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DISCLAIMER

The opinions and positions expressed herein are not intended to ensure 

compliance with any particular law or regulation pertaining to the provision of 

educational services for eligible students. This presentation and/or materials 

should be viewed and applied by users according to their specific needs.  This 

presentation and/or materials represent the views of the presenter(s) regarding 

what constitutes preferred practice based on research available at the time of this 

publication. The presentation and/or materials should be used as guidance. Any 

references specific to any particular education product are illustrative, and do not 

imply endorsement of these products by OSPI, or to the exclusion of other 

products that are not referenced in the presentation materials.  OSPI, Special 

Education, is not responsible for the content of those educational product(s) 

referenced in this presentation.

Douglas H. Gill, Ed.D.,

Director, Special Education
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·Background

·Determinations process:  Criteria and 
Calculations

·Technical Assistance, Improvement 
Activities and Enforcement Actions

·Changes in the Determinations Process 
for 2011-12



ÁDeterminations evaluate implementation 
of IDEA requirements by a state or an 
LEA/ESA

ÁIn making determinations of states and 
LEAs/ESAs, four categories are used to 
evaluate performance:

(1)Meets Requirements
(2) Needs Assistance
(3) Needs Intervention
(4) Needs Substantial Intervention
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The U.S. Department of Education requires that States 
consider, at a minimum, the following criteria when 
making determinations for each LEA/ESA:

1. Audit results
2. Timely correction of non-compliance
3. Timely and accurate data
4. Performance on State Performance Plan (SPP) 

compliance indicators (currently Indicators  9, 10, 
11, 12, and 13)
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·LEAs/ESAs are notified of determination level 
electronically through iGrants Form Package 
442ɀIDEA Compliance Packageby 
November 1st.  



8



CCDDD:99999 District: Sample District ESD: 999

11:

12:

13:

Did the district have any identified non-compliance that must be corrected by April 30, 2011?no
     If yes, refer to the district's Non-Compliance Worksheet (page 3 of iGrants form package 442) for more information.        

 

  

 X

X

no

District Summary:

4b.  Is disproportionate representation the result 

of inappropriate identification (Indicators 9, 10)?   
[Source - OSPI  Monitoring and Program Review - onsite visits]

1

(1)  MEETS 

REQUIREMENTS 

X

4a.  Did the district demonstrate substantial 

compliance (on SPP Indicators 11, 12, and 13)?  

[Source - District-submitted reports (Ind. 11 and 12 - see 

rubric), Safety Net &/or onsite visits (Ind. 13)]   ("n < reqd" 

means the district did not meet the "n" size for that indicator)                          

X

District Determination Summary - November 2010

2.  Were all identified issues of non-compliance 

corrected by the district, including verification 

and validation by the ESD and OSPI, as soon as 

possible but no later than one year from 

identification?  [Source - OSPI general supervision, 

including program reviews, Safety Net, citizen complaints, 

etc.]

yes

(2)  NEEDS 

ASSISTANCE 

7

CRITERIA 

1.  Did the district resolve special education audit 

findings (if any)?  [Source - OSPI Audit Resolution]

DISTRICT 

RESULTS

3.  Did the district submit timely and accurate 

data?   [Source - District-submitted data reports, see rubric]

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

This template provides a summary of the district's IDEA determination level for the 2009-10 school year.  As described in the revised IDEA 

2004 regulations (34 CFR §300.600 and 300.602), states must rate all districts annually on their performance with implementing the 

requirements of IDEA.  Below is your district's determination level and summary.  Click on the "Rubric" tab below to see the scoring rubric 

for making these determinations (using federally-mandated criteria).  Click on the "Sanctions" tab below to see an overview of the 

enforcement actions that may be taken if districts do not meet requirements.  To use this spreadsheet, enter the district's CCDDD number 

into cell B4 below.

(4)  NEEDS 

SUBSTANTIAL 

INTERVENTION

(3)  NEEDS 

INTERVENTION

Xyes  

District Determination Level:
Meets Requirements
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ÁThe U.S. Department of Education rates States according 
to their performance of implementation of the IDEA 
(IDEA 616(a) and CFR 300.600& 300.602)

ü Meets Requirements (Level 1)
ü Needs Assistance (Level 2)
ü Needs Intervention (Level 3)
ü Needs Substantial Intervention (Level 4) 

ÁEach state must have in place a State Performance Plan 
ɉ300Ɋ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÅ 
requirements and purposes of IDEA Part B. 
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Á Each State submitted an SPP in 2005 

http :// www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx

Á Framework for improvement (6 year plan -- extended 
to 8 years by OSEP)

Á Twenty Indicators (Results & Compliance)

Á Collection/analysis of data

Á Each State submits an Annual Performance Report 
(APR) that describes progress on the SPP 
http :// www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx

http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/Data/SPP-APR.aspx


Compliance Indicators Results Indicators

4b:  Suspension/Expulsion rates by 
race/ethnicity

9:   Disproportionate racial/ethnic 
representation in special education

10:  Disproportionate racial/ethnic 
representation in specific disability 
category

11:  Timely evaluation and eligibility after parent 
consent

12:  Part C ɀIEP by 3rd birthday 

13:  IEPs with secondary transition component

15:  General supervision ɀcorrection of non-
compliance within one year

16:  Timely resolution of citizen complaints

17:  Timely adjudication of due process requests

20:  Timely and accurate State-reported data 

1: Graduation rates

2: Dropout rates

3: Statewide Assessment 

4a: Suspension/Expulsion rates 

5: Least Restrictive 

Environment (ages 6-21)

6: Preschool with typically

developing peers 

7: Preschool outcomes 

8: Parent involvement 

14: Post-school outcomes 

18: Resolution sessions 

19: Mediation agreements
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State determinations are based on:

ü Information (data, analyses and improvement 

activities) provided by the State in the SPP/APR

ü Monitoring/verification visits conducted by OSEP

ü Audit results

ü Timely and accurate reporting of required reports 

and data

ü Other public information
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MR (1)

NA (2)

NI (3)

NSI (4)

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10

Washington
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- Handout 1 -
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Individual States are also required to 
make these same determinations 
annually for their school districts 
(LEAs and ESAs) and early 
education programs.

(See  34CFR §300.600, 300.602, 

and WAC 392-172A-07012)
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The U.S. Department of Education requires that States 
consider, at a minimum, the following criteria when 
making determinations for each LEA/ESA:

1. Audit results

2. Timely correction of non-compliance

3. Timely and accurate data

4. Performance on State Performance Plan (SPP) 
compliance indicators (currently Indicators  9, 10, 11, 
12, and 13)

· Other compliance and/or results indicators.
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ÅFocus on federal requirements

ÅAccountability

ÅTransparency

ÅEmphasis on technical assistance and 
capacity-building

ÅLogistics



AND
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Dispute 

Resolution 

Safety 

Net

Integrated 

Program 

Review

Fiscal 

Mgmt.

Learning 

Improvement

Data 

Collection 

& Analysis
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·Criteria 1ɀMaterial Audit Findings

ÁDoes the LEA/ESA have any unresolved
special education audit findings that are 
material in nature? 
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·Criteria 2ɀTimely correction of non-
compliance
ÁDid the LEA/ESA correct non-compliance within one 

year of identification? (Indicator 15)

ÁThis would include:
Pcitizen complaint decisions (e.g., completing 

Corrective Action Plan)
Pdue process hearing decisions (e.g. completing 

ALJ orders)
Pstudent-specific issues of non-compliance and/or 

LEA/ESA level issues of non-compliance (e.g. from 
Safety Net, monitoring, etc.)
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·Criteria 3ɀTimely and accurate data
Á Timely Dataɀ(Indicator 20)

P Submissions on or before the deadline.

P Re-submissions on or before the deadline.

P Data do not have missing cells or 
inconsistencies.

Á Accurate Dataɀ(Indicator 20)

P Data from the correct reporting period.

P Demonstrate accurate use of the instructions.

P Data consistent with established definitions.
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Data Report Indicator Submitted

Special Education Personnel Employed & Needed 
(Fed. 618 requirement)

Fed. 618 12/17/2010

Child Count/LRE
(Indicators 5, 6, 9, 10, & Fed. 618 requirement)

5, 6, 9, 10, 
and Fed. 618

12/31/2010

Special Education StudentsSuspended/ Expelled 
(Indicator 4, Fed. 618 req.)

4, Fed. 618 6/30/2011

Preschool Outcomes (Indicator 7) 7 7/15/2011

Timeline for Initial Evaluation (Indicator 11) 11 7/15/2011

Transition from Part C to Part B (Indicator 12) 12 7/15/2011

Quarterly ARRA Reports
(Federal Requirement)

Federal 
Requirement

Quarterly 
2010-11

Post School Outcome Survey (Indicator 14) 14 11/1/10


