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Portland Public Schools

Special Education Review

Rationale for Special Education Review

The current review was undertaken at the request of the Special Education Director for Portland Public Schools with consultation from the Assistant Superintendent and the Portland Association of Teachers. It should be noted that both the Director and Assistant Director of Special Education were new to the district in 2008-09 and the district had not undergone a comprehensive review for at least ten years.

Introduction

Special education is a complex system of services designed to provide specially designed instruction to students who qualify. Within this system, each qualified student is guaranteed the right to a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). In order to meet the provisions of FAPE, the district must provide services that are “reasonably calculated to confer benefit” to each student qualified for special education services. Those services are documented on his/her Individual Education Program (IEP) specifically designed to meet his/her unique needs. The IEP team must determine the student’s Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) and indicate on the IEP the amount of time that the student will spend in both special education and general education. 

Special education students are general education students who require specially designed instruction as determined by their individual evaluation. General education has an obligation under, both, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act to provide accommodations for all students with disabilities. 

Section 504 protects two groups of students:

1. students who are qualified for special education services, and

2. students who have disabilities, do not qualify for special education and are in need of accommodations or other supports

Under Section 504, general education is required to “level the playing field” through the use of appropriate accommodations and modifications to the physical environment, instructional strategies, instructional materials, assessments and discipline. General education has an obligation, under Section 504, to provide accommodations to students with disabilities, some of whom also qualify for special education. Meeting Section 504 obligations to educate students who qualify for special education requires working in partnership with special education. Thus, any review of special education services requires that the capacity of general education and the relationship between special education and general education be scrutinized.

Review Design

Recognizing the complexity of the special education system the district had a desire to base any changes on data collected from the special education stakeholders and involve those stakeholders in making recommendations through action planning and a prioritization process. In order to do this, a third party reviewer conducted interviews, surveys and analyzed longitudinal district special education data. The process was based on the following values:

· use of an open and inclusive process

· use of data driven decision making, and

· a focus on change which will improve student outcomes

A Four Phase Process 

As a means of creating an inclusive process, which would lead to data driven decisions, the special education director and assistant director, working with Pat Steinburg, Educational Services Group, created a process with  the following four phases. 

In Phase One the reviewer solicited support for the process and inquiry questions from the stakeholder groups, including the Portland Association of Teachers (PAT), the para-educator’s , Portland Federation of Teachers and Classified Employees (PFTCE), the principal’s leadership, Portland Association of Public School Administrators (PAPSA) and representatives from family groups. Surveys were developed with input from each of the stakeholder groups. 

Phase Two included distribution of the surveys and interviews of stakeholders utilizing a neutral third party, Gary Obermeyer of Learning Options. Each stakeholder group had opportunity to review and suggest changes to the survey. Once the surveys were agreed upon, they were distributed and, to ensure confidentiality, the results were collected by Learning Options, an outside vendor. In the case of parents, the surveys were translated and distributed both electronically and via mail. Survey data was collected at the indicated percentage rates from the following groups:

· General Education teachers: 22.2%

· Parents: 750 respondents

· Para-educators: 21.6%

· Principals: 52.9%

· Special Education teachers: 43.2%

· Specialists (School Psychologists, Counselors, Speech and Language Pathologists, Occupational Therapists, Physical Therapists and Adaptive PE Specialists: 31.2%
Note:  Parent surveys are indicated as actual respondents instead of as a percentage.
During Phase Two, interviews were conducted to gain clarity regarding the current state of the system from a variety of sources. Interviews were conducted in 23 buildings with Principals and staff. In addition, interviews were conducted with other staff that has a responsibility to or connection with special education. Those interviews included:

· Teachers On Special Assignment (TOSA)

· Area Coordinators

· Assistive Technology Team

· District Administrators representing:

a. Transportation

b. Buildings

c. Discipline

d. Specialists

Phase Three involved the use of a design team which reviewed the data, and prepared for a Stakeholders Meeting. The design team was a representative group of teachers, administration, para-educators, their respective union leaders and parents. 

The purpose of the Stakeholders Meeting was to bring together a broad based group to review the data and work in teams to formulate recommendations for system improvements. Over 100 people representing the various stakeholder groups met for two days on December 9-10. KJ Associates provided the facilitation for both the design team and the stakeholders meeting. The stakeholders had the opportunity to listen to presentations and review the data collected through surveys. Then, working in small groups, they generated a list of recommendations in four categories: general education, special education, building-level change, and missing data. The whole group prioritized the recommendations through a “gallery walk’ process. An analysis of these results led to the identification of four broad themes and 14 topics to serve as a framework for action planning:  

Those priority areas and topics included:
1. Collaboration

a. Time to collaborate with internal and external partners

b. Grade level/building transitions

c. Team or co-teaching

d. Training/joint professional development 

2. Continuum

a. Least Restrictive Environment and access to neighborhood schools (with equity)

b. Continuum of services for each cluster (w/equity)

c. Equity in staffing based on student needs

d. Clear criteria for entry and exit within programs

e. Vocational options and transition services

3. Interventions

a. Special education curriculum and materials

b. District wide core curriculum

c. Building wide Response to Interventions, Tier II and III

i. Academic

ii. Behavior

4. Communication System

a. Internal communications

b. External communications

The final stakeholder’s meeting was held February 19, 2010. The recommended actions for each priority area are included in Appendix C.


Phase Four includes the delivery of a final report which will incorporate the recommendations of the Stakeholders meeting as well as any additional conclusions from the reviewer. 

Focus and Findings

The special education program review focused on the following questions:

1. What is the capacity within the general education program to educate students with disabilities within the requirements of Least Restrictive Environment and the required Continuum of Placements?

2. Given the Continuum of Placements and Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) requirements under IDEA, are programs and services appropriately located and distributed throughout the Portland School District to meet the needs of students? 

3. Are special education programs and offices staffed appropriately? 

4. In relation to appropriate delivery models, are the resources of the district being most effectively utilized to meet the needs of students with disabilities?

5. In what ways could central office staff and itinerant staff more effectively support delivery of special education services and programs?

Question #1:
What is the capacity of the general education program to educate students with disabilities within the requirements of Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) and the require Continuum of Placements.

Principals and staff, given their busy days, were extremely generous with their time. They arranged time for the interviewer to meet with individuals and groups of staff. Principals and staff spent one to three hours with me discussing the programs in their buildings, their successes, concerns and needs. I was repeatedly impressed by the quality of the instructional programs, the unique and diverse means of community engagement, the creativity and the professionalism I encountered. There were many occasions when I left buildings with a sense of excitement and a desire to spend more time.  

The general education system must meet the needs of a diverse student population, including those with disabilities, while meeting federal, state and local requirements to provide specific courses, content and opportunities for all students. In addition, it must address local demands, prepare students for higher education, work and adult life.  Given all of these responsibilities with oftentimes competing demands, it is remarkable that school staff were inclined to talk about how to make it more possible for students with disabilities to access general education curricula  and to spend time with their non-disabled peers. There was no resistance to the proposition that all students have a right to such access. The concerns and questions raised were focused on how to make it possible, rather than why. 

While there is an abundance of important information to be shared regarding the general education system as a whole, my investigation was limited to the areas where there is an intersection between general education and special education services.

The capacity of the general education program to meet the needs of students with disabilities falls within two broad areas:

1. Interventions
to what degree does general education provide sufficient opportunities for learning, so that students have a variety of means to learn prior to being referred for special education services, and
2. Inclusion

To what degree are students with disabilities provided access to and the opportunity to successfully learn the general education curricula with their non-disabled peers?
Interventions

The majority of schools visited during interviews had elements of an intervention system in progress. There was great variation in the level of sophistication of data collection, use of data for decision making and integrity of instructional treatment(s). Some schools used a standard protocol for reading interventions. Others developed interventions for individual students. A few schools used whole school screening as a means of identifying students in need of interventions. Building teams at all levels have developed systems of maintaining instructional and behavioral data to be used by the building team to make decisions regarding individual students who are experiencing difficulties.  

While the interviewees in virtually every school visited indicated that there was a system of positive behavioral interventions in place, there were tremendous variations in the integrity of implementation. School staff and principals have received training in the use of intervention systems for behaviors. A few buildings continue to use these systems with fidelity, by following established protocols, and maintaining and utilizing the data collected. Many buildings have established problem solving teams and use data for making decisions regarding individual students to improve academics and/or behavior. Thus, the use of data to support whole building improvements in behaviors does not occur systematically. Building specific supports and training based on that data does not always occur. 

In the interview and survey processes, respondents were generally positive about the need for and potential benefits of school-wide academic and behavioral interventions. They strongly believe that it is essential to provide support for struggling students as early as possible to avoid failure. However, they also expressed serious concerns regarding the current lack of resources necessary to institute intervention systems. A major concern expressed by all parties was the need to find the time for data collection, provision of interventions, progress monitoring and to work collaboratively creating solutions as problems arise. The need for time to collaborate was identified by the stakeholders as one of the priorities to be addressed in their recommendations.

Survey results include the following information regarding the provision of interventions from general education teachers and principals:

· 41% agree that their school has a system to provide academic interventions

· 19% agree that they have the support necessary to provide more intense instruction to assist struggling students

· 46% of Principals agree or strongly agree that their school has sufficient resources to provide academic interventions and collect individual student progress data.

Response To Intervention (RTI) is a system for making decisions using data, in order to accelerate learning for all students. It supports a framework of academic and/or behavioral interventions designed to provide early, effective assistance to students who are having difficulty with social/behavioral and academic development with the purpose of preventing academic failure and reducing behavioral problems through early interventions. 

States such as Kansas, Colorado, and Delaware report positive results in the use of RTI. They report reductions in the number of students who experience school failure, the number of students who qualify for special education services, and a reduction in the amount of time students spend in special education. In New Hampshire, the APEX project uses positive behavioral interventions (PBIS) has been used to prevent drop outs at the high school level with good results. 

The RTI structure is generally represented by a triangle broken into three tiers, which are made up of groups of students whose needs are met with more intensive or different instructional practices and/or behavioral interventions as they move up through the tiers. Students may also move “down” through the tiers as they need fewer, less intensive interventions. The tiers represent the actions (interventions) to be taken, not classifications of students. 

Tier 1 the base of the triangle represents the behavioral and academic core programs, which are monitored for their effectiveness. It is generally agreed that approximately 80% of all students will be successfully served by Tier 1. 

Tier 2 represents a level of additional assistance – interventions. Academically these interventions are in addition to the core curricula rather than replacing it. This tier should represent 10-15% of all students. 

Tier 3 represents more assistance- “intensive” interventions. This tier should represent 5-10% of all students.

Although RTI is a system for data driven decisions for general education, the 2004 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) provides for the option of using either RTI as a means of identifying students with learning disabilities or Patterns of Strengths and Weaknesses (PSW) or the discrepancy model.  
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There is general agreement that in order for a Response to Intervention system to work successfully, key elements must exist. These include 

· Use of evidence based instruction

· Differentiated Instruction

· Sufficient academic engagement and practice time
· Progress monitoring

· Time for problem solving/planning instruction

· Data collection and use

· Efficient use of technology

· Professional development

Recommendation:

Consider the use of RTI. Given the positive attitude amongst staff, their desire to prevent failure and improve student performance, it would be worthwhile for the district to continue its work exploring the potential of a Response to Intervention system. 
Establish a consistent building screening process including interventions and progress monitoring. Success of any system instituted within the district will be dependent upon establishing a clear set of expectations and the human and material resources necessary to meet those expectations. Some districts utilize standard protocols which require computer support. The use of technology can support protocol integrity, rapid data collection, storage, and data analysis for individual students, grade levels, schools and the district. 

Interviews with school principals and staff revealed an interest in using RTI, but serious concerns regarding the viability of instituting it in the absence of adequate staff to support the effort. While technology can save time and provide staff immediate data, much of the research on successful RTI systems suggest the need for staff to coordinate the process at the building level. 

If the RTI process is used to determine a student eligible for special education under the label of Specific Learning Disability, it must be used consistently, reliably and with integrity.  The interventions provided through a building wide positive behavior intervention system may also be used as documentation necessary for students to qualify for special education under the label of Emotional Disorders. In order for this to occur, the district would need to ensure that procedures for interventions are documented and used with integrity throughout the district.
Inclusion

While there are no federal requirements for “inclusion”, there are regulations which provide for students with disabilities to be educated with their non-disabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate. The requirement for students who receive special education to be educated in their Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) states: 

To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from the regular education environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. 

To meet the LRE requirement, Individual Education Program (IEP) teams must consider placement in the regular classroom, and only consider placement in a different environment when the team determines that the student will not be able to make satisfactory progress in the regular classroom. 

When students are qualified for special education services, or considered to have a disability under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, schools are required to provide accommodations to enable students with disabilities the opportunity to access and make progress in the general education curricula. Accommodations for students who qualify under Section 504 are designed by and the responsibility of general education. The accommodations for students who qualify for special education are designed by the IEP team which includes general education staff. These accommodations must be provided in general education, special education or both in accordance with the IEP.  (Special educators are also responsible for the provision of specially designed instruction to meet the unique needs of the student which occur as a result of the disability.)

While some regular education staff reported that they were able to meet regularly with special educators to plan programs and classroom accommodations, the lack of time and opportunity to collaborate was the most frequently mentioned concern expressed by both general and special educators. Although the district has conducted training in the past on differentiated instruction and accommodations, staff expressed a desire to have more training in differentiated instruction and the provision of accommodations.  89% of general educators felt more successful when instructing students whose reading skills were slightly below grade level in reading, while 28% felt successful working with students whose reading skills were more significantly below grade level. 

Survey data included the following:

· Training

· 21% of teachers feel adequately prepared to provide accommodations for behaviors, while 35% feel prepared to provide accommodations for academic instruction

· Collaboration

· 60% of principals state that staff have regularly scheduled times to collaborate 

· 14% of staff indicate that they have regularly scheduled times to collaborate with special education personnel

· 26% of general education teachers agree that they have regular and systematic support to help students with disabilities

· 82% of school administrators agree or strongly agree that their school has in place a system/process to support integrating  special education students in the general education classroom

· Student progress

· 27% of teachers agree that students with disabilities make adequate progress in their classrooms

· 71% of school administrators say that their school is successful or very successful in meeting the needs of special education students in the general education classroom

There is an often expressed concern that students with uncontrolled disruptive behaviors are being included in the general education classroom, and their presence is interfering with the ability of other students to learn. Principals and classroom teachers want to find a means to provide support more quickly when behaviors do become disruptive. These disruptions are not caused only by special education students.
· Behavior

· 76% of classroom teachers say that their classrooms are disrupted once or more per day by special education students

· 1-2 times 26%

· 3-4 times 18%

· 5 or more times 17%

· constantly 15%

· 19% are concerned about their personal safety

There are many interpretations of the LRE requirements amongst building administrators and school teams. Those interpretations generate varied expectations regarding the responsibilities of general education staff and special education staff. Based on information provided in interviews, it appears that some students who are being included in regular education are not able to benefit in that environment, conversely there are students who may well benefit who may not be provided the opportunity. It was difficult to ascertain if the lack of benefit was derived from students being placed inappropriately, or a lack of training, support or resources. In the open ended questions on the survey, responses from general educators, principals and special educators expressed concerns that some students placed in regular classes were not able to learn in spite of significant modifications to instruction and the provision of accommodations. In addition, many of these students had support from para-educators while placed in regular classes. There were also responses from all parties praising successes including students in regular classes in their buildings.

While there is a regulatory requirement that special educators provide specially designed instruction to meet the unique needs of the students who qualify for special education services, many special education staff are being used to provide accommodations and credit retrieval to the degree that they are not able to provide the specially designed instruction necessary for the student to benefit from his/her education.  While there is a need for general and special education personnel to work together to modify instruction and develop appropriate accommodations, it is unrealistic to expect that special educators can meet all of the demands for their time to support general education and at the same time meet the needs of their students to learn concepts and skills that differ from those taught in general education.  

Parent responses to survey questions and open ended questions were generally positive about their interactions with their school and their student’s teachers. In interviews and open ended questions they expressed concern that that staff do not have sufficient knowledge and understanding of their child’s disability and its affects on behavior and academic progress. 

· 90 % of parents agreed that they are comfortable communicating with the school

· 79% say they receive timely information about meetings and other school events

· 60% agree that staff listen to concerns, opinions and suggestion

· 56% agree that the school provides information needed to help their student

Recommendations:

1. Provide clarity of legal requirements as they related to placement of students in regular education. Create guidelines for Principals and building teams that articulate the legal requirements and educational purposes for including students in general education classes. Include information regarding relevant legal decisions which have provided guidance on placement in the regular education environment. 

2. Clearly define roles and responsibilities. There are several models used to provide opportunities for students to be successfully included in the regular education environment. The most common models are co-teaching, teaming or academies. Create descriptions of these models, with frameworks which clearly define the roles and responsibilities of general and special education.

3. Provide training. Many staff mentioned a need for additional training in differentiated instruction and developing accommodations. While both of these are essential skills for effective instruction for all students, the successful inclusion of students with disabilities requires understanding of:

· inclusion systems that fit the school and the needs of the students;

· how to use teaching procedural knowledge as well as declarative knowledge;

· how to teach  students how to organize, recall and use information;

· using curriculum maps to identify and prioritize the essential concepts and skills to be taught;

· Universal Design for instruction, including the use of Universal Design in developing units, lesson plans and selection of materials.

4. Provide support.  Consider the use of regional teams to provide support, mentoring and on-site training for teachers and para-educators. These teams will need to have sufficient expertise in adapting curricula and inclusive practices. Currently, there is a heavy reliance on para-educators to “make inclusion work”. There is much that can be done to create inclusive environments, and dedicate the use of para-educators based on identified student needs.

5. Provide resources. Some of the current curricula used in the district have modifications already developed by the publisher, some do not. Where necessary, use the regional teams mentioned above to develop curricula modifications that may be used throughout the district, provide extensions of the modifications provided by the publisher and develop materials that meet standards of universal design which may be downloaded for use by teachers at all grade levels. 

6. Use technology to support student learning and accommodations. If one does not exist, create a work team which includes both district technology and assistive technology staff to review and consider the use of technology, both hardware and software, which will provide many students greater access to the curricula, tools for learning basic skills and opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge. For example, the use of hardware that can ‘read’ textbooks to students would create great opportunities for students with reading difficulties and ultimately could save personnel time.  

7. Consistent use of building-wide positive behavior systems. Policies and building discipline plans serve the purpose of notifying students about unacceptable, punishable behaviors, but do little to instill changes in student behavior. Develop strong building-wide positive behavior intervention systems in all buildings which support student understanding of behavioral expectations and opportunities to learn appropriate behaviors. When used systematically by all staff, it is likely to reduce disruptive behaviors and escalations of behavior. The skills necessary to provide positive behavioral interventions for all children will meet the needs of many special education students with behavioral problems. 
8. Provide training on appropriate communications and problem solving. There is a need for staff training on the use consistent communications and problem solving with students to produce changes in behavior. This training should include all staff, including para-educators and other classified staff who engage students during the school day.  Given the data regarding student disruptions and fear for personal safety, it is essential that school wide efforts with systematic, research driven behavior interventions are utilized.

QUESTION #2:

Given the continuum of placements and least restrictive environment (LRE) requirements under IDEA, are programs and services appropriately located and distributed throughout the Portland School District to meet the needs of students? 

Continuum of Placements

300.115 The continuum required must include instruction in regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and institutions; and make provision for supplementary services (such as resource room or itinerant instruction) to be provided in conjunction with regular class placement.

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)

300.114(2)(i)7(ii) To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are non-disabled: and special classes, separate schooling or other removal of children with disabilities from the regular environment occurs only if the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.

Portland Public Schools

Portland Public Schools 2009-10

· total district enrollment: 46,785

· total special education enrollment: 6413

Portland Public Schools has:

· 27 Elementary Schools

· 31 K-8 Schools

· 10 Middle Schools

· 15 High Schools

· 1 K-12 School

· 1 6-11 School

A wide variation exists between schools in the percentage of students qualified for special education (ranging from 8.7% to 25%). Additionally 18.5%, of the population, attending PPS Alternative Programs are qualified for special education and 15.7%, of the population, attending Community–Based Alternatives are qualified for special education.
Portland faces challenges when assigning special education classrooms to buildings. The district has a shortage of rooms in some regions and rooms available in others.  There is a tendency, because of room availability, for special education classrooms to be housed in schools with lower socio-economic status, and higher minority populations. While every building has a Learning Center classroom, other special education classrooms are not evenly distributed among the schools. Small schools with programs in addition to special education may not have Assistant Principals, and, in the absence of counselors or school psychologists the principals may find nearly all of their time absorbed with special education. 

What are the numbers of students identified as being eligible for special education by disability category?

Percent of school-age students in PPS served under IDEA

2007-08 
14.29%

2008-09 
14.29% 

2009-10 
14.0%

Percent of school-age students in Oregon served under IDEA

2007-08 
13%

2008-09
12.9%

2009-10
12.9%

PPS 3 – Year trend of students by primary disability

	YEAR 
	AUT
	D/B
	ED
	HI
	MR
	OHI
	OI
	SLD
	CD
	TBI
	VI
	TOTAL

	2007-08
	601
	3
	499
	85
	313
	989
	93
	2070
	1572
	18
	62
	6305

	2008-09
	668
	3
	556
	84
	280
	1073
	100
	1927
	1543
	16
	65
	6315

	2009-10
	728
	3
	612
	97
	266
	1082
	89
	1951
	1611
	14
	60
	6513


Source: Oregon Department of Education-SECC

Percent of student on IEPs by primary disability

	YEAR
	AUT
	D/B
	ED
	HI
	MR
	OHI
	OI
	SLD
	CD
	TBI
	VI
	Total %

	2007-08
	9.53
	.05
	7.91
	1.35
	4.96
	15.69
	1.48
	32.83
	24.93
	.29
	.98
	100

	2008-09
	10.58
	.05
	8.80
	1.33
	4.43
	16.99
	1.58
	30.51
	24.43
	.25
	1.03
	100

	2009-10
	11.18
	.05
	9.40
	1.49
	4.08
	16.61
	1.37
	29.96
	24.74
	.21
	.92
	100


Source: Oregon Department of Education-SECC

Portland Public Schools identified and served 14.29% of its student population under IDEA in 2008-09. This is greater than the 12.9% average served under IDEA state-wide in the same year.

The three year trend data shows growth in the number of students identified in the categories of Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), Emotionally Disturbed (ED), Hearing Impaired (HI) and Other Health Impaired (OHI). Most students identified in the category of Other Health Impaired are ADD. The three year trend demonstrates a reduction in the number of students qualified in the categories of Specific Learning Disability (SLD) and Speech/Language (SPL) impairment. Students who qualify under the ASD, ED, HI and OHI tend to require more intense services than those typically received by SLD and SPL. If this trend continues, Portland Public Schools may experience an increase in the cost per student in special education.

What placement options are available to students with disabilities in Portland Public Schools? How many students are placed in Specialized Programs? 

Portland School District has a continuum of placement options including General Education push-in, pull-out, self-contained, specialized programs, home/ hospital and out of district placements. Approximately 84% of all placements are Learning Center (resource room), 11.45% are specialized program, and less than 1% is out of District. 

There is a continuum of supports and services available in Portland Public Schools to meet the needs of students with disabilities. Every building throughout the school district offers learning center support for students. Other, more restrictive service delivery models, such as behavior classrooms, are located at various locations throughout the district. Listed below are the services and supports available for students to receive a free appropriate public education in Portland Public Schools. 

Program types, current enrollments and some key characteristics follow:

· Learning Center (LC) 
· The Learning Centers provide specially designed instruction and necessary related services in all developmentally appropriate academic areas through the modification of the general education curriculum. Students may receive all academic instruction in the LC or participate for one or more subject areas or time periods, as determined by their Individual Education Plan (IEP).

· Social Emotional Behavior Classroom 

· Social Emotional Behavioral Classrooms are self-contained classrooms which provide specially designed instruction and necessary related services in emotional development, behavior management and social skills.

· Communication Behavior Classroom 
· Communication - Behavior Classrooms provide individualized and small group instruction, including discrete trial, pivotal response training, and functional routines, as directed by the student’s IEP. The curriculum is based on the IEPs of students which emphasize the development of language, social, play and behavior skills.

· Life Skills Nursing (LSN) 

· Life Skills Nursing Classrooms provide a protective environment with a low student/teacher ratio and on-site nursing services.

· Life Skills 

· The Life Skills Classrooms (LS) provide specially designed instruction and related services in functional life skills, fundamental academic skills (reading, writing, math), and prevocational skills. Though students generally receive the majority of their instruction in the LS classroom, they may participate in the regular education classroom as determined by the IEP team. 

· Pioneer Special School Program 

· Pioneer Special School Program provides specially designed instruction and related services to meet each student’s individual needs. School wide positive behavioral supports and daily social skills lessons in the classroom provide the structure and framework by which the program addresses pro-social school skills and works with students and families to improve negative behaviors impeding the student’s success in less restrictive educational environments. Students enroll in one of three types of programs:

· Behavioral

· Day Treatment

· Functional Life Skills

· Itinerant

· School Psychologists

· Speech Language Pathologists

Other Resources
· Community Transition Center

· CTC is a community transition program for young adults aged 18-21. In addition to training young adults for a variety of jobs with community partners, the program provides access to social and leisure activities, makes referrals to other relevant services and agencies, and builds transition links to community, community colleges and vocational training programs.

· Assistive Technology Services (formally Access Services)

Assistive Technology team member are speech language pathologists, occupational therapists, technology assistants and a special education teacher who work collaboratively with school teams to serve students who require augmentative communication and/or assistive technology supports to access their curriculum. 

· Motor Development Team

Special education offers a continuum of motor services including Adaptive Physical Education (APE), and two related services: Physical Therapy (PT) and Occupational Therapy (OT). These three disciplines deliver their services in a trans-disciplinary model. 

· Early Childhood Transition Team

The Early Childhood Transition Team (ECTT) transitions special education students from Early Childhood to elementary school. The team conducts reviews, observations, parent meetings, eligibilities and IEPs for all students transitioning to kindergarten.

· Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA)

The special education TOSA provides support services in all aspects of team management and development, communication skills, alternative dispute resolution, data collection and intervention strategies. The TOSA serves as a liaison between program/discipline staff and administration. 

· Certified Nursing Assistant (C.N.A.)

Certified Nursing Assistant’s perform basic health related tasks. 

· Qualified Mental Health Provider (QMHP)

The QMHP works in a therapeutic environment with students who have educational and emotional disabilities from kindergarten through age 21. The QMHP is responsible for coordinating mental health services for students participating in day treatment and behavior classrooms. 

· Behavior Analysis and Support Team 

The Behavior Analysis and Support Team provides functional behavior assessments and develops behavior intervention plans to assist students in the regular classroom. The team continues assistance to ensure implementation of the plan and support the teacher and student.. 
Program, Placement and Services

A student’s eligibility category does not define either their program or placement. Because there are great variations of student characteristics and needs within any category, program and placement considerations must be based upon the unique needs of the individual student. The student’s program (what and how he/she is taught) must be developed based on the student’s present level of performance (evaluative data) and designed to confer benefit. It is the obligation of the IEP team to provide for all services deemed necessary for the student to benefit from his/her program. Placement decisions should be driven by the principles of Least Restrictive Environment, in accordance with IDEA requirements. 

In addition, student progress must be monitored as specified on the Individual Education Program (IEP). This must be reported in percentages if specified on the IEP. If the student is not progressing sufficiently to meet his/her goals, the IEP team must reconvene and make changes to the program to ensure benefit.  Adjustments can include changes in curricula, instructional strategies, need for additional services and/or location of services.

Findings from surveys and interviews

There are inconsistencies among buildings in conducting the review process when considering additional assistance for students. Some buildings, at all levels, have very sophisticated systems for documenting interventions and processing students for referral to special education. Some conduct classroom observations. Others do not. Interviews with Principals and others revealed concerns that once students are placed into special education, they remain throughout their school career. They also find the school district policies regarding the entrance and exit of students in special education confusing.  

Survey results for special education teachers and specialists indicate:

· Nearly 80% of special education teachers, and slightly fewer specialists recommend all of the services they believe a student should receive based upon the evaluation

· Results were similar when asked if they recommended all the goals that they felt were necessary

· Results fell below 60% who recommended the amount of service time necessary for student success

· Results were also slightly below 60% of special educators and specialists who were able to meet the time commitments on the student IEP

· Fewer than 50% were able to monitor the progress of their students on a regular basis

· Over 70% of special education teachers and specialist agree that some students are not receiving needed services

When asked what influenced their determination of the time and service recommendations, slightly over 20% of special education teachers were influenced by the student’s evaluation, over 30% were influenced by other factors including time needed to support students in general education, continuous additional demands on time, and the number of students in their classes. 

Parents, when responding to similar questions had a more positive response:

· 50% agreed that their student’s services were based on their individual evaluation, and that their student received all services outlined on the IEP

· Slightly over 40% agreed that the services currently available met the needs of the student

Additionally, special education teachers were asked questions concerning the affects of the mix of students in their classes. 57% agreed that the mix of students interfered with their ability to educate their students, 33% agreed the mix of students caused them to be concerned about the safety of their students. In a break out of the data, there were differences between the types of classrooms. 

· 10% of LC teachers were concerned about safety, while 40% of other special education teachers were concerned about the safety of students because of the mix of students in their class

· 66% of LC teachers were concerned that the mix of students interfered with their ability to educate their students, while 55% of other special education teachers agreed.

While the staffing ratios for special education classrooms appear reasonable in comparison to other districts, the mix of students placed into those programs is problematic. This issue was observed in classroom visits, interviews and survey responses, leading to the following conclusions:
· Learning Centers. The Learning Centers are located in every building where they meet the needs of many students. There are many positive comments about the work of the LC teachers and para-educators, their ability to assist students and regular staff. However, the mix of students in the many Learning Centers is problematic.  Students with low cognitive skills, who are capable of learning basic skills, and the general education curriculum, are not given the instructional time they need, nor the curriculum necessary, to support their learning. They are often included in general education without the underlying skills necessary to understand the instruction. Comments and responses from all parties indicate the need to establish more appropriate settings for these students. 

· Life Skills Classrooms. Similarly, many of the Life Skills Classrooms experience an incredible range of student abilities and needs, competing educational needs. There are also Life Skills classrooms where teachers are unable to provide access to the community as a part of transition plans because they have students who have violent behaviors who must go with the class.  

Throughout the interview process and the open ended survey questions, there were innumerable positive comments about the staff and services provided through special education programs. There were also programs which were often mentioned as needing additional supports and resources, including:

· Behavior Classrooms. The most often expressed need among building principals, was the need for improvements in the programs designed to support students with emotional/behavioral disorders. Some expressed concern that students in the Behavior Classrooms were not being challenged academically. They also talked frequently about the difficulty with moving students in and out of behavior programs, the need for additional support for improving behaviors so that these students would be more successful. Specifically, they adamantly expressed the need for more School Psychologists to alleviate these problems.  Many people, in addition to the principals, expressed the need for additional behavior classrooms and a more equitable distribution of those classrooms throughout the district. 

· Communication Behavior Classrooms. The Communication Behavior Classrooms are highly valued in their schools and are generally felt to be successful by both general and special educators who work with students on the autism spectrum. Until this year, the program was concentrated in the primary grades, with students included in regular classes with the support of para-educators. Once students complete third grade, the program was discontinued.  It is important for students on the spectrum to remain in stable locations among people and environments that they know. This change is a positive response to concerns raised by parents and staff. Other concerns of staff include concerns regarding the reduction of para-educators, the need for additional speech and language services. The provision of speech and language services at early ages, tends to improve student outcomes and reduce the amount of time these students spend in special education. 

· Pioneer School. Pioneer is a unique program in a separate school environment that provides both educational services and day treatment for students with Emotional/Behavioral Disabilities for students of all ages. It provides a level of coordinated services and education that is difficult to find in most districts. Pioneer operates as both an educational setting and a day treatment center. There are requirements for the provision of mental health and educational services which are, at times, in conflict. 

Entrance and exit procedures for Pioneer lack clarity. On the one hand, building principals find it difficult to move students to Pioneer and, conversely, Pioneer staff, have difficulty returning students to regular schools. Additionally, it appears that some students are sent to Pioneer on an ‘emergency’ basis without documentation of efforts to stabilize behaviors in the regular schools. From the descriptions provided it appeared that some students had acute behavioral incidents at school which instigated a move to Pioneer for stabilization and/or evaluation. 

There is a lack of coordination between Pioneer and the Behavior Classrooms throughout the district. Students who respond to treatment at Pioneer are often returned to schools where the expectations and responses to behaviors are significantly different than their experience at Pioneer. 

While Pioneer provides a very unique and successful experience for many students, concerns have been raised by parents regarding the lack of educational opportunities, particularly at the secondary level. They cite a lack of library materials, technology, vocational opportunities and an inability for students to receive the same comprehensive education that is offered in other high school environments. 

· Transition Services.  

The term “transition services” means a coordinated set of activities for a child with a disability that: 

· Is designed to be within a results-oriented process, that is focused on improving the academic and functional achievement of the child with a disability to facilitate the child’s movement from school to post-school activities, including postsecondary education, vocational education, integrated employment (including supported employment); continuing and adult education, adult services, independent living, or community participation;

· Is based on the individual child’s needs, taking into account the child’s strengths, preferences, and interests; and

· Includes instruction, related services, community experiences, the development of employment and other post-school adult living objectives, and, if appropriate, acquisition of daily living skills and functional vocational evaluation.

  [34 CFR 300.43 (a)]  [20 U.S.C. 1401(34)]

Beginning not later than the first IEP to be in effect when the child turns 16, or younger if determined appropriate by the IEP Team, and updated annually thereafter, the IEP must include:

· Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon age-appropriate transition assessments related to training, education, employment and, where appropriate, independent living skills; 

· The transition services (including courses of study) needed to assist the child in reaching those goals; and

· Beginning not later than one year before the child reaches the age of majority under State law, a statement that the child has been informed of the child’s rights under Part B, if any, that will transfer to the child on reaching the age of majority under §300.520 [see 20 U.S.C. 1415(m)]. 
Transition services - CTC

The district has a sophisticated Community Transition program for 18-21 year olds. The program provides students opportunities to learn the skills necessary to enter the workforce through partnerships with a variety of organizations and retail outlets. Students receive hands-on training and learning opportunities which enable them to develop a business plan and learn how to initiate and maintain a business. The program also refers students to other resources within the community. The CTC has grown from 88 students in 2003-04 to 145 students in 2009-10. The number of teachers, and para-educators, have increased along with the number of students. However, the number of Vocational Transition Specialists (VTS) has decreased from 10.5 in 2003-04 to 8.5 in 2009-10.

Transition services for 16-18 year olds

Transition services for students aged 16-18 are not provided consistently and systematically across the district.  The VTS are not only responsible for supporting students from the CTC in their work environment, but they also are responsible for supporting vocational transition services at Portland High Schools. When students have difficulty at work-sites, the VTS must provide immediate supervision and support to the student and para-educators. If this occurs when the VTS is scheduled at one of his/her assigned high schools, the VTS misses the high school commitment. This creates an inconsistency in providing support to high school transition for the 16-18 year olds. 

High school transition is also affected by the limitations of the Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs offered to all students throughout the district. While special education students are represented within the existing CTE programs, there are not sufficient opportunities at all high schools for all students to access career and trade training that may be of interest. 

The district has relied on the use of the Career Information System (CIS) for transition of secondary students in the high schools. The program is computer-based and often too difficult for students with reading and attention disabilities to use. There does not appear to be a system in place to provide the required “age appropriate” transition assessments, ascertain the interests of the student and provide the experiences necessary for the student to meet post-secondary goals related to employment objectives.  

· Assistive Technology.

Assistive technology service means any service that directly assists a child with a disability in the selection, acquisition, or use of an assistive technology device. The term includes:

· The evaluation of the needs of a child with disability

· Purchasing, leasing, or otherwise providing for the acquisition of assistive technology devices by children with disabilities

· Selecting, designing, fitting, customizing, adapting, applying, maintaining, repairing or replacing assistive technology devices

· Coordinating and using other therapies, interventions, or services with assistive technology devices

· Training or technical assistance for a child with a disability or, if appropriate, that child’s family, and

· Training or technical assistance for professionals (including individuals providing education or rehabilitation services), employers, or other individuals who provide services, employ, or are otherwise substantially involved in the major life functions of the child.

34 CFR 300.6 {20 U.S.C. 1401 (2)}

Assistive technology is not an entitlement for every student who receives special education services. However, every school district must make assistive technology, both devices and services, available to every student who needs them.

The assistive technology team meets the needs of students with disabilities which significantly impacts their mobility and communication. The educators and families who have had the benefit of their services speak very highly of their expertise and support. However, the team has a waiting list of students who need their services, and experience delays in obtaining necessary equipment and software. They also lack the time to provide ongoing training or technical assistance to the student or service provider using the technology.

Least Restrictive Environment- Are students with disabilities included to the maximum extent appropriate with students who are non-disabled? 
Percent of students removed from regular class less than 21% of the day

· Portland – 72.5%

· State target – 69.0% or more

Percent of students removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day

· Portland - 10.9%

· State target - 11.0%%

Percent of students served public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital  

· Portland – 4.3%

· State target – 2.2% or less

Source: 2007-08 Special Education Report, Oregon Department of Education

Portland Public Schools has exceeded the state targets for maintaining students in regular classes and the amount of time spent in special education. In addition, the district has not been found with a disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services as a result of inappropriate identification. The district has also not been found with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories as a result of inappropriate identification. 

The district has been identified by the Oregon Department of Education as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension/expulsion for more than 10 days.  Principals, as well as other educators, have expressed concerns that they do not have the skills or systems available to change the behaviors of students with disabilities. While they could not fully identify a resolution, they often expressed the need for additional supports and resources to provide alternatives to students with challenging behaviors.

What supplementary aids and services are available to allow for educating students with disabilities with students who are non-disabled? 
The district has a continuum of supplementary aids and services to support the education of students with disabilities in special education and regular classrooms. The supplementary aids and services available to students in Portland Public Schools include the motor team, speech and language pathologists, assistive technology team, school psychologists and mental health providers. In addition, special education teachers and para-educators provide support to students in regular classrooms to the extent that they are available. The inclusion of students with disabilities in regular classes relies heavily on the availability of para-educators. The time available for collaboration between regular and special educators to modify curriculum, adapt instruction and design accommodations varies between schools. 

The Behavior Analysis and Support Team provides functional behavior assessments and develops behavior intervention plans to assist students in the regular classroom. The team continues assistance to ensure implementation of the plan and support the teacher and student. 
The Intervention Resource Team for LRE Guidance is a multidisciplinary team that consults with school-based staff regarding students who exhibit significant, unproductive, intervention-resistant behaviors. The Intervention Resource Team consults with school teams concerning intervention analysis, identifying appropriate school and community resources, and providing guidance in determining the least restrictive environment in which the student can make adequate educational progress.

Do students placed in special education programs have an opportunity to learn English Language Arts and Math at grade level standards?

Percent of students with IEPs meeting or exceeding grade level standards

	
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	Portland
	55%
	54%

	State Average
	46%
	44%


Source:  2008-09 Special Education Report Card

Percent of students with IEPs meeting or exceeding alternate standards

	
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	Portland
	63%
	56%

	State average
	58%
	51%


Source:  2008-09 Special Education Report Card

Portland Public Schools exceeds the state average in the percentage of students meeting or exceeding grade level standards and alternate standards on state assessments in both English Language Arts and Mathematics.

. 

	Participation by Students with IEPs
	District
	State Target

	Statewide assessment
	97.0%
	95.0%

	Regular statewide assessment
	85.2%
	Included above

	Regular statewide assessment with accommodations
	81.4%
	Included above

	Alternate statewide assessment measured against grade level standards
	0.0%
	Included above

	Alternate statewide assessment measured against alternate achievement standards
	11.9%
	Included above


Source:  2008-09 Special Education Report Card

97.0% of Portland Public Schools’ special education students in grades 3-8 and 10 participated in the statewide assessment.  85.2% took the regular statewide assessment, and 11.9% took an alternate statewide assessment measured against alternate achievement standards.

81.4% of special education students took the regular assessment with some type of accommodation.  The two most common accommodations were extended time and frequent breaks.

Portland Public Schools exceeds the state target of 95.0% participation of special education students in statewide assessments.

Percent Meeting Standard by Primary Disability
	 Disability Category
	English Language Arts
	Math

	Autism
	72.9%
	65.0%

	Communication Disorder
	70.5%
	67.1%

	Emotional Disturbances
	43.9%
	37.1%

	Hearing Impairment
	46.4%
	70.4%

	Mental Retardation
	5.0%
	5.9%

	Orthopedic Impairment
	73.7%
	63.2%

	Other Health Impairment
	49.9%
	45.4%

	Specific Learning Disability
	42.4%
	47.5%


Source: PPS Research, Evaluation & Assessment 2008-09

This table shows 2008-09 OAKS statewide assessment results for special education students reported on the December 1, 2008 Special Education Child Count.  The categories of deaf/blind, traumatic brain injury, and vision impairment have 10 or fewer students, so results for these subgroups are not reported here.   The categories of hearing impairment, mental retardation, and orthopedic impairment also have relatively few students (<50).

Students leaving special education in Portland Public Schools by category
	Leaver
	2006-07 %
	2007-08 %
	2008-09%

	Dropped out
	7.09
	8.84
	8.69

	Graduated with Diploma
	9.83
	7.49
	11.27

	Reached Maximum Age
	.97
	1.44
	1.15

	Received a Certificate
	.81
	.81
	1.91

	Received Modified Diploma
	7.57
	7.13
	10.12

	Returned to Regular Education
	33.36
	40.61
	40.11

	SA- Deceased
	.16
	.45
	.19

	SA- Moved, Continuing in Education
	40.21
	33.21
	26.55

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%


Source: Oregon Department of Education

Participation in the general education curricula, and meeting standards on state assessments, is becoming more important with new State graduation requirements going into effect in 2012. Studies demonstrate that students who believe they are not able to graduate with their class drop out at a higher rate than other students.

Recommendations
1. Reduce the rate of suspension/expulsion for more than 10 days for special education qualified students. Provide training for staff on the legal requirements related to the 10 day rule, and strategies such as positive behavior interventions and problem solving strategies. 

2. Develop special education programs based on identified student instructional and behavioral needs, so that students are placed in programs designed to meet needs rather than services driven by student category. Identify appropriate base levels of related services necessary to support the described needs. 

3. Implement a consistent data driven process for school teams to determine if and when it is appropriate for a student to move to a more restrictive or less restrictive environment.

4. Re-distribute special education classrooms in a manner that ensures that each region of the district has the range of options through all grade levels and reduces the need for students to move from one school to another in order to continue in their program. There are some specialty programs that, because of the limited numbers of students served, may not need to be available in every region. In general, however, it is best to limit the amount of time students spend being transported and to keep students in or close to their neighborhood schools. 

5. Learning Centers. The following recommendations are intended to be focused where a need exists. The amount of support and resources necessary to solve some of the issues identified earlier varies between buildings. The complexity of meeting student needs is directly affected by number of other programs within the building, the size of the building, the training of the regular education staff, the mix of students, in the Learning Centers, and the distribution of special education students throughout the building. 

Based on interviews with staff and survey results, the mix of students in the Learning Centers appears to affect the ability of staff to meet requirements for developing IEPs with the amount of time and services they believe are necessary. This difficulty is exacerbated at the high schools where staff provides support for students to meet graduation requirements. Expectations from general education also affect the amount of time available to staff to meet the requirements of IDEA. 
a. Reduce confusion in buildings regarding the roles of special education staff and regular education staff relative to the development and provision of accommodations and modifications for students with disabilities in general education. 

b. Provide additional support for students who need modifications, adaptations and accommodations in regular classes and provide training for general education teachers on the provision of accommodations and modifications. Consider the use of regional teams who can provide mentoring, resources and support for these activities, but do not have responsibilities for the provision of specially designed instruction.  

c. Students with more significant cognitive disabilities, who are not able to learn the general education curriculum in the regular classroom, with supports, need instruction at their present level of performance which provides access and the opportunity to learn the regular curriculum. 

i. Identify the students who are in need of additional instructional time, whose needs may not be met in the Learning Center

ii. Identify or create an appropriate instructional environment

d. Clarify requirements for the development of IEPs based on current evaluative data, including transition assessments for secondary.

e. Ensure that specially designed instruction is provided and student progress is monitored in accordance with the provisions of the IEP.

6. Life Skills. Identify the needs of students within the Life Skills classes to ensure that there are sufficient supports to meet the varied needs of students. The students who create the greatest concern are those who exhibit behaviors which pose a danger to themselves or others. These students require additional dedicated supervision/support which may not be achievable in their current setting. In addition, the mix of students in the Life Skills classes often varies from students who are learning academically, and those who have more significant needs. There is a possibility that some of the students in the Life Skills classes have the same instructional needs as the students mentioned in the Learning Centers who need more instructional time. 

7. Behavior Classrooms.  The need for more behavior classrooms may be ameliorated by the development of more consistency in building wide positive behavioral interventions, staff training in problem solving and de-escalation techniques. 

a. Evaluate the need for additional Behavior Classrooms and the distribution of those classrooms. 

b. Provide buildings that house Behavior Classrooms with sufficient support by school psychologists and mental health providers. There are students who have mental health issues, who may not need special education, but do need mental health support under Section 504. It is unclear if the needs for additional support were entirely necessary for special education services or if there is a need for expansion of support under Section 504.

c. Coordinate services between Pioneer School and Behavior Classrooms so that systems of support remain constant for students who are moving from one environment to another. 

d. Address the findings of the Oregon Department of Education regarding the significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsion for more than 10 days. School administrators and teams need a clearly articulated process for identifying students who are approaching 10 days and access to any additional resources and supports necessary to improve student behaviors prior to the need for suspension. Ascertain whether the school psychologists have sufficient time to assess student behaviors and develop behavior intervention plans. 

8. Pioneer School. Clarify procedures for student entry and exit for Pioneer School. Build systems in general education which might act as prevention to the need for students to be placed in Pioneer. Mental Health services and training of administrators and staff may prevent the need for some placements at Pioneer. Students who can be served in their home schools have access to broader experiences both academically and socially. 
a. Explore the use of technology to provide students a greater selection in coursework and library materials through virtual classes and libraries. 

b. Provide support to transition students back to their home schools, including mentoring school staff in protocols that have proven beneficial to the student while at Pioneer.

9. Transition Services. Clarify the roles and responsibilities of staff in the provision of transition services beginning no later than age 16.
a. Provide staff support and resources for assessing students for transition services and writing transition IEPs.

b. Align the provision of transition services to the Career and Technical Education provided in Portland Public Schools. As the High School Re-design moves forward, the proposed re-distribution of CTE offerings will open additional opportunities for students qualified for special education services who desire to enter the workforce upon graduation.

c. Identify the technological needs of students who aspire to complete CTE courses in high school. Given the level of sophistication in CTE courses, students may need hardware and software which enables the materials to be “read” to them, etc.
10. Increase availability of technology. Many special education students could benefit from the use of   technology that will provide for many of the accommodations and modifications needed to access the general education curriculum and enhance their progress in their special education program. Research and review technology that may improve opportunities for all students in regular education, including those with disabilities. Incorporate their use in the provision of special education when appropriate. 

11. Assistive Technology. Determine the additional staffing necessary to reduce the time students wait to receive services. Identify and correct in budgetary practices which slow the process of obtaining hardware and software needed for students. There is a need for a system to be developed which supports the use of assistive technology by students. 
QUESTION #3
Are special education programs staffed appropriately?

How many certified and classified special education staff are in the district?

Teacher assignments by program.

Program Type



Total FTE 2008-09

2009-10
Learning Center



    171.8


 159.95

Life Skills



      30.0


     29.0

Communication Behavior

      12.0


     14.0

Behavior 



      26.5

                  28.5
Life Skills with Nursing

                     4.5


       4.5

Paraprofessional


    302.9

               364.19

1:1 Paraprofessional


      95.4


    92.75
Total




     643.1


  692.89

Source: Portland Public Schools

What is the average class size for special education teachers? How does it compare to the ratio set within the district?
Classroom type


Teacher


Para support

Learning Center



1:30 students



1

Life Skills



1:12 students



3

Communication Behavior

1:12 students



4

Behavior (elementary)


1:10 students



2

Behavior (middle)


1:12 students 



1

Behavior (high)



1:12 students



1

Life Skills Nursing


1:12 students



4 and nurses as needed

Note: Ratios are based on averages. Actual class sizes may be over or under the identified ratios.

Source: Portland Public Schools

The district has established ratios which range from 1:30 for Learning Centers to 1:12 for Life Skills. The ratios utilized in Portland are typical for these types of programs in other districts. Interviews with staff suggest that the staffing ratios are appropriate, but there are variations in actual assignment of students resulting in a range of students that may be unacceptable. Additionally, they expressed concerns about the mix of students within both the Life Skills and Learning Center classes. 

How does the district determine the necessary number of para-educators each year? How are they redistributed to meet student needs throughout the year?

Paraprofessional support is defined in two ways: one on one support and classroom support. Teams requesting one on one support for students must complete a detailed process, which requires a body of evidence supporting this level of assistance. Classroom paraprofessional support is determined by class size and the needs of the students being served in the classrooms. 

There is a commonly held belief by building staff and administrators that the distribution of para-educators is often based on favoritism or unknown factors. 

What is the average case load of itinerant staff?  How does the district determine the necessary number of itinerant staff for each category?

Itinerant staff play a major role in the provision of supports and services, to students, throughout the district. Caseloads vary, for itinerant staff, based upon discipline and provision of services. Itinerant staff include: Psychologists, Speech and Language Pathologists, Adaptive P.E. teachers, Occupational Therapists, and Physical Therapists, Social Workers, Qualified Mental Health Providers, Campus Monitor, Therapeutic Intervention Coaches and Certified Nursing Assistants. Itinerant staff provide related services required by the student IEPs. In addition, they play a major role in the provision of supports which enable students to be included in regular classes. In 2010, the district began examining the caseloads and formulas for determining caseloads for itinerant staff members. These formulas will be available in the district staffing manual.

Discipline


Caseload
Total FTE 2008-09
Total FTE 2009-10
School Psychologist

1-1200


 42.4

         48.7

Speech Pathologist

1-60


 69.2

         79.4

Adaptive P.E. Teacher

1-60                                 10.1                           10.8

Physical Therapist

1-64                                   3.8                             3.8

Occupational Therapist

1-60                                 14.2                           16.2

Source: Portland Public Schools

Other itinerant staff and FTE 

Total FTE 2008-09
Total FTE 2009-10
Social Workers




11


6.5

Qualified Mental Health Provider

        
15.25                            
18.0

Campus Monitor


           
1.9                               
1.9

Certified Nursing Assistant

          
8.75                                8.75 
Therapeutic Intervention Coach

      
23.875


19.69


Source: Portland Public Schools

Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA) do not have caseloads. Rather they are assigned schools based on the district regional model. TOSAs provide buildings with a variety of supports ranging from consultation to compliance.

Region





Number of TOSAs Assigned

Region 1

4

Region 2

4

Region 3

4

Region 4 (District Wide Programs)

2

Source: Portland Public Schools

How many special education clerical staff are in the district?

The district has 12 building base records clerks assigned to High Schools who take responsibility to enter IEPs into district records and set appointments for school psychologists. There are an additional 7 staff who serve as administrative support in the administration offices. 

Recommendations:

1. Review the workloads for all specialists, with a view toward creating equitable distribution of work and maintaining a level of staffing which falls within recognized standards of practice. The current ratio is a reflection of caseload rather than workload. The term caseload typically refers to the number of students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) assigned to a specialist. Workload refers to all the activities required and performed by the specialist to provide services and supports necessary to support student’s education programs, implement the best practices for their profession and ensure compliance with IDEA.           

2. Identify student characteristics which drive the need for additional service time by teachers, itinerant staff and para-educators. Connect assignment of staff time to identified student needs and data rather than program or disability category. 

3. To the extent possible create regional teams of school psychologists and speech therapists to improve coordination of days in buildings and opportunities for meetings with building staff and parents. If possible, incorporate the use of technology for meetings, so that itinerant personnel can be involved in meetings without using valuable time to drive or create unnecessary delays due to scheduling.

4. Investigate and identify opportunities to utilize a web base system for tracking students throughout the special education process, including the development of IEPs.  Moving toward a web based system will require provision of technology to staff and a team to investigate and plan for needed resources, ease of use and any changes in the current system. 

5. If a decision is made to use a web based special education documentation system, consider reprioritizing the work of the current support staff to provide clerical and scheduling support to special education teachers and specialists at all levels. 

6. Create clear criteria to support the assignment of para-educator time for learning centers, specialized classrooms and general education. 

QUESTION #4

In relation to appropriate delivery models, are the resources of the District being most effectively utilized to meet the needs of students? 

The interviews, surveys and stakeholders provide information on how the parties involved believe that resources could be more effectively utilized. However, to fully explore the question of effectiveness, there needs to be a more in depth look at the budget and the comparative costs of all programs. This will need to be examined relative to the varied needs of the students served within those programs. 

What is the special education cost per student in the District?

Over the last three years, the average cost per student has remained fairly constant due to the stable enrollment of students with disabilities.  Increases in costs can partially be attributed to the increase in the number of students with more complex needs.

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

Average per Student Cost 

Based on Excess Cost Calculation   
Not Available        $8,195         $7,989
       $8,231

Avg. Student Cost per IEP

   $10,175            $10,380       $11,096      Not Available

Source: Portland Public Schools

What is included in the 2009-10, special education budget, for the district? 

The District’s special education budget is designed in two sections: funds associated General Fund and those funded by Grants. The District uses actual expenses in the general fund (classification 3200) to calculate the yearly maintenance of effort.  The following areas or functions make up the District’s maintenance of effort costs: ESD transit fund, substitute cost, IEP writing and transportation costs. 

	
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010 Forecast
	

	General Fund-SPED Dept
	52,112,462
	56,237,750
	55,699,456
	56,694,399
	

	Subs, IEP Writing
	1,425,744
	1,848,005
	2,071,566
	2,000,000
	

	Transportation
	9,152,001
	9,198,541
	9,847,395
	9,900,000
	

	MESD Transit Funds
	1,295,424
	1,333,123
	1,373,117
	949,354
	

	Total General Fund
	63,985,631
	68,617,419
	68,991,534
	69,543,753
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	IDEA Fund
	8,290,528
	7,126,014
	8,345,929
	8,872,566
	

	ARRA Stimulus Fund
	
	
	1,389,953
	2,856,570
	

	Total Grant Funds
	8,290,528
	7,126,014
	9,735,882
	11,729,136
	


Source: Portland Public Schools

Has the district maintained fiscal effort as required by federal law?

Portland Public Schools has met the federal maintenance of fiscal effort requirements over the last several Audit years. In its calculation, the State compares the district plus ESD expenditures of the completed Audit year with the previous Base year. The two components evaluated are the total MOE costs of the current year and the average cost per IEP of the current year to the numbers reported in the previous year.  In order to pass MOE the District must meet or exceed the amount reported in previous years. 

Findings from Surveys and Interviews

In some buildings special education staff are utilized to provide interventions, tutorial support for regular classes and credit retrieval activities. They lack the time to provide specially designed instruction and meet the other demands of their work. Some, staff, work in buildings where they are not allowed the opportunity to work with special education qualified students for set periods of time during the day. There is no question that these activities are important, even essential. However, these are regular education responsibilities. When special education teachers or itinerant staff, are unable to work with students on their caseload, special education services are reduced. Staff are not able to dedicate the time necessary to provide the IEPs or feel the need to reduce the time provided on the IEP.

Survey results from para-educators suggest that they are also used to provide non-special education duties. When asked the number of minutes per day they were assigned to non-special education duties, they reported:


38% spent 30-60 minutes per day


6% spent 61-90 minutes per day


1% spent 91 minutes or more per day

Some staff are assigned to buildings for short periods of time and/or are assigned to schools in different regions which increases travel time. 

Several principals noted that they had difficulty bringing their teams together due to scheduling of itinerant staff. More than one recommended that the problem might be alleviated through the use of regional teams. They felt this type of arrangement of assignments might enable an ease in scheduling team meetings, and an ability to meet emergent needs.

Recommendations:

1. Determine the fiscal impact of implementing recommendations from this review. 

2. Investigate more deeply  “whether the resources of the district are being most effectively utilized to meet the needs of students” by reviewing the data which provides responses to the following questions:

a. What are the comparative budget expenditures among programs

i. Average expenditures per student in each program, excluding transportation

ii. Consider transportation costs separately.

b. What is included in the 2009-10 special education budget for the district?

i. Appropriations from all funding sources

1. What is the state allocation amount on the 2X FTE?

2. What is the state allocation on the 11% waiver?

3. What is the reimbursement for transportation?

4. What is the federal allocation, excluding ARRA funds?

5. What is the amount of ARRA funds?

c. What is the percentage of general education dollars generated by special education students used for their special education services? 

3. Transportation costs may be reduced if students are able to be assigned to schools in closer proximity to their neighborhood. This type of change will require careful study of program options and room availability to ensure equity in distribution, and feasibility for staffing. 

4. Analyze cost benefits, if any, related to the use of technology for special education processes, including the development of IEPs, web based meetings, and provision of accommodations in general and special education.

5. Remain mindful of Maintenance of Fiscal Effort requirements if any downsizing is undertaken. The ARRA funds may need to be considered in Maintenance of Effort.

6. Implement recommendations on a timeline synchronized with the 2010-11 budget calendar. 

7. In order to maximize staff resources, review scheduling and use of staff time to ensure that special education staff are used to provide special education. Review requirements for specially designed instruction with special education personnel and building administrators so that there is a common understanding regarding the federal requirements under IDEA. 
QUESTION #5

In what ways could central office leadership and itinerant staff more effectively support delivery of Special Education services and programs?

Central Office Leadership 

The leadership of the special education department is relatively new and is now working on year two in Portland. With the addition of another department and new responsibilities, the special education department is now a part of a larger group of services referred to as Integrated Student Support. These changes have created or added to some confusion within the department regarding roles and responsibilities of district level staff. 

The Special Education Director reports directly to the Assistant Superintendent and is directly involved in district level meetings and plans. This provides multiple opportunities for the special education programs and other services provided under the Integrated Student Support center to be included in and considered in broader district discussions.  

There is a common perception among district level special education staff, clerical staff and building staff that there is a need for better communication and trust between themselves and the administration. Interviews suggest that many school building level special education staff lack a sense of connection to the district or the department. From their point of view there is a lack of clarity defining the program and expectations for staff and students. Survey data for parents also supports the need for better communications with families. Included in the responses to open ended questions was the suggestion that the district provide information on who should be contacted for specific needs or questions. The stakeholders made communications one of the priorities to be addressed.  The Special Education Director agreed to create a work group to specifically address internal and external communications.
Recommendations:
1. Articulate the purpose for special education services and the desired outcomes for special education students. There is a need of focus on clearly defined district expectations for special education qualified students. Special education personnel have set expectations, which are partially defined by their training and partially defined by building expectations.  

2. Create clear student outcomes/expectations which define access skills and skills aligned to the regular academic curriculum.  For those students whose present level of performance is well below the regular education curricula, develop extensions for access skills.

· Create rubrics or map student performance standards for access skills.

· Design or obtain curriculum which meets the needs of special education students along the continuum of access skills.

· Clarify the roles of special educators and general educators in reaching those desired outcomes. 

· Clarify the purpose of each district placement/program in relationship to the continuum of student outcomes/expectations. 

· Directly connect service delivery, time and resources, to identified student needs in meeting the defined expectations and outcomes.

For students whose present level of performance is closer to grade level, align instruction in reading, writing and mathematics with the general education curriculum.

· Create curriculum maps with designated entry and exit landmarks

· Develop a bank of accessible accommodations and modifications for use in content areas.

3. Streamline work. The use of technology can streamline work and create better records for the department, both on individual students and program needs. It may also require an initial investment to ensure that all special education personnel have the necessary technology readily available. Most districts have moved or are moving to web based records. The success of such a move depends on the quality of the system to be used, the availability of the necessary technology and the ability of staff to access the system. 
Involve a team of staff, including school based staff, itinerant staff, the district technology and assistive technology teams to review possible record keeping systems and the technology needed to support the selected system.

Consider the use of technology to:
· track students through the special education process, 

· provide 90 and 60 day notification of evaluations and IEPs, 

· computerize IEPs, and

· notify parents of student progress on IEP goals.

4. Support for accommodations and modifications. 

· Create an electronic system for educators to share successful accommodations and modifications in content areas, and by grade level.

· Develop instructional strategies, graphic organizers and modifications aligned to basic education curricula which may be downloaded and used by building staff.

5. Communications. The parent’s survey surfaced many positive comments about the schools and staff who work with their children. They also expressed concerns regarding the need for improved communications at the district level. 
Provide web-based information for families:

· describe programs and services available for students

· provide information on the evaluation and the IEP process 

· identify district contact information with suggestions on who to contact for 
different purposes.

Provide web-based information for school administration and staff which includes:

· protocols to meet requirements for student discipline procedures, 

· Least Restrictive Environment, student entry and exit from program and other 
basic requirements.

6. Stakeholder Recommendations. The stakeholders prioritized the following topics and developed 
recommendations for action. (Their recommendations are included in Appendix C.) 

· Articulating clear purpose/expectations 

Includes recommendations regarding the adoption of district wide core curriculum, development of special education curriculum and resources, and implementation of RTI.

a. Interventions

b. Special education curriculum and materials

c. District wide core curriculum

d. Building wide Response to Interventions, Tier II and III

i. Academic

ii. Behavior
· Creating continuity between programs

Includes topics related to time for collaboration, opportunities for joint trainings, options for inclusive practices and equitable staffing to provide a continuum of services within each region.

a. General education and special education

b. Collaboration

c. Time to collaborate with internal and external partners

d. Grade level/building transitions

e. Team or co-teaching

f. Training/joint professional development 

i. Within special education

ii. Continuum

g. Least Restrictive Environment and access to neighborhood schools (with equity)

h. Continuum of services for each cluster (w/equity)

i. Equity in staffing based on student needs

j. Clear criteria for entry and exit within programs

k. Vocational options and transition services

· Developing system support.

Includes a focus on communication systems, professional development to support accessible curricula, lesson planning and the use of technology to save time and improve instruction.

Communication System
i. Internal communications

ii. External communications

Universal Design

iii. Curriculum Adoption

iv. Unit and lesson planning

v. Technology

In order to address the recommended actions by the stakeholders the district will create work teams. A system that provides for coordination between teams would provide the opportunity for a more cohesive program. Using the web based system, established during this process, the district will continue to engage the stakeholders in the process and final decisions made by these teams. 
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Glossary of Terms

Assistive Technology

Sec. 300.105

(a) Each public agency must ensure that assistive technology devices or assistive technology services, or both, as those terms are defined in Sec. 300.5 and 300.6 respectively are made available to a child with a disability if required as a part of the child’s 

(1) Special education under Sec. 300.36

(2) Related services under Sec. 300.34

(3) Supplementary aids and services under Sec. 300.38 and 300.114(a)(2)(ii)

(b) On a case-by-case basis, the use of school-purchased assistive technology devices in a child’s home or in other settings is required if the child’s IEP Team determines that the child needs access to those devices in order to receive FAPE.

Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)

The purposes of IDEA include ensuring that all children with disabilities have available to them a free appropriate public education (FAPE) that emphasizes special education and related services designed to meet their unique needs and prepare them for further education, employment and independent living. (emphasis added) [34 CFR 300.1(a)] [20 U.S.C. 1400(d)(1)(A)]

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)

IDEA is the acronym for a law and has no definition per se. Public Law 108-446 is called the “Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004. 

Itinerant Staff

Itinerant staff are personnel who are assigned to more than one building. School psychologists, Speech Pathologists, Occupational and Physical Therapists, and other related service personnel, are most often itinerant. 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)
Sec. 300.612(a) 
To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.

In determining if a placement is appropriate under IDEA, the following factors are relevant:

· the educational benefit to the student from regular education in comparison to the benefits of special education; 
· the benefit to the disabled student from interacting with non-disabled students; and
· the degree of disruption to the education of other students resulting in the inability to meet the unique needs of the student with a disability.
Placement 
Sec. 300.116(c)(d)(e)  
In determining the educational placement of a child with a disability each public agency must ensure that 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 non-disabled; 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 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.

· Continuum of Placements

Sec. 300.115 

Each public agency must ensure that a continuum of alternative placements is available to meet the needs of children with disabilities for special education and related services. The continuum required in paragraph (a) of this section must include instruction in regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and institutions; and make provision for supplementary services (such as resource room or itinerant instruction) to be provided in conjunction with regular class placement.

Related Services

Sec. 300.34

(a) Related services means transportation and such developmental, corrective, and other supportive services as are required to assist a child with a disability to benefit from special education, and includes speech-language pathology and audiology services, interpreting services, psychological services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, including therapeutic recreation, early identification and assessment of disabilities in children, counseling services, including rehabilitation counseling, orientation and mobility services, and medical services for diagnostic or evaluation purposes. Related services also include school health services and school nurse services, social work services in schools, and parent counseling and training.

Service Delivery Model

Service delivery models are identified by their student placement and delivery of instruction. A push-in model occurs when the student’s specially designed instruction is delivered in the general education classroom. A pull-out model occurs when the student’s specially designed instruction is provided in a special education classroom rather than the general education classroom. These students may be included in the general education classroom for general education instruction. The student is considered to be in a self-contained program when he/she spends the majority of their day in the special education classroom to which they are assigned. 

Specially Designed Instruction 
Sec. 300.39

Specially designed instruction means adapting, as appropriate, to the needs of an eligible child under this part, the content, methodology, or delivery of instruction --
(i) To address the unique needs of the child that result from the child’s disability, and

(ii) To ensure access of the child to the general curriculum, so that the child can meet the educational standards within the jurisdiction of the public agency that apply to all children.

Supplementary aids and services

Sec. 300.42

Supplementary aids and services means aids, services and other supports that are provided in regular education classes, other education-related settings, and in extracurricular and nonacademic settings, to enable children with disabilities to be educated with nondisabled children to the maximum extent appropriate in accordance with Sec. 300.114 through 300.116.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 

No otherwise qualified individual with a disability in the United States . . . shall, solely by reason of her or his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance . . . .

The Section 504 regulations require a school district to provide a "free appropriate public education" (FAPE) to each qualified student with a disability who is in the school district's jurisdiction, regardless of the nature or severity of the disability. Under Section 504, FAPE consists of the provision of regular or special education and related aids and services designed to meet the student's individual educational needs as adequately as the needs of non-disabled students are met.
Office of Civil Rights

http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/edlite-FAPE504.html

Transition Services

Beginning not later than the first IEP to be in effect when the child turns 16, or younger if determined appropriate by the IEP Team, and updated annually thereafter, the IEP must include:

· Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon age-appropriate transition assessments related to training, education, employment and, where appropriate, independent living skills; 

· The transition services (including courses of study) needed to assist the child in reaching those goals; and

· Beginning not later than one year before the child reaches the age of majority under State law, a statement that the child has been informed of the child’s rights under Part B, if any, that will transfer to the child on reaching the age of majority under §300.520 [see 20 U.S.C. 1415(m)]. 
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Group A: Time to Collaborate with all Partners

.

Part A:

Problem Statement:  Classrooms, programs & students are mysterious; it’s unclear where/how to best serve a student. Interventions and supports are often reinvented w/each placement. This causes a break in service delivery because knowledge of all partners is not accessed and shared.
Recommendation:  Combo of Gallery Walk numbers 1, 4 and 5.
 Working Well:
· In My Control 

· Some K-8s use specialists to collaborate (PE, Art, Music, etc.)

· 2 hour late start once a month (at principal's discretion)

· Email to coordinate, and collaborate.

Does Not Exist or Working Poorly:
· In My Control 

· Pioneer has Wednesday PM to collaborate, but people don’t always know how to use it.

· Prioritize collaboration time
· Out of My Control 

· Coordinated specialist time to collaborate does not exist in High School.

· Pioneer has Wednesday PM to collaborate but it is often taken away by training.

· 2 hour late start once a month (could be used)

· Contractual flex time
· Paid IEP time for all staff

· Reprioritize non-mandated processes

· PLC’s used to address special education issues

· Electronic forum to help all members participate in conversation (online posting would be password protected for that team)

· Protocols, Training to teach and support how to effectively collaborate

· Coaching/Facilitators to Help Collaboration

· Additional service staff at all levels/positions.

Group B: Time to Collaborate with all Partners

PROBLEM STATEMENT: We don’t understand all the disciplines/community resources; what they do and how they work; and this results is a lack of continuity and not using all resources effectively to serve students.
Recommendation 1:  Provide dedicated, sufficient uninterrupted collaboration time between Sp. Ed., Gen Ed, itinerants, Paras, ELL, TAG
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· One staff meeting per month dedicated to collaboration (Professional Development building staff Responsible)

· Specific collaboration teams regarding transition between schools 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Extend late opening one hour for collaboration

· Use of technology for example, webcams for meetings

· Structured (with protocol) multidisciplinary monthly team meetings including community partners

Recommendation 2:  Establish opportunities for Sp Ed teachers to collaborate around student issues.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Scheduling school team planning to happen weekly with team without interruption

· School psych in each building twice a week

· Demand that some part of job alike include teachers talking to each other. 

· Documentation that all team members are invited to meeting

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Team (motor SIP ELL) representation at each proposed late opening meeting.

· Use of technology for meetings(webcam, conference calls)

· List that contains each student and names of all service providers for student (Learning Center, PT, OT, APE, ELL, Tag, etc)

Group B (continued) 

Recommendation 3:  Representation of Minorities and people with disabilities.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Invite Community Representatives to monthly meetings

· Go out to the community (outreach) to build more comprehensive and trusting relationships and understanding culture and impact of a disability within that framework

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Making translation of materials accessible and easy to understand (applies to translating IEPs, meeting notices, and any material that goes home to parents).  A question was raised as to whether there is software available for this so that it could be done as part of creating the IEP and simply translating it into another language.  The people at translation services are available to assist.  

Group C: Teaming & Co-Teaching

Research/Resources:
· Striving readers

· NY, CA, International Models

· What’s Happening in PPS/Oregon

· Grade Levels

· Models of Collaboration/Team Teaching/Co-teaching etc…

· Time needs for intervention/minutes

· Continued data collection of how its working

· Richard Villa's - Inclusion and co-teaching

· Paula Kluth - Curriculum modification and team-teaching.

Professional Development:
· Collaboration and Best Practices (deep and ongoing)

· Curriculum and assessment

· Instructional Methods

· Community Partners

· Student Focus

Systems Support:
· Coaching

· Technology Resources

· Scheduling/Collaboration

· Standards (how to meet in different ways)

· Diploma requirements

· Student Focus

· Continue cross-over between areas of expertise (RST/CST model Supporting same at school level)

Working Well:
· Co-teaching in a few schools (i.e. Language! at Benson)

Does Not Exist or Working Poorly:
· Can Control 

· Classroom design (i.e. Student make up, Assessment & Scheduling, size of group)

· Communication of staff outside of classroom.

· No Control 

· System Support

· Resources

· Graduation Rate and Requirements.

Questions raised for further study: How is the student focus being explored to gather their input?
What about person-centered planning as a tool for developing strength based profiles for education?

Group D: Training & Joint Professional Development

PROBLEM STATEMENT:  Lack of useful, coordinated collaboration (including para’s and other support staff) trainings on a continuum with supports for implementation that meets the needs of the audience to support increased student achievement.
Recommendation 1:  Parent/Teacher Team Trainings.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Collaborate with community organizations.

· Parent groups lead trainings.

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control:  

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control:  

· Once a month trainings.

· Resolve contract issue for evenings hours.

· Quarterly topics rotating through clusters.

· Involving para’s in para/parent trainings.

· Lift para/parent communication ban.

· Effective communication with parents.

· District ensures administration prioritizes meetings.

Recommendation 2:   Cultural sensitivity trainings.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Outside resources used (planned for 2010-11).

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Grievance forms visible/accessible/immediate response by administrator to address an incident that occurred that day (student-to-student, student-to-staff, staff-to-student, etc.).

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Ongoing trainings.

· Implementation (trainings are not enough).

· Roving teams to observe and subs.

· Immediate responses from administrations.

· Focus of the month issues and cultures (i.e. food, music)

· Cultural surveys of staff resources within buildings.  New hire trainings.

Group D (continued)

Recommendation 3:  Collaborative trainings for curriculum and best practices.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Existence of district wide standardized curriculum for each subject

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· District wide standard curriculum.

· Building wide standard curriculum.

· Enforcement of standard curriculum by building administrators.

· Collaborative trainings around interventions and strategies to support students.

· New hire trainings.

Recommendation 4:  Collaborative Team Training Opportunities.
· In Our Control:  

· Once a month building-wide trainings.

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Self care trainings.

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Once a month building wide trainings.

· Training task group in each building.

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Once a month training (late start).

· Feedback community.

· Paid trainings outside workplace and work year.

· Training task group in each building.

· Self care trainings.

· New hire trainings.

· Para/general ed. joint trainings.

Group E: LRE in Neighborhood Schools
PROBLEM STATEMENT:  Students lose access to community/neighborhood supports (after-school programs, neighborhood peers, family...) because they do not have access to their least restrictive environment in their home school.
Recommendation 1:  Inclusion Specialists to increase awareness of opportunities/identify barriers to learning
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Parents providing support to teachers/school

· Learning center teachers provide support to Gen Ed teachers (not enough time)

· Identify schools where inclusion support is working well

· Increased communication between school and parents regarding activities and homework in Gen. Ed

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Create position of inclusion specialist (may be identified within current teams/staff); Could be “hands on” or consultation or both

· Limit role and number of schools responsibilities so they are available more quickly

· Create pilot program for inclusion support

· Building accessibility

· Socialization opportunities

· Disability awareness training for students and staff

· Universal design with differentiated instruction
Recommendation 2:  Expand continuum of services within school buildings so resources are available where and when needed
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Great staff have made efforts to work with students beyond contract

· Peer coaching (needs to expand)

· Professional Development opportunities

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Effort to equalize FTE for learning Centers

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Peer Coaching (needs to expand)

· System for weighting students (Gen Ed/ Sp Ed)

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Dedicating appropriate space within each building for Special Needs

· Have buildings create a list of equipment needs so each school has all of the resources needed to serve all students

· Web-Links/Community resource guides available for parents(District wide resource)
Group E (continued)
· Transportation Funding should be “un-siloed” to be available for program needs within community

· Locate programs in areas where higher volume of student needs reside(i.e. nursing, pioneer classrooms)

· Programs located near Gen Ed supports within cluster/region to minimize travel time
· Group itinerant staff across disciplines to create mobile teams to serve schools within one region/area (includes reducing caseloads)

Group F: Continuum of Services in Cluster

PROBLEM STATEMENT:  The district does not have a complete continuum of Placement Options which results in a lack of grade level continuums for all self contained classrooms in geographic clusters throughout the district.
Action Steps:

· Add supports/placement options for ASD students at MS/HS, SLC/CB’s at MS/HS and CB teams at MS/HS. 

· Add supports/placement options for student who need more academic specialized instruction than LC’s provide.  Consider SLC/A’s and ILC.

· Create criteria (exit/entry) for placements and use assessments of student needs for placement.

· Develop plan for location of classrooms in schools that results in a continuum of grade levels for each placement option in each geographic area of district.

· Work with buildings to assess building staff needs and space needs of classrooms.

· Provide additional supports for buildings based on classrooms located there (assistant principal, counselor, SMS, etc.).

 
Recommendation 1:  Have a continuum of service in each area that addresses physical, cognitive emotional and academic needs of students.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Highly dedicated teachers and staff.

· In some circumstances training to meet the needs of staff providing supports.

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a 

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Continuums of service within a building grade levels.

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Placement and grouping of students on the basis of needs.

· Continuums of service within a building (grade levels).

· Fewer transitions for students.

· Time for teams to collaborate.

· Matching staff to their strengths ex-probationary period for new staff.

· Process to place classrooms in building.

· Create more options in placement continuum.

· Training to meet the needs of teachers supporting students.

· Adding extra supports for buildings when classrooms sited (base on needs, not numbers). 

 

Group F (continued)

Recommendation 2:  More options of placements in continuum to meet student needs.  Doesn’t work or exist.
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Differentiating B’s into internalizing/externalizing.

· TOSA’s assigned to schools.

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Balance need for grouping students based on needs verses opportunity for inclusion with diverse students and to form groups to achieve maximum growth.
Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control:  

· Differentiating B’s into internalizing/externalizing (not enough capacity).

· TOSA’s assigned to schools.

· Outside of Our Control:  

· Hole: Student who is not a life skills student, but can’t make it in general ed.  Example SLC/A’s or ILC’s. 
· Hole:  ASD support at MS/HS.

· Adopted curriculum for specialized instruction needs.

· Access to materials – money short distribution.

· Weighting student needs to make decisions about placement, FTE student.
Needs assessment, to assist in placement, so that students can get specific skills taught.

Group G: Continuum of Services in Cluster
PROBLEM:  Students are moving from school to school resulting in long bus rides; no sense of community; a distrust created for parents and students towards staff; and inconsistent staff.
RECOMMENDATION:  Reduce building to building transitions.
Working Well:
· In My Control: 

· Weekly Therapist meetings to discuss B rooms.

· Fragile vs. External B Rooms.

· Consistent parent teacher contact

· Providing Content L.C. courses per needs- Grant HS Specific

· CPS in B rooms and Pioneer *

· Staffing Assignments

· Mainstreaming

· Outside of My Control: 

· Fragile vs. External – Administrators make final decisions

· LRE Guidance Team to gate keep.

Does Not Exist or Working Poorly:
· In My Control: 

· Point person with knowledge of B-Rooms/Pioneer/General Ed. When determining placement.

· Mainstreaming.

· Outside of My Control: 

· More classrooms

· Like services per cluster

· Step-Down classrooms from Pioneer in each cluster.

· SLC- A Classrooms with ASD support K-12

· 2 Types of Life Skills Classes- Low A & High Functioning

· Funding and Staff limitation

· Fragile vs. External B rooms.  #’s make it challenging

· Placing leadership roles appropriately. 

There was some disagreement about the insufficiency and inconsistency of CPS training for B classroom staff and most Pioneer staff and some concern about risking fidelity to the CPS model.

  

Group H: Continuum of Services in Cluster

Problem Statement:  (incorporated from group F) - It would reduce inequitable access to appropriate placements close to students homes which meet their needs.
Recommendation:  Increase content of services for each region/cluster equitably across the district to provide appropriate options for students.  Match the classrooms to their needs, physical, cognitive, emotional.
Working Well:
· Empathetic Staff (site and cluster)

· Desiring to help students succeed

· Flexible staff (willing to be creative and change strategies as needed)

Does Not Exist/Working Poorly:
· In My Control: 

· Staff available to provide quality professional development to colleagues for specialized population needs (both for General Ed. as well as Special Ed.)

· Out of my Control: 

· Minimum Standards for available services/resources at each site.

· Comprehensive resources/services within each cluster (May be specialized within certain sites, but is present in the cluster).

· Specificity of classrooms within site and/or available somewhere in cluster defined by population need.

· For site and Cluster, Make available increased frequency of quality training for specialized population needs. Teachers (Gen. Ed. and Sp. Ed) and specialists.

· For Cluster “Step Down” placement option BETWEEN highly restrictive and less restrictive classrooms.

Group I: Equity in Staffing Based on Needs

Subgroup 1-a 

Problem Statement:  We don’t understand the guidelines and decision-making process for equitably determining student, family, school support and staffing, and it’s long-term impact on all stakeholders.

Recommendation: Equitable student/staff ratio
Detailed Recommendations:

· More robust program with schools to recruit more diverse teachers through classified/temporary staff.

· To partner with universities to develop stronger Sp Ed teachers; based on need.

· Have Universities participate in PPS Professional Development Trainings.

· Staff Skills, Student need, IEP minutes matrix (as opposed to a 30:1 ratio based only on numbers)

· Guidelines for ensuring student placement stability.

· Continuity of curriculum & training District wide.

· Continuity in tracking interventions for students.

· Support personnel follow matrix guidelines.

· Guidelines followed district-wide.

· Racial and linguistic competency should reflect student pop.

Sub Group I-b
(Mary Pearson, Kathy Ware, Dawn Martin)

Problem Statement:  Inequity in caseloads/workloads allows some teachers (all staff) to better meet individual student needs. Greater equity would allow all staff to proactively meet individual student needs.

#6, Student to Staff Ratio:
Working Well:
· In My Control: 

· Individual Building collaboration of services for students and sharing resources.

· Outside of my control 

· Structured Classrooms for Fragile B and CB (Academic)

Does Not Work or Working Poorly:
· In My Control 

· Admin. Kansas City Rubric

· Weighting Students

· IEP Team Weighting students

· Need more front loading of services, K-5 – Admin.

· Outside of My Control: 

· Kansas City Rubric-Weighting Students (is age considered in the rubric?)  Teachers, paras, itinerant, TOSAs.

· Structured Classrooms for Life Skills

· IEP Team Weighting students

· District trust of staff assessment of needs

· Need more Front loading of Support services K-5

Group I (continued) 

Reduce Class Size – Gen Ed.
Working Well:
· RTI tiered instruction within classrooms and buildings

· Classroom needs assessment which drives amount of para support in that classroom.

Does Not Work or Working Poorly:
· RTI-Tiered instruction within buildings

· Under continuation of services, buildings would be given additional admin support to balance out student needs and F.T.E. allocation.

· Students in Special Classes/placement have a general education class and are counted on that teacher’s caseload.

Caseload of Itinerants:
Working Well:
· Itinerant Staff Specializing in specific classrooms/groups.

Does Not Work or Working Poorly
· Clustering of services within one building to streamline services of itinerant staff.

· Increase time for Itinerant to collaborate w/IEP team and school agencies. 

Group J: Clear Entry & Exit Criteria

Problem Statement:  The lack of clear entry/exit criteria

· Creates a lack of goal and objectives for progress and placement change.

· Not recognizing when LRE is appropriate and inappropriate

· Placement options are not defined criteria, known locations, curriculum, staffing.

Working Well:
· Placement

· School Focus

· Grade range SLC

· Functional grade range

· Quarterly reviews by team

Does Not Exist/Working Poorly:
· Brochure/Matrix: there is no publication (written or online on PPS website) which provides a clear description of all placement options which includes a characterization of the specific placement and criteria for entry and exit of the specific placement.  The description should also include all of the items listed in this heading.

· Staffing descriptions, number of para-educators, therapists, etc.

· Curriculum Description

· School Name / Location SLC - so that parents can see if an appropriate placement is in their local neighborhood.

· School Focus

· Relevant Service at school - would include services available at the specific placement.  
e.g., sensory rooms.

· Grade range. (i.e. 3-5)

· Quarterly Reviews by School Team

· Family Advocate.

Recommendation:  Upon entry into an SLC, develop individualized exit criteria/ expected timeline.

· Provide specific evidence based target for exiting the program to a less restrictive environment.

· Quarterly report on movement toward target submitted to building administrator for accountability. (“Plan For Discharge”)

Recommendation:  Define entry and exit criteria for SLC rooms.

· General Checklist for exit and entry to SPED and SLC

· Individual Quarterly report submitted to building admin for accountability. 
(review criteria)

Group K: Vocational Options & Transition

Problem:  Students aren’t prepared for life after high school and lack vocational options & transition services at the secondary level:
· “some” students don’t have a functional communication system

· Students are not prepared for post high school options

· Students are not aware of options

· Students are not connected to or aware of agencies that can start earlier (brokerages, housing options, SSI, DD, etc)

· Limited exposure to competitive employment experiences

· Students leaving school without daily meaningful activities

· Confusion about who qualifies for CTP

· Confusion about implementing state diploma guidelines

· Lack of exposure to trade career options

· Accessibility issues at school/worksites a problem

Recommendation 1: Develop and implement IEP transition plans that start at age 16.
· Expand and make more meaningful the transition Plan

· Person Centered Planning (PCP) in conjunction with IEP for transition

· Training for teachers re: how transition section of IEP relates to IEP goals

· During senior year, transition plan should be reviewed and revised upon graduation

· Communication between high school and CTP staff 

· Presentations

· Attend student IEP meetings

· Connection with post-HS program for students who graduate with standard diploma

· TIME- Teachers vs. VTS 

· Summer meeting options

· Transition meeting week (after school out?) 

· Clerical support to arrange meetings, management of paperwork, note-taker

· School psych. Support

· Separate meetings for transitions/PCP format possible

Recommendation 2: Increase secondary transition options and resources for students and their families (High School)
· Need more vocational Transition Specialists (VTS); they are able to 

· Connect w/ community

· Inform the High School Team   

· Vocational Class/Transition 

· Job seeking skills

· Career exploration

· Self advocacy

· Job keeping skills

· How to obtain community resources

· Transition topics including self advocacy included into pre-existing classes

· VTS as resource to students, families, etc regarding transition

· Transition fair district wide

· Educate about how benefits/SSI and work can be combined

Group K (continued)

Recommendation 3: Increase vocational education at and opportunities at secondary level (gen ed)
· Vocational oriented elective classes

· Increased access to Industrial Arts in all high schools

· Career advisor at every high school

· Access for all students to these opportunities, guidance counselors

· Rooms need to be expanded and accessible for all students

· Career education embedded in content courses, including speakers from the community

· Re-create green thumb home repair

 
BREAKDOWN OF 4 SQUARE CHARTS – RECOMMENDATIONS
Develop and implement IEP transition plans that start at age 16:
Working Well:
· In our control 

· Transition plans post-secondary

· PCP at post secondary

· Out of our Control 

· PPS supported worksites

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control  
· Communication between High School and Post-Secondary transition staff

· Out of Our Control 
· PCP at high school level 

· Limited creation of detailed plan and implementation limited

· Transition plans – High School (due to lack of resources)

· Having enough time and staff communication to develop transition plans

· Staff training regarding transition is limited

· Limited availability of slots for high school students at PPS supported work sites

· Limited clerical support

· Enough time to meet, communicate, to gain knowledge and resources.

· Seems to be no accountability for QUALITY of transition plans

Increase Secondary transition options and resources for students and families
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Some VTS in High Schools are valuable assets

· VTS represent HS, Post-HS options, community resources (SSI benefits/work counseling, DD, brokerages, VR, etc.)

· Support (Sp Ed) for Career Information System (CIS)

· Community Partnerships 
· Out of Our Control: 

· At one HS (at least) career education embedded in classes.

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Organizing a district wide transition fair

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Enough time to collaborate and implement

· Need more vocational support/VTS in the high schools
Group K (continued)
· Students have limited time in HS for vocational experiences/education

· Funding a district wide transition fair

· CIS does not accommodate all students

· Access to CIS not consistent

Recommendation for Gen Ed:  Increase vocational education and opportunities at the secondary level
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Students who advocate for their needs (Sp Ed too)

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Some schools have access to industrial arts- limited basis

· All schools have some access to fine arts

· All schools have guidance counselors

· Career info system

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· All buildings are not universally accessible – community too

· No career advisors

· School counselors are not as involved with the students if Sped

· Strong Vocational Programs in the High School

Group L: Sp Ed Curriculum & Materials
 

 
PROBLEM STATEMENT: Adopted intervention curriculum and materials would allow students with diverse needs to get their needs met.  Teachers and Students moving from grade to grade and school to school would have continuity.  Professional Development could be targeted and specific.  Assessment would drive materials and technology needed.  There would be clarity among stake holders.
 
Recommendation 1:  Adopt intervention curriculum for use as specially designed instruction.
We are suggesting district-wide special ed. curriculum that is appropriate for Specially Designed Instruction for students at all levels and abilities.  We would also need the tiered material for those students who may be able to access the general ed. curriculum.  There was some concern raised by parents that a focus on special education curriculum would lead to more isolation and less inclusion.  They argued for general education curriculum and its ability to be adaptable and flexible for different learning needs (i.e. Universally Designed Instruction vs. Specially Designed Instruction).  
 

Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Assessment of core curriculum for differentiation (for some) 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Assessment of core curriculum for differentiation (for some) 
Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Continue to identify gaps in the continuum and adapt intervention curricula 

· Get teacher and administrator input on where gaps are 

· Communication to stakeholders 

· Develop common vocabulary 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Identify gaps in the continuum and adopt intervention curricula 

· Get teacher and admin input on gaps 

· Continue to pilot intervention curriculum and collect data—right step, too slow 

· Assess. Of core curriculum for differentiation 

· Fidelity of implementation 

· Communication to stakeholders  

Recommendation 2:  Training/Professional Development.  The need for training is not just for specialists and special education teachers; but, for all teachers, principals and administrators.  Special Ed and Gen Ed need to work together / co-teach / collaborate (as noted on the gallery walk).  This type of educational approach will only happen with the support of the district and principals.
 Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· More opportunities for teacher to teacher observations, learning walks. 

· Collaboration among all specialists. 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a 

 

Group L (continued)
Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· Provide on-going training for intervention curricula. 

· Collaboration among all specialists – recommendations are slow to be implemented. 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Provide on-going training for intervention curricula. 

· Recommendations are slow to be implemented. 

· More opportunities for teacher to teacher observations, learning walks. 

· Collaboration among all specialists. 

Recommendation 3:  On-going assessment of student progress and needs (in both special education and general education grade level – depending on the student's ability).  Data teams consist of special education teachers, specialists, para professionals and general education teachers.  Without PD for all of these groups, education will suffer. 

Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Continue piloting of easy Curriculum-Based Measures (easy CBM). 

· Continued District Professional Development on data teams at each school. 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· n/a  

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Increase use of or develop curriculum based measures for all levels on all students. 

· Continue piloting of Easy CBM. 

· Continued district professional development on data teams at each school. 

Group M: Response to Intervention (academic)

Problem: RTI Academic.  PPS does not have equitable access to systems of interventions, nor accountability measures to implement building wide instruction that meets and supports each students’ academic needs.
Recommendation:  District wide implementation if RTI/ISD with fidelity accountability measures for implementation across schools.
Working Well:
· Can Control 

· Every school has some level of intervention in place

· Out of Our Control 

· Individual school policy at sites

· Funding for RTI

Does Not Exist or Not Working Well:
· Can Control 

· RTI funding for Schools (individual sites)

· Coaches/facilitators

· Explore tools/models used in RTI Dept. of Ed., State Board, other districts

· Train administrators in RTI and implementation process.

· Out of Our Control 

· School wide adoption of RTI

· Divide district into Regions & Core Teams – GED, TOSA, LC Teacher, Admin. – 1 Core Team to train/implement ongoing support.

· School Board develops vision, policy, directive, initiatives, and continuum with Deputy Supt., School leaders.

· Educate the School Board/Stakeholders (community, parents, school staff)

· Unified models of intervention that all schools implement, and monitor/evaluate.

Applicable RTI tools and models relevant to bilingual populations and programs.

Group N: Response To Intervention (behavior)

Problem Statement:  Extensive behavioral and/or social/emotional barriers to student learning currently exist.
Recommendation 1: Mandated district approved comprehensive behavior program
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· Redirection Program

· Outside of Our Control: 

· 40% of schools using Behavioral RTI

· Training in CHAMPS or other classroom curriculum

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control:  

· Changed name/focus to ISS- so far in name only

· Better continuum of SUCS(?) 

· Behavior school/classrooms/LRE

· Process for informing district staff about mandate (clarity)

· Leadership critical

· Intro to staff: Part of process, “Do With, Not Do To” 

· Outside of Our Control: 

· District policy across all school imp. Behavioral RTI

· Some of the 504 plans are not being implemented well enough

· Training in CHAMPS or other classroom Curriculum

· Timeline to implement district wide w/resources to ensure start and follow up

· Leadership critical

 

Recommendation 2:  School Wide behavioral Support Programs/System Implemented with Fidelity and Integrity
Working Well:
· In Our Control: 

· n/a

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Comm. Momentum around Behavioral RTI

Not Working Well or Does Not Exist:
· In Our Control:  

· Cross department collaboration to support schools/families

· Including parents in Behavioral RTI with regards to Language

· Checks and Balances (coaching, check-ins with follow up)

· Outside of Our Control: 

· Coaching in each school

· All schools and all staff same access to all tiers resources, intervention, trainings with common language

· Community/District collaboration

· Allocation of resources to implement
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