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Introduction

The Individuals with Disabilities Education act (IDEA) of 2004 established a requirement that all states develop and submit to the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) a performance plan designed to move the state from its current level of compliance with the statutory and regulatory requirements of the law and to improve the educational and functional outcomes for children with disabilities.  The state plan must encompass baseline data (where available), projected targets, and activities to achieve those targets for twenty indicators that are included in this plan.  The state is required to submit an Annual Performance Report (APR) in the years following the submission of this six-year state performance plan in order to inform OSEP and our stakeholders in Wyoming on the progress toward meeting those targets.  This document fulfills the first step of that process - the State Performance Plan for Special Education in Wyoming.
Overview of the State Performance Plan Development

Wyoming’s Broad Stakeholder Input 

The Wyoming Department of Education (WDE) gathered and analyzed three-year trend data for the development of the State Performance Plan first using internal teams comprised of staff from the Special Programs Unit.  The broad stakeholder involvement began with the dissemination of the indicators and trend data to the following groups:  Local special education directors, staff and parents; the Wyoming Advisory Panel for Students with Disabilities; the Wyoming Transition Council; members of the Wyoming Chapter of the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), and special education teachers and related service providers from across the State of Wyoming.  The first group of stakeholders, including members of the Wyoming Association of Special Education Administrators (WASEA), met with staff from WDE in May 2005 to review the requirements of the State Performance Plan as included in IDEA 2004.  Each of the twenty indicators was reviewed with this group of local special education directors, and input was received and noted.  The WDE Special Programs Unit met with the local special education directors again during the WASEA fall meeting in September 2005 to review the SPP indicators including baseline data in order to obtain input for targets and improvement activities.  The State Advisory Panel reviewed the plan’s indicators along with the initial data provided by the Special Programs Unit once in the spring and again in the fall of 2005 in an intensive two-day meeting facilitated by Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center.  This group carefully considered the baseline data, three-year trend data, and provided invaluable input for the targets and improvement activities for all twenty indicators.  The same information was shared by the WDE Special Programs Unit during the fall meeting of the Wyoming Chapter of CEC meeting which included over 200 special education teachers, related service providers, general education teachers, district administrators, Protection and Advocacy, and parent advocates.  Many questions were entertained and feedback provided by the group.  The Wyoming Transition Council which includes members from local districts, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR), community college and University of Wyoming staff, and personnel from Residential Treatment and Juvenile Detention Centers, gave input at their fall meeting particularly to indicators 13 and 14 regarding transition and post school outcomes.  Indicators 13 and 14 were also reviewed with the Wyoming Vocational Rehabilitation Council for their feedback concerning transition for students with disabilities.  The advisory group WyPAT, which includes stakeholders who provide direction for the Wyoming State Improvement Grant activities, also gave input to WDE concerning the targets and improvement activities for all of the indicators included in the State Performance Plan.  

The Intermediate Education Unit and lead agency for Part B 619 Services in Wyoming is the Developmental Disabilities Division (DDD) which is housed within the Wyoming Department of Health.  The Early Intervention and Education Program (EIEP), under the direction of the DDD is responsible for providing special education and related services to preschool children ages three through five in regional centers across the State of Wyoming.  The DDD worked with additional stakeholders specifically around indicators six through eight, twelve and the indicators pertinent to monitoring and accountability.  Those stakeholder groups included the State Early Intervention Council (EIC) and directors and families members from each of the fourteen regional Preschool Development Centers.  The EIC membership includes parents who have young children with special needs, directors from the CDCs, service providers from the CDCs, state legislators, staff from higher education, Parent Information Center (Wyoming’s PTI) consultants, representatives from both the Wyoming Departments of Education and Health, preschool providers, and other key community representatives.  The DDD also worked with NECTAC and ECO staff to provide technical assistance and SPP training to the Early Intervention Council.  Directors, staff and parents from the CDCs were also included as critical stakeholders in the development of measurable and rigorous targets and improvement activities for the indicators specific to preschool children with disabilities throughout the development of Wyoming’s State Performance Plan.  

After developing a draft of the State Performance Plan, the WDE assembled a work group to provide input on the indicators and targets.  This group was comprised of stakeholders from WASEA, the State Advisory Panel, the Wyoming Federation of Families for Children’s Mental Health (UPLIFT), staff from the DDD and the EIC, staff from the WDE Technology, Careers, and Data Unit, and the Assistant Attorney General for the State of Wyoming.  This meeting was hosted by the WDE staff via our Wyoming Education Network video conferencing system, which allowed for a face-to-face discussion of targets, improvement activities and timelines. Through this kind of stakeholder involvement, WDE was able to set rigorous and measurable targets for each performance indicator. 

WDE used statistically sound practices in determining targets for each indicator carefully accounting for our very small population.  Wyoming is categorized as a frontier state with an exceptionally low population density.  The total population for the state as of the last official census is just under 500,000.  Total public school enrollment for the 2004-2005 school year was 84,164 students, with a corresponding special education Child Count of approximately 12,000 students.  Our largest school district has an enrollment of 12,884 students and the smallest district has an enrollment of 93 students. Fifty percent of Wyoming’s districts are eligible under the Small, Rural School Achievement Program (SRSA).  Wyoming’s population would be considered only marginally diverse.  Three of our smallest school districts are on the Wind River Reservation and have school populations that are 98% Native American, 99% qualifying for free and reduced lunch.  WDE will carefully consider each district’s demographics when annually determining significant discrepancies in their data for children with disabilities.
The initial draft of the State Performance Plan was placed on the WDE website (www.k12.wy.us/sp.asp) in order to elicit further stakeholder input.  All stakeholder input was used to revise the draft and ultimately create the final document for submission to the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs for approval, December 2, 2005.  Within 120 days, Wyoming will receive final approval of the State Performance Plan which will drive special education program accountability in the state for the subsequent six years.  

Wyoming State Performance Plan Dissemination to the Public
Following the submission of the Wyoming State Performance Plan to the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, the WDE Special Programs Unit will post the final version of the SPP on the WDE website and will alert constituency groups via existing list serves of that posting.  Hard copies of the SPP will also be provided to the LEAs and the DDD along with any individuals making a request for a copy.  Hard copies will also be made available for public review at the Wyoming Department of Education, Special Programs Unit offices in Riverton and Cheyenne.  Public notice about the availability of the Wyoming SPP will be made in a press release to major Wyoming newspapers, radio and television stations through the reporting process at the Wyoming Department of Education.  These same constituents will be apprised of any changes that become necessary to the SPP pending OSEP’s final approval.  In addition, the SPP will be sent to each county library to enhance accessibility to the general public.  WDE will work with the Parent Information Center to facilitate getting out pertinent information to parents of students with disabilities across the state.  Parents of students with disabilities will also be contacted via the University of Wyoming’s Wyoming Institute for Disabilities (WIND) with information about how to access the SPP either electronically or in hard copy; including parents whose children attend a Child Development Center.  Copies of the SPP document will also be shared with collaborative teams and parents during monitoring visits by the WDE Special Programs Unit.

Annual Report to the Public Regarding the Measurable and Rigorous Targets

In accordance with 20 U.S.C. 1416(b)(C)(ii), the WDE will report annually to the public on the performance of each local educational agency and intermediate education unit on the targets in the State Performance Plan.  The WDE Special Programs Unit will report annually using the Annual Performance Report and individual LEA/IEU reports as a vehicle to determine progress toward the established targets.  The Special Programs Unit will collaborate with the Technology, Careers, and Data Unit to develop the mechanisms needed to accomplish this reporting task.  A member of the Special Programs Unit sits on the advisory committee for the State Data Advisory Group.  The annual reports will be reviewed by the WDE and the DDD as part of the Focused Monitoring process to determine the need for technical assistance and professional development to better meet the identified needs and academic outcomes of children with disabilities.
Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process 

The Wyoming Department of Education’s Special Programs Unit previously conducted compliance monitoring of its 48 local school districts on a five-year rotating cycle. In addition, an audit of the Intermediate Education Unit (IEU) was completed annually which included monitoring visits to their 619 sub-contractors (CDCs). The previous cycle began during the 1999-2000 school year and ended in the spring of the 2004-2005.  The new monitoring cycle began during the 2005-2006 school year and was not changed significantly from the previous cycle. At that time, however, the State‘s monitoring system underwent a comprehensive evaluation by an external contractor.  With the results of that evaluation, the system was significantly modified, and data was reviewed to include an annual focused monitoring component around the indicators included in the SPP. 
The previous monitoring process was a comprehensive program review that looked at all of the components of IDEA procedural requirements of general supervision included in 34 CFR §300.600.  The process ensured that the requirements of Part B were carried out and that each educational program for children with disabilities administered within the State were under the general supervision of the WDE Special Programs Unit and met the standards of the WDE.  The 48 local school districts and the Developmental Disabilities Division of the Wyoming Department of Health are included under the definition of local education agency or IEU, Although the 48 districts were monitored on a five-year rotating cycle, the EIEP was monitored each year to ensure that its monitoring process guaranteed a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE) for children with disabilities ages 3-5 in each of the 14 regional Preschool Development Centers. 

Any findings of non-compliance by the WDE required the LEA or IEU develop a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) addressing each area. The QIP included a process for correcting the non-compliance and the timeline of activities ensuring that the non-compliance was corrected within one year.  In alignment with the OSEP’s continuous improvement monitoring process, the following areas were reviewed for each school district’s or IEU’s special education programs: General Supervision, Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment, Parent Involvement, and Secondary Transition. 

Due to the results of the outside evaluation conducted in August 2005 and the current IDEA  requirements for outcome-based compliance monitoring, the WDE Special Programs Unit has undertaken a comprehensive “overhaul” of its monitoring system.
Continuous Improvement & Data-based Focused Monitoring System

The SPP has increased data accountability, and in response, Wyoming designed a comprehensive data-based monitoring system to meet the numerous challenges of a rural state with limited resources.  

The monitoring system framework includes the following components: stable and risk-based self-assessment, on-site targeted and on-site random focused monitoring and IDEA compliance monitoring.  The SPP indicators are used as a guide: each indicator is assigned to at least one of the system components.  Data disaggregation is used as a key problem-identifying tool and as a monitoring and self-monitoring tool to aid in the creation of compliance hypotheses by the WDE. The system is designed to balance all SPP indicators with measurable student outcomes and allows for opportunities to examine all the other IDEA regulations simultaneously. 
The self-assessment component is comprised of two subsets: stable and risk-based. The stable self-assessment is completed annually by all LEAs and IEUs and includes a student file review, transition check list, data accuracy verification, suspension/expulsion data, and out-of-district placement data. The risk-based self assessment is completed by any LEA or IEU whose data fall outside a defined range. This data set includes district AYP status, statewide assessment participation rates, disproportionality and evaluation timelines. Finally, the on-site component is determined with a weighted system using a combination of these indicators: graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment proficiency rate, and least restrictive environment data. Parent survey data and due process complaints also influence the on-site decision.

Using the weighted formula, districts are selected for on-site monitoring from three population categories: small, medium, and large. Districts are ranked annually based on percentages taken from the weighted system. WDE then selects the three lowest performers from each population category for on-site monitoring. In addition to the nine LEAs selected through this process, four additional LEAs, institutions and IEU are randomly selected for on-site monitoring.

Similar to the stakeholder group assembled to develop the SPP, WDE formed a stakeholder group to assist the department in developing its new monitoring system. The stakeholder group includes district staff, parents, advocates, representatives from other state agencies and policy makers. Because this group represents various organizations and views, members provide valuable perspectives to this process. The stakeholder group assists the State in identifying priority indicators used in selecting districts for on-site monitoring, selecting targets and triggers, and reviewing the indicators and the results of the monitoring system annually. The priority indicators may change annually as a result of this review. 

The comprehensive nature and flexibility of Wyoming’s new procedure allows WDE to monitor school districts, regional Preschool Development Centers (in collaboration with the EIEP) and institution facilities, and incorporates components of compliance, continuous improvement and focus monitoring systems.  Wyoming’s monitoring design is multi-dimensional, since no single system fully allows a state to satisfy its general supervision role.   As a small state with limited resources and capacities, the new system will allow the WDE to carry out all general supervision requirements more efficiently.

General Supervision of the Preschool Special Education Programs in Wyoming

In Wyoming’s APR letter, OSEP asked for clarification regarding how WDE maintains general supervisory responsibility over the preschool special education programs operated by the DDD and the results of on-site monitoring visits WDE conducts to follow-up on alleged irregularities identified in narratives provided by the EIEP.  

The WDE receives federal preschool grants under section 619 of Part B and Federal special Education 611 of Part B, to serve preschool children ages 3-5 who have a mental, physical or psychological disability which impairs learning, subject to the state’s rules and regulations.  According to Wyoming statute (W.S. § 21-2-705), this funding is disseminated from the WDE to the Wyoming Department of Health, Developmental Disabilities Division (DDD).  

A liaison from the WDE acts as the 619 Coordinator from the Department of Education.  The Coordinator attends a predetermined number of DDD monitoring visits to regional Preschool Development Centers conducted on a yearly basis.  During these visits, the WDE liaison observes all aspects of the monitoring completed by the EIEP and follows up with a summary of the observation to the EIEP.  The WDE receives monitoring reports from the EIEP and receives reports of findings as well as corrective action plans and timelines.  

The WDE provides supervision and oversight to the DDD through the following activities:

1.    Promulgate rules and regulations necessary to carry out the purpose of IDEA, Part B;

2.    Monitor the EIEP in carrying out its duties as an intermediate education unit (IEU); 

3.    Monitor and evaluate the EIEP’s monitoring of the preschools and keep a copy of the monitoring review, findings and corrective action plans and timelines on file;

4.    Request and collect all necessary data for state or federal reports;

5.    Ensure that the EIEP, directly or with another appropriate entity such as a Child Developmental Center, screen and identify all children from birth through 5 suspected of having a disability; 

6.    Ensure that the EIEP provides necessary data and/or assistance to the developmental preschool centers concerning children in need of individual assessments to determine eligibility for special education and related services;

7.    Ensure that the EIEP provides public awareness and a referral system to developmental preschool centers related to child find;

8.    Provide technical assistance to staff members of EIEP as requested;

9.    Allocate federal dollars to the DDD in accordance with state statute (W.S. § 21-2-705 or current applicable statute);

10. Review and ensure appropriate use of federal VI-B 611 and 619 funds;

11. Direct formal complaints regarding special education services to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction.  Information on complaints will be shared between the WDE and the EIEP so issues may be addressed collaboratively within required timelines;

12. Respond to requests for due process and mediation in accordance with WDE Chapter 7 Rules Governing Services for Children with Disabilities.

The DDD, in its role as an Intermediate Education Unit, is responsible for the following:

1. Assure regional Preschool Development Centers’ compliance with IDEA and WDE Chapter 7 Rules Governing Children with Disabilities; 

2. Ensure that all Wyoming children with disabilities ages 3-5, receive a free and appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment; 

3. Ensure that preschool children with disabilities and their parents are provided all the rights and procedural safeguards under Part B of IDEA;

4. Report the following annually to WDE:  

a. All pupil data as required through the WDE-425 by January 10 and the-WDE 427 by August 31; 

b. The uses and allocation of funds through annual financial report format provided by WDE (submitted by September 1);

c. Other information that WDE may request to fulfill Annual Performance Report and other data requirements of state or federal law (618) or for WDE program accountability needs in a timely manner; 

5. Develop and make available to all interested persons in the state, material to assist with the identification, evaluation and location of children with disabilities ages 3-5 in coordination with IDEA Part B Section 619;
6. Conduct Child Find statewide including a public awareness effort for children, birth through 5 years of age, in collaboration with the WDE;
7. Submit IDEA Part B applications that comply with the requirements of the IDEA;

8. Request, through WDE, any technical assistance needed to comply with IDEA rules and WDE Chapter 7 rules;

9. Inform the parent of a preschool child with a disability ages 3-5 , or the parent of a preschool child who is suspected of being disabled, of his/her procedural rights to request a due process hearing if the parent disagrees with any action taken by DDD or the CDC(the dispute process guidelines are facilitated through the WDE in accordance with IDEA regulations and the WDE Chapter 7 Rules Governing Services for Children With Disabilities);

10. Collaborate with WDE on updates to the WDE directory listing of all CDCs including attendance, physical sites, and school district within which each site is located;

11. Provide the WDE with copies of monitoring reports, findings and results of corrective action, and independent audits from programs that provide services to preschool children with disabilities.

A more detailed accounting of the Part B preschool monitoring system is attached as an addendum to the SPP (see Preschool Monitoring Protocol, Attachment 5).  

Provision of Technical Assistance, IDEA Reauthorization & Guidance Documents

The WDE is developing guidance documents to assist districts in implementing IDEA 2004 as it promulgates new state special education rules: revised Chapter 7 Rules Governing Services for Children with Disabilities.  In most cases, these documents will have a focus on improved academic outcomes for children with disabilities.  Several regional trainings will be held to help districts and IEUs maintain or improve compliance with IDEA 2004.  Model forms will be developed as a guide for districts’ use in ensuring that their IEPs are in compliance with IDEA 2004.

Data Sources 

The WDE is implementing the Wyoming Integrated Statewide Education Data System (WISE), a system that will connect the several different software systems and/or databases within local school districts. When WISE is in place, local schools will only have to enter data once, and it will flow to all the other applications that require it. WISE will be used to assist districts in meeting requirements for the collection, formatting and reporting school and district data as needed by the Wyoming Department of Education’s mandated reports. The biggest benefit, however, will be the ability to share educational data statewide, district to district, district to school and school to school. By utilizing WISE, the burden on the districts and schools associated with data collection and management will be significantly reduced.

WISE is focused on establishing a system for sharing and reporting data that is stored at the local districts on their internal software packages. The planned WISE system will change how the State collects data from districts and schools. Using the national data standards with Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF) will ensure compatibility, consistency and comparability of the data statewide without mandating specific software applications for districts and schools. SIF will permit the districts and schools to select the “best of breed” software packages to support their data requirements. WISE will be able to access the data from these various systems for government reporting to the Wyoming Department of Education and to Federal agencies much more efficiently through a concept known as vertical reporting. 

The vertical reporting portion of the WISE project addresses several areas of interest of the National Forum on Education Statistics and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). It coordinates the data flow through electronic transfer; it reduces the burden on the data providers and improves both the quality and timeliness of the reporting mechanism. Disparate and proprietary data sources can co-exist and share information. This sharing of data will offload the burden from district and school staff for re-entry of data into separate software systems onto the vendors and their software applications. Since the data is initially captured close to the source where the quality is the highest, there is a reduced need for edit reviews and data quality checking making the data attainable sooner. More detailed data is available for analysis. WISE will be instrumental in saving the districts numerous hours that have been required for district, school, state and federal reporting. A Wyoming Integrated Statewide Education Data System with timely and accurate data about each student will improve the quality of education for every student in Wyoming.

SEA Resources
WDE utilizes research-proven resources available from a variety of sources.  The Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center provides valuable ongoing services and technical assistance to the Special Programs Unit and to LEA staff across Wyoming.  Throughout the last year, the WDE has received direct technical assistance from these OSEP-funded centers:  Access Center; National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities; Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO); National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (NCCRESt); Westat’s Technical Assistance in Data Collection, Analysis, and Report Preparation; National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC); National Post-School Outcomes Center; National Center on Secondary Education and Transition (NCSET); Center for Improving Teacher Quality (CTQ); and Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) through the University of Oregon and MPRRC.  WDE has used tools and information provided by National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM), National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE), and National Association of State Director of Special Education (NASDSE). WDE consultants also participated in the National Research Center on Learning Disabilities (NRCLD) conference in the spring of 2006.
Summary
This overview is intended to provide the reader with knowledge about the Wyoming State Department of Education’s process for accountability and monitoring that are the backbone of ensuring compliance with IDEA 2004.  The ultimate goal is that of improved outcomes for over 12,000 children with disabilities ages 3 through 21 across the State of Wyoming.
The State Performance Plan, with 20 separate indicators, baseline data, six-year targets and improvement activities, follows.  Each indicator has been written with broad stakeholder input in order to provide the long-term goals for special education in Wyoming; provide updates to the APR prepared in March 2005; and provide a plan for collecting data for new indicators to be reported in the APR of February 2007.  Measurable and rigorous targets and improvement activities have been identified for indicators with baseline data.


Staffs from the WDE Special Programs Unit and the EIEP extend their heartfelt gratitude to our stakeholders for the invaluable input we have received over the last several months.

Acronym List for the State Performance Plan
	Acronym
	Definition

	ADA
	Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

	APR
	Annual Performance Report

	AYP
	Adequate Yearly Progress

	CADRE
	Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education

	CAP
	Corrective Action Plan

	CCSSO
	Council of Chief State School Officers

	CDC
	Child Development Center

	COSF
	Child Outcomes Summary Form

	DDD
	Developmental Disabilities Division

	DDE
	Data Driven Enterprises

	ECO
	Early Childhood Outcomes

	EDEN
	Education Data Exchange Network

	EIC
	Early Intervention Council

	EIEP
	Early Intervention and Education Program

	FAPE
	Free Appropriate Public Education

	FAQ
	Frequently Asked Questions

	FFY
	Federal Fiscal Year

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IEP
	Individualized Education PlanProgram

	IEU
	Intermediate Education Unit

	IFSP
	Individualized Family Service Plan

	LEA
	Local Education Agency

	LRE
	Least Restrictive Environment

	MOU
	Memorandum of Understanding

	MPRRC
	Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center

	n
	Group Size (number)

	NASDSE
	National Association State Directors of Special Education

	NCES
	National Center for Education Statistics

	NCLB
	No Child Left Behind Act

	NCSEAM
	National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring

	NECTAC
	National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center

	NPSO
	National Post School Outcomes

	NWREL
	Northwest Regional Education Laboratory

	OSEP
	Office of Special Education Programs

	P & A
	Protection and Advocacy

	PAWS
	Proficiency Assessment of Wyoming Students

	PAWS-ALT
	Proficiency Assessment of Wyoming Students – Alternate Assessment

	PBIS
	Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports

	PIC
	Parent Information Center

	PTI
	Parent Training and Information Centers

	QIP
	Quality Improvement Plan

	RTI
	Response to Intervention

	SEA
	State Education Agency

	SPDG
	State Personnel Development Grant

	SPP
	State Performance Plan

	SWD
	Students With Disabilities

	TA
	Technical Assistance

	USDE
	United States Department of Education

	WAESP
	Wyoming Association of Elementary School Principals

	WASEA
	Wyoming Association of Special Education Administrators

	WASSP
	Wyoming Association of Secondary School Principals

	WDE
	Wyoming Department of Education

	WDH
	Wyoming Department of Health

	WedGATE
	Wyoming Education Gateway

	WIND
	Wyoming Institute for Disabilities

	WISE
	Wyoming Integrated Statewide Education Data System

	WyCAS
	Wyoming Comprehensive Assessment System

	WyCAS Alt
	Wyoming Comprehensive Assessment System Alternate Assessment

	WYPAT
	Wyoming Partnership Advisory Team

	WYSAC
	Wyoming Survey andl Analysis Center

	WYSIG
	Wyoming State Improvement Grant


Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010

	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator #1: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma compared to percent of all youth in the State graduating with a regular diploma. 

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A)) 

If 618 data – no sampling
	Measurement:

Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth.  Explain calculation.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The Wyoming graduation rate is based on a pseudo-cohort assuming the 2004-2005 graduates were 9th graders in 2001-2002.  The “exiters” for the cohort that graduated in 2004-2005 is:

   Graduates
      





   (2004-2005)
    


                  


Graduates + Other Completers + 12th grade Dropouts + 11th grade Dropouts + 10th grade Dropouts + 9th grade Dropouts
(2004-2005)        (2004-2005)          
   (2004-2005)
     (2003-2004)
           (2002-2003)
               (2001-2002)

The formula the WDE uses to calculate the graduation rates is an “exiter” rate.  The denominator is the total of all “exiters” from a school over a four year period for a grade cohort.  The exiters are the 9th grade drop outs 3 years ago, the 10th grade drop outs 2 years ago, 11th grade drop outs last year, and this year’s 12th grade drop outs, completers and alternate high school completers.  Completers include all students receiving a regular high school diploma; alternate high school completers include students completing a public secondary education program without receiving a standard diploma (e.g. certificate of completion).  The numerator is the count of the current year’s regular diploma recipients.  The rate gives “What percent of students exiting education do so with a regular diploma?”

Wyoming adopted a rule regarding graduation rates that is specific to students with disabilities.  Per USED guidance, students with disabilities who receive a regular diploma within the period specified by that student’s IEP team are considered to have received a regular diploma “within the standard number of years,” and are included in the graduation rate for that year.  Students who transfer out are not currently included in the graduation rate calculation.  Wyoming has developed a system that will improve tracking of individual students and will assist the state to verify LEA reports and more accurately track transfers.  This is the WISE system discussed in length during the SPP overview.

The requirements for earning a high school diploma from any high school within any school district in the State of Wyoming include:

· The successful completion of 4 years of English; 3 years of mathematics; 3 years of science; 3 years of social studies

· Satisfactorily passing an examination of the principles of the constitution of the United States and the State of Wyoming

· Evidence of proficient performance, at a minimum, on the uniform student content and performance standards for the common core of knowledge and skills.

Upon the completion of these requirements, a student receives a regular diploma with one of the following endorsements stated on the student’s transcript: Advanced Endorsement; Comprehensive Endorsement; or General Endorsement.  Beginning with students graduating in 2006 and thereafter, each student shall demonstrate proficient performance on five out of the nine content and performance standards for language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, health, physical education, foreign language, career/vocational education and fine and performing arts.
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

	School Year
	Overall Graduation Rates *
	Number of Overall  Graduates *
	Graduation Rates for Students with Disabilities
	Number of Graduating Students with Disabilities

	1998-1999
	76.7
	6,348
	39.39
	334

	1999-2000
	77.2
	6,469
	42.64
	388

	2000-2001
	76.0
	6,063
	49.45
	446

	2001-2002
	77.0
	6,106
	46.07
	434

	2002-2003
	77.2
	5,843
	45.72
	427

	2003-2004
	79.3
	5,830
	48.47
	490

	2004-2005
	81.5
	5,614
	48.13
	438


* Overall graduation data includes both students without and with disabilities from the cohorts for each of the past four years. 

Insert  20050-06 data into table
Discussion of Baseline Data:
The WDE database does not currently include the “n” for students without disabilities because the rate is determined based on a cohort that does not differentiate subgroups.  Data for students with disabilities is a specific data collection.  Therefore, the WDE is able to determine graduation numbers and data for the subgroup.   
Over the past seven years, the graduation rate for students with disabilities varied from a low of 39.39% to a high of 49.45%.  Since 1999, the graduation rate for students with disabilities has improved, slightly narrowing the gap between students overall and students with disabilities. 

The State Advisory Panel for Students with Disabilities expressed concern about the new graduation requirements that were mandated by the Wyoming legislature to go into effect beginning with the 2005-2006 school year.  These requirements stipulate that a student must be proficient in five of the nine content area standards to receive a regular diploma.  The WDE expects the graduation rates to show a slight decrease over the next few years due to this new requirement.
The WDE and stakeholder group set the six-year targets based on the last six years of trend data and took into consideration the graduation requirements that go into effect 2005-2006.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	48.0%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	48.5%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	49.0%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	49.5%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	50.0%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	50.5%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Recruit and retain highly qualified special education staff  to work with diverse student populations
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
National Personnel Center Projects
Wyoming Diversity Task Force
University of Wyoming


	2. Provide professional development opportunities designed to enhance skills of personnel working with diverse student populations
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Wyoming Diversity Task Force
Cambium Learning / Sopris West Educational Services

National Personnel Center Projects

Northern Rockies Association for the Education and Rehabilitation of the Blind and Visually Impaired

WY Deaf-Blind Project

	3. Implement Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports (PBIS) in ten education agencies across the state
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
MPRRC

LEAs

University of Oregon - Center for PBIS

PBIS State Leadership Team

	4. Identify and provide other targeted assistance in line with identified needs of districts around meeting AYP
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs, School Improvement, and Federal Programs  Units
NWREL

PBIS and RTI initiatives

	5. Coordinate with the Wyoming Transition Council to identify systemic graduation and dropout issues for students with disabilities including a focus on effective transition plans
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Wyoming Transition Council
National Post School Outcomes Center

MPRRC

	6. Apply for the next cycle of State Personnel Development Grants (SPDG), focused on implementing a statewide PBIS initiative
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Implemented PBIS in 44 schools 


	7. Analyze the graduation rates after the implementation of the new graduation standards
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Data and Special Education Units

Wyoming Transition Council 

State Advisory Panel
Wait for data

	8. Explore alternative avenues for students to meet high school graduation requirements
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Administration Units

WASEA

State Advisory Panel 
Wyoming Transition Council 

	9. Evaluation initial PBIS initiative and review the state plan and modify procedures for statewide implementation if necessary
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
MPRRC

University of Oregon - Center for PBIS

PBIS State Leadership Team

	10. Develop procedures and implement PBIS statewide
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
MPRRC

University of Oregon - Center for PBIS

PBIS State Leadership Team


Need to talk about progress and slippage.

	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator #2:  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school compared to the percent of all youth in the State dropping out of high school.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement:

Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth.  Explain calculation.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

Wyoming’s annual dropout rate is calculated by taking one year's dropout counts from grades 9-12, divided by an average enrollment using October 1 enrollments and completer figures.  The denominator is half the sum of the following: student count for grades 9-12 of the previous school year, the student count for grades 10-12 of the current year, completers for the current year and dropouts for the current year.  The assumption of the denominator is that the sum of each of the four elements captures each student in a two-year period twice.  Therefore, dividing by two ensures there are no duplicate counts.  The numerator is the number of dropouts for the current year. 

The current dropout/graduation formulas exclude students that have been verified as transferring out of the district.  The formulas include students that transfer into the district and complete or dropout as indicated in the formula.

The dropout formula is:

	2004-2005 Dropouts Grades 9-12

	( [9-12 enrollment Oct 1, 2004] + [10-12 enrollment Oct 1, 2005] + [Completers 2004-2005] + [9-12 Dropouts 2004-2005] ) / 2




Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2004-2005):

Comparison of Dropout Rates

	School Year
	Overall Dropout Rates
	Overall Number of Dropouts
	Dropout Rates for Students with Disabilities
	Number of Dropouts for Students with Disabilities

	1999-2000
	5.69
	1,717
	13.6
	419

	2000-2001
	6.27
	1,854
	15.9
	508

	2001-2002
	5.87
	1,633
	16.7
	534

	2002-2003
	4.62
	1,274
	14.5
	462

	2003-2004
	4.49
	1,216
	14.2
	463

	2004-2005
	4.75
	1,269
	14.2
	454


Need  revised baselind data for 2005 and 2006
Discussion of Baseline Data:

Trend data indicates the dropout rate for students with disabilities is about three times that of students without disabilities.  Both areas have shown decreases in the last three years and there is slight closure of the gap between the two.  The State plans to continue closing the gap.  The State is concerned, however, that if the graduation rate drops the next two years, the dropout rate may increase or show little improvement.  

The dropout rate for students with disabilities is significantly higher than the rate for students without disabilities.  Wyoming counts students that leave school to enroll in a GED program as dropouts.
The WDE and stakeholder group set the six-year targets based on the last six years of trend data and took into consideration the graduation requirements that go into effect 2005-2006.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	14.0%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	13.8%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	13.6%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	13.4%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	13.2%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	13.0%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Assist the WDE in addressing systemic graduation and dropout issues for students with disabilities
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Wyoming Transition Council

State Advisory Panel
WDE Special Programs and Standards, Assessment, and Accountability Units
WDE Strategic Plan / State Board of Education

Northern Rockies Association for the Education and Rehabilitation of the Blind and Visually Impaired

	2. Support and disseminate information regarding the development/implementation of system changes (e.g. vocational opportunities, PBIS, RtI) and analyze results to determine  effectiveness in reducing dropout rates
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	PBIS/RtI State Leadership Teams
WDE Special Programs Unit
Wyoming Transition Council

MPRRC

University of Wyoming Special Education Department


	3. WDE will continue contact with the National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities and the Community of Practice (CoP) for guidance and support
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

WASEA

State Advisory Panel

	4. Collaborate with LEAs not meeting AYP and the Assessment and Accountability Units to ensure that Targeted Intervention Plans for dropout/graduation addresses unique needs of students with disabilities
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Assessment and Accountability Units

Wyoming Transition Council



	5. Explore alternative avenues for students to meet high school graduation requirements
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Administration Units

WASEA

State Advisory Panel 
Wyoming Transition Council

	6. Continue activities involving low incidence populations to improve completion of secondary education and move into successful post secondary activities
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Wyoming Transition Council

National Post School Outcome Center

National Dropout Prevention Center

National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center

	7. Increase involvement of outreach consultants for Deaf and Hard of Hearing and Visually Impaired students in transition planning and activities
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Wyoming Transition Council

MPRRC

NASDSE, Inc.


	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator #3:  Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments:

A.
Percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment with no accommodations; regular assessment with accommodations; alternate assessment against grade level standards; alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards.

C.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level standards and alternate achievement standards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Sampling is not allowed. For A use LEAs over NCLB “n” size
	Measurement:

A. Percent = # of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup (children with IEPs) divided by the total # of districts in the State times 100.

B. Participation rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in grades assessed;

b. # of children with IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = b divided by a times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations (percent = c divided by a times 100);

d. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against grade level standards (percent = d divided by a times 100); and

e. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards (percent = e divided by a times 100).  

Account for any children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e above

Overall Percent = b + c + d + e divided by a.

C. Proficiency rate =

a. # of children with IEPs  in grades assessed;

b. # of children with IEPs in grades assessed who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = b divided by a times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in grades assessed who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with accommodations (percent = c divided by a times 100);

d.
# of children with IEPs in grades assessed who are proficient or above as measured by the alternate assessment against grade level standards (percent = d divided by a times 100); and

e.
# of children with IEPs in grades assessed who are proficient or above as measured against alternate achievement standards (percent = e divided by a times 100).

Overall Percent = b + c + d + e divided by a.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Wyoming’s state assessment system from 2000-2004 was known as the Wyoming Comprehensive Assessment System (WyCAS). In compliance with federal and state regulations, all Wyoming students participated in the WyCAS in one of the following ways:  WyCAS without accommodations, WyCAS with accommodations, or the WyCAS Alternate Assessment (WyCAS Alt).  Students taking the WyCAS were enrolled in 4th, 8th, or 11th grade.  
Beginning with the 2005-2006 school year, however, the WDE implemented a new assessment system called the Proficiency Assessments for Wyoming Students (PAWS).  All students enrolled in grades 3 – 8 and 11 are required to participate in the PAWS.  Content areas of the 2005-2006 PAWS included reading, writing and mathematics with the addition of field test items in science to the system in 2006-2007.  

Because teachers are often overwhelmed by being asked to promote student mastery of literally hundreds of curricular aims, PAWS assessment targets were conceptualized in the form of important, teachable, and measurable skills based on Wyoming’s content standards. Accordingly, after a careful analysis of the State’s content standards, a modest number of skills (eight in reading, two in writing, and twelve in mathematics) were derived directly from those state standards to constitute the heart of the PAWS accountability strategy. The State is committed to supplying Wyoming educators with guidelines and exemplars of formative assessments measuring students’ attainment of the subskills and en route bodies of knowledge needed for students to master these twenty-two PAWS skills. Independent studies indicate that the PAWS skills align with state content standards. 

PAWS tests were divided into two parts with one mission: improved instruction. The entire assessment approach embodied in PAWS is focused on getting more Wyoming students to master sets of powerful, high-priority skills in reading, mathematics, and writing derived from the state’s content standards. By dividing each test into two subtests and permitting early administration of those subtests, PAWS assessments—originally designed to serve a summative function—can be employed for a formative, instructionally supportive purpose. Because tests that function formatively must provide information to teachers and/or students while there is still sufficient time to make meaningful adjustments either in a teacher’s instructional activities or in a student’s learning tactics, teachers can direct their students to complete one or more PAWS subtests in January. Results from those subtests will be available in ample time for students and teachers to make adjustments in how they pursue the curricular aims represented by the PAWS skills. 

Students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who are working toward Alternate Achievement Standards participate in the Proficiency Assessments for Wyoming Students – Alternate (PAWS-ALT), which was also introduced in the 2005-2006 school year.  In preparation for the PAWS-ALT’s inception, a diverse group of stakeholders successfully developed the new Wyoming Academic Content Standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.  In compliance with federal guidelines outlined in NCLB, these standards are reduced in depth, breadth, and complexity, and are linked to grade level Wyoming Content and Performance Standards.  The PAWS-ALT is a multiple measures assessment which assesses student knowledge and skills of these Academic Content Standards in reading, writing, mathematics and in science in the form of field test items in the 2006 – 2007 administration.

The PAWS-ALT reflects the same philosophy of providing students with multiple opportunities to demonstrate their mastery of grade-level linked Academic Content Standards for Students with the Most Significant Cognitive Disabilities.  The PAWS-ALT is intended for the very small number of students in Wyoming with the most significant cognitive disabilities (less than 1% of all Wyoming students). This assessment focuses on assessment targets used by Wyoming educators for instructional guidance as they teach this population. These targets specify a modest number of extremely important skills that the students in this population should be able to do. The targets also define the essential elements of the Academic Content Standards, thus simplifying their cognitive complexity, and provide for breadth of student access across varying levels of cognitive complexity. 

In order to provide students with these multiple opportunities to demonstrate their mastery of the standards, the PAWS-ALT is comprised of three test components: 1) Student Performance Events (SPE): on-demand solicitations of student performance on determined Academic Content Standards; 2) direct Teacher Observation of Academic Skills (TOAS): observation and evaluation of the demonstration of academic skills during instruction; and 3) Data Collection of Student Work (DCSW) on a specified Academic Benchmark to which the teacher aligns the skill and which is assessed during instruction.  These different components, therefore, present the student with a variety of avenues through which to demonstrate what he or she has learned in relation to the Academic Content Standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.
In developing the state’s new alternate assessment system, the WDE brought together stakeholders representing a broad cross section of Wyoming citizens during the spring and summer of 2005. The participants developed new grade-level linked, academic expanded standards and benchmarks in language arts, mathematics and science, which were subsequently renamed as Wyoming’s Academic Content Standards.  The Language Arts and Mathematics Academic Content Standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities were approved by the Wyoming State Board of Education in May 2006 and the Science Academic Content Standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities in October 2006.  Technical adequacy for Wyoming’s PAWS-ALT was provided by Harcourt Assessment, Inc. to evaluate the assessment for Peer Review submission and to provide information to the Technical Advisory Committee for State Assessment Recommendations.  

The state’s previous alternate assessment system (WyCAS Alt) was primarily a portfolio aligned with Wyoming Content Standards and linked to Wyoming’s Expanded Content Standards in the two areas of language arts and math.  However, with the addition of more content areas and grade levels, the WDE Special Programs Unit advocated for an alternate assessment that would provide reliable and valid data through a more diagnostically sound instrument. The WDE also sought to provide an assessment that would truly inform instruction, measure discrete growth and emphasize academic skills.
Harcourt and WDE staff provided regional trainings on the administration of the PAWS and PAWS-ALT during the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school years.   Results from the PAWS and PAWS-ALT have been collected, and annual data will be reported in each APR submitted by the state.  The WDE collects PAWS data directly from Harcourt Assessment.  Districts receive their data via INFORM through the Wyoming Education Gateway (WEDGATE) tool.  Schools receive detailed score reports back from Harcourt Assessment within one month of testing in order to accommodate the dialogue necessary for improving student academic outcomes. 
District Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):
A. 2004-2005 AYP Results
	
	% Districts Meeting AYP * and # of Districts Meeting AYP/Districts 

with a subgroup n>30 by grade level**

	
	Language Arts 

(%)
	Language Arts
(n) 
	Math
(%)
	Math
(n)

	Grade 4
	62.5% 
	5/8
	62.5% 
	5/8

	Grade 8
	33.3% 
	3/9
	44.4% 
	4/9

	Grade 11
	33.3% 
	1/3
	0% 
	0/3


 *There are 48 school districts that serve grades K-8 and 46 districts that serve grades 9-11.

**The denominator in this category represents the number of districts who meet the subgroup “n” requirement of 30 students.  Not all 48 districts meet this requirement. 
B. Participation Rates on State Assessments among Students with Disabilities

	Indicator 3
Measurement B
part:
	2004-05 IEP Assessment PARTICIPATION

	
	Subject
	Reading
	Math

	
	Grade
	4
	8
	11
	4
	8
	11

	 
	Exempt
	6
	7
	5
	6
	7
	5

	
	Not Tested
	2
	3
	2
	1
	3
	3

	B #
	Tested Regular Assessment Without Accommodations
	172
	174
	119
	172
	174
	118

	C #
	Tested Regular Assessment With Accommodations
	644
	717
	438
	644
	717
	438

	D #
	Tested Alternate Assessment at Grade Level Standards
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	E #
	Tested Alternate Assessment at Alternate Standards
	60
	65
	48
	61
	65
	48

	(b+c+d+e) #
	TOTAL Tested
	876
	956
	605
	877
	956
	604

	A #
	TOTAL Tested + Not Tested + Exempt
	884
	966
	612
	884
	966
	612

	b / a %
	Tested Regular Assessment Without Accommodations
	19.5%
	18.0%
	19.4%
	19.5%
	18.0%
	19.3%

	c / a %
	Tested Regular Assessment With Accommodations
	72.9%
	74.2%
	71.6%
	72.9%
	74.2%
	71.6%

	d / a %
	Tested Alternate Assessment at Grade Level Standards
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	e / a %
	Tested Alternate Assessment at Alternate Standards
	6.8%
	6.7%
	7.8%
	6.9%
	6.7%
	7.8%

	(b+c+d+e) / a %
	 Participation Rate - Overall IEP %
	99.1%
	99.0%
	98.9%
	99.2%
	99.0%
	98.7%


C. Proficiency Rates on State Assessments among Students with Disabilities

	Indicator 3
Measurement C
part:
	2004-05 Students with Disability Statewide Assessment PROFICIENCY

	
	Subject
	Reading
	Math

	
	Grade
	4
	8
	11
	4
	8
	11

	B #
	Tested PROFICIENT Regular Assessment Without Accommodations
	44
	19
	16
	47
	20
	13

	C #
	Tested PROFICIENT Regular Assessment With Accommodations
	52
	43
	23
	101
	24
	16

	D #
	Tested PROFICIENT Alternate Assessment at Grade Level Standards
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	E #
	Tested PROFICIENT Alternate Assessment at Alternate Standards
	35
	30
	25
	30
	33
	22

	(b+c+d+e) #
	TOTAL”n”Tested PROFICIENT or ABOVE
	131
	92
	64
	178
	77
	51

	A #
	TOTAL Tested Proficient or Non-Proficient
	884
	966
	612
	884
	966
	612

	(b+c+d+e) / a %
	TOTAL % Tested Proficient or Above
	14.8%
	9.5%
	10.5%
	20.1%
	8.0%
	8.3%


Discussion of Baseline Data:
A. Districts Meeting AYP
In Wyoming there are 48 school districts that serve grades K-8 and 46 districts that serve grades 9-11. As reported in the baseline data, depending on the district and grade reported for accountability purpose the number of districts that met AYP in 2004-2005 varies from three to eight districts.  In 2004-2005, eight districts serving 4th graders met the minimum “n” of 30 students and five of those districts met AYP in language arts and math.  In 2004-2005, nine districts serving 8th graders met the minimum “n” of 30 students; three districts met AYP in language arts and four districts met AYP in math.  Finally, in 2004-2005, three districts serving 11th graders met the minimum “n” of 30 students; one district met AYP in language arts and no district met AYP in math. 

For accountability decisions, the minimum number of students is set at 30.  This minimum sample size assures that reliable and valid decisions are made about school and LEA effectiveness.  Subgroup results with fewer than 30 students in the assessed grade level are not included in AYP calculations based on the performance of that particular subgroup.  The members of the subgroup are included in the AYP calculations for the entire school and LEA.   This definition of subgroup size of 30 is used consistently across the state for accountability purposes.
B. Participation Rates on State Assessments among Students with Disabilities
The assessment participation rate of Wyoming students with disabilities is greater than 99% in all three grades tested in 2004-2005.  

The WDE goal is to have 100% participation rate in statewide assessments.  Circumstances beyond the educational control of the school/LEA should not unnecessarily degrade the related participation rate.  Therefore, students that have not participated in the state assessment due to expulsion or medical emergencies are not used in the calculation of school or LEA participation rate.

Any school/LEA falling below a 95% participation rate for its SWD subgroup will receive specialized attention and technical assistance from the WDE Special Education Unit.  This 95% threshold has been established in order to match participation rate requirements set forth in NCLB.  

C. Proficiency Rates on State Assessments among Students with Disabilities

Trend data for language arts proficiency rates for students with disabilities indicates a slight decrease in all three grades assessed.  In 2004-2005, 15% of 4th graders, 10% of 8th graders and 11% of 11th graders scored proficient or higher on the regular assessment.
Trend data for math proficiency rates for students with disabilities indicate a slight improvement in all three grades assessed.  In 2004-2005, 20% of 4th graders, 8% of 8th graders and 8% of 11th graders scored proficient or higher on the regular assessment.  

While proficiency rates are not as high as comparison cohorts, the PAWS and PAWS-ALT will provide multiple opportunities for student assessment, and Wyoming expects the proficiency rates to improve.  
Measurable and Rigorous Targets   

A. Districts Meeting AYP

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	Language Arts Elementary – 65%, Middle – 35%, High – 35%
Math Elementary – 65%, Middle – 45%, High – 10%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Language Arts Elementary – 69%, Middle – 43%, High – 43%
Math Elementary – 69%, Middle – 51%, High – 20%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	Language Arts Elementary – 74%, Middle – 50%, High – 50%
Math Elementary – 74%, Middle – 57%, High – 30%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	Language Arts Elementary – 78%, Middle – 57%, High – 57%
Math Elementary – 78%, Middle – 63%, High – 40%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	Language Arts Elementary – 82%, Middle – 64%, High – 64%
Math Elementary – 82%, Middle – 69%, High – 50%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	Language Arts Elementary – 86%, Middle – 71%, High – 71%
Math Elementary – 86%, Middle – 75%, High – 60%


B.  Participation Rates on State Assessments among Students with Disabilities
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets for Participation in Reading and Math

	FFY
	Reading  Participation
	Math Participation

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%
	100%


C.  Proficiency in State Achievement Standards
	Proficiency Targets for Students with Disabilities


	FFY
	Reading Proficiency
	Math Proficiency

	
	Elementary
	Middle
	High
	Elementary
	Middle
	High

	2005

(2005-2006)
	42.00%
	45.42%
	57.00%
	36.50%
	37.75%
	46.50%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	42.00%
	45.42%
	57.00%
	36.50%
	37.75%
	46.50%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	42.00%
	45.42%
	57.00%
	36.50%
	37.75%
	46.50%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	53.60%
	56.33%
	65.60%
	49.20%
	50.20%
	57.20%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	53.60%
	56.33%
	65.60%
	49.20%
	50.20%
	57.20%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	53.60%
	56.33%
	65.60%
	49.20%
	50.20%
	57.20%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Provide research-based strategies during statewide conferences and professional development opportunities for LEA staff to increase academic performance of students with disabilities 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Cambium Learning / Sopris West Teton Institute

NCA School Improvement Conference
WASEA

Wyoming Association of School Psychologist Educators

Council for Exceptional Children

	2. Staff training in administering the PAWS and the PAWS-ALT
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Standards, Assessment and Accountability Units

Harcourt Assessment

	3. Implement the PAWS-ALT based on alternate achievement standards (Wyoming’s Academic Content Standards)
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Standards, Assessment, and Accountability Units

Harcourt Assessment
Wyoming Alt Assessment Task Force

Technical Advisory Committee

	4. Provide training and information on RtI to schools who are not participating in the pilot program
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
RtI Leadership Team

Cambium Learning / Sopris West Teton Institute

	5. Monitor/Analyze growth models in other states to determine usefulness to Wyoming
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CCSSO

WDE Special Programs and Standards, Assessment, and Accountability Units

	6. Analyze PAWS and PAWS-ALT data to determine if assessment process (including accommodations and modifications) requires adjustment
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Standards, Assessment, and Accountability Units

	7. Analyze PAWS and PAWS-ALT data and adjust targets as needed
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Standards, Assessment, and Accountability Units

Harcourt Assessment

CCSSO

Technical Advisory Committee

	8. Establishment of a statewide procedure for agencies electing to use RtI as an identification strategy for special education
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
University of Wyoming

Montana Office of Public Instruction

University of Montana

MPRRC

Wyoming Pilot Elementary Schools (5)

	9. Identify successful model reading and math programs in districts meeting AYP for students with disabilities subgroup
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and School Improvement Units

WASEA

WAESP

WASSP

Wyoming Curriculum Directors Association


	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator #4:  Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)22))

A. Must use 618 data – sampling not allowed

B. New Indicator
	Measurement:

A.
Percent = # of districts identified by the State as having significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year divided by # of districts in the State times 100.

B.
Percent = # of districts identified by the State as having significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race ethnicity divided by # of districts in the State times 100.

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Wyoming LEAs report very few suspensions and expulsions. The low reporting frequency and small district populations make it difficult to interpret discrepancies among the rates of suspension and expulsion for children with disabilities and children without disabilities.  The WDE currently collects data for this indicator annually from all 48 districts through the state-approved data collection system.  This data is used to complete the OSEP Table 5, Section A, Columns 3A, 3B and 3C.  Suspension and expulsion data for preschool students served in the state’s CDCs are gathered in the same way, although Wyoming CDCs have stated policies prohibiting the suspension and/or expulsion of preschool students enrolled in their programs.   

In the FFY 2003 APR, the WDE analyzed the data and compared suspension and expulsion rates between students with and without disabilities within each district. Data from all 48 Wyoming districts and all 14 developmental preschool regions revealed that only eight districts suspended or expelled a student with a disability.  Each of those eight districts suspended or expelled one student; the remaining 40 districts and all 14 developmental preschool regions suspended or expelled zero students with a disability. 
In conjunction with the annual data collection, the WDE special education monitoring process verifies the LEA suspension and expulsion rates and numbers.  During the monitoring process, districts must provide discipline policies to guarantee that policies, procedures and practices are not discriminatory against students with disabilities.

After reviewing the APR letter and receiving input from the stakeholder group the WDE reevaluated the method used to determine significant discrepancy.  The WDE will move from comparing suspension and expulsion rates between students with and without disabilities within the LEA to comparing suspension and expulsion rates among state LEAs.  

The WDE has defined significant discrepancy as any district that suspends or expels two or more students and at a rate of 5% or more of its students with disabilities.  

To determine significant discrepancy, the WDE will use the current data collection and monitoring methods.  If the data indicates a district displays significant discrepancy, then the WDE will examine the district.  The WDE will review district data and policies to identify potential areas of concern.  Upon the completion of the internal evaluation, the district will complete a self-assessment of the data and provide the WDE with as explanation of the discrepancy.  WDE will work with the district to establish improvement strategies. 

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

A. Districts Identified as having significant discrepancy
Suspensions / Expulsions (>10 days) of Students with Disabilities 2004-2005 by Wyoming District
	District
	District Enrollment of Students with Disabilities
	District Count of

Students with Disabilities Suspended/Expelled
	District Rate for

Suspension/ Expulsion

of Students with Disabilities

	1
	836
	3
	0.36%

	2
	403
	5
	1.24%

	3
	106
	1
	0.94%

	4
	1,578
	8
	0.51%

	5
	1,614
	2
	0.12%

	6
	61
	1
	1.64%

	7
	387
	1
	0.26%

	8
	70
	1
	1.43%

	9
	645
	1
	0.16%

	10
	231
	1
	0.43%

	11
	150
	1
	0.67%


Percent of the LEAs in Wyoming that had suspension and/or expulsion rates greater than 5% of their population of students with disabilities = 0%
Districts identified as having significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity

	District
	Race / Ethnicity
WDE-630
	SPED Enrollment
	Number Suspended/

Expelled
	Percent Suspended/

Expelled

	1
	American Indian
	12
	1
	8.33%

	2
	American Indian 
	12
	1
	8.33%

	2
	White (not Hispanic)
	621
	5
	0.81%

	3
	Black (not Hispanic)
	2
	1
	50.00%

	3
	White (not Hispanic)
	388
	2
	0.52%

	3
	Hispanic
	59
	1
	1.70%

	4
	Hispanic
	104
	1
	0.96%

	4
	White (not Hispanic)
	474
	10
	2.11%

	5
	Hispanic
	45
	1
	2.22%

	5
	White (not Hispanic)
	817
	1
	0.12%

	6
	Hispanic
	306
	2
	0.65%

	6
	White (not Hispanic)
	1337
	1
	0.08%

	7
	Hispanic
	134
	2
	1.49%

	7
	White (not Hispanic)
	1483
	7
	0.47%

	8
	White (not Hispanic)
	260
	2
	0.77%

	9
	White (not Hispanic)
	44
	1
	2.27%

	10
	White (not Hispanic)
	382
	1
	0.26%

	11
	White (not Hispanic)
	101
	1
	0.99%

	12
	White (not Hispanic)
	196
	1
	0.51%

	13
	White (not Hispanic)
	418
	5
	1.20%

	14
	White (not Hispanic)
	412
	4
	0.97%

	15
	White (not Hispanic)
	121
	1
	0.83%

	
	
	
	
	 

	State
	American Indian 
	645
	2
	0.31%

	State
	Black (not Hispanic)
	222
	1
	0.45%

	State
	Hispanic
	1294
	7
	0.54%

	State
	White (not Hispanic)
	11047
	42
	0.38%


Discussion of Baseline Data:
A.  Districts Identified as having significant discrepancy

During the 2004-2005 year, eleven school districts suspended or expelled 25 students with disabilities longer than 10 days.  37 Wyoming districts reported no suspensions of this length or expulsions for students with disabilities; 14 developmental preschool regions reported no suspensions or expulsions for students with disabilities.  Overall, zero districts were identified as having significant discrepancy in suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities.  

Beginning with the 2005-2006 school year, the State will require each of the 48 districts to report annually on this indicator through the stable self-assessment portion of the WDE monitoring system.  Districts whose reported rates are higher than 5% are required to address the issue through a Corrective Action Plan detailing the policies and procedures the LEA will undertake in order to correct the significant discrepancy within one year.

B.  Districts identified as having significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity

During the 2005-2006 year, 15 unique districts suspended or expelled students with disabilities from four racial/ethnic subgroups: American Indian, Black (not Hispanic), Hispanic, and White (not Hispanic).  Some of these districts met the threshold for more than one racial/ethnic group.  There were no districts who suspended or expelled Asian students with disabilities.  Statewide, only 52 students with disabilities from these four racial/ethnic subgroups were suspended for ten or more days or expelled.  When state suspension and expulsion rates by racial/ethnic group were statistically compared, no discrepancies were found.  

According to the State’s definition, zero districts suspended or expelled two or more students from these racial/ethnic categories at a rate of 5% or more of its students with disabilities.  The WDE will continue to collect data on this indicator through the WDE-630 and WDE-631 discipline reports submitted annually for Title IV Safe and Drug-Free Schools and crosscheck this data with information obtained from the stable self-assessment portion of the state’s monitoring system.  
Indicator 4A:  Districts identified as having significant discrepancy 
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	0%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	0%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	0%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	0%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	0%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	0%


Indicator 4B:  Districts identified as having significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	0%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	0%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	0%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	0%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	0%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	0%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources: 

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Analyze and determine districts with significant discrepancy for sub indicator A
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

LEAs

	2. Review data from pilot districts implementing RtI and Positive Behavioral Intervention Supports for improvement in Suspension and Expulsion is evident
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
LEA Personnel
RtI Task Force

PBIS Task Force



	3. Review discipline policies of districts monitored each year; conduct focused monitoring and identify technical assistance as needed
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	4. Refine the state definition and reporting procedure for in-school suspension
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs, 
Data, and Health and Safety Units

Student Data Advisory Group

	5. Offer professional development to identify and provide supports for suspension and expulsion strategies to Wyoming educators through the Teton Institute, RtI and PBIS
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Cambium Learning / Sopris West Educational Services
University of Wyoming

MPRRC

University of Oregon

	6. Review and modify the monitoring process to ensure accuracy and consistency in methodology that LEAs report suspensions and expulsions
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs, 
Data, and Health and Safety Units



	7. Determine indicator “B” baseline and rigorous targets
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Stakeholder group

	8. Examine impact of in-school suspension on significant discrepancy, provide technical assistance through focused monitoring and adjust targets as necessary
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
LEA Personnel
RtI Task Force

PBIS Task Force



	9. Develop common definitions of suspension and expulsion for CDCs in accordance with OSEP guidance
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	EIEP

WDE Special Programs Unit

	10. Review CDC discipline policies and procedures; provide technical assistance as needed
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

WDE Special Programs Unit

	11. Participate in WDE Data Quality Council in order to revise the state’s data dictionary and create standard reporting definitions
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit




	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data from 618 report – sampling not allowed
	Measurement:

A.
Percent = # of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day divided by the total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs times 100.

B.
Percent = # of children with IEPs removed from regular class greater than 60% 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 public or private separate schools, residential    placements, or homebound or hospital placements divided by the total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

Placement data indicates that the percent of students with disabilities in category categories A and B is stable. While the numbers have not changed significantly over the past three years, Wyoming’s percent of students with disabilities who are removed from the regular classroom less than 21% of the day is higher than the national average.  WDE has set targets to ensure that decisions made will continue to meet the needs of the individual child.

One area of concern is the placement of students with disabilities outside of their local district. These placements are often court-ordered.  Students may be placed in residential treatment facilities because of violations of the law, need for specialized mental or psychological treatment, or because no other viable placement is available. The WDE has one consultant working in collaboration with other state agencies to ensure that all students are placed appropriately and in the least restrictive environment. The Wyoming legislature funded a study to examine this issue and the implications involved in placing students outside of their residential district.  In response to the APR letter, the WDE found that the number of students with IEPs in residential facilities varies widely from month to month in but remains in the range of 45-70 percent of the facility population.  The WDE will continue to evaluate information from the legislative study regarding students with IEPs reported receiving services in private separate schools, home schools or homebound settings.  The WDE has established a method to gather data on a monthly basis from the residential facilities, including the number of students in court-ordered placement and on IEPs.

With the new NCLB requirements for highly qualified special education teachers, the number of children receiving services in the regular classroom may increase in 2006-2007 due to a potential shortage of highly qualified special education teachers who might otherwise provide instruction in settings outside the regular classroom. 
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

	
	<21% Outside Regular Classroom
	Number of Students <21% Outside Regular Classroom
	>60% Outside Regular Classroom
	Number of Students >60% Outside Regular Classroom
	Combined Separate Facilities
	Number of Students Combined Separate Facilities

	2004 -2005


	55.81%
	6,493
	9.59%
	1,115
	2.47%
	289


Discussion of Baseline Data:

The number of students placed outside of the regular classroom less than 21% of the time remains stable over a five-year period.  The number of students placed outside of the classroom more than 60% of the time has also remained relatively stable over the same period.  More than half of all students with disabilities spend less than 21% of the time out of the regular classroom.
WDE believes that the number of students reported in separate facilities may be unreliable because of inconsistent tracking systems between public and private schools, including residential treatment centers, juvenile detention centers and adult correctional facilities.  WDE is aware of this disconnect and is developing a process to better monitor placement of students.  
The WDE set targets by reviewing five-year trend data and gathering stakeholder input.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	
	Measurement A <21%
	Measurement B >60%
	Measurement C Separate %

	2005

(2005-2006)
	56.00%
	9.55%
	2.46%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	57.00%
	9.52%
	2.45%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	57.30%
	9.48%
	2.44%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	57.40%
	9.44%
	2.43%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	57.50%
	9.39%
	2.42%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	58.00%
	9.30%
	2.41%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Conduct study of the number of students with IEPs in residential placement to determine the yearly average of court-placed students with IEPs in residential institutions
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs, Data, and Finance Units

Institution Schools Task Force

	2. Identify and provide supports to regular and special education  and pre-service teachers so diverse learners may receive scientifically research-based instruction in the regular classroom through the Teton Institute, RtI and PBIS
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Cambium Learning / Sopris West Educational Services

University of Wyoming

MPRRC

University of Oregon
WY School Improvement Conference

WY Mentorship Academy

	3. Develop a method to improve tracking of students with IEPs in separate school settings
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units


	4. Evaluate targets for combined separate facilities and adjust if necessary
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

Institution Schools Task Force

	5. Continue cross-unit collaboration toward overall school improvement activities
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE (all units)



	6. Utilize specially-trained consultants to assist in education program planning and staff training related to young children with low-incidence disabilities
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

PIC


	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator #6:  Percent of preschool children with IEPs who received special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers (e.g., early childhood settings, home, and part-time early childhood/part-time early childhood special education settings).

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Use 618 data – sampling not allowed
	Measurement:

Percent = # of preschool children with IEPs who received all special education services in settings with typically developing peers divided by the total # of preschool children with IEPs times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

This data is collected from the 14 regions through the EIEP preschool database, is based upon the December 2004 child count and is sent to WDE for use in federal reporting.  In order to determine the percent of preschool children with IEPs who received special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers, the EIEP combined the number of children in the Early Childhood Setting, Home, and Part Time Early Childhood/Early Childhood Special Education Setting and divided that number by the total number of children with IEPs.

Each region was asked to verify percentages of children served with typically developing peers.  The EIEP formulated rigorous targets from those percentages.
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005): 

3-5 year old preschoolers

	
	Placement Location
	# of Children
	%

	With Typically Developing Peers
	Early Childhood Setting
	1120
	58.09%

	
	Home
	43
	2.23%

	
	PT Early Childhood/Early Childhood Sp Ed Setting
	125
	6.48%

	Without Typically Developing Peers
	Early Childhood Special Education Setting
	563
	29.20%

	
	Early Childhood/Special Education
	0
	0% 

	
	Individual therapy
	15
	0.78%

	
	Itinerant Service Outside the Home
	46
	2.39%

	
	Reverse mainstreaming
	2
	0.10%

	
	Separate School
	14
	0.73%

	TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN W/ IEPs
	1928
	

	TOTAL SERVED w/ TYPICALLY DEVELOPING PEERS
	1288
	66.8%


5 year old Kindergarteners

	
	Placement Location
	# of Children
	%

	With Typically Developing Peers
	Early Childhood Setting
	339
	86%

	
	Home
	3
	<1%

	
	PT Early Childhood/Early Childhood Sp Ed Setting
	34
	9%

	Without Typically Developing Peers
	Early Childhood Special Education Setting
	17
	4%

	
	
	
	

	
	Individual therapy
	0
	0%

	
	Itinerant Service Outside the Home
	0
	0%

	
	Reverse mainstreaming
	0
	0%

	
	Separate School
	1
	<1%

	TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN W/ IEPs
	394
	

	TOTAL SERVED w/ TYPICALLY DEVELOPING PEERS
	376
	95%


Discussion of Baseline Data:

EIEP provides training to ensure that all regional programs are categorizing children in the most appropriate manner.  The EIEP analyzes this data to identify significant changes or any anomalies. 

EIEP utilizes the following guidelines to establish percentages:
· Baseline is almost 70% statewide with individual regions ranging from 100% to 38%;

· Two regions are below 50%;

· Work with regions currently below 50% to increase percentages by at least 5% per year; 

· Work with regions between 50% and 70% to increase percentages by 3%;
· Work with regions between 70% and 90% to increase percentages by 1.5%;

· Regions above 90% will be expected to maintain percentages;
The WDE and EIEP established the State’s baseline as 66.8% of preschool children with IEPs receiving special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers. (1288/1928 = 66.80%)
The WDE separated the number of 5 year-old kindergarteners from the 5 year-old preschoolers to ensure that the numbers of preschoolers with IEPs who receive services in settings with typically developing peers reflect an accurate percentage.  If 5 year-old kindergarteners were included in the preschool LRE, the data would reflect an artificially high number of preschoolers receiving services with typically developing peers.  The five year-old kindergarteners receive services in the regular classroom with typically developing peers 95% of the time.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	69.84%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	71.73%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	73.65%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	75.58%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	77.51%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	79.44%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Continue to track data regionally recognizing variability due to local issues
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP Preschool Database
WESTAT
MPRRC

	2. Provide Information, training and follow up training to regions regarding continuum of service settings through compressed video and DDD Annual Conference
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

MPRRC

WDE Special Programs Unit



	3. Work with regions not meeting LRE requirements to identify barriers to more inclusive settings
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP
NECTAC

NCSEAM

MPRRC

Other state coordinators

	4. Modify the mechanism for collecting preschool LRE data to reflect the notification of TA provided via email from OSEP on 11/29/06 and posted on www.ideadata.org
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	EIEP

WDE Special Programs Unit

	5. Improve collaboration for transition of 5 year-olds from preschool to kindergarten
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

WASEA

WAESP

MPRRC

CDS

WDE Early Childhood Taskforce


	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

New indicator 
	Measurement:

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

a. Percent of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = # of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improve functioning = # of preschool children who improved functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = # of preschool children who did not improve functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

If children meet the criteria for a, report them in a.  Do not include children reported in a in b or c.  If a + b + c does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.

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

a. Percent of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = # of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning = # of preschool children who improved functioning divided by  # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = # of preschool children who did not improve functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

If children meet the criteria for a, report them in a.  Do not include children reported in a in b or c.  If a + b + c does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.

C.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs: 

a. Percent of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = # of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning = # of preschool children who improved functioning divided by  # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = # of preschool children who did not improve functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

If children meet the criteria for a, report them in a.  Do not include children reported in a in b or c.  If a + b + c does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The EIEP and WDE require that regional Preschool Development Centers use one or more of the following assessments annually to track child progress with respect to positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:

· Battelle Developmental Inventory,

· BRIGANCE Inventory of Early Development–II (IED–II),
· The Creative Curriculum Developmental Continuum for Ages 3-5 or,
· Other tools approved by DDD.

The EIEP requests that the IEP team implement one or more of the above tools at the time of the child’s entry into the program and shortly before the child exits the program (three months prior or less).  The IEP team also reviews other sources of information, including the Multidisciplinary Team Evaluation, the IEP objectives and outcomes, child observations and parent input in order to complete the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) Center Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF) for each child.  This form is intended to summarize multiple sources of information as a method to report progress in the three developmental areas. 
CDC staff members were given training on the COSF in January 2006 and again in August 2006.  They also received copies of an FAQ document that included instructions on how to complete the COSF and typical questions they might have about completing the form and collecting the data.  The FAQ followed the best practices advocated by the ECO Center.  In addition, NECTAC met with the EIEP staff members in March 2006 to provide in-depth training on summarizing and reporting out on the COSFs.  Lastly, the EIEP staff members provided individual consultations to the CDCs via email and phone.  

The COSF was completed for each child entering the program starting January 15, 2006 through June 30, 2006.  CDCs submitted the completed COSFs to the EIEP on a quarterly basis as indicated in the table below.  For the initial data collection period, COSFs were collected from only two quarters.  After this initial year, COSF results will be based on four quarters of data collection (July through June).  

	Quarter
	Data Collection
	Submit to the EIEP

	1
	January through March
	April 15

	2
	April through June 
	July 15

	3
	July through September
	October 15

	4
	October through December
	January 15


In the near future, the COSF will become an online form and be placed on the EIEP’s electronic child information system.  This will allow for more efficient data collection and analysis processes.  The EIEP contracted with Data Driven Enterprises (DDE) for assistance with the data collection, data analysis, and report-writing for this indicator.

Measurement Processes for the APR

For the February 2008 APR and thereafter, the EIEP must be able to provide data in the five official reporting categories.  To do this, the EIEP will use the COSF.  For any child with entry data and who has been in the program for at least six months, the CDCs will be required to also collect exit data on this child and report it on the COSF.  Exit data will be collected between July 2006 and June 2007 and will be submitted to the EIEP on a quarterly basis as indicated above (note:  entry data will continue to be collected as well).  The same procedures used to complete the COSF at entry (e.g., using multiple data sources, using a state-approved assessment, gathering input from the IEP team, assigning a rating on the COSF) will be used at exit.  This will allow the EIEP to compare exit to entry scores on each of the three developmental areas.  To actually calculate the number and percentage of children who are in each of the official five reporting categories, the EIEP will use the “COSF to OSEP Categories Calculator” which may be downloaded from the ECO Center’s website.

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):

Because this is a new Indicator, the EIEP collected only status data at entry data during FFY 2005.   

Number of Children Evaluated and Percentage of 

Children Scoring Below and at Age Level at Entry to the CDC

Based on COSFs Collected January 2006 – June 2006

	Outcomes Area
	Number Children
	Percent Below Age-Level
	Percent At Age-Level

	Positive Socio-Emotional Skills
	345
	77%

n=(266)
	23%

n=(79)

	Acquiring and Using Knowledge and Skills
	345
	77%

n=(266)
	23%

n=(79)

	Taking Appropriate Action to Meet Needs
	345
	67%

(n=232)
	33%

(n=113)


EIEP will collect the exit data during the 2006-2007 school year.   
Discussion of Baseline Data:
In July 2006, the 345 COSFs that were completed between January 2006 and June 2006 were analyzed.  The table above shows the percentage of children whose functioning was described as “comparable to same-aged peers.”  This corresponds to a rating of 6 or 7 on the COSF.

To ensure that the data reported on the COSF are reliable and valid, the EIEP examined the supporting documentation on the COSF and how it corresponded with the outcomes rating given the child.  In addition, during the August 2006 training session, CDC staff members were asked about the procedures they used in collecting the assessment data and completing the COSF.  Any misconceptions were addressed in the updated FAQ document that was posted to the EIEP website and will be updated as new questions arise.  

Furthermore, as a result of examining the relationship between the supporting documentation and the outcomes rating and of hearing the misconceptions of certain CDC members, the EIEP revised the COSF.  The revisions will help guide the IEP teams in what type of supporting information they are supposed to provide on the COSF and how the type of supporting documentation relates to the 7-point COSF rating scale.  The EIEP also incorporated the ECO Center Decision Tree right onto the COSF to ensure that the different CDCs were applying the COSF decision rules consistently.  See Attachment 3 for a copy of the revised form. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)


	N/A

	2006

(2006-2007)


	N/A

	2007

(2007-2008)
	N/A

	2008

(2008-2009)


	N/A

	2009

(2009-2010)


	N/A

	2010

(2010-2011)


	N/A


Baseline Development and Implementation Activities/Timelines/Resources:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Compile survey results regarding assessments, evaluations, and curriculum utilized by the CDCs
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	EIEP Survey

MPRRC

WDE Special Programs Unit
NECTAC

	2. Develop assessment matrix
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

ECO Center

	3. Develop and provide TA regarding approved assessment tools and administration recommendations 
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

MPRRC



	4. Implement ECO rating tool and provide necessary TA
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	EIEP

ECO Center Staff

DDD Annual Conference

	5. Add ECO Summary Form to CDC contract requirement
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	DDD Financial Manager

	6. Develop Targets and Improvement Activities
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

NCSEAM

MPRRC

EIC

ECO

	7. Track progress on targets via ECO Summary Form
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP 

Data Driven Enterprises

	8. Provide TA to regions who need to improve child outcomes
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

NECTAC

ECO




	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


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

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



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
The WDE proposed using the University of Miami and National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) survey in its entirety to gather parent input.  However, stakeholders, including parents of children with disabilities, parent group representatives and special education directors and staff, resisted.  Reasons for resistance include the survey length, survey readability (higher than 8th grade) and relevance of some questions to the indicator.  Based on the input from participants at three different meetings and stakeholder input, the WDE modified the survey to include the first subset of the survey “Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents”  The WDE chose the first subset of the NCSEAM survey to maintain reliability and validity as well as consider the stakeholder input.  The WDE contracted with the Wyoming Institute for Disabilities (WIND) to conduct the survey.  
WIND selected a random sample of 10% of all parents of students with disabilities with over sampling in districts with low populations, high poverty rates, and/or regions of the state that traditionally have low survey return rates.  WIND contacted school districts to obtain parent contact information and associated each parent with a unique identification number.  Office staff who gathered parent contact information were not involved in gathering, analyzing, or reporting the data.  Therefore, parent anonymity was completely protected and maintained.  

As a methodological test of parent willingness to respond to a lengthier survey, every fourth identification number was selected to receive the survey in its entirety.  To adjust for over-sampling in some districts, scores were weighted based upon district representation in the overall special education population served.  
The WDE and WIND were concerned about the possibility of low response rates from the outset of the project and took a number of steps to increase those rates.  Parents were sent a notification postcard, letting them know they were selected to receive and were strongly encouraged to complete an important survey.  A dollar bill was also included with each survey to increase parent motivation to return it.  Reminder postcards were sent to the entire sample, and a second reminder postcard was sent to the entire sample one month later.  A third and final reminder postcard went out to parents one month after that.  

WIND also provided a number of different methods through which parents could respond to the survey.  In addition to the printed copy, WIND collaborated with the Wyoming Survey and Analysis Center (WYSAC) to provide a toll-free number so respondents could respond via telephone—even during evenings and weekends.  For Spanish speaking respondents, WIND provided a Spanish-speaking facilitator.  Finally, a website was established for those who might prefer to answer the survey online.  

After the surveys were collected and scored, WIND:

· completed a report of statewide baseline findings

· completed a summary report of findings by district

· completed more detailed reports by district for those districts being monitored

· completed a methodology report that includes recommendations for subsequent years

WDE will repeat the survey process every year of the SPP, and report annually in subsequent Annual Performance Reports.

After the surveys were collected and item results were calculated, the WDE and WIND decided that all 26 items on the short form of the survey related to the concept of the school facilitating parent involvement.  Based on these 26 items, each survey respondent received a “sum total” score for the concept of “parent involvement” that indicated the total number of points a respondent “awarded” to the school.   (Note: any respondent who left a question blank was assigned the average rating for that individual across all items rated.  In this way, any missing value is an average of what the person rated other items.)  A respondent who rated the school a “6” (Strongly Agree) on each of the 26 items received a sum total score of 156 (26 items times 6); a respondent who rated the school a “1” (Strongly Disagree) on each of the 26 items received a sum total score of 26.  A respondent who rated the school a “4” (Agree) on each of the 26 items received a sum total score of 104.

After the item selection, the WDE and WIND decided where to set the cut-score for determining that the LEAs facilitated parent involvement. The WDE and WIND decided that a sum total score of 104 represented the most appropriate cut-score.  A 104 cut-score would be representative of a parent who, on average, agrees with each of the 26 selected items and as such agrees that the school facilitated parent involvement.  
Surveying Parents of Preschoolers

The EIEP program stated in the FFY 2004 SPP that they would implement the Part B (619) parent survey once disseminated by NCSEAM. While the EIEP waited for the survey’s release, ongoing discussions were held with the Early Intervention Council regarding the development and status of the survey.  Eventually, due to the tardiness of that survey’s arrival, EIEP and EIC developed its own Part B 619 Parent Survey (which was based on the short version of the NCSEAM Part B Preschool Survey for 5 year-olds).   This survey was administered in each CDC between April and June 2006, and every survey was identifiable to an individual CDC.  The EIEP contracted with Data Driven Enterprises (DDE) for assistance with the data collection, data analysis, and report writing for this indicator.

Survey data was collected from April 2006 through June 2006.  The surveys were distributed in person by local CDC staff in conjunction with a face-to-face contact, such as an IEP meeting.  CDC directors ensured that parents were provided with a private space to complete the survey and an envelope for them to seal their responses. At the stakeholders’ recommendation, assistance in completing the survey was provided to parents when necessary, and the survey was translated into Spanish.  The EIEP provided CDCs with a written explanation describing the survey’s purpose, explaining how the results would be reported, and stating that no identifying information would be requested so that parent anonymity would be maintained.  This explanation was distributed to parents by the CDCs.  

Surveys were distributed to parents whose child had been enrolled in the CDC for at least six months. CDCs submitted the completed surveys to the EIEP on a quarterly basis as indicated in the table below.  For the baseline data collection period, surveys were collected from only one quarter.  After the baseline year, survey results will be based on four quarters of data collection (July through June).  

	Quarter
	Data Collection
	Submit to EIEP

	1
	January through March 
	April 15

	2
	April through June 
	July 15

	3
	July through September 
	October 15

	4
	October through December 
	January 15


Between April 2006 and June 2006, 309 parent surveys were completed.  A total of 2,061 children were receiving Part B 619 services as of December 1, 2005.  Calculating a response rate based on 2,061 children gives a response rate of 18%.  However, given that surveys were distributed at regularly-scheduled IEP meetings and that the surveys were collected for only a three-month period, this 18% response rate most likely represents an underestimate of the actual response rate since not all 2,061 parents had an opportunity to complete the parent survey in the three-month time period.  Beginning with FFY 2006, all parents who have a child enrolled in the CDC for at least six months will be given the opportunity to complete the survey during any given twelve-month time period.  

After the surveys were collected and item results were calculated, the Early Intervention Council members, CDC program directors, and EIEP staff members reviewed the survey items to determine which of the 33 items related to the concept of the preschool facilitating parent involvement.  The 20 items in Section A of the survey were selected.  These 20 items most closely match the items on the short form of the NCSEAM Part B Preschool Parent Survey.  

Based on the item selections, each survey respondent received a “percent of maximum” score for the concept of “parent involvement” that indicated the percentage of points the respondent “awarded” to the preschool.  A respondent who rated the preschool a “5” (Strongly Agree) on each of the 20 items received a 100% score; a respondent who rated the preschool a “1” (Strongly Disagree) on each of the 20 items received a 0% score.  A respondent who rated the preschool a “4” (Agree) on each of the 20 items received a 75% score.

After the item selection, this same stakeholder group decided where to set the cut-score for determining that the preschools facilitated parent involvement.  The stakeholder group decided that an 80% cut-score represented the most appropriate cut-score.  A 75% cut-score would be representative of a parent who, on average, agrees with each of the 20 selected items and as such agrees that the preschool facilitated parent involvement.  Thus, an 80% cut-score represents a family who is slightly more positive than “agree,” i.e., the family has to have “strongly agreed” with at least one other item.  The stakeholder group did not believe it was appropriate to insist that respondents “strongly agree” with each item (a cut-score of 100%) in order for the respondent to be counted as someone who believes that the preschool facilitated parent involvement.  Thus, any parent who had a percent of maximum score of 80% or above was identified as one who reported that the preschool facilitated his/her involvement.
During FFY 2006, CDC staff members were asked about the procedures they used in collecting the family outcome data through completion of the Parent Survey.  Additional analysis of the data received from the CDCs on the Family Survey lead the EIEP to identify problem areas on the form and the EIEP revised the Part B Parent Survey form.  See the Appendix for a copy of the revised form.

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):   

Percentage of Parents who State that Schools Facilitated their Involvement:

	FFY
	School facilitated parent involvement

	2005

(2005-2006)
	80.7%


 Percentage of Parents who State that Preschools Facilitated their Involvement:

	FFY
	Preschool facilitated parent involvement

	2005

(2005-2006)
	70.2%


Discussion of School Baseline Data:

This first year of data collection indicates that the majority of parents believe that the schools facilitate their involvement: 80.7% of parents state that their child’s school facilitated their involvement.  

While this overall “parent involvement” percentage provides a benchmark of the extent to which schools are encouraging and facilitating parent involvement, the Special Programs Unit has also reviewed individual item results to determine specific areas in which the schools and the Special Programs Unit can make improvements in how they communicate with and relate to parents of children with special needs.  Districts will be given their survey results so that they might also target specific areas for improved parent involvement. 

The Special Programs Unit is concerned, however, about the low response rate of 27%. There were responses from all districts, but for five districts there was but a single respondent, four districts had just two respondents, and seven districts had only three respondents.  Caution is warranted in making generalizations with these few respondents.  Because certain districts were under-represented, responses were weighted by district to reflect their actual weight in the population of special education children served. 
Discussion of Preschool Baseline Data

This first year of data collection indicates that the majority of parents believe that the preschools facilitate their involvement: 70% of parents state that their child’s preschool facilitated their involvement.  

While this overall “parent involvement” percentage provides a benchmark of the extent to which preschools are encouraging and facilitating parent involvement, the EIEP has also reviewed individual item results to determine specific areas in which the preschools and the EIEP can make improvements in how they communicate with and relate to parents of children with special needs.  CDCs will be given their survey results so that they might also target specific areas for improved parent involvement. 

The WDE and EIEP are concerned, however, about the low response rate (18%) on this administration of the survey.  Because the response rate was far below 100%, the demographic characteristics of the children of parents who responded were compared to the demographic characteristics of the 2,061 children receiving services as of December 1, 2005.  The demographic characteristics based on current age of the child, the race/ethnicity of the child, the primary disability of the child, and the region to which the child is enrolled are very similar.  For example:

· 30% of the December count children are 5 years old; 36% of the parents who completed a survey indicated that their child receiving services was 5 years old

· 84% of the December count children are white and 10% are Hispanic; 84% of the parents who completed a survey indicated that their child receiving services was white, and 7% of the parents who completed a survey indicated that their child receiving services was Hispanic

· 19% of the December count children have a primary disability of Developmental Disability; 14% of the parents who completed a survey indicated that their child has a primary disability of Developmental Disability

· 5% of the December count children are enrolled in Region 2 and 3% are enrolled in Region 4; 4% of the parents who completed a survey indicated that their child is enrolled in Region 2 and 2% indicated that their children are enrolled in Region 4.  

Regions 7 and 10 were slightly overrepresented in the survey respondents, and Regions 3 and 5 were slightly under-represented.  However, survey responses did not significantly differ by region (or by age of child, race, or primary disability), so weighting of results was not necessary.

The CDC directors have been urged to evaluate and refine their survey administration and collection methods to make sure they are as effective as possible.  The WDE and EIEP are also confident that the response rate will improve when surveys are administered over the entire twelve-month period rather than the three-month window used to establish the State’s baseline data.

WDE Measurable and Rigorous Targets for Percentage of Parents who State that Schools Facilitate their Involvement:
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	80.7%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	81.0%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	81.4%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	82.1%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	83.2%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	84.5%


Preschool Measurable and Rigorous Targets for Percentage of Parents who State that Schools Facilitate their Involvement:

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target, Preschool

	2005

(2005-2006)
	70.2%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	70.7%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	71.2%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	72.7%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	73.2%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	75.2%


Baseline Development Implementation Activities/Timelines/Resources:
(The following items are to be completed for each monitoring priority/indicator.)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Administer the parent survey to a statewide random sample of parents of children with disabilities
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit


	2. Analyze survey results and establish baseline data, set targets and identify improvement activities 
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Stakeholder group, including State Advisory Panel

	3. Provide statewide training on modified NCSEAM survey including follow up
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP 

MPRRC

Child Development Services

PIC

NECTAC

	4. Analyze survey results and establish baseline data, set targets and identify improvement activities
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	EIEP

PIC

CDC Preschools

Stakeholder group including State Advisory Panel

	5. Add completed parent survey tool to CDC contract requirement
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	DDD Financial Manager

	6. Increase cooperation with the Parent Information Center (PIC) to provide assistance and information to parents as a result of needs identified through the administration of the parent survey
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

PIC

	7. Annually review the survey results and add activities if systemic statewide parent issues are identified
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Stakeholder group, including State Advisory Panel


	Monitoring Priority:  Disproportionality


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C)) 
	Measurement:  Percent = # of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification divided by # of districts in the State times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
Currently the Wyoming Department of Education collects this data through the state December 1 data collection report.  The WDE reports child count and FAPE 618 data to OSEP.  The WDE submits the data to the USOE clearinghouse each February and verifies the data for accuracy through LEA assurances and signatures.  The WDE will use the 618 data to determine disproportionality.  

Wyoming’s small homogeneous population makes determining significant disproportionality a challenge. The WDE reviews potential disproportionality as part of the special education monitoring process. In many Wyoming districts, even one student in a specific disability category will cause the data to appear disproportionate.  During 2005-2006, WDE analyzed 618 data at the local and state levels.  The state then determined a standard for significant disproportionality and applied it to the disaggregated 618 data.  The WDE used the Alternate Risk Ratio as defined by OSEP/WESTAT for determining disproportionality because it is most relevant and meaningful for Wyoming’s rural population.
WDE Alternate Risk Ratio

Risk ratios are difficult to interpret when they are based on small numbers of students (either in the racial/ethnic group or the comparison group).  When risk ratios are based on small numbers, minor variations in the number of students in either the racial/ethnic group or the comparison group can produce dramatic changes in the size of the risk ratio.  Furthermore, it is impossible to calculate risk ratios if there are no students in the comparison group (i.e., the risk for the comparison group cannot be calculated) or if none of the students in the comparison group receives special education and related services either for the disability or in the educational environment (i.e., the risk for the comparison group is zero).  For these reasons, the State opted to use the Alternate Risk Ratio when calculating disproportionality for this indicator.  

The Alternate Risk Ratio provides for a more reliable indicator of disproportionality because the comparison group risk is based on state numbers of students, not on the often very small district numbers of students.  Furthermore the Alternate Risk Ratio ensures a common standard (i.e., the comparison group identification risk) is being applied to all districts.  

Below are the WESTAT guidelines to which the State adhered in making its calculations for Indicator #9:

· An Alternate Risk Ratio was not calculated/considered if there were fewer than 10 students in the racial/ethnic group of interest enrolled in the district (when examining child count data
· An Alternate Risk Ratio was not calculated if there were fewer than 10 students in the comparison group enrolled in the state (when examining child count data) or if there were fewer than 10 students in the comparison group receiving special education and related services for the disability at the state level.  (Note:  the Alternate Risk Ratio uses state-level data to calculate the risk for the comparison group.)
· When calculating the Alternate Risk Ratio, the State used the district-level risk for the racial/ethnic group in the numerator and the state-level risk for the comparison group in the denominator.

Alternate Risk Ratio =
District-level risk for racial/ethnic group for disability
divided by

State-level risk for comparison group for disability

Although the number of students may be small in a given district, if the State determines that an unusually large proportion of them are receiving special education and related services either for the, the State will examine existing policies, procedures, and practices to ensure that they comply with the requirements stated in Part B of the IDEA.
The WDE has established a system of evaluating whether the disproportionate representation is a result of inappropriate identification by comparing the district’s rate of identification for a given racial/ethnic group o the state’s rate of identification for the other racial/ethnic groups via the Alternate Risk Ratio.  An Alternate Risk Ratio that is above the established cut score of 1.5 with a minimum “n” size of 10 for a racial or ethnic group is flagged for potential disproportionality.  The table below outlines the State’s methods of addressing districts whose data are above the 1.5 threshold:

	Level
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	Required Activities

	Caution
	1.5 to 1.99
	· Year One: District is “flagged” and WDE performs internal analysis and drill down of district data, including analysis of trend data to determine the extent of disproportionality

· Year Two: Districts flagged for second consecutive year required to explain policies, procedures, and practices for identification of students with disabilities via risk-based self-assessment component of monitoring system

· Year Three: Districts flagged for third consecutive year receive automatic on-site review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff

	Disproportionate
	2.0 to 2.49
	· Year One: District is required to explain policies, procedures, and practices for identification of students with disabilities via risk-based self-assessment component of monitoring system

· Year Two: District receives automatic on-site review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff

· Year Three: District is moved to “Significant Disproportionality” category

	Significant

Disproportionality
	2.5 and above
	· Year One:  District receives automatic on-site review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff


At any level or year of the continuum, if the disproportionality is determined to be the result of inappropriate identification policies, practices, and procedures, the district will be required to submit a Corrective Action Plan outlining steps and a timeline for correcting the non-compliance within one year.  Furthermore, following an on-site review, the WDE may require any district falling into the “Significant Disproportionality” category to use 15% of the district’s Part B 611 funds for comprehensive, coordinated early intervening services in accordance with Section 613(f) of IDEA and 34 CFR 300.646(b).  

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
	District
	Racial / Ethnic Group
	District Enrollment of SWD in Ethnic Group
	District Enrollment of SWD not in Ethnic Group
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	Disproportionate Level

	1
	Hispanic
	66
	180
	1.86
	Caution

	2
	Native American
	12
	92
	1.81
	Caution

	3
	Native American
	12
	524
	1.78
	Caution

	4
	Hispanic
	10
	83
	1.71
	Caution

	5
	Hispanic
	19
	66
	1.69
	Caution

	6
	Native American
	80
	2
	1.65
	Caution

	7
	Native American
	77
	363
	1.59
	Caution


Discussion of Baseline Data:

Seven of 48 districts (14.6%) were flagged at the cautionary level of disproportionality. None were flagged at the “Disproportionate” or “Significant Disproportionality” levels.
In accordance with the WDE’s plan for addressing disproportionality, the seven districts that fell into the “Caution” level based on their FFY 2005 data have been “flagged” in the State’s system.  The WDE is performing internal analyses and further drill down of these district data, including analyses of trend data.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services categories are the result of inappropriate identification

	2010

(2010-2011)
	0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services categories are the result of inappropriate identification.


Baseline Development and Implementation Activities/Timelines/Resources to Establish Baseline:  
	Activities
	Timeline
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Analyze 618 data to determine baseline data
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	2. Define significant disproportionality
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Education and Data Units

Stakeholder group

	3. Establish rubric to evaluate LEA disproportionality.
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Stakeholder group



	4. Determine appropriate improvement activities
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Stakeholder group

	5. Provide training and technical assistance to LEAs on Early Intervening strategies
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

SPECIALS, Inc. 

DDE

MPRRC

NECTAC


	Monitoring Priority:  Disproportionality


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))  
	Measurement:  Percent = # of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification divided by # of districts in the State times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
Currently the Wyoming Department of Education collects this data through the state December 1 data collection report.  The WDE reports child count and FAPE 618 data to OSEP.  The WDE submits the data to the USOE clearinghouse each February and verifies the data for accuracy through LEA assurances and signatures.  The WDE will use the 618 data to determine disproportionality.  

During 2005-2006, WDE analyzed 618 data at the local and state levels.  The state then determined a standard for significant disproportionality and applied it to the disaggregated 618 data.  The WDE used the Alternate Risk Ratio as defined by OSEP/WESTAT for determining disproportionality because it is most relevant and meaningful for Wyoming’s rural population.
Wyoming’s small homogeneous population makes determining significant disproportionality a challenge. The WDE reviews potential disproportionality as part of the special education monitoring process. In many Wyoming districts, even one student in a specific disability category will cause the data to appear disproportionate.  

WDE Alternate Risk Ratio

Risk ratios are difficult to interpret when they are based on small numbers of students (either in the racial/ethnic group or the comparison group).  When risk ratios are based on small numbers, minor variations in the number of students in either the racial/ethnic group or the comparison group can produce dramatic changes in the size of the risk ratio.  Furthermore, it is impossible to calculate risk ratios if there are no students in the comparison group (i.e., the risk for the comparison group cannot be calculated) or if none of the students in the comparison group receives special education and related services either for the disability or in the educational environment (i.e., the risk for the comparison group is zero).  For these reasons, the State opted to use the Alternate Risk Ratio when calculating disproportionality for this indicator.  

The Alternate Risk Ratio provides for a more reliable indicator of disproportionality because the comparison group risk is based on state numbers of students, not on the often very small district numbers of students.  Furthermore the Alternate Risk Ratio ensures a common standard (i.e., the comparison group identification risk) is being applied to all districts.    

Below are the WESTAT guidelines to which the State adhered in making its calculations for Indicator #9:

· An Alternate Risk Ratio was not calculated/considered if there were fewer than 10 students in the racial/ethnic group of interest enrolled in the district (when examining child count data.
· An Alternate Risk Ratio was not calculated if there were fewer than 10 students in the comparison group enrolled in the state (when examining child count data) or if there were fewer than 10 students in the comparison group receiving special education and related services for the disability at the state level.  (Note:  the Alternate Risk Ratio uses state-level data to calculate the risk for the comparison group.)
· When calculating the Alternate Risk Ratio, the State used the district-level risk for the racial/ethnic group in the numerator and the state-level risk for the comparison group in the denominator.

Alternate Risk Ratio =
District-level risk for racial/ethnic group for disability
divided by

State-level risk for comparison group for disability

Although the number of students may be small in a given district, if the State determines that an unusually large proportion of them are receiving special education and related services either for the disability, the State will examine existing policies, procedures, and practices to ensure that they comply with the requirements stated in Part B of the IDEA.
The WDE has established a system of evaluating whether the disproportionate representation is a result of inappropriate identification by comparing the district’s rate of identification for a given racial/ethnic group o the state’s rate of identification for the other racial/ethnic groups via the Alternate Risk Ratio.  An Alternate Risk Ratio that is above the established cut score of 1.5 with a minimum “n” size of 10 for a racial or ethnic group is flagged for potential disproportionality.  The table below outlines the State’s methods of addressing districts whose data are above the 1.5 threshold:
	Level
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	Required Activities

	Caution
	2.0 to 2.49
	· Year One: District is “flagged” and WDE performs internal analysis and drill down of district data, including analysis of trend data
· Year Two: Districts flagged for second consecutive year required to explain policies, procedures, and practices for identification of students with disabilities via risk-based self-assessment component of monitoring system
· Year Three: Districts flagged for third consecutive year receive automatic file review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff

	Disproportionate
	2.5 to 2.99
	· Year One: District is required to explain policies, procedures, and practices for identification of students with disabilities via risk-based self-assessment component of monitoring system
· Year Two: District receives automatic file review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff

· Year Three: District is moved to “Significant Disproportionality” category

	Significant

Disproportionality
	3.0 and above
	· Year One: District is required to explain policies, procedures, and practices for identification of students with disabilities via risk-based self-assessment component of monitoring system 

· Year One: District receives automatic file review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff


At any level or year of the continuum, if the disproportionality is determined to be the result of inappropriate identification policies, practices, and procedures, the district is required to submit a Corrective Action Plan outlining steps and a timeline for correcting the non-compliance within one year.  Furthermore, following an on-site review, the WDE may require any district falling into the “Significant Disproportionality” category to use 15% of the district’s Part B 611 funds for comprehensive, coordinated early intervening services in accordance with Section 613(f) of IDEA and 34 CFR 300.646(b).  

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):  
	District
	Racial / Ethnic Group
	Primary Disability
	District Enrollment of SWD in Ethnic Group with Same PD
	District Enrollment of SWD not in Ethnic Group with Same PD
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	Level

	1
	White
	AT
	15
	0
	3.14
	Significant

	1
	Hispanic
	ED
	14
	70
	2.69
	Disproportionate

	2
	Native American
	LD
	16
	21
	2.76
	Disproportionate

	3
	Native American
	LD
	77
	0
	2.47
	Caution

	4
	Native American
	ED
	16
	54
	4.18
	Significant

	4
	White
	ED
	50
	20
	2.01
	Caution

	5
	Hispanic
	HL
	10
	24
	2.14
	Caution

	6
	White
	HL
	28
	5
	2.11
	Caution

	7
	Asian
	SL
	11
	364
	2.76
	Disproportionate

	7
	White
	AT
	36
	3
	2.08
	Caution

	8
	Native American
	LD
	11
	38
	3.95
	Significant

	9
	White
	AT
	10
	2
	2.64
	Disproportionate

	9
	Hispanic
	SL
	22
	88
	2.03
	Caution

	10
	Hispanic
	LD
	47
	107
	3.63
	Significant

	11
	White
	LD
	14
	0
	2.02
	Caution


Discussion of Baseline Data:

In accordance with the WDE’s plan for addressing disproportionality, eleven unique districts (22.9% of the 48 districts) were identified as having alternate risk ratios above the 2.0 threshold.  Three of these districts were “flagged” for having alternate risk ratios above 2.0 in two different racial/ethnic groups and/or primary disability categories.  

· Seven of 48 districts (14.6%) fell into the “Caution” level based on their FFY 2005 data.  These five have been “flagged” in the State’s system.  The WDE performed internal analyses and further drill down of these district data, including analyses of trend data.  
· Four of 48 districts (8.3%) fell into the “Disproportionate” level.  These districts have been required to explain policies, procedures, and practices for identification of students with disabilities via the risk-based self-assessment component of monitoring system.  The risk-based self-assessment gives the WDE the ability to query the data in multiple disability categories and racial/ethnic groups.   

· Four of 48 districts (8.3%) were placed in the “Significant Disproportionality” level.  These districts were required to complete the risk-based self-assessment and participate in a file review with WDE Special Programs Unit staff.

· Through this process, the WDE found no districts to have significant disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that were the result of inappropriate identification of students with disabilities. 
Wyoming’s small homogeneous population makes determining significant disproportionality a challenge.  In many Wyoming districts, even one student in a specific disability category will cause the data to appear disproportionate.  In drilling down the data from these eleven districts, trend data were hard to identify due to the small numbers of students with disabilities in any given racial/ethnic category. 
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	0% districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	0% districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	0% districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	0% districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	0% districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	0% districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories are the result of inappropriate identification.


Baseline Development and Implementation Activities/Timelines/Resources to Establish Baseline:  
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Analyze 618 data to determine baseline data
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	2. Define significant disproportionality
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Education and Data Units

Stakeholder group

	3. Establish rubric to evaluate LEA disproportionality.
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Stakeholder group



	4. Determine appropriate improvement activities
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Stakeholder group

	5. Provide training and technical assistance to LEAs on Early Intervening strategies
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

SPECIALS, Inc. 

DDE

MPRRC

NECTAC


	Monitoring Priority:   Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


Indicator #11:  Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated and eligibility determined within 60 days (or State established timeline).

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

New indicator on initial eligibility – if from monitoring sample selection explained
	Measurement:

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

b. # determined not eligible whose evaluations and eligibility determinations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

c. # determined eligible whose evaluations and eligibility determinations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

Account for children included in a, but not included in b or c.  Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when eligibility was determined and any reasons for the delays.

Percent = b + c divided by a times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
The WDE will ensure that children referred for special education and related services are evaluated and, as appropriate, offered services within the timelines set in IDEA 2004 and reinforce through proposed State rules and regulations. Wyoming’s Chapter 7 Rules require districts and public agencies to determine if the child is a child with a disability and determine the educational needs of the child within 60 days of receiving parental consent to evaluate.  

Beginning with the 2005-2006 school year, the WDE required each district to report the number of evaluations conducted, the number of children found eligible for services, the number of children found not eligible for services, the number of days between receipt of parental consent and evaluation/eligibility determination and the reason evaluation/eligibility was not determined within the timeline.
The WDE incorporated these data elements into an existing special education data collection which is conducted at the completion of each school year. Based on the information provided by districts and public agencies, each entity will be required to provide, as part of the WDE risk-based self assessment focused monitoring, an explanation of any evaluation not completed in the 60 day timeline. If a district has not completed the evaluations in the appropriate timeframe and the reason for missing the deadline isn’t for the two reasons set forth in 34 CFR § 300.301(d)(1&2), the district will be required to provide the WDE with a plan to correct the non-compliance within one year.

Monitoring of Regional Preschool Development Centers  
Wyoming’s preschool monitoring process is founded upon federal and state rules and regulations governing the Part C and 619 Part B programs. These regulations include IDEA, OSEP guidance, and the Wyoming Department of Education Rules and Regulations. These governing entities require that the programs provide comprehensive services to the children and the families that they serve as well as monitoring of these services.

The monitoring process is based upon the integration of information at several different levels. The process includes electronic file reviews of 100% of the child files and the most recent parent survey prior to an on-site visit. The on-site monitoring visit includes focused group sessions that include staff, parents, and community members and also includes a review of program data and 15% of the child files.  This monitoring process is also comprised of an annual program self–assessment which includes a review of 5% of the child files and a focus group session for the administrative-level program staff during the on-site visit. The process employs a team approach to gathering the information via teams of Program Improvement Facilitators hosting the focus group session to the desk audits and file reviews completed on site by EIEP/WDE staff and peer reviewers from a visiting CDC. The process highlights the focus on children and families by allowing opportunities for feedback through parent surveys and focus groups. 

The monitoring process focuses on the strengths of the CDCs and provides technical assistance or support necessary to improve services to children and families. The monitoring process results in a Corrective Action Plan if the state identifies any areas of noncompliance in its report to the region.  This plan outlines improvement activities to correct noncompliance identified in the CDCs (see Attachment 5:  Preschool Monitoring Protocol).

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
Since Indicator 11 was a new indicator on the FFY 2004 SPP, the data reported below serves as the State’s baseline data for its elementary and secondary school population served under Part B:
	District
	# evaluated (with dates)
	# not elig, within 60 days
	# elig, within 60 days
	not completed within 60 days

	STATE
	1549
	26
	1128
	395

	1
	56
	
	48
	8

	2
	4
	
	1
	3

	3
	
	
	
	

	4
	7
	
	5
	2

	5
	22
	
	13
	9

	6
	202
	
	149
	53

	7
	24
	
	18
	6

	8
	7
	
	5
	2

	9
	45
	
	36
	9

	10
	10
	
	10
	

	11
	9
	
	7
	2

	12
	1
	1
	
	

	13
	4
	
	4
	

	14
	11
	
	7
	4

	15
	2
	
	
	2

	16
	5
	
	5
	

	17
	5
	
	3
	2

	18
	37
	
	29
	8

	19
	20
	
	20
	

	20
	23
	2
	3
	18

	21
	10
	
	8
	2

	22
	25
	
	12
	13

	23
	187
	
	164
	23

	24
	19
	
	17
	2

	25
	13
	
	12
	1

	26
	46
	8
	26
	12

	27
	170
	
	124
	46

	28
	8
	
	6
	2

	29
	8
	
	3
	5

	30
	88
	
	49
	39

	31
	10
	
	10
	

	32
	20
	2
	9
	9

	33
	1
	
	1
	

	34
	11
	
	9
	2

	35
	38
	11
	21
	6

	36
	3
	
	3
	

	37
	20
	
	15
	5

	38
	3
	2
	1
	

	39
	67
	
	54
	13

	40
	104
	
	69
	35

	41
	52
	
	39
	13

	42
	36
	
	29
	7

	43
	12
	
	10
	2

	44
	6
	
	4
	2

	45
	68
	
	43
	25

	46
	1
	
	
	1

	47
	23
	
	22
	1

	48
	6
	
	5
	1


The data reported below serves as the State’s baseline data for its preschool population served under Part B:  
	Region


	# Children for Whom Parental Consent to Evaluate was Received (a)
	# Determined not Eligible whose Evaluations Completed w/in 60 Days (b)
	# Determined Eligible whose Evaluations Completed w/in 

60 Days (c)
	# Children whose  Evaluations not Completed w/in 60 Days
	Percent 

=

[(B+C)/(A)]*100

	1
	191
	35
	139
	17
	91.10%

	3
	41
	10
	30
	1
	97.56%

	4
	36
	6
	30
	0
	100.00%

	5
	46
	0
	44
	2
	95.65%

	14
	14
	0
	13
	1
	92.86%

	Totals
	328
	51
	256
	21
	95.43


See Attachment 6: Account for Children for Whom Eligibility not Determined within 60 Days
Discussion of Baseline Data:

The WDE collected the baseline data for July 01, 2005 through June 30, 2006 and required districts to provide explanations for each instance in which the 60 day timeline was not met. Based on the data, 25% of initial evaluations were not conducted within 60 days. In discussing this requirement with LEA special education directors, it became clear that there was significant confusion regarding this requirement. Through the improvement activities listed below, the WDE will provide clarification and technical assistance to all LEAs in order to ensure 100% compliance with this target. 
Wyoming gathers preschool data for Indicator 11 through the self-assessment, electronic file review, and on-site file review components of its monitoring of the 14 regional Preschool Development Centers.  Five of the regions are monitored every year, except every third year in which 4 regions are monitored.  The data from regions monitored in FFY 2005 show a need for improvement in order for the state to meet its target of 100% compliance for this indicator.  Of the 16 cases in which children’s parents gave consent for an evaluation, yet did not have an evaluation completed and eligibility determined within 60 days, the following explanations were found in the children’s files or provided by Center staff:

The WDE and EIEP are concerned about the wide range of days shown in the table above and are troubled by many of the explanations offered for such delays.  Regions not meeting this requirement must address the issue in their respective Corrective Action Plans, and significant technical assistance will be provided to each of regions in order to move them toward the 100% target.  The state will also aggressively pursue its improvement activities as described in the SPP (particularly #9) in order to achieve its 100% target for this indicator.

In addition, the EIEP is revising its method of collecting this data from the Preschool Development Centers.  The agency is in the process of developing a method of collecting this data through self-assessment from all regions every year in order to report a more comprehensive picture of how the state is complying with 20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) as reflected in Indicator 11.   On-site monitoring visits will include verification of the data submitted by each region for the previous year.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)


	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)


	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)


	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)


	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)


	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)


	100%


Baseline Development and Implementation Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Notify all districts of new data collection requirement for this indicator beginning 07/01/05
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit


	2. Amend monitoring procedures to consider 60-day timelines for initial evaluations 
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	3. Amend monitoring system to include the review of files for students found not eligible
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	4. Modify data collection requirements to include information for this indicator
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units



	5. Enhance the corrective action plan to address reasons the timeline was not met 
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	6. Provide technical assistance to districts to collect baseline, annual evaluation and outcomes data as requested 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

LEAs

	7. Implement focused monitoring process to review districts with areas of concern 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
LEAs

	8.   Add indicator to EIEP             

      monitoring file review


	
	X
	
	
	
	
	EIEP

	9.   Provide TA to CDCs to
      ensure knowledge of and
      compliance with IDEA 
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

MPRRC

	10. Modify WDE reporting tool to
      include this indicator
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

MPRRC

NECTAC

	11. Develop needed data collection mechanisms for online database (Citrix) to facilitate annual statewide data collection
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	EIEP



	12. Analyze data to determine if individual training, corrective action plans, or statewide TA is needed to meet target for this indicator
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

	13. Report data back to each individual CDC to provide information for continuous program improvement
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator #12:  Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

If from monitoring – how sample selected
	a. Measurement: # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination.

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

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

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

Percent = c divided by a – b times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The WDE and the EIEP will monitor the CDCs to ensure that children referred by Part C have an IEP developed prior to the third birthday.  The information is obtained through the file review conducted during on-site monitoring of CDCs.  Progress toward implementing Corrective Action Plans will be submitted to the WDE.  See monitoring protocol attached.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

	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

	Region Monitored
	# files reviewed
	Yes
	No
	Not eligible for Part B

	2
	13
	11
	1
	1

	7
	38
	34
	2
	1

	9
	37
	36
	0
	1

	10
	30
	30
	0
	0

	11
	15
	15
	0
	0

	
	Total:
	127
	3
	3

	                                                                                                                      127/(133-3) x 100 = 97.69%


Discussion of Baseline Data:

The statewide percentage of children eligible for Part B services with an IEP in place by their third birthday is 97.69%.  

Files of the three children that did not have IEPs in place by age three were reviewed.  One preschooler moved from program to program then left the CDC prior to the development of the IEP.

The IEPs for two preschoolers were not completed by age three because IEP meetings were held from 4-11 weeks late on the IEP effective date.  Region 7 has developed a corrective action plan to ensure IEPs are developed prior to the third birthday.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Identify and review regions with late IEPs to do determine trends and to identify necessary TA 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

MPRRC

	2. Develop training for regions to ensure adequate parental participation 
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

MPRRC

	3. Develop guidance document for Preschool Development Centers regarding transition
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	EIEP

WDE Special Programs Unit

	4. Provide training on transition from Part C to Part B (emphasizing timelines)0
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	EIEP

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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 post-secondary goals.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

New indicator – if from monitoring, how sample selected
	Measurement: Percent = # of youth with disabilities 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 post-secondary goals divided by # of youth with an IEP age 16 and above times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  
The Wyoming Department of Education continuously works to ensure that all districts are in compliance regarding the completion of secondary transition plans for all students with disabilities ages 16 and older to facilitate successful post school transitions. 
From 1999-2000, the Wyoming Transition Council conducted an initiative to determine the status of secondary transition activities in Wyoming through surveys, file reviews and interviews. The results indicated that all LEAs had plans in place to implement secondary transition activities. However, the lack of a statewide program led to differences in the delivery of transition activities across the state. 
In June 2004, the WDE appointed a secondary transition consultant to facilitate the Wyoming Transition Council, continue to develop a statewide plan for secondary transition and provide technical assistance to LEAs. The WDE also conducted follow-up interviews of the 2000 transition initiative and updated data from all 48 districts. 
The Secondary Transition Council was activated again in 2005 and has been active in developing transition documents and providing technical assistance to districts on appropriate use and goal setting. The Council has provided transition training at the School Improvement Conference, spring and fall 2006. Training has been provided on transition services, transition assessment, IEP development, measurable post secondary goals, and understanding the summary of performance document, exit survey and the post secondary data collection process.  Materials from trainings are available on our website. 
Vocational education experiences are a proven predictor of post school success, especially for students with disabilities. The remoteness and small population of many Wyoming school districts limit the opportunities for students leaving secondary schools. The WDE will work with the Wyoming Transition Council to identify creative and flexible strategies to allow students to participate in vocational opportunities available in individual communities. The Wyoming Transition Council includes representation from the community colleges and the University of Wyoming as well as Workforce Services Centers to increase awareness of the need for more vocational education programs, especially programs that would serve students with disabilities. The WDE will work with LEAs and service providers to implement strategies to best meet the needs of individual students with disabilities.
Collection of these data is achieved through the stable self-assessment component of the Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring System.  Annually, all schools districts will complete the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC)’s I-13 Checklist on a stratified random sample of student files of students with disabilities aged 16 and older.  Data are verified during the on-site monitoring process.
 Percent of youth who had IEPs that met the criteria

	School Year
	SWDs 16 and older
	SWDs 16 and older Sample
	% of Transition Plans Meeting the Requirements*

	FFY 2005 (2005-2006)
	2070
	953
	50.8%


*To obtain the overall state percentage of students who met this indicator, the data were weighted to reflect each district’s appropriate proportion of students age 16 and above in the state (i.e., given that some districts completed the checklist on all their qualifying students and other districts collected data on only a proportion of their qualifying students. 

Discussion of Baseline Data: 

The NSTTAC Checklist was completed on a representative sample of 953 students from each of the 48 districts in the state.  By collecting data from each of the districts in the state, the Special Programs Unit is assured that the data aggregated across the districts is representative of the state.
  

For each district, a stratified random sample of up to 25 students age 16 and above was selected.  The population of students at each district was stratified by school, primary disability, gender, and race/ethnicity.  If a district had 24 or fewer students age 16 and above, then all students at that district were selected.  If a district had 25 or more students age 16 and above, then a random sample of 25 students was selected.  The WISER IDs (state-assigned unique ID number) of the selected students was sent to each district.  Districts were instructed to complete the NSTTAC Checklist on the chosen students and return the completed checklists to the Special Programs Unit. 
There were a total of 2,070 students in the population of students age 16 and above during the 2005-06 school year.  By receiving data on a representative sample of 953 students, the margin of error at the state level, is 2.33% with a 95% confidence level.  For each district, the margin of error ranges from 0% to 19%.  For the seven districts which will be monitored in spring 2007, the monitoring team will complete the NSTTAC checklist on a random sample of their students for whom the district completed the NSTTAC checklist.  Results will be compared to determine the accuracy with which these districts completed the checklist.  In addition to these seven districts, the Special Programs unit will also review a few student files at several other districts to determine how accurate districts were in completing the checklist.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Baseline Development and Implement Activities /Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	 
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	 

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1.   Provide technical assistance to LEAs regarding development of effective transition plans
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

 

	2.   Collaborate with  MPRRC to assist districts in development of appropriate transition goals and writing transition plans
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

Wyoming Transition Council

 

	3.   Collaborate with service providers, students, parents and LEAs to develop partnerships that ensure all transition needs are met 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Department of Vocational Rehabilitation

Medicaid waiver officer

Parent Groups

Business Leadership Networks

LEAs

Students

	4.   Provide technical assistance to LEAs to ensure compliance with this indicator. 


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit 

Department of Vocational Rehabilitation 

Wyoming Transition Council

MPRRC

Data Driven Enterprises

National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center

	5.   Require a CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN (CAP) for any district found out of compliance for transition requirements to meet compliance within one year.
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

New indicator – sampling allowed
	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 # of youth assessed who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school times 100. 



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process: 

Initially, Wyoming did not have a system in place to collect, analyze and report post-secondary school outcome data.  In order to develop and implement such a system, to improve secondary transition and post-secondary school results, the WDE initiated the following activities:

· Analyzed existing state data collection systems and reporting procedures;

· Attended national conferences on secondary transition and post school outcomes; and

· Consulted with Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center and National Post School Outcome Center.

· The WDE and the Wyoming Transition Council collaborated with MPRRC and the National Post Secondary Outcomes Center to develop a method to collect and disaggregate data on students with disabilities who graduate, dropout or age out during the 2005-2006 school year.  

Discussion of Baseline Data for FFY 2005 ( 2005-2006)

In February of each year, districts will be required to provide current contact information and post secondary goal information on their students with disabilities who exited high school the prior May.  Districts will be given the WISER ID number (the state-assigned student ID number) of all their high-school exiters from the prior year and asked to provide the student name, phone number, address and measurable post school goal/s of each student.  Districts will provide this information to the WDE Special Programs Unit.
The Special Programs Unit has contracted with Data Driven Enterprises which will conduct the phone interviews.  Each student will be called up to six times.  If the student is not available, a parent will be asked to complete the phone interview.  For those students (and parents) who cannot be reached, DDE will mail a written version of the phone protocol to the contact address requesting the student/parent to complete the questionnaire. If the questionnaire is not returned within two weeks, a second questionnaire will be mailed. If there is no response to the second mailing, it will be recorded as no response.  
The interview protocol that will be used is the Wyoming Department of Education Post-School Data Collection Questions modeled after the form developed by the National Post-School Outcomes Center. Interviews will be conducted between April and September of each year.  

Given the small numbers of exiting students, sampling will not be employed on this indicator as all exiting students will be contacted by telephone.  However, it is unlikely that a 100% response rate will be obtained.  The characteristics of those who were successfully contacted and interviewed will be examined to ensure that the interviewed students are representative (in terms of region of the state, race/ethnicity, gender, primary disability category, and exiting type) of all exiting students. If certain types of students (e.g., by region, race/ethnicity, etc.) are underrepresented to a significant degree, then further attempts to contact and interview a sample of these underrepresented students will be made.  Student confidentiality will be maintained in accordance with FERPA.  

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006)  

In June 2006, 770 students left high school as graduates, drop-outs, or age-outs.  In February 2007, the WISER IDs of these 770 students will be distributed to the resident districts; these districts will provide the student contact information.  DDE will call the phone numbers between April 2007 and September 2007 using the methods as described above.  For this Indicator, the key terms are defined as follows:

Exiters are defined to include those students with disabilities who during the 2005-06 school year graduated with a regular diploma, who completed high school with a certificate or modified diploma, who dropped-out, or who reached maximum age (through age 21 in Wyoming) for receipt of special education services. This does not include students who no longer have an IEP and are receiving all educational services from a regular education program. This also includes students that are known to be continuing in an educational program, i.e. residential drug/alcohol rehabilitation centers, correctional facilities or charter schools, if those facilities operate as separate districts. 

Dropped Out. Those students who were enrolled at the start of the reporting period, but were not enrolled at the end of the reporting period, and did not exit through any of the other bases described above. This includes runaways, GED recipients, expulsions, status unknown, students who moved and are not known to be continuing in another educational program.

Employment/Competitive employment is work in the competitive labor market that is performed on a full time or part time basis in an integrated setting and compensated at or above minimum wage, but not less than customary wage, and level of benefits paid by employer for the same or similar work performed by individuals that are not disabled. 

Post secondary school enrollment is defined as participation in a two- or four-year college program, vocational or technical education beyond high school and adult basic education, either full or part time. Full or part time is determined by the program in which the student is enrolled. 
Several of you have expressed interest in the results of the phone surveys for indicator 14.  Here is a 5-minute analysis of the data!  Remember, my next step is to send a written questionnaire to non-responders, so these results are preliminary.

I received phone numbers for 856 "exiters".

Of these, 
250 (29%) were successfully interviewed
297(35%) had bad phone numbers
261 (30%) did not answer (after being called 6 times)
16 (2%) had returned to high school during the 2006-07 school year
14 (2%) had a language issue (didn't speak English or couldn't communicate for some other reason)
18 (2%) refused to be interviewed
a
Of the 250 interviewed:
50% did not pursue any educational opportunities
40% did
10% did but dropped out before finishing

72% are currently working

Of those who are working:
86% are in a regular job with pay
89% are not making at least minimum wage -- this seems very high to me.  I'm going to call the interview company and make sure that this is the case.

There you have it -- a quick look!

Suzy
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	N/A

	2006

(2006-2007)
	N/A

	2007

(2007-2008)
	N/A

	2008

(2008-2009)
	N/A

	2009

(2009-2010)
	N/A

	2010

(2010-2011)
	N/A


Baseline Development and Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	 
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	 

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1.   Determine post     school outcome data to be collected for all secondary IEP students 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Data Units

MPRRC

Wyoming Transition Council

Data Driven Enterprises 

	2.   Develop a method to collect exit data from districts
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Data Units

MPRRC

National Post School Outcomes Center

LEA transition specialists

Wyoming Transition Council

Data Driven Enterprises

	3.   Attend NPSO training 
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Secondary Transition Coordinator

	4.   Provide information about this reporting requirement, training on data collection and dissemination of data collected.
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	Secondary Transition Coordinator

Wyoming Transition Council.

	5.   Gather exit information on students leaving during 2005-2006 
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Secondary Transition Coordinator

LEAs



	6.  Collect and analyze 2005-2006 data  to build a baseline of exit and post school outcome data
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Data Unit

Data Driven Enterprises

	7.   Set 6 year annual rigorous and measurable targets based on baseline data collected and improvement activities.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Education and Data Units

LEA transition specialists

Wyoming Transition Council

Wyoming State Advisory Panel

SPP Stakeholders

	8.   Adjust data collection protocol and training as needed to improve response rate
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Secondary Transition Coordinator

Data Driven Enterprises

Wyoming Transition Council.

	9.   Review and adjust the rigorous  and measurable targets annually; complete APR
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Secondary Transition Coordinator, Wyoming Transition Council

MPRRC

National Post School Outcome Center

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator #15:  General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(B))

Monitoring sampling description
	Measurement: 

a. # of findings of noncompliance made related to monitoring priority areas and indicators.

b. # of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.
Percent = b divided by a times 100.

For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and/or enforcement that the State has taken.




Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:   

The SPP has increased data accountability, and in response, Wyoming designed a comprehensive data-based monitoring system to meet the numerous challenges of a rural state with limited resources.  

The monitoring system framework includes the following components: stable and risk-based self-assessment, on-site targeted and on-site random focused monitoring and IDEA compliance monitoring.  The SPP indicators are used as a guide: each indicator is assigned to at least one of the system components.  Data disaggregation is used as a key problem-identifying tool and as a monitoring and self-monitoring tool to aid in the creation of compliance hypotheses by the WDE. The system is designed to balance all SPP indicators with measurable student outcomes and allows for opportunities to examine all the other IDEA regulations simultaneously. 
The self-assessment component is comprised of two subsets: stable and risk-based. The stable self-assessment is completed annually by all LEAs and IEUs and includes a student file review, transition checklist, data accuracy verification, suspension/expulsion data, and out-of-district placement data. The risk-based self assessment is completed by any LEA or IEU whose data fall outside a defined range. This data set includes district AYP status, statewide assessment participation rates, disproportionality and evaluation timelines. Finally, the on-site component is determined with a weighted system using a combination of these indicators: graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment proficiency rate, and least restrictive environment data. Parent survey data and due process complaints also influence the on-site decision.

Using the weighted formula, districts are selected for on-site monitoring from three population categories: small, medium, and large. Districts are ranked annually based on percentages taken from the weighted system. WDE then selects the three lowest performers from each population category for on-site monitoring. In addition to the nine LEAs selected through this process, four additional LEAs, institutions and IEUs are randomly selected for on-site monitoring.

Similar to the stakeholder group assembled to develop the SPP, WDE formed a stakeholder group to assist the department in developing its new monitoring system. The stakeholder group includes district staff, parents, advocates, representatives from other state agencies and policy makers. Because this group represents various organizations and views, members provide valuable perspectives to this process. The stakeholder group assists the State in identifying priority indicators used in selecting districts for on-site monitoring, selecting targets and triggers, and reviewing the indicators and the results of the monitoring system annually. The priority indicators may change annually as a result of this review. 

The comprehensive nature and flexibility of Wyoming’s new procedure allows WDE to monitor school districts, developmental preschools and institution facilities, and incorporates components of compliance, continuous improvement and focused monitoring systems.  Wyoming’s monitoring design is multi-dimensional because no single system allows a state to satisfy its general supervision requirements.   As a small state with limited resources and capacities, the new system will allow the WDE to carry out all general supervision requirements more effectively and efficiently.
Each year the WDE will conduct an on-site monitoring of thirteen districts/institutions: nine districts selected based on the priority indicators, two districts randomly selected and two state institutions.  In addition the WDE will assist with the monitoring of regional preschool development centers.  At the completion of each monitoring visit the district/institution will receive a comprehensive report explaining the how the monitoring process resulted in any findings of non-compliance.  For each area of noncompliance a district is required to complete a Corrective Action Plan (CAP).  The CAP will include the following components: a statement/finding of non-compliance, baseline data, required outcome (in compliance language), steps, activities, timeline, person responsible for completion activities and evidence activities occurred, follow up tracking, and assurances from district administration indicating knowledge of the noncompliance and the plan to resolve the noncompliance.
Any district exhibiting exemplarily performance may be rewarded with the following incentives: waivers for national or state conferences, a letter to the local school board and/or superintendent, removal from the random monitoring pool and/or public recognition of best practices through a special programs newsletter.  Accordingly any district choosing not to cooperate or habitually having non-compliance issues which are not resolved, the WDE will employ the following sanctions: notify district superintendent, notify school board chairperson, request face to face meeting with school officials, notify State Advisory Panel, effect accreditation status, hire an outside consultant to develop CAP with district using Federal Part B funds to pay for this service, and ultimately withholding part or all of  federal Part B funds.
Annually, as part of WDE’s Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring System, each district and public agency will be evaluated using the criteria set forth in Wyoming Chapter 7 Rules Governing Services for Children with Disabilities, Part 8, Section 7, WDE Determinations. Based on the results of this review each district and public agency will be put into the following four categories: meets the requirements; needs assistance, needs intervention, and needs substantial intervention.  Depending on the district and public agency determination the WDE will require a corrective action plan or improvement plan to correct the problems.  The WDE will also work cooperatively with any and all districts or public agencies to provide technical assistance when necessary.
Monitoring of Regional Preschool Development Centers  
Wyoming’s preschool monitoring process is founded upon federal and state rules and regulations governing the Part C and 619 Part B programs. These regulations include IDEA, OSEP guidance, and the Wyoming Department of Education Rules and Regulations. These governing entities require that the programs provide comprehensive services to the children and the families that they serve as well as monitoring of these services.

The monitoring process is based upon the integration of information at several different levels. The process includes electronic file reviews of 100% of the child files and the most recent parent survey prior to an on-site visit. The on-site monitoring visit includes focused group sessions that include staff, parents, and community members and also includes a review of program data and 15% of the child files.  This monitoring process is also comprised of an annual program self–assessment which includes a review of 5% of the child files and a focus group session for the administrative-level program staff during the on-site visit. The process employs a team approach to gathering the information via teams of Program Improvement Facilitators hosting the focus group session to the desk audits and file reviews completed on site by EIEP/WDE staff and peer reviewers from a visiting CDC. The process highlights the focus on children and families by allowing opportunities for feedback through parent surveys and focus groups. 

The monitoring process focuses on the strengths of the CDCs and provides technical assistance or support necessary to improve services to children and families. The monitoring process results in a Corrective Action Plan if the state identifies any areas of noncompliance in its report to the region.  This plan outlines improvement activities to correct noncompliance identified in the CDCs (see Attachment 5: Preschool Monitoring Protocol).

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

	Sub Indicator A
	2004-2005

	A.   A. Monitoring findings related to priority areas  closed within 1 year
	100% (n=11)


A.  Monitoring of Priority Areas 

2004-2005 K-12 Monitoring Results - Percent of Districts with Non-Compliance & Corrections made within One Year

	Number of Findings of Non-Compliance
	General Supervision
	FAPE
	Parent Involvement
	Secondary Transition
	Percent of Non- 
Compliance corrected within one year

	5
(11 of 48 districts monitored)
	20%

(1 finding)
	40%

(2 findings)
	0%
	40%

(2 findings)


	100%

(5 findings)


2004-2005 3-5 year old Monitoring Results Percent of Districts with Non-Compliance & Corrections made within One Year

	Number of Findings of Non-Compliance
	General Supervision
	FAPE
	Parent Involvement
	Transition at Age 5
	Percent of Non-Compliance corrected w/in one year

	10

(3 of 14 regions monitored)
	70%

(7 findings)
	20%

(2 findings)
	0%


	10%

(1 finding)
	100%

(10 findings)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Discussion of Baseline Data: 

A. Monitoring of priority areas

Prior to 2003-2004 monitoring classifications were Positive Areas and Areas Identified for Improvement.  Areas Identified for Improvement was not necessarily out of compliance. Due to the confusion this caused as an unclear mechanism for reporting non-compliance, the Wyoming Department of Education has changed its classifications to Compliant and Non-Compliant. The WDE special education monitoring process changed four times in the last five years due to internal changes and external requirements and recommendations from OSEP.  This may account for the difference in the number of districts found out of compliance between 2003-2004 and 2004-2005.

The WDE verified that the small number of actual complaints was not due to a lack of understanding of parental rights through a parent questionnaire, evidence from the dispute resolution process and confirmation from the Parent Information Center.

Preschool Development Center Monitoring
The EIEP’s monitoring system had formerly not denoted problems identified during monitoring visits in regions as “areas of noncompliance.”  Previously, regions were found to have areas of strengths and areas that need improvement. Due to the reporting requirements in the SPP, EIEP reviewed each of the monitoring reports and collaborative action plans from the 2003-2004 year and assessed the findings that fall into an area of non-compliance. If there were findings of noncompliance EIEP requested a report from the region stating completed follow-up activities and status of those that were incomplete. These reports were then used to create the baseline data represented above.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100% 

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Notify districts of OSEP requirement to correct non compliance within one year
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit



	2. Provide technical assistance to districts regarding new resolution session requirement 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
State Advisory Panel

Wyoming Parent Information Center

	3. Provide annual training for the WDE hearing and mediation officers
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

National Presenter

	4. Review monitoring process and make necessary adjustments: explore current process and web-based monitoring for focused-monitoring system
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
External Consultant

MPRRC

	5. Develop internal system to track and respond to informal complaints from LEAs, parents and stakeholders
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Wyoming Parent Information Center

State Advisory Panel

	6. Implement focused monitoring and provide technical assistance to districts regarding priority monitoring areas
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

MPRRC

Wyoming Association of Special Education Administrators (WASEA)

LEAs

	7.   Develop internal system to

       track, respond to and report informal complaints from regions, parents and stakeholders
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

Wyoming Parent Information Center

State Advisory Panel

EIC

UPLIFT

	8.   Update monitoring protocol
      to ensure tracking and

      correction of non-compliance
      issues within one year
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

NECTAC

MPRRC

EIC

PIC

	9.   Provide training on
      procedural safeguards
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

PIC

	10.  Review CDCs’ complaint
       databases, update
       databases, incorporate into
       region’s annual self-
       assessment
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CDCs

NECTAC

EIEP 

	11.  Implement corrective action
       tracker
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	EIEP




	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator #16:  Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Sampling not allowed
	Measurement: 

Percent = (1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by (1.1) times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
State Complaint Procedures
An organization or individual may file a signed complaint with the WDE State Superintendent of Public Instruction alleging that the public education agency is not implementing special education services according to federal laws and regulations and/or state rules.  The WDE investigates alleged non-compliance regarding Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Amendments of 1997 and the Improved Act (IDEIA) Amendments of 2004.  The WDE Special Programs Unit does not process complaints related to Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 or the American Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.  The WDE Special Programs Unit will forward complaints of this nature to the appropriate office.   

The WDE has an established method to receive and investigate written complaints. The complaint must include a statement that the public agency violated a regulation of the special education federal laws and regulations and/or state rules and must clearly identify the concern.  If the WDE determines the alleged complaint warrants an investigation the State Special Education Director will appoint an independent investigative team. The complainant will have the opportunity to submit additional information either orally or in writing, about the allegations during the investigation.  The team will complete the investigation within 30 calendar days of receipt of the signed written complaint.  The team must report investigation findings to all involved parties within 30 days of the investigation.  The State Director may extend the investigation timelines for another 30 days for exceptional circumstances.  If a corrective action plan is required, the WDE will monitor the completion of the requirements as outlined in the corrective action plan to ensure compliance.  

EIEP Complaint Procedure

Currently the mechanism that the EIEP uses for handling complaints is addressed through the MOU between the DDD and the WDE.  The MOU indicates that all written complaints are forwarded to and investigated by the WDE.  

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):
The baseline measurement is 100%
Formal Written Complaints Resulting in Investigation
	School Year
	Warranted Complaints
(number)
	Complaints Withdrawn
(number)
	Complaints with Written Report
(number)
	Complaints with Written Report within Timeline
(number)
	Complaints with Written Report within Timeline
(percent)

	2000-2001
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100%

	2001-2002
	4
	2
	2
	2
	100%

	2002-2003
	1
	0
	1
	1
	100%

	2003-2004
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100%

	2004-2005
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100%


Discussion of Baseline Data:

A review of the written complaints lodged in the past five years indicates that parties addressed all issues within the timelines. The WDE receives few written complaints each year.  The small number of cases indicates a satisfaction with the special education services the state and local education agencies provide. However, the WDE wants to ensure that this small number is due to an actual lack of complaints, not a lack of knowledge about the process or parental rights.  In 2005, the WDE modified the parent survey distributed to parents in monitored districts to include a question that asks parents if someone at the school has fully explained all of their rights to the parent. The WDE verified that the small number of actual complaints was not due to a lack of understanding of parental rights through a parent questionnaire, evidence from the dispute resolution process and confirmation from the Parent Information Center.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Report individual complaint findings and corrective actions to State Advisory Panel 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
WDE legal counsel

	2. Modify the WDE dispute resolution database to capture due process data as required by IDEA 2004
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

WDE legal counsel

	3. Evaluate and improve communication with Parent Advocacy Groups 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

Parent Information Center

Parent Education Network

UPLIFT

Wyoming Family Support Network

	4. Review and analyze data and identify trends in complaints; address as needed
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

State Advisory Panel

WASEA

WDE legal counsel 

	5. Maintain communication between EIEP and WDE regarding progress of parental complaints
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

	6. Develop internal system to track, respond to and report informal complaints from regions, parents and stakeholders
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

Wyoming Parent Information Center

State Advisory Panel

EIC

UPLIFT

	7. Place parent handbook on DDD website
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

	8. Implement inquiry/complaint log within CDCs
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

	9. Implement inquiry/complaint contract with Wyoming Parent Organizations
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

Wyoming Parent Information Center

UPLIFT

	10. Develop parental rights and procedural safeguards training for parents
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

Wyoming Parent Information Center

Governor’s Planning Council on Developmental Disabilities

	11. Review CDC database of complaints
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

EIC

CDCs

DDD Program Integrity


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision 


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.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Sampling not allowed
	Measurement: Percent = (3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by (3.2) times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
Due Process

The WDE Special Programs Unit facilitates due process hearing requests.  Issues involving the identification, evaluation or educational placement of a child or the provision of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to the child may be the basis of alleged disputes.  

The parent of a child with a disability or suspected of having a disability, a child who has reached the age of majority and has not been declared incompetent by a Wyoming court or a school district or education agency may verbally or in writing, request a due process hearing.  The hearing officer shall render a written decision and findings regarding the hearing issues within 45 days from when the WDE received the due process hearing request.  The hearing officer will distribute the decision and report of findings to the WDE, education agency and parents or adult student.  The hearing officer decision is binding upon both parties unless either party appeals it.  

EIEP Due Process

Currently the mechanism that the EIEP uses for handling due process requests is addressed through the MOU between the DDD and the WDE.  The MOU indicated that all due process requests are forwarded to and investigated by the WDE.  

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

The baseline measurement is 100%.
Due Process Hearings

	School Year
	Hearing Requests
(number)
	Hearings Held/Fully Adjudicated
(number)
	Decisions Issued Within Timeline
(number)
	Hearing Requests Fully Adjudicated within Timeline
(percent)

	2000-2001
	2
	1
	1
	100%

	2001-2002
	4
	2
	2
	100%

	2002-2003
	4
	0
	0
	100%

	2003-2004
	2
	1
	1
	100%

	2004-2005
	2
	1
	1
	100%


Discussion of Baseline Data:

In the two hearing requests held during the 2004-2005 school year, both parties waived the mediation option and requested due process hearings. In one case the parent chose to homeschool the child and withdrew the request.   The other request was fully adjudicated and the hearing officer issued a decision within the timeline.

The WDE utilizes information from a variety of sources to identify systemic issues throughout the state. Each year the WDE examines district special education data and results from the monitoring and dispute resolution processes to identify potential problems.   The state works with districts to provide technical assistance or trainings addressing identified areas.

The WDE verified that the small number of actual complaints was not due to a lack of understanding of parental rights through a parent questionnaire, evidence from the dispute resolution process and confirmation from the Parent Information Center.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources: 
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	12. Provide technical assistance as needed in defined area of non-compliance.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

LEAs

WDE hearing officers

State Advisory Panel

	13. Provide hearing and mediation officer training
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

National Presenter

	14. Modify the WDE dispute   resolution database to include due process resolution data as required by IDEA 2004 and Wyoming Rules
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

WDE legal counsel
State Advisory Panel

	15. Provide technical assistance to districts regarding due process 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	16. Explore alternative methods for providing technical assistance
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

NASDSE

MPRRC

State Advisory Panel

	17. Review and analyze data and identify trends regarding due process; address as needed
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
State Advisory Panel

WASEA

WDE legal counsel 

	18. Modify MOU to ensure adequate communication as we work through the process of resolving formal parental complaints


	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

DDD

	19. Develop internal system to track, respond to and report informal complaints from Regions, parents and stakeholders
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

WDH Division for Developmental Disabilities

Wyoming Parent Information Center

State Advisory Panel

EIC

UPLIFT

	20. Place parent handbook on DDD website
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

DDD

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

	21. Review CDC’s database of complaints, update database, incorporate into annual regions self-assessment
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CDC’s

NECTAC

DDD Program Integrity

	22. Provide TA to CDCs as necessary to ensure compliance with IDEA requirements
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

DDD

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

NECTAC


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator #18:  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))

New indicator – sampling not allowed
	Measurement: Percent = 3.1(a) divided by (3.1) times 100.



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
The LEA/Preschool Development Centers will inform parents of students with disabilities in Wyoming of their rights to the dispute resolution process at each child’s initial IEP meeting.  Annually the WDE will send parent brochures to districts outlining the process for initiating the request for a due process hearing.  The resolution session is the first step when a person requests a due process hearing.  The WDE will begin to gather data regarding the percent of hearing requests that go to resolution sessions.

Baseline data regarding resolution session outcomes will be included in the WDE tracking system to ensure that the WDE and the LEA/Preschool Development Centers address and resolve all complaints, mediations and due process hearings consistent with IDEA regulations and the Wyoming Rules 

Governing Services for Children with Disabilities. 

Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):  
Resolution Session Hearing Requests
	School Year
	Resolution Session Hearing Requests

(number)
	Resolution Sessions Hearing Held / Fully Adjudicated
(number)
	Resolution Session Settlement Agreements Reached Within Timeline
(number)
	Resolution Session Settlement Agreements Fully Adjudicated within Timeline
(percent)

	2005-2006
	2
	2
	2
	100%


Discussion of Baseline Data:

When the State resolution session hearing requests reach the minimum number of 10, the WDE looks forward to developing and discussing baseline data and improvement activities.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:  
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Modify the WDE dispute resolution database to capture due process data as required by IDEA 2004.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

MPRRC

WDE legal counsel

	2. Develop a system to track resolution sessions and outcome data 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Technology Units
Wyoming Parent Information Center

	3. Provide TA to the districts regarding procedures for resolution process based on IDEA 2004 and Wyoming Rules
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
WDE Legal Counsel

Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE)


	4. Establish targets and identify additional activities
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit 

Stakeholder group

State Advisory Panel

	5. Modify MOU to ensure adequate communication as we work through the process of resolving parental complaints


	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

DDD

	6. Develop internal system to track, respond to and report informal complaints from regions, parents and stakeholders
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

Wyoming Parent Information Center

State Advisory Panel

EIC

UPLIFT

	7. Place parent handbook on DDD website
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

	8. Implement inquiry/complaint log within CDCs
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

EIEP

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

	9. Implement inquiry/complaint contract with Wyoming Parent Organizations
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

Wyoming Parent Information Center

UPLIFT


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator #19:  Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Sampling not allowed
	Measurement: Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by (2.1) times 100.




Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process: 
The WDE offers mediation procedures to parents and public education agencies to assist in dispute resolution.  Issues involving the identification, evaluation or educational placement of a child or the provision of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to the child may be the basis of alleged disputes.  The mediation process is voluntary to both parties and is available throughout the entire 45 day timeline.  

The WDE offers mediation to both parties within five business days of receiving a written request for a due process hearing.    The WDE will begin the mediation process unless either party chooses not to participate.  If both parties agree to mediate, the WDE will assign a trained mediator to conduct the mediation.  The mediator will obtain a signed agreement within 15 calendar days from the date of the initial written request for due process.  
EIEP Due Process

Currently the mechanism that the EIEP uses for handling mediations is addressed through the MOU between the DDD and the WDE.  The MOU indicated that all mediation requests are forwarded to and investigated by the WDE.  

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):  
The measurement indicator is 100%.
Mediations

	School Year
	Mediations
	Mediation Requests Withdrawn
	Mediation Agreements
	Percent of Mediations Held that Resulted in Mediation 

Agreements within Timelines

	2000-2001
	2
	0
	2
	100%

	2001-2002
	4
	0
	4
	100%

	2002-2003
	3
	1
	2
	67%

	2003-2004
	1
	0
	1
	100%

	2004-2005
	9
	0
	9
	100%


DDD Baseline Data
	Year
	General Supervision Process
	Issue
	Result

	2004
	Complaint and request for Due Process requested from P&A for apparent 
	Alleged failure of the CDC to implement an IEP
	Signed mediation resulted


Discussion of Baseline Data:

In 2002-2003 an original request for Due Process was withdrawn. The parties reached consensus and no longer requested the WDE assistance.  In the last two years the percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements within the timeline was 100%.  

A review of complaints, mediations and due process hearings shows all issues were addressed within the timelines. Wyoming continues to have very few requests for the dispute resolution process each year. The small number of cases brought to the dispute resolution process indicates satisfaction with the special education services the state and LEAs provide. 
The WDE and DDD anticipate the number of mediation requests will remain low. 

The WDE verified that the small number of actual complaints was not due to a lack of understanding of parental rights through a parent questionnaire, evidence from the dispute resolution process and confirmation from the Parent Information Center.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Analyze mediation results and provide technical assistance in identified areas as needed
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit
Wyoming hearing officers

WDE legal counsel

Independent external consultant



	2. Modify and distribute dispute resolution packets
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	3. Provide technical assistance to districts regarding mediations
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	4. Explore alternative methods for providing to mediators
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

NASDSE

MPRRC

State Advisory Panel

	5. Modify MOU to ensure adequate communication as we work through the process of resolving parental 


	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

DDD

	6. Develop internal system to track, respond to and report informal complaints from Regions, parents and stakeholders
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

WDH Division for Developmental Disabilities

Wyoming Parent Information Center

State Advisory Panel

EIC

UPLIFT

	7. Place parent handbook on DDD website
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs Unit

DDD

MPRRC

Wyoming Early Intervention Council

	8. Review CDC’s database of complaints, update database, incorporate into annual regions self-assessment
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CDC’s

NECTAC

DDD Program Integrity


	Monitoring Priority Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision:


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

	Measurement:  State reported data, including 618 data 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 accuracy).



Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The WDE works to ensure valid and clean data by comparing student level information on special education forms to student level information on other forms collected by the department. The WDE notifies the districts of any discrepancies and requires the district to correct and re-submit the data by a given date.

The WDE has improved the reporting time of special education data by improving the methods districts use to collect data.  The WDE is in the process of implementing the Wyoming Integrated Statewide Education Data System that will connect the different district software systems and databases with the WDE software systems and databases.  The data system will minimize the amount of data the districts collect and submit to the WDE.  The WDE continues to work to meet the OSEP deadlines.  Trend lines indicate the state is improving in meeting the OSEP data submission deadlines in a timely manner.

In 2004, the WDE established a system of incentives and sanctions to ensure the districts submit data in a timely manner.  Sanctions include telephone calls, renegotiating submission deadlines and letters sent to the school board and district accreditation folder.  Incentives include letters of recognition for timely and accurate submissions sent to the school district special education data staff, special education administrator and the school board.
Data Accuracy
The WDE integrated data collection system (WISE) will decrease the number of reports districts submit to the Data Unit therefore decreasing the chance of collection errors such as duplicated counts or inaccurate entries.  The WDE is participating in the EDFacts initiative with the U. S. Department of Education, the State Education Agencies and other collaborators to centralize all state reported data into one federally-coordinated, K-12 educational data repository.  The purpose of EDFacts is to:

· Increase the focus on outcomes and accountability rather than process

· Provide robust K-12 business intelligence by integrating student achievement and Federal program performance data 

· Reduce data collection burden for ED and the states

· Ensure that cost-effective, timely, and high-quality data are available to continuously assess the educational progress and performance of the Department, state and local educational agencies

· Provide data for program planning, policy development, and management.  

EDFacts includes several components including the Education Data Exchange Network (EDEN) and the EDEN Submission System (ESS).
The Education Data Exchange Network (EDEN) is a centralized, coordinated repository of state reported, K-12, educational data residing at the U. S. Department of Education. 

· EDEN houses data on over 100 data elements identified by the Department’s Strategic Accountability Service, the National Center for Education Statistics, the Department’s program offices, and the Office of the Chief Information Officer, as well as the Council of Chief State School Officers, state IT/data managers, state program directors, and a coordinating committee of representatives from the states and school districts.

· EDEN data is available at the state, local educational agency, and school levels, and provides  information on school, district, and state characteristics; program participation; Federal funding; implementation of educational programs; staffing, and student demographics and outcomes, among others.

· A dictionary of terms and definitions is provided to the states for consistent reporting. 

· EDEN’s primary customers are the U. S. Department of Education and State Education Agencies, however, as EDEN matures, plans include providing access to other key customer groups. 

States report data to EDEN using the EDEN Submission System (ESS), an electronic system facilitating the efficient and timely transmission of data from SEAs to the Department.  Data is transmitted by the states to meet the data requirements of annual and final grant reporting, specific program mandates, and data supporting the Government Performance and Results Act.  Wyoming is one of only fourteen states to begin submitting portions of the 618 data through this mechanism.  WDE believes this consolidated approach to data submission will improve the overall accuracy and reduce duplication.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):
Data Submitted on or before due dates

	OSEP Report
	Report Due Date
	Date Report Submitted
	Submitted on or

before due date 

Yes/no

	Child Count/Environment
	  2/1/03
	01/31/03
	Yes

	Personnel/Exits/Discipline
	11/1/03
	  11/2/03
	No

	Child Count/Environment
	  2/1/04
	  2/15/04
	No

	Personnel/Exits/Discipline
	11/1/04
	10/20/04
	Yes

	Child Count/Environment
	  2/1/05
	  1/20/05
	Yes


Discussion of Baseline Data:
In the 2003-2004 school year, the WDE hired and trained a new Part B data manager. During this transition period, the State was late on submitting the required 618 data tables—in both cases, however, the delay was two weeks or less. 

The WDE has instituted a number of changes and procedures to ensure that its data collections and reports are of the highest level of accuracy. The implementation of the WISE system allows the WDE to create data business rules which validate data elements as they are submitted from districts. In addition the unique student identification number permits the WDE to internally crosscheck data elements between various statewide data collections. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100% for timeliness; 100% for accuracy

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100% for timeliness; 100% for accuracy

	2007

(2007-2008)
	100% for timeliness; 100% for accuracy

	2008

(2008-2009)
	100% for timeliness; 100% for accuracy

	2009

(2009-2010)
	100% for timeliness; 100% for accuracy

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100% for timeliness; 100% for accuracy


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	
	FFY Year(s) When activities will occur
	

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	

	1. Implement reward/sanction program to encourage the LEAs to implement data according to the WDE timeline.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units
LEAs

	2. Provide technical assistance to LEA staff to submit data to the WDE
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

LEAs

	3. Develop and implement schedule for staff to complete individual portions of the APR
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs Unit

	4. Complete the implementation of the WISE System
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	WDE Data and Special Programs Units

	5. Update the internal data collection and submission procedural manual
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

	6. Update WDE forms to maintain and improve efficient data submission 
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

	7. Participate in the EdFacts initiative to convert all 618 reporting to the EDEN system
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	WDE Special Programs and Data Units

	8. Update EIEP forms and database to maintain and improve efficient data submission 
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP

	9. Develop and implement procedures and timelines for CDC data submission to EIEP
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	EIEP


Attachments
Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with
 Disabilities Education Act Complaints, Mediations, Resolution 
Sessions, and Due Process Hearings

	SECTION A: Signed, written complaints 

	(1)  Signed, written complaints total
	          0

	(1.1)  Complaints with reports issued
	       0

	(a)  Reports with findings
	       0

	(b)  Reports within timeline
	       0

	(c)  Reports within extended timelines
	       0

	(1.2)  Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	       0

	(1.3)  Complaints pending
	       0

	(a)  Complaint pending a due process hearing
	       0


	SECTION B: Mediation requests

	(2)  Mediation requests total
	9

	(2.1)  Mediations 

	(a)  Mediations related to due process
	9

	(i)   Mediation agreements
	9

	(b)  Mediations not related to due process
	0

	(i)  Mediation agreements
	0

	(2.2)  Mediations not held (including pending)
	0


	SECTION C: Hearing requests

	(3)  Hearing requests total
	   2

	(3.1)  Resolution sessions
	          0

	(a)  Settlement agreements
	          0

	(3.2)  Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	          1

	(a)  Decisions within timeline
	          0        

	(b)  Decisions within extended timeline
	          1

	(3.3)  Resolved without a hearing
	          1


	SECTION D: Expedited hearing requests (related to disciplinary decision) 

	(4)  Expedited hearing requests total
	0

	(4.1)  Resolution sessions
	    0

	(a)  Settlement agreements
	0

	(4.2)  Expedited hearings (fully adjudicated)
	0

	(a)  Change of placement ordered
	0


	Stakeholder Groups

Required Membership
	SPP Participation

	Early Intervention Council

· Parents 

· Service providers

· State Legislature 

· Agency for early intervention services 

· Agency for preschool services 

· State Medicaid agency

· Head Start Agency 

· Child Care Agency

· Agency for health insurance 

· Office of the coordinator of homeless children and youth 

· State foster care representaive3 

· Mental Health Agency 


	X

	State Advisory Panel 
· Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth – 26)

· Individuals with disabilities

· Teachers

· Representatives of Institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel

· State and local education officials including officials who carry out activities under sub title B of Title 7 of the McKinney Vento Homeless Assistance Act

· Administrators of programs for children with disabilities

· Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities

· Representatives of private schools and public charter schools

· Not less than one representative of a vocational, community, or business organization concerned with the provision of transition services to children with disabilities

· A representative from the state child welfare agency responsibility for foster care 

· Representatives from the state Juvenile and Adult Correction agencies


	X

	State Data Advisory Group

· Through State Superintendent appointment and opened up to any district personnel
	X

	State Rehabilitation Council

· Individuals with disabilities from business, industry and labor
	X

	Wyoming Association of Special Education Administrators

· District Special Education Administrators
	X

	Wyoming Transition Council

· Universities and Community Colleges

· Parents

· Voc Rehab Counselors

· Special Education Directors

· Business Representatives

· Workforce Services

· Secondary Transition Specialists


	


[image: image5.emf]
	Section IX – Projected Monitoring Cycle for DDD

	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007

	Region II
	Region I
	Region VI

	Region VIII
	Region III
	Region VII

	Region IX
	Region IV
	Region X

	Region XI
	Region V
	Region XII

	
	
	Region XIII


Excerpt taken from www.nectac.org/~Calls/2005/Outcomes/Child/childoutcomes.asp
[image: image1.png]Date: ___/__ |,

Child Outcomes Summary Form Child Name:
To what extent does this child show behaviors and skills z E 2 _
appropriate for his or her age across a variety of settings 2 H H g
and situations? (Circle one number) 8 3 § ]
Positive Social Relationships 7|65 |4(3|2]|1
To select an answer, think about the child’s functioning in these and closely related areas:

« Relating with adults

« Relating with other chiidren

« Following rules related to groups or interacting with others (if oider than 18 months.)
As indicated by assessments and based on observations from individuals in close contact with the child
To what extent does this child show behaviors and skills :I 3 2
appropriate for his or her age across a variety of settings i H & 3
and situations? (Circle one number) 3 8 5 3
Acquiring and Using Knowledge and Skills 7 /6|5 |4 |3 |21
To select an answer, think about the child’s functioning in these and closely related areas:

« Thinking, reasoning, remembering, and problem solving

« Understanding symbols

« Understanding the physical and social worlds
As indicated by assessments and based on observations from individuals in close contact with the child
To what extent does this child show behaviors and skills f 5 3
appropriate for his or her age across a variety of settings H 2 s K
and situations? (Circle one number) 3 3 & z
Taking Appropriate Action to Meet Needs 76|85 |al3|21

To select an answer, think about the child's functioning in these and closely refated areas:
«  Taking care of basic needs (e.g., showing hunger, dressing, feeding, toileting, etc.)
«  Gontributing to own heaith and safety (e.g., follows rules, assists with hand washing, avoids
inedible objects) (if older than 24 months.)
« Getting from place to place (mobilty) and using tools (e.q.
objects)
As indicated by assessments and based on observations from individuals in close contact with the ohild

forks, pencils, strings attached to

(I this question has been answered
previously)

Has the child shown any
new skills or behaviors
related to positive social
relationships since the
Iast outcomes summary?

_Yes
No

(I this question has been answered
previously)
Has the child shown any
new skills or behaviors
related to acquiring and
using knowledge and
skills since the last
outcomes summary?

_Yes
No

(I this question has been answered
previously)

Has the child shown any
new skills or behaviors
related to taking
appropriate action to
meet his/her needs since
the last outcomes
summary?

__Yes
No

Draft under development by the Early Childhood Outcomes Center - revised: 9/30/05





Parent Survey – Special Education Services

Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents

This is a survey for parents of students receiving special education services.  Your responses will help guide efforts to improve services and results for children and families.  Please select one answer for each question.

1. I am considered an equal partner with teachers and other professionals in planning my child’s program.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

2. I was offered special assistance (such as child care) so that I could participate in the Individualized Educational Program (IEP).

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

3. At the IEP meeting, we discussed how my child would participate in statewide assessments.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

4. At the IEP meeting, we discussed accommodations and modifications that my child would need.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

5. All of my concerns and recommendations were documented on the IEP.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

6. Written justification was given for the extent that my child would not receive services in the regular classroom.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

7. I was given information about organizations that offer support for parents of students with disabilities.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

8. I have been asked for my opinion about how well special education services are meeting my child’s needs.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

9. My child’s evaluation report is written in terms I understand.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

10. Written information I receive is written in an understandable way.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

11. Teachers are available to speak with me.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

12. Teachers treat me as a team member.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree
13. Teachers and administrators seek out parent input.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree
14. Teachers and administrators show sensitivity to the needs of students with disabilities and their families.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree
15. Teachers and administrators encourage me to participate in the decision-making process.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

16. Teachers and administrators respect my cultural heritage.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree
17. Teachers and administrators ensure that I have fully understand the Procedural Safeguards (the rules in federal law that protect the rights of parents).

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

18. The school has a person on staff who is available to answer parents’ questions.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

19. The school communicates regularly with me regarding my child’s progress on IEP goals.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

20. The school gives me choices with regard to services that address my child’s needs.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

21. The school offers parents training about special education issues.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

22. The school offers parents a variety of ways to communicate with teachers.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

23. The school gives parents the help they may need to play an active role in their child’s education.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

24. The school provides information on agencies that can assist my child in the transition from school.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

25. The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the school.

(Very Strongly Disagree  (Strongly Disagree  (Disagree  (Agree  (Strongly Agree (Very Strongly Agree

26. My child’s age is: ______




27. My child’s grade is: _____


28. My child’s age when first referred to early intervention or special education ____

29. My child’s race/ethnicity is:
      ( African-American/Black   ( American Indian/ Alaskan Native
    ( Asian/ Pacific Islander 

      ( Hispanic or Latino
          ( Multiracial



    ( White

30. My child’s primary disability is (please mark only one answer):

( Autism                              ( Deaf-Blindness                 ( Deafness                 ( Developmental Delay       ( Emotional Disability          ( Hard of Hearing                ( Learning Disability 
 ( Mental Retardation           ( Multiple Disabilities           ( Orthopedic Impairment    ( Other Health Impairment   

( Speech/Language Impairment                                     ( Traumatic Brain Injury        
( Visual Impairment (including Blindness)
31. The school my child attends is: __________________________________________________

Thank you for your time and input.
State of Wyoming

Part B Developmental Preschool Family Survey

Name of Developmental Preschool and Site: ________________________________  

Region #: ________

Today’s Date: ______________

If your child is 3 years or older, please complete this survey.

This is a survey for families receiving special education services. Your responses will help guide efforts to improve services and results for children and families. You may skip any item that you feel does not apply to you or your child.

	A.  My Level of Agreement
	Strongly Disagree
	 Disagree
	Neither Disagree or Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I am an equal partner with developmental preschool staff members in planning my child’s IEP

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2. I have been asked for my opinion about how well developmental preschool services are meeting my child’s needs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3. I am satisfied with how often the developmental preschool personnel communicate with me about my child’s progress on IEP goals

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	4. I am able to help my child learn new skills at home

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	5. I understand my child’s special needs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6. I am able to tell if my child is making progress

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7. I know what community-based programs and services are available for my child and family

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	8. I am satisfied with the help my family has received through the developmental preschool

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	9. I am satisfied with the developmental preschool services provided to my child

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	10. I can better meet my child’s needs as a result of the services he/she receives at the developmental preschool

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	11. I understand my child’s needs better as a result of his/her participation at the developmental preschool

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	12. My child’s evaluation report is written in terms I understand.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	13. Teachers are available to speak with me

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14. The services provided by the preschool have helped my child’s development

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Developmental preschool staff members:
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Listen to my ideas about what my child needs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	16. Consider my input when developing services for my child

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	17. Explain what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the developmental preschool

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	18. Allow me to decide what services my child receives

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	19. Listen to me when I have a concern

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	20. Encourage me to participate in my child’s education at the developmental preschool

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


	B.  Activities Surrounding Your Child’s IEP
	No
	Maybe/ 

Unsure
	Yes

	1. I was given an evaluation report prior to my child’s most recent IEP meeting

	1
	2
	3

	2. I was updated on my child’s progress at least two times during the past six months

	1
	2
	3

	3. I know what services my child receives at the preschool

	1
	2
	3

	4. My child receives all of the services as outlined on his/her IEP

	
	
	

	5. My child’s most recent IEP meeting was scheduled at a time and place that was convenient to me

	1
	2
	3

	6. Someone at the developmental preschool gave me a copy of the Procedural Safeguards  which describes my rights as a parent of a child with disabilities

	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	

	At your child’s most recent IEP meeting, did the IEP team:
	
	
	

	7. Discuss various types of options (such as developmental preschool, home, other child care) for delivering services to your child? 

	1
	2
	3

	8. Discuss what services your child needs to be successful

	1
	2
	3

	9. Discuss what aids and supports your child needs

	1
	2
	3

	10. Discuss what accommodations and modifications your child needs

	1
	2
	3

	11. Give you choices with regard to services that addressed your child’s needs

	1
	2
	3

	12. Listen to your opinions and suggestions

	1
	2
	3

	13. Incorporate your suggestions into the IEP

	1
	2
	3


C.  Information About My Child

1.  My child’s age:  ___ Years    ___ Months


2.  My child’s age when first referred to early intervention or special education: ___ Years    ___ Months


3.  My child’s race/ethnicity (select one)

1
White
4
Black

2
Hispanic or Latino
5
Asian or Pacific Islander

3
American Indian or Alaskan Native
6
Multi-Racial

4.  My Child’s Primary Disability (select one)

1
Autism
8
Orthopedic Impairment

2
Deaf-blindness    
9
Other Health Impairment  

3
Deafness
10
Developmental Disability

4
Emotional Disability
11
Speech/Language Impairment

5
Hard of Hearing
12 
Traumatic Brain Injury

6
Mental Retardation
13
Visual Impairment (Including Blindness)

7
Multiple Disabilities
14 
Unsure/don’t know 

Estado de Wyoming 

Encuesta Familiar

Centro de Desarrollo Infantil Parte B

Nombre y dirección del Centro de Desarrollo Infantil: ________________________________  

Región #: ________

Fecha de hoy: ______________

Si su niño(a) es mayor de tres años de edad conteste las siguientes preguntas por favor.

Esta encuesta es para familias que reciben servicios de educación especial. Sus respuestas ayudarán a mejorar los servicios y resultados de los niños y sus familias. Usted puede dejar sin contestar cualquier pregunta que sienta que no se aplica a usted o a su niño(a).

	A.  Mi Nivel de Acuerdo o Desacuerdo
	Totalmente en Desacuerdo
	Algo en Desacuerdo
	No Estoy de Acuerdo ni en  Desacuerdo
	Algo de Acuerdo
	Completamente de Acuerdo

	21. Soy tomado en cuenta como parte del equipo por los miembros del centro de desarrollo cuando planeamos el IEP (Programa de Educación Individual) de mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	22. Se me ha pedido mi opinión respecto a qué tan bien los servicios ofrecidos por la escuela de desarrollo sirven las necesidades de mi hijo(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	23. Estoy satisfecho (a) con la frecuencia con que el personal de la centro de desarrollo se comunica conmigo con respecto al  progreso de mi hijo(a) en los objetivos IEP (Programa de Educación Individual)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	24. Soy capaz de ayudar a mi niño(a) a aprender nuevas habilidades en casa

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	25. Entiendo las necesidades especiales de mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	26. Me doy cuenta del progreso de mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	27. Sé cuales son los servicios y programas en la comunidad que están disponibles para mi niño(a) y mi familia

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	28. Estoy satisfecho(a) con la ayuda que mi familia ha recibido a través del centro de desarrollo infantil

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	29. Estoy satisfecho(a) con los servicios que el centro de desarrollo infantil proporciona a mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	30. Puedo satisfacer mejor las necesidades de mi niño(a) como resultado de los servicios que él/ella recibe en el centro de desarrollo infantil

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	31. Entiendo mejor las necesidades de mi niño(a) como resultado de su participación en el centro de desarrollo infantil

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	32. El reporte de evaluación de mi niño(a) está escrito en términos que yo puedo entender.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	33. Los maestros están disponibles para hablar conmigo

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	34. Los servicios que el centro de desarrollo infantil provee han ayudado al progreso de mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	El personal del centro de desarrollo infantil:
	
	
	
	
	

	35. Escucha mis ideas con respecto a lo que mi niño(a) necesita

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	36. Considera mis ideas al evaluar servicios para mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	37. Explica las opciones que los padres tienen cuando discrepan con la decisión del centro de desarrollo infantil

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	38. Me deja decidir los servicios que mi niño(a) recibe

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	39. Escucha mis inquietudes

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	40. Promueve mi participación en la educación de mi niño(a) en el centro de desarrollo infantil

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


	B.  Actividades Relacionadas con el IEP (Programa de Educación Individual) de su Niño(a)
	No
	Puede ser/ 

No estoy seguro(a)
	Sí

	14. Se me entregó una evaluación antes de la última reunión IEP de mi niño(a)

	1
	2
	3

	15. Se me informó sobre el progreso de mi hijo al menos dos veces en los últimos seis meses

	1
	2
	3

	16. Conozco los servicios que mi niño recibe en el programa preescolar

	1
	2
	3

	17. Mi niño(a) recibe todos los servicios indicados en su IEP

	
	
	

	18. La reunión IEP de mi niño(a) fue programada en un horario y lugar convenientes para mí

	1
	2
	3

	19. Alguien en la escuela de desarrollo me proporcionó una copia de Los Procedimientos de Seguridad (Procedural Safeguards) que describe mis derechos como padre de un niño discapacitado

	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	

	En la última reunión IEP (Programa de Educación Individual), el equipo:
	
	
	

	20. Discutió varios tipos de opciones (tales como centros de desarrollo, cuidado en el hogar o cuidado en la guardería preescolar) para entregar los servicios a su niño(a) 

	1
	2
	3

	21. Discutió los servicios que su niño(a) necesita para ser exitoso(a)

	1
	2
	3

	22. Discutió qué tipo de ayuda y de apoyo necesita su niño(a)

	1
	2
	3

	23. Discutió qué condiciones especiales o modificaciones su niño(a) necesita

	1
	2
	3

	24. Le dio opciones de servicios orientados a las necesidades de su niño(a)

	1
	2
	3

	25. Escuchó sus opiniones y sugerencias

	1
	2
	3

	26. Incorporó sus sugerencias en el IEP de su niño(a)

	1
	2
	3


C.  Información de mi Niño(a)

1.  La edad de mi niño(a) es:  ___ Años    ___ Meses


2.  Edad de mi niño(a) cuando fue referido(a) por primera vez  a un programa de intervención temprana o una escuela de educación especial: ___ Años    ___ Meses


3.  Raza u origen étnico de mi niño(a) (elija una)

1
Blanco
4
Afro americano

2
Hispano o Latino
5
Asiático  o de las Islas del Pacífico

3
Indio Norteamericano o Nativo de Alaska
6
Múltiples razas

4.  La principal discapacidad de mi hijo es (elija una)

1
Autismo
8
Discapacidad Ortopédica

2
Sordo ceguera    
9
Otro Problema de Salud  

3
Sordera
10
Alteración del Desarrollo

4
Desorden Emocional
11
Alteración del Habla y del Lenguaje

5
Deficiencias Auditivas
12 
Lesión Cerebral Traumática

6
Retardo Mental
13
Deficiencias Visuales (Incluyendo Ceguera)

7
Múltiples Discapacidades
14 
No estoy seguro(a)/ no sé 
1. WYOMING PART C/PART B 619 MONITORING PROCESS - 2004

SECTION I – INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Wyoming Monitoring Process is to ensure that Regional Child Developmental Centers (CDCs) provide high-quality comprehensive services to the children and families they serve. This process if conducted in partnership with State and local staff to support the continuous improvement in the quality of the DD Regional Preschool services. 

The monitoring process integrates information from several different levels. The process reviews the program data and child files, information from staff, parents, and community members, as well and the program’s own self –assessment by employing a team approach to gathering the information via teams of Program Improvement Facilitators (contracted staff through MPRRC) hosting the focus group session to the desk audits and file reviews completed on site completed by state staff from the DDD and WDE and peer reviewers. Most importantly, the process assesses the focus on the child and family via a parent survey and parent focus groups, allowing families opportunities to explain how the service play out for their children.

Federal and state rules and regulations governing the Part C and 619 Part B programs is the foundation of the Wyoming Monitoring Process. These regulations include IDEA, OSEP, and the Wyoming Department of Education Rules and regulations. These governing entities require that the programs provide comprehensive services to the children and the families that they serve. The knowledge of the regulations and experience provides a basis for the State staff and the Program Improvement Facilitators to understand how each Regional Preschool Program meets the regulations in their own distinctive manner.

A concept map for the Wyoming Monitoring Process shows that the multiple data collection system will assist in assessing the overall program as well as to triangulate data for a more complete assessment of the regional DD preschool programs.

SECTION II – GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS AND TIMELINES
DDD will monitor approximately one-third of the 14 regions annually. The schedule for monitoring was determined based upon several factors including; dates of past monitoring, size of regions and the region’s proximity to each to facilitate peer monitoring. Several months prior to a monitoring visit the DDD office contacts the CDC and jointly a date for monitoring is established. This date is then communicated with WDE and MPRRC to ensure that their participation can be scheduled. 

Below are outlines of monitoring process timeline and a matrix of the onsite activities:


	Wyoming Part C/619 B Monitoring Protocol TC "Wyoming Part C/619 B Monitoring Protocol" \f C \l "2" 

	Activity
	Purpose
	By Whom
	Timeline

	Information dissemination to Contracted Program Improvement Facilitators
	To facilitate their knowledge of the Part C/619 B Monitoring Process and the structure of the Wyoming DD Preschool system
	MPRRC
	Upon entering a contract with MPRRC

	PIF Team assembled and Team Leader identified
	To determine the facilitator team and determine team contact
	MPRRC
	4-6 weeks prior

	Notification to Team Leader of any additional focus group questions
	To clarify any changes/additions to the focus group questions for assist the PIF team’s preparations.
	State Staff
	2 weeks prior

	Desk Audit Review of Random IEP electronic files
	Compliance Review
	State Staff
	2-3 weeks prior

	Analysis of Desk Audits
	Identification of Systemic Issues
	State Staff
	1-2 weeks prior

	Self assessment
	Analysis of local program
	Administrators,

Service Coordinators,

Service Providers,

Parents, Local ICC
	Submitted to the DDD annually

	Analysis of Self-Assessments
	Identification of Positive program Results/Areas for Improvement
	State Staff/ Peer reviewers
	4 weeks prior

	On-Site Visit (Records Review, Interviews, Focus Groups)
	Verifications/Validation /Probe
	State Staff/Contract monitors/ Peer monitors
	0

	Focus Group Report to the State
	Monitoring Results
	MPRRC
	3-4 weeks after

	Report to Regions
	Monitoring Results
	State Staff
	4-8 weeks after

	Action Plans/TA
	Program Improvement and Action Plan Tracker  
	State Staff
	2-12 months after


	 TC "Proposed Wyoming Part C/619 B On Site Monitoring Protocol" \f C \l "2" Proposed Wyoming Part C/619 B On Site Monitoring Protocol

	Activity
	Purpose
	By Whom
	Timeline

	PIF Team Planning Meeting
	· Introduction of PIF Team members

· Clarification of PIF Team member assignments

· Schedule of events

· Review of code of conduct

· Overview of the Wyoming DD preschool system
	MPRRC/

State staff
	Prior to any interaction with the program staff

	Orientation Meeting
	· Provide opportunity for State Staff to make general comments about the course of the monitoring to program staff

· Provide an opportunity for the PIF team and program staff to meet one another

· Provide an opportunity for program staff to make a presentation about their program to the PIF team members

· Outline the agenda for the monitoring

· Tour of the facility
	MPRRC/

State staff/

Program staff
	Either the evening prior to or the morning of the beginning of the focus groups

	Focus Groups

· Part C parent group

· Part B parent group

· Program staff group

· ICC/Board/local community group
	Identification of program strengths and systemic issues
	PIF Team members
	Day 1-3 of onsite monitoring – as scheduled by the program



	File Review
	Compliance Review
	State Staff – Part B & Part C Coordinators/ Peer reviewers
	Day 1-3 of onsite visit – occurs simultaneous to the Focus groups

	Program Director Interview
	Identification of Systemic Issues
	State Staff  - Early Intervention and Education Program Manger
	Day 1-3 of onsite visit – occurs simultaneous to the Focus groups

	School District Informal Meeting
	Open dialogue for the analysis of local program’s performance on transitional issues


	State Staff  - Early Intervention and Education Program Manger
	Day 1-3 of onsite visit, occurs simultaneous w/focus groups

	Exit Meeting
	· Provide the program with the opportunity to reflect on the monitoring process

· Provide the program with initial feedback on the outcomes of the monitoring
	State Staff
	At the conclusion of the visit


SECTION III – PROGRAM PORTFOLIO

The Program Portfolio is Wyoming DDD’s version of a program self-assessment. This piece has been under development but has not yet been implemented within the monitoring process. The Self Assessment will include the following activities by the center: file review, review of practices, administrative practices and policies, Child Find activities, Curriculum choices and implementation, and community involvement. The self-assessment will be due to DDD annually however, the program is also investigating the possibilities of quarterly data reports on different aspects of the self assessment to allow for ongoing data analysis and to not overload the CDCs with a large annual report. The self-assessment will be used in guiding the monitoring process during the regular monitoring cycle as well as triggering a visit by DDD to a local program if there is an apparent need for technical assistance at other times.

SECTION IV – PRE-SITE VISIT

DESK AUDIT STUDENT RECORDS REVIEW

The student records review is a comprehensive review of the regional preschools’ special education evaluation and placement process as well as programs and services provided to students with disabilities. Student record reviews start 2 – 3 weeks before the on-site visit in order to complete the Desk Audit Review of IFSP/IEP files prior to the onsite visit. The Wyoming DDD State Staff will review all electronic records (100%) and are reviewed for:


For Part C

· Referral Source

· Developmental Level

· Evaluations and assessments

· Family Routines, Concerns, and Priorities

· Child Strengths and Concerns

· Meeting Dates for timeliness of services

· 45 day justification

· Eligibility Areas

· Exit information

· Natural Environment

· Interventions

· Service Plan Goal Areas and Expected Outcomes


For Part B

· Meeting Date/IEP Date

· Primary Setting

· Eligibility determination and Eligibility for services 

· General Factors

· Recent Evaluations

· Special Factors

· Accommodations and Modifications

· Services in IEP seem appropriate for the disability including ESY and Special Transportation services

DDD staff use the following guidelines to determine which records to review based upon the electronic records review:

For Part C

· Represent each disability category currently represented in the state;

· Have been placed on an IFSP within the last year; and 

· Have transitioned from a Part C program to Part B within the past year.


For Part B

· Represent each disability category currently represented in the state;

· Have transitioned from a Part C program to Part B;

· Have been placed in special education within the last year; and

· Have transitioned to the school district within the past year.

SECTION V – ON SITE VISIT

On-site Program Improvement Facilitators Team Planning Meeting

This meeting occurs before any interaction with the program staff. The activities that are included in this meeting are:

· Introduction of contract monitor team members

· Clarification of assignments

· Schedule of events

· Review of code of conduct

· Overview of the Wyoming Part C/610 B Programs

· Focus Group Process Review

· Facilitator Roles and Responsibilities

· Report Writing Responsibilities and Timelines

· Reimbursement Process

· Specific Question from PIF Team members

Orientation Meeting

This meeting is held with all of the monitoring team and CDC staff. The purpose of the orientation meeting is:

· To provide an opportunity for the DDD Staff to make some general comments about the course of the monitoring

· To provide an opportunity for the PIF Team members and the program staff to meet one another

· To provide program staff with the opportunity to make a presentation about their program to the PIF team

· Outline the agenda for the monitoring visit and how the PIF Team will conduct the focus group simultaneously to the State staff completing other pieces of the monitoring

· To provide the opportunity for program staff and PIF team members to socially interact during a non-structured time (est. 30-60 minutes)

· Brief tour of the physical facility

Focus Group Sessions

DDD will contact a local program representative to coordinate the scheduling of the focus group sessions, orientation meeting, and the exit meeting. DDD will communicate this schedule with WDE and MPRRC. The program representative will need to set up times, locations, and invite individuals to attend focus groups for:  

· Part C Parent Focus group

· Part B Parent Focus group

· Direct Staff/Therapists Focus group (excluding management level staff)

· ICC/Board/Community Focus group

ITEMS TO BE VERIFIED DURING THE ON SITE VISIT TC "Items To Be Verified During The On Site Visit" \f C \l "2" 
1. Student Records

· Crosscheck at least 20% of the files reviewed in the desk audits. Also, check two other files from each site selected at random. Note any discrepancies.
· Visit with the special education teachers and related service providers during the interviews to confirm implementation of goals/objectives and review schedules to confirm amount of services. Confirm effective practices and areas of concern identified in the self-assessment. Note any discrepancies.

· DDD utilizes the Wyoming Department of Education PART B 619 STUDENT RECORDS REVIEW form to complete file reviews.
2. Focus Groups

· The Program will establish a schedule and invite individuals to participate in the Parent Focus group, ICC and Board Member focus group, and staff focus group. If a program has several centers scheduling several parent and staff focus groups may be necessary.

· Contract monitors will run and record information for the focus groups.

3. Interviews

· DDD Staff will conduct interviews with Regional Preschool Director (in  development)

4. Summary Information – Exit Meeting

· Review with the local program any discrepancies with the DDD and come to agreement on the correct percentage(s), effective practices, or areas of concern.
· Complete a review of any findings with the local program. 

SECTION VI – POST-SITE ACTIVITIES

· MPRRC will gather the focus group notebooks and computer files and forward to the DDD after final formatting within 3-4 weeks of the completion of the monitoring visit.

· The State staff will create a monitoring report for the preschool program within 4-8 weeks of the onsite visit. 

· The State staff will schedule a follow up meeting, within 8 weeks of the onsite visit, with the regional preschool program to review the monitoring report and to establish the collaborative action plan, as needed.

· The State staff will finalize the Collaborative Action plan and forward it to the regional preschool for comments. Once both parties come to agreement on the items on the Action plan and the timelines, the action plan will be implemented.

SECTION VII – Collaborative Action Plan
See the next page for a sample template of a Collaborative Action Plan. 

Section VIII – Action Plan Tracker

The DDD will develop and implement a Collaborative Action Plan Tracker. All Collaborative Action Plans, tasks and timelines, will be input into this database. A staff member at the DDD will be assigned to tracking and updating the outlined activities within the Collaborative Action Plans. At a minimum, this staff member will review with other DDD staff, at established staff meetings, the activities and target dates from the Action Plan Tracker. This will ensure that the necessary follow-up and technical assistance will be provided to regions to guarantee that they can bring issues on their Collaborative Action Plan within compliance within one year.
	2005-06 Indicator 11 Table 1

	Account for Children for whom eligibility not determined within 60 days

	
	
	
	

	#
	District ID
	WISER ID
	Written Explanation for Delay

	1
	0101000
	13872923
	Eligibility meeting took place 62 days after signature of parent consent.  Permission was 11/29/05.  School programs and winter break interfered with testing taking place before January.  First available date that fit both parent and school schedules was 1/30/2006.

	2
	0101000
	14396742
	Student's emotional make-up very fragile.  Student was either not at school or too upset to test.  When testing could be done he was in an emotional state that best practices would dictate that evaluations should not be conducted at that time.

	3
	0101000
	16709527
	Consent was signed by parent 11/1/2005.  Eligibility meeting held 12/15/2005 which is within 60 days of consent.  Team found student ineligible but requested further testing and schedule follow-up date for 1/11/2006.  Second eligibility meeting held 1/11/2006 with determination of Health Impaired.

	4
	0101000
	26889145
	Eligibility meeting took place 4/19/2006 68 days after parent signed consent on 2/10/2006.  Testing was completed by 3/4/2006.  Due to the fact that parents were unavailable to meet until 4/19/2006 the meeting was delayed.

	5
	0101000
	80353533
	Eligibility meeting took place 1/12/2006 65 days after parent signed consent on 11/8/2005.  Testing was completed 12/2/2005.  Due to school programs, winter break, and parent unavailability the meeting for eligibility was delayed.

	6
	0101000
	84015454
	Permission to evaluate was obtained 11/15/05.  Eligibility determination meeting was originally scheduled for 12/8/2005.  Time and date were set with parent.  Team members were present for meeting, but parents did not show.  Next available date for parent schedule was 1/31/2006.  Again team members were present, parent did not show.  Finally, on 2/16/2006 which was date chosen by parent, meeting was held with all team members including parent present.  

	7
	0101000
	90833791
	Eligibility meeting took place 11/17/2005, just 30 days after permission was signed 10/18/2005.  IEP meeting was not held until 1/10/2006.  IEP team started a meeting in December but needed more time to discuss behavior plan so meeting was not completed until 1/10/2006.  Parent was unwilling to sign for an initial placement until behavior plan was in place.

	8
	0101000
	95221166
	Due to weather conditions resulting in school closures and student illness the evaluation was not completed within the 60 day period.  Additionally, the guardian was not able to make appointment and travel to physician to obtain necessary evaluation to determine health impairment eligibility. 

	9
	0201000
	33284652
	1st Notice-parents did not show up, 2nd notice-Dad was sick, 3rd notice-Dad had open heart surgery,

	10
	0201000
	42561205
	Parents requested meeting be delayed because they were out of town on personal business

	11
	0201000
	81839758
	Moved- transferred out of district. Late because district hired a specialized evaluator for ESL.

	12
	0203000
	11256583
	Evaluations completed by March 20, 2006.  Initial eligibility meeting scheduled for April 10,2006.  Parent contacted on 3/30/06 and 4/10/06 to remind parent of meeting.  Parent did not attend.  Meeting had to be rescheduled for May 11, 2006 to meet parent's schedule.  Parent did attend.

	13
	0203000
	79945422
	Evaluations completed by February 2, 2006.  Parent contacts were made to set up an eligibility meeting on 2/3/06-phone message at home and work  2/7/06message at home.  Reached parent at work on 2/7/06-meeting set for 2/21/06.

	14
	0204000
	27956717
	This student was a re-evaluation

	15
	0204000
	41228103
	This student was a re-evaluation

	16
	0204000
	45885478
	This student was a re-evaluation

	17
	0204000
	51877457
	This student was a re-evaluation

	18
	0204000
	52843645
	Evaluations were completed the student did not make the discrepancy model, so we went to RTI.  After interventions were put into place progress was still not being made.  Met in May and an override was made to place the student.    

	19
	0204000
	74655884
	This student was a re-evaluation

	20
	0204000
	81379935
	This student was a re-evaluation

	21
	0204000
	87447622
	This student was a re-evaluation

	22
	0204000
	90927656
	This student was a re-evaluation

	23
	0204000
	91176743
	This student was a re-evaluation

	24
	0204000
	93310633
	This student was a re-evaluation

	25
	0204000
	94086923
	Evaluations were completed the student did not make the qualifications for the learning disability.  A RTI team and BIT team met on May 19th and an override was put in place for the student.    

	26
	0204000
	98085026
	This student was a re-evaluation

	27
	0301000
	10264191
	parents home to Mexico

	28
	0301000
	10588531
	needed more info to make a good educ. Decision

	29
	0301000
	12003034
	child moved mid-process and then returned

	30
	0301000
	12776521
	parents in Egypt watching eclipse of the sun.. Didn't want to change plans for IEP

	31
	0301000
	12903809
	child's family took extended vacation with each holiday break

	32
	0301000
	16850351
	mutually convenient time after due date.. Parent request

	33
	0301000
	17019192
	files late from SCCD

	34
	0301000
	19067577
	team request more info during IEP meeting to place child in E.D. program

	35
	0301000
	23081392
	child placed in WBI midway through testing

	36
	0301000
	23847956
	Hurricane Katrina refuge..went by parent's knowledge and timeline. Did our best

	37
	0301000
	25390848
	teacher didn't do it in a timely manner

	38
	0301000
	26484196
	child went to grandparents out of state during the middle of testing

	39
	0301000
	27593452
	bad data.. Not late..IEP took place in 58 days

	40
	0301000
	28234456
	dad up for murder.. Not a good time to evaluate child

	41
	0301000
	29448867
	parents fighting amount themselves and would not meet with us on time

	42
	0301000
	29896789
	PAWS testing interfered with evaluation dates..set priority to PAWS

	43
	0301000
	32971648
	parent wanted to do a ADHD med trial mid way through evaluation

	44
	0301000
	33462313
	left district in September

	45
	0301000
	38011409
	parent couldn't take time off work..Babysitting issues, home issue

	46
	0301000
	38355876
	parent canceled tested request then reinstated

	47
	0301000
	39626466
	needed more infor from aud. Testing..boces not available our timeline

	48
	0301000
	39981657
	depression and unresponsive to notice. Kids sent to grandmothers

	49
	0301000
	40034178
	therapist didn't do it on a timely manner

	50
	0301000
	40126153
	ED eval first..then changes to Autism..then back to ED

	51
	0301000
	44606907
	therapist didn't do it on a timely manner

	52
	0301000
	46602313
	student recovering from failed attempt at suiside

	53
	0301000
	47546654
	bad excuse by therapist..New to such a large distinct!

	54
	0301000
	57344078
	Austin's seizures were out of control..waited for doc to reg. meds

	55
	0301000
	58721894
	parent request to try an ADHD med trial which could mess with test

	56
	0301000
	60748265
	school attempted 7 times to get parent in..then had IEP without

	57
	0301000
	61244228
	parent agreed to meet after 60 days, since teachers husband died

	58
	0301000
	64133621
	needed more info for other testing..decided IEP meeting to can't.

	59
	0301000
	65469593
	therapist didn't do it on a timely manner

	60
	0301000
	67723896
	dad was sick..4 days late..Couldn't take more time off work

	61
	0301000
	68155395
	waited until a mutually convenient time for parents/school

	62
	0301000
	70053197
	student absent a lot

	63
	0301000
	71205837
	parents took student to Mayo for an exam

	64
	0301000
	74081713
	child had mono during test dates

	65
	0301000
	74231456
	n 5/30 and IEP held on 6-02..Shouldn't be a problem.

	66
	0301000
	74357093
	christmas..parents requested time off from testing

	67
	0301000
	77892526
	checked out of school the day before the meeting date

	68
	0301000
	84953489
	IEP in progress when student received a TBI from car accident

	69
	0301000
	85263478
	initial dated 12.20.05…consent received on 1/12/06 IEP on 4/4/06

	70
	0301000
	85939757
	needed more infor to make a good decision..ext. testing

	71
	0301000
	86141031
	student out of school

	72
	0301000
	86861875
	more info needed..continued testing

	73
	0301000
	92884164
	parents unable to meet within 60 days

	74
	0301000
	98347241
	IEP was on May 18…59 days past parent signature

	75
	0401000
	15438422
	case manager was unable to get an agreed upon time for the parents to be present.

	76
	0401000
	51247186
	dates were in error on July report-student was receiving SL but additional testing permission was given on 4-19-06 and the meeting took place on 5-31-06

	77
	0401000
	73513474
	unable to get an agreed upon time for the parents to be present. Family issues delayed things

	78
	0401000
	77985648
	SL pathologist was only counting Mon.-Fri. to reach due date. Thought it was 3-2-6

	79
	0401000
	83566473
	Psychologist wanted to use a test that wasn't available and we had to borrow one.

	80
	0401000
	92695744
	Unable to schedule a date prior to the time it was due that the parent could make.

	81
	0402000
	58949267
	This student was frequently absent, and the family took a vacation trip when the meetings were to have taken place. The problem was to have a meeting when everyone was available, with the difficulty being caused by the family's erratic schedule.

	82
	0402000
	98670727
	The student's mom, a single parent, held several jobs which prevented her from being able to meet with the counselor, for the parent interview, and from being able to attend meetings on days when the occupational therapist was available at this location in the District

	83
	0501000
	16359216
	moved during testing and then re-enrolled

	84
	0501000
	18119875
	parent wouldn't commit to meeting time

	85
	0501000
	28016963
	unable to see doctor within time limits

	86
	0501000
	28946332
	parental indecision to hold meeting

	87
	0501000
	51185148
	parent re-scheduled meeting

	88
	0501000
	55172296
	a more in-depth evaluation produced evidence of qualification

	89
	0501000
	58014403
	additional information needed from counselor

	90
	0501000
	63356147
	meeting re-scheduled; parent had conflict

	91
	0501000
	87743868
	parent didn't get hearing testing done so that testing could be completed

	92
	0601000
	82135207
	The parent was unable to attend the meeting at the scheduled time which was within the 60 day requirement.  This was done to accommodate parent needs.

	93
	0706000
	15260127
	Unable to make 60 day schedule because of parent work schedule

	94
	0706000
	59706813
	Due to absences, moved out of district before testing was finished.

	95
	0706000
	73871974
	Unable to make 60 day schedule because of parent work schedule

	96
	0714000
	15067904
	Permission to test 2/24/06, IEP - 4/26/06 - TWO DAYS BEYOND THE 60 DAY REQUIREMENT

	97
	0714000
	 
	During this time there were 10 NO SCHOOL Days (2/24/06, 3/2/06, 3/3/06, 3/27/06, 3/28/06 and 4/17-4/21

	98
	0714000
	77325958
	Permission to test 2/23/06, IEP - 4/26/06 - THREE DAYS BEYOND THE 60 DAY REQUIREMENT

	99
	0714000
	 
	During this time there were 10 NO SCHOOL Days (2/24/06, 3/2/06, 3/3/06, 3/27/06, 3/28/06 and 4/17-4/21

	100
	0724000
	15067904
	Not in district: Received confirmation on 11-1-06 (Carrie Lefforge)

	101
	0724000
	77325958
	Not in district: Received confirmation on 11-1-06 (Carrie Lefforge)

	102
	0724000
	33090963
	Testing was completed within the 60 day time period Consent obtained 10-17-05, testing completed on 11-28-05. We were not able to complete the eligibility meeting within the 60 day period because the student had a chronic illness and did not attend school on a regular basis enough to complete an IEP meeting. After multiple attempts, a meeting was held via phone conference on 02-07-06

	103
	0725000
	16594304
	Reported on SEEDS incorrectly.  Permission 9/23/05 and eligibility 11/3/05 = 43 days

	104
	0725000
	17436052
	No valid explanation except assessment dates ran through Thanksgiving and Christmas vacations.

	105
	0725000
	24842443
	No valid explanation

	106
	0725000
	35760125
	Further assessment indicated

	107
	0725000
	69384622
	Further assessment indicated

	108
	0725000
	73031917
	Moved before meeting and then moved back.  Therefore meeting held on return.

	109
	0725000
	93148828
	No valid explanation except assessment dates ran through Thanksgiving and Christmas vacations.

	110
	0801000
	15476928
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting due to conflicts in father's work schedule & mother's need for Spanish translator

	111
	0801000
	15748855
	IEP meeting date rescheduled by parent 3 times

	112
	0801000
	16276493
	Holiday break during 60 day period, parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	113
	0801000
	18420826
	Parent refusal to make student available for testing during summer, parent uncooperative in providing input

	114
	0801000
	23317639
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting due to conflicts in father's work schedule & mother's need for Spanish translator

	115
	0801000
	27571815
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	116
	0801000
	28397657
	Parent uncooperative in providing input, parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	117
	0801000
	35630868
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	118
	0801000
	36122335
	Availability of psychologist for eval & delay in report, parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	119
	0801000
	39823342
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	120
	0801000
	65720717
	Eligibility IEP meeting date reported inaccurately, should have been 9-1-05, testing was additional information

	121
	0801000
	68507933
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	122
	0801000
	72116277
	Eligibility IEP meeting date reported inaccurately, should have been 11-2-05, testing was additional information

	123
	0801000
	85464554
	Conflict between biological parent & cu, parent availability for input, parent availability for IEP meeting

	124
	0801000
	89116143
	Availability of psychologist for eval, holiday break, parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	125
	0801000
	91148723
	Misreported as initial eval, this was actually a reevaluation 

	126
	0801000
	96092602
	Misreported as initial eval, this was actually a reevaluation 

	127
	0801000
	97667889
	Parent unavailable for timely IEP meeting

	128
	0901000
	18597947
	Additional testing was needed to determine eligibility.

	129
	0901000
	51147904
	Additional testing was needed to determine eligibility.

	130
	1001000
	15876578
	Parent Permission 12/07/03 MDA 2/15/06  Additional testing needed

	131
	1001000
	23801573
	Parent Permission 10//3/05 First MDA was 11/30/05 Parent did not attend so they had another one 12/20/06.

	132
	1001000
	24097195
	Parent Permission 2/14/06 MDA 4/25/06  

	133
	1001000
	38251078
	Parent Permission should have been 2/1/06.

	134
	1001000
	38366509
	Parent Permission 2/14/06 MDA 4/25/06

	135
	1001000
	41174526
	Additional testing was required.

	136
	1001000
	43114164
	Permission 3/8/06 MDA 5/11/06

	137
	1001000
	45590354
	Permission 11/7/05 MDA 1/19/06  

	138
	1001000
	51568616
	Permission 1/10/06 MDA due 3/10/06  5/8/06  Info needed from parent was late so MDA was rescheduled

	139
	1001000
	64791653
	Permission 10/17/05  MDA 12/19/05

	140
	1001000
	69557608
	Permission 11/18/06 MDA 1/19/06 Additional testing for OHI MDA 3/25/06

	141
	1001000
	73770922
	Permission 2/11/06 MDA  MDA 4/5/06 requested additional testing MDA 5/4/06

	142
	1101000
	13542494
	No explanation was available from school staff, but please see the note below this table.

	143
	1101000
	18408141
	The meeting was rescheduled twice at parent request because she had not yet obtained an Other Health Disability verification from a physician.

	144
	1101000
	19563418
	An extended holiday break occurred during the evaluation time frame.

	145
	1101000
	20251181
	An extended holiday break occurred during the evaluation time frame.

	146
	1101000
	33649308
	The IEP meeting was delayed due to the mother suffering a stroke.

	147
	1101000
	38821184
	The mother said that she was not able to attend the IEP meeting because their car broke down and she could not get a ride.  The school wasn't able to get her to come in for a meeting until after spring break.

	148
	1101000
	42493641
	Physician verification for Aspergers was not available by the originally scheduled meeting date.  The meeting was reconvened approximately two weeks later.

	149
	1101000
	43608493
	No explanation was available from school staff, but please see note at the bottom of this table.

	150
	1101000
	58329749
	The parent requested that the meeting time be changed.

	151
	1101000
	62257501
	The first meeting was held well within the 60 day time frame but the team decided that it was appropriate that physician verification be obtained for Other Health Disability.  The physician verification was received after the 60 day window.

	152
	1101000
	64681351
	An IEP meeting was held with the foster parent within the 60 day window because the biological parent who was unavailable at the time of the original meeting.  The staff decided to wait until the biological parent signed the consent for initial placement form.

	153
	1101000
	69816492
	Testing was needed for additional concerns that were discovered during the course of the originally planned testing.

	154
	1101000
	75505053
	Parent contact was attempted unsuccessfully on six occasions. A home visit was held successfully on the seventh attempt.

	155
	1101000
	78872073
	Student was not available for extended periods.

	156
	1101000
	80481957
	The meeting was rescheduled due to parental request.

	157
	1101000
	81383916
	The meeting was rescheduled due to parental request.

	158
	1101000
	84375213
	IEP team met within the 60 day time frame to discuss eligibility for the originally suspected disability, but the student did not meet eligibility criteria. The team then investigated Other Health Disability eligibility but physician verification was received after the 60 day window .

	159
	1101000
	91565073
	The meeting was rescheduled due to parental request.

	160
	1101000
	91739853
	The meeting was rescheduled due to a snow day.

	161
	1101000
	93920628
	Parent voiced concerns about student receiving services with other identified students and the evaluation process and therefore delayed signing consent for initial placement.

	162
	1101000
	94090769
	The mother was ill; the father attended the meeting but the parents wanted to review the IEP together before signing consent for initial placement.  The signed consent form was received after the 60 day time frame.

	163
	1102000
	71515852
	Mother missed two meetings, kept rescheduling, Final meeting was after the 60 days.

	164
	1102000
	94142696
	Waited for Dr. report from Medical Eval.  Parent was notified.

	165
	1201000
	81917457
	This was a transfer student who did meet Wyoming eligibility criteria based upon records received from out-of-state. However, the IEP team felt a new evaluation would be beneficial. Therefore, we feel there was no 60 day timeline in effect.

	166
	1202000
	12621544
	Meeting was scheduled for April 21, 2006, parent did not show, the next available date for the parent was 5-17-06

	167
	1202000
	16485815
	did not start testing until January.  Student did not qualify for LD, rec'd letter from Dr. on 4-07-06, held mtg 4-12 where student qualified under other health.

	168
	1202000
	32597371
	unable to get parents to come in any sooner

	169
	1202000
	32612826
	school psych was out - cancer

	170
	1202000
	33687153
	unable to get parents to come in any sooner

	171
	1202000
	56376901
	Our records indicate that this process took 44 calendar days.

	172
	1202000
	57545693
	school psych was out - cancer

	173
	1202000
	65115341
	school psych was out - cancer

	174
	1202000
	70596352
	school psych was out - cancer

	175
	1202000
	72800402
	unable to get parents to come in any sooner

	176
	1202000
	86872486
	our records indicate that this process took 14 calendar days

	177
	1202000
	98598996
	mtg set for 3-8-06, Mom was unable to attend due to work schedule until 3-20-06

	178
	1301000
	10661573
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	179
	1301000
	11402245
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	180
	1301000
	14005751
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	181
	1301000
	16181131
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	182
	1301000
	16492102
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	183
	1301000
	32698011
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	184
	1301000
	34297782
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	185
	1301000
	34418431
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	186
	1301000
	35729872
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	187
	1301000
	36973017
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	188
	1301000
	40283186
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	189
	1301000
	42720095
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	190
	1301000
	42846218
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	191
	1301000
	44897782
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	192
	1301000
	45389055
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	193
	1301000
	52344533
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	194
	1301000
	53523288
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	195
	1301000
	57128596
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	196
	1301000
	57763968
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	197
	1301000
	60372702
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	198
	1301000
	62140426
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	199
	1301000
	63275201
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	200
	1301000
	65291956
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	201
	1301000
	67055028
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	202
	1301000
	67362117
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	203
	1301000
	70377006
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	204
	1301000
	71173218
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	205
	1301000
	71273395
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	206
	1301000
	75510235
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	207
	1301000
	75839369
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	208
	1301000
	77446208
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	209
	1301000
	79066119
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	210
	1301000
	79251889
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	211
	1301000
	80178847
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	212
	1301000
	80928102
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	213
	1301000
	81893426
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	214
	1301000
	84909048
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	215
	1301000
	85368032
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	216
	1301000
	88467279
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	217
	1301000
	90467515
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	218
	1301000
	95943358
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	219
	1301000
	96135778
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	220
	1301000
	96205865
	Poor student attendance causing a delay

	221
	1301000
	99748738
	Scheduling conflict between team members - including parents

	222
	1401000
	67121225
	scheduling conflicts with parents

	223
	1401000
	86162101
	parents requested further testing at Denver Children's which took more time to get that appointment scheduled.

	224
	1501000
	13327674
	This referral came at a busy time with ESL testing and year end rush to assess all referred students.

	225
	1501000
	21335389
	This referral came at a busy time with ESL testing and year end rush to assess all referred students.

	226
	1501000
	38812002
	This referral came at a busy time with ESL testing and year end rush to assess all referred students.

	227
	1501000
	62150596
	We apparently just missed the deadline on this student.

	228
	1501000
	92902081
	According to our records this student was assessed within the 27 days of permission to test.

	229
	1502000
	11230967
	NA met 60 day time line

	230
	1502000
	11928212
	NA CRC Transfer

	231
	1502000
	13923307
	Paws testing, father worked 6 days until dark only came in if it rained out the job.

	232
	1502000
	15205967
	NA CRC  transfer

	233
	1502000
	19875665
	NA CRC transfer

	234
	1502000
	21192286
	NA CRC Transfer

	235
	1502000
	21407487
	4 meetings notices before parents showed

	236
	1502000
	24434787
	NA CRC transfer

	237
	1502000
	28345061
	Waiting for Doctor's note

	238
	1502000
	28593928
	3 attempts made to have parent attend, parent finally attended

	239
	1502000
	33677603
	4 attempts to have parent attend, did attend, student out of school due to behavior

	240
	1502000
	34636943
	NA CRC transfer

	241
	1502000
	44189605
	NA transfer

	242
	1502000
	44559003
	NA CRC transfer

	243
	1502000
	47551259
	NA CRC Transfer

	244
	1502000
	48665061
	2 attempts made parent out of state, parent did attend

	245
	1502000
	51050587
	 Mother unsure about testing, extra meetings required, gave permission to proceed 

	246
	1502000
	51050749
	NA 10/12/05-11/22/05

	247
	1502000
	54130816
	NA our district was doing reevals not initials on transfers we have corrected now.    

	248
	1502000
	54571332
	NA Transfer CRC

	249
	1502000
	55106803
	NA met 60 days

	250
	1502000
	57460582
	NA met 60 days

	251
	1502000
	57651337
	4 meetings notices

	252
	1502000
	57683085
	Mom worked 2 jobs could not schedule so CHS case manager was able to get in

	253
	1502000
	60984619
	Parent did not show for meetings when scheduled 

	254
	1502000
	64053857
	Mother wanted extra testing, divorced dad informed, flew in from Alaska, causing WDE calls by mom 

	255
	1502000
	66917808
	NA Transfer we used revaluation have now corrected to initial for transfers 

	256
	1502000
	78473306
	NA CRC Transfer

	257
	1502000
	83533532
	2 attempts parent did attend at mutually agreed time 

	258
	1502000
	83748342
	NA CRC Transfer

	259
	1502000
	85691585
	Student was in OSS most of the spring due to behaviors, had them bring in to test.

	260
	1502000
	86095986
	Paws Testing waiting for Physicians report

	261
	1502000
	89116747
	NA met 60 days 

	262
	1502000
	90935896
	NA reevaluation

	263
	1502000
	92925448
	NA did not qualify LD  in 60 day limit  2nd OHI Qualified in 60 day limit

	264
	1502000
	96298537
	NA CRC Transfer

	265
	1502000
	99314126
	NA CRC Transfer

	266
	1502000
	99502283
	NA CRC Transfer

	267
	1601000
	12505072
	8-03-05 Parents granted permission for evaluation.  Received results and scheduled meeting to review results 09-27-05.  Met 10-04-05, 11 days after results from out-of-town dr. were received.

	268
	1601000
	22136525
	11-08-05 Father granted permission for evaluation, agreed to bring in work schedule to make it possible for him to take son to out-of-town dr.  11-30-05 Father brought in work schedule.  Appointment made the same day for 12-22-05.  1-10-06 scheduled meeting to review results.  Met 1-17-06.

	269
	1601000
	28452453
	12-12-05 Mother granted consent for evaluation.  02-02-06  Met to review results of testing.  02-23-06 Parent requested further evaluation for ADHD.  Dr. diagnosed ADHD 04-12-06.  Met to review results 05-24-06. IEP developed.

	270
	1601000
	37513869
	11-29-05 Guardian requested and granted permission for evaluation.  Testing complete and guardian contacted 02-13-06.  02-23-06 Met to review results of testing. Delay due to late reports from OT and PT.  OT report recommended PT eval, not complete until 01-26.

	271
	1601000
	39203786
	03-01-06  Mother granted permission for evaluation.  Out-of-town doctor's appointment required.  Results received 04-14-06.  05-16-06 First date Mother would be available to meet to review test results.  Re-scheduled at parent request for 05-19-06.

	272
	1601000
	40480488
	03-15-06 Guardians granted permission for evaluation.  05-10-06 Met with guardians to review the report.  They agreed to meet on 05-23-06.  Guardians turned down services. 

	273
	1601000
	59030127
	10-14-05 Mother granted permission for evaluation.  11-17-05 Met to review results and initial IEP developed.  Team requested additional psychological evaluation.  02-13-06 Results received.  02-23-06 team reconvened to review results and create a new IEP based on testing results.

	274
	1601000
	79048226
	12-14-05 Mother granted permission to evaluate.  02-03-06 Letter mailed home to provide information about out-of-town doctor's appointment.  02-15-06 Transportation available, appointment missed.  03-24-06 Appointment re-scheduled.  03-28-06 Results received.  04-07-06 Met to review results. Student did not qualify.

	275
	1601000
	90115198
	11-15-06 Educational guardian granted permission to evaluate.  After multiple attempts, permission to exchange information with student's doctor was received 03-10-06.  05-04-06 Received psych evaluation.  05-09-06 Met to review results and determine eligibility.  Developed IEP.

	276
	1702000
	27324273
	IEP DATE should have been 9/26/05

	277
	1702000
	33169225
	additional observation needed

	278
	1702000
	39044971
	student not available

	279
	1702000
	60449578
	additional observation needed

	280
	1702000
	96373598
	student not available

	281
	1801000
	27587819
	Outside evaluation was needed to complete evaluation process.

	282
	1801000
	38595699
	Outside evaluation was needed to complete evaluation process.

	283
	1801000
	39746747
	Outside evaluation was needed to complete evaluation process.

	284
	1801000
	74285297
	Outside evaluation was needed to complete evaluation process.

	285
	1901000
	20781296
	Bobby Kroth, multiple attempts to set meeting earlier, see attached.

	286
	1901000
	22590137
	Kolbe Chavez, Christmas break and mother had a baby, see attached.

	287
	1901000
	28154002
	Anthony Oliver, mother's request health issues, see attached.

	288
	1901000
	29809894
	Trevor O'Hare, family out of town, parent request, no show, see attached.

	289
	1901000
	32071663
	Carey Jayroe, multiple parent cancellations, see attached.

	290
	1901000
	40085864
	Michael Satterwhite, multiple attempts to schedule, illness, see attached.

	291
	1901000
	57552924
	Bridgette Garcia, miscalculation, see attached.

	292
	1901000
	62815512
	Dylan Babel, parent request for date, no show, see attached.

	293
	1901000
	71187618
	Joseph Basse, illness, see attached.

	294
	1901000
	77650549
	Justin Higby, illness, see attached.

	295
	1901000
	95061835
	Jordan Wozniak, miscalculation, see attached.

	296
	1902000
	13270095
	No Extensions in file. No reasoning why Consent signed 2/21/2006 and IEP Meeting was on 5/12/2006

	297
	1902000
	13400967
	Mom didn't get the paper from past facility; due to mom being out of state. Mom was out of state- transfer student. 

	298
	1902000
	17036798
	Family moved to Louisiana during this time and then returned

	299
	1902000
	18915477
	Transfer student from out of state. Delay in getting current paperwork from past school.

	300
	1902000
	37344978
	Transfer student from out of state. Delay in getting current paperwork from past school.

	301
	1902000
	42345863
	Transfer from Lyman, WY.  Used current IEP from Lyman; it was more than 60 days from enrolling in our district to first IEP date

	302
	1902000
	42463882
	No Extensions in file. Three Notices of Meeting in file. Unable to arrange a time with parents before 60 day allowance had expired.

	303
	1902000
	42939186
	No Extensions in file. Three Notices of Meeting in file. Unable to arrange a time with parents before 60 day allowance had expired.

	304
	1902000
	43145191
	Transfer from out of state. Paper work received was placed in students cum folder at school; student was not identified until later date.

	305
	1902000
	43174353
	Dropped out of school before the MDT was completed. Parents were uncooperative in reenrolling as well as finalizing the MDT. Has not reenrolled in our district. Last we knew student was in Rock Springs working on GED. 

	306
	1902000
	43960952
	Came in from CDC on an IEP. Consent to Evaluate was signed 10/7/2005. Had trouble scheduling initial IEP with mom. 2 Notice of Meetings in file- No Extensions

	307
	1902000
	44063938
	Initial consent 11/9/2005; Initial IEP 11/16/2005. Dates were entered incorrectly. Change of Placement occurred on 4/13/2006

	308
	1902000
	44673884
	Parent did not come to first IEP meeting scheduled. Showed on second meeting.

	309
	1902000
	44681275
	Transfer student from Georgia. Instructions with transfer students were to put day entered district as Date of Consent. IEP date was 5/31/2006. Completed IEP on date is was due. 

	310
	1902000
	44773897
	Wrong Date of Initial Consent: 2/24/2006 was entered onto SIS : IEP date: 4/28/2006. No other explanation for not being in 60 day allowance in file.

	311
	1902000
	45760357
	Transfer student: Change of Placement meeting took place 9/23/2005. First IEP was not until February.

	312
	1902000
	48188441
	Extension filed due to no show of parent at first meeting.

	313
	1902000
	48261106
	Extension filed due to student medical condition

	314
	1902000
	48667226
	Transfer student from CDC. IEP 11/10/2005. Retested and exited program. 

	315
	1902000
	48695106
	Transfer from Lyman, WY.  Used current IEP from Lyman; it was more than 60 days from enrolling in our district to first IEP date

	316
	1902000
	55098681
	 Date of Consent 2/5/2005; IEP Date 4/25/2005. No explanations in file why over the 60 day allowance. Exited from SPED

	317
	1902000
	64939944
	Mom did not show up for any of the IEP's

	318
	1902000
	65907442
	Transfer student from CDC. Instructions with transfer students were to put day entered district as Date of Consent.  IEP 1/24/2006. 

	319
	1902000
	66838053
	Transfer student. Did not receive records from out of state school. 

	320
	1902000
	66939062
	Transfer from CDC. Two Notices of Meeting are in the file. No Extensions. Instructions were to put first day in District as Date of Consent; IEP not due until December 1.

	321
	1902000
	76387623
	Date of Consent signed 1/12/2006. IEP 3/21/2006. No extensions filed or reasoning why IEP was over 60 Day allowance

	322
	1902000
	76963446
	Two Notices of Meeting in file. No extensions were in file. No explanations in file to why 60 day allowance was surpassed

	323
	1902000
	77431588
	Came in from CDC on an IEP. The IEP was not due until December. Instructions from last year on transfer students; to put date enrolled in district as Date of Consent- Then Initial IEP is first IEP in our district.

	324
	1902000
	77546709
	Extension Filed. Need to give more testing to find levels of performance on translating Spanish to English vocabulary.

	325
	1902000
	80453015
	Extension filed. Needed more time to do evaluations. Two Notices of Meeting in file.

	326
	1902000
	85860247
	No Extensions in file. No reasoning why Consent signed 11/29/2005 and IEP Meeting was on 2/1/2006.

	327
	1902000
	91511984
	No extensions or reasoning in file to why IEP was not held in the 60 day allowance.

	328
	1902000
	92889093
	Transfer from Lyman, WY.  Used current IEP from Lyman; it was more than 60 days from enrolling in our district to first IEP date

	329
	1902000
	96567635
	Mom didn't show up for first scheduled meeting. There was not an Extension of IEP signed.

	330
	1902000
	97249033
	Transfer student from out of state. Delay in getting current paperwork from past school.

	331
	2001000
	17482348
	Permission was signed on 11/15/05.  Team decided to implement a math intervention.  On 12/20/05, team met and determined additional data was needed because new concerns regarding possible attention difficulties were raised by his ELL teachers.

	332
	2001000
	22670157
	The parents did not attend two scheduled meetings.  The school psychologist sent notices and called parents.

	333
	2001000
	41861442
	The parents were not available to meet until this date. 

	334
	2001000
	48861227
	Permission was signed on 12/6/05. A meeting was held on 1/24/06 and he was not eligible. The team decided to implement a 6-week intervention.  A second eligibility was held on 3/8/06.

	335
	2001000
	52062554
	Scheduling conflicts.

	336
	2001000
	52860264
	The parents did not attend three scheduled meetings.  The school psychologist and translator documented calls to parents.

	337
	2001000
	57256993
	Permission was signed on 10/11/05.  The evaluations were completed in November.

	338
	2001000
	61958468
	The meeting was delayed in order to meet with the Colter staff because she was transferring to a different school.

	339
	2001000
	63093235
	Permission was signed on 12/7/05. Testing was delayed because of Christmas activities/break.

	340
	2001000
	68383681
	The school psychologist was out of town for 2 weeks on a family emergency.

	341
	2001000
	79916562
	The testing and meeting was delayed because of PAWS, spring break and WELLA.

	342
	2001000
	81239521
	Permission was signed on 3/6/06. Testing was delayed because of PAWS and spring break.

	343
	2001000
	83293477
	Permission was signed on 12/28/05. A meeting was held on 2/28/06 and he was found eligible in reading comprehension. However, he was progressing in ELL reading and the team decided to monitor his progress in the ELL program.

	344
	2101000
	20871686
	After consent received:
Student absent 5 days
Waiting for outside specialists reports (Audiologist, hearing/cochlear specialist, doctors)
Scheduling difficulties of itinerants and part-time professionals
Parent couldn't meet until 3/16/06, then canceled
Parent requested to meet 3/30/06, then canceled because out of town

	345
	2101000
	25453653
	After consent received:
Waiting for results of audiometric evaluation
Thanksgiving break (5 days)
Christmas break (11 days)

	346
	2101000
	43263178
	After consent received:
Waiting for a doctor letter which was received December 14
Meeting scheduled and rescheduled
Thanksgiving break (5 days)
Christmas break (11 days)
2 staff development days
1 no school parent/teacher conference day
Student was difficult to test/slow to warm up/non-compliant

	347
	2101000
	48692093
	After consent given:
PAWS test weeks (3/27 to 3/31 and 4/17 to 4/21)
Student out due to dad shipping to Iraq with military
Spring break (5 days)
4th Grade field trip
Scheduling of necessary personnel working part-time in district
Mom had cancer treatment which impacted scheduling of meeting

	348
	2101000
	58896953
	After consent received:
Lost time due to classroom activities, events before Christmas break
Christmas break (11 days)
Lost 4 days in January for no school
Lost 4 days because parent asked to reschedule

	349
	2101000
	83057749
	After consent received:
All testing completed by February
Speech/language evaluation not completed until late February
Meeting with parent could not be scheduled until 3/20/06

	350
	2101000
	96659289
	After consent received:
Did not complete on time

	351
	2104000
	41363043
	After initial evaluation, it was determined this student required additional evaluation data, namely a clinical psychological assessment for testing associated with her emotionality.  This extended the testing which exceeded the 60 days.

	352
	2106000
	28004973
	We were 2 days late.  Christmas break occurred during the 60 days.

	353
	2106000
	28732243
	This one was also 2 days late.  Permission was obtained on 12-15-06 but the form was not received in the office until 1-3-06 because of Christmas break.  We now use a date stamp so we know when the referral is received in the main office.

	354
	2201000
	11548851
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language, classroom observation, additional testing added

	355
	2201000
	13453122
	Difficulty getting classroom observation in, BASC, and academic testing

	356
	2201000
	13674331
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language and getting medical records

	357
	2201000
	21140472
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language

	358
	2201000
	21870365
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language, psychological evaluation and physical therapy evaluation

	359
	2201000
	25958003
	Christmas holiday - all evaluations late

	360
	2201000
	28525213
	Classroom observation two days late, meeting held as soon as parent was able to meet

	361
	2201000
	32815212
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language, audio logy

	362
	2201000
	33538263
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language, audio logy

	363
	2201000
	39414949
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language, cognitive evaluation

	364
	2201000
	41010485
	Difficulty scheduling audio logy evaluation

	365
	2201000
	46841911
	Initial testing completed, additional evaluations requested

	366
	2201000
	49160788
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language

	367
	2201000
	49734547
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language

	368
	2201000
	53921461
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language, difficulty scheduling meeting with all participants

	369
	2201000
	53965434
	Difficulty scheduling academic evaluation

	370
	2201000
	54194938
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language, difficulty getting Doctor in reports

	371
	2201000
	55015638
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language, classroom observation

	372
	2201000
	55018874
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language

	373
	2201000
	69029091
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language, classroom observation, parent interview

	374
	2201000
	73959804
	Difficulty scheduling testing for speech/language

	375
	2201000
	76146138
	Speech/language evaluation added during the evaluation process

	376
	2201000
	76977323
	Christmas holiday - all evaluations late

	377
	2201000
	79567282
	Initial evaluation completed, additional testing requested during evaluation process

	378
	2201000
	97241539
	Difficulty scheduling speech/language testing

	379
	2301000
	55193269
	Permission was signed on 2/28/06.  The meeting was scheduled for 4/11/06 and was actually held on 5/2/06.  The first meeting was cancelled due to the mother having  pregnancy difficulties resulting in hospitalization.  She was in and out of the hospital until the baby was born with a difficult birth. Once the mother and baby were home from the hospital, we scheduled and held the meeting.

	380
	2307000
	43273572
	This was a re-evaluation. The initial consent date was 08/29/2005.


	Account for Preschool Children for Whom Parental Consent to Evaluate was Received, yet an Evaluation and Eligibility Determination was not Completed within 60 Days

	Region
	Range of Days Beyond the Third Birthday
	Reason for Delay

	1
	81 Days
	Staff Transition to new CDC

	1
	95 Days
	Staff Transition to new CDC

	1
	125 Days
	Parent refused to complete evaluation

	1
	89 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	1
	69 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	1
	63 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	1
	63 Days
	Legal custody issues

	1
	63 Days
	Family out of town

	1
	63 Days
	Unable to locate parent

	1
	65 Days
	Family medical issues

	1
	70 Days
	Child attendance issues; staff on maternity leave

	1
	140 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	1
	224 Days
	Legal custody issues

	1
	75 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	1
	64 Days
	Unable to contact parent

	1
	70 Days
	Unable to contact parent

	1
	63 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	3
	61 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	5
	63 Days
	Parent scheduling conflicts

	5
	64 Days
	Delay in psychological evaluation

	14
	103 Days
	Unable to locate child and family




[image: image2.emf]
�





�





Region ___


Collaborative Action Plan


Date


Introduction


In accordance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. §§1400 et seq., and the corresponding regulations, 34 C.F.R. Parts 300 and 303, the following action plan is developed in coordination with Region _________________ and the Developmental Disabilities Division to address findings of the _______2004 monitoring visit.





Part B Actions


Issue


Actions:	


  


Due Date:


Actions Taken:


Date Complete:


 


Due Date:


Actions Taken:


Date Complete:





Part C Actions


Issue


Actions:


 


Due Date:


Actions Taken:


Date Complete:





Other Suggested Actions


Issue


Actions:


 


Due Date:


Actions Taken:


Date Complete:





Other Identified Issues (informational)





Conclusion





All actions, except other identified issues, will be documented as complete by ___________





Signatures


�
													


Insert Name							Director


Early Intervention & Education Program Manager			DD Regional Program





Monitoring of Program Data





File Reviews:


IFSP’s


IEP’s


Complaint Log


Surrogate Parent





On Site Visits/ Focus Groups:


Staff


Parents


Community Boards


Administrative Staff





Program Self Assessment


General Supervision


Public Awareness


Family Centered services


Natural Environments


Early Childhood Transitions


FAPE and LRE


Parent Surveys








Complete Picture of Program Monitoring System


 Triangulation of Data
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