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INTRODUCTION

| EXECUTIVEROCESSUMMARY

The leadershipof the / 2 SdzNJ R Q! t Sy Shereadiss, tefertdd t§ &K DitEct)commissioned
this review of specific areas that support struggling learners.In conducting this analysis,the review
team employed proprietary methodology from a pre-establishedparadigm (i.e., an EducationalServices
Analysis), which triangulates information gleaned from qualitative and quantitative sources.More
specificallythe qualitative analysescomprised:(1) a seriesof confidentialinterviews or surveysvith special
education teachersgeneraleducationteachers,related serviceproviders,paraprofessionalscentral office
administrators, a n d schootbased administrators (as broken down in Appendix A2) a review of
documents (i.e., IEPs)to ascertain the degree and appropriatenessof educationalprogrammingand
services;and (3) nonevaluativesite visitsto District programsto ascertain the continuum of servicesand
programs. Quantitative analysesincluded: (1) multidimensionalanalysesof information contained within
the IEPs)(2) comparativeanalysesof staffing and correspondingworkloads;and (3) student outcome data
Giventhe number of data points, the resultsthat are reported within this documentrepresentrecurring
themes.

| ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Theauthorswishto acknowledgeDistrict staff and schoolpersonnel. Thisprojectnecessitateda greatamount
of effort in facilitating logisticsand in securingdocuments;the team is grateful for the efforts of all central
office and schootbasedstaff. Throughoutthe entire process the cooperativerelationshipbetween Futures
and the District has enabled the team to work with District leadershipin a collegial and transparent
manner to maximizethe benefits of this analysisfor the District. Futuresteam membersare sensitive
to, and focused upon, the ultimate objective of the project: To support the District leadership and
stakeholdersin attaining its goals and to improve the efficiency and effectivenessof the delivery of
Kindergarterl?" gradeeducational services.

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

Thestaff of Futuresispleasedo providethisreport of the comprehensivanalysif the programsandservices
that was conductedfrom Marchthrough Juneof 2018. The primary purposesof this analysisare to
describe,and to provide suggestiondo improve, specificareaswithin its educationdelivery systemthat
include:

(1) Related Services

(2) Utilization of ParéProfessional Supports

3) Continuum of Services

(4)  Organizational Structure and District Coordination of Programs and Services

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 3|Page
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Because these four areas areepumed to overlap, the report considers these with respeddtganizational
Considerationsind Continuum of ServiceB turn, each area is divided into Component OverviEimdings
(comprisingDriving Questionsgnd Areas of Opportunity

ORGANIZATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

COMPONENT OVERVIEW

| Core Elements

CKAAa aS3avySyid 2F GKS lylteara SyalrAftSR | NBGAS
support, and staffing levelsBynecessitythis sectionencompasseshe critical issue o¥ertical alignment,
which requires consistent,uniform, androbustprogramminghat ensureghe needsof SWDsre consistently
metand requires Distrietvide communication and consistency.

With respect to personnel as addressed in Driving Question #5, It is not possible to consider the effica
GKS 5Aa0NRAOCGQa O2yGAydzdzy 2F &aSNBWAOSa |yR (KS

understanding of the current staffing modelg o this end, the personnel under review available to SUppO{t
I

SWDs was gauged by benchmarking the number ofifod equivalent (FTE) staff members to this overa
in-District special education population df138 pre-K-12 SWDgas per themost currentdata). This
aUFrGAAGA0 Aa |y GEOHNRFXGERBE NIYG ST dMIBRIGSS ydi! vOL

| Methodological Approach

1 Confidential interviews with central office leadership, schibated administration, certified
teachersnon-certified teaching staff, and related service providers (pleseseAppendix A).

1 Nonevaluative walki KNP dzZ3Ka G2 Fff 5AaGNRAOGQa aOK22f 3
fl'yrfteara 2F GKS 5AaGNAOCGIQa OSYuNrf 2FFAOS hN
1 A review of document etailing Professional Development fistrictstaff spanning2015-2018
1 Quantitative personnel comparisons to othemalogus, regional schodalistricts.
1 A random, stratified review of IEPs (N=100)

1 Student classification data from thdaho Department oEducatiorwebsite (vwww.sde.idaho.gov/)

| Glossary of Abbreviations

ARI: Availability Ratio Index

AISDs: Analogous ldah&chool District

IEP  Individualized Education Program
FAPE Free and Appropriate Public Education

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al Aedudidnhl Behvicss Anallysisi O 4|Page
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Full Time Equivalent
FTE
OT: Occupational Therapist
PD: Professional Development
RSDs Regional School Districts
SLP: SpeecH.anguage Pathologist
SWDs:Students with Disabilities

Glossary of Terms

CoTeaching: Where a special education teacher and a general education teacher jointly
deliverinstructionto a group of students.

Ownership: A phenomenon whereby general education teachers assume responsibility for special
education students and specrdlucation teachers assume responsibility for general education students.

Horizontal
Alignment:  Practices that correlate special education instruction to grilel expectations.

Vertical
Alignment:  The degree to which the transition of SW&sthey progress from one grade, school, or
program to another, is seamless.

FINDINGS
SNAQGAY3I vdzSadAz2y | mY L&A GKSNB | KSIfGdkKe Odzf GdzNB

A Interviewees indicated that the relationships among and between spesdakcators and general
educators were quite positive in those instances in which they were in collaborative assignments. This
perception was countered by observations that there cob&imore collaboration occurring within
each school. In a broader sense, and itheme that shall occur throughout our reporting, there
appears to be great variability across schools with respect to ownership.

A To the degree that inclusionary models are etated with Culture and Climate (among other factors),
it is interesting tocomparedl KS 5Aa0NAROGQaA RIGF 2y [ ®ladalidgousSa G
school districts with respect to size (i.e., those having at least 500 SWDs) and ¢gofirap ttose
located in its egion). More specifically, 3@ percent ofStudents with DisabilitiesSWWD$are spending
at least 80% of their school day in the general education environment, which compares to a state
averaye of 67% and is well belothe 58% averag®f Analogous Idaho School DistridiaISDs);
however, the Districts abovethe averageof RegionalSchool Districts (R8)? The reader is referred
to Figure 1for comparisons.

! Operationally defined as Districts with at least 500 SWDs
2 Comprising Lakeland, Post Falls, and Lake Pend Oreille Districts

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnil Bekvicess Analysisi O 5|Page
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Figure 1.The Percentage of SWDs Spending At Least 80% of Their®ayeral Education

STATE AISD DISTRICT RSD

Driving Question #2: Is thiEPProcess Conducted in an Efficacious Manner?

A Interviewees responded that processes and procedures surroundintEf@rocessesere uniform and

consistent, and that fundamental concepts, such as least restrictive environment (LRE) and free

appropriate public education (FAPE) were understood by stakeholderBroposed reductions or
discontinuations of services were described asagally celebratory, with some occasionarvousness on the
part of parents.

A With respect to State indicators, the data are mixed: Although the Parent Involvement Survey of 44%
well-below the State Target of 55%, AISD average (60%), and RCSi2 avata%o; its Dispute Resolution
and Mediation Data have met State targets.

A.Se2yR 3ISYySN}IYf RSaONRLIGIA2ya 2F (GKS 5Aa0NAOGQa
articulated, written program and service eligibility criteria that wesensistently referenced and/or
applied; this appeared to correlate with questions scHoased staff have with respect as to why certain
students may (or may not) qualify for Distristde programs that serve more intensive populations.

Driving Question #3: Are the Special Education Staff Provided with Adequate Resources?

A Certified instructional staff members indicated that instructional materials are provided to spec
education teachers sufficient to support teaching and learnivag aire aligned with the general education
curriculum.  Several interviewees stated that it would be helpful if general education staff had mg
training in the laws, pedagogy, and logistics (e.g., how to address behaviors) surrounding spg
education.

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 6|Page
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A Related service providers stated that they have had ongoing opportunities to attend specialized trainjng,

workshops, conferences, and other learning opportunities specific to their disciplines (e.g.,

Speechpathology.com) that are needed for CEUs to maititeeir credentials, licenses and certifications.

However, many of these same respondents stated they would like to have more opportunities to have

content specific to their practices during Distrgide professional developmenPD days.

A Commendably paraeducators are provided prd SNIWA OS (NI AyAy3a Fa ¢Sttt ||
year to support their instruction. Despite this, there was near unanimity that they would benefit from
additional training in how to access and use IEP accomnwdatpages, goals, and best practices in
behavioral interventions.

A Based on thérofessional Development document (detailing offeringstitier Districtstaff spanning 208-
2018) is to be commendd The array of content areas, within Spédtaucation,have emphasized

~

a

behaviors(CPI Training),iteracy (Visualizing and Verbalizing), and autism (TEACCH) to name just a few

With respect to costthe array of offeringés more impressive given that the District is spending far less
on PD (as a percentagéthe overall operating budget) compared AdSD and RSi¥erages.

Driving Question #4: As Currently Constituted, Is Central Office Supporting Staff and Schools Effectively?

A It isnotablethat giventhe varied organizationaktructuresof specialeducationdepartments,it is difficult
to make a direct comparison of district-level administrative staff. However, the central office
administrative staff (the Director of SpecialEducation andcoaches) is within the
expected range ofl staff member forevery 156250 SWDs

A With respect to effectivenessiii g1 & 20aSNIWSR o6& NBalLRyRSyda GK|
appeared to essentially be working well; however, it was stated that there could be greater
responsiveness from the coaches @8N & 2F 020K dalLdzaKAY3I Ayé | yR
Central Office as well as more programmatic (i.e., vs. compliance) supietause there is variability
among schoebasedadministratorswith respect to capacity in issues surrounding spesmiaication, these

l.j

GaAFLIAE AY O2YYdzyAOlF GA2Y Yl & KIFI@GS | LIN} OGAOKE S¥F°

Driving Question #5: As Currently Constituted, How Does the District Compare with Respect to Specia
Education Staffing?

Special Education Teachers Currently, the District employs 51.6 ftiine equivalent (FTE) certified
special education teachers.The equates to an ARI @R:1 andcompares with he State ARI 0f.0.9:1

1 f GK2dz3K GKA& NBLINS &S affing model SshcBryphrddi téxpegtétiond thisis S| y

mitigated by the number of nowertified staff (as discussed below).

Non-certified Staff Currently, the District employ$s47.49FTEn-house and 16 contractedon-certified
personnel who are funded throug$pecial educationthis equates to a ARI of 7:1 and compares to a
StateARI 0f16.2:1 Consequently,when one considers the total number of certified and raartified
instructional staff, the ARI is 5.29:1 and compares an a State ARI of 6.3¥iough the authorsshall

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnil Bekvicess Analysisi O 7|Page
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describe various instructional models in tlRRecommendationsection, to the degree that instructional
expenses constitute 80% of expenditures, this model is-effsttive. In addition, District leadership is to
be commendedfor their constant attention to equalizing wekloads with a staffing formula as well as
modifying its contract with 8 party providers for student absences.

SpeechLanguage Pathology Staff The 13.2 FTE equates to an ARI ofl 8&hich is within expectations.

It is alsonotable that there are 3 speech assistants to support the certified staff. As indicated in Apper
B, the SLPs are working efficientlyith respect to direct service time (64%, comparing to a standard G
60%); however, the percentage of individual treants of 42.2% is higher than expected; it is notable that
this appears to be due more to scheduling challenges (vs. a philosophical disagreement with the us

groups)

Currently, 54% of all SWDs are receividg®Sservices, and this compares toeapected range of 460%.
In a corollary finding, an analysis sfudents rece/ing speecHanguage servicesuggests that many
students are receiving speetfinguage supports that could be served with other models or professionals

Occupational and Physical Therapy Staff:The 4 FTE OT staff (comprising 3 certified staff and on
assistant) equates to an ARI285:1, which is within expected limité&lthough, as indicated in Appendix B,

the percentage of direct services is low (31%e OTs have moved to employing a consultation model thi
past academic year, that (in conjunction with 12% tratele) hasby necessity reduced direct student

time.

The 1.6 FTE PT staff (comprising all certified staff) equates to an expected ARILof The PT staff is also
employing a consultation model, mitigating the somewhat lower than expected direct service time.

School PsychologyThe7.65FTEequates to an ARI df,3951 and compares to a NASP ratio of 1:500

(all students). Howeveh y (G KS | dziK2NBAEQ SELISNASYyOSz (KS ! wl

compares favorably to the following RSDs: (1:1,400), Post Falls (1:1,700), and Silver Vatlesttve
(2:2,500) Although it is welbelow the Lake Pend Oreille ARI (1:700). Moreonvben oneconsiders there
is aschool social worker, the ARI of behavioral health professida#istudents) is adjusted to 1,234:1.

Other Staff: The 1.0 staff erving students with hearing impairments &2.2 FTE serving students with
Vision/OrientatiorMobility needs are well within expectations.

Driving Question 8: Is the District Expending Adequate Financial Resources Towards Its Special
Education

A Asindicated inFigure Z G KS 5Aa0NAOGQa SELISYRA G dzNB dlineRBha 2|

State and RSD averages, and is 2% higher than the AISD aukitageatively, as indicated iRigure 3

expenditures per SWD is high by compariséfowever, it is important to note that the percentage of
SWDs within the District with Autism (15%) and Developmental Delays (11%) were well above the
averages during Academic School Year (Z%/) but 1.5% lower overall (9.4% compared to 11%

1dix
f

5e Of

e

state

).

Congquently, theincreased cost per student is explainable given the nature of the SWD population

served.

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 8|Page
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Figure 2 Percentage ofhe TotalOperatingBudget Allocated foBpecial Educaticn

AISD State District

Figure 3.Expenditures Per SWD (Expressed in Dollars).

6107
5098 5098

AISD State District

AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY

A There aresome excellent references on the DiISA OG Q& 6So60aAdasS Fa I (eBa
LQY |t $ N&upplen®htbhlsé resourcasmay be beneficial to begin these informational
opportunities by posting descriptions of the disabling condition of autism, given the increasi

incidence of this debility (currently at 10% of the overall SWD population within the State)arents
to help generalize skills at home.

3 Comprising the following line itemsSpecial Education Prograffaefined asnstructional activities and services of teacharsl
classroom aides who work to meet the neeafsspecial education students) ar®pecial Education Support Services Program
(defined as e personnel, activities, and services designed to assist special education students and staff members who
with the Special Education and Spédtaucation Preschool Programs).

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 9|Page
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A As part of a strategic plan in conjunction with suspected attrition, consider the viability of reducing t
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Consider a r@rganization of the Special Education Department, creating two Assista

Nt

Director/Coordinator positions, with one serving Elementary Schools and the other serving the

Secondary Schools. These administedigvel positions could more efficiently serve both school

based and central office staff and further align general education and special education functions with

a more intuitive communication structureMaintaining a ratio of 156200 SWDs per centralfafe staff
06 KSGKSNI S5ANBOGlZ2NE FRYAYAAGNI G2NE 2NJ 6§SIF OKSN

] O

Reassign MTSS/Rtl functions to the Director of Curriculum and Assessment. Although this may require

a2YS AKATOUAY3I 27F T dusfienie) eaidtarvering seviéeS work destiddnihey
are both operationally and symbolically housed within the Curriculum and Instruction departmen
The imporanceof this change of structure will be elaborated upon in the subsequent section.

Allow a paraprofessional from each school to provide input to PD committees to ensure thejr

SE
S.

O2ftt SOUALGS @2A0Sa | NBE GaKSIFNR®: az2zNB2OSNE Ay

determine the manner where they can define best practices to enhanei lbarning.

Continue the communication with all schools with an emphasis on operationalizing and quantify
uniform policies and proceduresAs part of this initiative, consider establishingpre operational
descriptionsand exitand criteria for eachspecialprogram, with level of need and educational profile
being the primary determinants. In this manner: (1) students with similar levels of need can be m
effectively supported with services, interventions, and programming; (2) it will be easi¢hddEP

ng

ore

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
criteria that will necessitate either theame level or a change of programming.

G A& FEA2YIGAO GKIFG GKS aiGNHzS¢ ydzYoSNJ 2F LI

be based on objective student need, Least Restrictive Environment, and enhancingntstude

independence. Therefer the Districtmay consider adding quantitative parameters for eligibility for

of

NJ- |

paraprofessional supports. In this manner, further parity and equalization of access to services can be

ensured for the students across the District, irrespective of thellevparental or legal advocacy.

'a  LISNJ | 0Sald LN OGAOSa Y2Rdza 2LISNFYYyRAZ {§KS
paraprofessionals to teachers and programs and not to specific students. If paraprofessional supports

are deemed necessary beyond the programmatic assignment of theppofessional, it is
recommended that objective, measurable, and explicit IEP goals specifying corresponding functi
skills that will allow attenuation (if not complete discharge of the paraprofessional supports) |
included as a featured component tiie IEP. The authors will provide District leadership with &
sample rubric that encompasst#seseparameters.

number of paraprofessionals and reeploying funds to provide additional special education teaching
positions thereby enabling the District to implement a more integrated instructional service delive
model where students are in the general education classroom for a larger percentaggeirogchool
day. This will enhance ERnd will alsgprovide more options for interventionwith respect to MTSS
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A As is currently occurring, the District is strongly encouragerktasit systematic, Districtvide entry
and exit criteria for speeclanguage services. This document wlilally further address areas (e.g.
vocabulary that may be addressed by otherofessionals as well as thveay the SLPs can support
students using an MT@8d consultativdrameworks.
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CONTINUUM OF SUPPORTS

COMPONENT OVERVIEW

| Core Elements

Althoughthe term & O 2 y (i bfya &) is &3S éiatedwith specialeducation,it is usefulto broadenthis
definitionto & O 2 y (i bfyA dizlzr Ibedduseit canbe usedto conceptualizea systemof instructionaland
programmatic provisionsfor all students (i.e., students with and without disabilities). Ideally, this
continuum provides programming, personnel, and resourcesto appropriately addressthe educational
needs of students in the general education classrooms;or, if needed, in special education programs
designedo be closelyintegratedwith the generaleducationenvironment.

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 11|Page
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The other framework that is inherent in a programmatic discussionencompasseghe studentcentric
constructsof horizontal alignment and vertical alignment Horizontal Alignment refers to practicesthat
correlate special education instruction and supports to gradelevel expectations;it can be measured
academicallyby student achievementand more broadly by the quantity and quality of opportunities that
SWhDshave with their typical peers. Vertical Alignmentis the degreeto which the transition of SWDsas
they progressfrom one grade, school, or program, is seamless;vertical alignment requires consistent,
uniform, androbustprogramminghat ensureshe needsof SWDsre consistentlymet until they graduate or
are deemed ineligibleto receive specialeducation servicesFigure 4 illustrates these two dimensionsof
alignment.

Figure4: Thetwo-dimensionsof alignment

Vertical Alignment: consistent, uniform, and robust
programming across programs and schools

Student

Horizontal Alignment: meaningful inclusion opportunities &
achievement within grade-level

Source:FuturesEducation,2018

| Methodological Approach

1 Confidential interviews with central office leadership, schibated administration, certified
teachers, norcertified teaching staff, and related serviggoviders (please see Appendix A for
interviewee questions).

T Nonevaluative walki KNP dzZ3Ka G2 Fff 5AaGNRAOGQa aOK22f 3

1 Data from theldaho Department of Education websitettp://www.sde.idaho.goy with an emphasis
on student outcomes, costs devoted to special education, and District demographics.

950 NBGUNASOSR FTNRBY (GKS CNRyGf Ay Sdconduta sudtifiedo (
random review of IEPs across the variables of age, grade, atteratinglsand educational disabilities
(total N=100).

‘ Glossary of Abbreviations
AISDs Analogous Idaho School District
ELA: Engish Language Arts

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnil Bekvicess Analysisi O 12|Page
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IEP Individualized Education Program
IEP Individualized Education Program
MTSS Multi-Tiered System of Supports
RSD  Regional School Districts

Glossary of Terms

CoTeaching: Where a special education teacher and a general education teacher jointly

deliverinstructionto a group of students.

Ownership: A phenomenonwhereby general education teachers assume responsibility for specia
education students and special education teachers assume responsibility for general education students.

Horizontal

Alignment: Practices that correlate special educatiostruction to graddevel expectations.

Vertical

Alignment: The degree to which the transition of SWDs as they progress from one grade, school,

program to another, is seamless.

FINDINGS
Driving Question #1: As Currently Constitutedthis Early Intervening Process Working Well?
It may be helpful to conceptualize the efficacy of the MTSS using two practical examples. Using

traditional Rtl as illustrated ifrigure5 below, consider two students who may require supports in two
separate domains: academic (student A) and behavior (student B). In either case, the base of the pyram

meant to serve these students, as with all students, with interventions that are: (1) explicitly linked to

curriculum; (2) proactive; and (3) deliveredtive general education setting. With the assumption that the

or

the

dis

students are not responding to the Tier 1 instruction, each subsequent tier becomes more targeted,

intense, and individualized in the domain that the student is requiring support with.

Figure5. The MTSS Framework

A

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 13|Page
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Student A

A The predominant theme wi K NB a LIS OG0 {2
Ge2N] Ay THnEBaANIBSMTES® was a subject of widely divergent perceptions and opinid
among those interviewed. Although some reported general education teacher ownership of t
program, others reported the opposite. It is notable tlegtch schoohas itsown formsand tools for
data-tracking and communication of student progress among teachers and MTSS team members.

A Although there may be other factors (e.g., students with disabilities moving into the Distrect, t
5A&0NROG QA dzLJs I NR (i NB toR clasdNi&tios, yasi @eRentddyFiguiiel6)31aes |-
indicate early intervening processes requires extensive continued attention, asehissents a 5%
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ACADEMIC SYSTEMS

TIER 3 Intensive, Individual Interventions

= Individual students ) camca
ses . 14 §%

= Assessment-based

= High intensity anca cmca

= Of longer duration 159 4 15%

TIER 2 Targeted Group Interventions
= Some students (at-risk)

= High efficiency

= Rapid response

TIER 1 Core Instructional Interventions

= All studentcs
- PrEYCI'ItIVC. proacuvye

Students

increasewithin the past 5 years.

Figure6. The Trend Data in Students with Disabili{ieercentagef Overall Population)

2013 2014 2015

02018Futures Education

BEHAVIORAL SYSTEMS

TIER 3 Intensive, Individual Interventions
= Individual students

= Aggessment-based

= Intense, durable procedures

TIER 2 Targeted Group Interventions
= Some students (at-risk)

= High efficiency

= Rapid response

TIER 1 Core Instructional Interventions
= All sectings, all students
- PFCVCI‘ItIYC; proactve

Student B
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A Another indicator of an effective early intervening process is the degree to which high freglevey
needs disability categories may be ovepresented in that they are not receiving supports in genera
education that are meeting their instructional née

As indicated inFigure 7, there is not a disproportionate number of SWDs classified with the thre
primary areas of higincidence, low needs disabilities (i.e., specifieatning disabilities, health
impairment, or speectianguage impairmerij when considered as a wholéoweve, consistent with
the information presented previously, the percentagg SWDswith SLland Healthare 3% higher as
compared to State averages, but SWDs with SZ@biwer than State averag@s.

Figure7. ThePercentage of th&peech ot.anguage Iipairment (SL))Specifid_earning DisabilitySLD),
and Healthimpairment DisabilitfCategoresAmong All SWDs

SLI SLD HEALTH TOTALS

m District m State

Driving Questior#2: Once Referred, Are the Processes to Identify Students UnigordhConsisteri2

A Disproportionalityis overrepresentationof minority students identified with a learning disability or
other types of disability underthe IDEA When a minority group's numbersin specialeducationare
statistically higher than they should be, they are considereddisproportionate. The District is to be
commendedfor its historicalrecord of not havingdisproportionaterepresentationfor subgroupsacross
special education or with respect subgroups

A In another IDEA indicator that speaks to excellent compliart€eéSt 5 A & i NA OCo@giande KsA {
100%, and is the highest among RSDs and AISDs.

* The individual categoriedpeech Impairmergnd Language Impairmentere combined
® Because this is a system review, data pertaining to each school are provided in Appendix C
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A The specialists indicated that, although there may need to be some sharing of tests, they have the 1
up to date assessment batteries, protocols, and other elements for successful diagnmesticgs. In a
related matter the service providers acros4 S, OT, and psychology are using similar methodologies |
determine eligibility.

Driving Question 8: Once ldentified Is the Continuum of Services Meeting Student Needs?

A Once deemed eligible for speciducation programming by the IE®€am, SWDs do have a continuum
of instructional services available to them that is consistent with federal and State guideliiese
include

G{FFS w2Sdudidn spadedatnisthool

Life Skills at certain campuses only, servingmeighborhood students
Pathways / Therapeutic Learning Classroom (TLC) at certain campuses only
Extended Resource at several schools

Resource / PulDut Services at all schools

Full Inclusion at allchools

<K<K L

A Despite ceteaching being an option, this does not appear to be a systematic and operational mot
throughout the District; rather, it is more dependent upon the philosophyetain schools orthe
initiatives of the coteaching dyads at other sobls. In additionno intervieweecould fully express

nost

del

the cutoff threshold or other distinctions between Extended Resource and Resource. Additionally,

several teachers mentioned that the Pathways / TLC programs are always at capacity and so ther
many students with significant behavioral needs who cannot be served in this setting.

A¢t2 GKS RSAINBS GKIFIG alLISOALE SRdzOF A2y A& YSIy
indicators that are the most critical to determine if SWDs are attaining desired outcomes. The firs
student achievement, as measured by proficiermy assessments.As indicated inFigure 8 the
percentages of SWall gradeshchievingat least proficiencyn ELA and Matlre at least 5% higher
than AISD, RSD, and State averagdternatively, as depicted iRigure 9 a5-year longitudinal review
reveals that performance for SWDs in the content areas of MathElolsuggests thaaichievement
gaps in these aresshave increased.

Figure 8. Percentage of SWDs AchievindPaoficiency or Advance Levels (all levels ASY-201)
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20.17% | 20.30%

14.15% 12.75% 14.30% 13.20%

AISD RSD STATE DISTRICT

m ELA Proficient/Adv. = Math Proficient/Adv.

Figure 9. Change in Achievement Gap for ELA and Math Across the Past Five Reporting Years

10.00%

1.50% 9.10%

0.00% R — —

-4.90%sSD -5.009RSD District
-5.00%

-10.73%
-10.00%

-14.25%
-15.00%

-20.00%

» ELA Gap Change * Math Gap Change

Commendably, the graduation rate among the graduatrates for the SWDcohort exceed the
average of AISDand the State (as exhibited Figure10), which are reflective foan array of options
for SWDs atthe high school level (i.e., Careand Techical Education). In a corollary finding,
secondary transibns for the SWD population are vestrong (i.e., 100% as per the last reported data).

Figurel0. ! / 2 YLJ NA a 2 y GaduationRae fob SWDE. NA O Q &
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AISD STATE DISTRICT RSD

A Another celebration are@xemplary IEPs that are quantifiable, internally consistent, measurable, and

linked to Common Core Standards; all transition plans Wereolder students. In fact, these were
among the finest IEPs the authors have reviewed.

AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY

MTSS

Perhaps the most important recommendations W# those that center around MTSSTherefore, we will
give great attention to this witlhespectto bolsteringthe process

ReBranding of the Early Intervening Process

A Although it may seem like a minor point,-maming the process at all schools to MT$$this manner, a
single name will unify the early intervening process by name and function.

A Clearly articulated (and internally created and agreed to) criteria for moving between tiers and what

happens at each tier in terms of intervention and wisorésponsible. The operational guide needs to
include very specific, level related strategies that work with struggling learners so that teachers hav
"go to" manual for ideas for intervention in the momenthis can be created as a District wide plian

accommodating diverse learnerthere are many resources to support this creation.

Ownership

A Leadership at both the central office and schbabked level will continue to emphasize the importance
that general education teachers see MTIS®& A G KAY GKSANI aAy3dz | NI EJdz)
i K N2 dzIBereferl2 NJ
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A As new teachers are hired in the District, as part of their-tlay orientation, provide them with an
operational hiring guide, thus ensuring all teachers understand the ownership standard of their jobs §
pertains toMTSSand allowing unanimity of th® dzf G dzZNBE 2 F 246y SNBE KA L) | ONE
basis.

Because teacherypically state thatthey have tried &verything,dthey need a partner/coach to help
research, develop and implement universal desigtit{le easier than differentiation once lessons are
prepared because they are "universal'MTSSrainings do not typically provide the specifics that are
needed in the classroom.

Capacity Building

A If the District deems appropriate, investmentwnS 4 LJI2 Y & A @S / £ I aaNR2Ya 2 NJ
paradigm (e.g., Universal Design for Learning), will greatly enhance reaching all students where they
with respect to learning and accommodating their unique styles. Again, it would be expectethéh
instructional coaches would take the lead in pushing these initiatives out to the general education staf

As it pertains specifically to the domains of emotional and behavioral health, school safety, and scf
adjustment, it will be helpful to sticture a strategic plan inclusive of interventions (e.g., PBIS
collaboration among all schools, and the creation of operational guidelines regarding support
students.

Data Considerations

Benchmarking of students to determine need should occur every two weeks after the init
benchmarking for studentsA Gradual Release of Responsibility (I do, we do, you do) approach ler
itself to the ownershipissue where teachers benchmark andteach during the "you do" phase of
instruction.

In addition to reviewing data on students for special education evaluation, progress monitoring ds
using evidencdased benchmarking tools need to be reviewed regularly by the team to monitor stude
progress Students who are making progress are benchmarked until they are performing commensur
with their peers; however, students who are not making progress are reviewed for: (1) additiof
instruction; (2) use of data from progress monitoring for future ge@l, and (3) review of work samples

as a component of further analysis.

Tosupplement the qualitative approach dTSSA i oAt f 0SS KSf LIJFdzZA G2 | dz
ensure that schoebased administrators can reflect on students who went to evaluation and those wh
RARZ 2NJ RAR y20X ljdzr ftAFe&d ¢ KAAa RI {1 Hablédaia With A
respect to the efficacy dfiITSSwithin, and across, schools and across content areas (i.e., LEA, math, ¢
behavior).

The utility of being able to report referrals 1&P teamand those students who qualified is reflected
below inFigues11 and 12 from another districtthe authors have supportedIt may also be possible to

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnhl Behvices Aralysisi O 19|Page
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categorize students according to domain (e.g., literacy, numeracy, and behavior) to determine which
schools may be outliers in ovegferring in these areas and tprovide anopportunity to draw on the
expatise of other schools who are havirggiccessn those domains.

Figurell. Referrals tdERExpressedsa Percentage of the Overall Student Population

201112 201213 201314 201415 201516

Figure 2. Referrals tdEPWho Were ClassifieBixpressed as a Percentage of Students Referred

- O o—©°

45

201112 201213 201314 201415 201516

MTSSas a Step Down

A Once MTSSis more systematicand operational acrossall schoolswith respect to processesand
procedures (e.g., high quality core instruction, timely/effective interventions, use of data to
evaluate/problemsolve isaies of student learning)it may be & NB @ S(Nek, tReRMTS pyramid is in
effectinverted) asa systematic step-down for studentswho are no longer eligible for IEPs.

Thisis best illustrated by re-consideringthe two hypotheticalstudents. In this scenario,assuming
the studentswere deemedeligiblefor exitingan IEP the tiers comprisingthe MTSSnodel maybe used
to supportthe studentsin academig(StudentA) and behavioral (Student Bdomains. In this sense the
robustnature of MTSSsillustrated becauset providesaplatformto addressstudent needst g K $his\S
are | (i irespectiveof their previousspecialeducationstatus. In all aspects of tHdTSrocess, it is
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recommended that the school psychologist play the lead role in this process.

Figurel13. Utilization of the & { (i532L4 §fam an|EP

StudentA StudentB
ACADEMIC SYSTEMS BEHAVIORAL SYSTEMS
TIER 3 Intensive, Individual Interventions TIER 3 Intensive, Individual Interventions
= |ndividual students CIRcA areh m Individual students
= Assessment-based 5% L 5% = Assessment-based
= High intensity CIRCA ’./' CIRCA = Intense, durable procedures
= Of longer duration 15%, 15%

TIER 2 Targeted Group Interventions
= Some students (at-risk)

m High efficiency

= Rapid response

TIER 2 Targeted Group Interventions
= Some students (at-risk)

= High efficiency

= Rapid response

TIER 1 Core Instructional Interventions TIER 1 Core Instructional Interventions
= All students

= Preventive, proactive

= All settings, all students
= Preventive, proactive

Students

A Continue to work with staff on writing IEPs that are internalysistent, measurable, and attached to
student needs. To the degree practicable, a quarterly PLC comprising special education teacherg
principals to reflect on specific cases may be helpful to enhance capacities for both instructional
administraive staff.

A Continue to establismeverse mainstreaming for all special classrooms. This will provide a meaning
platform to provide LRE opportunities. For example, this initiative has traditionally included a lun
bunch program, which allows typical students to eat with disabled paed is a wonderful opportunity
for the typical students to provide social role modeling in a naturalistic activity and mlheaddition, a
credit-bearing peer mentorship program at the secondary level will ensure that the peer interactions &
systenatic, meaningful, and interactive. The authors will provide District leadership with examples
these.

Continuum of Services

A Refocus the ceteachingY2 RSt (12 SyadsaNB AdG NBYlFAYya | @Al o
services. Referring to the leadership capacity, it will be essential for special education leadership ang
principals to collaborate on: (1) requisite professional developmentthe coeteaching dyads; (2)
effective scheduling of students; (3) evaluation of the special education staff; and-@birmm problem
solving. In this regard, to the degree that struggling students may have their needs addressed
strategy experts, cteaching will be an excellentupplement to the aforementionedMTSS
recommendations.
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A Below, we have included some guiding principles that we feel may bolster the process:

Vv

SOURCES AND RESOURCE
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CoTeaching can benisunderstood to mean one general education teacher and oneiapec
education teacher in a classroom all day long. That may not always be the casacldog, like

every other model on the continuum, can vary each day and for every class period. It does mean

that based on G&lanning, Cdeaching, and CReflectio, teachers (general and special) make
day to day and class to class decisions basedlypmhe needs of the special education student(s);
(2) the IEP requirements; (3) the core content; and (4) the instructional requirements ¢ the
classperiods.

When new concepts are introduced, it is often important that the special education teache
conduct some prentroduction for younger SWDs. This preview of material could be
accomplished inmanyways (resource room, alternative teaching model for a shoperiod of
time, etc.).

=

14

During the actual direct instruction time, the -t@aching model (team teaching, station teaching,
parallel teaching or alternative teaching) is most useful. However, it should be noted that when
students are practicing, theegeral education teacher in consultation with the special education

teacher, should develop the classroom practices such that the special needs student(s) can

participate without the special education teacher having to be present the entire time.

The ke to good ceteaching is the effective and efficient use of teacher time. That does not
necessarily mean being in the general classroom every minuteplaBaing is critical to ensure
that special education teacher is utilized in the most effective difidient manner; being in the
Of FaaNR2yY |YyR aKSfLAYy3IAZ |aaradgay3as 2N Gdz
G§SFOKSNRAE GAYS AF | LI NFILNRFSaaArAzylt 2NJ LIS

N

To ensure accountability, it is recommended that teachergoimed in the ceaught model be
evaluated with respect to their effectiveness in delivering this specialized instruction during thei
annual reviews, and that all administrators with requisite training in determining what
constitutes effective ceteachingwork in unison to develop a contemtilid form and to execute it
accordingly(e.g., 5minute walkthroughs)

After a contentvalidated assessment, d¢eaching teams thatare exemplary could then be
assigned as mentors at their schools to support otheiteaxhing dyads. In addition, to the
extent that continuity of team partnerships typically supports student achievement via mutua
respect, collegiality, competence, and theceptance of total ownership for all students, District
leadership may consider maintaining the continuity of these teams when possible and to provide
the teams with as much common planning as is possible and practicable.

=z =
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SUMMARY AND FINAL COMMENTARY

It is hoped that theFindings and the Areas of Opportunpiyovided within thisdocumentwill support the
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areas may be of most immediate value in that they have both programmatic and fiscal implications as part of
the Disi NA O Q& a ( MhdicSuEtte Osuppiirt wlayis\nyadly ways an already strong program

Organizational Considerations
1. Consider a rerganization of the Special Education Department, creating two Assistant
Director/Coordinator positions, with one serving Elementary Schools and the other serving |the
Secondary Schools.

2. Reassign MTSS/Rtl functions to the Director of @€ufum and Assessment.

3. Allow a pargprofessional from each school to provide input to PD committees to ensure their collective
PG2A0S& I NB GKSIF NR®E

4. Continue the communication with all schools with an emphasis on operationalizing and quantifying
uniform policies and procedures.

5. As part of a longerm strategic plan, consider a greater proportion of certified teaching staff.

6. Institute exit and entry guidelines for the specialists, with an emphasaltemative servicanodels for
the SLPs.

Gontinuum of Supports

1.Ly GKS FaGaGSYLWi G2 ONBFGS | -ldode)Nhtterdpé to make theyMT8S| |
processes more uniform and consistent with respect to tracking forms, consistency of meeting times,
Gy FrYS 2F GKS LINE OS a4 aNTs$s stakefididers tg meetlalndanthly Hagis to réflect dh NJ
data, share best practices, and probleolve.

2. Revisit enhancing cteaching as part of the Districts continuum of services with an emphasis jon
maintaining ceteaching dyads, principal training ¢e. the 5minute walk through), and creative
scheduling.

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdurdlidnal Behvices Aralysis1 O 24|Page
02018 Futures Education




Fl ll-l (1) 5

= i Wil
Discover A Better Way Forward™
Discipline Interviewer 1 ‘ Interviewer 2 Interviewer 3 Interviewer 4
Central Office Staff 10
Principals 6 4 6
Assistant Principals 4 3 %)
General Education Teachers 12 4 5
Special Education Teachers 6 10 12
ParaProfessionals 12 10 9
Psychologists 7 3 1
SpeechLanguage Staff 13
Occupational Therapy Staff 2
Physical Therapy Staff 1 1
Social Workers 1
School Counselors 2
Teacher of the Visually Impaired 1
(Dedicated)RtI/MTSS Point Persof 5 4
Teacher of theHearinglmpaired 1
Total Interviewees 35 42 39 41
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APPENDIX:BWORKLOAD ANALYSES

ExplanatoryNotes

1. Workloadsareall studentdirectedactivitiesthat includeboth directandindirecttimesandareused as
opposedto caseloadgyiven that workloadsare a more valid metric to determine how the services
providersare spendingheir time.

2. Direct servicesinclude therapy (individual or group) and O2 y a dzf G I G A 2 y T aredttbseK S
suchaspreparation,paperwork, and no#ravel activities.

3. Theindividual breakdownof eachserviceLINE @ AtiR&SWak c@lculatedfrom weekly time studies
and is reported as (actual)total weekly hoursin each categoryand in percentagesn the following
pages.

4. Aunitisdefinedas30 minutes oftreatment.

Discipline Workload Summary - Speech and Language Pathology

Total Hours Analyzed 495

Number of Staff 14

Number Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Staff 13.2

Total Hours Minus

Testing 474.75

Total Testing Hours (% in italics) 20.25 4.1%

Total Direct Service Hours (% in italics) 302.75 63.8%
Individual 127.75 42.2%
Group 169.5 56.0%
Consult 55 1.8%

Total Indirect Service Hours (% in italics) 172 36.2%
Travel 6.5 3.8%
Meetings 73.25 42.6%
Other 92.25 53.6%

Therapist Caseload Ranges

MIN MAX
caseload 22 73
weighted 27 73
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case

Therapist Workload Percentages

MIN MAX
group 25 100
individual 0 75
consult 0 7
direct 40 75
testing 0 13
meetings 0 30
other 10 28
travel 0 11
AVG units/caseload
caseload 46.2 1.01
weighted
case 47.9
units 515
Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist
SLP
Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals
group 0 5 3 5 0 13
individual 0.5 1 2.5 1 0 5
consult 0 0 0 0 0 0
direct 0.5 6 55 6 0 18
testing 3 0 0.5 0.5 0 4
meetings 2.5 0.5 0 0 0 3
other 15 1 1 1 0 4.5
travel 0 0 0.5 0 0 0.5
Total Hours 7.5 7.5 7.5 75 0 30
SLP
Service Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday Totals
group 0 55 55 55 55 22
individual 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 2
consult 0 0 0 0 0 0
direct 0 6 6 6 6 24
testing 2 0 0 0 0 2
meetings 4 0.25 0.25 1 0 55
other 15 1.25 1.25 0.5 15 6
travel 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hours 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 375
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%s
0.72
0.28
0.00
0.60
0.13
0.10
0.15
0.02
1.00

%s
0.92
0.08
0.00
0.64
0.05
0.15
0.16
0.00
1.00

Units
38.00

Caseload
29.00

Weighted
36.00

RTI
14

Units
57.00

Caseload
49.00

Weighted
49.00

RTI
10
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SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
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Mon

0.5

15

ON WPk

7.5
Mon
0.5
1.25
1.75

1.25
15

7.5

Mon

W oN Bk

0.5

NN

7.5

Mon

NPFP,OPMOWHEHER

0.5

Tues
45
1.5

= O o O

0.5

7.5

Tues

2.5

55

O r = O

7.5

Tues

2.5

6.5

O OO

7.5

Tues

0.5

55

0.5
15

Wed Thurs Friday Totals
3 4 2 14.5
3 15 2 8.5
0 0 0 0
6 55 4 23
0 0 0 1
1 1 15 7.5
0.5 1 2 6
0 0 0 0
7.5 7.5 7.5 37.5

Wed Thurs Friday Totals
3 3.25 3.25 13

2.75 2.5 2.25 10
0 0 0 1.25

5.75 5.75 5.5 24.25
0 0 0 1.25
1 1 1 5.5

0.75 0.75 1 6.5
0 0 0 0
7.5 7.5 7.5 37.5

Wed Thurs Friday Totals
15 2 15 10

3.5 2 4 14

0.25 0 0 0.25

5.25 4 55 24.25
0 1 0 15
1 1 0.5 4.5

1.25 15 15 7.25
0 0 0 0

7.5 7.5 7.5 375

Wed Thurs Friday Totals

3.5 4.5 2 115

15 1 15 11
0 0 0.5 15
5 5.5 4 24
0 0 3 3

1.25 1 0 3.75

1.25 1 0.5 6.25
0 0 0 0.5

%s
0.63
0.37
0.00
0.61
0.03
0.20
0.16
0.00
1.00

%s
0.54
0.41
0.05
0.65
0.03
0.15
0.17
0.00
1.00

%s
0.41
0.58
0.01
0.65
0.04
0.12
0.19
0.00
1.00

%s
0.48
0.46
0.06
0.64
0.08
0.10
0.17
0.01

Caseload  Wweighted  Units
59.00 59.00 91.00
RTI

10

Caseload  Weighted  Units
46.00 46.00 40.00
RTI

13

Caseload  Weighted  Units
52.00 52.00 62.00
RTI

1

Caseload  Weighted  Units
50.00 50.00 51.00
RTI

10
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SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
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individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
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travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
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travel
Total Hours
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1.75

4.75

1.75

7.5

Mon
0.75

2.75

7.5

Tues

Tues

2.75

4.75

0.75

7.5

Tues
2
35
0
55
0
0.5
1.5
0
7.5

7.5

Wed

0.5

4.5

2.5
0.5

7.5

Wed

4.5

55

O N OO

7.5

Wed

O OO O0OO0OO0OO0oOOoOOo

Wed
4.25
2
0
6.25
0
0.5
0.75
0
7.5
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7.5 7.5
Thurs  Friday
3 2
1 0.5
0 0
4 25
0 3
1 1
2.5 0.5
0 0.5
7.5 7.5
Thurs  Friday
0.75 0.75
5.25 4
0 0
6 4.75
0 0
0 0
15 2.75
0 0
7.5 7.5
Thurs  Friday
1.75 0
3.75 0
0 0
55 0
0 0
0.5 0
15 0
0 0
7.5 0
Thurs Friday
3 15
2 25
0 1
5 5
0.5 0
1 0.5
1 15
0 0.5
7.5 7.5

37.5

Totals

16

3

0
19

3
6.5
8.5
0.5

37.5

Totals
7
21.25
0
28.25
0
0
9.25
0
375

Totals
5.75
8.25

1
15
0
2.25
5.25

22.5

Totals

11.5

12

245

5.5

0.5
37.5

1.00

%s
0.84
0.16
0.00
0.51
0.08
0.17
0.23
0.01
1.00

%s
0.25
0.75
0.00
0.75
0.00
0.00
0.25
0.00
1.00

%s
0.38
0.55
0.07
0.67
0.00
0.10
0.23
0.00
1.00

%s
0.47
0.49
0.04
0.65
0.03
0.15
0.16
0.01
1.00

Caseload  Weighted  Units
53.00 53.00 53.00
RTI

92

Caseload Weighted  Units
44.00 44.00 55.00
RTI

6

Caseload  Wweighted  Units
22.00 27.00 33.00
RTI

5

Caseload Weighted  Units
43.00 43.00 40.00
RTI

10
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SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

SLP
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Mon

15

55

15
0.5

7.5

Mon

0.5

15
0.5

0.5
7.5

Mon

w o o oo

3.5

o -

7.5

Mon

4.5

o

o w oo

7.5

Tues

2.5
2.5

= O 01 O

15

7.5

Tues

2
2.5

4.5

2.5
0.5

7.5

Tues

2.5

o

3.5

NP O

7.5

Tues

WO woow

1.5

7.5

Wed

2.75

2.75
55

1.25
0.75

7.5

Wed

4.5

55

0.5
15

7.5

Wed
2.5

o

3.5

NP O

7.5

Wed

O OO 0000 OoOo
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Thurs  Friday

25 3
35 3
0 0
6 6
0 0
1 1
0.5 0.5
0 0
7.5 7.5
Thurs  Friday
3 3
3 25
0 0
6 55
0 0
1 1
0.5 1
0 0
7.5 7.5
Thurs  Friday
25 0
1 4
0 0.5
35 4.5
0 0
1 1
2 1
1 1
7.5 7.5
Thurs Friday
3 2
0 0
0 0
3 2
0 0
3 3
15 25
0 0
7.5 7.5
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Totals
12.25
15.75

0
28
0
5.75
3.75

37.5

Totals
13
10

0
23
0.5

7
6.5
0.5

37.5

Totals
7.5
7
0.5
15
3
7.5
8
4
37.5

Totals
12.5

%s
0.44
0.56
0.00
0.75
0.00
0.15
0.10
0.00
1.00

%s
0.57
0.43
0.00
0.61
0.01
0.19
0.17
0.01
1.00

%s
0.50
0.47
0.03
0.40
0.08
0.20
0.21
0.11
1.00

%s
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.00
0.30
0.28
0.00
1.00

Caseload  Wweighted  Units
54.00 54.00 52.00
RTI

6

Caseload  Weighted  Units
73.00 73.00 68.00
RTI

10

Caseload  Weighted  Units
27.00 27.00 29.00
RTI

0

Caseload  weighted  Units
46.00 58.00 NR
RTI

0
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Discipline Workload Summary - Occupational Therapy

Total Hours Analyzed 83.75

Number of Staff 3

Number Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Staff 2.2

Total Hours Minus

Testing 78.25

Total Testing Hours (% in italics) 5.5 6.6%

Total Direct Service Hours (% in italics) 24.25 31.0%
Individual 10 41.2%
Group 11.5 47.4%
Consult 2.75 11.3%

Total Indirect Service Hours (% in italics) 54 69.0%
Travel 5.25 9.7%
Meetings 10.5 19.4%
Other 38.25 70.8%

Therapist Caseload Ranges

MIN MAX
caseload 6 40
weighted
case 10 50

Therapist Workload Percentages

MIN MAX
group 42 52
individual 9 58
consult 0 39
direct 24 32
testing 3 11
meetings 6 20
other 35 55
travel 0 12
AVG units/caseload
caseload 24 1.02
weighted
case 30.7
units 325

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnil Bekvicess Analysisi O
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Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist

oT
Service Mon
group 1
individual 0
consult 0
direct 1
testing 1
meetings 2
other 2.5
travel 1
Total Hours 7.5
oT
Service Mon
group 0
individual 0
consult 0
direct 0
testing 1
meetings 1
other 4
travel 0
Total Hours 6
oT
Service Mon
group 0
individual 0
consult 0
direct 0
testing 0
meetings 0
other 0
travel 0
Total Hours 0
PT
Service Mon
group 0.5
individual 0.5
consult 0
direct 1
testing 0.75
meetings 2
other 2.75
travel 1
Total Hours 7.5

Tues
1
2.5
0
35
0.5
1
2
0.5
7.5

Tues

Tues

0.5
15

15

=

Tues

o o1 O U1 O

0
1.75
0.75

7.5

Wed
2
1.5
0
3.5

O NN O

7.5

Wed

Wed
2.5
0.75

3.25
0
1
2.75
0.5
7.5

Thurs  Friday
0.5 0

0 0
0.5 0

1 0
0.5 0

1 0

4 0

1 0
7.5 0
Thurs  Friday

1 0
25 1

0 0
3.5 1

0 0

0 1
25 4

0 0

6 6
Thurs  Friday

0 1
0.5 0
0.25 0.5
0.75 1.5

1 1.5

0 0
3.75 25
0.5 0.75

6 6.25
Thurs  Friday

0 0.5

0 3.5
1.5 0
1.5 4

1 0

0 1

4 2.25

1 0.25
7.5 7.5
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Totals
45
4
0.5
9
2
6
10.5
2.5
30

Totals
4
5.5
0
9.5

Totals
3
0.5
2.25
5.75
2.5
1.5
11.25
2.75
23.75

Totals
3.5
9.75
15
14.75
1.75
4
135
3.5
37.5

%s
0.50
0.44
0.06
0.30
0.07
0.20
0.35
0.08
1.00

%s
0.42
0.58
0.00
0.32
0.03
0.10
0.55
0.00
1.00

%s
0.52
0.09
0.39
0.24
0.11
0.06
0.47
0.12
1.00

%s
0.24
0.66
0.10
0.39
0.05
0.11
0.36
0.09
1.00

Caseload Weighted  Units
40.00 50.00 53.00
RTI

0

Caseload  Wweighted  Units
26.00 32.00 12.00
RTI

3

Caseload  weighted  Units
6.00 10.00 NR
RTI

19

Caseload  weighted  Units
30.00 30.00 22.00
RTI

3
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Discipline Workload Summary - School Psychology

Total Hours Analyzed
Number of Staff

Number Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Staff

Total Hours Minus
Testing

Total Testing Hours (% in italics)

Total Direct Service Hours (% in italics)
Individual
Group
Consult

Total Indirect Service Hours (% in italics)
Travel
Meetings

Other

Therapist Caseload Ranges

MIN MAX
caseload 6 40
weighted
case 10 50

Therapist Workload Percentages

MIN MAX
group 42 52
individual 9 58
consult 0 39
direct 24 32
testing 3 11
meetings 6 20
other 35 55
travel 0 12
AVG units/caseload
caseload 24 1.02
weighted
case 30.7
units 325

#1 AOO Ad! 1 Al AEdwdidnil Bekvicess Analysisi O
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255

6.8

176

79

19.25

17.25

156.5

3.75

54.25
98.75

31.0%
10.9%
10.4%
0.0%
89.6%

88.9%

2.4%
34.7%
63.1%
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Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist

Mon

ouhNMNOOOO

0.75
7.5

Mon

O NO O OO

0.5

7.5

Mon

0.25
0.25

2.75
0.5
7.5

Mon

NDNPEFPEFPLP OO

15
1
7.5

Tues
0
0.5
0
0.5

OO FrLr O

7.5

Tues

W s~ OO OO

0.5

o

7.5

Tues

N DNOOOO

3.5

7.5

Tues
0

0

1

1
2.5
15
25

0
7.5

Wed

= O O O O O

0.5

7.5

Wed

N O O O o o

0.5

7.5

Wed

W NOOOoOOo

25

7.5

Wed

WNPEFP,PFP OO

7.5
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Thurs
0
0.5
0
0.5

OO Fr o

7.5

Thurs

O O O oo

7.5

7.5

Thurs
0
0
0.5
0.5

o o -

7.5

Thurs
0

P NP PO

3.5

7.5
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Friday
0
0.5
0
0.5

Friday

o

O OO 00O O Oo

Friday

=

2.5
2.5
15

7.5

Totals
0
15
0
15
27
5.75
2.5
0.75
37.5

Totals
0
0.5
2
2.5
11
10
135
0.5
37.5

Totals
0
0
0.75
0.75

13.75
0.5
30

Totals
0
0
5
5
11
10
10.5

37.5

%s
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.04
0.72
0.15
0.07
0.02
1.00

%s
0.00
0.20
0.80
0.07
0.29
0.27
0.36
0.01
1.00

%s
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.03
0.23
0.27
0.46
0.02
1.00

%s
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.13
0.29
0.27
0.28
0.03
1.00

Caseload Weighted  Units
NR NR NR

RTI
NR

Caseload  Wweighted  Units
NR NR NR

RTI
NR

Caseload Weighted  Units
NR NR NR

RTI
NR

Caseload Weighted  Units
NR NR NR

RTI
NR

34|Page




Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Psych
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Hearing
Service
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours

Mon Tues
0 0
0 0
1 1
1 1
1 2.5
2 1.5
25 2.5
1 0
7.5 7.5

Mon Tues
0 0
0 0
1 1
1 1
25 2.5
15 2.5
25 1.5
0 0
7.5 7.5

Mon Tues

Wed

N WEF,PFkF OO

7.5

Wed

0.5
0.5

2.5
15

7.5

Wed
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Thurs  Friday
0 0
0 0
1 1
1 1
2 3
2 2
25 15
0 0
7.5 7.5
Thurs  Friday
0 0
0 0
1 1
1 1
15 2
2 25
3 2
0 0
7.5 7.5
Thurs Friday

Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist

Mon Tues
0
2.25
0
2.25
0
0
1
1

4.25

o
R NOOWOowOo

4.25

Wed
0
3.25

4.25

Thurs Friday

0 0
3.25 3

0 0.25
3.25 3.25

0 0

0 0

0 0

1 1
4.25 4.25
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Totals
0
0
45
45
11.5
11
10.5

37.5

Totals

37.5

Totals
0
14.75
0.25
15

%s
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.13
0.31
0.25
0.28
0.03
1.00

%s
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.12
0.31
0.29
0.28
0.00
1.00

%s

%s
0.00
0.98
0.02
0.71
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.24
1.00

Caseload Weighted  Units
NR NR NR
RTI

NR

Caseload Weighted  Units
NR NR NR
RTI

NR

Caseload Weighted  Units
NR NR NR
RTI

NR

Caseload Weighted  Units
3.00 5.00 7.00
RTI

0
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Individual Breakdown of Weekly Workload by Therapist

Hearing
Service Mon
group
individual
consult
direct
testing
meetings
other
travel
Total Hours
TVI
Service Mon
group 0
individual 4
consult 0.25
direct 4.25
testing 0
meetings 0
other 2.75
travel 1
Total Hours 8
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Tues

Tues
0
2.5
3
55
0
0
15
1
8
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Wed

Wed
0
2.5
1.5

Wk, WOoOOo M

Thurs

Thurs
0
25
3
55
0
0
1.5
1
8

Friday

Friday
0

4
1
5
0
0
2
1
8

Totals

16

Totals
0
15.5
8.75
24.25
0
0
10.75

40

%s

%s
0.00
0.64
0.36
0.61
0.00
0.00
0.27
0.13
1.00

Caseload  Wweighted  Units
1.00 2.00 NR

RTI
0

Caseload  Weighted  Units
6.00 6.00 18.00

RTI
0
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APPENDIX C: RELAHIMREQUENCY OF Sk, AND HEALTH IMBRMENTS
AT INDIVIDUAL DISTRI SCHOOIL-EXPRESSED AS PERGERSB

* Percent SLI * Percent SLD = Percent Health
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