Data Managers’ Meeting, March 30 and March 31, 2003.)


� MSIP staff noted, in their review of the Part C Annual Performance Reports (APRs), States that used the provided Table format had more complete APR submissions.  States submitting Improvement Plans in lieu of the provided Table format appeared to have a more difficult time addressing all required reporting requirements.


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


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


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


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


� Attachment 2 was developed to help States calculate and report racial/ethnic disproportionality.  It is a template that walks States through the method that OSEP provided for States to use when identifying significant disproportionality.  As stated in the submission requirements of the APR, States are not required to use either Attachment 2 or the method described in Attachment 2 when assessing disproportionality.  If States are currently using a different formula, and that formula appears to be effective, State may continue to use that formula when reporting data.





Methods to be used by States when determining disproportionality are to be addressed during future task force meetings.  OSEP, WESTAT, the National Center for Culturally Responsive Education Systems (NCCRESt), as well as a task force facilitated by WESTAT will be involved in the process of determining the best and/or future methods for assessing racial/ethnic disproportionality with respect to the placement of children with disabilities.


�The “.2” factor was selected as a means to provide consistency in reporting across all States.  In some instances in small districts the “.2” factor may suggest a discrepancy where, in truth, the numbers are so small there is no need for concern.


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


� The disproportionality task force recommended that, when calculating disproportionality, States use enrollment data rather than population because these data are available at the school and district level.  Population data, on the other hand, are often only available at the State level.  Because the Office of Special Education Programs recommends that States examine disproportionality at the district level, States should use a denominator that is comparable for all levels of analysis.
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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





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



complaints

mediations

due process

Percent, by year, with district citation or mediation resolution



		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Numbers



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Numbers and Effect



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Aver

Percent of Procedures that Identify Issues of  Potential Noncompliance



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Percent of Formal Complaint Corrective Actions Completed with Time Required



		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
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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

		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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		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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		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

				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

		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 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

				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





numbers

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



complaints

mediations

due process

Percent, by year, with district citation or mediation resolution



time

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Numbers



Sheet3

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Numbers and Effect



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Aver

Percent of Procedures that Identify Issues of  Potential Noncompliance



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Percent of Formal Complaint Corrective Actions Completed with Time Required



		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

				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





		% report w/in 60 days		% report w/in 60 days		% report w/in 60 days		% report w/in 60 days		% report w/in 60 days
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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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		waivered teachers in special ed

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		88		151		219		293		274

		Initial		85		132		169		221		176

		Renew		3		19		50		72		98

		% renew		3		13		23		25		36

		Qualification Levels of Special Educators

				2000		2002		2003

		fully cert		80.3		80.7		83.4

		provisional		11.7		12.9		13.8

		unqualified		7.2		5.8		2.5

		uncertified		0.8		0.6		0.3

				100.0		100.0		100.0

		continued employment

												%

		1st yr		151		219		294		664		100

		2nd yr		98		141		210		449		68

		3rd yr		83		131				214		58

		4th yr		87						87		58
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				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		area to improve		8%		1%		0%

		Ed Records		not an issue		8%		0%		2%

		Transition		area to improve

		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

						3 yr av

		IEP Development		participation		28.8						12.2.6

		(3 yr aver)		PLEPS		38.7						12.2.8

				goals		52.8						12.2.10

				objectives		31						12.2.12

				services		29						12.2.14

				frq, loc, dur		18.2						12.2.22

				progress monitor		42.1						12.2.24

				consider parent		23.3						12.2.40

		Notice		10-day		24						12.2.72

		Placement		LRE		20.5						16.2.14

		Transition		16 y.o.		36.2						12.2.50

		(one yr data)		agency		30.4						12.2.52

				14 y.o.		37.6						12.2.54
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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





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



complaints

mediations

due process

Percent, by year, with district citation or mediation resolution



		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Numbers



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Formal Complaint Numbers and Effect



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Aver

Percent of Procedures that Identify Issues of  Potential Noncompliance



		0		0		0		0		0		0		0



1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Percent of Formal Complaint Corrective Actions Completed with Time Required



		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

				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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disprop

		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92





grad

		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2

				All Students		Students w disabilities

		4th		6		10.3

		7th		3.3		4.8

		10th		1.3		4.1
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1

		Long-term Suspensions:  Selected Disability Categories

				2000-01		2001-02

		All disabilities		0.95		1.07

		MR		1.02		1.64

		ED		3.36		3.24

		Multiple		1.79		1.99

		OHI		1.34		1.86



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		Table 44 – KANSAS STUDENT SUSPENSION RATES

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8

						All Students		Students w/ Disabilities

				5th		5.9		12.2

				8th		3.8		7.6

				11th		4.7		8.2
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		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08





EC LRE

				1998		1999		2000		2002

		ECSE		37		39		39

		Reverse Mainstrm		30		29		30

		EC/ECSE						9

		Home		3		2		2

		EC setting		21		21		20

		Separate School

		Residential

		Total						31
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		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)
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		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7





		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3		2.1
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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disprop

		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92





grad

		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2

				All Students		Students w disabilities

		4th		6		10.3

		7th		3.3		4.8

		10th		1.3		4.1
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1

		Long-term Suspensions:  Selected Disability Categories

				2000-01		2001-02

		All disabilities		0.95		1.07

		MR		1.02		1.64

		ED		3.36		3.24

		Multiple		1.79		1.99

		OHI		1.34		1.86



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		Table 44 – KANSAS STUDENT SUSPENSION RATES

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1
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(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8

						All Students		Students w/ Disabilities

				5th		5.9		12.2

				8th		3.8		7.6

				11th		4.7		8.2
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		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08





EC LRE

				1998		1999		2000		2002

		ECSE		37		39		39

		Reverse Mainstrm		30		29		30

		EC/ECSE						9

		Home		3		2		2

		EC setting		21		21		20

		Separate School

		Residential

		Total						31
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		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)





dropout

		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7





		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3		2.1
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			2001			2001			2001
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.








Math


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0





4th Grade


7th Grade


10th Grade


Percent of Students with Disabilities with Proficient Performance on State Mathematics Assessment


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0





Reading


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0





4th Grade


7th Grade


10th Grade


Percent of ESL Students with Proficient Performance on State Mathematics Assessment


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0





Sheet3


			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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staff

		waivered teachers in special ed

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		88		151		219		293		274

		Initial		85		132		169		221		176

		Renew		3		19		50		72		98

		% renew		3		13		23		25		36

		Qualification Levels of Special Educators

				2000		2002		2003

		fully cert		80.3		80.7		83.4

		provisional		11.7		12.9		13.8

		unqualified		7.2		5.8		2.5

		uncertified		0.8		0.6		0.3

				100.0		100.0		100.0

		continued employment

												%

		1st yr		151		219		294		664		100

		2nd yr		98		141		210		449		68

		3rd yr		83		131				214		58

		4th yr		87						87		58

		waiver to endorsed				by 2/27/2003

		2000		76.80%

		2001		68.90%

		2002		54.40%

		qualified staff and students with disabilities

				# certified tchrs		cert + rel serv		student #s						sped tchrs		rel serv		total		ratio (tchr to student)

		2000								EC		6yo-21yo

		2002		4092		5452		61878		8135		53743		5076		1360		6436		10.3

		2003		4186		5553		63909		8685		55224		5022		1367		6389		10.7

		gifted		355		440		2002

				368		441		2003						down		up

						ratio (qualif tchr to stdt)

				2002		12.1

				2003		12.3

						2002		2003

		fully cert tchr to stdt				12.1		12.3

		tchr to stdt				10.3		10.7

		sped tchr to stdt				13.3		14.0

		rel serv to stdt				45.5		46.8
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numbers

				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		area to improve		8%		1%		0%

		Ed Records		not an issue		8%		0%		2%

		Transition		area to improve

		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

						3 yr av

		IEP Development		participation		28.8						12.2.6

		(3 yr aver)		PLEPS		38.7						12.2.8

				goals		52.8						12.2.10

				objectives		31						12.2.12

				services		29						12.2.14

				frq, loc, dur		18.2						12.2.22

				progress monitor		42.1						12.2.24

				consider parent		23.3						12.2.40

		Notice		10-day		24						12.2.72

		Placement		LRE		20.5						16.2.14

		Transition		16 y.o.		36.2						12.2.50

		(one yr data)		agency		30.4						12.2.52

				14 y.o.		37.6						12.2.54





time

		

		1st yr				aimline

		2000-01		69		69

		2001-02		69		75

		2002-03		72		80

		2003-04				85

		2004-05				90

		2nd yr

		2001-02		71		71

		2002-03		77		76

		2003-04				81

		2004-05				85

		2005-06				90

		3rd yr

		2002-03		75		75

		2003-04				79

		2004-05				83

		2005-06				87

		2006-07				90

		4th yr

		2003-04				75

		2004-05				79

		2005-06				83

		2006-07				87

		2007-08				90

		5th yr

		2004-05				75

		2005-06				79

		2006-07				83

		2007-08				87

		2008-09				90





time

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

percent met

aimline

LEA Group 1:  Percent of CIM Indicators Met



vacancies

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

percent met

aimline

LEA Group 2:  Percent of CIM Indicators Met



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

percent met

aimline

LEA Group 3:  Percent of CIM Indicators Met



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

percent met

aimline

LEA Group 4:  Percent of CIM Indicators Met



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

percent met

aimline

LEA Group 5:  Percent CIM Indicators Met



		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

		waivered

		vacancies
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disprop

		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92





grad

		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)



grad
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2

				All Students		Students w disabilities

		4th		6		10.3

		7th		3.3		4.8

		10th		1.3		4.1
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1

		Long-term Suspensions:  Selected Disability Categories

				2000-01		2001-02

		All disabilities		0.95		1.07

		MR		1.02		1.64

		ED		3.36		3.24

		Multiple		1.79		1.99

		OHI		1.34		1.86



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		Table 44 – KANSAS STUDENT SUSPENSION RATES

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)



rdg

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



%  of All Students

%  of General Education Students

%  of Students with Disabilities

Suspension Rates, Percent of Students



lre 2

		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8

						All Students		Students w/ Disabilities

				5th		5.9		12.2

				8th		3.8		7.6

				11th		4.7		8.2
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		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08





EC LRE

				1998		1999		2000		2002

		ECSE		37		39		39

		Reverse Mainstrm		30		29		30

		EC/ECSE						9

		Home		3		2		2

		EC setting		21		21		20

		Separate School

		Residential

		Total						31
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		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)





dropout

		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7





		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3		2.1
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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Math

		Disabilities										Check Col.								ESL										Check Col.

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003

		4th Grade		36.0		46.1		48.5		58.8		36.0		46.1		48.5		58.9		4th Grade		27.5		38.8		41.0		50.3		27.5		38.9		41.0		50.3

		7th Grade		16.4		28.5		29.5		34.3		16.3		28.4		29.5		34.2		7th Grade		11.1		13.9		20.0		21.4		11.2		13.7		20.0		21.5

		10th Grade		8.1		15.9		16.1		20.2		8.1		15.9		16.1		20.2		10th Grade		9.9		20.0		13.7		12.9		9.8		20.1		13.7		12.8

		Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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		Disabilities										Check Col.								ESL										Check Col.

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003

		5th Grade		26.1		33.1		36.5		48.7		26.1		33.1		36.6		48.7		5th Grade		20.0		19.9		40.6		50.9		20.1		19.9		40.6		50.9

		8th Grade		21.9		29.7		31.6		39.2		21.8		29.6		31.6		39.2		8th Grade		16.0		20.3		42.2		53.3		16.0		20.3		42.2		53.3

		11th Grade		13.1		20.2		19.8		28.0		13.1		20.2		19.8		28.0		11th Grade		17.2		16.2		29.0		51.0		17.2		16.3		29.0		51.0

		Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92
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		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)
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Total All

General Education Students

Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2

				All Students		Students w disabilities

		4th		6		10.3

		7th		3.3		4.8

		10th		1.3		4.1
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All Students

Students w disabilities

Closing the Gap:  Percent Math Gains by Grade in One Year
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8

						All Students		Students w/ Disabilities

				5th		5.9		12.2

				8th		3.8		7.6

				11th		4.7		8.2
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		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08





EC 2

				1998		199		2000		2002

		ECSE		37		39		39

		Reverse Mainstrm		30		29		30

		EC/ECSE						9

		Home		3		2		2

		EC setting		21		21		20

		Separate School

		Residential

		Total						31
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		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)
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		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7
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		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3		2.1
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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Chart3
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Math


			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92
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		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)



grad
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2

				All Students		Students w disabilities

		4th		6		10.3

		7th		3.3		4.8

		10th		1.3		4.1
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8

						All Students		Students w/ Disabilities

				5th		5.9		12.2

				8th		3.8		7.6

				11th		4.7		8.2
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		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08
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				1998		1999		2000		2002

		ECSE		37		39		39

		Reverse Mainstrm		30		29		30

		EC/ECSE						9

		Home		3		2		2

		EC setting		21		21		20

		Separate School

		Residential

		Total						31
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		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)





partic

		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7
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		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3		2.1
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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		Disabilities										Check Col.								ESL										Check Col.

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003

		4th Grade		36.0		46.1		48.5		58.8		36.0		46.1		48.5		58.9		4th Grade		27.5		38.8		41.0		50.3		27.5		38.9		41.0		50.3

		7th Grade		16.4		28.5		29.5		34.3		16.3		28.4		29.5		34.2		7th Grade		11.1		13.9		20.0		21.4		11.2		13.7		20.0		21.5

		10th Grade		8.1		15.9		16.1		20.2		8.1		15.9		16.1		20.2		10th Grade		9.9		20.0		13.7		12.9		9.8		20.1		13.7		12.8

		Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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		Disabilities										Check Col.								ESL										Check Col.

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003

		5th Grade		26.1		33.1		36.5		48.7		26.1		33.1		36.6		48.7		5th Grade		20.0		19.9		40.6		50.9		20.1		19.9		40.6		50.9

		8th Grade		21.9		29.7		31.6		39.2		21.8		29.6		31.6		39.2		8th Grade		16.0		20.3		42.2		53.3		16.0		20.3		42.2		53.3

		11th Grade		13.1		20.2		19.8		28.0		13.1		20.2		19.8		28.0		11th Grade		17.2		16.2		29.0		51.0		17.2		16.3		29.0		51.0

		Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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disprop

		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92





grad

		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)
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math

		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		Table 44 – KANSAS STUDENT SUSPENSION RATES

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8





lre 2

		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08





EC LRE

		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)





Sheet9

		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7
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		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15
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Math


			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92
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		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)
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Total All

General Education Students
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		Table 44 – KANSAS STUDENT SUSPENSION RATES

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8





lre 2

		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08
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		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)
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		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7
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		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).
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		Table 29 – KANSAS DISPROPORTIONALITY PERCENT OF SCHOOL POPULATION

		BY DISABILITY CATEGORY FOR FY02

		(KSDE – MIS and Outcomes and Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System, OASIS, Data

		as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Disability Category/Race/Ethnicity		Black		American Indian		Asian		Hispanic		White

		TOTAL School Population		8.52		1.31		2.16		9.39		78.63

		TOTAL Special Education Population		11.31		1.2		0.82		7.35		79.32

		Developmental delay (DD)		14.56		0.81		0.61		8.15		75.87

		Mental retardation (MR)		19.62		1.1		0.8		8.91		69.58

		Hearing impairment (HI)		8.86		1.54		1.54		9.83		78.23

		Speech or language impairment (SL)		7.39		0.99		1.27		7.3		83.05

		Visual impairment (VI)		10		2.11		2.11		8.42		77.37

		Emotional disturbance (ED)		16.97		1.31		0.4		4.24		77.07

		Orthopedic impairment (OI)		7.38		0.89		0.45		4.03		87.25

		Other health impairment (OHI)		9.75		1.24		0.39		4.24		84.38

		Specific learning disability (LD)		10.4		1.32		0.76		8.44		79.01

		Deaf-blindness (DB)		7.14		0		7.14		14.29		71.43

		Multiple disabilities (MD)		12.29		1.01		0.81		6.35		79.55

		Autism (AU)		11.04		0.81		1.88		4.31		81.97

		Traumatic brain injury (TBI)		13.85		1.54		1.54		6.15		76.92
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		Table 30 – KANSAS PERCENT OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

		WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA (cohort)

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total All		82.9		83.1		84.6		85.4		85

		General Education Students		83.4		83.6		85		85.9		85.5

		Students with Disabilities Graduating with Regular Diplomas		77		77.8		80.6		79.7		80.2



&CPercent of Students Graduating with Regular High School Diploma (cohort)
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		Table 35 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 4						Grade 7				Grade 10

				2000		2001				2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		4.1		7.6				2.2		4.5		1.6		3

		Proficient		13.2		16.1				4.4		9.2		1.8		3.6

		Satisfactory		18		22				9.2		14.1		4.4		9

		Basic		30.2		27.4				23.3		22.3		20.9		26.3

		Unsatisfactory		34.5		27				60.9		49.9		71.2		58.2
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		Table 42 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY CATEGORY OF DISABILITY,

		AGES 14 AND OLDER, GRADUATING WITH REGULAR DIPLOMAS IN KANSAS

		(OSEP DANS, December 2000)

		Category of Disability		Graduation Rate (percent)

		All Disabilities		74.35

		Mental Retardation		77.48

		Learning Disabilities		75.97

		Emotional Disturbance		56.44



&CPercent of Students By Category of Disability, Ages 14 and Older, Graduating with Regular Diplomas in Kansas
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		Table 43 – KANSAS SUSPENSION RATES BY ACTS

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		11.4		10.8		10.4

		%  of General Education Students		10		9.1		8.6

		%  of Students with Disabilities		23.3		24.7		24.1



&CSuspension Rates by Acts
 (Student Information System (OASIS) Data)
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		Table 44 – KANSAS STUDENT SUSPENSION RATES

		(Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data)

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		%  of All Students		6.4		6.1		6

		%  of General Education Students		5.7		5.2		5.2

		%  of Students with Disabilities		12.1		13		12.1



&CStudent Suspension Rates
(Student Information System (OASIS Data)
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		Table 36 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AT PERFORMANCE LEVELS FOR ALL COMBINED READING ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessment data as presented in the Biennial Report)

		Performance Levels		Grade 5				Grade 8				Grade 11

				2000		2001		2000		2001		2000		2001

		Advanced		3.2		5.6		0.6		2.1		1		2

		Proficient		8.6		10.6		5.9		9.4		3.5		5.8

		Satisfactory		13.7		16.4		14.8		17.6		8.4		11.5

		Basic		30.1		29.2		32		30.8		27.3		27

		Unsatisfactory		44.5		38.3		46.8		40.1		59.7		52.8
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		Table 54 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN

		DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY90 AND FY00

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				Percent of Time Outside Regular Class

				Less than 21%				21through 60%				More than 60%				Separate Facility

		State		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00		1989-90		1999-00

		National		31.46		47.32		37.54		28.32		24.92		20.29		6.08		4.07

		Kansas		38.56		59.68		33.16		25.05		22.08		12.17		6.21		3.1

		Table 55 – PERCENT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN DIFFERENT SETTINGS, FY99

		(Twenty-Third Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities

		Education Act, 2001, OSEP)

				80% or more of the school day in general education classrooms				79-60% of the school day in general education classrooms				40% or less of the school day in general education classrooms				Separate facility

		Category		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l		KS		Nat’l

		LD		60.55		45.1		33.33		38.43		5.58		15.5		0.54		0.96

		S/L		95.1		88.49		3.78		6.65		1.04		4.46		0.09		0.4

		MR		20.13		13.75		31.56		29.26		44.53		51.06		3.79		5.93

		ED		40.07		25.51		26.98		23.03		19.55		33.19		13.41		18.26

		SMD		25.76		10.48		23.54		16.56		33.54		44.83		17.18		28.12

		HI		43.4		39.59		21.96		18.71		11.32		25.35		23.33		16.34

		PI		70.39		45.54		16.31		20.55		12.23		27.3		1.07		6.6

		OHI		57.52		44.32		30.37		33.19		9.81		17.23		2.3		5.25

		VI		76.59		49.77		14.15		19.17		3.41		16.56		5.86		14.51

		AU		33.09		20.32		17.01		13.15		49.85		51.13		2.05		15.4

		D/B		48		14.09		24		9.29		24		34.77		4		41.84

		TBI		42.74		31.22		34.68		26.29		17.74		29.85		4.85		12.63

		DD		72.55		40.76		20.59		29		4.9		28.52		1.96		1.73

		ALL		60.18		47.42		24.97		28.44		11.86		20.07		2.98		4.08





EC LRE

		Table 58 – PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS FY98-FY00

		(KSDE –MIS)
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		Table 50 – PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS USING ACCOMMODATIONS ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

								Small Districts		Medium Districts		Moderate Districts		Large Districts

								<200-399		400-1,999		2,000-9,999		>10,000

		Year		Subject		Grade		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD		% ACCD

		2000		Reading		5		23		18.5		22.3		12.8

		2000		Reading		8		22		17.5		19.9		5.7

		2000		Reading		11		14.2		16.8		14.4		1.7

		2000		Reading		4		26.1		37.2		36.1		22.5

		2000		Reading		7		20.1		26.1		29.1		13.4

		2000		Reading		10		12		16.9		12.5		7.4

		2001		Math		5		29.4		28.9		28.1		20.6

		2001		Math		8		39.3		33.3		30.5		12.3

		2001		Math		11		33.9		28.7		22.2		8.8

		2001		Math		4		42.4		47.2		40.3		34.5

		2001		Math		7		46.8		41.6		47.2		23.5

		2001		Math		10		23.3		29.1		26.5		12.7
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		Table 48 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE READING ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)

		Table 49 – PERCENT PARTICIPATION FOR STATE MATH ASSESSMENTS

		FOR TWO STUDENT POPULATIONS

		(Kansas State Assessments)
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		Table 32 - KANSAS DROPOUT RATE BY PERCENT

		Outcomes Accreditation Student Information System (OASIS) Data as presented in the Biennial Report

				98-99		99-00		00-01		01-02		02-03

		Total		2.68		2.23		2.15		2.1		1.6

		General Education		2.67		2.21		2.15		2		1.6

		Special Education		2.72		2.41		2.15		2.3
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			(3-5) PRESCHOOL PLACEMENTS, 1998, 1999, 2000


			Placement Category			1998			1999			2000


						No.			No.			No.


			Early Childhood Setting			1484			1552			1516


			Early Childhood Special Ed (no peers)			2548			2845			2997


			Home			173			166			176


			Combination			655			635			677


			Reverse Mainstreaming			2047			2122			2339


			Annual Totals			6907			7320			7705


						1998			1999			2000


			Typical Early 
Childhood Setting			21%			21%			20%


			Early Childhood Special Education
 (no peers)			37%			39%			39%


			Home			3%			2%			2%


			Combination			9%			9%			9%


			Reverse
 Mainstreaming			30%			29%			30%


			Annual Totals			100.00%			100.00%			100.00%


			Early Childhood = Settings for children without disabilities (public or private preschools, Head Start, child care, public school pre-K programs, etc.)


			Early Childhood Special Education = Settings for children with disabilities in public schools or community-based programs (separate classes in school buildings or child care centers, etc.)


			Reverse Mainstreaming = Settings primarily for children with disabilities, but also are attended by non-disabled preschoolers.


			NOTE: ? children were in a separate school (Kansas State Schools for the Deaf or Blind).








Sht2


			








Sheet3


			










MBD001E5E36



MBD000D1DA2.xls

Chart3


			2000			2000			2000


			2001			2001			2001


			2002			2002			2002


			2003			2003			2003





5th Grade


8th Grade


11th Grade


Percent of Students with Disabilities with Proficient Performance on State Reading Assessment


26.1


21.9


13.1


33.1


29.7


20.2


36.5


31.6


19.8


48.7


39.2


28





Math


			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			4th Grade			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.8			36.0			46.1			48.5			58.9			4th Grade			27.5			38.8			41.0			50.3			27.5			38.9			41.0			50.3


			7th Grade			16.4			28.5			29.5			34.3			16.3			28.4			29.5			34.2			7th Grade			11.1			13.9			20.0			21.4			11.2			13.7			20.0			21.5


			10th Grade			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			8.1			15.9			16.1			20.2			10th Grade			9.9			20.0			13.7			12.9			9.8			20.1			13.7			12.8


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups, except for scores for 10th grade mathematics.
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			Disabilities															Check Col.												ESL															Check Col.


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003						2000			2001			2002			2003			2000			2001			2002			2003


			5th Grade			26.1			33.1			36.5			48.7			26.1			33.1			36.6			48.7			5th Grade			20.0			19.9			40.6			50.9			20.1			19.9			40.6			50.9


			8th Grade			21.9			29.7			31.6			39.2			21.8			29.6			31.6			39.2			8th Grade			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3			16.0			20.3			42.2			53.3


			11th Grade			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			13.1			20.2			19.8			28.0			11th Grade			17.2			16.2			29.0			51.0			17.2			16.3			29.0			51.0


			Both scores and number tested are up for both groups.
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