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2010 – 2011 KCMP Schedule

	Fall Reporting Period



	September 1, 2010
	Districts receive documents for Indicators 3, 5, 9, 10, 11, and 12

	November 30, 2010
	District reports due

	January 15, 2010
	Co-op reports due

	
	

	Winter Reporting Period



	January 1, 2011
	Districts receive documents for Indicators 1, 2, 13, and 14

	February 28, 2011
	District reports due

	March 31, 2011
	Co-op reports due

	
	

	Spring Reporting Period



	April 1, 2011
	Districts receive documents for Indicators 4, 8, 20, and Child Count

	May 31, 2011
	District Reports Due

	June 31, 2011
	Co-op Reports Due


2010-2011 District Submission Dates
	District
	Director of Special Education
	Date of KCMP Submission 
Fall Reporting Period
	Date of KCMP Submission Winter Reporting Period
	Date of KCMP Submission Spring Reporting Period

	Allen
	Janet Cooke
	11/29/10
	3/31/11
	

	Barren
	Mark Wallace
	11/29/10
	3/24/11
	

	Bowling Green
	Vicki Writsel
	11/29/10
	3/23/11
	

	Butler
	Sarah Ingram
	11/29/10
	3/22/11
	

	Caverna
	Susan Mathews
	11/30/10
	3/31/11
	

	Cumberland
	Dennis Smith
	11/30/10
	3/30/11
	

	Edmonson
	Dale Ashley
	11/29/10
	3/17/11
	

	Glasgow
	Alisha Richardson
	11/29/10
	3/29/11
	

	Green
	Rhonda Simpson
	11/24/10
	3/9/11
	

	Hart
	Donna LeFevre
	11/30/10
	3/31/11
	

	Logan
	Barry Goley
	11/30/10
	3/31/11
	

	Metcalfe
	Kim Hawkins
	11/30/10
	3/31/11
	

	Monroe
	Jamie Conkin
	11/30/10
	3/21/11
	

	Russellville
	Kaye Wilkins
	11/30/10
	3/30/11
	

	Simpson
	Shelia Baugh
	11/30/10
	3/31/11
	

	Todd
	Kim Justice
	11/24/10
	3/23/11
	

	Warren
	Vivian Hudson
	11/29/10
	3/31/11
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Indicator 1:  

Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.  
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE
Measurement:

                                         # graduates receiving regular diplomas
# graduates + # GEDs (and certificates) + # dropouts + # who maxed in age + # deceased

Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

Eighty and five-tenths percent (80.5%) of students with disabilities will graduate with a regular diploma.
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Evaluation
Timelines

Resources

DLS will collaborate with other divisions of KDE to coordinate efforts toward dropout prevention in districts not meeting the state targets for Indicators 1 and 2.

Action Steps:

DLS will:

1. Conduct data analysis to determine root causes and needed improvement strategies for districts not meeting the state targets for Indicators 1 and 2.

2. Develop an action plan for providing assistance to districts not meeting the state targets for Indicators 1 and 2.
3. Require districts not meeting Indicator 1 and 2 targets to implement the action plan.
DLS will develop a system for monitoring district implementation to verify Action Steps.

FFY 2008-2012

DLS; KDE; Special Education Cooperatives


	Indicator 
1


	
	Indicator 
2


	
	Indicator 
3


	
	Indicator 
4


	
	Indicator 
5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010

	
	
	
	
	

	STATE Targets
	66.70%
	71.30%
	75.90%
	80.50%

	Allen County Schools
	73.08%
	68.97%
	73.53%
	73.68%

	Barren County Schools
	61.29%
	79.55%
	72.00%
	76.92%

	Bowling Green Independent Schools
	71.43%
	92.59%
	88.89%
	74.07%

	Butler County Schools
	0.00%
	62.50%
	100.00%
	85.71%

	Caverna Independent Schools
	57.14%
	42.86%
	77.78%
	100.00%

	Cumberland County Schools
	42.11%
	75.00%
	100.00%
	83.33%

	Edmonson County Schools
	45.45%
	80.00%
	76.47%
	87.50%

	Glasgow Independent Schools
	40.00%
	57.14%
	55.56%
	75.00%

	Green County Schools
	93.75%
	79.17%
	85.71%
	82.35%

	Hart County Schools
	65.22%
	40.00%
	81.82%
	95.24%

	Logan County Schools
	78.95%
	84.62%
	75.76%
	93.33%

	Metcalfe County Schools
	60.00%
	80.00%
	68.75%
	77.78%

	Monroe County Schools
	66.67%
	85.71%
	53.33%
	100.00%

	Russellville Independent Schools
	75.00%
	33.33%
	71.43%
	70.00%

	Simpson County Schools
	85.19%
	80.77%
	84.21%
	72.73%

	Todd County Schools
	57.89%
	66.67%
	77.78%
	86.96%

	Warren County Schools
	68.42%
	70.00%
	67.21%
	68.52%


	Indicator 2:  

Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

Special education dropouts from grades 9-12
Total number of special education students enrolled in grades 9-12
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

The dropout rate for students with disabilities will decrease by four tenths of one percent (0.4%)
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

See Indicator 1.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	

	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010

	
	
	
	
	

	STATE Targets
	4.68%
	4.28%
	3.88%
	3.48%

	Allen County Schools
	4.29%
	3.03%
	6.03%
	1.85%

	Barren County Schools
	3.91%
	2.19%
	4.00%
	2.88%

	Bowling Green Independent Schools
	3.85%
	1.39%
	0.00%
	0.68%

	Butler County Schools
	7.96%
	1.77%
	0.00%
	1.02%

	Caverna Independent Schools
	8.33%
	2.44%
	5.00%
	0.00%

	Cumberland County Schools
	20.00%
	4.44%
	0.00%
	2.13%

	Edmonson County Schools
	4.17%
	0.87%
	3.88%
	1.15%

	Glasgow Independent Schools
	13.33%
	4.29%
	9.21%
	2.41%

	Green County Schools
	0.00%
	2.06%
	0.00%
	3.33%

	Hart County Schools
	6.00%
	4.76%
	2.83%
	0.00%

	Logan County Schools
	1.46%
	2.04%
	3.08%
	0.87%

	Metcalfe County Schools
	4.35%
	3.66%
	3.30%
	1.30%

	Monroe County Schools
	5.00%
	2.70%
	7.89%
	0.00%

	Russellville Independent Schools
	4.65%
	13.16%
	2.44%
	0.00%

	Simpson County Schools
	2.86%
	5.32%
	2.04%
	2.38%

	Todd County Schools
	4.94%
	2.86%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Warren County Schools
	4.11%
	2.27%
	2.41%
	3.38%


	Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	1
	Lack of academic and behavioral supports that make achievement possible for all students
	
	8
	Provision of academic and behavioral supports that make achievement possible for all students

	
	Culture of school/district/community does not have the same expectations for all students regarding graduation
	
	
	Culture of school/district/community has the same expectations for all students regarding graduation

	1
	Lack of district system to track students at risk of dropping out
	
	2
	Effective district system to track students at risk of dropping out

	
	District policies/practices that do not result in successful school completion for all students (e.g., district/school/classroom policies/procedures that have unintended, negative consequences on school completion)
	
	1
	District policies/practices that result in successful school completion of all students

	3
	Other (Specify):
	Metcalfe – One student dropped out to get married.
Simpson - Low end sample compared to previous years (less than 10 students)

Bowling Green - Six students graduated with Certificates of Attainment.  This is an unusally large number for Bowling Green High School.  
	
	
	Other (Specify):
	     


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A.  Performance of Districts on KCMP Targets
· Nine of 17 districts met the graduation rate target.  This is the same number of districts that has met target for the past three years.  
· Only one district, Todd County, has made steady progress on graduation rate over the past four years.  Others have gone up and down over the years.

· From 2008-09 to 2009-10, eleven districts increased their graduation rate while only six decreased.

· All 17 Caveland districts met the dropout rate target.  This is an improvement over the previous year when 5 districts did not meet target.
B.  Supplemental Information

· The region, as a whole, met the graduation rate target this year with a regional rate of 80.59%.

· In 2008-2009, there were 54 dropouts in the Caveland region.  This number dropped to only 32 in 2009-2010.

· There has been very little change in the number of students leaving with a diploma, certificate, maxing out in age, or dying.  There is a significant decrease in the number of students who dropped out.

	Method of Leaving
	08-09 Caveland #
	09-10 Caveland #
	09-10 Caveland %
	09-10 State %

	Diploma
	241
	245
	43%
	39%

	Certificate
	26
	26
	5%
	5%

	Max Age
	3
	1
	
	

	Died
	2
	0
	
	

	Dropped Out
	54
	32
	6%
	9%
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· During the 09-10 year, districts in the Caveland region have a greater percentage of students leaving with a diploma than the state average.  Likewise, there is a fewer percentage of students dropping out than the state average based on exiting data.
C.  Patterns/Insights Related to District Performance

· Five Caveland districts are involved in GRREC’s GEAR Up grant.  Those districts have received targeted support for specific students as well as the opportunity to participate in professional development related to dropout prevention.  Three of those districts have had significant decreases in their dropout rate.  All five districts met the dropout rate target.
· In group discussions with district directors, directors felt that a common theme among successful districts was mentoring/relationships with students.

D.  Successful and Unsuccessful District Activities

· Five districts implemented mentoring/tutoring programs with positive results.  Less positive results were seen with districts that implemented Family Engagement, Alternative Schooling or Professional Development initiatives.

· Several districts have implemented systems by which they track students at risk of dropping out.  The most effective of these strategies is requiring ARCs to consider dropout predictors (i.e. academic or behavioral failure, lack of parent involvement, lack of involvement in extracurricular activities, etc.) of each student during their annual review.  If the student is demonstrating one or more of the predictors, interventions are immediately put into place to address that area.  Several districts are implementing this strategy at the high school level.  Some are expanding to include the middle school level and a few are beginning this strategy at the elementary level.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:
Activity:  Provide support for the development and implementation of tracking systems to identify students who have predictors that would make them at risk for dropping out.

Action Steps:

(1)  Obtain and share directions for running queries in Infinite Campus that will yield lists of students that have high 
absenteeism, academic failure, or behavioral problems.  Completed 2/10 


(2)  Develop and distribute a spreadsheet  for tracking the predictors of students at risk for dropping out.  Not 

 needed. 


(3)  Provide time in Coop meetings for district directors to share progress in implementing their systems for tracking 
at risk students and providing individualized support to keep them in school.  Completed 5/10 


(4)  Gather data on disability category of students dropping out.  Being collected by Transition Role Group 
· Extent to which activity was implemented:  In red above.  
· Extent to which appropriate audience was reached: Intended audience was directors of special education and that was the group that participated in these activities.  Directors were surveyed regarding their participation and the effectiveness of co-op activities this past year.  With 100% of directors responding to the anonymous survey, 65% report taking advantage of this activity to some degree and 29% to a large degree.  Only 1 reported not taking advantage of these activities.
· Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Based upon discussion at this year’s meeting to review progress on Indicators 1 and 2, there is an increase in the number of districts implementing tracking systems to identify students who have predictors for dropping out.  Districts are expanding the grade level of students for whom they are tracking predictors. Districts that are implementing tracking systems are reporting positive results.  All 17 districts met the graduation rate target this year.  Eight of 17 districts (47%) reported that they benefited from this activity to some degree, and 47% reported that they benefited to a large degree.  One district reported no benefit.  There were two comments:  (1) “Knowing the indicators and becoming proactive for those at risk has been very effective.”  and (2) “viewed as very effective by teachers.”
Activity:  Continue to provide training and technical assistance on transition and parent involvement.

Action Steps:

(1)  Provide training on person centered planning strategies.  Regional Training in April 2010, follow-up with several 
districts. 


(2)  Continue to sponsor the Regional Interagency Transition Team.  Meetings held on 3/18/10, 2/17/11

(3)  Disseminate information regarding parent involvement strategies to district directors.  Completed 2/10 

· Extent to which activity was implemented:  In red above
· Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  All districts had an opportunity to participate in these activities.  However, there are some that have not been involved in training on person centered planning.  Three districts are in other ADD regions and therefore receive reduced benefit from attending the Regional Interagency Transition Team meetings.  Ten of 17 (59%) districts reported participating to some degree and 6 (35%) participated to a large degree.  One district reported not participating at all.
· Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:   Nine districts (53%) reported benefiting to some degree from this activity and 7 districts (41%) reported benefiting to a large degree.  One reported that they did not benefit from this activity.  Responses included:  (1) “Our staff have attended person-centered training. We have begun using this process with some students, but it is not widely used in our district at this time. Staff routinely attend RITT meetings. However, many of the agencies discussed do not serve the our area.”; (2) ” we did not have a significant need for this activity”; and (3) “I think teachers still need training on person centered planning.  I would like to know about how districts are making sure this is done.”
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Activity:  Caveland will support districts in their implementation of programs designed to keep students in school.
Action Steps:

(1) Provide regional “Why Try” Training.  Responsible Party:  Shea Rogers
(2) Provide technical assistance at the district level for the implementation of “Why Try”.  Responsible Party:  Shea Rogers
(3) Provide regional training in the “PASS Program”.  Responsible Party:  Shea Rogers
(4) Provide technical assistance at the district level for the implementation of the “PASS Program”.  Responsible Party:  Shea Rogers
(5) Provide an opportunity for directors to share data related to their tracking systems for students with predictors of dropping out.  Responsible Party:  Pam Coe

	Evaluation
	Increased use of Why Try program
Increased use of PASS Program

Increased use of tracking systems for dropout prediction

	Timeline
	Training and data sharing in spring and summer of 2011.  Technical assistance throughout the 2011-2012 school year.  

	Resources
	GearUp funding, WhyTry and PASS trainers

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Activity:  Caveland will support the improvement of strong transition planning through professional development of teachers and administrators.
Action Steps:

(1) Address transition in ARC Chair training.  Responsible Party:  Liz Brewer
(2) Continue support of Regional Interagency Transition Team (RITT) adding support /services for rural districts not close to Bowling Green.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry
(3) Provide training and follow up on person-centered planning strategies  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry

	Evaluation
	Improved scores on written assessment following training
Improved satisfaction with RITT services

	Timeline
	Spring 2011 to Spring 2012

	Resources
	Transition consultant time, Due Process consultant time

	Status
	


	Indicator 3:  

Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A.  Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternative academic achievement standards.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

A.  AYP percent = [(# of districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup) divided by the (total # of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size)] times 100.

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

C.  Proficiency rate percent = ([(# of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year scoring at or above proficient) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year, calculated separately for reading and math)].  
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

A:  Fifty-two percent (52%) of districts meeting minimum “n” size requirements will meet state AYP  objectives for progress for disability subgroup (children with IEPs)   
B:  100% of students with disabilities will participate in the state’s large-scale assessment.

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

      Math:  43% of children with IEPs in grades assessed will score proficient or above.
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

Evaluation
DECS will require all districts to conduct data analysis and develop appropriate activities for Indicator 3

Action Steps:

1.  DECS will add Indicator 3 to the KCMP Self Assessment

2. Co-ops will analyze districts’ self-assessments for common root causes and to determine districts that are not meeting state targets.

3. DECS will require districts not meeting state targets to implement an action plan for improvement

4. DECS will require districts meeting state targets to develop a maintenance plan.
FFY 2009-2010

DECS

Special Education Cooperatives

DECS will develop a system for monitoring implementation to verify action steps. 
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

Indicator 3B:  Participation rate for children with IEPs

	District
	
	Reading
	
	Math

	
	
	#
	%
	
	#
	%

	Allen County Schools
	
	178
	100%
	
	178
	100%

	Barren County Schools
	
	304
	100%
	
	304
	100%

	Bowling Green Ind Schools
	
	288
	100%
	
	288
	100%

	Butler County Schools
	
	153
	100%
	
	153
	100%

	Caverna Ind Schools
	
	81
	100%
	
	81
	100%

	Cumberland County Schools
	
	93
	98.93%
	
	93
	98.93%

	Edmonson County Schools
	
	159
	100%
	
	159
	100%

	Glasgow Ind Schools
	
	158
	100%
	
	158
	100%

	Green County Schools
	
	149
	100%
	
	149
	100%

	Hart County Schools
	
	204
	100%
	
	204
	100%

	Logan County Schools
	
	268
	100%
	
	268
	100%

	Metcalfe County Schools
	
	108
	100%
	
	108
	100%

	Monroe County Schools
	
	151
	100%
	
	151
	100%

	Russellville Ind Schools
	
	72
	100%
	
	72
	100%

	Simpson County Schools
	
	206
	100%
	
	206
	100%

	Todd County Schools
	
	177
	99.44%
	
	177
	99.44%

	Warren County Schools
	
	903
	100%
	
	903
	100%


Indicator 3C:  Proficiency rate for children with IEPs

	District
	
	Reading
	
	Math

	
	
	#
	%
	
	#
	%

	Allen County Schools
	
	174
	47.30%
	
	174
	42.47%

	Barren County Schools
	
	289
	39.08%
	
	289
	34.01%

	Bowling Green Ind Schools
	
	268
	43.20%
	
	268
	37.60%

	Butler County Schools
	
	139
	56.91%
	
	139
	42.28%

	Caverna Ind Schools
	
	67
	37.29%
	
	67
	25.00%

	Cumberland County Schools
	
	94
	42.70%
	
	94
	28.57%

	Edmonson County Schools
	
	156
	45.07%
	
	156
	48.18%

	Glasgow Ind Schools
	
	147
	62.88%
	
	147
	47.73%

	Green County Schools
	
	140
	57.72%
	
	140
	66.38%

	Hart County Schools
	
	202
	71.67%
	
	202
	68.75%

	Logan County Schools
	
	262
	60.94%
	
	262
	58.44%

	Metcalfe County Schools
	
	108
	49.46%
	
	108
	57.78%

	Monroe County Schools
	
	146
	50.38%
	
	146
	46.83%

	Russellville Ind Schools
	
	72
	43.33%
	
	72
	28.13%

	Simpson County Schools
	
	197
	49.12%
	
	197
	42.44%

	Todd County Schools
	
	176
	34.62%
	
	176
	30.52%

	Warren County Schools
	
	858
	43.69%
	
	858
	37.50%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A.  KCMP Targets and Trends

READING

· Fourteen of Caveland’s 17 districts (82%) met the state target for reading.

· The three highest performing districts are Hart, Glasgow and Logan.

· Districts that did not meet target are:  Barren, Caverna, and Todd.

· Barren County – 42.02% of students with disabilities were proficient in 2007.  That number dropped in 2008 to 35.65% but has risen gradually since that time with 37.95% in 2009 and 39.08% in 2010.  The DRT was concerned about student monitoring and expectations.  Activities include identifying students not meeting benchmarks and monitoring their progress throughout the year.  In addition, the DoSE will meet with staff in an elementary school where students are performing well to identify strategies that may be duplicated in other district schools.

· Caverna – The district’s very small size means that data have not been available in NCLB reports.  The DRT did review data available in the district and disaggregated their data by school over the past 4 to 5 years.  There is a 20 point gap between students with and without disabilities at the elementary school and a 40 point gap at the middle school.   None of the schools met AYP this year.  The high school is a Tier 2 school and is involved in intensive work to improve its outcomes for all students.  The entire district is focusing on the common core standards and ensuring that special education teachers are provided with professional development on the standards.
· Todd – The district has made modest gains since 2007 in reading (approximately a 5% gain in 4 years).  The DRT disaggregated data by school and found that the elementary and middle Schools all made gains since last year but the high school saw a decline in scores for students with disabilities.  The DRT determined that causes for poor performance include the fact that middle and high school teachers are less skilled than elementary teachers at differentiating instruction and that rigor is lacking in instruction throughout the district.  Lack of rigor has been a consistent focus in Instructional Rounds for the district.
MATHEMATICS
· Seven of Caveland’s 17 districts (41%) met the state target for math proficiency for students with disabilities.
· The three highest performing districts are Hart, Green, and Logan.

· Districts that did not meet target include:  Allen, Barren, Bowling Green, Butler, Caverna, Cumberland, Russellville, Simpson, Todd, and Warren.

· Reviewing school level data for districts that did not meet target:  15 of 34 (44%) elementary schools met target, 2 of 11 (18%) middle schools met target, and only 1 of 11 (9%) high schools met target.  Four high schools had 0% proficiency in mathematics for students with disabilities.

· Of districts that DID meet target, it is noteworthy that only 1 of the 7 high schools met target.  Only 2 high schools in the entire region (Barren and Metcalfe) met the math target.

B.  Tier status

· Eleven of 17 districts are in District Improvement or Correction.
· There are 91 schools in the region.  Seven of 91 schools are in Tier 3 status.  Three are elementary schools, three are middle schools, and one is a high school.

· Twelve schools are “eligible for state assistance”.  Two are middle schools and 10 are high schools.

· Two schools are in Tier 2 status.  Both are high schools.

C.  Commonalities between high performing districts
· In their KCMP documents, all four of the top performing districts documented district initiatives to ensure that all students have access to the core content.  They place an emphasis on strong co-teaching and placing students with disabilities in the general education environment whenever possible.  All four reports also documented district efforts with formative assessment.  Other commonalities between the high performing districts are their Response to Intervention initiatives, work with Professional Learning Communities and efforts to provide administrative oversight and monitoring with feedback to teachers.

D. Commonalities between low performing districts

· Low performing districts had very few commonalities.  They addressed issues such as low general education achievement, lack of rigor, lack of differentiation in instruction, and lack of individual interventions.  None of the lowest performing districts cited the same root cause as another low performing district.

E. Insights shared during regional director meetings

· Several districts shared that they continue to have problems with staff that have an unrealistic understanding of disability and, therefore, low expectations of their potential performance.
· Poor mathematics achievement was a concern by most districts.  There are several mathematics programs that are showing promise in some of the districts.  The group requested that these programs be highlighted in a joint meeting with our Instructional Supervisor partners.  That meeting was held on January 14.  Participants viewed presentations on two math interventions:  Math Whizz (elementary) and Cognitive Tutor from Carnegie (secondary).
· Rollout of common core standards is a large focus in all districts.  Special education teachers are included in that work, which is positive.  However, it is such a strong PD focus that there is little time for other important training needs.  This may cause difficulties in addressing some of the other priority areas such as co-teaching and differentiated instruction.  Directors questioned whether some of those principles could be included in the standards work.

· Many of the districts are working to improve their RtI processes.
· Several districts are focusing on full implementation of PLCs.

· Several districts are involved in GRREC’s Instructional Rounds program.

F. Additional Information
· As stated previously, 82% of districts met target for reading proficiency and 59% of districts met target for math proficiency.  In addition, other related indicators include graduation rate, suspension rate, and least restrictive environment.  Fifty-three percent (53%) of Caveland districts met target for graduation rate while 88% met target for suspension rate and LRE-A (students removed from general education less than 21% of the day).
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· A review of data was done on the percent of districts that met multiple targets.  Following is a graph summarizing that data.
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G.  Additional Information
Elementary Schools

· There are 57 elementary schools in the Caveland region.  Forty-eight of them (84%) met the target for reading proficiency and 36 of them (63%) met target for math.
· Three elementary schools (5%) are in Tier 3 status.  

Middle Schools
· There are 16 middle schools in the Caveland region.  Five of them (31%) met the target for reading proficiency and 5 of them (31%) met target for math.
· Five of 16 middle schools (31%) are in Tier 3 status or are eligible for state assistance.
High Schools
· There are 19 high schools in the Caveland region.  Five of them (26%) met the target for reading proficiency and two (11%) met the target for math.

· Eleven of 19 high schools (69%) are in Tier 3 status or are eligible for state assistance.
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:

Following are activities and action steps identified in May of 2010.  Updates and evaluations are in italics.
Activity:  Caveland will provide support to districts on formative assessment, analysis of individual student data, and matching instructional practices to student need.

Action Steps:
1) Assist districts in connecting with providers of training on formative assessment, as needed.
a.  Extent to which activity was implemented:  No districts have requested training to date.

2) Review school level data to determine which schools to identify as target schools.

a.  Extent to which activity was implemented:  Caveland staff have engaged in data analysis activities on the following dates:  September 20, November 1, and November 29.  Data analysis has led Caveland to identify schools that are in NCLB consequences as target schools.  Continued data analysis and improvement planning for low performing schools needs to be done.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Activity was intended for Caveland staff.  Results should be shared with Directors of Special Education.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Completion of this activity will focus the work of consultants on the schools that need it most.  It will also help staff to prioritize their work.
3) Provide training and technical assistance with individuals or small groups of teachers in target schools on reviewing formative assessment data and making instructional decisions based upon it.
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Simpson Co. - 6 days of coaching at the middle school, 4 days at elementary schools; Russellville – 2 days at the elementary school; Caverna – 4 days at the elementary school; Bowling Green – 7 days at the junior high school; Monroe Co. – 2 days at the middle school 
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Many days of technical assistance has been provided in Simpson County where strong progress has been seen at the elementary level.  We now need to focus efforts on lower performing schools.  Also, most of this work has been done in literacy and we will begin similar work in the area of mathematics.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  It takes time to see results in test scores from this work but we are beginning to see improvements in student outcomes.  We need to continue this level of job-embedded professional development and collect data on results in order to determine the extent of the outcomes that are achieved.
4) Provide professional development and follow up on differentiated instruction.
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  January, 2010 – Math Alliance; June, 2010 – Warren County District Teams; August, 2010 – Todd County Middle and High School; October, 2010 – Todd County walk-throughs and surveys; January and February 2011 – Allen County
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  All teachers are trained in most buildings.  In Warren County, district teams were trained with the intent that they would, in turn, train school level teams.  However, not all schools have been trained as yet.  Consultants feel that administrators need additional training.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Outcomes are not yet clear.  Upon conducting follow-up activities, it is clear that implementation is not always occurring.  We plan to intensify our efforts to communicate with and train building level administrators so they can monitor implementation.
5) Provide data training for DoSEs and DACs regarding alternate assessment.

a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Not implemented to date.  This activity will be deferred until the new alternate assessment is implemented.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:

c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:

Activity:  Provide support to districts regarding their KCMP self-assessment for Indicator 3.

Action Steps:
1) Facilitate a meeting with district directors to analyze district data and identify districts that did not meet state targets.
2) Facilitate a meeting with district directors to share activities that are a part of their action or maintenance plans.
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Regular KCMP discussions are held at Advisory Council meetings which occur on the 4th Friday of each month.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Directors of Special Education are the target audience.  In addition, we have a representative of the Instructional Supervisors group who attends our meetings and participates in discussions.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Directors continue to improve in their ability to analyze data and use it to drive programmatic decisions, as evidenced by their dialog in meetings and written KCMP documents.
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Caveland staff will analyze data for the 19 lowest performing schools in the region and develop a plan for assisting them to improve their performance for students with disabilities.
Action Steps:

1.  Assign a Caveland staff to each low performing school.

2. Develop a protocol for reviewing data.

3. Offer to review data and discuss improvement planning with each school.
4. Share plans and updates at Caveland staff meetings.

5. Develop a support plan for each school.



	Evaluation
	Review of plans as they are developed.  Evaluation of improvement activities as they are conducted.  Analysis of achievement data of each school.

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Time, WKU staff, GRREC staff

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Provide support for all districts in literacy and math.
Action Steps:

1.  Provide technical assistance for teachers on: (a) choosing the appropriate assessment to monitor student progress; and (b) reviewing and analyzing progress monitoring data; and (c) designing/revising appropriate instruction based upon the data.
2. Continue work with ASD cadre and SPLASH initiatives.

3. Seek out and share research on increasing achievement for students with disabilities.

4. Assist districts with program reviews in literacy and math as well as development of improvement plans.

	Evaluation
	Completion of evaluation forms by participants of professional development activities.  Survey of Directors of Special Education

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	DLS, GRREC

	Status
	


	Indicator 4:  

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

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

Measurement:

A.  Percent = [(# of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

B.  Percent = [(# of districts that have:  (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

Kentucky will identify 14 or less districts with a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days.  

14 districts with significant discrepancies÷ 176 districts x 100 = 7.95%
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

Evaluation

DECS and Special Education Cooperatives will provide training and consultation/ technical assistance for data analysis and action planning to districts whose data  indicate a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions/expulsions of students with disabilities

Action Steps:

1. DECs will develop a protocol for root cause analysis for use by districts

2. DECS will require districts with significant discrepancies whose trend data has not improved over time to: 

a. Develop an analysis of suspension /expulsion data at the individual student level, using the DECS root cause analysis protocol.  The district will submit its analysis and an action plan to DECS for approval

b. Secure training and technical assistance based on the district’s root cause analysis for the implementation of positive behavior interventions and supports at targeted  schools in the district  

c. Submit prescribed documentation to the Special Education Co-op and DECS on an ongoing basis 
FFY 2008-2010

DECS; Special Education Co-ops

DECS will develop a system for monitoring district implementation/ Action Steps

	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:
Indicator 4A

	
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010

	District
	District Ratio
	Significant Discrepancy
	District Ratio
	Significant Discrepancy
	District Ratio
	Significant Discrepancy
	District Ratio
	Significant Discrepancy
	District Ratio
	Significant Discrepancy

	Allen Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Barren Co  
	0.97
	No
	0.93
	No
	0.94
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Bowling Green    
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	4.04
	Yes
	2.79
	Yes
	0.00
	No

	Butler Co  
	0.00
	No
	2.71
	Yes
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Caverna Ind   
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Cumberland Ind 
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	4.74
	Yes

	Edmonson Co 
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Glasgow Ind   
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Green Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Hart Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Logan Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Metcalfe Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	3.25
	Yes
	0.00
	No

	Monroe Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Russellville Ind    
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Simpson Co  
	0.00
	No
	1.68
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	1.47
	No

	Todd Co  
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No
	0.00
	No

	Warren Co  
	0.84
	No
	0.00
	No
	2.47
	Yes
	1.46
	No
	1.31
	No


Indicator 4B
	District
	White District Ratio
	White Sig Disc.?
	Af-Am District Ratio
	Af-Am Sig Disc?
	Hispanic District Ratio
	Hispanic Sig Disc?
	Asian District Ratio
	Asian Sig Disc?
	Am Ind District Ratio
	Am Ind Sig Disc?

	Allen County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Barren County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Bowling Green    
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Butler County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Caverna    
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Cumberland  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Edmonson  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Glasgow    
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Green County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Hart County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Logan County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Metcalfe County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Monroe County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Russellville    
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Simpson County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Todd County  
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No

	Warren County  
	1.195
	No
	1.211
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No
	0.000
	No


Indicator 4C

	District
	Total Non-Disabled Count
	Non-Disabled Suspensions
	Non-Disabled Suspension Rate
	Total Special Ed Count
	Special Ed Suspensions
	Special Ed Suspension Rate
	Difference

	Allen County  
	2,602
	89
	3.42%
	281
	17
	6.05%
	2.63%

	Barren County  
	4,056
	100
	2.47%
	496
	27
	5.44%
	2.98%

	Bowling Green    
	3,406
	154
	4.52%
	415
	44
	10.60%
	6.08%

	Butler County  
	1,810
	78
	4.31%
	274
	20
	7.30%
	2.99%

	Caverna    
	607
	58
	9.56%
	129
	14
	10.85%
	1.30%

	Cumberland  
	826
	78
	9.44%
	171
	24
	14.04%
	4.59%

	Edmonson  
	1,715
	29
	1.69%
	246
	11
	4.47%
	2.78%

	Glasgow    
	1,663
	60
	3.61%
	279
	20
	7.17%
	3.56%

	Green County  
	1,490
	39
	2.62%
	213
	21
	9.86%
	7.24%

	Hart County  
	1,961
	68
	3.47%
	318
	17
	5.35%
	1.88%

	Logan County  
	3,098
	70
	2.26%
	415
	11
	2.65%
	0.39%

	Metcalfe County  
	1,395
	77
	5.52%
	210
	19
	9.05%
	3.53%

	Monroe County  
	1,684
	59
	3.50%
	236
	18
	7.63%
	4.12%

	Russellville    
	906
	78
	8.61%
	118
	20
	16.95%
	8.34%

	Simpson County  
	2,677
	124
	4.63%
	304
	29
	9.54%
	4.91%

	Todd County  
	1,706
	78
	4.57%
	279
	22
	7.89%
	3.31%

	Warren County  
	11,739
	361
	3.08%
	1,397
	97
	6.94%
	3.87%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


	Indicator 5:  

Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

A.
Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B.
Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C.
In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

A.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

C. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

5A:  Increase the number of students spending 80% or more of their instructional day in the general education program to 64.50%.
5B:  Decrease the percentage inside the regular class less than 40% of the day from 11.2% to 11.1%.

5C:  Decrease the percentage of students receiving their special education services in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements to 2.05%.
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

Evaluation

DECS and Special Education Cooperatives’ collaboration consultants will provide consultation and technical assistance to districts that have consistently failed to reach the state target for Indicator 5A

 Action Steps:

DECS will:

1. Require targeted data analysis and consultation with the Co-op for districts that have failed to reach LRE targets over time

2. Provide professional development to teachers of targeted schools on differentiated instruction and effective collaboration, consultation and co-teaching practices 

3. Provide on-going follow-up and technical assistance to targeted schools and districts 

FFY 2008-2011

DECS; Special Education Cooperatives 
DECS will develop a system for monitoring district implementation, to verify Action Steps

 Co-ops will be evaluated on districts in their region making progress toward 5A targets

DECS will facilitate communication and disseminate information on successful strategies to ensure that students are receiving appropriate services in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)

Action Steps:

1. DECS and Special Education Co-ops will determine the supports, trainings, and activities that have resulted in successfully decreasing the percentage of students spending less than 40% of their day in general education settings

2. DECS and Co-ops will disseminate information developed in Action Step #1 to districts that are not meeting the state targets for Indicators 5B and 5C

3. IDEA requirements on LRE will be provided to districts not meeting 5B and 5C targets

4. Co-ops will provide on-site follow-up technical assistance

FFY 2008-2010

District record reviews on LRE requirements

Co-ops will be evaluated on districts in their region making progress toward 5B and 5C targets

District record reviews on LRE requirements

Co-ops will be evaluated on districts in their region making progress toward 5B and 5C targets


	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	
 Dec. 1, 2009
	A. Removed from regular class less than 21% of the day
	B. Removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day
	C. Public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements.

	Allen County Schools
	78.29%
	5.34%
	0.71%

	Barren County Schools
	60.28%
	13.10%
	1.61%

	Bowling Green Independent Schools
	66.02%
	11.08%
	0.24%

	Butler County Schools
	77.37%
	6.20%
	0.00%

	Caverna Independent Schools
	66.67%
	3.10%
	0.00%

	Cumberland County Schools
	71.93%
	2.34%
	1.75%

	Edmonson County Schools
	85.37%
	8.54%
	0.41%

	Glasgow Independent Schools
	87.10%
	1.79%
	1.79%

	Green County Schools
	83.10%
	6.10%
	0.47%

	Hart County Schools
	73.58%
	11.64%
	0.63%

	Logan County Schools
	89.64%
	2.65%
	0.72%

	Metcalfe County Schools
	78.57%
	11.90%
	1.90%

	Monroe County Schools
	81.36%
	0.85%
	0.00%

	Russellville Independent Schools
	77.12%
	8.47%
	1.69%

	Simpson County Schools
	65.79%
	9.87%
	1.97%

	Todd County Schools
	80.65%
	5.73%
	1.79%

	Warren County Schools
	61.27%
	8.95%
	0.29%


	Dec. 1, 2008
	Removed less than 21% of the day
	Removed greater than 60% of the day
	Served in separate schools, residential, homebound, or hospital placements

	Allen County
	76.56%
	4.40%
	0.73%

	Barren County
	56.50%
	14.23%
	1.83%

	Bowling Green Independent
	69.52%
	10.95%
	0.00%

	Butler County
	75.91%
	5.47%
	0.73%

	Caverna Independent
	60.77%
	6.15%
	0.77%

	Cumberland County
	67.43%
	2.86%
	1.14%

	Edmonson County
	82.65%
	11.56%
	0.34%

	Glasgow Independent
	84.93%
	4.78%
	1.10%

	Green County
	83.68%
	4.18%
	0.00%

	Hart County
	75.90%
	10.54%
	0.30%

	Logan County
	89.81%
	3.94%
	1.16%

	Metcalfe County
	82.83%
	11.59%
	0.43%

	Monroe County
	74.80%
	0.40%
	0.40%

	Russellville Independent
	64.79%
	10.56%
	0.70%

	Simpson County
	66.04%
	7.84%
	1.49%

	Todd County
	77.17%
	6.30%
	1.57%

	Warren County
	62.00%
	9.34%
	0.15%

	REGION
	71.66%
	8.08%
	0.67%

	STATE 
	69.63%
	9.97%
	2.02%


	Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	1
	Inconsistent implementation of inclusion practices
	
	10
	Consistent implementation of appropriate inclusion practices, including consideration of regular class as the first placement option

	3
	Lack of understanding of how to document LRE resulting in inaccurate data
	
	
	Effective implementation of Response to Intervention

	
	Scheduling issues impact LRE data (i.e. block scheduling)
	
	1
	Strong co-teaching and use of differentiated instruction by general education teachers

	
	Other (Specify):
	
	
	
	Monitoring of collaboration practices by building administrators

	
	
	
	1
	Regular monitoring of records by district administration

	
	
	
	
	1
	Other (Specify):
	Use of co-teaching and differentiated instruction is increasing teacher confidence and ownership related to achievement of students with disabilities


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A.  KCMP Targets plus trend

· Fifteen of 17 districts met the target for removal from general education less than 21% of the day.  The two districts that did not meet target (Barren and Warren) were very close, missing the target by less than 4%.

· Barren County has made improvement since last year but missed the target by about 4%.  When analyzing their data by school, they found that general education placements were more common at the middle and high school levels and that co-teaching was not occurring consistently at the elementary schools so Caveland provided training for them.

· Warren County has not met the target for the past two years.  They note that they began a reading initiative two years ago that has resulted in special education students receiving additional reading time that has been provided, in part, in the resource classroom.  In some cases, additional instruction has occurred in a general education setting but has been documented incorrectly.  The district will correct documentation errors this year.
· The region has had historically strong performance on this indicator.  Last year, Caverna also missed the target but was able to meet target this year.
· For removal of students greater than 60%, 14 of 17 districts met target.  That is consistent with last year, although one of the three districts not meeting target changed from Edmonson in 08-09 to Hart in 09-10.  Of the three districts that did not meet target this year, Barren also did not meet target for 5A.  It is likely that, as they address 5A, improvement will also be seen for 5B.  The other two districts, Hart and Metcalfe, missed the target by less than 1%.  Both districts exceeded the target for 5A substantially (9% over target for Hart and 14% over target for Metcalfe).
· All 17 districts have met target for both years for 5C - students served in separate schools, residential, homebound, or hospital placements.

B. Commonalities between high performers

· Ten of the 13 districts that met all LRE targets cited “consistent implementation of appropriate inclusion practices, including consideration of regular class as the first placement option” as the root cause for their performance.  Several of them noted their participation in the Caveland Inclusion Project.   
· The three districts with the strongest performance on 5A all assert that district staff always consider the general education setting as the first placement option and indicated that removal is only considered when the general ed setting has been attempted first.

C. Commonalities between low performers

· Three of the four districts that did not meet target cited “lack of understanding of how to document LRE resulting in inaccurate data” as the root cause for their performance and their activities reflect their commitment to correcting those errors.

D. Insights shared during regional director meetings

· Conversation centered around two areas – collaboration/co-teaching and documentation of LRE.  Many districts have had co-teaching training but continue to need support in this area.  Several districts also commented that documentation errors are an issue and need to be corrected.
E. Successful and unsuccessful district activities

· Several districts focused efforts last year on correcting documentation errors.  Most of them felt this activity to be successful and resulted in improvement in accuracy of their data this year.

· Several districts participated in the Caveland Inclusion Project and attribute that work to increasing the meaningful participation of children with significant cognitive disabilities in the general education classroom.

· Most districts have participated in training in co-teaching in the past several years and feel that continued work is needed in this area.

F. Supplemental information

· An analysis was done of the comparison between proficiency rates and rates of inclusion in the general education environment.   The chart below shows that, in general, as LRE increases, so do rates of proficiency.
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:

Following are activities and action steps identified in June of 2009.  Updates and evaluations are in italics.

Root Cause:  Implementation of collaboration/co-teaching strategies is not consistent across the region.
Barren County 

  1.  Provide training for elementary schools in Summer of 2009.

  2.  Conduct at least 2 site visits during school year 09-10 

  3   Conduct walk-throughs in spring of 2010.

  4.  Provide additional technical assistance, as needed.

Metcalfe County 

  1.  Conduct a meeting with building level administrators in Fall of 2009.

  2.  Develop a district plan for collaboration training.

  3.  Provide enhanced training on making appropriate placement decisions within eligibility training that is scheduled for Summer 2009.

Caverna Independent 

  1.  Conduct collaboration/co-teaching walkthroughs 

General Activities 

1.  Continue to provide professional development and technical assistance for districts implementing collaboration/co-teaching.  This includes:  meetings with administrators; training on core module, scheduling, and differentiated instruction; walkthroughs; and follow-up training to address needs identified during walkthroughs.

2.  Continue support of Caveland Inclusion Project focusing on inclusion of students with significant cognitive impairments.
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Barren County activities were completed as scheduled.  Metcalfe Co meeting with building administrators has been postponed until all new principals are in place.  Eligibility training will be scheduled after the meeting with administrators.  Co-teaching training was conducted in Caverna in October of 2009.  Following are other co-teaching training that has occurred:
· Sept, 2009 – Regional training for new teachers
· Sept. 2009 – Todd County training for Instructional Assistants
· Sept. 2009 – Logan County Administrators
· Jan. 2010 – Logan County High School training
· Sept. 2009 – Edmonson County Administrators
· November 2009 – Todd Central High School and Todd Middle School
· February, 2009 – Moss Middle School Walk-throughs
· February 2009 – Barren County – Scheduling
· March 2009 – Caverna  - Scheduling
Inclusion Project – Currently 6 teams are participating in 4 days of training during the 2010-2011 school year.  Since the beginning of the project, 14 of 17 districts have had participating teams.  Thirty-four (34) teams have been trained in the 4 years since the project began.
b.  Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Caveland has been responding to the districts that request training.    
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  As consultants have conducted walk-throughs and follow-up surveys, the rate of implementation is not at a desired level.  We recognize a need to share information with building administrators so that they can assist with insuring that implementation occurs.
Root Cause:  Inaccurate documentation of placement minutes

Caverna Ind. and Warren Co. 

  1.  Provide written guidance on appropriate documentation of placement minutes.

General Activities 

1.  Work with DECS and the Coop Network to develop guidance on documentation of placement minutes.

2.  Include documentation of minutes in collaboration training. 
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Discussion about placement minutes has occurred in Directors Meetings.  Written information and a spreadsheet for calculating minutes has been shared with directors.  DECS and the Co-op Network have not developed guidance on documentation of placement minutes and documentation of minutes has not been added to co-teaching training.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  There are still three districts that report a root cause of not accurately documenting placement minutes.  Those districts are:  Barren, Hart, and Warren.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Because there are still three districts not meeting target due to inaccurate documentation of placement minutes, these activities were not as successful as desired.  
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Support district initiatives related to improving the experience for students with disabilities in the general education setting.
Action Steps:

1.  Provide professional development in the areas of:
a. Co-teaching

b. Differentiated Instruction

c. ARC Chair Training

2. Continue to support the Inclusion Project through semi-annual meetings of individuals who have been trained and are continuing to implement strategies learned through the project.

	Evaluation
	Training evaluation forms.  Surveys of directors.

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Time

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Provide support for districts in improving their documentation of LRE.
Action Steps:

1.  Review documentation of LRE with each district that did not meet target and cited documentation as a root cause.

2. Distribute tools for properly calculating LRE.

	Evaluation
	Documentation of meetings with districts that did not meet target due to documentation errors.

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Time

	Status
	


	Indicator 8:  

P                           Percent of parents  with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

Percent=[(#of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

Thirty percent (30.0%) of parents with a child receiving special education services report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

Evaluation

KDE will assist districts with improving performance on Indicator 8 

Action Steps

1. DECS will add Indicator 8 survey items to the current KCMP self-assessment

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

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

FFY 2008-2010

DECS; Co-ops 

DECS will conduct desk audits of KCMP Indicator 8 improvement plans to ensure that appropriate district strategies are developed

KDE will generate increased parent responses to the Indicator 8 survey.

Action Steps:
1. KDE will update its cover letter using stakeholder suggestions from the previous year

2. DECS will notify parent groups and districts of the survey sampling schedule, to alert parents in the sampled districts and request their participation

3. KDE will publicize the availability of the online survey and ensure direct parent access by posting a survey description and links on the KDE home page

4. DECS will communicate the purpose and availability of the on-line survey through notification to districts, Special Education Cooperatives and partnering agencies

5. A DECS consultant and the Human Development Institute (HDI) evaluation team member will oversee and monitor the online survey, and respond to parent questions

6. KDE/HDI will send out an announcement post card two weeks prior to the survey distribution to notify parents of the arrival dates of the survey

FFY 2009-2011

KDE/DECS, Parent Resource Centers, KY-SPIN, Special Education Cooperatives, HDI

Ongoing evaluation tracking survey response rate.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


	Indicator 9&10:  

Indicator 9:  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10:  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

Indicator 9:  Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.  

Calculation – Total number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification divided by the total number of districts in the State. 

Indicator 10:  Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

Indicator 9:  0%
Indicator 10:  0%
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

Evaluation

DECS will develop and implement training for the evaluation and eligibility determination process.  The training will be required for specified district personnel in all districts cited for noncompliance for Indicators 9 and 10

Action Steps:
· DECS will assemble partners and develop training modules and technical assistance materials

· DECS will publicize and distribute training materials to Co-ops and other partners 

· DECS will provide mandatory training for districts that are cited for Indicator 9 and 10 noncompliance  

FFY 2008-2010

DECS;  Special Education Cooperatives   

DECS will develop a system for monitoring district implementation of mandatory training
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	District
	Indicator 9

Risk-Ratio

	
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian

	Allen County
	0.308
	0.878
	0.000
	1.467

	Barren County
	1.760
	0.000
	0.611
	4.596

	Bowling Green Independent
	1.523
	0.506
	0.383
	0.000

	Butler County
	2.998
	0.560
	0.951
	0.000

	Caverna Independent
	0.644
	1.038
	0.000
	0.000

	Cumberland County
	1.612
	0.527
	0.000
	0.000

	Edmonson County
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Glasgow Independent
	1.443
	0.668
	0.000
	0.000

	Green County
	0.225
	0.665
	2.004
	0.000

	Hart County
	1.894
	1.935
	0.000
	0.000

	Logan County
	1.071
	1.370
	0.000
	1.412

	Metcalfe County
	2.011
	1.337
	0.000
	0.000

	Monroe County
	1.429
	0.534
	0.000
	0.000

	Russellville Independent
	0.716
	0.966
	0.000
	0.000

	Simpson County
	0.957
	0.322
	0.000
	3.284

	Todd County
	0.933
	0.638
	0.000
	0.000

	Warren County
	1.516
	0.626
	0.328
	2.093


	District

	Risk Ratio
Mental Disabilities (MMD & FMD)


		Black

	Hispanic

	Asian

	American Indian


	Allen Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	5.552


	Barren Co

	1.096

	0.000

	3.086

	0.000


	Bowling Green Ind

	3.791

	0.539

	0.000

	0.000


	Butler Co

	1.164

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Caverna Ind

	1.126

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Cumberland Co

	3.462

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Edmonson Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Glasgow Ind

	3.237

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Green Co

	0.000

	2.710

	0.000

	0.000


	Hart Co

	2.416

	0.961

	0.000

	0.000


	Logan Co

	3.367

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Metcalfe Co

	3.469

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Monroe Co

	2.396

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Russellville Ind

	0.603

	0.909

	0.000

	0.000


	Simpson Co

	1.394

	0.000

	0.000

	12.714


	Todd Co

	1.840

	0.413

	0.000

	0.000


	Warren Co

	2.439

	0.262

	0.318

	0.000



	
	District

Risk Ratio 
Speech Language

Black

Hispanic

Asian

American Indian

Allen Co

0.000

1.661

0.000

0.000

Barren Co

0.910

0.000

0.000

0.000

Bowling Green Ind

0.574

0.575

0.397

0.000

Butler Co

1.181

0.000

0.000

0.000

Caverna Ind

0.547

4.708

0.000

0.000

Cumberland Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Edmonson Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Glasgow Ind

0.847

0.999

0.000

0.000

Green Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Hart Co

0.000

1.056

0.000

0.000

Logan Co

0.269

1.841

0.000

0.000

Metcalfe Co

6.167

1.497

0.000

0.000

Monroe Co

0.000

1.107

0.000

0.000

Russellville Ind

0.241

1.039

0.000

0.000

Simpson Co

0.386

0.695

0.000

0.000

Todd Co

0.465

0.000

0.000

0.000

Warren Co

1.326

0.893

0.209

2.013




	District

	Risk Ratio
Emotional Behavior Disorder


		Black

	Hispanic

	Asian

	American Indian


	Allen Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Barren Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Bowling Green Ind

	2.585

	0.821

	1.426

	0.000


	Butler Co

	39.577

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Caverna Ind

	1.915

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Cumberland Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Edmonson Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Glasgow Ind

	1.288

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Green Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Hart Co

	8.252

	4.998

	0.000

	0.000


	Logan Co

	2.365

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Metcalfe Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Monroe Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Russellville Ind

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Simpson Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Todd Co

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000

	0.000


	Warren Co

	3.199

	0.531

	0.000

	0.000



	
	District

Risk Ratio
Specific Learning Disability
Black

Hispanic

Asian

American Indian

Allen Co

2.273

0.000

0.000

0.000

Barren Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

50.556

Bowling Green Ind

0.968

0.548

0.966

0.000

Butler Co

2.777

1.314

0.000

0.000

Caverna Ind

2.089

0.000

0.000

0.000

Cumberland Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Edmonson Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Glasgow Ind

0.884

0.000

0.000

0.000

Green Co

1.402

0.000

0.000

0.000

Hart Co

1.933

6.247

0.000

0.000

Logan Co

2.207

0.000

0.000

0.000

Metcalfe Co

0.000

3.280

0.000

0.000

Monroe Co

1.045

0.000

0.000

0.000

Russellville Ind

0.284

2.567

0.000

0.000

Simpson Co

0.771

0.000

0.000

0.000

Todd Co

0.643

1.403

0.000

0.000

Warren Co

1.195

0.941

0.183

2.650



	District

Risk Ratio
 Other Health Impaired

Black

Hispanic

Asian

American Indian

Allen Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Barren Co

5.316

0.000

0.000

0.000

Bowling Green Ind

1.621

0.526

0.000

0.000

Butler Co

5.459

2.540

0.000

0.000

Caverna Ind

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Cumberland Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Edmonson Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Glasgow Ind

1.414

0.633

0.000

0.000

Green Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Hart Co

1.987

0.000

0.000

0.000

Logan Co

0.534

1.812

0.000

9.427

Metcalfe Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Monroe Co

1.940

0.000

0.000

0.000

Russellville Ind

2.010

0.000

0.000

0.000

Simpson Co

0.473

0.000

0.000

0.000

Todd Co

0.558

0.393

0.000

0.000

Warren Co

1.091

0.094

0.344

3.298


	District

Risk Ratio
 Autism

Black

Hispanic

Asian

American Indian

Allen Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Barren Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Bowling Green Ind

1.083

0.000

0.000

0.000

Butler Co

0.000

0.000

21.625

0.000

Caverna Ind

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Cumberland Co

22.159

0.000

0.000

0.000

Edmonson Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Glasgow Ind

0.859

3.710

0.000

0.000

Green Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Hart Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Logan Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Metcalfe Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Monroe Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Russellville Ind

1.809

0.000

0.000

0.000

Simpson Co

1.166

3.043

0.000

0.000

Todd Co

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Warren Co

1.574

0.592

1.092

10.264




	District
	Risk Ratio
Developmental Delay

	
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian

	Allen Co
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Barren Co
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Bowling Green Ind
	1.489
	0.493
	0.872
	0.000

	Butler Co
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Caverna Ind
	0.000
	4.119
	0.000
	0.000

	Cumberland Co
	0.000
	2.801
	0.000
	0.000

	Edmonson Co
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Glasgow Ind
	1.878
	1.299
	0.000
	0.000

	Green Co
	0.000
	0.000
	42.475
	0.000

	Hart Co
	1.703
	7.497
	0.000
	0.000

	Logan Co
	0.466
	1.582
	0.000
	0.000

	Metcalfe Co
	0.000
	4.051
	0.000
	0.000

	Monroe Co
	3.134
	5.167
	0.000
	0.000

	Russellville Ind
	1.357
	0.909
	0.000
	0.000

	Simpson Co
	1.639
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Todd Co
	2.182
	1.835
	0.000
	0.000

	Warren Co
	1.897
	0.750
	0.356
	0.000


	Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	
	Appropriate, scientifically proven, research-based instruction in reading and math is not consistently provided to all students prior to, or as a part of the referral.
	
	1
	Appropriate, scientifically proven, research-based instruction in reading and math are consistently provided to all students prior to, or as a part of the referral.

	
	Cognitive Assessments are used without regard to some assessments being more appropriate than others for students of different races/ethnicities.
	
	
	Cognitive assessments are carefully chosen and used to ensure students of all races/ethnicities are assessed equitably.

	1
	ARCs make eligibility decisions with missing pieces of data or inconsistently triangulate all available information to make appropriate decisions.
	
	10
	ARCs carefully make eligibility decisions based on having complete assessment data that are triangulated to ensure the student meets eligibility criteria.

	1
	ARCs make eligibility decisions without clearly documenting the adverse effect of the disability that is significantly and consistently below the level of similar age peers.
	
	2
	ARCs do not determine a child eligible for special education services without clearly documenting the adverse effect of the disability that is significantly and consistently below the level of similar age peers.

	1
	Other (Specify):
	African-American students were identified with Mental Disabilities before RtI was implemented in the district
	
	1
	Other (Specify):
	Less than 50 students for all racial groups except white


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A. KCMP Targets plus trend

· All 17 Caveland districts were within the target for Indicator 9.  However, when reviewing data by disability categories, we find that three districts are above the acceptable risk-ratio for African-American students with Mental Disabilities.  These three districts are Bowling Green, Glasgow, and Warren.  These districts were also above the risk-ratio last year for this population.

· Only one district (Warren County) was above the acceptable risk-ratio for African-American students with Emotional-Behavioral Disabilities.  The district was also above the risk-ratio last year for EBD.

· Last year Bowling Green was above the risk-ratio for African-American students with Developmental Delays.  However, their risk-ratio decreased to 1.489 so they fall within the acceptable range.

· Caveland is, for the most part, a very rural region with little ethnic diversity.  At the same time, Bowling Green and Warren County are extremely diverse.
· It is interesting to note that among the districts that have numbers of minority students to small to meet the criteria for being identified as disproportionate that most of their risk-ratios have decreased. 

B. Commonalities between high performers

· By far, the most common reason cited by districts that met targets was that “ARCs carefully make eligibility decisions based on having complete assessment data that are triangulated to ensure the student meets eligibility criteria”.

C. Commonalities between low performers

· Bowling  Green and Warren County are the most diverse districts in the region.  Glasgow, located in Barren County, is also more diverse than most other Caveland districts.

· All three districts report that they are identifying fewer African-American students and that most of their current students are at the high school level.  As they begin to age out, it is felt that risk-ratios will decrease to acceptable ranges.
D. Insights shared during regional director meetings

· Several districts are routinely administering more than one IQ test to check for potential cultural bias.
· Districts are in very different places with implementation of RtI.  Several are investigating how to use RtI to determine eligibility.
· Directors feel that their attendance at cooperative meetings and School Psychologist Cadre meetings are helpful for keeping abreast of issues related to disproportionality and want Caveland to continue to provide that type of networking and support.

E. Successful and unsuccessful district activities

· Most districts report that trainings provided by the cooperative have been helpful to them.  Those trainings include:  ARC Chairperson Training, IEP training, Eligibility Training

· Activities that have focused on development of the RtI process have been successful for several districts.

· One district reported benefit from activities related to improving services for their ELL students.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:

Following are activities and action steps identified in June of 2009.  Updates and evaluations are in italics.

Root Cause:  Lack of full implementation of Response to Intervention

1.  Caveland will support the work of GRREC on Response to Intervention by attending any trainings provided, encouraging member districts to attend, and reinforcing concepts learned when in the districts.

2.  Caveland consultants will increase the focus on prereferral interventions in existing training in the areas of literacy, math, and co-teaching.
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  A meeting was held with a number of district and university personnel to identify the needs in the region related to RtI.  GRREC Administrators facilitated and listened to stakeholders and will develop a plan to support districts.  Literacy consultant has worked with districts on prereferral interventions for literacy.  Little has been done regarding prereferral interventions for math or discussion of prereferral interventions during co-teaching training.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  This activity has not been fully implemented as yet.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Little growth has been seen due to these activities.
Inconsistent implementation of eligibility procedures
1.  Caveland School Psychologists group will focus one or more of their meetings during the 09-10 school year on eligibility procedures.  Patti Whetstone, WKU, will present a session on testing procedures and current research by NASP.

2.  Caveland will provide training on eligibility procedures at the regional level and follow up with district specific training as needed.

3.  Caveland will offer assistance with record reviews focusing on adherence to eligibility procedures. 
Warren, Barren, Cumberland, Hart, Green
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  School Psychologists Cadre addressed eligibility during their meetings in August, 2010.  Patti Whetstone did not present the session on testing procedures.  Caveland provided the following eligibility trainings:
· Regional Training – May 2010

· Cumberland Co. – Summer 2010

· Glasgow – March 2010

· Green Co. - Sept. 2010

· Metcalfe – Fall 2010 and Jan/Feb. 2010
Caveland provided record review training in August and September of 2010 as well as record review assistance for the following districts:  Warren, Barren, Cumberland, Hart, and Green.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  A wide range of participants has been reached.  However, many others would benefit from training.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Record reviews still show some problems with documentation of eligibility determination.  Work in the area of eligibility needs to continue.
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Caveland will support districts’ implementation of appropriate eligibility determination including the use of Response to Intervention for SLD.
Action Steps:

1. Conduct eligibility training and record reviews.

2. Provide training on defining specific indicators of “adequate progress”

3. Include issues related to disproportionality in eligibility training

4. Schedule time during Advisory Council meetings for directors to present information from districts that have strong procedures for the use of RtI data for SLD eligibility determination.

	Evaluation
	Evaluation forms completed after training.
Survey of Directors of Special Education

Record review results

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Time

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Caveland will continue to support directors and School Psychologists in their understandings of issues related to disproportionality.
Action Steps:

1.  Monthly Directors meetings that will include topics on disproportionality.

2. Directors will be offered an opportunity to participate in a book study about understanding difference versus disability.
3. Quarterly meetings with School Psychologists that will include topics on disproportionality.

	Evaluation
	Survey of Directors and School Psychologists

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Books for book study

	Status
	


	Indicator 11:  

Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within the State-established timeline of 60 school days.

Account for children included in a but not included in b.  Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

100%
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

Evaluation

DECS will require districts that are out of compliance with Indicator 11 to use a tracking system to meet evaluation timelines

Action Steps

DECS will:

1. Develop a tracking system and require districts that are out of compliance to use it for evaluation timelines

2. Specify district personnel to maintain the system

3. Require submission of quarterly reports by districts on progress for correcting noncompliance

FFY 2008-2010

DECS

DECS review of quarterly reports

Co-ops will be evaluated based on their region’s compliance with Indicator 11 

	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	District
	Indicator 11

	
	

	
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate

	Allen
	11
	11
	100%

	Barren
	10
	10
	100%

	Bowling Green
	11
	11
	100%

	Butler
	13
	13
	100%

	Caverna
	10
	10
	100%

	Cumberland
	10
	10
	100%

	Edmonson
	10
	10
	100%

	Glasgow
	10
	10
	100%

	Green
	10
	10
	100%

	Hart
	23
	23
	100%

	Logan
	11
	11
	100%

	Metcalfe
	13
	13
	100%

	Monroe
	10
	10
	100%

	Russellville
	10
	10
	100%

	Simpson
	13
	13
	100%

	Todd
	12
	12
	100%

	Warren
	19
	19
	100%

	CESC REGION
	206
	206
	100%


	Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	
	Availability of evaluation personnel
	
	2
	Availability of evaluation personnel

	
	Personnel training issue
	
	
	Personnel training issue

	
	Excessive student absenteeism
	
	5
	District tracking system

	
	Transfer Student
	
	
	Accountability system

	
	Parental Factors
	
	6
	District evaluation procedures

	
	Scheduling eligibility meeting too close to 60 school day timeline to allow for unforeseen circumstances
	
	4
	Cooperation and communication among district staff

	
	Issues with district tracking system
	
	
	Other (Specify):
	

	
	Difficulty in obtaining external evaluation components
	
	

	
	Other (Specify):
	
	
	


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A. KCMP Targets plus trend

· All 17 districts met the target of 100% of evaluations meeting timelines.  This is the second year that the region has been at 100% for this indicator.  

B. Commonalities between high performers

· Most districts report that their tracking systems and evaluation procedures contribute to their success with this indicator.  Directors have shared processes for setting up alerts in Infinite Campus which has helped track the status of evaluations.

C. Commonalities between low performers

· Not Applicable

D. Insights shared during regional director meetings

· Most districts have clearly defined their procedures for tracking and monitoring dates for timelines.  

E. Successful and unsuccessful district activities

· On occasion, there have been personnel issues that have led to missing timelines but those have been corrected and very close monitoring of referrals is insuring compliance in all districts.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:

Following are activities and action steps identified in June of 2009.  Updates and evaluations are in italics.

Activity 1:  Provide continued support for directors during cooperative meetings.

Action Steps: 

1.) Coop director will structure time during each monthly cooperative meeting for directors to discuss their activities with their colleagues.  
Activity 2:  Provide continued support for school psychologists through regional cadre meetings.

Action Steps: 

1.)  Coop School Psychologist will schedule quarterly meetings of school psychologists.  

2.)  Include on the agenda opportunities for school psychologists to discuss activities related to evaluation timelines.  
Activity 3:  Conduct Due Process training for new teachers and administrators.

Action Steps:
1.)  Coop consultants will schedule due process training in fall semester each year.  

2.)  Continue to provide training on linking RtI to the referral process.      
Activity 4:  Develop a list of qualified outside evaluation personnel available for contract.

Action Steps:
1.)  School Psychologist group will provide list of names.         

2.)  Each psychologist will be contacted to determine their agreement with being on the list as well as information about their qualifications, charges, etc.  
3.)  The list will be disseminated to district directors by Christmas, 2009 and annually thereafter in the fall. 
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  
· Directors have time structured to discuss activities during Advisory Council meetings for each reporting period.  Indicator 11 was discussed in May of 2010.  
· School Psychologists met quarterly.  In December of 2009, the group discussed activities related to evaluation timelines.
· The following Due Process trainings were conducted for new personnel:  ARC Chair – Sept. 2010; Record Review Training – Aug. and Sept. 2010; Eligibility Webinar – Sept. 2010.

· A list of qualified evaluation personnel was developed and distributed to directors in May of 2010.  It was updated in the fall of 2010.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Each activity reached the appropriate audience.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  This is a strong indicator for the region.  Activities are maintaining high performance.
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Continue support to districts in issues related to evaluation timelines.
Action Steps:

1.  Communicate information from the state department through directors meetings and School Psychologists meetings.

2. Provide Due Process trainings for new teachers and administrators annually that includes regulations related to timelines.

3. Include discussion of evaluation timelines in ARC Chair Training.

	Evaluation
	Evaluation forms completed after training.
Survey of Directors of Special Education

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Time

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


	Indicator 12:  

Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.

b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.

c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

d. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.

e. # of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.

Account for children included in a., but not included in b, c, d, or e.  Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed and the reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

100% of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

DECS will continue to fund KECTP to work with local and regional districts and stakeholders
December 2005 and ongoing
Division of Early Childhood Development

DECS, KECTP

Community Early Childhood Councils

Special Education Co-ops

RTCs
Targeted technical assistance will be provided to districts that have not met the state target.

The type of assistance (training, consultation, or coaching) will be individually determined as to the intensity of needed supports to meet the target.  All districts receiving targeted technical assistance will submit data depicting progress toward meeting the compliance target periodically.

2008 – ongoing

KDE staff from divisions of Exceptional Children and Early Childhood

KECTP staff, RTC staffs

First Steps Coordinator, Training Coordinator and Training and TA teams

Special Education Co-op staffs


	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	District
	Total # of referrals from Part C
	# of children eligible for Part B services 
who had an IEP in place by  3rd Bday
	# of children determined not eligible for 
Part B services by 3rd bday
	# of children for whom parent refused 
to provide consent caused delays 
in evaluation or initial services
	Number of First Steps referrals that 
parents refused  district services
	Number of referrals district was unable to 
complete special education process due 
to child's illness or parents request for delay
	Number of referrals received from First Steps 
in less than 90 days from 3rd birthday and 
IEP was developed by 3rd birthday 
	Number of referrals received from First Steps 
in less than 90 days from 3rd birthday 
and no IEP was developed.
	Percent Compliant

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Allen Co
	8
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Barren Co
	16
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	100.00%

	Bowling Green Ind
	21
	17
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Butler Co
	12
	12
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Caverna Ind
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Cumberland Co
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Edmonson Co
	3
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Glasgow Ind
	9
	8
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Green Co
	6
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Hart Co
	17
	17
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Logan Co
	10
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Metcalfe Co
	5
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Monroe Co
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Russellville Ind
	11
	10
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Simpson Co
	14
	12
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Todd Co
	6
	4
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	100.00%

	Warren Co
	75
	66
	8
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	100.00%


	Indicator 12 Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	
	Issues with scheduling evaluations
	
	2
	Effective system for scheduling evaluations

	
	Scheduling ARC Meetings too close to 3rd birthday to allow for unforeseen circumstances
	
	1
	ARC meetings scheduled early enough for built in flexibility

	
	Lack of staff to complete timely evaluations
	
	1
	Sufficient staff to complete timely evaluations

	
	Ineffective tracking procedures
	
	3
	Effective tracking procedures

	
	Inability to find child
	
	10
	Effective collaboration with First Steps

	
	Other (Specify):
	
	
	
	Local Preschool Transition Agreement

	
	
	
	1
	Early Identifying List provided by KDE

	
	
	
	
	Other (Specify):
	


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A. KCMP Targets plus trend

· All 17 Caveland districts were at 100% on this indicator this year.  For the three years prior to this year, only one district, Warren County, was under 100% and that was due to just one or two records each year.  

B. Commonalities between high performers

· Ten of 17 districts reported their effective collaboration with First Steps as the root cause for their strong performance.  Although only one district identified the early identifying list provided by KDE as their root cause, several districts mentioned it in their data analysis.

C. Commonalities between low performers

· Not applicable

D. Insights shared during regional director meetings

· Relationship with First Steps is largely dependent on the individuals involved.   When changeover occurs, it is necessary to reestablish relationships.
· Recent news about budget cuts in First Steps may have an impact on this indicator.

E. Successful and unsuccessful district activities

· Districts report having implemented tracking systems that have been helpful.  

· Regional Training Center keeps districts abreast of important new information.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:
Activity 1:  Identify one consultant to take the lead on issues related to Preschool

Action Steps:
1.)  Consultant will attend DEIC meetings and share information from Advisory Council.  

2.)  Consultant will invite First Steps representative to attend Advisory Council meeting to share information and build relationships.  

3.)  Consultant will share information with First Steps providers about needs on the new Infinite Campus referral form.  
4.)  Consultant will attend early childhood transition planning meetings.  
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Liz Brewer was assigned to be the Caveland Preschool consultant.  She attended DEIC meetings and shared information discussed with directors.  Elaine Donnelly, First Steps Point of Entry Manager, has been invited to the February, 2011 Advisory Council meeting.  There has not been an early childhood transition planning meeting since this activity was initiated.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Information was shared with Directors of Special Education.  In most cases the DoSE is also the preschool coordinator but not always.  We rely on the DoSE to forward information to the Preschool Coordinator if that is a different person.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Intended outcome was communication with directors about DEIC meetings.  That objective was achieved.
Activity 2:  School Psychologists will discuss testing concerns for preschool

Action Steps:
1.)  Co-op Psychologist will facilitate discussion at regional school psychologists meeting about assessment issues related to early childhood transition.  

a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  Discussion occurred at the December 2009 School Psychologists Cadre meeting.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Intended audience was School Psychologists Cadre and that target was achieved.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  The activity increased awareness and opened discussion, which was the goal of the activity.
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Collaborate with the Regional Training Center in matters related to preschool.
Action Steps:

1)  Provide time on the agenda at Advisory Council meetings for RTC consultant to share information about DEIC meetings.

2) Provide space for RTC board meetings in the afternoon of Advisory Council meetings.

3) Participate in preschool transition agreement development meetings.

	Evaluation
	Advisory Council agendas

	Timeline
	February 1, 2011 to February 1, 2012

	Resources
	Simpson Co. RTC

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


	Indicator 13:  

Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

100%
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Evaluation

Timelines

Resources

DLS will provide targeted training and technical assistance to districts reporting noncompliance with Indicator 13, or districts otherwise identified through monitoring activities as having noncompliance; with a particular emphasis on one Co-op region with a significantly lower compliance rate for Indicator 13 than other Co-op regions. 

Action Steps

DLS will:

1. Determine district noncompliance, based on self- reporting or KDE   monitoring activities.

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

3. Conduct trainings for directors of special education, applicable Admission and Release Committee (ARC) Chairpersons, and high school special education teachers.
4. Design follow-up activities to ensure ongoing implementation - at the building level - of training content/resources.

DLS will survey district staff trained in Step 3, to evaluate whether information has reached, and is being implemented with fidelity at, the building level.  
FFY 2010-2012

DLS, Special Education Cooperatives

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

Action Steps

DLS will:

1. Develop a plan to analyze the data.

2. Analyze the data, compare each district’s most current Indicator 14 data with its previous year’s Indicator 13 data.
3. Communicate results to districts.
4. Expand analysis of the data longitudinally through FFY 2012.

5. Use results to inform the development and delivery of ongoing  training and technical assistance.
DLS will survey local directors and KCMP District Review Teams (DRTs) regarding results of the DLS data analysis, probing the relationship of Indicators 13 and 14 at the local level.
FFY 2010-2012

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


	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:
	
District
	49
	49a
	49b

	
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate

	Allen
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100.0%

	Barren
	10
	7
	70%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Bowling Green
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Butler
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100.0%

	Caverna
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Cumberland
	10
	7
	70%
	10
	8
	80%
	10
	8
	80.0%

	Edmonson
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Glasgow
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100.0%

	Green
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Hart
	16
	16
	100%
	16
	16
	100%
	16
	16
	100.0%

	Logan
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Metcalfe
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Monroe
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Russellville
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Simpson
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Todd
	10
	9
	90%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100.0%

	Warren
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100.0%

	CESC REGION
	198
	191
	96%
	198
	196
	99%
	198
	196
	99.0%


	District
	49c
	49d
	49e

	
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate

	Allen
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%

	Barren
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Bowling Green
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Butler
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%

	Caverna
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Cumberland
	10
	8
	80%
	10
	8
	80%
	10
	9
	90%

	Edmonson
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Glasgow
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%

	Green
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Hart
	16
	16
	100%
	16
	16
	100%
	16
	16
	100%

	Logan
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Metcalfe
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Monroe
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Russellville
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Simpson
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Todd
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	9
	90%
	10
	10
	100%

	Warren
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%

	CESC REGION
	198
	196
	99%
	198
	195
	98%
	198
	197
	99%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	49f
	49g
	49h

	
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate

	Allen
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%

	Barren
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Bowling Green
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Butler
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%

	Caverna
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Cumberland
	10
	8
	80%
	10
	8
	80%
	10
	9
	90%

	Edmonson
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Glasgow
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%
	11
	11
	100%

	Green
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Hart
	16
	16
	100%
	16
	16
	100%
	16
	16
	100%

	Logan
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Metcalfe
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Monroe
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Russellville
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Simpson
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Todd
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%
	10
	10
	100%

	Warren
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%
	20
	20
	100%

	CESC REGION
	198
	196
	99%
	198
	196
	99%
	198
	197
	99%


	District
	49i

	
	# Records Reviewed
	# Records in Compliance
	Compliance Rate

	Allen
	11
	11
	100%

	Barren
	10
	7
	70%

	Bowling Green
	10
	10
	100%

	Butler
	20
	20
	100%

	Caverna
	10
	10
	100%

	Cumberland
	10
	9
	90%

	Edmonson
	10
	10
	100%

	Glasgow
	11
	11
	100%

	Green
	10
	10
	100%

	Hart
	16
	16
	100%

	Logan
	10
	10
	100%

	Metcalfe
	10
	10
	100%

	Monroe
	10
	10
	100%

	Russellville
	10
	10
	100%

	Simpson
	10
	10
	100%

	Todd
	10
	10
	100%

	Warren
	20
	20
	100%

	CESC REGION
	198
	194
	98%


	Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	
	Lack of professional development focusing on transition documentation
	
	9
	Provision of professional development focusing on transition documentation

	1
	Lack of knowledge of ARC chairpersons on the requirements of Indicator 13
	
	
	Knowledge of ARC chairpersons on the requirements of Indicator 13

	
	Lack of accountability practices within the district
	
	2
	Strong accountability practices within the district (e.g., periodic record review; DoSE attendance at ARCs)

	1
	Specific sub-indicators (49a – 49i) are not implemented and/or documented appropriately for individual students
	
	
	All sub-indicators (49a – 49i) are implemented and documented individually for each student.

	
	Other (Specify): 
	     
	
	3
	Other (Specify):
	Butler – LeAnn Marksberry
Green - Caveland’s Site Visit, Transition Consultant Recommendations and Record Reviews

Simpson – Maintenance of Transition Facilitator Position at HS


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
A. Performance of Districts on KCMP Targets
· Fourteen of 17 districts reported 100% compliance on this indicator.

· The overall compliance rate for the region was 96%

B. Supplemental Information

· One district, Barren County, did not meet compliance for 49i (updating postsecondary goals annually).  Upon investigation, they found there was a misunderstanding on the part of the high school counselors who schedule annual review meetings about the requirement for timelines.  They will be addressing that problem through a detailed tracking system designed to have all annual reviews scheduled within the required timeline.  

· Todd County did not meet compliance for 49d with one record.  Upon inspection, they found that this was a unique situation with confusing documentation provided by the parent that was misinterpreted by school personnel.  To keep this from happening in the future, they will have meaningful conversations about transition at the previous year’s ARC meeting where the appropriate consent forms will be completed with the parent present.

· Cumberland Co. reported non-compliances on each of the sub-indicators.  The DRT uncovered the fact that special education teachers do not have access to the ILPs at the high school.  This problem will be corrected.  In addition, a monitoring system will be implemented to ensure accuracy of documentation of transition. 

C. Patterns/Insights Related to District Performance

· One question that directors were asked to consider during their meeting is how they know that their data are accurate.  Their response was that they have participated in training and are diligent in relaying information to their staff.  Some districts have a system of peer review.  Others check accuracy of reviews through central office staff.  Some districts have Caveland check their record review accuracy.
D. Successful and unsuccessful district activities

· Several districts have hired transition facilitators that have been helpful in guiding the district in their transition initiatives.

· Most districts have worked with Caveland’s transition consultant and attribute their success to that work. 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:
Activity:  Provide professional development on transition documentation and record reviews to check implementation.

Action Steps:
1.)   Transition consultant will continue to provide professional development on transition documentation in each district.  Allen 2/11/2010; Edmonson 7/27/2010; Butler 5/25 & 5/26/2010; Simpson 4/28, 4/29, & 4/30; Regional FMD teachers 3/30/2010; Green 2/22/2011; Todd 3/9 & 3/10/11; Regional New Teachers 2/15/2011
2.)   Transition consultant will conduct periodic record reviews to check implementation of skills learned.  Allen 2/11/2010; Butler 2/11/10 & 5/20/10; Barren 2/1/10; Edmonson 5/12/10 & 5/21/10; Green 11/5/10 & 11/17/10; Cumberland 12/3, 6, 7, 8, 10; Hart 1/18, 19, 20, 21/2011; Todd 2/23. 24 & 3/8, 3/9/2011; Logan 3/16 & 3/17/2011
3.)   Transition consultant will conduct follow-up as needed based on record reviews.  Allen 2/11/2010; Butler 5/25 & 5/26/2010; Edmonson 7/27/2010; Green 2/22/2011

4.)   All consultants will review records for transition documentation when conducting record reviews for other topics and will notify transition consultant of results.  Barren 1/29/10 and 2/1/10; Warren 8/12/10;  Cumberland 7/29/10; Green 10/14/10 and 10/21/10; Hart 1/18/11
a. Extent to which activity was implemented:  See red above.
b. Extent to which appropriate audience was reached:  Eleven of 17 districts have participated in at least some of the activities provided to address this indicator.  However, 100% of districts report taking advantage of these activities with 15 (83%) taking advantage to a large degree and 3 (17%) to some degree.  It is possible that some districts participated in these activities prior to this year which would account for the discrepancy.
c. Extent to which the activities achieved what was intended:  Fifteen districts (83%) report benefiting from this activity to a large degree and 3 (17%) to some degree.  Responses include the following:  (1) “This professional development is very beneficial to our staff!”; (2) “very beneficial”; (3) “We have developed the capacity to continue this work ourselves with the hiring and training of the district's Transition Facilitator.”; (4) “will make this an annual routine”; and (5) “We are still doing all of our record reviews.  We have not yet utilized Caveland to "check" record reviews.”
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Activity:  Caveland will continue to provide professional development on transition documentation and conduct record reviews to check implementation.
Action Steps:

1.) Continue to provide professional development on transition documentation in each district.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry
2.) Conduct periodic record reviews to check implementation of skills learned.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry
3.) Conduct follow-up as needed based on record reviews.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry
4.) Conduct verification record reviews.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry

	Evaluation
	Increased post-test scores after training.
Improved record reviews.

	Timeline
	Spring 2011 to Spring 2012

	Resources
	Transition consultant, secretarial support

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


	Indicator 14:  

Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

A.  Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

B.  Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

C.  Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of youth assessed who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school)] times 100.

Based on direction from OSEP regarding the required definitions for use in measuring this indicator:
Kentucky has defined competitive employment as work:

a) In the competitive labor market that is performed on a full-time (35 or more hours per week) or part-time (less than 35 hours per week) basis in an integrated setting; and

b) For which an individual is compensated at or above the minimum wage, but not less than the customary wage and level of benefits paid by the employer for the same or similar work performed by individuals who are not disabled.

Authority:  Sections 7(11)and 12(c) of the Rehabilitation Act; 20 U.S.C. 705(11) and 709(c)

Kentucky has defined postsecondary school as:

a) Enrollment in a college, vocational, technical, or special school on a full-time (a minimum of 12 units per semester) or part-time (less than 12 units per semester) basis; or

b) Enrollment in a postsecondary vocational school or adult education program that prepares students for integrated work on a full-time or part-time basis (no less than 10 hours per week). 
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

The percentage of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled I some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school will increase by one half of one percent (.5%).
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:
Activities

Evaluation

Timelines

Resources

KDE’s contractor (KyPSO) will conduct needs assessment regarding local districts’ transition planning activities.

Action Steps: 

KYPSO will:
1. Develop needs assessment to send to districts

2. Analyze results of needs assessment 

3. Consult with NPSO and NSTTAC to identify strategies to address needs

4. Work with districts to develop transition programs identified from needs assessment
Monitoring and reporting of needs assessment data.
FFY 2010-12
Kentucky Post-School Outcomes Center; Special Education Cooperatives


	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:

	

	14A
	14B
	14C
	# potential interviews
	# actual interviews
	% response

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	STATE Targets 
	24.5%
	52.7%
	62.4%
	
	
	

	Allen County Schools
	
	
	
	27
	0
	0%

	Barren County Schools
	22%
	61%
	61%
	19
	18
	95%

	Bowling Green Independent Schools
	17%
	42%
	42%
	18
	12
	67%

	Butler County Schools
	14%
	43%
	57%
	13
	7
	54%

	Caverna Independent Schools
	0%
	29%
	43%
	9
	7
	78%

	Cumberland County Schools
	0%
	38%
	38%
	6
	8
	133%

	Edmonson County Schools
	
	
	
	9
	0
	0%

	Glasgow Independent Schools
	18%
	45%
	55%
	14
	11
	79%

	Green County Schools
	25%
	50%
	63%
	21
	8
	38%

	Hart County Schools
	17%
	33%
	58%
	28
	12
	43%

	Logan County Schools
	
	
	
	26
	0
	0%

	Metcalfe County Schools
	0%
	0%
	50%
	10
	2
	20%

	Monroe County Schools
	0%
	50%
	63%
	
	8
	#DIV/0!

	Russellville Independent Schools
	0%
	25%
	50%
	7
	4
	57%

	Simpson County Schools
	33%
	33%
	67%
	17
	3
	18%

	Todd County Schools
	29%
	43%
	43%
	8
	7
	88%

	Warren County Schools
	53%
	71%
	71%
	59
	17
	29%

	Root Causes

	Root Causes for Districts that DID NOT MEET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)
	
	Root Causes for Districts that MET Target
(List the number of districts that identified each root cause.)

	1
	Little, or no, consideration of postsecondary education and/or training in the development of postsecondary goals
	
	
	Consistent consideration of postsecondary education/training as part of transition planning process

	1
	Little, or no, provision of employment opportunities during the transition planning process (e.g. job shadowing, internships, volunteering)
	
	
	Effective implementation of employment opportunities during the transition planning process

	2
	Little, or no, involvement of adult service/community agencies in the transition planning process
	
	1
	Consistent and individualized outreach to adult service/community agencies that may help students transition

	4
	Poor response rate to YOYO survey
	
	1
	Response rate to YOYO survey is consistent with the number of leavers

	
	High percent of missing data on YOYO survey
	
	
	Percent of missing data is consistent with the overall sample size

	
	Little, or no, consideration of student preferences and interests during the transition planning process
	
	
	Consistent involvement of student/family in the transition planning process

	6
	Other (Specify):
	Allen - The YOYO was accidently omitted this year.

Caverna -  Lack of student and family buy-in.

Edmonson – The YOYO was not completed.

Glasgow – Need for faculty training

Hart  - Inconsistent data collection

Logan – Did not properly upload data and receive confirmation of successful upload.
	
	
	Other (Specify):
	     


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
 Performance of Districts on KCMP Targets
· Eight districts had response rates under 50%

· Eight districts reported internal issues related to completion of the YOYO surveys.

· Only 4 districts met target for 14A.  Two districts met target for 14B.  Four districts met target for 14C.

Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	Activity:  Caveland will continue to sponsor the Job & Transition Fair
Action Steps:

(1)  Provide teacher training to prepare teachers for the fair.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry
(2) Maintain a website for sharing of information prior to the fair.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry
(3) Communicate with teachers and directors regularly regarding the fair.  Responsible Party:  LeAnn Marksberry

	Evaluation
	Improved transition results for students participating in the Job & Transition Fair

	Timeline
	Spring 2011 to Spring 2012

	Resources
	KYPSO support for evaluation data, staff time, WHAS grant support

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


	Indicator 20:  

State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate.
Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE

Measurement:  

State reported data, including 618 data and Annual Performance Reports, are:
a. Submitted on or before due dates (February 1 for child count, including race and ethnicity; placement; November 1 for exiting, discipline, personnel; and February 1 for Annual Performance Reports); and

b. Accurate (describe mechanisms for ensuring error free, consistent, valid and reliable data and evidence that these standards are met)
Data Source:  Section 618 Data

FFY

Measurable and Rigorous Target

2009

100% of state reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate.
Current SPP Activities Linked to Cooperatives:

Activities

Timelines

Resources

No activities listed for co-ops on 2009 APR.

	Indicator 

1


	
	Indicator 

2


	
	Indicator 

3


	
	Indicator 

4


	
	Indicator 

5


	
	Indicator 

8


	
	Indicator 

9 and 10


	
	Indicator   11

	
	Indicator   12

	
	Indicator   13

	
	Indicator

14


	
	Indicator   20

	


Actual Target Data for FFY 2009:
	District
	EOY
	MoFE
	Count
	Personnel
	Pre-School Count
	Pre-School Supple-mental
	KIST
	PreSchool EOY
	YOYO
	Ind 
11 & 13
	Number Timely
	Percent Timely

	Allen Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	8
	80%

	Barren Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Bowling Green    
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Butler Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Caverna Ind   
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Cumberland Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Edmonson Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	9
	90%

	Glasgow Ind  
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Green Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	90%

	Hart Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Logan Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	8
	80%

	Metcalfe Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	90%

	Monroe Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Russellville Ind   
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Simpson Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	90%

	Todd Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%

	Warren Co 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	10
	100%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2009-2010:

Explanation of Progress:
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed:
Improvement Activity 1 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


Improvement Activity 2 for 2010-2011:

	Improvement Activity
	

	Evaluation
	

	Timeline
	

	Resources
	

	Status
	


