
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

DATE:  August 15, 2013 
 
TO:   Board of Education 
 
FROM: Tom Forcella 
 
RE:   CHCCS Exceptional Children Program Review        4b 
  
 
During the 2012-2013 school year, the district partnered with Futures Education to conduct a 
review of the CHCCS Exceptional Children Program.  The review covered six areas: Curriculum 
and Programming, Resources and Organizational Structure, Assessment of Student Growth and 
Progress, Staff Development, Staff Beliefs and Attitudes, and the Role of SNAC.  The questions 
that guided Futures Education’s work are outlined below.  Findings and recommendations for 
each area are presented in the accompanying report.  The administration will begin to prioritize 
and develop strategies for addressing the findings and recommendations found in the report as 
Dr. Sherron Leplin transitions into the role of EC Director. 
 
 

 
Questions by area of focus: 

 
Curriculum/Programming 
 
1. Does the overall scope of the curriculum adequately support teaching and learning in the special education 
program by providing appropriate interventions and progress monitoring for all students? 
 
2.  Are special education programs consistent with requirements for provision of FAPE, including least restrictive 
environment, access to general curriculum, placement, inclusion, and related services? 
 
3.  Are special education students, including students who are twice exceptional, receiving an appropriate education, 
including intensive instruction to maximize academic excellence? 
 
4.  Is ongoing instruction satisfactory and relevant for students who require intensive transition planning to 
adulthood and community living? 
 
Resources/Organizational Structure 
 
1.  Is the staffing and organization of the district’s special education program personnel adequate to ensure adequate 
oversight and implementation of special education and related services (Pre K through 12)? 
 
2.  How do similar programs vary in outcomes among schools in the district? 
 
3.  Is our technology plan, resources and implementation for special education adequate and equitable across 
schools? 
 
4.  In which areas can actions be taken to utilize funds more efficiently and create cost improvements? 
 

             



Assessment of Student Growth/Progress 
 
1.  How can the district create systems and practices to monitor student growth and progress? 
 
Staff Development 
 
1.  Does our professional development plan adequately address the needs of our special education teachers and 
students? 
 
2.  What are the needs of the teacher assistants for staff development/training, and how do we develop a 
comprehensive plan to provide it? 
 
Staff Beliefs and Attitudes 
 
1.  What are the beliefs and attitudes of staff and building administrators toward inclusion of special education 
students in the general curriculum? 
 
2.  What is the extent of the understanding and commitment to a shared vision for special education in the district? 
 
3. Do individual schools provide adequate supervision and support for special education programs and staff? 
 
Role of Special Education Parent Advocacy Group (SNAC) 
 
1.  Is the role of SNAC clearly defined/agreed upon by district and parents? 
 
2.  Do the SNAC by-laws appropriately reflect agreement on their mission/role? 
 
3.  Is the group a resource to all parents of children with disabilities, including IDEA and 504? 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The leadership of the Chapel Hill–Carrboro Public Schools commissioned this comprehensive 
review of its Exceptional Education program.  This analysis employed proprietary methodology 
from a pre-established paradigm (i.e., a Clinical Educational Services Analysis), which triangulates 
information gleaned from qualitative and quantitative information with pre- established benchmarks 
relating to school-based practices. 

 
More specifically, the qualitative analyses comprised: (1) a series of interviews or surveys with 
special education teachers, related service providers, para-educators, central office administrators, 
school-based administrators, and parents; (2) a review of documents (i.e., IEPs) to determine the 
degree and appropriateness of educational programming and services; and (3) site visits to District 
programs to ascertain the continuum of services.  Quantitative analyses included: (1) 
multidimensional descriptive and inferential statistical analyses of information contained within the 
IEPs; (2) comprehensive workload analyses of related service providers’ schedules; and (3) 
financial data pertaining to programmatic expenditures (e.g., personnel) and revenues (i.e., the 
Municipal Medicaid program). 

 
This report is broken down into discrete sections comprising six core areas that constituted the 
original proposal, and therefore the most crucial to consider within the contexts of student 
outcomes, parity of services, and the current fiscal realities of special education programming.  
These six areas encompass: Curriculum and Programming; Resources and Organizational 
Structure;  Assessment of Student Growth and Progress; Staff Development; Staff Beliefs and 
Attitudes; and the Role of the Special Education Parent Advisory Group. 

 
Results of this analysis are considered with respect to the aforementioned areas and revealed the 
following areas of strength:  (1) an over-riding commitment of the District staff to provide quality 
educational supports for its students; (2) a culture and staff that promote best practices resulting in 
an array of effective and progressive intervention paradigms (e.g., a rotation model).   Inter-related 
and systemic areas of need with recommendations to address them included: (1) inter-
programmatic variability (e.g., differences across district level programs) that have led to 
challenges in vertical alignment; and (2) a need to enhance cohesion between central office 
leadership and school-based personnel.   

 
This analysis concludes with an enumeration of recommendations that, whether chosen in isolation 
or in combination, are speculated to have a positive effect on the unified issues of inter 
programmatic cohesion, student outcomes, and staff satisfaction.   
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Introductory Commentary 

 
As per the RFP issued by the Chapel Hill–Carrboro School District, Futures Education conducted a 
comprehensive review to assess the District’s special education (Exceptional Child Education) 
programs.  The six primary areas comprising the study are: Curriculum and Programming; 
Resources and Organizational Structure;  Assessment of Student Growth and Progress; Staff 
Development; Staff Beliefs and Attitudes; and the Role of the Special Education Parent Advisory 
Group.   
 
For ease of presentation, each of the six areas is considered with respect to:  Overview and  
Methodology, Findings, and Recommendations.   In particular, this section will address the two 
overarching questions that constitute the essence of this review: 
 

1. What current special education practices in the district meet (or exceed) best practices in 
the field? 

 
2. What areas of special education in the district offer opportunities for improvement in the 

areas of programming, practices, outcomes and organizational structure? 
 
The document concludes with a global consideration and reiteration of the seminal programmatic 
strengths, challenges, and opportunities that have the most impact on student achievement.   

 
Program Review 

 
                                     Curriculum and Programming 

 
Overview and Methodology 

 
 

1. Does the overall scope of the curriculum adequately support teaching and learning in the 
special education program by providing appropriate interventions and progress monitoring for 
all students? 
 

The Futures team reviewed the general curriculum and scope of instruction being utilized in the 
various special education programs, as well as the coordination between instructional objectives 
and related services, throughout the district.  Additionally, the team reviewed the types and quality 
of the programs, interventions, resources, and materials offered by the district to determine if the 
range of interventions provided reflects a broad continuum of services to meet the varied needs of 
identified students and the range of disabilities being served. Also reviewed was the extent to 
which student progress is currently monitored within the context of the instructional and related 
services delivery models through a consistent and standardized process across the district’s 
programs.  
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2. Are special education programs consistent with requirements for provision of FAPE, including 

Least Restrictive Environment, access to general curriculum, placement, inclusion, and 
related services? 
 

In order to answer this question, Futures implemented a qualitative information gathering process 
(interviews, review of procedures, program reviews, etc.) and quantitative data (e.g., correlation 
analyses) to establish the extent to which the current special education instructional programs and 
related services of the district align to the state and federal requirements for the provision of Free 
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) and Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) as well as 
providing students with access to the general education curriculum.  The Futures team conducted 
on-site visits to selected classes and programs within the district with a focus on FAPE and LRE. 
Additional reviews were directed toward current procedures to determine if inclusive practices are 
consistently in place throughout the district and the appropriateness of placement considerations.  
 
A comprehensive review of current teaching models (i.e., co-taught, resource room/learning-
center), instructional materials, and service delivery options (i.e., push in vs. pull-out)  via 
confidential interviews of teachers (both regular and special), related service providers (speech-
language pathologist, occupational therapists, physical therapists, psychologists, and social 
workers), and observations of both inclusion and special programs was conducted across all 
schools, grades, and educational disabilities. The types of interventions that teachers are 
employing at each school were analyzed against a rubric that encompasses the following 
parameters:  

 
• the degree to which building administers are overseeing the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the programs within their schools and the accountability measures 
currently employed; 

• the degree to which the interventions are research-based; 
• the measurability of the interventions; and 
• the degree to which the goals and objectives are aligned to the curriculum and 
      support Least Restrictive (LRE) opportunities 

 
3. Are special education students, including students who are twice exceptional, receiving an 

appropriate education, including intensive instruction to maximize academic excellence? 
 

The Futures team reviewed the Individual Education Plans (IEPs) of a sample of students to 
assess the extent to which students identified as “gifted” along with another disability such as 
learning disability, severe emotionally disturbance, etc. (twice exceptional) are receiving an 
appropriate education, including intensive instruction, as necessary, to maximize academic 
excellence. This portion of the analysis, in addition to the review of IEPs, included interviews with 
various stakeholders, review of the processes currently being utilized for recommending 
placement and services, analysis of the development of specific instructional and academic goals 
and objectives, review of the relationship of student performance and need to prescribed services, 
and review of the procedure for determining appropriate educational benefit for students. 
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4. Is ongoing instruction satisfactory and relevant for students who require intensive transition 
planning to adulthood and community living? 

 
As part of the methodology for this analysis, Futures reviewed the IEPs and Transition Plans of a 
selected sample of students to assess the extent to which these plans reflect the necessary 
services and supports to enable students to develop appropriate skills to transition from school to 
career or other post-secondary / adult activities of living.  Furthermore, current instructional 
practices and supports being provided to promote transition were reviewed to determine their 
effectiveness and appropriateness for students nearing the end of their public school experience. 
Futures also targeted this topic in interviews, review of programs structure, placement practices, 
service delivery models, and staffing. Consideration was also focused on services provided by the 
district as well as collaborative efforts between the district and other agencies involved in the 
transition of students from school to adulthood and community living.  

 
A variety of issues related to this topic were considered including the following essential elements 
of special education including:  
 

• general and special education interventions  
• FAPE 
• LRE 
• access to the general curriculum 
• placement practices and procedures 
• inclusive practices 
• related services 
• transition planning and programming 

 
Findings 

 
Curriculum and Interventions 

 
! Based upon the information obtained through confidential interviews as well as documents and 

other information provided by the District, the overall scope of the district’s curriculum closely 
aligns with the Common Core Standards.   Where discrepancies exist, the District is in the 
process of making adjustments to ensure that the curriculum is aligned to the new standards.  
Per report, this process is evolving and will guide the refinement of the District’s curriculum for 
the foreseeable future.  

 
! As shall be elaborated upon in subsequent sections of this report, in response to the 

integration of Common Core Standards, the District has invested in ongoing professional 
development (PD) to address adjustments to curriculum and instruction. Interventions are 
currently in place and are being implemented to address variations in student learning profiles 
within the general education program. 

 
! With respect to related services providers (RSPs; comprising speech-language, occupational, 

and physical therapies) there is an excellent horizontal alignment of service providers’ 
interventions and what is happening in the general education or system-levels classrooms. The 
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integration of related services to the educational goals of students indicated in the IEP has 
been positively impacted by Common Core Standards. It was also noted that there is generally 
good vertical alignment of these services due the emphasis on case studies, clinical reviews, 
and other student-centric activities comprising the related service providers’ Professional 
Learning Communities (PLCs) 1. 

 
! A review of IEPs indicates that teachers are referencing the District’s curriculum and standards 

to develop IEPs in the resource program. Correlation with extended state standards is 
occurring in those self-contained classes where student needs require alternatives to the 
standard course of study.  

 
! There are excellent resources available in the district. It would be helpful if the distinction 

between general and special education could be minimized to enable all components of the 
district to communicate and share their expertise thereby promoting continuity and a more 
cohesive instructional program.  Although the district exceptional children (EC) office is working 
diligently to address this issue, the practice of EC teachers selecting and purchasing 
instructional materials varies. For less-experienced teachers, identifying instructional materials 
and practices that are consistent with the district’s curriculum and other intervention strategies 
is a significant issue.   

 
! A Response to Intervention/Instruction (RtI) structure and process is currently being 

implemented in all schools at varying levels of sophistication and success. More specifically, 
although substantial progress has been made to enhance the interventions and progress 
monitoring of all students, respondents indicate that the interventions vary from school to 
school and resources are not always equitable between schools.   As they reflect upon the 
current state of District-wide early intervening processes, the following are considered to be 
particularly note-worthy: 

 
• For middle and high schools, the implementation of Responsiveness to Instruction 

(RtI) in school year 2013-14 is viewed as a positive initiative.  The implementation of 
RtI will strengthen the ability of schools to provide appropriate interventions to 
struggling students. 

 
• Behavior support and interventions at the middle and high school level are 

inconsistent.  Although it is commendable that the District encourages positive 
behavior through an RtI-influenced paradigm (i.e., Positive Behavior Intervention 
Supports), per report behavior support by specialists is: (1) provided on an as-needed 
basis versus a proactive basis; and (2) inconsistent with respect to the manner in 
which serious or urgent student behavior issues are addressed. 
 
Because behavior specialists do not report to building administrators, this 
organizational structure must be considered a contributory factor to the variations in 
practice patterns.  In addition, given that that the behavior specialists have neither the 

                                                
1 For the purpose of this discussion,  a PLC is best defined as  A  shared vision or running a school in which 
everyone can make a contribution, and staff are encouraged to collectively undertake activities and reflection in 
order to constantly improve their students’ performance.!
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certification nor breadth of knowledge compared to school psychologists, the District 
may consider: (1) assigning the behavior specialist back to classroom supportive 
roles; and (2) assigning designated school psychologists to consult with teachers and 
students requiring more intensive behavioral supports. 
 

• At the elementary schools, there are behavioral supports in place through school 
counselors and social workers. The school psychologists have limited time to provide 
interventions due to their heavy testing schedule and the limited number of 
psychologists.  
 

! With respect to special education instruction, the manner of service delivery varies from school 
to school and teacher to teacher depending upon the preference of the teacher or school 
organization and structure.   Although there are meaningful and beneficial educational 
experiences taking place throughout the District, the variation from school to school and class 
to class and the elementary, middle and high school levels does not ensure consistency, 
continuity and a unified approach to instructional priorities, behavior management, and other 
essential aspects of the program. 

 
The variation of delivery, and thus challenges to vertical alignment, appears to be especially 
problematic in the System Level Classes (SLCs).  Despite the existence of District-wide 
entrance and exit criteria for the SLCs, virtually all interviewees reported that entry into these 
programs and the individual SLC program design reflect criteria that are not clearly defined, 
and de-emphasize students’ abilities; consequently, there are students of varying skills making 
it difficult for teachers and related service providers to simultaneously address the needs of all 
learners.  In addition, it was stated that an internal audit indicated that different teachers were 
requesting to purchase instructional materials based upon personal preference rather than a 
coordinated plan.  As of this writing, this was being up by the administration. 

 
Another variable that as consistently cited as a barrier to ensure optimal vertical alignment of 
the SLCs are the limited opportunities for teachers in specific programs or classes at the 
elementary, middle and high school levels to participate in Professional Learning Communities 
as a “like to like” group with one another.  Ideally, as shall be discussed in the 
Recommendations section, a PLC that brings the teachers of the SLCs together would 
facilitate collaboration, coordination of behavioral strategies and classroom procedures,2 re-
calibration and greater transparency of exit and entry criteria for these special programs with 
parents, sharing of best practices, agreement instructional materials, and the development a 
common core of experiences reflecting the design of the program.    

 
 

Least Restrictive Environment and a Free Appropriate Public Education 
 

                                                
2 This was expressed by numerous interviewees.  One interviewee stated in reference to   continually trying to 
integrate new ideas and opinions, SLCs should continue with previously tried methods and strategies there are "a 
lot of ideas and opinions but they don't know what it is like in class . . .let me do my job." 

 
!
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! Regarding adherence to the requirement of Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), it is evident 
that all IEP stakeholders work diligently to ensure students are included to the greatest extent 
possible in their schools.  The authors commend the District personnel for ensuring that 
students are very much part of the “fabric” of their school communities.  Inclusion of students 
with disabilities in the general education environment at the secondary school level is generally 
well-understood and there is an atmosphere in which students with significant disabilities are 
accepted in the schools.  However, inclusion of students with significant disabilities in 
extracurricular activities and electives continues to be an area that requires energy and effort. 

 
! The practices of “clustering” students who require special education assistance into class 

sections is an effective strategy for providing necessary supports and services within the 
confines of the overall school schedule (i.e., maximizing LRE).  However, in concert with the 
variance of practice patterns noted previously, scheduling practices vary from school to school 
making the district-wide effectiveness of integrative or inclusive efforts inconsistent.  

 
At the high school level, students with mild and moderate disabilities are grouped into clusters 
so they can receive push-in services in content area classes. The EC teachers are talented 
and innovative in their efforts to collaborate with content area teachers.  The challenge is that 
the number of EC teachers limits the number of collaborative classrooms that can be 
scheduled, and thus the proportion of students with disabilities in many core classes at the 
high school level may reach 50 percent.  

 
! It was noted that the district EC leadership is encouraging a more inclusive service delivery 

model for both RSPs and EC teachers. However, at the elementary level, there is a  tendency 
for some EC teachers to pull-out or push-in periodically rather than to work collaboratively and 
consistently with general education teacher in the general education classroom.  Per report, 
delivery models at the elementary level may be due more to  insufficient time for planning, 
conflicting schedules, too many students, etc. as opposed to the best paradigm for any given 
student.  

 
Utilization of the push-in model at the middle school presents a challenge for students who 
have significant reading disabilities.  For example, a student at the middle school who is 
reading significantly below grade level requires intensive, separate instruction to acquire 
reading and literacy skills.  The need for a separate reading program time for students with this 
type of disability at the middle school level was noted by EC staff, but it would require EC staff 
to be removed from a push-in class. 

 
! The energy and knowledge-base of program facilitators is noteworthy and serves to help 

ensure that students are receiving appropriate instruction.  The challenge at the high school 
level is that there is a limited amount of time for students to receive intensive instruction if it is 
required outside of the general education classroom.  Middle schools are more able to provide 
“learning labs” for students who need additional intensive instruction; high schools have 
additional, more complex scheduling constraints.   Additionally, the assignment of a program 
facilitator to handle much of the paperwork typically handled by EC teachers to some extent 
should minimize this perceived obstacle for implementing a more inclusive program.  
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! Parent and staff interpretation of a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) appears to be 
varied.  Although those interviewed generally acknowledge ongoing attention to FAPE when 
planning student programs,3 individual differences in practice and understanding of the 
definition of “appropriate” influence the decisions of IEP teams. Parents also differ in their 
interpretation of FAPE and in their expectations for levels of service through special education.   
Parents in some of the schools appear to have a relatively higher expectation of FAPE than 
others; however, the IEP teams are working diligently to communicate the parameters of 
special education and related services and the definition of “appropriate” as required by federal 
and state law.   

 
! With respect to related services, it is important to note the difference between the medical and 

educational models for services. The educational model is generally understood, and the 
Program Facilitators (PFs) and IEP team members are doing a good job  communicating this 
distinction.  Unfortunately, some non-school based independent evaluators do not seem to 
understand this distinction and occasionally recommend services that are not within the scope 
of educationally related services. This is confusing to parents and can cause disagreement 
regarding the types and appropriateness of services being recommended or requested.  
Although outside evaluations are a confounding variable, the school-based program facilitators 
are doing a better job reaching out to independent evaluators and parents as partners.  

 
! A review of IEPs indicates that students’ present level of performance and evaluation data are 

well utilized in making decisions about needed services, and the prescribed services are 
adhering to the standards of FAPE.  As noted above, the needs of students for more intensive 
instruction and interventions at the high school level may not be addressed in some cases 
because of scheduling constraints.  On the other hand, student accommodations through a 504 
plan may sometimes be overprescribed based primarily on an external recommendation (e.g., a 
physician) or parent referral. 

 
Twice Exceptional 

 
! Respondents stated that “twice exceptional” students were receiving appropriate education 

addressing both their area of disability as well as their area of giftedness.  The referral and IEP 
development processes currently being utilized for recommending placement and services are 
consistent with federal and state requirement.  Analysis of specific instructional and academic 
goals and objectives in the IEPs reveals that these are appropriate, and correlated to student 
need. 

 
! Evidence indicates that students who are “twice exceptional” have access the resources of the 

academically talented program as would any other gifted student without a disability. These 
students also receive special education (EC) programs and related services as prescribed in 
their IEPs.  There is no indication that students who are “twice exceptional” are not receiving 
appropriate education benefit from their prescribed educational plan.  

 

                                                
3 The parents receive the Handbook on Parents Rights prior to the evaluation and at the IEP meeting 
(s).  http://ec.ncpublicschools.gov/parent-resources/ecparenthandbook.pdf, that contains information about LRE 
and FAPE. 
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! At the elementary level, the incidence of “twice exceptional” students appears to be quite low. 
There were no indications that any student was not receiving an appropriate service in either 
area based upon the standard of service offered to all students.  The District does not have a 
specialist at the high school level and per report there is a need for: (1) training at the high 
school level in how to apply strategies to assist 2e students and; (2) clarification as to who is 
responsible for 2e students’ transition from middle to high school. 

 
! It is important for school-based personnel to be sensitive to this issue to ensure all students, 

despite that fact that the number of students in this category will be extremely limited, receive 
appropriate services through both the EC and gifted programs. Ongoing formal communication 
between the classroom teacher, teacher of the gifted, EC teacher and any other professional 
staff involved in programming, teaching or counseling twice exceptional students would provide 
a venue for integrating the complex learning and growth needs of twice exceptional students.  

 
Transition Planning 
 

! In response to the question regarding whether or not ongoing instruction is satisfactory and 
relevant for students who require intensive transition planning to adulthood and community 
living, the authors find that the transition planning process is in place and that it appears to be 
working effectively.  

 
! School administrators, program facilitators, and EC teachers are aware of the need to assist 

students in transition planning.  The District’s commitment to the importance of transition 
services is reflected in the assignment of transition specialists to high schools.  The involvement 
of the vocational rehabilitation counselors in transition planning is a programmatic strength, and 
the District is utilizing these personnel in a very effective manner.  

 
! Despite the excellence of transition services, vocational classes at the high school level are not 

available on site at all high schools, which can result in disengagement of students who are 
interested in entering the workforce immediately following high school.  This lack coordination 
may be correlated to the fluctuating graduation rates as reported in the State Performance Plan. 

 
Recommendations  

 
! It is recommended that the District bring together the key administrators of the special 

education (EC) and various instructional departments (reading, math, intervention, etc.) to 
consider how the resources of these components can be unified in their purposes and vision to 
meet the need of all students.  This will entail conversation regarding the minimization of 
unnecessary referral and possible over-identification of students as having a disability when the 
students may only need some targeted intervention.  

 
! Provide administrators with district-wide guidelines and strategies for the implementation of 

special education (EC) programs and services including best practices for scheduling to 
maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of personnel resources as well as to promote 
consistency, continuity and quality of programs throughout the District.  The provision of a full 
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range of appropriate instruction in the general education setting is an essential component of a 
well-developed continuum of special education services.  

 
! The service delivery models for instructional and related services should be closely examined to 

develop and/or identify inclusive models currently in practice or those reflecting best practice to 
promote consistency throughout the schools of the district and to provide a common set of 
resources and materials for all EC teachers and programs.  

 
! With respect to supporting LRE in extra-curricular contexts, leadership may consider instituting 

a reverse mainstreaming initiative. Reverse mainstreaming, is defined as having general 
education students in special education classrooms in order to interact with special education 
students.    Should leadership decide to pursue this programmatic model, then reverse 
mainstreaming will provide another meaningful platform to provide LRE opportunities and 
support the district in its performance vis-à-vis the State Performance Plan.4  Another modality 
to support inclusion for extra-curricular activities is to enhance its unified sports program in 
conjunction, which may be facilitated by its athletic department. 

 
! It is recommended that behavior specialists who provide services of any kind on a school 

campus report to the school principal briefly each time the specialist works in the particular 
school (in addition to the routine office check-in.)  Although the authors recognize that the 
principal may not be available on each visit, it is recommended that the specialist provide 
regular updates and information, if only via a voice mail.  The purpose of this recommendation 
is to encourage information flow and to make the principal  aware of activity on the campus, as 
well as for the principal or his/her designee to provide information to the specialist. In addition, it 
is recommended that the specialists' supervisor communicate regularly and frequently with 
principals, including requesting feedback, problem-solving, and soliciting solutions to any 
concerns.  

 
! In order to ensure accountability, it is recommended that teachers involved in the co-teaching 

model be evaluated during their annual reviews with respect to their effectiveness in delivering 
this specialized instruction.  Furthermore, all administrators with requisite training in determining 
what constitutes effective co-teaching should work in unison to develop a content-valid 
evaluative format and to execute it effectively and consistently.  Subsequent to a content-
validated assessment, co-teaching teams that are considered to be exemplary could then be 
assigned as mentors at their schools to support other co-teaching dyads.  Team partnerships 
typically support student achievement via mutual respect, collegiality, competence, and the 
acceptance of total ownership for all students.   

 
District leadership may consider maintaining the continuity of these teams when possible and 
provide the teams with as much common planning as practical.  In addition, if possible, these 
co-teaching dyads may form their own PLCs, thus creating a forum to share best practices and 
promote vertical alignment for students who require this model as they progress from grade to 
grade. 

                                                
4!This initiative has traditionally included a “lunch bunch” program, which allows typical students to eat and 
socialize with disabled peers.  This model could provide a beneficial opportunity for the typical students to provide 
social role modeling in a naturalistic activity and milieu.!
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! The leadership should identify those curriculum-based interventions and/or interventions that 

are closely aligned to the Common Core Standards to provide universal access between 
special and general education.  This will likely require professional development and the 
examination of equitable availability of general education instructional and behavioral 
interventions and resources among and between schools. 

 
! In order to support the horizontal and vertical alignment of the self-contained EC programs, it is 

recommended that the following priorities be established: 
 

• Re-calibrate the entrance and exit criteria for each program, with level of need and 
educational profile being the primary determinants.  In this manner: (1) students with 
similar levels of need can be more effectively supported with services, interventions, 
and programming; (2) it will be easier for the IEP teams to ensure appropriate transition 
to subsequent programs; (3) students will be placed in the least restrictive environment; 
and (4) parents and other stakeholders will have a better understanding of criteria that 
will necessitate either the same level or a change of programming.  
 

• Enhance the self-contained teachers’ abilities to be better practitioners of research-
based interventions.   This capacity can be enhanced with a number of professional 
learning opportunities, and given the heterogeneity of the students whom they serve, a 
particularly robust one is single-subject design whereby each student serves as his or 
her own control group.   

 
• In order to enhance communication among the self-contained staff, and thus vertical 

alignment in consistency and continuity of programs, District leadership may consider 
using the Professional Learning Communities model for the self-contained teachers at 
designated times throughout the year.  In addition, it will be advisable to use the talents 
and coordination of this PLC to “beef up” the program descriptions in order to make 
these more attractive to students in, or considering, out of district placements. 

 
A PLC framework would also further reinforce the teachers’ connectivity to the SLC 
support specialists (whom the teacher reported high regard for) and the plan to initiate 
curriculum mapping for the next school year.  

 
• Establish clear vertical alignment for self-contained programs from kindergarten to 12th 

grade so that students have access to consistent frameworks and curriculum as they 
progress. Given the cognitive-behavioral component to virtually all students requiring 
system-level services, assign a psychologist to follow these students as PF for the 
program, to ensure vertical alignment, ensure students are entered and exited into these 
program appropriately, and act as a liaison for wraparound services. 

 
! Create a process through which the team of professionals responsible for educating students 

who are “twice exceptional” can meet on a regular basis to plan and monitor the educational 
program for these students.   Again, a PLC may be an appropriate paradigm to ensure the: (1) 
sharing of best practices and create a framework to ensure optimal vertical alignment; and (2)  
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successful continuation of the District’s development of brochures and information regarding 
Twice Exceptional students' identification process; and (3) promotion of awareness of existing 
exceptional children and gifted trainings for “2e” students and the staff responsible for their 
successful transition into high school. 

 
! Given the fact that some parents may not be aware of the requirements and limitations of FAPE 

and school based special education (EC) services, provide parents "parent-friendly" information 
about the meaning of FAPE and LRE, in addition to the state-issued Parent Handbook, prior at 
the very first IEP meeting. In an area that anticipates the discussion of SNAC and SEPTA, 
creating a forum on LRE and FAPE as part of these scheduled meetings may prove an 
excellent investment. 

 
!  Have the program facilitators or district EC leadership invite outside/independent evaluators 

and therapeutic service providers to periodic meetings to promote an understanding of the 
educational model and to ensure the outside evaluators are not at cross purposes with the 
standards of the requirements for and purposes of school based special education related 
services.  

 
! Develop information on the District’s website for high school students with a particular interest 

in entering the workforce upon graduation.  In this manner, they will have access to  information 
regarding vocational options whether or not these classes are available at their particular high 
school. 

 
Resources and Organizational Structure 

 
Overview and Methodology 

 
1. Is the staffing and organization of the district’s special education program personnel 

adequate to ensure appropriate oversight and implementation of special education and 
related services (Pre-K through 12)? 
 

A review was undertaken of the organization and number of personnel providing special education 
services in the central office in order to determine if the number, workloads, job descriptions, and 
responsibilities of the personnel, as currently constituted, ensure optimal educational outcomes in 
view of fiscal resources that are devoted to these positions.   Futures has benchmarked the full-
time equivalents (FTE) against our data base to provide another critical comparison metric.  
 
This component of the analysis also addresses staffing at the school-level focused on the 
efficiency and effectiveness of grades Pre-K through 12th grade instructional staff, speech-
language, occupational therapy, physical therapy, adaptive physical education, social work, 
psychological, and other services as requested by District leadership with particular attention to: 
 
   (1) the schedules, assignments, and caseloads of these providers;   

(2) the relationship between direct (i.e., student-directed) time and indirect time;  
(3) the precise breakdown of indirect time;  
(4) the appropriateness of the types and intensity of interventions;  
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(5) a cross-walk with the job descriptions of the providers;  
(6) an analysis of the actual costs associated with these service areas; and  
(7) benchmarking of these staff against state and national standards. 

 
Because efficiencies and effectiveness are inter-related, a series of (confidential) interviews 
across constituent schools with each comprising a representative number of stakeholders in 
regular and special education occurred.  The content of the questions encompassed traditional 
areas that “intersect” regular and special education (e.g., RTI, 504 plans, etc.) and how the 
educators view their roles in those respective processes as well as how they perceive the 
inclusive nature of their school programs for students with educational disabilities.  In this manner, 
the qualitative information gleaned from the interviews revealed the extent to which the regular 
and special educators collaborate both at macro (i.e., district) and micro (i.e., school) levels. 
 
2. How do similar programs vary in outcomes among schools in the district?  
 
A number of metrics have been utilized to determine the extent to which student outcomes are 
achieved for similar programs across schools. These include:  End of Grade assessment data, 
Response to Instruction data, and various indicators from the State Performance Plan (e.g., AYP, 
inclusion data, and graduation rates).  In addition, the number of students receiving related 
services across the program with respect to the number and frequencies revealed important data 
with respect to over- or under-utilization of these services across schools.  

 
3. Is the district technology plan, resources and implementation for special education 

adequate and equitable across schools? 
 
Futures reviewed the District’s technology plan and the implementation of such plan with 
reference to special education to determine if resources and implementation are adequate and 
equitable within the schools of the District.   In addition, the schedules of those involved in 
supporting schools with technological supports were reviewed against the variables of student 
needs, student populations, and outcomes to ensure equitable allocation of resources. 

 
4. In which areas can actions be taken to utilize funds more efficiently and create cost 

improvements? 
 

As part of this review, a five-year retrospective review of the District’s utilization of federal funds 
(e.g., IDEA grants) was conducted with a particular emphasis and analysis on the relationship of 
these funds to:  
 

• the District’s performance on state performance plans (e.g., the special education 
subgroup’s performance on state tests, parameters pertaining to least restrictive 
environment, etc.);  

• the creation of in-district programs to support low-incidence/high needs population;  
 
• the specific breakdown of additions in personnel (i.e., instructional, administrative, etc.), 

and; 
• the investment in professional development with these funds. 
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The District’s recoupment of (federal) Medicaid monies was compared to districts of similar 
profiles within the State of North Carolina.  This review entailed a 5-year retrospective review of 
District reimbursement in view of the changing reimbursement “climate.”   

 
In addition, Futures conducted a review of District finances pertaining to the Special Education 
Department with particular attention to:   
 

• the use and efficiency of contracted related service providers (including therapists and 
behavioral health providers funded by the District)5; 

• identification of areas of concern; and  
• the development of a plan for improvement.  

 
This report identifies areas in which action can be taken to utilize funds and district resources 
more efficiently thereby creating cost improvements and future cost avoidance. 

 
5. Is the staffing and organization of the district’s 504 program adequate to ensure 

oversight and implementation services? 
 
Futures conducted interviews of personnel at the school-level supporting 504 programs to 
determine the uniformity, consistency, and efficiency of this oversight at and across schools.  Data 
from each school was analyzed to determine the degree to which students, as a percentage of the 
overall population, are classified as being eligible for 504 programs.   Recommendations are 
provided in this report to enhance the oversight and implementation of the 504 process. 
 
Findings 

Organization and Structure 
 

! With regard to the staffing and organization of the district’s special education (EC) program 
personnel the information obtained in this review indicates that the current organizational 
structure of the EC program is viewed differently from different perspectives. The assignment 
of program facilitators to promote compliance and to facilitate the abundance of paperwork 
involved in the special education (EC) program is an effective model which is rare in school 
districts. Program facilitators handle much of the paperwork and managerial tasks (scheduling 
of meetings, communication, monitoring of files, etc.) that would typically be the responsibility 
of special education (EC) teachers. This allows the teachers to devote more of their valuable 
time to instruction, lesson planning and related tasks.  
 

! As indicated in Appendix B, the case loads (numbers of students per teacher), workloads, and 
full-time equivalents staff across all disciplines in the District are enviable and are not typical of 
most school districts in many disiplines.  Staff consistently acknowledged it is an extremely 
generous staffing model, and attribute their being considered as a state-wide center of 
excellence as both a cause and an effect of the relative abundance of staff. 

                                                
5!The reader is referred to attachment A, which is Futures proprietary workload analysis form which will be utilized 
to assess the efficiency of contracted staff.!
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! As mentioned previously, the related service staff, intra-departmentally, is very much on the 

same page and the PLCs are an effective way to ensure equity of eligibility.  However, as it 
related to standard scores for S-l, the 85 cut off score is too liberal and is counter to the 77 
referenced in the Department of Public Instruction literature.  Although the caseloads of the S-
LPs are already low by state standards (i.e., it is as compared to It is notable that the average 
caseloads of the speech-language pathologists, which is 35 students, is approximately 12% 
lower than the state average of 40 reported in the most recent (2010) school survey provided 
by the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, further efficiencies may be realized 
by enacting criteria that are more in line with DPI. 

 
! The administrative organization of the district’s EC programs at the central office level is 

currently managing effectively within the constraints of the structure. With a director and two 
supervisors, one for the resource programs and one for the self-contained programs, the level 
of communication and face-to-face time between administration and staff is minimal.  

 
! Principals indicate that the central office (district) EC administration is readily available when 

called upon by a principal and the general consensus is that the district administration is ready 
and willing to provide information, consultation, support and feedback upon request. However, 
the district administration is perceived as rarely being in the schools and even more rarely in 
classrooms. Principals provide the day-today supervision of special education personnel. Due 
to the substantial variance in the skill of principals in the area of special education, their ability 
to provide specific supports and guidance in instructional, behavioral and procedural matters is 
inconsistent.  

 
! Because PFs are not administrators, do not provide supervision or consultative support for 

teachers, do not observe classes, do not model instruction and do not evaluate teachers 
significantly limits the potential benefits of these positions.  The job description of program 
facilitators is quite narrow and the perception is that they focus on compliance rather than 
instructional or programmatic improvement.  Although the program facilitators perform their 
specified their currently prescribed functions admirably, this may not be the most effective 
utilization of these professionals.   It is notable that even for the 20% of students with an SLI 
disability, the PFs are still facilitating the IEPs.  It would be advantageous, given their small 
caseloads, that the S-LPs perform this function, freeing up the PFs’ time to support their 
schools in programming and instruction. 

 
 

Programmatic Outcomes 
 
! As previously noted, the EC programs in each school vary from school to school dependent 

upon the preferences of the school administration and EC staff. Although generally similar in 
overall structure, the specific instructional practices and scheduling of these programs is 
dependent upon individuals rather than a consistent district-wide program design. This 
dissimilarity among teachers and schools contributes to inconsistency of instruction, 
assessment and student outcomes. In resource and self-contained (SLC) programs, the design 
and implementation of programs is inconsistent.   
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! Interviews with teachers revealed that there is substantial flexibility in how teachers implement 

the programs in each school – including self contained classes.  In response to the question, 
“How do similar programs vary in outcomes among schools in the district?” it must be noted that 
the dissimilarity of programs is more prevalent than the similarity. Therefore, outcomes are also 
dissimilar.  

 
! In addition to the dissimilarity of programs, there are substantial differences between schools 

with regard to the prevalence of students identified as requiring special education, social-
economic factors, ELL, Title One, number of ED staff, etc. These factors also contribute to the 
differences in programs and student outcomes.  

 
! The range among elementary schools in percentage of students with disabilities who met 

proficiency in reading in the year ending 2012 is from 31 to 82 percent;  the range at the high 
school level, while not as large (65 to 78 in English I), is also notable.  It is beyond the scope of 
this review to determine the origin of such a range.  However, no doubt the variability in 
achievement is indicative of variation in both student characteristics/needs and in how services 
are delivered.  
 

! The site-based management model was noted by a number of staff as a barrier to achieving 
consistent outcomes and in assuring that students with disabilities have similar opportunities for 
learning across schools.  

 
! Resources are adequate across schools in terms of available materials.  However, there is not 

consistency in what resources are utilized. There is no clearly communicated “master plan” for 
what the district has adopted as materials to be used in teaching students with disabilities when 
the subject matter and the need for instruction are outside the general education classroom. 

 
Technology  
 
! The district technology plan appears to be designed for the general education program. 

Depending upon the individual school, technology resources vary among special education 
programs. Schools have provided technology equipment (white boards, I-pads, etc.) to varying 
degrees depending upon the funding available to the school, programs, school leadership and 
parent support among other factors.  It was reported that the EC department will also provide 
equipment as requested.  It was further reported that all EC teachers have late model laptop 
computers. The older models laptops have been reassigned to mobile lab carts for use by 
students.  

 
Utilization of Funds 
 
! The general sense of those interviewed and the observations of the authors suggest that the 

Chapel Hill – Carrboro District prides itself as having well-endowed fiscal resources, a higher 
than usual level of staffing, enviable technology, supplies, and materials, well-funded 
professional development opportunities, and a very supportive community.  Although multiple 
staff members indicated it would be ideal to have additional personnel, resources, facilities, etc., 
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they did acknowledge that they recognize this district is exceptionally well funded and that they 
understand the reality that finances are limited.  

 
! Although not necessarily an area in which the district might choose to reduce expenses, the 

district EC staffing model is very generous.  This may allow greater involvement of the EC 
teacher, Speech-Language Pathologists, or other personnel as part of the tiered interventions 
at their schools or to implement more integrated service delivery models such as co-teaching 
with existing staff and adjusted schedules. Effective scheduling generates a much more 
effective and efficient utilization of personnel and other district resources. This is an area that 
should be examined closely to ensure consistency and equitable utilization of human and other 
resources. 

 
! With respect to performance, it is notable that the District’s special education subgroup did not 

make made Adequate Yearly Process (AYP) with respect to proficiency in any grade level 
across all subjects.  All this, in itself, is not an indication of the efficacy of instruction, it does 
provided another reflection “point” to consider if the generous staffing model is resulting in an 
adequate “return on investment.”   

 
504 Oversights 

 
! The 504 program is overseen by different staff members in each school. These range from the 

school counselor, to assistant principals, school nurse, social worker, etc. These individuals 
have varying degrees of experience and training in the implementation of section 504. 
However, School 504 facilitators are very committed and competent.  At the middle and 
elementary school, the facilitators have various other duties.  At the high school, the facilitators 
are available as primarily full-time 504 facilitators.  The district has an incremental increase in 
students who are eligible for Section 504 as the students move from elementary to middle 
school to high school, with the high school having double the numbers as elementary school.  
 

! Two explanations have emerged for the increase in the number of students receiving 504 
accommodations at the middle and high school: (1) the increase in “high-stakes” testing at 
higher grades such that a student with a disability has a more critical need/use for testing 
accommodations.  Second, Responsiveness to Instruction (RtI) has not been implemented at 
the middle and high school level. 

 
! The general framework of implementation appears to be relatively similar among schools. 

There seems to be satisfactory guidance from the district leadership. However, the prevalence 
rate of identification, interventions prescribed, etc. vary from school to school. It should be 
noted that the adherence to section 504 of the Americans with Disabilities Act is not a 
“program” per se – but a range of accommodations that enable students with bona fide 
disabilities to have access to the programs and activities of the school.  

 
! The District administration is aware that there needs to be consistency in the forms used at all 

schools and is undertaking an effort to have the forms “digitized” for ease of use.  The district 
administration has collected data and has reported to the Board regarding statistics.  There are 
plans to provide training that clarifies the meaning of “substantial limitation.”  The authors highly 
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recommend such training, along with the development and adoption of a 504-specific grievance 
policy for the district.  The District’s 504Director is aware of this need and is working toward 
developing such a policy.    

 
! Thirty-one current Section 504 files were reviewed: eight middle school files, eight elementary 

files, and 15 high school files.   A complete review of these files is presented in Appendix C.  
 

Recommendations  
 

! Based upon the evidence presented, it does not appear that there is a sense that cost 
reductions are necessary or driving factors in the District. However, the current allocation of 
resources could be utilized more effectively in several areas including: Administrative 
organization and prioritization, deployment of staff, job descriptions and responsibilities, 
eligibility and exit criteria, program design.   
 

! The need for district level administrators to be present in the schools to observe classes, meet 
with teachers individually and in teams, serve as a resource to school based administrators, 
observe students, gain knowledge of facilities, etc. In order to increase the visibility, 
accessibility, and mutual purpose among special and general education staff, leadership may 
consider: (1) instituting routinely scheduled rotating office hours in each of the schools whereby 
the Executive Director of Exceptional Children and the two EC Coordinators avail themselves to 
school-based personnel. 

 
! The role and job description of the PFs may be expanded beyond that of merely a compliance 

officer.  This position is a luxury, and in conjunction with the overall generosity of staffing, may 
be re-calibrated as a point person that supports best practices in co-teaching, differentiated 
instruction, and other best-practices that supports student achievement for all students. 

 
! Review the current design of the district’s EC programs (resource, self-contained, pre-

kindergarten, eligibility and declassification processes, student assessment practices, grading 
practices, etc.) to bring about consistency, continuity and alignment both vertically and 
horizontally.   

 
! Review the process for disseminating instructional technology equipment, software and other IT 

resources to ensure continuity among EC programs in all schools and specialized technology 
for individual students with specific needs.  

 
! Specialized equipment for low-incidence disabilities should be returned to a central technology 

repository or cataloged so it can be used for another student if the original student for whom the 
equipment was purchased no longer requires this equipment or software.  

 
! Provide additional training and ongoing opportunities for 504 coordinators to meet, discuss 

issues, review strategies for implementing section 504 requirements, etc. This training should 
be ongoing.  
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! It is recommended that a District level group be convened to systematically review all materials 
that are potentially and currently utilized for reading and mathematics instruction by EC 
teachers.  This group would be charged to make a recommendation regarding the adoption of 
consistent, research-based materials to ensure both vertical and horizontal consistency.   
Following this process, systematic training in the use of these materials is recommended, with 
periodic fidelity checks and re-training. 

 
! Provide staff training related to the implementation of section 504 with specific attention to the 

purpose of section 504 of the Americans with Disabilities Act, eligibility criteria and the types of 
accommodations that may be appropriately be provided. 

 
! With greater “tightening up” of eligibility for related services, this will allow these professionals 

more time to support a co-teaching model throughout the District.  For example, S-LPs can 
bolster the ranks of personnel in their respective schools to support phonemic awareness, 
vocabulary, and other skills that straddle language and academic success.  Similarly, more 
systematic criteria in OT and PT will allow these providers to support fine motor, sensory, and 
gross motor skills within the classroom. 

 
Assessment of Student Growth and Progress 

Overview and Methodology 
 

1. How can the district create systems and practices to monitor student growth and 
progress? 

 
A comprehensive review of current district practices was utilized to determine student growth and 
progress as indicated previously. This included a review of current assessment practices, IEP 
indicators of progress, on-site visits, correlation of special education assessment techniques with 
those of the general education curriculum and classroom, and data related to student 
performance.  Based upon this analysis, specific recommendations are provided in this report to 
assist the district in establishing enhanced systems and practices to monitor student growth and 
progress consistent with best practice and to assist in developing effective instructional and 
related service options to promote student learning and progress. Assessment of student growth 
and progress was analyzed with regard to exit criteria and movement toward placement in less 
restrictive environments or, ultimately, declassification from special education when appropriate.  

 
Findings  

 
! Assessment practices and strategies are identified and implemented by individual teachers 

and therapists. Academic assessment of students for initial and three year (triennial) 
evaluations is undertaken by the school psychologists. Although assessment instruments 
(tests) are provided  

 
by the district, their use is primarily based on individual teacher / clinician preference and 
choice.  
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! The district’s percentage of students with IEPs who are “proficient” in reading and math is well 
above the state average at all grade levels.   Although this is a positive when comparing 
among and between districts, the proficiency rates on state tests are a snapshot.  The rates do 
not speak to the district’s desire that all students achieve at the highest possible level and 
make progress (i.e., the district’s “growth mindset”).   

 
! The district has embarked upon professional development with the University of Pittsburgh’s 

Institute for Learning.  The District is encouraged to make clear to teachers and parents that 
the IFL can positively impact learning and instruction for students with disabilities through its 
principles related to progress and accomplishment criteria.   

 
! The Preschool/Early Intervention program in particular is set apart from the school system.  

The services provided by this section are invaluable to providing high-quality services to all 
children in the district in order to help them be successful in school.       

 
Recommendations 

 
! Establish a District-wide standard to assessing students and have these resources available 

for all professional staff. Testing protocols should reflect grade and age appropriate evaluative 
procedures as well as assessments appropriate to specific areas of disability.  

 
! Provide professional development and training to all personnel not totally familiar with and 

competent in the administration and interpretation of these selected assessment devices.   
 

! Teachers with little training in special education often struggle to establish rigorous yet 
achievable goals for students with disabilities.  As the professional development with the 
Institute for Learning continues, it is important for processes to be established to train general 
education teachers in setting accomplishment criteria and performance monitoring for students 
with disabilities. 

 
! A focus on including the preschool program in discussions related to student achievement, 

equity, and other important district principles and initiatives is recommended.   
 

 
Staff Development 

 
Overview and Methodology 

 
1. Does the district’s professional development plan adequately address the needs of 

special education teachers and students? 
 
The purpose of this component is to identify the professional development that should be provided 
to all administrators and staff to establish a District-wide unified philosophy and vision, and enable  
staff to provide consistent assessment, instruction and programming for students with educational 
disabilities.  To accomplish this task it was necessary to determine the types of activities and costs 
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associated with professional development opportunities provided in topics related to special 
education. Staff input for needed support in particular areas was also explored.   

 
2. What are the needs of the teacher assistants for staff development and training, and 

how might the district develop a comprehensive plan to provide it? 
 

Information gleaned from interviews with staff was used to:  
 

• determine the most appropriate content- and cost-effective professional development 
opportunities for staff in light of prospective budgets, pooling of resources, reported and 
analyzed staff needs, and student needs; and  

• provide recommendations for improvements in quality and cost effectiveness of these 
resources and processes. 

 
Findings  

 
District Professional Development Plan 
 
! Based upon the data provided and information obtained through confidential interviews, it is 

apparent that the District has directed its professional development a staff training activities 
toward a variety of topics that are important to the development and enhancement of teaching 
and learning in the District. For the most part, these activities have been focused on general 
education. 
 

! Despite the limited offerings within the District, PD is often mentioned as a real area of support 
and strength by staff members. Staff also noted better administrative support from their leads 
and principals as an effective method of enhancing their professional practice.  As previously 
noted, comments also indicated there to be a marked absence of visibility from the “Lincoln 
Center” staff. There are limited district-wide, elementary or secondary level, programmatic, or 
other types of meetings where information, procedures, legal issues, or other PD type 
information can be shared among staff or by the central office leadership.   
 

! Information provided indicates that the opportunities for professional development and training 
are available and generally approved to staff if the staff seek out these offerings and request 
that they be permitted to participate. However, few opportunities are available within the District 
for special or general education personnel to develop their skills and knowledge of special 
education, best practices, service delivery models, or new strategies.  

 
! It was noted that some training in co-teaching had been offered years ago. As a result of staff 

attrition and reassignment, few of the teachers or administrators involved in this training are in 
the District. While the current administration is providing more training for special education 
(EC) staff, there is little or no training for general education personnel in the area of special 
education. A few EC and general education teachers indicate they do some co-teaching.  

 
However, this is not the norm and implementation is inconsistent. There has been minimal 
training for co-teaching in the district in the past several years.  
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! There are meeting of specialized area professionals (related services staff, psychologists, etc.) 

where information and best practices are shared and discussed. It is noted that, in general, high 
morale exists among the related service providers. 

 
Needs of Teacher Assistants 

 
! There is very little specialized training for teacher assistants. In general, these employees begin 

their assignment with a minimal training or knowledge of their functions and responsibilities.  As 
is often typical, teacher assistants, being the least trained or qualified personnel, are assigned 
to work with students with significant needs. It is important that attention be directed to building 
capacity among these employees. That being said, in some cases, teacher assistants are 
trained and qualified teachers working as assistants. These individuals have a significant 
advantage over those who do not have training or experience in education.  

 
! It is further noted that there are times when multiple special education (EC) personnel are in the 

same classroom with the general education teacher. This may not be the most efficient 
utilization of staff and reflects the need to review scheduling practices and instructional service 
delivery models.  

 
Recommendations  

 
! Embedded professional development provides the opportunity for teachers and others to 

implement effective teaching strategies and methods in the classroom on a continuous basis.  
Ongoing consultation, modeling, and attention to targeted instructional practices, assessment, 
subject area content, alignment with standards, etc. could be more effectively addressed if 
program facilitators or other specialists (reading and math consultants, behavioral specialists, 
etc.) were to provide this support for teachers as part of their professional responsibilities.  

 
! Professional development for principals, assistant principals and other designated 

administrators focused on essential aspects of special education would promote enhanced 
integration and communication within departments and schools while providing these school 
leaders with updated knowledge, strategies and information related to their role in effectively 
educating students with disabilities.   PD in differentiating instruction and Universal Design for 
Learning is recommended. 

 
! In order to maximize its PD resources, a unified PD curriculum for both general and special 

education teachers in how to work collaboratively and independently to meet the needs of 
all  students  (i.e., with or without disabilities) should be developed.  In order to ensure the 
content validity of these unified offerings and to further align all central office leaders to this 
purpose, it is recommended that the special education administrators use their “Seat” with the 
Associate Superintendent to identify and promote meaningful PD opportunities promoting the 
competencies of staff in meeting the needs of all students. 

 
The following areas, taken as a whole, would provide the learning opportunities the general 
and special educators need to ensure effective classroom instruction: 
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• differentiating instruction 
• the teacher’s role in the special education process 
• classroom modifications and accommodations 
• effective utilization of special education support services in the classroom 
• techniques for prioritizing and adapting instructional curriculum goals, 

objectives, and assessments 
 

! Co-Teaching is misunderstood by some to mean one general education teacher and one 
special education teacher in a classroom all day long.  That may not always the case.  Co-
teaching, like every other model on the continuum, can vary each day and for every class 
period.  It does mean that based on Co-Planning, Co-Teaching, and Co-Reflection, teachers 
(general and special) make day to day and class to class decisions based on: (1) the needs of 
the special education student(s); (2) the IEP requirements; (3) the core content; and (4) the 
instructional requirements of the particular class period.  

 
For instance, when new concepts are introduced, it is usually important that the special 
education teacher conduct some pre-introduction for certain SWDs.  This preview of material 
could be accomplished in a number of ways (resource room, alternative co-teaching model for 
a short period of time, etc.).  During the actual direct instruction time, the co-teaching model 
(team teaching, station teaching, parallel teaching or alternative teaching) is most useful.   
However, it should be noted that when students are practicing, the general education teacher 
in consultation with the special education teacher, should develop the classroom practice 
such that the special needs student(s) can participate without the special education teacher 
having to be present the entire time.   

 
The key to good co-teaching is the effective and efficient use of teacher time.  That does not 
necessarily mean being in the general classroom every minute.  Co-planning is critical to 
ensure that special education teacher is utilized in the most effective and efficient manner; 
being in the classroom and “helping, assisting, or tutoring” is not an efficient use of a special 
education teacher’s time if a paraprofessional or peer can assist the student. Classroom 
practice should be planned such that the materials, handouts, and work expected of SWDs 
are provided at the independent level, or the guided practice level, with peer work.  It is also 
expected that the regular classroom teacher will develop his/her skills from participation with a 
co-teacher in order to work with the special needs students over time. 
 
In reference to earlier discussions of PLCs, these may be effective forums to enhance the 
skills of the professionals in data gathering and interpretation.  In turn, this will support new 
and more effective strategies to deliver instruction for all learners.  Irrespective of the structure 
of the PLC, it is critical that these result in the seminal discussion point that general education 
teachers take responsibility for learning about educational disabilities and how to best address 
the learning needs of SWDs.  
 

! Teacher assistants need training in understanding special education processes and 
procedures, the philosophical and legal structure of special education, an awareness of 
disabilities (specifically Autism Spectrum Disorders, Learning Disabilities, and Intellectual 
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Impairment)  and their impact on student learning, behavioral interventions and strategies for 
dealing with students with emotional disturbances,  and appropriate interventions.   
 

! The District should consider including teacher assistants in the professional development  
activities offered to teachers as well as developing a series of training opportunities for para-
professionals focused on the issues indicated in the previous recommendation.  
 

Staff Beliefs and Attitudes 

Overview and Methodology 
 
1. What are the beliefs and attitudes of staff and building administrators toward inclusion 

of special education students in the general curriculum? 
 

2. What is the extent of the understanding and commitment to a shared vision for special 
education in the district? 
 

3. Do individual schools provide adequate supervision and support for special education 
programs and staff? 

 
The information required to attain the information above was gleaned through confidential 
interviews and confidential surveys. 

 
Findings  
 
Beliefs and Attitudes 
 
! In general, the comments of both general and special education personnel indicate that there 

is truly a shared commitment to students with disabilities (SWDs) in the District. As is often 
typical, there are “outliers” who still prefer to have students with disabilities, students who are 
struggling to achieve at high levels, or students with challenging behaviors educated outside 
their classrooms. Based upon numerous sources of information, including historical data from 
the District’s State Performance Plan, it is evident that personnel promotes both the cultural 
and logistical underpinnings that support inclusion. School administrators, teachers, and other 
staff members consistently indicated their willingness and dedication to educate all students.  
 

!  Although school personnel are well intentioned and dedicated, they are sometimes frustrated 
by their lack of training and knowledge of specific learning difficulties, disabilities, and 
social/emotional/behavioral issues. It was repeatedly indicated that staff members would prefer 
more training in addressing the needs of students with disabilities and a corresponding 
understanding of specific disabilities (autism, emotional disturbance, autism spectrum 
disorders, etc.).  

 
Shared Vision 
 
! Regarding the shared vision for special education in the District, this is not as clear as it could 

be.  Although there is a uniformity of commitment to educating students with disabilities, the 
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vision tends to take on a variety of methodologies, program structure, instructional design, 
scheduling, etc. from school to school.   In short, administrators, teachers, and staff in the 
district share agreement that the District has a strong commitment to students with disabilities; 
there is, however, inconsistency across schools in terms of expectations.  There is agreement 
that there has not been an effort to share a clear vision to ensure that all staff fully understands 
the focus and goals of the district’s EC services.    
 

! Building administrators at the elementary, middle and high school levels are informed about 
special education requirements and principles of inclusion. However, this varies from 
administrator to administrator.  There was inconsistent feedback regarding administrator 
perception of a clear vision for the provision of special education services in the district and 
there is no regular mechanism by which they receive information.  The role of principals is 
unclear with regard to exceptional children, particularly in terms of who has the responsibility 
for making decisions related to exceptional children services.  In particular, all principals are 
not prepared for system level classes and roles in the accountability for such classes are not 
clearly defined.   

 
School Based Supervision 
 
! The level of supervision and support for special education staff also varies from school to 

school. The principals are the primary supervisors of special education personnel, and some 
principals have a more extensive knowledge of special education than other principals. This 
impacts not only their ability and propensity to support and effectively supervise special 
education personnel, but it impacts the integration of special education programs and services 
to the school. Scheduling, service delivery models, staffing, responsibilities, communication, 
collaboration, etc. are all impacted by the school based administrators knowledge and level of 
comfort with special education.  
 

! As previously indicated, the District administration is viewed as providing limited on-site 
classroom based support or guidance for special education personnel. It is noted that the 
program facilitators are the site based “liaisons” for the central office. However, these staff 
members are not administrators and do not have the authority to direct program operations, 
instruction, scheduling, etc. nor are they responsible for these functions in their current job 
description. It is therefore, the conclusion of the authors that supervision of school based 
special education personnel and programming is only marginally adequate as currently 
constituted.  

 
Recommendations 
 
! District and school based leadership should define the expectation for students with disabilities 

to be integrated to the general education program and curriculum to the maximum extent 
appropriate.  Further refinement of the continuum of service delivery models (resource, push-
in, pull-out, co-teaching, self-contained, etc.) should be prioritized to promote consistency and 
continuity from school to school and program to program.  
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! Clearly define the vision of special education in the district and redefine the service delivery 
models for all special education (EC) programs throughout the District.   

 
! In order to promote harmony, develop a unified vision, and enhance the working environment 

among general and special education departments across the District, leadership may 
consider the following: 

 
• Develop Professional Learning Communities at all schools that involve the integration 

of special education and regular education personnel; 
 

• Create a mission statement explicitly containing elements of general and special 
education and make this visible to personnel at all schools;  
 

• If contractual parameters allow, expand the teacher evaluation process to include the 
ownership issue, to recognize those teachers who take ownership of all students, and 
to provide specific Professional Improvement Plans to those who do not; and  
 

• As new teachers are hired in the District, provide all principals with an operational 
hiring guide, thus ensuring all teachers understand the ownership standard of their 
jobs. 
 

! As noted above, professional development for administrators and general education teachers 
(in addition to exceptional children teachers and staff) in best practices for teaching students 
with disabilities is recommended.  It is also recommended that a clear and consistent message 
be embedded into this PD that general education teachers are responsible for ensuring growth 
for all students, including those with disabilities.    

 
! The following, mentioned previously in the Organizational Structure recommendations, are 

reiterated given the seminal nature of these considerations to enhance a shared vision among 
all educators: 

 
• The need for district level administrators to be present in the schools to observe 

classes, meet with teachers individually and in teams, serve as a resource to school 
based administrators, observe students, gain knowledge of facilities, etc. 
 

• In order to increase the visibility, accessibility, and mutual purpose among special and 
general education staff, leadership may consider: (1) instituting routinely scheduled 
rotating office hours in each of the schools whereby the Executive Director of 
Exceptional Children and the two EC Coordinators avail themselves to school-based 
personnel. 
 

• The role and job description of the PFs may be expanded beyond that of merely a 
compliance monitor.  This position is a luxury, and in conjunction with the overall high 
level of staffing, may be re-calibrated as a point person that supports best practices in 
co-teaching, differentiated instruction, and other best-practices that supports student 
achievement for all students. 
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The Role of the Special Education Parent Advocacy Group (SNAC) 
 

Overview and Methodology 
 
 

1. Is the role of the SNAC clearly defined and agreed upon by the district and parents? 
 

2. Do the SNAC by-laws appropriately reflect agreement in their mission / role? 
 

3. Is the group a resource to all parents of children with disabilities, including IDEA and 
504? 

 
As part of this study, Futures has interviewed parents as well as staff members to establish the 
degree to which stakeholders perceive that the District and parents have a collaborative and 
effective working relationship focused on the success and well-being of students. As part of this 
analysis, consideration was given to the perceptions of the district by parents as well as the 
general understanding of the requirements of IDEA and section 504 with regard to FAPE, LRE, 
inclusive practices and culture, receptivity and sensitivity to special needs students and the role of 
the Special Needs Advisory Council (SNAC) in the District.  Similarly, content of the information 
sessions provided during SNAC meetings was reviewed to determine what, if any, additional 
information may be provided to parents to increase their stake in the special education process.  
 
In concert with Staff Beliefs and Attitudes, and as previously noted, the information required to 
attain the information above has been gleaned through confidential interviews and confidential 
surveys via Google Docs ®.  The content of these survey questions was created in conjunction 
with District leadership, and will be scaled on a 5-point Liker scale in order to yield both 
quantitative and qualitative data for District leadership to use as part of its strategic planning.    

 
Findings  

 
Role of the SNAC and SNAC By-Laws 
 
! The SNAC is a vibrant, well-informed group with many dedicated individuals.  Interviews with 

members of the group indicated a high regard by the parents for the work of the District.  The 
members also work extremely hard and undertake projects that are helpful to the District.   
 

! Reports by the Council are clear and focused and reflect the by-laws and mission of the 
Council.  The SNAC appears to be more focused on students with disabilities who have IEPs, 
with not as much focus on students whose needs are addressed through 504 plans.   

 
! From the parent reports, the SNAC operates according to the bylaws6 and works hard to study 

and produce practical documents emerging out of their study areas.  The parents report that 
the SNAC works but, as is typical based on the authors’ experience, a few parents do most of 

                                                
6 For contextual purposes, the most current SNAC by-laws are presented in Appendix E 
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the “heavy lifting.”  From interviews and review of their reports and products, this parent group 
produces excellent recommendations and works hard to be measured and considerate in its 
collaboration with the EC staff. 

 
! As indicated in Appendix D, the parents who responded to the surveys express a high degree 

of satisfaction with the EC services. 
 

Recommendation 
 
! Because most parents of students with disabilities may not fully understand what the SNAC 

does and why it can be important to their children and to them, flyers, handouts, and the 
website can be utilized to recruit members and to clarify the role of the SNAC.  The CHCCS 
website can make information about the SNAC easier to locate. 
 

! Per report, meetings of the SNAC are primarily in the early morning.  It is recommended that 
alternate meeting times be rotated (such as 4 pm meetings and/or 7 pm meetings) to 
encourage the participation of parents who cannot be away from work early in the morning.  In 
addition, rotating the location of meetings such that the meetings take place at various schools 
throughout the school year could encourage nearby parents to attend and learn about the 
SNAC.  Finally, current members and school administrators/facilitators can strengthen the 
diversity of the SNAC membership by personally inviting parents to serve and accompanying a 
prospective member to one or two meetings.  

 
! Efforts should be made to ensure that parents of students with 504 plans are represented on 

the SNAC and that the work of the Council also reflects the needs of these families and 
students.  

 
Final Commentary and Prospective Future Directions 

 
It is hoped that the recommendations provided within this document support the District’s 
leadership in providing excellent services to all students.  Because the concepts of programmatic 
excellence and fiscal prudence are inter-related, there is an opportunity to further enhance the 
delivery of services with respect to effectiveness and efficiency.  The authors postulate that the 
following areas may be of most immediate value in that they have both programmatic and fiscal 
implications and are offered for consideration as part of the District’s strategic planning: 

 
1. Increase building principal responsibility for instructional leadership of special 

education programs.  
  

2. The service delivery models for instructional and related services should be closely 
examined to develop and/or identify inclusive models currently in practice or those 
reflecting best practice to promote consistency throughout the schools.  In order to 
ensure accountability, it is recommended that teachers involved in the co-teaching 
model be evaluated during their annual reviews with respect to their effectiveness in 
delivering this specialized instruction. 
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3. Re-visit the instructional models currently used K-12, and provide a clear, defined and 
public continuum of services.  Inclusive of this continuum of services should 
emphasize co-teaching models and a clear mechanism for related service providers to 
support tiered interventions at their respective schools. 

 
4. Establish District-wide policy and procedures that further define exit and entry criteria 

for the System-Level Classrooms that support LRE, student outcomes, and best 
practices 
 

5. Increase capacity of personnel with targeted and unified professional development.  
Specific topics for PD are noted in this report.  
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Appendix A: Futures Education CESA Interviews 

 
 
 
Individuals        Interviewer 
Interviewed     

 #1          #2                  #3     Totals 
 
Central Office Administrators   9      9 
 
Principals      5               10          15 
 
Coordinators          9                  9 
 
Program Facilitators         5                  5  
 
Assistant Principal     3               3 
 
EC Teachers             11                                 19                30 
 
General Education Teachers   9                       11                20 
 
Psychologists       5             5  
 
Social Workers     1                                                      1 
 
EC Teaching Assistants    6    8          14 
 
Speech-Language Pathologists   1  14            15 
 
Physical Therapist       2                                        2 
  
Occupational Therapists      3             3 
 
Assistive Technology      1                                        1 
 
Parents      8                         8          

 
 
 
 

Totals                 53          25  62        140  
 
!
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Appendix B:   Staffing Comparisons 
 

Global Considerations 

 

Individual Discipline Analyses 

           Total Hours Analyzed 
   

64 
     

           Number of Staff 
   

2 
     

           Number Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Staff 
 

1.6 
     

           Total Hours Minus Testing 
  

61.5 
     

           Total Testing Hours ( % in italics) 
 

2.5 
     

           Total Direct Service Hours ( % in italics) 
 

21.75 35.4% 
    

           
 

Individual 
  

18.25 83.9% 
    

 
Group 

   
0 0.0% 

    
 

Consult 
   

3.5 16.1%   
   

       
  

   Total Indirect Service Hours ( % in 
italics) 

 
39.75 64.6% 

    
       

  
   

 
Travel 

   
11.25 28.3%   

   
 

Other 
   

28.5 71.7%   
   

  
District 

FTE 

 
Ratio 

 
Expected 

Ratio 

 
Expected  

FTE 

 
Variance 

 
Special Education 

Teachers 

 
115 

 
10:1 

 
10:1 

 
115 

 
-- 

 
Speech-Language 

Pathologists 

 
23 

 
51:1 

 
85:1 

 
14 

 
+9 

 
Occupational Therapy 

 

 
12 

 
98:1 

 
185:1 

 
6.3 

 
+5.7 

 
Physical Therapy 

 

 
3 

 
393:1 

 
350:1 

 
3.4 

 
-.4 

 
Psychologists 

 

 
9 

 
1,110:1 

 
1,000:1 

 
10 

 
-1 

 
Teacher Assistants 

 

 
133 

 
8.8.:1 

 
8:1-15:1 

 
79-150 

 
-- 
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   Therapist Caseload Ranges 
    

  
   

 
MIN MAX 

    
  

   caseload 9 11 
    

  
   wt caseload 11 14 

    
  

   
       

  
   Therapist Workload Percentages 

   
  

   
 

MIN MAX 
    

  
   group 0 0 

    
  

   individual 76 89 
    

  
   consult 11 24 

    
  

   direct 33 35 
    

  
   testing 0 6 

    
  

   other 43 47 
    

  
   travel 18 18 

    
  

   
       

  
   

 
AVG 

 
units/caseload 

  
  

   Caseload 10 
 

1.7 
   

  
   Wt caseload 12.5 

     
  

   Units 17 
     

  
   

       
  

   
 

Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist   
   PT 

     
        

 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 
group 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 9 14 12 

individual 2.75 2.25 0 0 1.5 6.5 0.76 
   consult 0.5 0 0 0 1.5 2 0.24 
   direct   3.25 2.25 0 0 3 8.5 0.35 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   other 3.25 3.75 0 0 4.25 11.25 0.47 
   travel 1.5 2 0 0 0.75 4.25 0.18 
   Total Hours 8 8 0 0 8 24 1.00 
   

           PT 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 11 11 22 
individual 3 1.5 1.75 3.5 2 11.75 0.89 

   consult 1 0 0 0.5 0 1.5 0.11 
   direct   4 1.5 1.75 4 2 13.25 0.33 
   testing 0 2.5 0 0 0 2.5 0.06 
   other 2.5 2.5 4.5 2.5 5.25 17.25 0.43 
   travel 1.5 1.5 1.75 1.5 0.75 7 0.18 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
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PT school SPED 
Pop. 

Time on 
Premises T.O.P./SPED 

  CES 46 0   

  EES 48     

  EHE 74     

Howard FPG 42 2.5 0.06 

  GES 24     

  MES 65     

Hunter MGE 54 4 0.074 

  MSE 35     

  RES 57     

Howard SES 34 0.75 0.022 

  CMS 66     

Howard MMS 86 6 0.07 

  PMS 70     

Howard SMS 72 0.5 0.007 

  CHS 81     

Howard CHHS 128 10.5 0.082 

Howard ECCHS 98     

  PA 7     

  HOSP SCH 8     

Hunter/Howard PREK 85 22.5 0.265 

  All 1180     

  Average 59 6.6785714 0.083 

  
Standard 
Deviation   7.7818088 7.782 

 
 
 
 
Discipline Workload Summary - Occupational Therapy 

           Total Hours Analyzed 
   

440 
     

           Number of Staff 
   

1 
     

           Number Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Staff 
 

11 
     

           Total Hours Minus Testing 
  

413.5 
     

           Total Testing Hours ( % in italics) 
 

26.5 
     

           Total Direct Service Hours ( % in italics) 
 

180 43.5% 
    

           
 

Individual 
  

121.25 67.4% 
    

 
Group 

   
28.25 15.7% 

    
 

Consult 
   

30.5 16.9%   
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   Total Indirect Service Hours ( % in italics) 
 

234 56.6% 
    

       
  

   
 

Travel 
   

23.75 10.1%   
   

 
Other 

   
210.25 89.9%   

   
       

  
   Therapist Caseload Ranges 

    
  

   
 

MIN MAX 
    

  
   caseload 6 26 

    
  

   wt caseload 6 26 
    

  
   

       
  

   Therapist Workload Percentages 
   

  
   

 
MIN MAX 

    
  

   group 0 33 
    

  
   individual 35 90 

    
  

   consult 3 53 
    

  
   direct 17 54 

    
  

   testing 0 18 
    

  
   other 28 61 

    
  

   travel 0 19 
    

  
   

       
  

   
 

AVG 
 

units/caseload 
  

  
   Caseload 17.1 

 
1.52 

   
  

   Wt caseload 17.1 
     

  
   Units 26 

     
  

   
       

  
   

 
Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist   

   
      

        
 OT  

     
        

 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 
group 1 0.75 0.5 0.5 0 2.75 0.19 14 14 20 

individual 2.5 2.5 0.5 2.5 1.5 9.5 0.67 
   consult 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 2 0.14 
   direct   4 3.75 1.5 3 2 14.25 0.36 
   testing 0 0 0.5 1 1.5 3 0.08 
   other 4 3.75 5.5 4 4 21.25 0.53 
   travel 0 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 1.5 0.04 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.05 18 18 36 
individual 2.5 3.5 4 3.5 3.5 17 0.85 

   consult 0.5 0 1 0 0.5 2 0.10 
   direct   3 3.5 5.5 4 4 20 0.50 
   testing 0 0 0.5 1 0 1.5 0.04 
   other 4 2 1.5 1.5 2 11 0.28 
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travel 1 2.5 0.5 1.5 2 7.5 0.19 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0.5 0 0 0.5 0.07 6 6 11 
individual 3.5 0 2.5 0 0 6 0.89 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25 0.04 
   direct   3.5 0 3 0 0.25 6.75 0.17 
   testing 0 0 0 3.5 3.5 7 0.18 
   other 3.75 8 4.25 4.5 4 24.5 0.61 
   travel 0.75 0 0.75 0 0.25 1.75 0.04 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1.5 0 0 2 0 3.5 0.19 25 25 30 
individual 2.5 2 1.75 2.5 0 8.75 0.48 

   consult 0.5 1.5 1 1 2 6 0.33 
   direct   4.5 3.5 2.75 5.5 2 18.25 0.46 
   testing 0 0 1.5 0 3 4.5 0.11 
   other 3.5 4.5 3.75 2.5 2.5 16.75 0.42 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 19 19 28 
individual 3.5 2 3.5 4 3.5 16.5 0.90 

   consult 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 0.25 1.75 0.10 
   direct   4 2.5 3.5 4.5 3.75 18.25 0.46 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   other 3 4.5 3.5 3 3.25 17.25 0.43 
   travel 1 1 1 0.5 1 4.5 0.11 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0.5 1 0 1.5 0.07 22 22 41 
individual 3.5 4.5 3 3.5 2 16.5 0.77 

   consult 0.5 0 1 0.5 1.5 3.5 0.16 
   direct   4 4.5 4.5 5 3.5 21.5 0.54 
   testing 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.03 
   other 4 3.5 3.5 3 3.5 17.5 0.44 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 5.5 0.33 26 26 45 
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individual 3 2.5 2 2 1 10.5 0.64 
   consult 0 0 0.5 0 0 0.5 0.03 
   direct   4.5 3.5 4 2.5 2 16.5 0.41 
   testing 0 0.5 0 1.5 0 2 0.05 
   other 3.5 3.5 4 4 6 21 0.53 
   travel 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0 0 1.5 1.5 0.10 18 18 23.5 
individual 4.5 2.5 3 2 1 13 0.84 

   consult 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0.06 
   direct   4.5 2.5 3 2.5 3 15.5 0.39 Tamika 

  testing 0 2 0 0 0 2 0.05 Dopson 
  other 3.5 3.5 5 5.5 5 22.5 0.56 

   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0 2 0 2 0.12 8 8 12 
individual 1.5 0.5 1 1 2 6 0.35 

   consult 2 2 1.5 1 2.5 9 0.53 
   direct   3.5 2.5 2.5 4 4.5 17 0.43 
   testing 0.5 1 0.5 0 0.5 2.5 0.06 
   other 4 4.5 4.5 2.5 3 18.5 0.46 
   travel 0 0 0.5 1.5 0 2 0.05 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 1.5 3 0 0 5.5 0.33 16 16 25 
individual 2.5 2.5 1 3 1 10 0.61 

   consult 0 0.5 0 0 0.5 1 0.06 
   direct   3.5 4.5 4 3 1.5 16.5 0.41 
   testing 0 0 1 1 0 2 0.05 
   other 4.5 3 3 4 5.5 20 0.50 
   travel 0 0.5 0 0 1 1.5 0.04 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

       
  

   OT  
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 1.5 0 2 0 4.5 0.29 16 16 15 
individual 2.5 1 2 1 1 7.5 0.48 

   consult 0.5 1 1 0.5 0.5 3.5 0.23 
   direct   4 3.5 3 3.5 1.5 15.5 0.39 
   testing 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 0.01 
   other 2.5 3.5 4 3.5 6.5 20 0.50 
   travel 1.5 0.5 1 1 0 4 0.10 
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Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
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Self 
Contained 

OT therapist school SPED 
Pop. 

Time on 
Premises T.O.P./SPED 

  Raymond CES 46 16.75 0.364 

  Kropf/Swahlan/Dopson EES 48 64 1.333 

    EHE 74     

Y Swahlan/Raymond FPG 42 22 0.524 

  Darragh GES 24 8.5 0.354 

  Radzik/Vaughn/Kropf/Barnes MES 65 16 0.246 
Y Bailliard MGE 54 40 0.741 
  deBerjeois MSE 35 25 0.714 

  Darragh/Swahlan RES 57 29.5 0.518 
  Wannamaker SES 34 11.5 0.338 

  deBerjeois CMS 66 7.5 0.114 

  Kropf/Barnes/deBerjeois MMS 86 3.5 0.041 

  Wannamaker PMS 70 1.5 0.021 

  Wannamaker SMS 72 1.5 0.021 

Y Wannamaker CHS 81 2.5 0.031 

  Wannamaker CHHS 128 6.5 0.051 
  Wannamaker ECCHS 98 3 0.031 

    PA 7     

    HOSP SCH 8     

Y Radzik/Vaughn/deBerjeois PREK 85 24 0.282 

    All 1180     
    Average 59 16.661765 0.337 

    
Standard 
Deviation   16.589469 0.352 

 

 
Discipline Workload Summary - Speech and Language Pathology 

  
           Total Hours Analyzed 

   
819.5 

     
           Number of Staff 

   
23 

     
           Number Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Staff 

 
20.5 

     
           Total Hours Minus Testing 

  
740.5 

     
           Total Testing Hours ( % in italics) 

 
79 

     
           Total Direct Service Hours ( % in italics) 

 
349 47.1% 

    
           
 

Individual 
  

211.75 60.7% 
    

 
Group 

   
111.5 31.9% 

    
 

Consult 
   

25.75 7.4%   
   

       
  

   Total Indirect Service Hours ( % in italics) 
 

391.5 52.9% 
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Travel 

   
32.75 8.4%   

   
 

Other 
   

358.75 91.6%   
   

       
  

   Therapist Caseload Ranges 
    

  
   

 
MIN MAX 

    
  

   caseload 3 38 
    

  
   wt caseload 6 38 

    
  

   
       

  
   Therapist Workload Percentages 

   
  

   
 

MIN MAX 
    

  
   group 0 7 

    
  

   individual 0 100 
    

  
   consult 0 21 

    
  

   direct 0 63 
    

  
   testing 0 67 

    
  

   other 12 71 
    

  
   travel 0 22 

    
  

   
       

  
   

 
AVG 

 
units/caseload 

  
  

   Caseload 17.2 
 

1.41 
   

  
   Wt caseload 18.7 

     
  

   Units 25.4 
     

  
   

       
  

   
 

Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist   
   

      
        

 SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0.5 1 1 1 1 4.5 0.24 17 17 3 
individual 3.5 1.5 1.5 3.5 3 13 0.70 

   consult 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 1 0.05 
   direct   4 3 2.5 5 4 18.5 0.46 
   testing 0 1.5 0 1 0.5 3 0.08 
   other 4 2.5 5.5 1.5 3 16.5 0.41 
   travel 0 1 0 0.5 0.5 2 0.05 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 1.5 0 1.5 0 3 0.75 6 11 12 
individual 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.25 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   0 2.5 0 1.5 0 4 0.19 
   testing 0 2 4 5 3.5 14.5 0.67 
   other 0 2.5 0 0 0 2.5 0.12 
   travel 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 0.02 
   Total Hours 0 7 4 7 3.5 21.5 1.00 
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SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 1.5 0.5 1.5 1 5.5 0.27 21 21 28 
individual 3 2.5 1.25 2.5 4 13.25 0.65 

   consult 1.5 0 0.25 0 0 1.75 0.09 
   direct   5.5 4 2 4 5 20.5 0.55 
   testing 0 1.5 3 0 0 4.5 0.12 
   other 2 1.5 2.5 3.5 2.5 12 0.32 
   travel 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 37.5 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 3 2.5 2 0 7.5 0.60 3 6 5 
individual 0 2.5 1.5 1 0 5 0.40 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   0 5.5 4 3 0 12.5 0.63 
   testing 0 1 0 0.5 0 1.5 0.08 
   other 0 1.5 4 0.5 0 6 0.30 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 0 8 8 4 0 20 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 16 20 21 
individual 3 5 4 5 0 17 1.00 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   3 5 4 5 0 17 0.53 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   other 2.5 2 1.5 2 0 8 0.25 
   travel 2.5 1 2.5 1 0 7 0.22 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 0 32 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 2 0 1.5 0 0 3.5 0.41 10 10 11 
individual 1 0 2 0 0.5 3.5 0.41 

   consult 1 0 0.5 0 0 1.5 0.18 
   direct   4 0 4 0 0.5 8.5 0.21 
   testing 1 0 0.5 0 1 2.5 0.06 
   other 3 8 3.5 8 6 28.5 0.71 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 2.5 0.5 2 1 1 7 0.39 18 18 16 
individual 1.5 2 1.5 1 0.5 6.5 0.36 

   consult 1 1 1 1 0.5 4.5 0.25 
   direct   5 3.5 4.5 3 2 18 0.45 
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testing 0 0.5 0 1.5 2 4 0.10 
   other 3 4 3.5 3.5 4 18 0.45 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 1 0.10 11 18 23 
individual 0 3.5 3.5 2.5 0 9.5 0.90 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   0 4 3.5 3 0 10.5 0.44 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   other 0 4 4.5 5 0 13.5 0.56 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 0 8 8 8 0 24 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   individual 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 Phyllis 

  testing 4 3 4 3 3 17 0.43 Norwood 
  other 4 5 4 5 5 23 0.58 

   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 preschool assesmnt team 
Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 

   
           SLP 

     
        

 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 
group 1.5 1.5 2 1 0.5 6.5 0.33 38 38 54 

individual 4 1 1.5 3 3 12.5 0.63 
   consult 0 0 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.05 
   direct   5.5 2.5 4 4.5 3.5 20 0.53 
   testing 0 1.5 0.5 0 1 3 0.08 
   other 2 3 2 2 2.5 11.5 0.31 
   travel 0 0.5 1 1 0.5 3 0.08 
   Total Hours 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 37.5 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 2 0 1.5 1.5 0 5 0.24 19 19 49 
individual 3 3.5 3.5 2.5 1.5 14 0.66 

   consult 0.5 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.5 2.25 0.11 
   direct   5.5 3.75 5.5 4.5 2 21.25 0.53 
   testing 0 1 0 1 0 2 0.05 
   other 2.5 3.25 2.5 2.5 5.5 16.25 0.41 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
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Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 
group 1.5 0.5 0 1 0 3 0.15 26 26 31.5 

individual 3 3.5 3.5 3.5 4 17.5 0.85 
   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   4.5 4 3.5 4.5 4 20.5 0.51 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   other 3.5 4 4.5 3.5 4 19.5 0.49 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 2 1.5 3 0.5 0 7 0.40 19 19 35 
individual 2.5 3 0.5 3.5 0 9.5 0.54 

   consult 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.06 
   direct   4.5 4.5 3.5 4 1 17.5 0.44 
   testing 1 0 1.5 0 2 4.5 0.11 
   other 2.5 3.5 3 4 5 18 0.45 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 0 1 2 1 4 0.25 12 12 24.5 
individual 2.5 2 3 1.5 2 11 0.69 

   consult 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 1 0.06 
   direct   2.5 2.5 4 4 3 16 0.40 
   testing 1 0 0.5 0.5 2 4 0.10 
   other 4 5 3.5 3.5 3 19 0.48 
   travel 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 1 0.03 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 1 1 1 0 4 0.28 16 20 30 
individual 2.5 1 3 1 0 7.5 0.52 

   consult 0.5 0.75 1 0.75 0 3 0.21 
   direct   4 2.75 5 2.75 0 14.5 0.45 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   other 3.75 3.75 2.5 4 0 14 0.44 
   travel 0.25 1.5 0.5 1.25 0 3.5 0.11 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 0 32 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 2 0.10 17 17 37 
individual 3 3 3.5 2.5 3.25 15.25 0.79 

   consult 0 0.5 0.25 0.75 0.5 2 0.10 
   direct   3.5 4 4.25 3.75 3.75 19.25 0.48 
   testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   



 

49 
 

other 3.25 2.5 3 3 2.5 14.25 0.36 
   travel 1.25 1.5 0.75 1.25 1.75 6.5 0.16 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 0.5 1 0.5 0 3 0.14 21 21 ? 
individual 4 2.5 2.5 4.5 3.25 16.75 0.76 

   consult 0 0 1 0.75 0.5 2.25 0.10 
   direct   5 3 4.5 5.75 3.75 22 0.55 Alicia 

  testing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 Strein 
  other 2.5 3.5 3 1.75 3.5 14.25 0.36 

   travel 0.5 1.5 0.5 0.5 0.75 3.75 0.09 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 1 1.5 0 0 3.5 0.35 11 22 21 
individual 2.5 1.5 2.5 0 0 6.5 0.65 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   3.5 2.5 4 0 0 10 0.50 
   testing 1.5 0 0 0 0 1.5 0.08 
   other 3 1.5 4 0 0 8.5 0.43 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 4 8 0 0 20 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 0 2.5 1.5 2.5 0.5 7 0.47 19 19 18.5 
individual 4.5 0.5 0.5 0 1.5 7 0.47 

   consult 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0.07 
   direct   4.5 3 2 3 2.5 15 0.38 
   testing 0 1 0.5 1.5 1.5 4.5 0.11 
   other 3.5 3.5 5.5 3.5 4 20 0.50 
   travel 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 4 1.5 4 2.5 3 15 0.77 24 24 54 
individual 1 1 0.5 1.5 0.5 4.5 0.23 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   5 2.5 4.5 4 3.5 19.5 0.49 
   testing 0 3 0 0 0 3 0.08 
   other 3 2.5 3.5 4 4.5 17.5 0.44 
   travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 
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group 0 1 0 0 1 2 0.20 11 11 9 
individual 2.5 2.5 0 1 0 6 0.60 

   consult 1 0 0 0 1 2 0.20 
   direct   3.5 3.5 0 1 2 10 0.25 
   testing 1 0 0 1 0 2 0.05 
   other 3.5 4.5 8 5.5 5.5 27 0.68 
   travel 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0.03 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 1 2 1 2.5 2 8.5 0.43 21 21 22 
individual 1.5 2 4 1 1.5 10 0.50 

   consult 0.5 0 0 0.5 0.5 1.5 0.08 
   direct   3 4 5 4 4 20 0.57 
   testing 2.5 0 0 1 1 4.5 0.13 
   other 1.5 2.5 1 2 1.5 8.5 0.24 
   travel 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 2 0.06 
   Total Hours 7 7 7 7 7 35 1.00 
   

           SLP 
     

        
 Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals %s Caseload Wt case Units 

group 2 1 2.5 2 1.5 9 0.64 22 22 28.5 
individual 1 1.5 1 0.5 1 5 0.36 

   consult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
   direct   3 2.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 14 0.35 
   testing 0.5 1 0 1.5 0 3 0.08 
   other 4.5 4 4.5 4 5.5 22.5 0.56 
   travel 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 0.01 
   Total Hours 8 8 8 8 8 40 1.00 
    

 

 

Speech school SPED 
Pop. 

Time on 
Premises T.O.P./SPED 

Riggsbee/Hill CES 46 29.5 0.641 

Petrusa/Morgan EES 48 72 1.5 

Kirschner/Miller/Hudson EHE 74 45.5 0.615 

Michaels/Stitsinger FPG 42 47 1.119 

Dadolf GES 24 24 1 

VanHooser/Hudson MES 65 80 1.231 

Lupton MGE 54 40 0.741 

Menz/Strein/Stitsinger MSE 35 50 1.429 

Burns/Lybrand/Miller RES 57 59.5 1.044 

Riggsbee SES 34 26 0.765 

Mount CMS 66 17.5 0.265 
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Harris MMS 86 40 0.465 

Robinson PMS 70 13 0.186 

Mount SMS 72 20.5 0.285 

Robinson CHS 81 8 0.099 

Maiani CHHS 128 15 0.117 

Maiani ECCHS 98 19.25 0.196 

  PA 7     

  HOSP SCH 8     

Michaels/Stitsinger/Samuels/Norwood/Strein/Menz PREK 85 98.5 1.159 

  All 1180     

  Average 59 39.180556 0.714 

  
Standard 
Deviation   25.264455 0.466 
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Appendix C:  Review of 504 Plans 

• Of the eight elementary school files reviewed, three resulted in accommodations that are 
solely related to testing accommodations.  Five of the eight contained testing 
accommodations.  Half (four) of the elementary referrals originated from the student’s parent.  
Of these parent-initiated plans, all contained accommodations related to testing/assessments.   

 
• Of the eight middle school files reviewed, seven contained a current 504 plan.  One plan 

demonstrated a clear, professional process wherein data were collected and although the 
student continues to have a disability, no accommodations are necessary.  In analyzing the 
remaining seven middle school files, six of the plans contained classroom accommodations 
and modifications.  Five of the seven contained testing accommodations.  One demonstrated 
the use of student support team interventions and a functional behavior assessment.  Many of 
the files demonstrated a thorough review process, seeking teacher information about 
classroom performance and needs.  One file demonstrated a thorough process of exiting a 
student from the Exceptional Children’s program and implementing a 504 plan. 

 
• Fifteen current 504 plans were reviewed at the high school level.  Three of the 15 plans 

provided for accommodations in classrooms without testing accommodations; 12 plans 
contained testing accommodations.   

 
• The Student Support Team referred students for possible 504 accommodations in four of 15 

plans reviewed.  Of these four plans, one was an instance of a student who was exited from 
the EC program and a 504 plan was developed.   In addition, a student who currently has a 
504 plan in high school was exited from the EC program in middle school and a 504 plan was 
implemented.   

 
• Of the 15 plans, five were initiated when the student was in high school.  These five include 

one student who was exited from the EC program in 10th grade.  In other words, two-thirds of 
the students have had a plan since at least middle school.  Because this analysis was of 
current plans, we are unable to determine the extent of students being found ineligible for 
Section 504 in high school once eligibility has been determined.   

 
• In 14 of the 15 plans reviewed, accommodations in classrooms and/or administrative 

accommodations such as preferential scheduling was noted.  One of the 15 plans contained 
extended time on tests as the sole accommodation.  It is notable that in the data collection for 
this student’s current plan, four of six teachers reported that the student never uses extended 
time on tests.  The teacher reviews of the student’s performance were uniformly excellent.  Of 
the 15 plans reviewed at the high school level, this particular plan was the only plan that was 
not validated by evidence.   

 
• The 504 plans were reviewed annually, as required, in all cases.  Input is sought and 

documentation is well-kept.  Each school appears to have its own forms and although the 
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content is quite similar, it could be problematic for there to not be a district-wide, consistent 
form for all schools to use to determine and review eligibility.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

54 
 

Appendix D:  Parent Survey Results 

 

 Survey Title: Chapel Hill - Carrboro Parent/Guardian EC Survey 
 Report Type: Advanced Bar Graph                 Language: All 
 Start Date: 3-Apr-13 
 End Date: 22-Apr-13 
 Data Sources  
 Data Source 1: Invitations With Unique Access/Link/Passwords 
 Invitations Sent: 945 | Responses Received: 270 | Response Rate: 28.57% 
 Data Source 2: link 
 Responses Received: 1   
 Total Number of Responses in This Report: 271 

! ! ! !
! ! ! !Q1. Please state your child's educational disability. 

!Responses Count % 
!Autism or Autism Spectrum Disorder (AU or ASD) 61 23% 
!Deaf-blindness (DB) 0 0% 
!Deafness (DF) 0 0% 
!Developing Delay (DD) 14 5% 
!Hearing Impairment or Deafness (HI) 2 1% 
!Intellectual Disability (ID – mild, moderate, severe) 20 7% 
!Multiple Disabilities (MU) 12 4% 
!Orthopedic Impairment (OI) 0 0% 
!Other Health Impairment (OHI) 36 13% 
!Serious Emotional Disability (SED or ED) 6 2% 
!Specific Learning Disability (SLD or LD) 73 27% 
!Speech or Language Impairment (SI) 19 7% 
!Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) 4 1% 
!Visual Impairment (including blindness) (VI) 1 0% 
!Other (please specify) 23 8% 
!Total Responses 271   
!

! ! ! !Q2. I have participated in a face to face interview with a Futures team member. 
!Responses Count % 
!Yes 47 17% 
!No 224 83% 
!Total Responses 271   
! 

! ! ! !
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Q3. I find that the District has provided special education programs suited to my child’s needs. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 69 4   
Agree 134 3   
Disagree 52 2   
Strongly Disagree 16 1   

Weighted Score : 2.94 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q4. The goals on my child’s IEP meet my child’s needs. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 74 4   
Agree 145 3   
Disagree 45 2   
Strongly Disagree 7 1   

Weighted Score : 3.06 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q5. The IEP team explains the elements of the IEP process in terms I can understand. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 123 4   
Agree 119 3   
Disagree 21 2   
Strongly Disagree 8 1   

Weighted Score : 3.32 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q6. The IEP team explains the elements of the IEP paperwork in terms I can understand. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 118 4   
Agree 128 3   
Disagree 20 2   
Strongly Disagree 5 1   

Weighted Score : 3.32 
Total Responses 271     
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! ! ! !Q7. The IEP team has traditionally accommodated my schedule when scheduling IEP meetings. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 123 4   
Agree 128 3   
Disagree 14 2   
Strongly Disagree 6 1   

Weighted Score : 3.36 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q8. I have felt like an equal partner in my child’s special education program. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 100 4   
Agree 112 3   
Disagree 47 2   
Strongly Disagree 12 1   

Weighted Score : 3.11 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q9. In general, the District has provided my child with a Free Appropriate Public Education 
(FAPE). 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 84 4   
Agree 135 3   
Disagree 38 2   
Strongly Disagree 14 1   

Weighted Score : 3.07 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q10. I am satisfied with my child’s opportunities to engage in curricular activities with typical 
students. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 103 4   
Agree 126 3   
Disagree 34 2   
Strongly Disagree 8 1   

Weighted Score : 3.20 
Total Responses 271     
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! ! ! !Q11. I am satisfied with my child’s opportunities to engage in extra-curricular activities with 
typical students. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 100 4   
Agree 123 3   
Disagree 32 2   
Strongly Disagree 16 1   

Weighted Score : 3.13 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q12. I feel that my child is included as a member of general school community. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 131 4   
Agree 104 3   
Disagree 29 2   
Strongly Disagree 7 1   

Weighted Score : 3.32 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q13. I feel that staff are available to me when I have questions or concerns about my child’s 
education. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 118 4   
Agree 126 3   
Disagree 20 2   
Strongly Disagree 7 1   

Weighted Score : 3.31 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q14. When my child was transitioning from one school to another, the differences in placement 
were explained clearly to me. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 66 4   
Agree 136 3   
Disagree 48 2   
Strongly Disagree 21 1   

Weighted Score : 2.91 
Total Responses 271     
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! ! ! !Q15. When my child was transitioning from one program to another, the differences in placement 
were explained clearly to me. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 62 4   
Agree 140 3   
Disagree 56 2   
Strongly Disagree 13 1   

Weighted Score : 2.93 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q16. I find the District website to be a useful resource to learn more about special education. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 14 4   
Agree 139 3   
Disagree 87 2   
Strongly Disagree 31 1   

Weighted Score : 2.50 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q17. I would recommend my child’s educational program to another parent of a child with similar 
educational needs. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 76 4   
Agree 120 3   
Disagree 55 2   
Strongly Disagree 20 1   

Weighted Score : 2.93 
Total Responses 271     

! ! ! !Q18. I would be interested in participating in a series of parent seminars focused on ways to 
support children with special needs. 
Responses Count Assigned Weight % 
Strongly Agree 63 4   
Agree 127 3   
Disagree 66 2   
Strongly Disagree 15 1   

Weighted Score : 2.88 
Total Responses 271     
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Appendix E:  SNAC By-Laws 
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