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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, 4, 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 8, 20, and Child Count

	May 31, 2011
	District Reports Due

	June 31, 2011
	Co-op Reports Due


Introduction to Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process

The Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP) has been in place for several years.  The original function of the KCMP was to serve as the Kentucky Department of Education’s (KDE) tool for compliance monitoring and performance tracking of indicators at the district level.
This process has evolved over the years.  The KCMP is no longer used as a monitoring tool by KDE but is rather intended to be a mechanism to allow districts to self-assess their special education programs and to plan for improvement within the district.  It is the expectation of KDE’s Division of Learning Services (DLS) that districts will fully use the KCMP for the purpose of analyzing district data, determining root causes of district performance, and proactively developing and implementing improvement plans.  Districts should be comfortable that the KCMP in isolation will not trigger an onsite visit or other monitoring activity.  
DLS will continue to exercise its responsibility to provide General Supervision to districts by on-site visits, desk audits, data review and other available means outside the KCMP process.    

KCMP Indicators are designed to support districts in their efforts to reach and maintain state targets as set forth in the SPP.  Additional indicators may be added as determined by KDE for the purpose of helping districts identify and correct other areas of widespread concern not included specifically in the APR.
KCMP Process Steps

Step 1:  Create a District Review Team (DRT)
The district uses an existing committee structure such as the Comprehensive School or District Improvement Planning Committee or creates a district-wide District Review Team.  DRT membership is documented on each KCMP document and must consist of:
· parents of students with disabilities

· general education teachers 
· special education teachers 
· building and district level administrators 
At least one parent on the DRT must not be employed by the district.   Others, such as community members or representatives from institutions of higher education should be encouraged to participate as well.   The DRT membership may be fluid from reporting period to reporting period, depending on the expertise and interests of designated DRT members.  For example, preschool teachers and the parent of a preschooler might be on a team when preschool indicators are addressed, and middle and high school teachers might participate on the DRT with the parent of an older student when secondary transition issues are addressed.  It is recommended that at least some district personnel remain on the team throughout the cycle to promote consistency in focus and activities from reporting period to reporting period.
Step 2:  Review Data
The district should consider developing a calendar of events with information related to the analysis of data for each KCMP indicator with assigned dates and timelines for discussing progress of each improvement or maintenance activity.

All data provided to the district from KDE (i.e., Child Count, End of Year Report, assessment data etc.) should be validated by the district.  Any discrepancies or errors in data should immediately be reported to Chris Thacker (chris.thacker@education.ky.gov).

Step 3:  Analyze Data
The DRT analyzes the data and where possible, compares the data to previous years to look for trends of district performance in terms of improvement or compliance.  The team then should determine for each indicator the reason(s) why the data do or do not demonstrate improvement or compliance.   This analysis of data is critical to ensure that the district’s plan for improvement or maintenance is developed in a manner that will ensure that the activities conducted will have a direct and positive impact on each indicator.  
The DRT uses the following steps when making decisions and documenting each section of the KCMP Monitoring Document.

1. Review the data required by the KCMP Self-Assessment Document.

· The district validates the accuracy of all data on the KCMP document and reports any inaccuracies to Chris Thacker.
2. Review the indicator’s data from past KCMP reports.

· What is the data history?

· Have definitions changed?

· Has a new data system been implemented?

3. Identify and compare data from other sources, if applicable.

· What are other sources of data (e.g., results of interventions implemented from last KCMP report, general education assessment, interviews, complaint management, parent reports/surveys)?

4. Identify areas of comparison.

· What areas will the DRT examine?

· To what do we compare these data (e.g., district targets, state targets, state trends, comparable districts, general education programs)?

5. Examine trends and relationships.

· Do there appear to be relationships over time?

· Do there appear to be relationships between indicators?

· Do there appear to be relationships between areas of performance and issues of compliance?

6. Identify and define (possible) problem areas.

· Are there any surprises in the data?

· How can the DRT more precisely define problem areas?

· Over time, what can be learned from the data?  Has there been progress or slippage since the last KCMP report?  Use the Investigative Questions provided for each indicator for assistance in identifying and defining potential problem areas.
Step 4: Determine Causes for the District’s Performance
Based upon the analysis of district data as described above, the district should identify possible or probable causes for the district’s level of performance or compliance using these questions as a basis for making this decision:

Determine the barriers or facilitators to improving the district’s performance and compliance– why are the data the way they are?

· Are there any apparent relationships when data are disaggregated (e.g., age, race/ethnicity, poverty, gender, disability)?

· What do the disaggregated data reveal compared to the aggregated data –where does the district need to focus efforts?

· Are there patterns between or among schools in the district (e.g., size-alike, and geographically)?

· Where is it going well and not going well?

· What is common to schools where it is going well and not so well (e.g., specific program implementation)

· Is there a relationship between compliance and levels of performance?
Step 5:  Develop Improvement Plan

Improvement planning should not be a “laundry list” of all activities a district may do in a particular area, but should focus on those activities that will directly impact the root cause of district performance as identified by the DRT.
Based on the causes determined by the DRT, identify one to two activities that will likely have the greatest positive impact.

· Has a successful intervention/activity been implemented that needs to be continued?
· How can the district address issues of climate, culture, and history?

· What intervention strategies are being used or planned by the district already?

· How might the district bring about improved performance?

· What would yield the most immediate results or changes?

· What are the key factors the district can control that facilitate performance and compliance (e.g., policies, professional development/training, guidelines, dissemination of positive practices, monitoring)?

· How might the district evaluate the validity of the hypotheses formulated?

· How might the district evaluate the results of the interventions?

Based on periodic reviews and analysis, districts should revise the activities in the plan, as necessary.    

Step 6:  Submit the Report

The completed KCMP report is submitted to KDE via secure file transfer (DoSE upload) and the local cooperative director via electronic mail by the reporting period due date (November 30, February 28, and May 31.)  The co-ops will submit reports of regional data to DLS.

Step 7:  Implement the Plan
The district is responsible for implementing the improvement activities as written.  Special Education Cooperatives are available to offer technical assistance as needed.

Step 8:  Review and Evaluate Plan

The district reviews and analyzes the activities in the plan periodically for effectiveness and to ensure correction of district-identified non-compliance in a timely manner.  

Step 9:  Cycle Continues

The KCMP is a continual process of data collection, analysis and improvement planning.  Districts review new data evaluating trends over time and make programmatic changes that are data driven.
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Activities, Action Steps, Status Update, Explanation of Progress and Resources

Activity – a statement of the initiative the district will undertake that will impact the root cause of the district performance as identified by the DRT.  The activity should:

· Have a clear cause-effect relationship between the goal and the activity

· Reflect district priorities 

· Include a metric, benchmark, or target so that one is able to judge progress quantitatively

· Be “doable” – it should be apparent that the activity can and will be implemented

· Be innovative – be a fresh and new perspective on addressing the goal

Action steps are a series of events that must occur in order to successfully implement the improvement activity.  They should:

· Include a timeline of when they will be implemented.

· Identify responsibility for implementation – the person to whom one would go to discuss the overall progress of the implemented improvement activity.

Status by date is a section where the action steps can be reviewed and updated.  It is recommended that status be updated at least once per reporting period and more often, if desired.  This section will be blank when the document is first submitted.  When the DRT meets for the winter reporting period, action steps for activities in this document should be updated.  At that time, a date is entered at the top of the column (A).  Each action step is updated with the codes listed in red below the action steps (B).  

Explanation of progress allows a short narrative description of progress on the action step.

Resources are internal and external supports to the district to accomplish the activity.  Specific references about the nature and intensity of technical assistance that will be needed to implement the activity can be identified here.
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Considerations for Developing Quality Improvement Plan*

The intent of this section is to provide a means by which improvement activities can be assessed using a “quality” scale.  This guidance should not be considered as any type of “formal” assessment – rather it is simply a tool developed to stimulate thinking and discussion among district personnel responsible for developing or implementing improvement activities.  Quality descriptions used for this scale represent a formalization of basic “Who”, “What”, “Where”, “How” and “When” concepts, along with other considerations related to development of improvement activities that are clearly and effectively developed.  This scale is intended to broadly assess quality of improvement activities, since there can be multiple activities listed.
	Overall Rating of Improvement Activities

	(  No Revisions Needed            (  Some Revisions Needed             (   Extensive Revisions Needed           (    Start Over…?


*This information was adapted from the SPP/APR Improvement Activity Review Form developed by the North Central Regional Resource Center (NCRRC).  The North Central Regional Resource Center is supported through cooperative agreement #H326R040005 with the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs.  The content contained herein do not necessarily reflect the policy or position of the U.S. Department of Education and no official endorsement should be inferred.  There are no copyright restrictions on the SPP/APR Improvement Activity Review Form.  However, please cite the source when copying or citing all or part of this material.        
As indicated in the chart below, quality of improvement activities is assessed on a continuous dimension – from High Quality to Low Quality.  As a general or “global” assessment of improvement activities under each indicator, the rating categories represented by various icons ranging from No Revisions Needed to Start Over…?  can be used to assess overall quality.  
	
	(High Quality Activities…
	(  (  (  (
	( Low Quality Activities…

	
	The “cause-effect” relationship between the activity and the goal is clear – you know how the goal will be impacted as a result of implementing the activity.
	
	There is little or no indication that if the activity was implemented, the goal will be impacted in any meaningful way.  The activity may be considered “good”, but bears little relationship to the intent of the goal.

	Improvement activities reflect district priorities…
	It is clear where the district is dedicating human and other resources.  One understands what improvement activities the district deems most important and will receive the most attention.
	(  (  (  (
	Improvement activities are presented as a “laundry list” – one is unable to discern what should be done first or will be most likely to produce a desired outcome in relation to addressing the goal.

	Improvement activities are actionable…
	Improvement activities include “action steps” detailing what needs to happen when implemented. Action steps can be either expressed or implied, but it is clear that a series of events must occur in order to successfully implement the improvement activity.
	(  (  (  (
	Improvement activities are merely statements of vague intent. Frequently, “buzz words” and jargon give the impression that something will be accomplished (e.g., “Our agency will collaborate with X to strengthen and enhance cooperative relationships and resource sharing initiatives.”), but actually reveal little in the way of actions that will be taken.

	Improvement activities include measures of performance…
	A metric, benchmark, or target is included in the improvement activities. One is able to judge progress quantitatively (percentage, base rate, etc.)
	(  (  (  (
	No numbers or measures of progress of any type are included in the improvement activity. One is uncertain to what extent the improvement activity will contribute toward addressing the goal.


	Improvement activities are realistic…
	Improvement activities are “doable.” It is apparent the improvement activities can—and will—be implemented.
	(  (  (  (
	Even though each individual improvement activity is “doable,” there are too many listed. It is clear that the district has neither the resources nor the capacity to support all of the improvement activities it has generated for the goals.



	Improvement activities include timelines…
	A timeline of when the activity will be implemented is stated or implied.
	(  (  (  (
	No timeline is implied. Vague terms, like “ongoing” and “in the future” are used in place of a timeline.

	Improvement activities include technical assistance needs…
	A specific reference is made about the nature and intensity of technical assistance that will be needed to implement the activity.
	(  (  (  (
	A reference is made to a technical assistance provider, but it is unclear what the assistance will entail. A technical assistance center is mentioned, but with no explanation of outcomes/activities.

	Improvement activities identify responsibility for implementation…
	One knows “who to go to” to discuss overall progress of the implemented improvement activity.
	(  (  (  (
	No individual can be identified for taking responsibility for knowing about the improvement activity. A “group” may be referred to, but no connection can be made with a leader or responsible entity, e.g., “everyone” in the group is responsible, hence no one is responsible.

	Improvement Activities reflect innovation…
	It is clearly apparent that improvement activities were specifically designed to address the goal. One gets the impression of “fresh” and “new” perspectives are being considered to address the goal. The district is willing to take a “risk” because strategies used in the past have not produced positive results.
	(  (  (  (
	The same improvement activities appear year after year, even though there is little evidence they have “worked’ in the past. The same improvement activities are used for multiple goals with little or no consideration of alignment, etc. 




Definitions

1. Admissions and Release Committee (ARC):  A group of individuals who are responsible for developing, reviewing, or revising an Individual Education Program (IEP) for a child with disabilities.  The membership of this committee includes the parent(s), teacher(s) of general education, teacher(s) of special education, representative of the Local Education Agency (LEA) who is qualified to provide or supervise the provision of specially designed instruction, an individual who can interpret the evaluation results, related service provider(s), the child (if appropriate), and others as determined necessary.

2. Annual Performance Report (APR):  A document submitted by the Kentucky Department of Education that reports annual progress toward meeting the state’s twenty State Performance Plan goals.  This report is submitted each February to OSEP.  

3. Compliance:  As defined in 707 KAR 1:002, means the obligations of state or federal requirements are met.

4. Corrective Action Plan (CAP):  As defined in 707 KAR 1:002, means a written improvement plan describing activities and timelines, with persons responsible for implementation, developed to correct identified areas of non-compliance, including directives from the Kentucky Department of Education, specifying actions to fulfill a legal obligation.  
5. Determinations:  A decision made annually by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) at the state level and by the Kentucky Department of Education for local districts after data relevant to the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) indicators have been reviewed.  States and local districts are assigned a determination of one of four categories:  Meets Requirements, Needs Assistance, Needs Intervention and Needs Substantial Intervention.  Sanctions must be invoked for any state or local district that does not Meet Requirements in a given year.

6. District Review Team (DRT):  A Local Educational Agency (LEA) committee that includes parent(s) of children with disabilities (not employed by the district), teacher(s) of general education, teacher(s) of special education, administrators, and others as needed.

7. Dropout:   As per End-of-Year Data Instructions, a special education student reported on the Exiting list who at some point during the 12-month reporting period was enrolled at the start of the reporting period, was not enrolled at the end of the reporting period, and did not exit special education through any of the other bases described.  This includes dropouts, runaways, GED recipients who dropped out of school and then received their GED, students who were expelled, students whose status is unknown, students who moved and are not known to be continuing in another educational program, and other exiters from special education.


8. Eligible Student:  A student evaluated in accordance with 707 KAR 1:300, as meeting the criteria for one or more of the 13 categories of disability, which has an adverse impact on the student’s educational performance and who, as a result, needs special education and related services.
9. Educational Environment:  The physical location where a student with a disability receives educational services in accordance with an IEP.  

10. Kentucky Continuous Monitoring Process (KCMP):  An ongoing self-evaluation process used by local school districts for data collection and analysis, program evaluation and improvement of a district’s special education programs.

11. Local Education Agency (LEA):  A public local board of education or other legally constituted public authority that has either administrative control or direction of public elementary or secondary schools in a district or other political subdivision in the Commonwealth.  This includes the Kentucky School for the Blind (KSB) and the Kentucky School for the Deaf (KSD), as well as any agency that is charged by State statute with the responsibility of providing educational services to children with disabilities.

12. Needs Assessment:  A continuous review and analysis of data by LEAs to determine specific district, school, parent and student needs. 
13. Parent: means:
· A biological or adoptive parent of a child

· A guardian generally authorized to act as the child’s parent, or authorized to make educational decisions for the child, but not the State if the child is a ward of the State

· A person acting in the place of a biological or adoptive parent such as a grandparent, stepparent, or other relative with whom the child lives, or a person who is legally responsible for the child’s welfare

· A foster parent if the biological or adoptive parents’ authority to make educational decisions on the child’s behalf has been extinguished and the foster parent has an ongoing, long-term parental relationship with the child, is willing to make the educational decisions required of parents under 707 Chapter 1, and has no interest that would conflict with the interests of the child

· A foster parent if the biological or adoptive parents grant authority in writing for the foster parent to make educational decisions on the child’s behalf, and the foster parent is willing to make educational decisions required of parents under 707 Chapter 1, and has no interest that would conflict with the interests of the child

· A surrogate parent who has been appointed in accordance with 707 KAR 1:340.  
14. Part B:  The section of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that funds educational services for children with disabilities  ages three through twenty (3-20) and sets forth the legal obligations of LEAs under the act.  

15. Part C:  The section of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that funds early intervention services to infants and toddlers, from birth to three years old and sets forth the legal obligations for serving these students.  In Kentucky, the agency responsible for implementation of Part C is First Steps.


16. Sanctions:  Actions taken by the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) in response to a LEA’s failure to comply with requirements in IDEA as set forth in state and federal laws and administrative regulations related to the process for making Determinations and 707 KAR 1:380, Section 4.  Examples of sanctions may include technical assistance, consultation, redirection of or withholding of funds in part or in whole or more severe actions as needed.

17. Section 618 Data:  Data required by OSEP from each state and district as required by Section 618 of the IDEA.  This information is reported by the district to KDE annually on Tables 1 through 5 and are submitted either on the December 1 Child Count or End-of-Year Report.  Additional Section 618 data collected by the state through other means include data on assessment, complaints and hearings.

18. Stakeholders:  People who have a vital interest in programs for children with disabilities.  This includes parents, both general and special education teachers, related services providers, and administrators.  To the extent appropriate, students with disabilities, higher education representatives and community members should be a part of this group.

19. State Performance Plan (SPP):  A six-year plan enacted by Congress that requires each state to collect data and set targets for twenty indicators established by OSEP.  The KCMP is used to support the state in the achievement and/or maintenance of the state’s performance on these targets.  Progress on the State Performance Plan is tracked through an Annual Performance Report submitted to OSEP each February.  The State Performance Plan is available on the KDE website.

20. Target:  The expected level of performance as determined by the State Performance Plan.
21. Triangulation:  Use of several methods or types of data to further validate research outcomes and results.  
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Acronyms
1. APR
  Annual Performance Report

2. ARC
  Admissions and Release Committee 

3. CAP
  Corrective Action Plan

4. CDIP
  Comprehensive District Improvement Plan

5. CSIP
  Comprehensive School Improvement Plan

6. CTBS
  Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

7. DLS
  Division of Learning Services

8. DEIC
  District Early Intervention Committee

9. DRT
  District Review Team

10. DPP
  Director of Pupil Personnel

11. FAPE
  Free Appropriate Public Education

12. IDEA
  Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

13. IEP
  
  Individual Education Program

14. ILP/IGP
  Individual Learning Plan/Individual Graduation Plan

15. KAR
  Kentucky Administrative Regulations
16. KCCT
  Kentucky Core Content Test

17. KDE
  Kentucky Department of Education

18. KECCAG
  Kentucky’s Early Childhood Continuous Assessment Guide

19. KECTP        Kentucky Early Childhood Transition Project

20. KISTS
  Kentucky In-School Transition Survey

21. KSB
  Kentucky School for the Blind

22. KSD
  Kentucky School for the Deaf

23. LEA
  Local Education Agency

24. LRE
  Least Restrictive Environment

25. NCLB
  No Child Left Behind

26. OSEP
  Office of Special Education Programs (federal)

27. SEA
  State Education Agency

28. SPP
  State Performance Plan

29. YOYO
  Youth One-Year-Out Survey
Indicators At-a-Glance
Note:  Indicators shaded in gray will not be reported by districts in the KCMP Monitoring Document at the present time.  Orange indicators are reported in the fall reporting period.  Blue are reported in the winter reporting period.  And, green are reported in the spring reporting period.  Compliance indicators are italicized.  
	Indicator 1
	Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high

school with a regular diploma
	Completed during 

Jan-Feb reporting period

	Indicator 2
	Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school
	

	Indicator 3

	A:  Percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup
	Completed during 

Sept-Nov reporting period

	
	B:  Participation rate for children with IEPs 
	

	
	C:  Proficiency rate for children with IEPs 
	

	Indicator  4
	A:  Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year
	Completed during 

Jan-Feb reporting period

	
	B:  Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race and ethnicity
	Report at later date.

	Indicator 5
	Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21

A. Removed from regular class less than 21% of the day.

B. Removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day; or

C. Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements
	Completed during 

Sept.-Nov reporting period



	Indicator 6
	Percent of preschool children with IEPs who receive special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers (i.e., early childhood settings, home, and part-time early childhood/part-time early childhood special education settings)
	Report at later date

	Indicator 7
	Percent of preschool children with IEPs who

demonstrate improved:   

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

	Report at later date

	Indicator 8
	Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities

	Completed during 

April-May reporting period

	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
	Completed during

Sept-Nov reporting period

	Indicator 10
	Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Completed during

Sept-Nov reporting period

	Indicator 11
	Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 days (or state established timelines)
	Completed during

Sept-Nov reporting period

	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
	Completed during

Sept-Nov reporting period

	Indicator 13
	Percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the postsecondary goals
	Completed during

Jan-Feb reporting period

	Indicator 14
	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
	Completed during

Jan-Feb reporting period

	Indicator 15
	General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints and hearings.) corrects non-compliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification
	Completed during

All reporting periods

	Indicator 16
	Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60 day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint
	State general supervision responsibility

	Indicator 17
	Percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated within the 45 day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party
	State general supervision responsibility

	Indicator 18
	Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements
	State general supervision responsibility

	Indicator 19
	Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements
	State general supervision responsibility

	Indicator 20
	State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate.
	Completed during

April-May reporting period
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2010-2011 Changes to KCMP

Data 
Data for Indicators 5, 9/10, 11 and 12 will be pre-populated into the KCMP Self-Assessment document.  Data for Indicator 3 will come from the district NCLB report that is scheduled for release in late September 2010.  
Correction of Non-compliance

Indicator 15, Correction of Non-compliance, was reviewed one time last year and was focused on the district’s systemic practices for identifying and correcting non-compliances.  This year, the district will identify areas of non-compliance that have not yet been cited by KDE and will document the district’s activities to immediately correct them.
Indicator 3

Achievement for students with disabilities will be reviewed during the fall reporting period at the same time that districts across the state are receiving and analyzing their achievement data.  The KCMP asks districts to document how special education was included in district-wide analysis of achievement data.  Another key function is to identify root causes that have been determined to contribute to the overall district performance and specifically to students with disabilities.
Description of Previous Activities and Effectiveness

 The section for the explanation of the root cause has been removed and has been replaced with a question asking the district to review the activities that have been previously implemented and to evaluate their effectiveness.  Activities that have been determined to be yielding the desired effect may be continued while activities that have not been effective should be discontinued and replaced with other activities that are more likely to address the identified root cause.
Correction of Non-Compliance
It is important for the district to continually review its data and the procedures and practices that contribute to its performance in order to identify and immediately begin to address any non-compliances that are discovered.  Page 3 of the District Self-Assessment Document is where the district should record any non-compliances it has discovered on compliance indicators 11 (Evaluation Timelines), 12 (Preschool Transition), and 13 (Secondary Transition) and document the steps it is taking to correct those non-compliances.
1.)  First, identify whether the district is compliant or noncompliant on Indicators 11, 12, and 13 based on most recent data.  For indicator 11 and 12, use the data that is pre-populated into the KCMP Self-Assessment document.  For indicator 13, look at the Ind 11 and 13 Data Collection Form that was submitted to KDE in May of 2010.  

2.) In the large box on page 3, describe the steps the district is taking to immediately correct any identified non-compliances.  

3.) It is not necessary to address non-compliances for which the district has a current Corrective Action Plan since quarterly reports are being submitted.  
Investigative Questions 

Following are investigative questions that may help guide the district through a root cause analysis of the problem that caused the non-compliance.  It is not required that the district respond to each of these questions in the self-assessment document; however, it is important that the district review team carefully analyze any non-compliance and the procedures and practices that may have caused it so that they can identify the appropriate activities to correct  the problem.

General Questions:

· For each of the three compliance indicators (Indicators 11 through 13):

· Has there been progress or slippage since the last report?  

· What have been the trends in the past four years?

· Where is it going well and where is it not going well? 

Depending on the compliance indicator(s) being reviewed, the district may be able to disaggregate the data and answer the following questions:   

· Identify existing patterns for the following:

· Schools - What is common to schools where it is going well and not so well?

· If there are schools that have corrected their non-compliance, what activities have been successful at correcting the non-compliance?  Can the activity be duplicated at the schools that are not compliant?

· Teachers - What is the experience and training of the teacher in schools where it is going well and not so well?  In cases where compliance is an issue, is the teacher temporarily or provisionally certified, emergency certified, or do they have a probationary certificate?

· Professional development - Are there commonalities in teacher pre-service, in-service, or other professional development?  Are staff who are entering the data appropriately trained?

· School levels, i.e., primary versus secondary

· Parent involvement at the school level 

· Degree of co-op involvement or involvement of other technical assistance providers

· Staffing – Have there been administrator changes, central office changes, changes with data entry staff, or teacher retirement?

· Have DoSEs in the co-op region that have corrected their non-compliance for the specific indicator been consulted?  To what do they attribute their district’s success?  Are there similarities between the two districts’ situations?

Regarding Policies, Procedures and Practices:

· Has the district reviewed its policies, procedures and practices? 
· If the district’s policies, procedures and practices are not in compliance with IDEA, or if they need additional detail to address the indicator non-compliance, have they been amended?

· Does the district have a policy and procedure or practice for correcting non-compliance within one year, including:

· Is there an action plan in place for correction of non-compliance which lists the activity, who is responsible and the activity timeline?

· Was the action plan implemented fully and correctly? 

· Are staff designated to make sure the activities are completed? 

· Is there a system in place to check progress on compliance indicator activities throughout the year? 

· Are reviews of the action plan held with key staff throughout the year?

Regarding Data:

· Are data for the compliance indicators reviewed on an ongoing basis throughout the year?  
· If non-compliance is found during the data review, is it immediately corrected? 
· If the indicator non-compliance has not been corrected within a year, has the district reviewed the data and, if needed, revised the root cause analysis?
· Does the district have a process for ensuring that IDEA data are entered correctly?

Regarding Professional Development:

· Has professional development been provided that addresses both the specific noncompliant indicator and the requirement that the non-compliance be corrected within one year of identification?

· Have staff collecting the data received training on properly using the Compliance Record Review form?  

· Have staff received training regarding the connection between compliance indicators, the district’s Determination and accompanying sanctions?

· Have staff entering the data received appropriate training?

Regarding Administrative Issues:

· Does the DoSE have the authority to require correction of the non-compliance?  If not, will the superintendent assert his or her supervisory authority if needed, to ensure that the necessary corrections be made?
Potential Resources 
· Kentucky’s Annual Performance Report, Indicator 15 beginning on page 66

Indicator 3

State Target:  
	
	Literacy
	Math

	Participation Rate
	100%
	100%

	Proficiency Rate
	40.02%
	43.00%


Data Source:   District wide NCLB AYP Report for 2009

General Information 
Data for Indicator 3 will become available in late September of 2010.  This indicator is included in the fall reporting period so that districts can analyze their achievement data for the KCMP at the same time that they are reviewing their district achievement data for all students.  It is expected that representatives from special education will be involved in district data reviews and that data for students with disabilities will be included in discussions of data for all students.
The Self-Assessment document for indicator 3 includes space for data analysis.  Investigative questions listed below may assist the district in analyzing the data and determining root causes.  It is not expected that all of the questions be considered but, as achievement is a complex issue, many investigative questions are provided and the district may choose which they will use as their focus.  For example, if the district identifies their strategies of dealing with individual students as an area of concern, they may choose to focus just on the investigative questions for that area.  It is suggested that investigative questions be sent to district review team members prior to the meeting so that they will have time to consider them prior to providing input.
After the data analysis, the Self-Assessment document provides space for the district to describe the process it used for analyzing achievement data including how special education issues were considered and conclusions that were drawn related to root causes for district performance.  The intent is that special education personnel are at the table when the district conducts their district-wide analysis of data and that special education is considered at the same time that general education issues are considered.
The state target for 3B, participation rate, is 100%.  If a district meets that target, there is no need for further action.  If the district had less than 100% participation rate, they should determine the reason students did not participate in the assessment and develop a plan for 100% participation next year.

Instructions for entering data for Indicator 3B (Participation) on the KCMP Self-Assessment Document
(Note:  Screen shots are using the 2009 NCLB report.  Districts should use the 2010 reports when they are made public the end of September.)
1. Source is the district’s NCLB Report for 2010.  This document can be downloaded in PDF format at the link below.  Make sure you select the file for your district.
http://applications.education.ky.gov/ktr/default.aspx
2. Data for reading is located on page 3 of this report while math is located on page 4.  The tables for both reading and math are the same with respect to layout and design, only the data is different.
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Instructions for entering data for Indicator 3C (Proficient) on the KCMP Self-Assessment Document:

(Note:  Screen shots are using the 2009 NCLB report.  Districts should use the 2010 reports when they are made public the end of September.)

1. Source is the district’s NCLB Report for 2010.  This document can be downloaded in PDF format at the link below.  Make sure you select the file for your district.
http://applications.education.ky.gov/ktr/default.aspx
2. Data for reading is located on page 3 of this report while math is located on page 4.  The tables for both reading and math are the same with respect to layout and design, only the data is different.
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The table immediately below is the highlighted section of the table above and reports the percent of students who scored proficient or above.  On page 3 of the district wide NCLB Report, the last cell in this column is to be reported as the Percent Reading. On page 4, of the report, that cell is to be reported as the percent in Math scoring Proficient or above.
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Investigative Questions

General Questions
· Has the district met the state APR target this year?

· Has there been progress or slippage in AYP data since last year?

· What have been the AYP trends been in the last four years (up or down trend line)?

· Where is it going well and where is it not going well? District strengths and     concerns?

· What patterns are there? 

· Are there patterns with:

· Schools

· Teachers

· School levels (i.e., elementary versus secondary)

· Degree of co-op involvement

· Staffing (i.e., administrator changes, central office changes, teacher retirement)

· Low expectations for students with disabilities
Specific Questions

· What does novice reduction data look like?

· Is the district or school tracking assessment trend line data on students with disabilities and nondisabled students from year to year?

· Is assessment data for this indicator representative of the participation and performance levels in your region?

· Has the district or school analyzed assessment data based on where students with disabilities receive services (i.e., collaborative classroom, resource, self contained etc.)?

Regarding Core Content

· Access to Core Content

· Do all students have access to the core content and higher levels of instructional practices?

· Is there a focus on evidence-based interventions?

· Is your district implementing a system of Response to Intervention?

· Are teachers knowledgeable of the five components of reading and how they interrelate? How do you know?

· Do students receive high quality, evidence-based writing instruction? How do you know?

· Do students receive high quality, evidence-based math instruction? How do you know?

· Do all collaborative and resource classes have the same high level of instruction and higher order thinking skills as non collaborative classes?  

· Does the district have a plan for evaluating the fidelity of core content implementation?

· How is the fidelity of implementation of research-based programs assessed?

· Who assesses the fidelity of implementation?

· How often if program fidelity assessed?

Regarding Assessment

· How does the district ensure content being taught is aligned to core content?

· Do principals ever collect classroom assessments for review?

· Do school administrators use the data to help teachers meet the needs of students (e.g., staff development, change curriculum, professional growth plans)?

· Is feedback on classroom assessments given to individual teachers?

Regarding Instructional Practices

· How is individual student progress monitored?  How frequently? 

· Are the strongest teachers with the weakest students?  

· Has the district or school identified those students (by individual student not group) within your district and schools who are not meeting benchmarks or NCLB targets?  

· How do teachers vary instructional practices based on individual student need and ongoing progress monitoring?

· Which instructional strategies do teachers use systematically with all students?

· Which research-based intervention strategies or programs do teachers use with targeted students?

· How do teachers use data to vary their instructional practices?

· When there is a discrepancy between a student and peers, are students provided targeted instructional supports?
· Does the district engage in practices of tracking students by ability level? 
· Are all lower students tracked into the same classroom or classes throughout the day? Why?
·  Do teachers or staff have lower expectations for some students and instruct them differently?

Regarding Monitoring and Expectations

· Does district and school leadership know students who are not meeting benchmark or NCLB goals by name?

· Does district and school leadership monitor to ensure all teachers can identify students who are not meeting benchmark or NCLB goals by name?

·  Does district or school leadership monitor classroom instructional practices to ensure teachers are varying strategies based on individual student need? 

· To what degree have teachers received training on implementation of selected research-based instructional practices?

· Do teachers receive feedback on general principles of effective instruction such as high rates of engagement, frequent positive feedback, immediate error correction, opportunities for students to make active responses, etc?

· Does the district have a coaching process in place to determine the extent to which teachers  demonstrate effective instructional practices

· Does district and school leadership determine PD based on assessment data? 

· To what degree have teachers received training on applicable research-based curricular programs?

· Has ongoing professional development addressed the problem areas?

· What other types of PD follow-up activities are implemented?

· Is comprehensive and on-going professional development in curriculum, instruction, measurement, and problem solving offered to staff as part of a continuous improvement process?

Regarding Individual Students

· Does the district or school identify struggling students?

· What criteria are used to determine if a student is struggling? 

· What is different about the way you teach students who have been identified as struggling?

· Are the likely 'root causes' of the student's academic or behavioral difficulties (e.g., skill deficit, lack of motivation) determined and intervention strategies chosen that logically address those root causes.

· Does the district or school identify areas where students are weak?  Does the district or school identify student errors on the KCCT?

· Does the district or school identify students who are almost to apprentice, almost to proficient, or almost to distinguished so they give them the little extra they need to move up in performance level?

· Are data analyzed at the student level to inform decision-making, etc. 
· What does leadership do with this information?

· Are resources allocated to instructional staff based on student needs documented by progress monitoring data (e.g. staff with more needs have more resources).

· What are teachers expected to do with the information?

· Do grade level teaching teams meet to discuss student progress and instructional changes on a systematic basis?

Indicator 5

09-10 State Targets:  A. 64.5% or more



       
 B. 11.1% or less



       
 C. 2.05% or less
Data Source:  Section 618 Data (December 1, 2009 Child Count of Children and Youth with Disabilities)
Investigative Questions
General Questions
· Has there been progress or slippage since the last report?  

· What have the trends been in the past four years?

· Where is it going well and where is it not going well?

· What is common to schools where it is going well and not so well?

·  What patterns are there?  (Use Indicator specific investigative questions)

· Are there patterns with:

· schools 

· teachers (teacher pre-service, in-service, other professional development)

· school levels, i.e., primary versus secondary

· parent involvement at the school level 

· degree of co-op involvement

· staffing  (administrator changes, central office changes, teacher retirement)
Specific Questions

· Are appropriate modifications being provided in the general education classroom?
· Has the district examined and, as needed, revised LRE determination policies, procedures and practices?
· Have contributing factors that may lead to inappropriate LRE placement been identified?
· What resources are in place for schools, teachers and other staff pertaining to LRE decisions?  What resources are needed?
· Are there geographical differences in the LRE data patterns within the school district?
· What differences exist in the LRE data pattern for disability categories, gender, grades and race/ethnicity?
· Have staff been adequately trained in how to accurately document LRE so that data are accurate?
· Are records regularly reviewed to ensure accurate documentation of LRE?
· Is regular class always considered as the first placement option?
· Is a full continuum of placement options available in the district?
· Is there a fully-functioning Response to Intervention system?
· Are general education teachers able to differentiate instruction and provide accommodations so that students with disabilities can be successful in the regular classroom?
Regarding Policy and Funding

· Are there any local regulations or policies in place that promote the use of separate schools/facilities?
· What local policies promote inclusion?

· What local funding formulas promote the use of separate schools/classes/facilities?

· Are there special school or district projects targeted to address LRE in the district or specific problem schools?

· What is the result of the implementation of these special projects?

Regarding Monitoring and Quality Assurance
· Is the district monitoring LRE procedures throughout the year?
· What are the enforcement actions taken by the district for findings of not following LRE procedures?

· What are district and school staff learning about LRE and inclusion in their in-service programs?  How does the district determine the effectiveness of these programs?

· How does the district address professional development regarding the following:

· Access to the general education curriculum,

· Differentiated instruction,

· Flexible learning environments, and

· Universal design for learning?

· What collaboration exists within the district for having common goals and strategies for LRE?

· What projects that promote inclusion have been implemented?  What data are available on whether these projects resulted in the implementation of the intended practices?

· How has the district implemented policies and practices related to the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard (NIMAS)?

Regarding Standards and Curriculum

· Is the district developing standards’ based IEPs?

· How have the state’s content standards been integrated into curriculum and how are these standards reflected in district assessments?

· How does the curriculum promote the use of strategies related to access to the general education curriculum, such as universal design for learning and differentiated instruction?

Regarding Parent and Family Involvement
· How does the district invite and inform parents and families about LRE practices at the district, school, and individual levels?

· How do parents and families participate in monitoring and improvement activities around LRE and access to the general education curriculum?

· What mechanisms are in place at the district and school levels to promote communication and participation of a broad and diverse group of parents and families?

· How is parent participation in the ARC and placement decision facilitated?  Is this facilitation working to engage parents?  Why or why not?
Potential Resources for Completing KCMP Self-Assessment:
· Center for Innovation and Instruction for Diverse Learners (CIDL)
· Kentucky’s Annual Performance Report – Page 29
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Indicators 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.  (State performance for 08-09: 1.14% of districts disproportionate – 1 district)
09-10 State Target:  0% 
Indicator 10: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.  (State performance for 08-09: 4.55% of districts disproportionate – 8 districts)
09-10 State Target:  0%
Data Source:  Section 618 Data (December 1, 2009 Child Count of Children and Youth With Disabilities of Children and Youth With Disabilities); District Growth Factor Reports
General Information
Based on statutory language of the 2004 Individuals with Disabilities Act [34 CFR §300.600 (d) (3), states are required to review the Local Education Agencies (districts) in the state to determine the extent to which the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education is the result of inappropriate identification.  The Kentucky Department of Education identifies districts for review through the annual collection and examination of data.  

Compliance status for districts that meet the “n” size will be determined through a desk audit or on-site visit and will be made based on all available data including eligibility record reviews of students within the race/ethnic groups and disability categories indicated as area(s) of concern.
	Identification of Disproportionate Representation and Significant Disproportionality


In Kentucky, a district has disproportionate representation when the following criteria are met:

· At least 50 students are enrolled in the district of a particular race/ethnicity (i.e. White, African-American, Hispanic, Asian or Native American)

· For Indicator 9 at least 10 students of that particular race ethnicity must be identified for special education services

· For Indicator 10 at least 10 students of that particular race ethnicity must be identified for special education services within a specified disability category (i.e., MMD/FMD, EBD, OHI, SL, SLD,  Autism and DD)
Any district meeting these criteria for any race/ethnicity must follow these reporting requirements.

	Level
	Designation
	Risk Ratio
	Reporting Requirements

	0
	Not at Risk
	>1.5 and/or district does not meet minimum size requirements
	District completes Indicator 9 and Indicator 10 on KCMP and submits activities for improvement or maintenance.



	1
	At Risk
	1.50 – 1.99
	

	2
	Disproportionate Representation
	2.0 – 2.99
	Districts meeting “n” size:

District completes Indicator 9 and Indicator 10 on KCMP and submits improvement activities.  Districts currently under a CAP for Indicator 9 or 10 should not develop separate improvement activities, but should reference the CAP activities in the KCMP.

KDE makes determination of compliance based on review of student files and other available data.

Districts not meeting “n” size:
Follow reporting requirements outlined for Levels 0 and 1.

	3
	Significant Disproportionality
	3.00 - 3.99
	

	4
	Most Significant Disproportionality
	4.0 or higher
	


	Notes:

· Districts that are at Level 2 or higher as outlined in the criteria set by Kentucky’s State Performance Plan Indicators 9 and 10 as shown in the chart above must conduct a systemic review of district practices, policies and procedures.  Careful completion of the KCMP Document for Indicators 9/10 will meet this requirement.
· Districts currently under a corrective action plan related to identified non-compliance for Indicators 9 or 10 should reference the district’s corrective action plan instead of developing separate KCMP improvement activities.

· The issue of expending 15% of IDEA B funds for Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS) is outside the realm of KCMP and will be addressed through other means.




Investigative Questions

General Questions: 

· Has there been progress or slippage since the last report?  

· What have the trends been in the past four years?

· Where is it going well and where is it not going well?

· What is common to schools where it is going well and not so well?

·  What patterns are there?  (Use Indicator specific investigative questions)

· Are there patterns with:

· schools 

· teachers (teacher pre-service, in-service, other professional development)

· school levels, i.e., primary versus secondary

· parent involvement at the school level 

· degree of co-op involvement

· staffing  (administrator changes, central office changes, teacher retirement)
Specific Questions 
· Does the district provide technical assistance and professional development to schools that appear to be over-referring and/or inappropriately identifying students for special education?  What does this look like?  How is follow-up provided?
· Has the district developed a comprehensive testing process requiring multiple measures, including formal testing, observation, and family/teacher input?  Does the district ensure that ARCs carefully review and triangulate all available data before determining eligibility?
· Has the district examined its assessment instruments with regard to the reliability of each assessment for specific racial/ethnic groups?  Was this examination broader than merely reading the documentation provided by the publisher?
· Has the district developed a comprehensive system for response to intervention (RTI), utilizing family and community input in the development of these intervention options?
· Is ongoing professional development and support offered to school staff to maximize the utilization and effectiveness of the interventions?  How does the district ensure follow up occurs?
· Are data collected and analyzed related to the impact of interventions?  If so, how?
· Does the district provide ongoing supported professional development and coaching for teachers, and provide resources for in-classroom supports to ensure implementation of differentiated instruction and alignment with grade level content?
· Does analysis of data show improvements in LRE, accommodation and performance data for students with disabilities? If not, what are possible reasons? 
· Does the district use data to continuously monitor and provide technical assistance and professional development to schools not meeting the established procedures for location, referral and identification of students aged 3 to 21 who may be disabled?  If so, what does this look like?
Potential Resources for completing KCMP Self-Assessment:

· National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (NCCRESt)
· IDEAdata.org
· Kentucky’s Annual Performance Report, Indicators 9 and 10 – Beginning on page 37
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 Indicator 11

Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60 school days 
09-10 State Targets:  100%
Data Source:  District Generated Record Reviews via Indicator 11 and 13 Data Report 
General Information
· Districts should make every possible effort to begin and conclude the evaluation process early enough within the 60 school day timeframe to allow the district more flexibility in being able to make multiple attempts (more than 2) to invite the parent to attend or participate by alternate means in the eligibility determination ARC.  If the district does this and the parent cannot or will not attend the ARC may be held, eligibility determined and an IEP written in order to meet the 60 school day requirement.  The IEP cannot be implemented until parental consent is obtained.
· The 60 school day timeline does not apply if the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation.  However, the district should maintain documentation of those dates when the parent did not produce the child to the evaluation setting.  
· In the case where a student who began the evaluation process in another district moves into the district, the district is ultimately responsible for meeting the timeline.  However, in cases where the parent agrees in writing, the timeline may be extended for up to 60 school days (by a specified date) to allow the district time to complete the evaluation and determine eligibility.
The 60 school day timeline does not supersede the requirement for preschoolers transitioning from Part C to have an IEP in place by their third birthday as specified in Indicator 12.  
Investigative Questions 
General Questions:

· Has the district met the state APR target this year?

· Has there been progress or slippage since the last report?  

· What have the trends been in the past four years?

· Where is it going well and where is it not going well?

· What is common to schools where it is going well and not so well?

·  What patterns are there?  (Use Indicator specific investigative questions)

· Are there patterns with:

· schools 

· teachers (teacher pre-service, in-service, other professional development)

· school levels, i.e., primary versus secondary

· parent involvement at the school level 

· degree of co-op involvement

· staffing  (administrator changes, central office changes, teacher retirement)

Regarding Compliance:

· In cases where the district failed to meet the 60 school day timeline, have all affected students since had their evaluations completed and eligibility determined even if it is beyond timelines? 
· Are evaluations begun and completed early enough, so the district may give timely notice of the eligibility meeting to the parents, and allow adequate time to reschedule the meeting if needed, for the parents to attend?  

· If multiple attempts are made and the district has provided alternate dates or methods of participation and the parent cannot or does not attend/participate, does the ARC meet and make an eligibility decision and develop an IEP within the 60 school day timeline?

Note:  The IEP cannot be implemented until the parent gives consent for services. 

· Does the district verify the evaluation tracking system data with due process folder reviews to ensure accuracy?
·  If the use of contractual services is the cause of non-compliance, are safeguards included within the contract to ensure the evaluation is conducted in a timely manner?
Regarding the Evaluation Process:

· Is responsibility for the evaluation process assumed by the entire staff or just the school psychologist(s)?
· Is there an evaluation tracking system?  What does this look like?
· Are there specific components of the evaluation that consistently hold up or delay the evaluation process?  
· Has the district taken steps to address systemic issues?
· Is there a process outlining specific due dates for each evaluation component to ensure the entire process (including determination of eligibility) is completed within 60 school days?

Potential Resources for completing KCMP Reporting Instrument:

· Infinite Campus
· Kentucky's Annual Performance Report, Indicator 11 beginning on page 50
 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.  

09-10 State Target:  100%

Data Source:  2009-2010 Preschool Performance Report

General Information
· The 60 school day timeline described in Indicator 11 does not supersede the requirement that an IEP be developed by the 3rd birthday for children transitioning from Part C to Part B.
Investigative Questions 

General Questions:

· Has the district met the state APR goal?

· Has there been progress or slippage since the last report?

· What have been the trends for the past four years?

· Where is it going well and where is it not going well?

· What patterns are there?  (Use Indicator specific investigative questions)

· Are there patterns with: 

· Schools

· Teachers

· School levels

· Parent involvement

· Degree of co-op/RTC involvement

· Staffing

· Are there any relationships when data are disaggregated?

Regarding Compliance:

· If the district has met the state target, what policies, practices and/or procedures contribute to this success?

· If the district has not met the state target, what policies, practices and/or procedures interfere with the district’s efforts to meet the target?

· How does the district ensure that transition data are valid and reliable?

· What resources has the district used to support their efforts to meet the state target?

Regarding the Transition Process:

· How does the district participate in a collaborative, interagency process with First Steps representatives?  How does the district regularly communicate with First Steps?

· How does the district use the identifying information provided by KDE to assist in the tracking of students who may be transitioning to preschool?

· Based on a review of child records, including those where the IEP is not developed by the child’s third birthday:  

· How many days following referral was parental consent obtained for evaluation?  

· How many days from parent consent until the evaluation was completed?

· How many days from completion of the evaluation was eligibility determined?

· How many days from eligibility determination was the IEP completed?

· What percent of the delays are related to parents not providing consent for the evaluation?

· What percent of the delays are related to not completing evaluations in a timely manner?  What are the reasons for those delays?
· What does the feedback from transition items on parent surveys indicate?
Potential Resources for completing KCMP Reporting Instrument:

· Kentucky’s Annual Performance Report, Indicator 12 beginning on page 52
· Transition One Stop
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Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21:


Removed from regular class less than 21% of the day


Removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day, or


Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or     homebound or hospital placements








Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments: 


NA.  This is a state level indicator


Participation rate for children with IEPs.


Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified, and alternate academic achievement standards.
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KCMP Instruction Manual 

Indicators 3, 5, 9/10, 11 and 12
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