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Introduction

The Individuals with D isabilities E ducation Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 200 4), Part B,
Section 300.600(a) ofthe Fede ral Regulations states: The state m ust monitor the
implementation of this part, enforce this part in accordan ce with §30 0.604 (a)(1) and (a)(3),
(b)(2)(i) and (b)(2)(v), and (c)(2), and annually report on pe rformance under this pa rt. (b) The
primary focus of the State 's monitoring activities must be o n: (1) im proving educational results
and functional outcomes for all child ren with disabilitie s; and (2) ensuring that public agencie s
meet the progra m requirements under Part B of the Act, with a particular em phasis on tho se
requirements that are most closely related to i mproving educational results for children wit h
disabilities.

Process

A. Performance Indicator Selection

Consistent with the requirements establishe d in Federal Regulations §§300. 600 through
300.604, the Wyo ming Departme nt of Education (WDE) focuses on those elements of
information and data that most directly relate to or influence student performance, educational
results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities.

The General Supervision Stakeholder Group ' worked with the WDE Special Programs Unit in
the fall of 2009 to set the priority indicators and scoring system to be used in deter mining which
districts would be sele cted for on- site monitoring. IDEA 2004 places a strong e mphasis on
positive edu cational re sults and f unctional ou tcomes for st udents with disabilitie s ages three
through 21. This fact or greatly influenced t he selectio n of three key indicato rs of stude nt
performance from the State’s Perf ormance Plan as priorities for the C ontinuous Improvement —
Focused Monitoring (CIFM) process. The ultimate goal of the CIFM process is to promote
systems change which will positivel y influence educational results and functional outcomes for
students with disabilities.

Districts were selected f or on-site monitoring through the application of a formula a pplied to all
48 districts’ data using four variables. These variables are taken directly from Indicators 2, 3C,
and 5 of the State Performance Plan (SPP), which can be viewed in its entirety at
www.k12.wy.us. With Stakeholder Group input, the WDE slightly narrowed its focus in each of
the indicator areas to include the following pieces of data in its selection formula:

' The Focused Monitoring Stakeholder Group is comprised of principals, special education directors, teachers,
parents, advocates and superintendents from across the state.



¢ Indicator 2: combined dropout rate for students with disabilities over the past three years
of available data (05-06, 06-07, and 07-08)

¢ Indicator 3 C: 2009 PAWS proficiency rates for students with disabilities in 3 " grade
reading and 8" grade mathematics

¢ Indicator 5: 2008 — 2009 combined rate of separate classroom (SC) and separate facility
(SF) placements

For each district, the WDE Special Programs Unit calculate d a total score using th is formula.
The Department then selected d istricts for on -site CIFM visits using the process described
below in subsection B.

B. Individual District Selection
Districts were divided into four population groups based on overall enrollment numbers:

= Large Districts — more than 1,950 students
=  Medium Districts — 860 to 1,949 students

= Small Districts — 500 to 859 students

= Extra Small Districts — 499 or fewer students

Converse County School District # 2 (CCSD # 2) is considered a small schoo | d istrict and

reported a special education population of 128 students on its 2009 WDE-427 report. Thus, the
district's 2008 — 2009 special edu cation data were ranked against data from all  other small

districts for the same time period. The two lowest performers in each population  group were
selected for an on-site monitoring visit using the comparison to sta te rates fo und below.

Districts wh o received on-site monitoring visits during the 2008 — 2009 school  year were
excluded from consideration for monitoring this year in order to give them adequ ate time to

implement their Corrective Action Plans:

Ind. 2: Combined Dropout Rate 10.81% 9.23%
Ind. 3C: 3™ Gr. Reading Proficiency 10.00% 29.44%
Ind. 3C: 8" Gr. Math Proficiency 16.67% 26.37%
Ind. 5: Combined SC and SF rates 18.60% 11.60%

In terms of the variables that are included in the weighted formula, Converse #2’s d ata did not
compare favorably to t he state overall on variables composing the  WDE'’s sele ction formula.
However, the district did outperform other similar-sized Wyoming school districts in some areas.
For example, Converse #2’s 2009 PAWS proficiency rate for 3™ grade reading was better tha n
four other d istricts in this cohort, and the district's 8 ™ grade math proficiency rate e xceeded
comparable rates of five similar-sized district s. In the end, when all variables wer e combined
and compared to other districts in the same population group, CCSD #2’s score was one of the
two lowest of eligible districts, and it was selected for an on-site monitoring visit.

It should be noted that t he district’s performance on these key indicators is not direct evidence
of noncompliance. After a district has been selected for on-site monitoring, the WDE then fully

analyzes district data to determine potential ar eas of noncompliance t hat may account for th e
district’'s performance. For example, if a school had low PAWS proficiency rates in mathematics



and low rates of regular class pla cement, the question of whether or not children ha d access to
the general curriculum might be reviewed. A finding of noncompliance can only be made
through the WDE’s CIFM system if multiple pieces of objective infor mation point to the same
conclusion.

Focused Monitoring Conditions for Converse County School District #2

In preparation for the on-site monitoring visit, WDE reviewed the district’s most recent and trend
data from a variety of sources including the WDE-425 (December 1) and WDE-427 (July 1) data
collections, assessment data (PAWS and PAWS- ALT), stable and risk-based self- assessment
data, and discipline dat a from the WDE-636. The data le d the WDE to create hypotheses in
three areas: 1) Evaluation Procedures; 2) FAPE — Educational Benefit; and 3) Least Restrictive
Environment.

1. FAPE - Evaluation Procedures and Eligibility Determinations This hypothesis was
developed due to several anomalies noted in  the district’s populatio n of studen ts in
certain disability categories.

2. FAPE - Ed ucational Benefit This hypothesis was de veloped due to the district’s
comparatively low PAWS proficiency rates for students with disabilities.

3. FAPE - Least Restrictive Environment This hypothesis was formulated duet o the
district’'s comparatively high percentage of  students with disabilities placed in the
Separate Classroom settings.

Details reg arding the developmen t of each hypothesis and information on how the WDE
determined its samples for each are found below in the introduction to each finding area.

In addition to the three hypotheses chosen for on-site focused monitoring, the WDE also
monitored other areas for IDEA compliance through a procedural compliance review of each file
reviewed during testing of the aforementioned hypotheses. Results of the review a re included
with this re port in App endix A. A ppendix B contains the results of a parent surv ey that was
conducted in the district during a four-week window that included the dates of the on-site
monitoring visit.

Results of On-Site Monitoring for Converse #2

These areas were mon itored on-site through a focused file review, an d staff inter views. Each
area is defined by st  atute, summarized by evidence  gathered on-site, and a finding of
noncompliance listed as applicable.

Area 1: Evaluation Procedures and Eligibility Determinations

A. Citation

§ 300.304 Evaluation procedures.

(b) Conduct of evaluation. In conducting the evaluation, the public agency must-
(1) Use a variety of assessm ent tools and strategies to gather relevant functional,
developmental, and academic information about the child, including information provided
by the parent, that may assist in determining-



(i) Whether the child is a child with a disability under § 300.8 and

(i) The content of the child’s IEP, including information related to enabling the child to be
involved in and progress in the general education curriculum (or for a preschool child, to
participate in appropriate activities);

(2) Not use any single measure or assessment as the sole criterion for determining
whether a child is a child with a disability and for determining an appropriate educational
program for the child; and

(3) Use technically sound instruments that may assess the relative contribution of
cognitive and behavioral factors, in addition to physical or developmental factors.

(4) The child is assessed in all areas related to the suspected disability, including, if
appropriate, health, vision, hearing, social and emotional status, general intelligence,
academic performance, communicative status, and motor abilities;

(6) In evaluating each child with a disability under §§ 300.304 through 330.306, the
evaluation is sufficiently comprehensive to identify all of the child’s special education and
related services needs, whether or not commonly linked to the disability category in
which the child has been classified.

(7) Assessment tools and strategies that provide relevant information that directly assists
persons in determining the educational needs of the child are provided.

§ 300.306 Determination of eligibility.
(a) General. Upon completion of the administration of assessments and other evaluation
measures-
(1) A group of qualified professionals and the parent of the child determines whether the
child is a child with a disability, as defined in §300.8, in accordance with paragraph (b) of
this section and the educational needs of the child; and
(b) Special rule for eligibility determination. A child must not be determined to be a child with a
disability under this part-
(1) If the determinant factor for that determination is-
(i) Lack of appropriate instruction in reading,
(ii) Lack of appropriate instruction in math; or
(iii) Limited English proficiency; and
(2) If the child does not otherwise meet the eligibility criteria under §300.8(a).

B. Evidence

1. Data

As noted above in the introduction of this report, the WDE noted that overall identification rate of
students with disabilities at 12.55% is somewhat lower than the state r ate of 14.06 % and the
rates are quite variable within specif ic disability categories. However, within the district’'s WDE-
425 and WDE-427 data for certain disability categories, the WDE noted several anomalies. For
example:

e Five Converse #2 students with a Development al Delay (DD) were reportedly receiving
extensive services not typically associated wi th students in this category [i.e., Assistive
Technology (AT), Occupational Therapy (OT), Physical Therapy (PT)].

e Six students in primar y grades who were eligible under  the Speech Language (SL)
disability category were also receiving the same kinds of extensive services not typically
associated with students in this category (AT, OT, PT).

¢ Two students in primary grades were reportedly eligible  under the SL criteria, yet the
students were not receiving speech services or language services.



o Three stude nts were listed on the 2008 or 20 09 WDE-636 discipline report and were
receiving Counseling ( CS), Psych ological Ser vices (PS), and/or Social Work (  SW)
services on their IEPs. However, none of these three students were reported under the
Emotional Disability (ED) category.

The WDE hypothesized that some of these students may not have been evaluated in all areas
of suspected disability, may have lacked necessary components in their evaluations, or may not
have met the eligibility criteria for the category in which they were reportedly eligible.

2. File Review

Using the fifteen? students described in Section B1 above as its purposeful sample, the WDE
began its e xploration of this hypothesis by revi ewing these students’ special education files in
order to fin d out more about the evaluation procedure s followed ineach student’s case .
Through the file review process, ten students w ere removed from the sample for the following
reasons:

o Three student files cont ained comprehensive evaluations leaving no reason to su spect
errors in the evaluation process or potential eligibility in other areas.
Two students met eligibility in more than one disability category.

o Two students returned to the regular educatio n program after being found no longer
eligible for special education.

o Two students moved or transferred out of the district.

¢ One student was undergoing a new evaluation at the time of the monitoring visit.

This reduction left five students re maining from the original sample. However, an additional
student® was added to this sample, bringing the total subsample to six students. Each of these
files exhibit ed one or more of th e following characterist ics, prompting the WDE to further
examine these student’s situations:

e 3 of 6 files contained clear reaso  n to suspect disability in one or more areas not
assessed.
o 1 of the 6 files contained a psychological evaluation report with relevant

recommendations that did not appear to be considered by the team.
o 1 of 6 files indicated that additional assessments were apparently conducted in the fall of
2009, but no corresponding reports could be found in the file.

o 3of6 fileseitherfa iled to address exclusion ary factors or failed to rule them out
adequately.

o 20f6 files contained evidence that one or mor e required f actors and/or exclusion ary
factors were not checked off on the eligibility determination form.

o 1 of the 6 files contained conflicting eligibility statements.

2 Although there appear to be sixteen students included in the breakdown under Section B1, one of the
students was included among the students in both the second and fourth bullet point in that Section.

® This student was originally included in the WDE’s sample for the Least Restrictive Environment
hypothesis. However, when the file review revealed concerns about the evaluation procedures used in
this student’s case, the monitoring team leader added the student to the sample for the Evaluation
Procedures hypothesis.



3. Interviews

Following the file review, WDE monitoring team members interviewed district special education
staff, gener al educatio n teachers and related service providers regarding these six specif ic
students. Through th e interview process, t wo addition al student s were removed from the
sample when those int erviewed were able to pr ovide compelling evidence that allareas o f
suspected disability had been evaluated and that the student s’ eligibility had been appropriately
determined.

This reduction left four students remaining in the subsample. The following comments made by
district staff lend further support for a finding in this area:

e While discussing evaluation and eligibility proce sses, a district staff member state d, “I
don’t want a mentally retarded label (for any student). | avoid it.”

e When asked about elig ibility and evaluations for a student whose cognitive abilitie s fall
within the 2™ percentile, a district staff member said, “As [he/she] ages, we may need to
look at fun ctional prog ramming,” i nferring that the studen t’s cla ssification was of no
importance as long as certain services are in place.

e During a discussion about which areas were included in a particular student’s evaluation,
a district staff member said, “We didn’t do an adaptive behavior assessment because we
weren’t looking at mental retardatio n.” However, laterint his same conversation, the
team me mber added thatasse ssmentin thatarea“ may ha ve been helpf ul for
programming.”

o When aske d how the evaluation t eam ruled out all othe r disability categories before
determining that a student was eligible under the DD criteria, a district staff member
stated, “We do have other areas of suspected d isabilities but are waiting for the stud ent
to mature to do more testing.”

¢ Indiscussing a particular student, a district sta ff member s tated, “Most of the stud ent’s
disability stems from be havior, not really DD. [He/She] a distractible kid.” However, the
student was found eligible under the SL criteria.

o When aske d if there may be un answered questions f rom a part icular stude nt’s
evaluation, a staff me mber explained that the student’s next evaluation i t will focus on
behaviors and academics. The interviewee went on to d escribe the student’s current
functioning as an “acad emic standstill” pending information from the yet unsched uled
reevaluation.

C. Finding

The WDE finds that the evaluation and eligibility determination procedures in Converse #2 are
not always conducted in accordance with the requirements established in 34 C.F.R. §§300.304
and 300.306. The district will be required to address this finding and correct the noncompliance
through the development and implementation of a Corrective Action Plan (CAP).

Area 2: FAPE — Educational Benefit

A. Citation

§300.101 Free appropriate public education (FAPE).

(a) General. A free appropriate public education must be available to all children residing in the
State between the ages of 3 and 21, inclusive, including children with disabilities who have been
suspended or expelled from school, as provided for in §300.530(d).

(c) Children advancing from grade to grade.



(1) Each State must ensure that FAPE is available to any individual child with a disability
who needs special education and related services, even though the child has not failed
or been retained in a course or grade, and is advancing from grade to grade.

(2) The determination that a child described in  paragraph (a) of this section is eligible
under this part, must be made on an individual basis by the group responsible within the
child’s LEA for making eligibility determinations.

§300.324 Development, review, and revision of IEP.
(b) Review and revision of IEPs—(1) General. Each public agency must ensure that, subject to
paragraphs (b)(2) and (b)(3) of this section, the IEP Team—
(i) Reviews the child’s IEP periodically, but not less than annually, to determine whether
the annual goals for the child are being achieved; and
(ii) Revises the IEP, as appropriate, to address—
(A) Any la ck of e xpected progre ss toward the annual goals de scribed in
§300.320(a)(2), and in the general education curriculum, if appropriate;
(B) The results of any revaluation conducted under §300.303;
(C) Inform ation about the child pr ovided to, or by, the parents, as described
under §300.305(a)(2);
(D) The child’s anticipated needs; or
(E) Other matters.

B. Evidence

1. Data

As noted ab ove in the introduction of this report, the WDE noted that 2 009 PAWS proficiency
rates among students with disabilities in Converse #2 were below the overall state rates for 3™
grade reading and 8 " grade mathe matics. Probing deeper into the data, the WDE discovere d
that 36 of the district’s students with disabilities at any grade level scor ed ‘Below Basic’ on two
or more 2009 PAWS subtests (reading, writing, and math). The WDE hypothesized that some
of these stu dents may have IEPs that are not  reasonably calculated to result in educational
benefit.

2. File Review

Using 18 Converse #2 students as its purposeful sample, the WDE reviewed special education
files as the first step in its exploration of this hypothesis. Through the file review process,
sixteen students were removed from the sample for the following reasons:

e Ten students’ IEPs appeared to be reasonably calculated to result in educational benefit,
and each was making adequate/expected progress.

¢ Five students had moved or transferred out of district.

¢ One student graduated.

This reduction left two students re maining from the original sample. However, through th e
review process for the other two hypotheses, an additiona | seven stud ents were added to this

sample for a total of nine students in the FAPE educational benefit subsample. Each of the
remaining files exhibited one or mo re of the following char acteristics, prompting the WDE to

further examine these students’ situations:



6 of the 9 files exhibited a “disconne ct” between needs identified in asse ssment reports
and the needs listed int he IEP. In other words, not all of the student needs identified
through the evaluation process were included in these students’ |IEPs.

2 of 9 files listed needs in the IEP which were not addressed by goals.

2 out of 9 files contained a program of special education and related services that did not
appear to address the student’s needs and goals adequately.

In 2 of 9 files, the stude nts’ demonstrated a lack of progress in one or more goal areas;
neither stu dent’s f ile contained e vidence tha tthe IEPt eams had reconvened or
amended the program to address the lack of progress.

1 of the 9 students de monstrated completion of goals, but the file ha d no eviden ce of
reconvening to change or update goals.

1 student’s records indicated that he/she had an ‘F’ino ne or more core acad emic
classes (mathematics, language arts, science, or social studies).

1 student’s records contained an attendance record showing frequent or exten ded
absences.

3. Interviews

Following the file review, WDE monitoring team members interviewed district special education
staff, general education teachers a nd related serv ice providers regarding these nine specif ic
students. Through the interview pro cess, one student was removed fro m the subsample whe n
those interviewed were able to provide compelling evidence that the student’s needs were in
fact being adequately addressed through special education and related services.

This reduction left eight students remaining in the subsample. The following comments made by
district staff lend further support for a finding in this area:

For a stude nt who has been failing classes since the begi nning of the school year, a

district staff member stated that the student’s needs are not being adequately addressed
by the curre nt IEP. He/ She stated, “In the first four weeks | could tell, but, it (the IEP)
was based on [prior school's] recommendation.” The staff member continued to say that
there had been discussion at parent conference s, but the IEP team had not reconvened
or amended the program in any way.

When asked if a stude nt could be nefit from counseling fo r social skills, a staff membe r
stated, “[Student’s name] is not being pulled out for social skills ‘as needed’ (this is what
the IEP indicated). The issue is more when [service provider] is ablet o doitora staff
member requests it.” Counseling services were recommended in the evaluation but not
included as a service in the IEP.

When asked about direct reading services for a certain st udent, a district staff member

replied that intensive instruction in that area woul d be beneficial. He/She stated that the
student “is not being pulled out for reading,” although the IEP lists specialized instruction
in reading a s being delivered in the Resource Room. The  staff memb er added, “We

should have had an amendment but never did.”

When aske d about a certain stude nt’s poor pr ogress, a service provider stated, “The
student’s behavior impedes learning. At the revaluation, we will look at behavior.” The
reevaluation date was several months away at the time of the on-site visit.

While discussing a student who had met several of his/her current IEP g oals well before
the annual | EP date, a district staff member stated that the student “has met the goals,

and we need to look at new goals.” He/She added, “The team should reconvene to write
new goals.” Regarding the same student’s situation, another district staff member added,
“You would probably do an amendment, but | didn’t.”



e For a stude nt with a sp eech langu age disability and no la nguage services, a ser vice
provider reported that the student has “a hard time explaining and getting it out.” It was
unclear ho w the stud ent’s ora | e xpression n eeds were being met without lan guage
services.

e When aske d about the need to re convene/amend an IEP due to a student’'sla  ck of
progress, a service provider said, “ We’ve met with teachers and parents to discuss it.”
However, the team had not met or amended any part of the IEP.

C. Finding

The WDE f inds that special education services in CCSD #2 are not always providedi n
accordance with the FAPE requirements established in §§300.101 and 300.324. The district will
be required to address this finding and correct the noncompliance through the development and
implementation of a Corrective Action Plan (CAP).

Area 3: Least Restrictive Environment

A. Citation

§ 300.114 LRE requirements.

(a) (2) Each public agency must ensure that-
(i) To the m aximum extent appropriate, children with disabilitie s, including children
in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are
nondisabled; and
(ii) Special classes, separate schooling, or other re moval of children with disabilities
from the regular educa tional enviro nment occurs only if th e nature or severity of the
disability is such that e ducation in regular classes with t he use of supplementary aids
and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.

§ 300.115 Continuum of alternative placements.

(a) Each public agency must ensure that a continuum of alternative pla cements is available to
meet the needs of children with disabilities for special education and related services.

(b) The continuum required in paragraph (a) of this section must—

1) Include the alternative placements listed in the definition of special education under
§300.39 (instruction in regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, and
instruction in hospitals and institutions); and

2) Make provision for  supplementary service s (such as resource r oom or itinerant

instruction) to be provided in conjunction with regular class placement.

§300.116 Placements.
In determining the educational placement of a child with a disability, including a
preschool child with a disability, each public agency must ensure that —
(a) The placement decision-
(1) Is made by a group of persons, including the parents, and other persons
knowledgeable about the child, the meaning of the evaluation data, and the
placement options; and
(2) Is made in conformity with the LRE provision of this subpart, including
§§300.114 through 300.118;
(b) The child’s placement —
(1) Is determined at least annually;
(2) Is based on the child’s IEP; and
(3) Is as close as possible to the child’s home;



(c) Unless the IEP of a child with a disability requires some other arrangement; the child is
educated in the school that he or she would attend if nondisabled;

(d) In selecting the LRE, consideration is given to any potential harmful effect on the child or on
the quality of services that he or she needs; and

(e) A child with a disability is not removed from education in age-appropriate regular
classrooms solely because of needed modifications in the general education curriculum.

§300.117 Nonacademic settings.

In providing or arranging for the provision of nonacademic and extracurricular services
and activities, including meals, recess periods, and the services and activities set forth in
§300.107, each public agency must ensure that each child with a disability participates
with nondisabled children in the extracurricular services and activities to the maximum
extent appropriate to the needs of that child. The public agency must ensure that each
child with a disability has supplementary aids and services determined by the child’s IEP
Team to be appropriate and necessary for the child to participate in nonacademic
settings.

B. Evidence

1. Data

In reviewing the distr ict's most rece nt WDE-427 data, the D epartment noted that C onverse #2
met the targ et for students placed in Regular Education (RE) settings. Howe ver, the district’s
regular education place ment rate h as declined slightly over each of the past three years of
available data. In addition, Converse #2 did not meet the target for students in Separate
Classroom (SC) settings: 13.95% of the district’ s students with disabilities are served in these
settings, while the comparable state rate is 8.38%. The WDE hypothesized that some Con verse
#2 students could be successfully  educated in less rest  rictive settings with the use o f
supplementary aids and services.

2. File Review

In preparation for the visit, the WD E created a sample of 36 students placed in a variety of
settings within Converse #2. Once on-site in Glenrock, the WDE re viewed these 36 students’
special edu cation files in order to find out mo re about th ese IEP te ams’ ration ale for ea ch
student’s re moval from the general education e nvironment. Through t he file review process,
seventeen students were removed from the sample for the following reasons:

e Seven students’ IEPs contained a n appropria te justificat ion for their removal from
general education settings.

e Four students had moved or transferred out of the district.

o Four students returned to the regular educatio n program after being found no lo nger
eligible for special education.

e One student dropped out of school.

¢ One student’s parents recently revoked their consent for special education services.

This reduction left n ineteen students remaining from the or iginal sample. Through the review
process for the other two hypotheses, one addit ional student was added to this sa mple for a
total of twenty students in the Least Restrictive Environment subsample. Each of the remaining
files exhibit ed one or more of th e following characterist ics, prompting the WDE to further
examine these students’ situations:

10



11 of 20 files contain similar or identical pl acement justification such as “[Student name]
requires small group instruction outside of general education setting.”

All 20 files lacked evidence that the team had considered a less restrictive environment.
4 of the 20 files stated that behavior was a factor in the team’s placement decisio n: 3 of
these 4 student files contained no evidence of a Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA),
and 1 of these 4 files did not contain a Behavioral Intervention Plan (BIP).

7 of the 20 files indica ted the student’'s communication abilitie s were a factor in the
placement decision.

2 of the 20 files contained comments by IEP te am members expressing concerns that
the placement might be too restrictive.

3 of the 20 files contained evidence of ala ck of progre ssinthe students’ curr ent
settings.

3. Interviews

Following the file review, WDE monitoring team members interviewed district special education
staff, general education teachers and related service providers regarding these twenty specific
students. Through the interview process, t en addition al students were remo ved fromth e
subsample when those interviewed were able to provide compellin g evidence that each
student’s placement was justified.

This reduction left ten students remaining in the subsample. The following comments made by
district staff lend further support for a finding in this area:

When aske d to con sider what su pports migh t facilitate an increa se ina particular
student’s time spent in the general education classroom, a staff me mber comme nted,
“[Student’s name] could do it with one-on-one support. | think it could be tried out.”
Asked about a student’s current placement, a team member commented that the student
will move to all inclusion next year because of the 7" grade curriculum.

While discu ssing a student’s ability to be successful ina general ed ucation seftting, a
staff member noted, “I could easily see him/he r entering general education.” The staff
member could not explain why more general education classes were inappropriate at the
present time.

While discussing the supplementary aids and services a certain student might needi n a
general education class, a service provider noted, “It depends on what the teacher’s plan
is on how we accommodate.”

When askin g a distr ict staff member whether or not a pa rticular student could spend
more time in the general classroo m, the staff me mber re sponded, “If [student’s name]
continues to be pushed and maintains, | can see that (he/she) could exit the program.”
When a service provide r was asked if a student could be successful  in more gen eral
education classes with appropriate supports, the provider replied, “If [student name] had
to sink or swim, [he/she] would swim.”

While interviewing a district staff member about another student’s ability to participate in
the general education classroom, the staff member said, “With supports and services,
[he/she] could be in the regular education program.”

Asked whether a student could be successfu | in the general education setting, a staff
member re ported, “The student could hold [his/her] ow n given home and school
support.”

11



C. Finding

The WDE f inds that special education services in CCSD #2 are not always providedi n
accordance with the LRE requirements established in §§300.114 through 300.117. The district
will be required to address this find ing and correct the nonco mpliance through the development
and implementation of a Corrective Action Plan (CAP).

OTHER AREAS OF POTENTIAL NONCOMPLIANCE

A. General File Review

Each me mber of the WDE monitoring team also had the responsibility of conducting a
procedural compliance check in ea ch file reviewed during th e on-site visit. In all, 25 files were
reviewed for this purpose. In Appendix A of this report, these file review results may be found.
For any file review item in which the district’'s co mpliance is below 95%, the WDE requires that
the district evidence correction of the noncompliance in a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) and
conduct ad ditional self assessment to assure full complia nce in these areas. More detailed
guidance is provided on the CAP form.

B. Parent Survey Results

As part of t he monitoring process, the WDE d eveloped a Parent Survey in order t o provide all
parents an opportunity to give in  put on their children’s special ed  ucation experiences in
Converse #2. The Department mai led a hard copy of the Parent Survey and a cover letter to
each parent of a student currently r eceiving special education services in the district. Parents
had the option of completing the survey on paper or completing it online. The WD E mailed a
total of 94 surveys, and 30 parents returned completed surveys to the WDE (31.9%). In
Appendix B of this report, the complete survey results are included for the district’s review.
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File Review 0502000

Number of
files
reviewed

Percent of files
compliant

C6. In the evaluation/ reevaluation, the file documents whether the child has or
continues to have a disability, the present level of academic achievement and
related developmental needs of the child, whether the child continues to need
special education and related services and whether additions or modifications
to the special education and related services are needed. (300.305(a)(2))

46

97.83%

C9. There is documentation that the public agency provided a copy of the
evaluation report and documentation of the eligibility determination to the
parent. (300.306(a)(2))

46

97.83%

E. The IEP Process

E2. The file contains a current written IEP that was completed prior to the
ending date of the previous IEP.(300.323(a))

46

100.00%

E13. The IEP includes documentation if the student is being removed from
general education for any part of the school day, such removal occurs only if
the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes
with the use of modifications, supplementary aids and services cannot be
achieved satisfactorily. (300.114(a)(2)(ii))

46

56.52%

E20. The IEP includes a statement of special education and related services
and any supplementary aids and services to enable the child to advance
toward attaining the annual goals involved in and make progress in the general
education curriculum and be educated and participate with other children with
and without disabilities.

46

97.83%

E24. If the child participates in the alternate assessment the IEP contains a
statement of why the child cannot participate in the regular assessment.
(300.320(a)(6)(ii)(A))

46

100.00%

E26. The IEP includes the child's present levels of academic and functional
performance including how the child's disability affects his/her progress in the
general curriculum (or for preschool children, participation in appropriate
activities). (300.320(a)(1)(i)), (300.320(a)(1)(ii))

46

78.26%

E27. The IEP includes measurable annual academic, developmental and
functional goals designed to meet the needs of the child and enable the child to
progress in the general curriculum. (300.320(a)(2)(i)(A)), (300.324(a)(iv))

46

82.61%

E30. The IEP includes documentation when periodic reports regarding
progress toward meeting annual goals will be provided. (300.320(a)(3)(ii))

46

100.00%

E33. The IEP documents that the public agency has informed each regular
education teacher, special education teacher, related service provider and
other service provider who is responsible for its implementation of his or her
specific responsibilities including accommodations, modifications and supports.
(300.323(d)(2))

46

100.00%

E45. If the parent did not attend the IEP meeting there is documentation of
more than one attempt to arrange a mutually agreed upon time, place and
format. (300.322(c)), (300.322(d)), (300.328), (300.501(b))

46

100.00%
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E46. The file contains documentation that the public agency conducted a
meeting to develop the initial IEP within 30 calendar days of a determination
that a child with a disability was found eligible for special education and related
services. (300.323(c)(1))

46

100.00%

E47. The file contains prior written notice regarding the implementation of the
current IEP. (§300.503)

46

93.48%

E48. The IEP documents that all of the required participants attended the IEP
meeting -- parent, special education teacher of the child, general education
teacher of the child, representative of the public agency (§300.321(a))

46

100.00%

F. TRANSFERS

F1. If a child with a disability transferred from a public agency within the same
academic year, and had an IEP that was in effect in Wyoming, the file contains
documentation that the public agency in consultation with the parents, provided
FAPE to the child including services comparable to those described in the
previously held IEP. (300.323(e)), (300.501(b))

46

100.00%

F2. If a child with a disability who transferred from a public agency within the
same academic year, and had an IEP that was in effect in another State, the
file contains documentation that the public agency in consultation with the
parents, provided FAPE to the child including services comparable to those
described in the previously held IEP; until such time as the public agency
conducts and evaluation, if determined to be necessary and develops a new
IEP if appropriate. (300.323(f)), (300.501(b))

46

100.00%
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Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring
Parent Survey Results for:
Converse County School District #2

Total Respondents: 30

Total parents that were mailed a survey: 94
Returned due to invalid address: 0
Response rate = 31.9%

14.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree A gree Agree Agree
1. At Individualized Education Program (IEP) meetings, we talk about
whether my child needs special education services during the summer or 10% 0% 10% 20% 33% 27%
other times when school is not in session.
2. My chlld is |n9luded in the general education classroom as much as is 3% 0% 39, 23% 23% 47%
appropriate for his/her needs.
(siéhl\élglchlld s educational needs are being adequately addressed by the 39, 39, 7% 20% 23% 43%
4 My child has made adequate progress over the course of the past year. 3% 7% 0% 27% 23% 40%
5. My child’s special education program is preparing him/her for life after 39, 0% 10% 31% 17% 38%
school.
6. Could your child’s school be doing more to address his/her academic needs and improve your child’s
progress in school? Yes No Don't
ing?
6a. If yes, what could the school be doing? 17% 62% quczzv
(See additional pages for responses)
7. Are there additional supports, services, or equipment that would enable your child to spend more time
in the regular classroom? Don't
7a. If yes, please describe? Yes No Know
3% 73% 239,
0
(No additional comments received)
8. Did your child’s school conduct testing in every area in which he/she might have needs that could be
addressed through Special Education services? Don't
8a. If no, what areas were not included in the testing? Yes No Kon
o o now
60% 23% 7%
(No additional comments received)
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
9. My child’s school provides me with information about
organizations that offer support for parents of students with 7% 7% 10% 43% 13% 20%
disabilities.
10. Teachers at my child’s school are available to speak with me. 3% 0% 3% 27% 20% 47%
11. Tegqhers anq administrators encourage me to participate in 39 39 7% 28% 10% 48%
the decision-making process.
12. My Chl!d s schqol gives par‘ents the help they may need to 3% 0% 0% 40% 13% 43%
play an active role in their child's education.
1;’;. My Chl!d s scho_ol_ explains what options parents have if they 3% 7% 39, 30% 23% 339,
disagree with a decision of the school.

Any other comments that you would like to share?
See additional pages for responses




Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring
Parent Survey Open-Ended Comments
Converse County School District #2

6. Could your child’s school be doing more to address his/her academic needs and improve your child’s progress
in school?
6a. If yes, what could the school be doing?

e Get a capable teacher

e Make adjustments — she is still failing classes

e My child never tells me so he doesn’t have to do the work- when a big test or assignment or report is
coming up send a note home or call me

e They are going above and beyond to ensure my child’s progress is improved

e They could be putting him in classes more of the level he needs to be i.e. math

14. Any other comments that you would like to share?

e Can’tunderstand Wh_ is failing test and not getting assignments in when there are people to
help

e Grant Elementary is doing a great job with my child

e | really appreciate the teachers hard work- this is an excellent school

e Love the basic teaching

e They don’t push the kids hard when young-thanks

. _ may be very good- not a special ed teacher

e They are doing a poor job this year in taking care of the children

e My son is doing well in his classes

e | am pleased with the staff and with his study growth

e Since my son started school in converse county- his grades improved and he feels more comfortable in
our community

o | am extremely pleased with the changes

e Yes my daughter need more PT a week than she is getting and more aids Iike_

e My son has made great improvement since moving to Converse County

e |amvery pleased



Respondent Demographics
Converse County School District #2

Percent of parent respondents who said their child is:

Ethnicity N %
Hispanic 2 7%
American Indian/Alaskan 1 3%
Native

White 27 90%
Primary Disability Code N %
Autism 2 7%
Developmental Delay 2 7%
Multiple Disabilities 1 3%
Specific Learning Disability 7 23%
Speech/Language

Impairment 12 40%
Other Health Impairment 5 17%
Hearing Impaired (including

Deafness) 1 3%
Grade Distribution N %
Kindergarten 5 17%
Grades 1-6 14 46%
Grades 7-8 4 13%
Grades 9-12 7 23%
Environment Code N %
Regular Environment 18 60%
Resource Room 9 30%
Separate Classroom 3 11%
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