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Introduction
CADRE proposes working with states to coordinate and improve their dispute resolution programs and practices using a systematic, data guided process of planning for change that promotes prevention and early resolution of conflict between families and education systems.  We strongly believe families, educators, students and their educational programs benefit when states and local systems dedicate themselves to promoting early conflict prevention and resolution, adversarial encounters are avoided and differences are resolved through positive communication and collaboration. This workbook outlines the steps in that change process, emphasizing the initial steps of problem analysis and identifying areas with the highest potential for improvement.

The following guiding principles are essential to the management of a coordinated system:
· Commitment to reducing the use of adversarial conflict resolution methods and supporting all stakeholders to resolve differing interests in a way that best serves children with disabilities.  This includes a commitment to high quality skills training for all participants,  and offering a range of dispute options that fit the nature of the conflict.  
· Coordinated management and leadership of all the dispute resolution options supported by the state (e.g., due process hearings, written state complaints, mediations, other supported options). Such coordination may be through a single individual with authority for all aspects of dispute resolution, or by a management team of the leaders of each dispute resolution option.

· Stakeholder (e.g., family members, parent advocates, LEA administrators, attorneys, etc.) involvement in all aspects of system improvement. Stakeholders can help define system problems, review performance data, advise on selection of improvement strategies, etc.

· A commitment to program evaluation and improvement efforts based on performance data. Performance data should address both efforts (operations and improvement strategies) and effects (results intended from successful efforts).

· Annual review of system performance. Annual self-evaluation process should assess the effectiveness of each dispute resolution option, examine trends, explore themes and issues that may be common across options, and monitor the effectiveness of improvement efforts.

· A commitment to applying research based practices. While research in this area is a nascent field, CADRE provides the most current information available on research-based practice in dispute resolution and related systems change and improvement strategies.
This document is intended as a follow-up to the CADRE DR SIPE Dispute Resolution Systems Assessment. This workbook is designed as a more in-depth review of all aspects of the State’s dispute resolution system with a particular focus on promoting early resolution, identifying what is working well, where problems exist and which problems are most amenable to solutions that will produce the greatest impact toward achieving program goals. Once promising improvement strategies are identified, states can use their own planning formats for implementing improvement efforts. CADRE welcomes participation (individually or in multi-state sessions) by states interested in improvement planning of dispute resolution using this kind of approach.
Step 1. Describe the State’s Dispute Resolution System.   State: 

	State Supported Components of the System:
	Agencies, Organizations or Entities Responsible:
	State Leaders & 

Program Managers:
	Who are Key Stakeholders?

	Due Process Hearings


	
	
	

	Resolution Meetings


	
	
	

	Complaints Management


	
	
	

	Mediation [under IDEA]


	
	
	

	Other DR Option* – describe:

	
	
	

	Other DR Option* – describe:

	
	
	


Add additional DR Option descriptions as needed (add other pages, or just tab after the last table cell).
* See CADRE “Continuum” for examples of these other Dispute Resolution (DR) options. These may range from processes that are not conditioned on a request for a formally required process to those that are implemented in the early stages of a formal dispute.
· Would State leaders, program personnel, SEA staff, LEA staff and other stakeholders agree that there is a formal, coherent structure for leadership and management of the elements in the State's dispute resolution system?  (If yes, describe that structure.)
· If no formal leadership and management structure currently exists, describe the leadership team that would be most effective in developing and improving the State's leadership structure and practices.
· How enthusiastic would that team, their respective organizations, and stakeholders be about participating in efforts to further develop and improve the State's dispute resolution structures and practices?
Complete the following information for each Component of your State’s dispute resolution system (refer to the CADRE Continuum):
System Component:  Due Process Requests/Hearings

Component Goal(s)
Existing Performance Indicators/Measures, or Data
Performance Information State Would Like to Have
· To what extent are the goals explicit (e.g., published, known to stakeholders and the broader community)?

· To what extent are existing data sources used to measure performance and assess the degree to which goals are met?

· How might the leadership team take steps to: (a) better use existing data and (b) develop additional data sources?
System Component:  Complaints Management
Component Goal(s)
Existing Performance Indicators/Measures, or Data
Performance Information State Would Like to Have
· To what extent are the goals explicit (e.g., published, known to stakeholders and the broader community)?

· To what extent are existing data sources used to measure performance and assess the degree to which goals are met?

· How might the leadership team take steps to: (a) better use existing data and (b) develop additional data sources?

System Component:  Mediation
Component Goal(s)
Existing Performance Indicators/Measures, or Data
Performance Information State Would Like to Have
· To what extent are the goals explicit (e.g., published, known to stakeholders and the broader community)?

· To what extent are existing data sources used to measure performance and assess the degree to which goals are met?

· How might the leadership team take steps to: (a) better use existing data and (b) develop additional data sources?

System Component:  Other DR Option (specify: 
)
Component Goal(s)
Existing Performance Indicators/Measures, or Data
Performance Information State Would Like to Have
· To what extent are the goals explicit (e.g., published, known to stakeholders and the broader community)?

· To what extent are existing data sources used to measure performance and assess the degree to which goals are met?

· How might the leadership team take steps to: (a) better use existing data and (b) develop additional data sources?

 (ADD MORE TABLES AS NEED)
Step 2. Across the Components described above, use the best available information to describe the performance of each function and activity described in CADRE’s model of Integrated Dispute Resolution Management.
NOTE: THIS SECTION NEEDS REWRITING TO REFLECT THE REMOVAL (OR REPOSITIONING?) OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN THE WORKBOOK THAT FOLLOWS.

Figure 1 is displays an integrated (or coordinated) dispute resolution system. What is “managed” in this model is the full range of dispute resolution options offered by the state (the “continuum” – see http://www.directionservice.org/cadre/beyond_med2002.cfm for background on the continuum concept).  For purposes of analyzing state systems, CADRE describes 5 major system processes or domains: Oversight, Resource Allocation; Professional Standards; Training, and TA; Public Awareness and Outreach; and Evaluation. The functions involved in each domain are described briefly in the schematic and in more detail in the worksheets that follow. Coordinating these system processes would mean that an individual or team would oversee the performance of all system elements, would jointly consider resource allocation in light of desired and current performance, would set professional standards and provide training and technical assistance to reach performance goals, would engage in joint public awareness to ensure that parents and schools understand the wide range of options available and how to access them, and would jointly evaluate, at least annually, the performance of the system as a whole and its parts.
Figure 1: Elements of an Integrated or Coordinated Dispute Resolution System

[image: image1]
Completing the review under this step involves five worksheets, one for each domain. Worksheets 2.1 – 2.5 ask for each function: What problems exist? What are the supporting data? And, Is this an improvement priority? Because these five domains and their associated functions were the basis of the CADRE needs assessment, the state may already have done this part of the exercise, at least at an initial level. In the needs assessment process, states identified which functions were present or partially present and whether a function were a priority area for improvement by the state.  A state may wish to begin with that assessment and bypass some of this step in the process. On the other hand, if the needs assessment was completed by an individual and was not a collaborative process of review by system managers and stakeholders, the state may wish to spend more time on this step in order to reach the level of consensus that will be needed to bring about change.
Data to support the state’s assessment may consist of formal measures of information that are collected, analyzed and reported for purposes of performance based decision making, or they may consist of the sense or opinions of stakeholders involved in dispute resolution activities. To the extent possible, objective data or data from multiple sources that support the assessment are preferred. If such data do not exist, those areas may be potential areas for data development. For each function/activity reviewed, consider these questions:

· To what extent are the judgments based on information sources that are collected, analyzed and shared for purposes of performance based decision making? Are better data possibly available?
· Would others (e.g., leaders, stakeholders) agree with the analysis of the data?

· What variables were used to identify potential for meaningful change?
Step 3. Across the Components described above, use the best available information to describe the performance of each function and activity described in CADRE’s model of Integrated Dispute Resolution Management.
Once you identify priorities for improvement, use Worksheets 3.1 – 3.5 to determine the activities with the greatest potential for achieving meaningful change. For each priority activity, describe what’s working and what potential solutions or improvement strategies might produce the changes needed. Rate each solution or improvement strategy in terms of “impact” and “feasibility” from 1 (low) to 4 (high), with notes/comments as appropriate.  The rating for “impact” assesses the degree to which solving the problem would produce positive effects for the system (e.g., more successful mediations completed, fewer contentious disputes among families and schools). The rating for “feasibility” assesses the likelihood that a successful solution can be found for the problem (e.g., widely recognized need, the likelihood of resources being available for improvement, endorsement by State leadership, endorsement by system personnel involved in the function). In both cases, higher ratings (e.g., 3 or 4) indicate higher likely solution impact or feasibility. 
	Worksheet 2.1 – Oversight of the Dispute Resolution System Function


	Oversight System Activities
	What problems exist?
	Supporting data?
	Improvement Priority?

	1. Is management of all dispute resolution options (hearings, mediation, complaints, other) coordinated through an individual or management team?


	
	
	

	2. Does the state collect data that allows tracking of cases across different dispute resolution options?

a. Common identifier for cases

b. Common taxonomy for describing issues that is aligned with other monitoring

c. Allows process steps, timeliness, and outcome tracking for each DR type


	
	
	

	3. Are data collected regarding satisfaction with the following dispute resolution options: 

a.
State Written Complaints

b.
Due Process Hearings

c.
Resolution Sessions

d.
Mediation

e. Other Dispute Resolution Options
	
	
	

	4. Are data collected regarding individual practitioner performance (e.g., satisfaction, timeliness, cost per case, outcomes) for: 

a.
State Complaint Investigators

b.
Hearings Officers

c.
Mediators

d.
Other DR Personnel
	
	
	

	5. Are stakeholders (e.g., Advisory Group, Stakeholder Council) involved in:
a. Review of evaluation data

b. System/Program Design

c. Resource Allocation/Budget Development
d. Implementation
	
	
	


Worksheet 3.1 – Identifying and Selecting ODRS Improvement Strategies
	ODRS Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	ODRS Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ADD ADDITIONAL WORKSHEETS IF NEEDED.
	Worksheet [was section 2.2] – Resource Allocation Function


NOTE: We removed this section from “DR SIPE Lite” and embedded some of the key elements from these items in other areas. Resource allocation cuts to the heart of planning for change, so we don’t want to ignore this, but it may no longer be its own section. We want to be sure that improvement planning addresses the allocation of resources to change/improvement strategies.

	Resource Allocation Activities
	What problems exist?
	Supporting data (status/trends)?
	Improvement Priority?

	1. Do stakeholders (program managers, program providers, advisory members) understand how resources (e.g., staffing, funding) are allocated to each dispute resolution option the state supports?

	
	
	

	2. Have priorities been set for maintenance, coordination, and/or improvement of the dispute resolution options the state currently supports?

	
	
	

	3. Have priorities been set for the development of additional dispute resolution options (e.g., early resolution methods)?

	
	
	


Worksheet 3.2 – Identifying and Selecting Resource Allocation Improvement Strategies

	RA Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	RA Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ADD ADDITIONAL WORKSHEETS IF NEEDED.
	Worksheet 2.2 – Public Awareness and Outreach Function


	Public Awareness/Outreach Activities
	What problems exist?
	Supporting data (status/trends)?
	Improvement Priority?

	1. Does the state make comprehensive information on all dispute resolution options available through:

•
A central state-wide office or contracted entity?

•
Local school districts?

•
Parent Training and Information Center(s) or other parent organizations?

•
Web published materials?
	
	
	

	2. Do public awareness materials address the interests of varied user groups (e.g., students, teachers, administrators, parents, advocates, attorneys, non-English speakers) 


	
	
	


Worksheet 3.3 – Identifying and Selecting Public Awareness/Outreach Improvement Strategies

	PAO Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	PAO Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ADD ADDITIONAL WORKSHEETS IF NEEDED.
	Worksheet 2.4 – Personnel Standards, Training, and Technical Assistance Function


	Personnel Standards, Training, and TA Activities
	What problems exist?
	Supporting data (status/trends)?
	Improvement Priority?

	1. What are the initial requirements to qualify as a dispute resolution practitioner:

· Hearing officers 

· Complaints investigators

· Mediators

· Others (e.g., IEP facilitators, ADR trainers)


	
	
	

	2. Are dispute resolution practitioners regularly given an opportunity to identify their training and support needs?




	
	
	

	3. What are the ongoing requirements to remain a dispute resolution practitioner: 
· Hearing officers

· Complaints investigators

· Mediators

· Others (e.g., IEP facilitators, ADR trainers)

	
	
	

	4. What other forms of support (e.g. consultation, mentoring, listserv) are provided to address dispute resolution practitioner identified needs?  

	
	
	


Worksheet 3.4 – Identifying and Selecting Personnel Training & TA Improvement Strategies

	T/TA Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	T/TA Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ADD ADDITIONAL WORKSHEETS IF NEEDED.
	Worksheet 2.5 – Evaluation Function


	Evaluation Activities
	What problems exist?
	Supporting data (status/trends)?
	Improvement Priority?

	1. Does the state’s special education self-assessment and improvement planning process address the full range of dispute resolution supported by the state?

	
	
	

	2. Has the state set measurable performance goals for the dispute resolution system beyond the four indicators required in the SPP?


	
	
	

	3. Are data compiled and summarized on system performance goals?


	
	
	

	4. How often are data reviewed on system performance goals?


	
	
	


Worksheet 3.5 – Identifying and Selecting Evaluation Improvement Strategies

	EVAL Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	EVAL Activity (Priority)
	What's Working?
	Potential Solutions/Improvement Strategies
	Impact

(1=Lo; 4=Hi)
	Feasibility

(1=Low; 4=Hi)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ADD ADDITIONAL WORKSHEETS IF NEEDED.
Step 4.
What problem solving strategies and practices are likely to lead to real improvement in system functions and outcomes?
After completing the ratings, select those areas to consider for improvement planning where problems exist, potential solutions can be identified, and where impact and feasibility ratings are high (e.g., 4 and 4). Lower rating combinations (e.g., impact = 4 or 3, feasibility = 3 or 4, etc.) can be considered as well for improvement planning. These problem areas/solutions with higher potential for meaningful change could then be considered together with regard to confidence in data sources, additional data needed to act, agreement among stakeholders with regard to the problem/solution, resources/capacity for mounting improvement efforts, knowledge of participants regarding performance expectations, improvement strategies that might impact more than one area, research-based practice information available to guide improvement strategies, etc.

Improvement planning (e.g., development of action plans) can take any number of formats from this point.
ADDED SECTIONS FROM DR SIPE ‘LITE’ – How to integrate the improvement priorities for SEAs and LEAs is part of the work to be completed for the “next edition” of DR SIP.

	E. Improvement Priorities – SEA 

	1. Are specific improvement strategies for the dispute resolution system identified at least annually?

	2. Have priorities been set for maintenance, coordination, and/or improvement of the dispute resolution options the state currently supports?



	3. Have priorities been set for improving dispute resolution practitioner performance (satisfaction, timeliness, cost per case, outcomes)? 

	a. State Complaint Investigators



	b. Hearings Officers


	c. Mediators


	d. Other Dispute Resolution Options (Resolution Facilitators & IEP Facilitators)



	4. Have priorities been set for the development of additional dispute resolution options (e.g., early resolution methods)?


	F. Improvement Priorities – LEA 

	1. Are the issues that are raised in DR processes aggregated and used to inform monitoring and other activities aimed at improving the quality of educational programming?



	1. 

	2.Does the state monitor implementation of hearing officer decisions, corrective action plans, mediation agreements, and written resolution settlement agreements




Appendix/References/Etc.

The following terms and definitions are used in this document (source: “Choosing a Common Language,” OSEP TA&D Performance Measurement Work Group, 2004). 
Goal: 
Statement of the measurable condition(s) desired for the population of children with disabilities.

Indicator:
Statement that helps quantify the goal and signals whether the goal is being achieved. There may be multiple indicators for a single goal.

Indicator Measure:
The specific method and data source used for calculating the indicator. 
There may be multiple measures for a given indicator.
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