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ABSTRACT

This document examines the restructuring of local
schools and how restructuring can involve students with disabilities
and the special education programs that serve them. The document is
designed to create awareness of the issues related to restructuring
and programs for students with disatilities and puts for:! options
for reconsidering and restructuring special education programs. The
issues and the options are summarized within five critical areas: (1)
develop a ciear vision and mission for education that includes all
students; (2) establish a system of accountability for all
educational programs; (3) create an organization that supports the
mission of restructuring; (4) change what schools teach and how they
teach it; and {5) create supports for staff development and staff
renewal. The options for developing a clear vision include
establishment of a unified system, inclusive or heterogeneous
schools, or a separate program identity with a continuum of
Placements. Establishing a system of accountability involves the
option of developing unified outcomes or differentiated outcomes. Two
options for creating an organization that supports the restructuring
mission include centralized administration of programs and services
or school-based management of programs. Schools could change what
they teach and how they teach it by offering a unified curriculum or
by offering separate or alternative curricula. Staff deveiopment in a
restructured workplace is recommended to support staff renewal. Each
policy option is accompanied by specific policy strategies, exampies.
and implications for adoption. (JDD)
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Preface

This document is about educating // children. It speaks to the restructuring

of local schools and how that restructuring can involve students with disabilities

and the special cducation programs that serve them.

This document was developed with input and advice from local superinten-
dents and their associates and assistants who administer both regular and special
education programs, from principals and their school-based, decision-making
teams, and from national and state-level policymakers and administrators. The
document has been designed to create awareness of the issues related to restructur-
ing and programs for students with disabilities and puts forth options for reconsid-
ering and restructuring special education programs.

The issues and the options are summarized within five critical areas of

restructuring local schools:

1. Develop a clear vision and mission for education thar includes all students;
2. Establish a system of accountability for all educational programs:

3. Create an organization that supports the mission of restructuring;

4. Change what schools teach and how they teach it: and

5. Create supports for staff development and staff renewal.

You may enter the document in any section. You may be interested only in
the issues or you may wish to focus on specific options and the strategies for
implementing them. You may 2.0 wish to look at the issues and options in one
area. The sections can stand alone, but together they present a comprehensive
overview of the position of special education within the context of school

restructuring.




Who Might Use this Document?

Boards of Education and Superintendents - Part I provides an overview of
often overlooked issues in educational restructuring, Pare II can provicle a vision for

- leadership in restructuring schools and special education.

Local Administrators - Pare I will aid local administrators gain 2 berter
understanding of the dimensions of the issues schools confront and can stimulate
' \ problem identification in the schools. Part II can guide the strategic planning

process actividies of the central office.

B Principals and School-Based Decision-Making Teams - Part | identifies
- specific issues that need to be addressed at the beginning of and throughout
restructuring, It provides a framework for identifying local issues. Part I can guide
decision making and strategic planning for restructuring to specifically include

special education programs and services.
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This document is the culmination of

over a year’s investigation of the
issues related to the restructuring ¢*
our nation’s schools and its effect on
students with disabilities.

The purpose of Part 1 is to create aware-
ness and to stimulate thinking among
educational administrators, key instruc-
fional leoders, and other policymakers
regarding the issues for students with
disabilities and the specia! eduzation
programs that serve them within the
context of educational restructuring.

Part It begins with three visions for
induding special education in the restruc-
turing of schooks. 1t then offers major
policy options for restructuring spedial
education’s (1) administration, {2)
accountability, (3) curriculum; and (4)
staff development. Each policy option is
accompanied by specific policy strategies
intended to aid policymakers in design-
ing policies and programs and is
prasented with examples as well as
implications for adoption.

How Was This Document

Developed?

In October 1990, the Center for Policy
Options in Special Education, under
contradt to the Office of Special Education
Programs, U.S. Department of Education,
began to identify the issues and policies
thot are emerging with respect to educa-
tional restructuring and students receiv-
ing special education support. The
Center decided to limit exploration of the

issues to restructuring the neighborhood
school building and excluded from
consideration issues related to schools of
choice, restructuring state departments
of educmion, statewide assessment
mandates, and other stafe-level initio-
tives. Instead, the Center chose to
examine what happens to students with
disabilities when a school or a local
district decides to restruciure. Such
efforts usually entail establishing o
mission and goaks for restruduring,
defining student outcomes, ar: decen-
tralizing authority.

The focus on the local school and district
was infentional because the greatest
variafion in restructuring s occurring at
this grass roots leve!. Admittedly, local
districts cannot be completely decoupled
from state-leve! actions nor can state-
level adfivities be ignored. However,
the Center chose fo examine the imple-
mentation of restructuring poficies at
the locat school site, which presents the
greatest variation.

The Center began its work through o
series of meetings and informal discus-
sions with a number of leaders in educa-
tional restructuring as well as the teach-
ers, porents, and administrators who are
wrrently involved with restructuring.
Following these conversations, Center
staff identified a number of school
districts across the U.S. that were recom-

mended s leading the way in restructur-

ing in either regular or special edutation.

Stoff investigated 34 distridts, visiting 15
to inferview individuals involved in

INTRODUCTION

restructuring. In addition, Center staff
sponsored several meetings fo discuss
preliminary issues and to identify promis-
ing practices and policies. This activity was
designed to elicit input from a broad and
diverse group of individuaks engaged in
restructuring and to describe eritical issues
for integrating children with disabilities
into a restructuring school. From these
meetings and discussions emerged the
policy options. Togeth=, the two parts of
this document can % 2ip guide the decision
making for speciaf ané regulor educators
as they move fowned resirecturing schooks
and school sysiems.

What is the Background of
Restructuring?

During the past decade, American educa-
fion has been caught up in the momentum
for change. Beginning with the first alarms
regarding the poor state of our country's
educational system, states and bocal dis-
tricts have initiated o number of policies
and programs intended to improve edua-
tion. Early reforms addressed raising
standards for graduation, teacher cerfifica-
tion, and overal student achievement.
Maore recent attention has focused on
odapting the very structure of education to
meet changing values. This “wave” of
educational reform, which has been
termed “restructuring,” embraced @ num-
ber of concepts that include « major com-
mitment o educate alf students regardless
of economic, ethnic, or cultural differences
and o commitment to improve the perfor-
mance of all students in measurable ways.
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Today, at the beginning of o new
decode, education hus moved into
national focus. With educational
systerns in flux, the commeon denomina-
tor s change, os almost every district

in the U.S. embarks on scme type of
restructuring.

Two maijor strands define the changes
that are occurring. Gne strand is con-
cerned with obtaining beffer student
outcomes. These efforts are focused on
performance accountability and are
frequently defined by state-level perfor-
morke assessi.nt systems. The em-
phasis is on establishing spedific stan-
dords for schools and formally measur-
ing student performance. Another
strand of restructuring is concerned with
the contexi of teaching and learming.
The focus is on redefining eclscational
curricula and experiences in the school
buikding to provide students with en-
riched instruction and varied opportuni-
fies for active learing, which are
designed o result in higher student
performane.

What is Spedial Education
Restructuring ?

Special education in the United States
has a long history. Beginning in the
early 19th century, spedial programs
were developed for childsen with certain
disabilities. Over the years, programs in
local school districts grew, along with
the knowledge of how fo educate these
students. For some students, mosi
rotably those with severe mental
retardation, access to educational
programs was slow in coming. Just 20
years ago, most of these students were
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not in public schook. A combination of
advocacy and ftigatisn brought maior
changes to the schooks.

With the passage, in 1975, of the Educa-
tion for All Handicopped Children Adt (P.L
94-142) (now known as the Individuals
with Disabilifies Education Act or IDEA),
special education became institutionalized
in the public schooks. Over the years,
students served under this Ad increased
from 4.8 percent of the resident popula-
tion aged 3-21in 1976-77 10 7.1 percent
in 1990-91. The Act akso brought about
increased attention to parent involvement
in educational planning and cooperation.
The 1975 legislation akso dramwatically
expanded the infrostructure of spedial
education buregucracy. As progroms and
services became more avalloble, speciol
educction ot the state and district levels
often evolved info a distingt service system
within the education bureaucracy.

Special education policies have been
stccessful in many ways. Today, educa-
fion is provided to olf students regardless
of the severity of their disabilities. This has
been a challenge; one that hes been met
with new, oroadened definifions of school-
ing, specialized curricula, and new instruc-
tional approaches.

Despite the progress made in providing
education o students with disabilities,
spetial educators began to qustion the
outcomes of their students and began to
explore greater integration into regular
education. The emphasis moved from
pull-out programs to prometing collobora-
fin and cooperative teaching umong
regular and special educators in the dlass-
room. In addition, concerns increased over




the lurge number of students dassified as
learning disabled.

Some who wanted o improve the quality
and scope of the education of students with
more severe disabilities called for more
integration of these students into the
everyday life of the classroom. The indlu-
sion movement began with side-by-side
dassrooms and social integration and
moved toward full inclusion of students
with severe mental retardation and other
severe and complex disabilities into doss-
rooms with their sume oge peers.

During this same period, a number of
researchers inkreasingly documented the
poor post-school outcomes experienced by
former spedial educaiion students. Many
of these students did not complete school,
and follow-up studies indicated that many
students with disabdities who exited school
were unemployed or only morginally
employed. They were depandent on
fomily members, with fitle social of recre-
ational activity. Concern over what wos
happening to these students after leaving
school prompted many educators fo reex-
omine the educational experiences of these
studeats. The focus moved from proce-
dures and process to creating better out-
comes for students with disabilifies.

New models were propesed for providing
spediol education services in more colfabo-
rative ways with reqular educotion. The
discussi- s related fo restructuring special
education by promofing more integration
within regulor education schooks and
improving outcomes for students with
disabilities occurred simuttaneously with
discussions ohout restructuring regular
education. To some degree, the two

movements are onfinuing in parallel
fashion, while in sorme pleces the two
strands are rapidly converging. The
regular education community is sefting
the direction and defining the outcomes
for the restructuring movement, but
there is increasing attention o how
special education and students with
disabilities will be induded and inte-
grated withir the larger system. Within
this context, the Center for Policy Options
in Special Education has token g artical
ook at the issues and policy implications
involving special education and students
with disabilities within the context of
school restructuring inifiafives and has
put forth some broad options for restruc-
turing special education services.

Who Is Receiving Spedal
Education Services?

Over 4.8 million students received specal
education during the 1990-91 school
year. Yaile the vast majority of students
receiving these support services s be-
tween the ages of 6 and 17, the number
of younger students identified as needing
special education is increasing rapidly.
The majority of identified students is
considered learning disabled, and most
receive their special education services

in the regulor public school, although
typically in resource rooms or segregated
tlosses.

The term “students with disabilities,”
while it encompasses the freditional
definitions found in Federal and state
laws, does not exdude the possibility that
the heterogeneous needs found in this
group interface and overlap with the
needs of “regular education” students

and that the designation “disability” does
not necessarily reside within the person
but may describe an interactive process
with the curriculum and school expedio-
tions. Therefore, it is important fo recog-
nize that students with disabilities have
diverse educational needs requiring o
range of specialized educational services.
This diversity must be in the forefront of
discussions about the role of students
with disabilities in aspects of school
restructuring, induding outcome assess-

ment, curricular reform, and changing
instructional pradice.

What Is Regular Education?

Within this document we use the term
“requlor education” to mean oll of the
educational programs outside special
education. This term stimulated mudh
discussion ond feedback from our numer-
ous reviewers. All argued thera was not
simple entity such as “reqular” education.
While we recognize that the students and
programs within reguiar education are not
homogzneous, we have used the term for
simplicity. The educational system, of
which special education is but one part, is
best characierizca t - its diversity; itis
neither reqular nor general. Likewise,
special education is equally diverse,
representing a range of programs, ser-
vices, ond orientations. Therefore, it is our
hope that information contained in this
document concerning the policy issues
involving students with disabilities will
contribute fo o brooder understanding of
student diversity and restructuring.
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Part I: The Issues
The Restructuring Process

Through discussions and interviews with individuals involved in schooi restructur-
ing, five tasks emerged that must be addressed by schools wishing to restructure:
1. Develop a clear vision and mission for educadon that includes all sudents;
2. Establish a system of accountability for all educational programs;
3. Create an organization that supports the mission of restructuring;
4. Change what schools teach and how they teach it; and
5. Create supports for staff development and staff renewal.

These tasks became the framework for discussing the impacts of school restructuring
on students with disabilides. The tasks are distinct, yet not separate. In most cases, one
part of the process flows from another. Setting the mission and goals for restructuring
defines the standards for which schools will be held accountable. Determining che
gu-emance structures determines who will be held accountable for which outcomes, as
well as who will make decisions regarding how students will be educated. Curriculum and
instruction - the content of education - become linked to outcomes. In fact, in an

outcomes-driven system, there is a heightened awareness of curricular content. If you are

going to measure it, you must teach it. Instruction supports the curricudum as well as the

mission of education. particularly as it relates to increasing collaboration between regular
and special education. Finally, staff development and renewal must be provided to sustain
all aspects of restructuring. In each part of the process, students with disabilities must be
recognized and accommodated.

Considerations and Issues Related to the Major Tasks of Restructuring

Several considerations refated to each task listed above have been idendfied. As each
school team takes on the challenge of restructuring to meet the needs of all students, it wall
be faced with numerous options for completing each task. The considerations presented in
the following pages are intended to help the team focus the task in directions that have

proved helpful to others attempting restructuring,




-
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ISSUE: DEVELOP A CLEAR VISION AND
MISSION FOR EDUCATION THAT INCLUDES
ALL STUDENTS

Restructuring begins with a vision from which is derived a mission statement—
a statement of philosophy and purpose that reflects the school community’s values
and beliefs. The vision and mission statement must be broad enough so that all parts
of the system and the community can enroll; all programs and individuals must see
their place in the mission and say, “Here is what I can do.” The mission statement is
more than a statement of philosophy; yet it reflects the vision of the system. It sets the
direction for the school. Special education, along with all other programs, needs to be
reflected in the school’s mission. Special education leadership should be involved in
creating the vision and forming the mission that includes special education not as a
separate entity but as an essendal element. In order to do this, special educators must
have a vision for how special education services can best be provided in the schools.
The mission for special education needs to be defined not as a separate entity but as it
supports district and school-wide restructuring. Words chosen to convey the mission
statement must be carefully selected to reflect the diversity of the students and the
programs that serve them. The system should be challenged by the mission state-
ment. When special educators are explicitly included in the process - at the state,
district, or school levels - there is greater collaboration and mutual trust through all

the other stages of restructuring,

It does seem to make a
difference if students with
disabilities are explicitly
recognized in the goal
statements and other district
plans. All of the rest of
restructuring - outcomes,
curriculum decisions,
instructional arrangements -
will better reflect the diversity
of schools and result in

enambiguous policies.




.I The school community’s values and beliefs concerning the education of all
students within the school need to be reflected in the vision for the school and be

part of the mission statement.

® District and school visions and mission statements need to be developed with wide
community participation and input (administrators, regular and special educators,
support staff, students, parents, and business and other community members).

W District mission stacements need to be examined within each school building 1o
ensure that they truly meet the unique educational environment. If not, the
statements may need to be revised to beter reflect the educational needs of all
students in the school district.

2 There is a need for goals that challenge the system and set new standards, while
reflecting the outcomes desired for all students.

M The goal-serting process should involve the active participation of all stakeholdess,
including parents, to foster a climate of trust and ensure that the opinions of all

stakeholders do count.

W Goals can be t0o narrowly limited to performance criteria that cannot be attained
by some students with disabiliies who have limited or non-existent academic skills
or for whom such skills are not feasible or relevant.

) 1




3 The goal-setting process can be used to encourage support and dialogue among the
professionals in the svstem concerning the purposes of special education programs
and services and how thev support and supplement the svstem's mission.

3 Staff can be encouraged and rewarded for visionary planning in education. Without
visible support and modeling by svstem and school leadership. statt will be reluctant
to take risks.

3 There is a need to build leadership and create a partership for change among
special education, regular education, and families.

A [ special education leadership is absent at the district- or building-level restructuring
process. opportunities are lost to build on the strengths and human resources
abundant in special education.

W Leadership for creating partnesships and fostering collaboration is strongest it it is

modeled bv central office statf.

M Someone has to ensure that students with disabilities are considered in the
restructuring process. This is critical to ensuring that their special education needs
are respected in the restructuring plans.

“Whenever there is a

discussion of our

long-range plans for
vestructuring, Im
always on the
outsicle with

my nose pressed

against the glass...”

A local divector of
special education
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ISSUE: ESTABLISH A SYSTEN OF ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR ALL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

The focus for educational restructuring is improved student learning, The key to restructuring

which frequently is translated into quantifiable measures for which school _ .
. special educotion rests

personnel must be accountable. If special education is not explicidy involved in
with accountability.

the conceprualization of restructuring, it becomes very evident when account-
ability measures are defined. Increasingly, districs have found themselves Knowing what the
dealing with competing priorities as they have established outcomes ar the same outcomes are for
time that statewide accountability systems are imposed. More often than nor, crudents with
the result is layers of assessments. Within districts, there is litde consensus

regarding which students with disabilides should be included in which assess-

ments. There is no clear plan for determiring which measures to use for

disabilities and who is
responsible for those

students receiving different curricula. In addition, there is reluctance to use the outcomes builds the
sam: assessments with students with learing disabilities who may be participat-
ing i the regular curiculum. Students with disabilities tend to be
unsystematically exempred from required assessments, or they are assessed but

trust among special
educators, parents,

. .. .o . . and the regular
their scores are not reported. Decisions regarding inclusion or exemption of

students from outcome assessments may be partially based on the perceived lack education system.
of appropriateness of these outcomes. Yet, the issue then becomes defining and
assessing the separate outcomes. Currendy, the lack of resolution of these issues

mears a lack of accountability for students with disabilities.




There is a need to define student outcome assessmer:t systems that reflect the
diversity of all students and include all students. Exemption policies nieed to be
developed for students who will not participate in the assessment process and, once

established, should be uniformly applied and monitored.

W Special educators feel most comfortable with student outcomes that are defined as
domains or common areas of learning within which a broad range of student
performance standards can be set. The domains must also reflect areas such as social
development and personal growth and not just academic skills.

W When student outcomes are established in terms of performance standards on specific
mandared tests. students with learning and behavioral disabilities are perceived to fare
less well. They may be forced to take tests that are far above their performance level
or may be exempted from testing bv policy or through the Individualized Educadon
Plan (IEP) process. Although exemptions may be made out of vonsideration for
students’ perceived abilities, exemptions may exclude large numbers of students who
are actually capable of successtully completing all or part of the assessments. The
result is that no accountability measures are available.

W [n districts where such tests are associated with some type of public repor, referral
rates to special education often increase as schools seek to “exempt” public low
achievers from tests.

& Creating accountability for the outcomes of students receiving special education
services can promote incentives for school-wide focus on the quality of instruction
offered to those students.

W Rigid policies regarding participation of students with disabilities in school system
accountability measures result in some students with disabilities being denied
opportunities to participate in regular education.

2 At a minimum, alternative accountability measures may need to be provided
within the outcome system for those students for whom other measures are not
demonstrated to be useful.

® Current accountability for special education programs relies on program data such as
numbers of students served, type and nature of services provided, and in some
districts, numbers of referrals. Evaluations of student performance often are only
provided in the IEP but not aggregated to the school. district, or state level.

W Presendy, there is no consensus regarding which accountabilitv measures - either
actual student performance or program data such as referral rates or measures of

integration - should be established for students with disabilicies.




Accountability for student
outcomes is the key to
including kids with dis-
abilities in the restructur-
ing movement... they are
the school’s vesponsibiliry
and their outcomes must.

be measured and reported.”

Divector of special cdicanion ot a
large urban school system

& State and local districts may be reluctant to establish additional accountability
measures for students with disabilities. such as post-school employment or
community living, because schools perceive themselves as having little control over
adult services or employment opportunities. However, if schools are held
accountable for preparing students to take an active role in society, the same
commitment must hold for students with disabilities.

B B 3 There is a need for more uniform policies and procedures for reporting existing
= outcome data for students with disabilities, as well as for determining the
' consequences of those reports.

I Outcome dara for students with disabilities frequendy are not reported when
obtained through testing programs. [n some instances. schools may exempt from
their “scores” data tor students with disabilities because of adverse effects on overall
reports of school performance.

® The use of authentic assessments te.g.. portfolios) as well as reporting progress versus
mastery can result in students with disabilities enhancing school “scores™ and can
support integration of those students into the accountability svstem.

& Performance measures may need to be miodified for use by students with disabilicies.
However, there is some resistance on the part of regular educators to making certain
modifications (e.g.. dlowing untimed administration).

3 A5 outcome data for students with disabilities are included in school-wide
pertormance reports. some principals are reluctant to accepe special education
programs in their buildings because of concern over lower achievement levels and
higher disciplinary occurrences. as well as higher absenteeism.

[99]
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ISSUE: CREATE AN ORGANIZATION THAT
SUPPORTS THE MISSION OF RESTRUCTUKING

Decentralizing school management has emerged as the cornerstone of school
restructuring. It is based on the premise that educational decisions are best made at
the building level, that teachers, parents, and principals should be freed from outside
interference to educate students according to their best judgment. School-based
management (SBM) frequently accompanies a district’s restructuring; sometimes it is
the only initiative undertaken by a school district. Typically, individual schools
receive some decision-making authority in three areas: budgets, personnel, and
curriculum. Comprehensive school-based management is not possible unless the

school is permitted to control budget, personnel, and curriculum.

Examples of decentralized authority range from moving all decision making to
parents and community members to the more common form of establishing advisory
councils composed of teachers and parents to assist in making school decisions, yet
allowing the principal to retain primary authority for school management. Such
decentralization may or may not be accompanied by reorganization of the central

office administration.

Participation of special educators in the governance structure is highly depen-
dent upon having leadership for special education at the local school site. Leadership
can come from building principals, as well as from among instructional staff who can
bring special education into the restructuring process. However, school staff need the
flexibility to make decisions about special education, budgets, and programs, and

need to know the parameters of the decisions they can make.

Regardless of whether spacial
education becomes unified
with reguiar education or
remoins o separate program,
individual building principals
need clear, unambiguous
messages about the black and
white areas of policy ond
procedures and the areas in
which they have opportunities

10 be innavative.




“If we dont give local
schools authority to

make decisions about
kids in special educa-

tion, those schools will

never accept responsi-

bility for those kids.”

A local disirice superintendens

There is a need to create long-range strategic plans that address how all parts of the
system, including all special education programs and services, will be coordinated
and directed at the school site.

Including special educatior in the planning for restructuring creates opportunities for
sharing resources - personnel and knowledge - and for opening doors to more creative
delivery of services to all students in the school.

Strategic plans designed to guide restructuring need to explicitly address how various
services and programs (such as special education) will support the school-wide goals.

The strategic planning process can identify barriers to full implementation of a
restructuring plan. including regulations or other policies. the institutional tradition
or historv of the program, and collective attitudes or beliefs about special educariza or
students with disabilities.

Collaboration among all relevant program heads is crucial throughout the strategic
planning process. Without coordinated mission statements, strategic plans may result
in competing approaches and competing resources.

School-based planning teams need to reflect the diversity of the school and
community, including those parents and professionals who understand and can
represent the needs of students with disabilities.

Schools that have leadership for special education can offer the best climate for
promoting increased collaboration among all staff in the building. Such leadership
can come from parents as well as professionals and must be welcomed by the whole
school.

Decision making of local school-based planning teams can be enhanced through an
increased understanding of students with disabilities and the narure of special
education. The central office needs to ensure that reams have that knowledge.

Policies regarding special education referral, identification, and placement and the
relationship among regular education, special educatien, and families need

10 be clearly and consistently defined and communicated to all staff within each
school building,

School-site instructional decision making is facilitated when the policies related to
referral and identification, as well as the options for delivering instruction, are
explicidy communicated to principals and their staff.

Redefining the roles of central office personnel to technical assistance providers
supports the decision-making process at the school level.



4 Decision-making authority for special education budgets, programs, and personnel
needs to be clearly delineated.

If allocations and zssignment of specialized personnel are determined at the central
office. there is licle if any discredion at the building level about the use of special
education resources. thus there is little incentive or flexibility to encourage
involvement of special education in school-wide restructuring.

State regulations. such as those regarding class sizes and staffing ratios in special
education. may interfere with the authorizy of schools o decide the number and
tvpes of personnel. School-based planning teams must be aware of such regulations
and understand the procedures available to seek waivers from these regulations.

The negative effects of state special education funding formulae and local
accounting practices on collaboration between special and regular educators must
be considered.

If staff allocations are based on assumptions of certain ratios or placement Jocations
(e.g.. small, self-contained classrooms), fear of losing a teacher and associated
resources may dictate how much collaboration 2 schoo! district may support.

Personnel assignments within the school may be restricted by source of salaries.
Personnel paid entirely from Part B flow-through funds may not be able work with
non-special education students. Due to 2 limited supply of related service personnel,
their assignments may remain under the direction of the central office with their tme
allocated o schools at cenral office discretion, m.ing it difficulr to include those
specialists in the school restructuring process.

District budgets are usually viewed in isolation. For example, special education
programs lose transportation funds when students go t neighborhood schools
instead of to centralized programs. Dollars that could be used to support
development of the new neighborhood school program frequendy cannot transter.

Because dollars for special education materials and equipment are usually allocated
separately. their use can be restricted: this perperuates the separateness of the
cducation and accompanving programs for srudents with disabilities within the
building.

When schools are given the sole responsibility for providing staff development (as
well as goods and services) within their buildings. there is the need to ensure that
all teachers have professional needs mer. including special educators.

School-based staff development may be planned to reflect the needs of the majorin of
staff, but unless special education is reflected in the mission. some teachers may not
receive the specialized training they need. Similarly. regular educators may not

receive tmaining necessary for teaching students with disabilities.
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ISSUE: CHANGE WHAT SCHOOLS TEACH
AND HOW THEY TEACH IT

If the corerstones of school site restructuring are student outcormes, then
the foundation is a new view of how students are educated. The concepr of
restructuring rests on the need to challenge traditional approaches to education
that view the student as a passive learner. In search of better student outcomes,
schools are given increased authority over their own management and frequendy
decide what to teach. Sall, most decisions regarding curriculum remain central-
ized. Local districts and some states are defining the core curriculum for the
schools, but individual school innovations are increasing, as are innovations in the

ways that teachers deliver the curricuum.

Many special educators have begun to question traditional, segregated
approaches to educating students with disabilities. They are secking collaboration
with regular educators and greater integration of all students with disabilities into
classrooms with their non-disabled peers. This movement toward integration has
resulted in new instructional arrangements and has begun to point to the critical
need for providing a broad and balanced curriculum for all students.

For mony students with disabilities,
the issue of what they are taught
gets lost in decisions abaut where
they are tought. Students with
disobilities are entitled to have
access to the district curriculom,
but the curriculum cannat be so
narrowly defined that it creates
“casualties” wha become the

referrals to speciol education.




The adoption of school-wide approaches to curriculum and instruction needs to be
considered in light of the impact on students who do not fit the standard academic
approach. There needs to be flexibility to provide programs appropriate for each
student; when flexibility does not exist, many students can be excluded from

regular education.

Curriculum content is closely linked to defined student outcomes. When outcomes
have been narrowly defined, the content of education becomes more narrowly
focused and fewer altematives exist that meet the diverse characteristics and needs of

students with disabilities.

The concept of having one curriculum for a district o state has implications for a
number of students, including those with significant learning difficulties. If the
curriculum is too narrowly defined. curricula may not be relevant or meaningful for
some students (e.g., requirements that everyone take algebra). However, establishing
alternative curricula can contribue to segregation and separation of students and

staff.

If there is “one” curriculum in a district, it is unclear how that curriculum will be
delivered to students in separate schools, both public and private. Yet, if students do
not receive instruction in this curriculum, they will have difficulty successfully
reintegrating into the district’'s educational system.

When schools emphasize only academic performance and higher level thinking skils,
teachers become less tolerant of diverse leamners; failures increase as well as referral

rates to special educadon.

W When schools rigidly adopt one specific instructional approach (e.g., emerging
lieracy, cooperative learning, etc.), there is a risk that the approach will not be
effective for all students. Without flexibility in such approaches. some students end
up being removed from that instructional environment through referral to special
education.
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¥ Lack of consistency across schools in applying specific instructional approaches may
result in fragmented education for students who move from one school to another.
_. This is viewed as particularly critical in urban areas and other large school districts
- that have high student mobility rates. Such fragmenation can also create a problem
- for reintegrating students with disabilites into their home schools or into regular
classrooms.

~ @ When special educators make unsystematic adaptations of district curricula for
' students receiving special education services, there is  risk of discontinuity across
classrooms. and students can receive fragmented education.

2 Special education programs and services need to be considered in light of how
they relate to the core curriculum. Do they suppost access to the curriculum
within mainstream settings for all students or do they offer separate curricula in

isolated settings?

® [ssues of placement are frequendy confused with decisions regarding the content of

i instruction for students with disabilicies. If some students with disabilities require a
= more functionally oriented curriculum (e.g, activities of daily living or community

mobility), there is a tendency to offer the curriculum in a separate serting,

W Increased professional collaboration results when all students participate in the same
curricutum.

3 Professionals within the school building, as well as other community agencies,
- students, and families need to increase collaboration to create a broader view of
e education that can truly accommodate all students regardless of educational need.

B Deep aritudinal and philosophical barriers exist between regular and special

L education and other disciplines. When true collaboration exists, educators, social
T workers. psychologists, medical professionals, and other related service personnel will
confront how they view their roles with students requiring special education services

and how and whére their services should be delivered.

3 Special educators can mistrust regular education and can be reluctant to relinquish
control over the education of “their” students because chey don't understand the
demands and structure of regular education.

_ 2 Dolicies. including those related to certification, funding sources. and work schedules
. can impede increased professional collaboration within schools and across agencies.

W State regulations that dictate certification requirements or placements for students
with specific disabilities inhibit creative use of staff and perperuate isolation of
students, staff. and curriculum ac the building level.
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“There is a lack of
understanding between
special and regular
educators - each doesn’t
know what the other is
doing in the curriculum
but what makes it worse
is that they make the
assumption that they

do know!”
A blding principal
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ISSUE: CREATE SUPPORTS FOR STAFF
. DEVELOPMENT AND STAFF RENEWAL

A critical area within restructuring is how to support the personnel who
are confronted with massive changes associated with restructuring, Substantal
changes in roles and relationships as well as curriculum place great demands on
people. Teachers and administrators often express a sense of being overwhelmed

and feeling frustrated at the sometimes slow process of change. Yet. they also

- express excitement at the prospect of doing things differently, being more
i . creative, and moving in new directions. Thus. successful restructuring requires
o adequate support for teachers, key administrators, and in some instances parents
-

and community members. Just as teachers and administrators require support
in assuming new roles, so do parents and community members. Often, this
means training in new areas such as negotiation, working as a member of a
group, strategic planning, supporting change, and acquiting specific information
- related to instruction and curriculum. Such professional development can

N become particularly critical if special education is to be brought into the
TESITUCTUIINgG PrOCESS.

Professional development and staff

renewal were often cited as the
forgotten areas of restructuring.
Teachers need time to discuss
concerns and engage in jaint
plarning; they also need more
opportunities for staff development
that have a consistent focus,

accur in the school, and pravide

oppartusities for practice.




A professional development plan that addresses the goals of restructuring needs to
- be conceptualized at the building level and coordinated across the district.

@ Comprehensive professional development requires a long-term investment in
- training, It requires developing skills and confidence for statf members to be willing
- to give up "rurf” and enter into new wavs of educating students.

2 Comprehensive planning requires input from all instructional personnel in the
building as well as parents and community members.

® Adequate time and other resources for staff and volunteer development are frequenty
not provided as part of a district-wide restructuring plan. This is often a forgorten .
area in the current fisczl environment.

® Lirde professional development, with respect to new responsibilities in educating
— students with disabilities. is provided to principals. school psychologists. and other
' specialists.

2 School-based staff development is considered to be the most responsive to teachers’
needs. but often, too few resources are available ar the school level for such actvities.

® Planning time and other opportunities for informal collegial support and assistance
frequently do not exist within the school schedule, and resources are not directed
- toward increasing such opportunities. This diminishes collaboration among special
— and regular educators.

® Union contracts and other district policies can restrict time available for staff
development and collaborative planning beyond district-wide staff development days.

m Daraprofessional participation in planning or staff development is rarely compensated,
which hampers the team approach to instruction and further hampers increased
instructional collaboration.

3 2 Regular educators, as well as parents and community members, require knowledge
~ ’ about students with disabilities and the types of programs and services they require

;o just as special educators need to learn more about what is being taught in the
B regular classroom.

- ™ Litde professional development is offered to district-level policymakers in areas
’ related to education of students with disabilities.

® Special and regular educators frequently do not have preservice training that
promotes collaboration, including how to work as a member of a team, or knowledge
of the roles and responsibilities of one another’s disciplines.




“The key to the
whole restructuring
process is staff
development - we
need time and
Sfunds to do it!”

A state divector of special
-education

® Parents and community members involved in school-based decision making can
benefit from training in teamwork and collective decision making. However, such

training is rarely provided by the schools.

Models for providing continuous and long-term staff renewal or retraining within a
school district need to be widely implemented if the restructuring momentum is to
be maintained.

Professional inservice tends to be episodic and delivered through occasional

workshops without follow-up. Opportunities for applying knowledge and receiving
corrective feedback are frequently not provided.

Opportunities are frequendy limited or non-existent for school staff to stay abreast of
new developments in education, including demonstration programs or applied
research findings.

Resources that support individual development through workshops. conterences. or
coursework at local colleges and universities are rarely sufficient to support the needs
of professionals in the schools. vet schools and institutions of higher ecucarion need
to actively pursue those partnerships.

B Staff development activities often are not evaluated to determine if they result in
long-term change.
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Part Il: The Policy Options

This section provides administrators and policymakers with policy alternatives that can guide the
restructuring of special education. These options are organized into five major tasks, just as the issues in
Part [ were. Each option is presented with specific assumptions that define the option. Also presented are
strategies that may have to be employed to implement the option as well as the possible implications of
those strategies. The latter are more ilustrative than definidive - what one school may need to do can be
verv different from a school in another state or disirict. Similardy, not all options are assumed to be within
the control of local schools. Some options may be subject to approval or support of state government and,
in a very few instances, may digress from current special education policies. The options section is followed

by brief descriptions of the optiens in practice.

Obviously, there are numerous ways to restructure special education programs and services within a
school and few options are murually exclusive. Some options are clearly linked - selecting a specific vision
for education can lead to specific choices regarding student outcomes and curriculum. There may also be
any number of possibilities for combining the options; nonetheless, the optons that have been developed
and presented in this section represent broad orientations to restructuring, not spedific policy.

The options reflect the thoughts of the individuals who have participated in the dialogues surround-
ing educational restrucruring. More than 30 individuals assisted in constructing specific options o
provided extensive commentary. Many others reviewed and critiqued the draft. The options are presented
to promote reflectien and consideration as well as dialogue among all those who are committed to educa-
tional restructuring at the individual school or district levels and to providing high-quality education to
students with sabilities. The options can help guide the restructuring process as it occurs in schools and
hopefully will result in more thoughtful and responsible educational policy.

In defining the options. there were three overriding assumptions: policy and program changes in
education will be built upon the fundamental righits of students with disabilities to a free and appropriate
education designed to meet their individual educational needs; changes to current policies should be
controlled changes that offer an opporunity for alternative policy instruments to be tested before widescale
adoption; and decision making regarding changes must involve broad community input and reflect the

values of the school community.

.‘i:';
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DEVELOP A CLEAR VISION AND MISSION
FOR EDUCATION THAT INCLUDES ALL STUDENTS

The central task of educational restructuring is defining a vision for education from which a
mission can be developed. A mission statement is critical as it defines the direction for change: the
goals for restructuring; the anticipated outcomes and curriculum; and the governance structures.

Mission statements provide an orientation to restructuring, The mission statement and goals
can emanate from the state, the local district, or be crafted by the local schools. The statement and
the accompanying goals define an orientation to education. Yer, without 2 clear vision of what
education can be, a mission statement cannot be developed. That vision must be broad enough to
include af/ students and must reflect the values of the community served by the schools. In order to
define a vision and mission thar acknowledges all students, state and districr policymakers and local
building teams need to be aware of different visions for providing special education to students with
disabilities. These professionals, as well as parents and community members, must understand the
possibilities for changing their schools in ways that serve all students well.

Options:
B Unified system;
M Indlusive or heterogeneous schools; and
M Separate program identity with a continuum of placements.
Fach is presented as a separate option or orientation; yet, as noted earlier, there are many combina-

tions of the three options.

Key Questions:

Is there a vision for how the schools should be restructured and does that vision reflect
broad community values?

Will the mission be defined through a process that will include broad representation of
parents, teachers, and community members, including other child service agencies?

Is there receptivity and openness to considering options for changing the way special
education programs and services are organized?

Is there administrative support for exploring more flexible procedures and programs in
special education?

Ul oD N

Will the mission statement and goals be broad enough to truly include all students or

will some students be excluded by virtue of policy or practice emanating from the mission?
Are the goals focused on academic excellence. or is there emphasis on personal autonomy.
independence. and social responsibility?

39



Option: Unified System

- The purpose of this option is to create an educational system that can respond
e more effectively to the diverse needs of students and their families. A unified educational
i system is based on the principle that each student represents a unique combination of
abilities and educational needs and may require individual assistance at varving times

v | during the school years in order to achieve important outcomes.

The key belief is that schools are organized around services, not programs. Ina
unified educational system, human and other resources are emploved to provide 2 range
of services in a range of settings to students with unequal educational needs. “Full-
service” or “community schools” can be created to bring together multiple service
agencies, such as health and mental health, social services, and, when necessary, juvenile
s justice to meet the needs of 4/ students. Central to this option is assurance that there is

accounaability for all students, including those with disabilides, and assurance that
students with disabilities are being appropriately and effectively educared. A unified
system requires flexibility in progtam implementation and funding. This option
represents a major change in the way special education currently operates; supporting
_— parallel program bureaucracies to provide separate specialized services is viewed as
inefficient and duplicative. Furthermore, the costs associated with determining indi-
vidual program eligibility and enforcing program rules is viewed as draining critical

resources away from providing direct services to students.

The assumptions associated with this option will likely require bold policy
initiatives and some adjustments at the state anc' Federal levels. but some school districts
have begun to experiment with a unified structure within existing policy frameworks.
The result is a svstem that can use every available resource to provide quality education

t0 all students. regardless of their educational needs.

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Assumptions

The school system wans fo provide equal access fo high-quality instruction that results in desired
outcomes for il students, regardiess of their charadteristics or educational needs.

Accountaility for affstudents s vested in their neighborhood schoal, and there is one set of outcomes
for afl students.

Decision making and responsibility for students’ programs are shared among school and other
specialized staff, students, and parents.

Generally, ollstudents are educated in their neighborhood schools and fully induded in the curricular
and extra~curricular life of the school, induding being edutated in age-appropriate reqular education
dassrooms. However, some specialized placements could be mede available on a limited-fime basis to
any student who needed intensive services.

Most specialized instruction and services are provided without the need to label or otherwise categorize

students. A small number of intensive or highly spedialized services might be provided on a short-term
basis outside the neighborhood school, and would be available to any student.

Services are provided without fabels and use resources from all categorical programs, as well os other
sources.

Strategies

Mission Staiements:

Create district- and buikding-level mission stutements that match the realifies of each school and match
the student characteristics within the buikding. Mission statements and goals apply to dll students.

Create the mission statement and organize dirsctives that emphasize how services will be provided o
students and not reference spedfic programs or administrative struciures.

Funding:

Centralize categorical program accounts {2.g,, Chaper I, Special Education, Educational impa Aid,
ESOL, Migrant Education, etc.) on a single computerized systen fo aflow the central office to administer
funds to ensure fiscal compliance but allow flexible use of funds ot the building level in order to foster
collaboration and joint planning.

Base funding on the fotal school populetion or on services provided, not on the numbers or types of

students identified s having discbifties within a sthool. Federal and state funds can be distributed fo

igcui districts and school buikdings using a per capita formula based on the total number of students in
e site.

Crete funding fexihilty within special education; use funds from other programs that currently
require differential diagnosis o eligihility defermination.

Use special education and other “program” funds to suppot professional development for feachers,
administrators, and other professionals to improve their ability to serve students with diverse needs.

Eligibility Dedisions:
Offer support services as needed in the dassroom without determining students' efigbifity.

View referrals as requests for services, not requests for evaluation for program eligibiliy. Treat o
parental request for service os a referral fo service. Parents should review student evalugtions and
student assessments reqularly fo determine student progress.

(te
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Strategies (cont.)

Have problem-salving teams provide students and teachers with a range of informal assistance and
intervention strategies. These teams can determine when more speciclized intervention is required.

Use spedfic skill assessmiants, observations, interviews, and checklists to determine educational needs
and the effect of the instructional environment on student performance. Assessments should not result
in labefing or categorizing; psycho-educational batteries will generaliy not be used.

Programs and Services:

Offer short-term inferventions or services v *hout requiring IEPs, regardless of who requests or receives
services. Comprehensive or long-ferm, multi-disciplinary or multi-agency services can require IEPs, but
these are not necessarily connected to spedial education. A student’s home school implements and
evaluates services.

Share personnel and resources at the building level. Speciel educators hecome providers and
managers of services available fo any student requiring assistance. “Special education” should be
service, not a place.

Promote collaboration across disciplines, agencies, and programs within the school system to provide
multi-discplinary/multi-agency services at the school site.

Procedural Safeguards:

Defermine who is protected under the Individuals with Disabilities Educaiion Act without restricting the
provisions of educational services. An IEP, required for the assurance of ar appropriate education,
should be based on the attainment of outcomes, nof on services received.

Outcomes ond Accountability:
Base accountability for all students on one set of outcomes that 1s meaningful and attainable by all

Measura all students’ outcomes in ways that permit variation in the ways a student demonstrates
mastery.

Include measurable evaluations of student performance as part of the services provided. Schools are
accountable for demonstrating the effectiveness of their services. The district and/or state may
establish additional student performance outcomes for accountability purposes.

Use other student performance outcomes, as established by the school, local distrid, and/or state for
accountability purposes.

Governance/Progrom Administration:

Recognize that special education s no longer a separate program administration. Cenfral office
administration should be determined by role, not according to “program” identity.

Have special education adminisirators collaborate with the school site staff to plan how specialized
services can be provided in regular schools and classrooms.

Develop plans for coflaborative service delivery with all members of the education bureaucracy,
inchuding feachers’ unions.

Have central office special education personnel provide generic instructional support and technical
assistance to schools. These staff can also monitor funds, s well as outcomes and specialized
placements or contracted services.




Personnel:

Have ofl teachers and other school staff, including paraprofessionals and specialists, become deliverers
of instruction to various groups of students.

Designate building administrators as the primary instructional leaders for alf students. Special
education staff and administrators should become integration facilitators and offer support within the
building.

Have speciatty personnel, including special education teachers and speech and language clinicians,
expand their roles fo team teachers, curricular adapters, and consultants fo feachers.

Have a teacher, supervisor, or distric-level service coordinator be responsible for ensuring that [EP
goals are mef.

Provide ongoing, comprehensive staff development based on ccmmon goals, fo regular and special
educators within the school building. Focus on the changing roles and responsibilities of school-based
personnel.

Implications

Requires a change in belief on the part of special educators regarding the purpose of special education
and of their respective roles and responsibilities to the students with disablities.

Requires significant changes or waivers in Federal/state policy progrom eligibility requirements and/or
identification procedures, funding formulae, and designation af “qualified personnel” persennel.

Unless formulae are revised or waived, funds for spedal education will be lost as a result of the
decreas af special education child counts due to non-identification.

Funding from other sources, such as Medicaid, that require a differential diagnosis may be lost unless
afterniative procedures for determining eliqibility are used.

Requires an accountability system, based on individual or group student performance outcomes, that
can be used to assure student educational needs are met.

The concept of procedural safequards as erumerated in the IDEA may need fo be reconsidered in
terms of determining eligibilty for those safeguards.

Requires cormxmitment from parents, advocates, and special education professicnals and assumes that
those individuals can be assured that the educational needs of students v - disabilities are being met
and students are making adequate progress toward goaks.

Requires a commitment to maintain current programs at the school site. Unification cannot be a
reason for reducing program budgets.

Requires a range of placements. Some students, nofably those with the most challenging behaviors,
may require some spedialized placements. These students must be protected from exdusion from
school through disciplinary procedures.

There are concerns that sudents with less “visible” disabilities (such as learning disabiliies) will not
receive the specialized services professionaks believe those students require because services will be
spread across foo many students.




Option: Indusive or
Heterogeneous Schools

Inclusive education represents the philosophy that all sudents, regardless of
the challenges presented by their educational needs, should be educated with their
same age peers in their neighborhood schools. While a unified svstem includes
some aspects of indusive schools, the inclusive or heterogeneous option does nor
require or assume 2 blending of programs. This option can exist within a separate
categorical special education program administration. Inclusive schools are based
on the belief that those students with the most intensive educational needs should
be educared in their neighborhood schools and within regular classrooms in those
schools. The specialized services that are designed to meer students diverse
educational needs are coordinated within the neighborhood school and, to the
extent possible, within the regular classroom:.

The option does not necessarily require a major reconceptualization of special
education as a program; special education programs and services can be adminis-
tered centrally and funded with minor changes. The option does require 2 commit-
ment on the part of superintendents and principals of local schools to accept
responsibility for educating 4/ students in their home schools, and to redefine the
roles of instructional personnel in the school building so that they work together

more collaboratively.




Assumptions

Al students are educated in their neighborhood school in age-appropriate reqular education
classrooms and community sites shared by aff students.

Socialization among alf peers is as important as specific skill attainment.

Spedalized supports and services are provided within regular education classes and other integrated
environments.

Special education eligibility requirements and procedures are maintained.

Decision making and responsibility for students’ giegrams are shared among school siaff, students,
cnd families.

Strategies

Mission Statement:

(reate district- and building-level mission statements that explicitly note indusion and place account-
ability for students with disabilities at the neighborhood school.

Funding:

Buse state funding formulae on services (fype and intensity) provided, not numbers of students
“identified” s having  disabifity and requiring spedial education.

Incorporate all special education funds, incuding these for transporiation, into the school budget fo
provid;iunfcfenﬁves for maintaining students in the classroom and to build the initial capacity of the
school staff.

Address state funding formulae barriers fo using a regular teacher as the primary insirudor of a
student with disabilities by co-funding teaching positions (using regular and special education funds)
and/or designating u special education teacher or administrator to implement the IEP.

Eligibikity Dedisions:
Maintain special education program efigibility requirements and procedures; ssessments should be
tied to educational diagnosis, rather than to defermining categories or labeks. Since specialized services

will be available to more students in the classroom, some shori-ferm, less intensive services can be
delivered by special educators without eligibility determination.

Programs and Services:

Develop IEPs for alt identified students. Other students within the regular dassroom receiving short-
term special education services do not require an |EP.

Use special education services within the regular classroom fo benefit o wider range of students, while
diredtly focusing on identified students with disabilities.




Strategies (cont.)

Provide most special education services through collaboration between reqular and spedial educators
and other spedialists. Special educators may reduce their direct service role and oordinate services
provided fo students with disabilities within a requlor dassroom.

Use peer support networks and peer futoring fo aid students with disabilities in the regular dassreom.
Have individualized spediol education services deiermined on o schook-by-school basis by parents and
staff. They should be guided by district goaks, student outcomes, and an accountebifity

Focus on fitting the program to the student and the schoel; allow variation in services but not
standards.

Procedural Scleguards:

Hold individual schools accountable for student outcomes, as well as for ensuring that students

identified as eligible for special education receive services specified in IEPs. Central office staff monitor
these safequards.

Advise each school which procedures must be adhered fo and how compliance wil be monitored by
district-level staff.

Outcomes and Accountability:

Identifv student outcomes on the IEP, induding individualized goals and objectives and performance
outcomes as specified by the state or school district.

Align IEP goals and objectives for each student with district outcomes to effectively integrate student
outcomes and accountability into the school.

Consider social relationships and increased social compatence as valued outcomes for students with
disabilities.
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Governance/Program Administration:

Recognize that building-level administrators are responsible for and serve as the instructionaf leaders
for all students in the school.

Have central office special education staff maintain a separate program administration. These
individuals should provide assistance to schools, monitor procedural safeguards, determine budget
allocations to schools, broker services, and provide an administrative level of complaint resolution and
mediation at the building level. Placement and eligibility deisions are made at the schoo! level.

Personnet:

Have special education teachers shift from providing direct instruction to supporting regular teachers,
team teaching, and helping with curriculum analyses and modification, peer fuclitation, and related
fundtions.

Have spedialisis (speech and language specialists, occupational therapists, and physical therapists)
deliver services in the regular dassroom either directly to or in consultation with regular education
personnel.

Provide intensive school-level staff development to all faculty and specialists to facilitate the transition
to o more collaborative system.

Inform a staff person in each huilding about special education administrative fasks and procedures to
ensure consistency in applying procedural standords.

Implications

Requires considerable time and flexibility in the teaching schedules to facilitate planning and
communication. This & essential to making the process work.

Requires belief and support of building administrators.
May move schools toward a more unified and collaborative system.

More indusion resulting in more special and regular education collaboration in the classroom may
result in lower referral and identification rates for special education, and with the current funding
formulae, could reduce funding.

Personne! allocation and funding formulae based on teacher/student ratios may need to be revised or
waived because students are not served in small segregated dasses.

Costs may initially increase to support staff development as well as other service changes; however,
schools report a decrease in service costs over time.

Speech and language specialists, occupational therapists, and physical therapists must assume new
ways of delivering services in regular dossrooms and functioning s consultants to teachers.

Some parents, advocates, and professionals may resist change unless they are assured that students’
educational needs will be effectively met in the regular classroom.
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Option: Separate Program Identity with a
Continuum of Placements

This option maintains a range of separate and specialized educational services
and serings, including separate classrooms and schools, to accommodate the range of
individual and unique needs of students with disabilities. The belief is that some
students with disabilities require a different curriculum and intensive instructional
supports that cannot be provided within a regular comprehensive school building.
This option maintains individualized educational programs and related services for
students identified as having disabilities and provides those services within a con-
tinuum of specialized placements. This option assumes that special education will
maintain a separate identity, including separate staff within central administration
who oversee and manage the specialized placements and procedures, as well as separate
staffs at the local school sites.

The categorical programs with a continuum of placements represent a tradi-
tional model for providing special education services. It is a model that was instinured
to provide a range of individualized programs within an educational system that had
largely been unresponsive to the needs of students with disabilities.

The concept of maintaining separate placements for some students, such as
those who are deaf and those with serious behavior disorders. is viewed by some as still
necessary for an appropriate education. While those placements can exist within a
system that is moving toward more unification, some within special education believe
thar the strength of the current system rests with its strong identity and single focus in

students with disabilities.




Assumptions

Some students with disabilities require an infense service or program in a special classroom, separate
school, or other spedialized sefting.

Mesting the needs of students with disabilifies requires a high degree of spedalized knowledge in
curriculum and insiruction, os well as a specialized cadre of personnel supervised by a highly focused
administration.

Existing special education eligibility requirements and procedures serve @ major purpose in ensuring
that students with disabilities receive an appropriate education.

Special educators and related service persannel are accountable for students’ programs and have
primary responsibility for ensuring that IEPs are met.

The educational focus for students with disabilities is on providing highly individualized instruction and
specific skill attainment, including vocational competence.

Strategies

Mission Statement:

(reate distric- and building-level mission statements thot acknowledge the diversity of students within
the school and promote consideration of students with disabilities in all aspects of the school.

Funding:

Use current Federal and state funding formulae to support categorical special placements.
Eligibility Dedsions:

Use current Federal and state definifions and guidelines to determine program eligibility.

Identify students with disabilties through comprehensive educational and psychological assessments;
develop individualized programs and services from these assessments.
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Strategies {cont.)

Programs and Services:
Maintain current procedures and policies regarding IEP development.

Maintain akternatives to the regular dassroom such as rescurce rooms, special dassrooms, and
altemative schook. Provide segregated intensive services with the intent of moving students back info
regular classrooms as soon s possible.

Use instructional assessments fo determine the level and setting of specialized educational interven-
tions. Use specialized placements when professionals onsider general instruciion inappropriate even
after adjustments o performance standards, pacing, instructional methods, and content have been
made and specilized support has been provided.

Procedural Safeguards:

Maintain current procedural safequards; ceniral office staff administers procedures, provides a
grievance process, and monitors and mediates complaints.

Have central office staff enforce and monitor protection for children identified os disabled and
requiring special education.
Outcomes and Accountability:

Have special educators maintain accountabilty for alf students receiving education; accountability
should be based on student performance outcomes as well es procedural compliance.

Use separate performance indicators for students receiving alternafive specialized curricula which will
be incorporated into the IEP.

Develop, with building-level input, altemative assessments and reporting formats that demonsirate the
progess of students with disabilities and provide incentives for schools to improve student progress.

Governarce /Program Administration;

Have central office special education administration define program standards and the range of
services, permitfing same variation on a school-by-school hasis.

Have central office special education administration control the budget and the allocation of special

education and related services personnel and determine student placements outside of their neighbor-
hood schooks.

Personnel:

Maintain separate qualifications for special educators and other specialists and define their

roles differently.

Have central office personnel supervise special education instructional staff and provide separate staff
development based on different program godls.




Implications

This option requires no policy or program changes except perhaps defining educational outcomes and
monitoring those outcomes.

Through careful oversight and program manitoring this option protects studenis’ educational rights.
This is considered necessary, in the absence of meaningful siudent outcomes, fo ensure that studens
with disabilities receive appropriate services.

The option can perpetuate a dual or separate system that conflcts with site-based decision making and
school autonomy and works against site-based management and the concept of promofing responsibil-
ity and accountability for special education students at the school site.

The segregation of students with disabilies occurs os ditated by service needs. However, such
segregation cen confinue info adulthood and allow communities to remain ninformed and uncomfort-
able with persons with disabilities.

This option is meefing increased resistance among some parents, advocates, and professionaks.

A strong centralized focus of responsibility and advocacy for special education programs is maintained.
Some special educators believe some students (e.g., those with behavior disorders) are less accepted by
schools and that this option provides the intensive services such students require and shields them from
an unatcepting regular dassroom.

Dual “systems” are maintained that can result in less efficient communication and conflicts across
program administrations, as well us duplication of services and funds.

Segreqation of students with disabilities from their same age “typical” peers caa resultin @ lack of
appropriate sodial relationships.
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ESTABLISH A SYSTEM OF ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR ALL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

The comerstone of restructuring the school is a set of student outcomes for
which schools can be held accountable The goal of restructuring is to improve
education in specific measurable ways. All other tasks of restructuring are crucial
elements, but they are only means to the end. The end should be better outcomes

for alf students.
Options:
B Unified outcomes and accountability; and
B Differentiated outcomes and accountability.

The concepts of outcome assessment and accountability are separate. Deci-
sions regarding which student outcomes are important to which students are first
steps in restructuring schools to accommodate students with disabilities. A system
can adopt cerrain outcomes for 4/ students, but can also develop differentiared
outcomes for students in different curricular options or at different ages or grade
levels. Of equal importance to outcomes is determining who shall be accountable
for the outcomes of special education students. The evolutior of special education
as a separate program within a school system has created a “your student/our
student” mindser within local schools. Special education officials are frequendy
viewed as the responsible and accountable persons for students in their programs,

however, the move is toward establishing accountability at each local school that

serves students with disabilities.
Key Questions:

'I Are there current district and/or state policies in place regarding assessment and
school accountability that need to be considered?

2 What are the desired outcomes of education for all children? Are there additional
or different outcomes for some students with disabilices? Do the outcomes
differ by age or by level or by type of disability? Can these outcomes and their

indicators be assessed?

3 Who should be accountable for the outcomes for students with disabilities
who are receiving special education?




Option: Urified Ouicomes
and Accountability

This option establishes a uniform set of educational outcomes and a mecha-
nism for measuring and reporting performance for 4// students on those outcomes,
A unified set of outcomes is consistent with the concepts and beliefs of a unified
system of education and a unified curriculum. Implicit in this option is the belief
that there is a common domain of student outcomes that 2/ students should be
expected to achieve. Yet, the option recognizes that performance outcomes or
indicators, as well as assessment strategies, need to reflect the diversity of the educa-
tional goals of students who receive special education services. These include
outcomes such as personal autonomy or independence, which can be operationalized

into more specific and measurable arainments during school.
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Assumptions

There is one set of educational ouicomes o which aff students are entitled and which aff students
can attain.

Outcomes are valued and accepted os legifimate by afleducators as well os the community.

Muliple performarce measures of the educational outcomes can capture the learning of all students.

Strategies

Identify outcomes that reffect the goals of education for ofl students and are brood enough to indude
all students. 1f outcomes are too narrowdy defined or too rigorous, some stisdents with disabifities may
fail, leading to lower overall aftendance and lower graduation rates.

Define measurable indicators of outcomes that are broader than content covered in spedific coursework
or otherwise driven by subject matter in order fo ensure indusion of all students.

Define multiple ways to assess each of the outcomes in order $o indude students with various learming
levels and styles.
Identify instruments/procedures appropriate for assessing outcomes for all students (or modify

existing measurement instruments). Authenic assessments (e.g, portfolios and performance
demonstrations) can indude  greater diversity of students.

Establish occountabilty for student progress, not absolute standards of performance. No school shiould
be penalized for students with lowes buseline adhievement; penalties only exist for no student
progress.

Determine how informatica will e used for accountobity purposes. (e.g., wil results for students with
disotilties be reported separatuly o os part of school or disfrid results; will results be adjusted for
disabilty so schools are not penalized for induding these students in “performance” reports).

Provide technical assistance to schools and support incentives to develop methods fo improve the
performance of students with disabiliies.

Determine the relafionship between establiched outcomes and IEP goals and objectives (e.g., will the
outcomes franslate to the IEP or remain separate?).

Implications

There s a risk that the educational goaks and needs of students with disabiies, particubarly those with
moderate o severe disabiliies, may go unnoticed or no be reflected in the outcomes.

Principals/school saff can be held more accountable for outcomes of special education students and
thus accept more responsibility for their programs.

This option can faciitote more accurte cross-school and cross-programs comparison.

Assessment measures can provide ways to ensure that al students are progressing and gaining a
common core of knowledge.

Outcomes can drive curriculum and resultin a more unified district curticulum which, in turn, resulfs in
greater opportunities to maintain students with disabilities within heterogeneous dassrooms.

D)
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Option: Differentiated Qutcomes
and Accountability

This option is based on the belief that outcomes for students with disabilities
should reflect the individual and diverse educational needs of those students. It
assunes that the content of educational programs designed for many of these
students qualitatively differs from that of students in other programs and thus
requires a different set of outcomes. Further, the various outcome measures may
be used differently for program accountability - perhaps through the IEP or other
reports. Different outcomes may be established for all students with disabilities
receiving some type of specialized service within or outside regular education.
Alternatively, different outcomes may be established for students with specific
disabilities who may be receiving a specialized curriculum or services outside the

regular school.

-
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Assumptions

Some students with disabilities may have unique educational needs that require a separate sef of
outcomes and performance measures that can be used for accountability purposes, and it is education-
ally acceptable for those students to have different outcomes.

Outcomes for some students with disabilities will be differentiated ot certain points in the curriculum or
af certain age or grade levek.

Individual schooks are accouniable for alf students, regardless of outcomes.

Strategies

dentify groups of students for whom current outcome essessments and accountability are not
ppropriute,

Determine outcomes appropriate for each group of students and define indicators and measures.
dentify or develop assessment tooks that have been validated for spedfic student groups.

Determine how such separate outcome indicators will be used. Can they be aggregated at the school
or district fevels and thus be useful for program accountabifity?

Identify which “regular education” student outcomes (e.g., student partipation, high scheol
completion, etc.) are appropriate for specific student groups.

Modify existing assessments fo enable students with disabilities to participate in "regular education”
assessments, but mainfoin the validity of the assessments.

Include parenis in determining differential outcomes for students with disablities. The cutcomes must
be more than individua} IEP objectives if they are fo be meaningful for program accountability, yet
they must reflect individual goals.

Different student performance outcomes can be developed for students with disabilities at the high
school or secondary levels and can be unified af the elementary feveks.

Implications

This opfion can provide highly specific/focused outcomes that link to spedfic instructional programs
and reflect the specialized skills and behaviors taught to students with disabilifies. However, this can
resultin further separation of those students from the regular curricula and requires acceptance by
parents and professionaks.

Modification of the 1EP may be required to incorporate the broader program outcomes.

The comparison of outcomes between regular and special education may be impossible because of
diversity in goals, evaluations, and modifications.

The differentiation of student outcomes may result in differentiated or modified curricula and
instruction which may, in furn, lead fo separate “tracks” of students in separate dasses for students
with disabilities.

The lack of a common set of accountability measures can promote the notion that students receiving
special education are someone else’s responsibility.

This option can lead o increased referral and identification if regular education views the alternative
outcomes as less stringent than the existing regular education outcomes and accountability measures,
thus providing a safety valve for students who are failing in the regular system. ‘







¥ CREATE AN ORGANIZATION THAT SUPPORTS THE
a MISSION OF RESTRUCTURING

o Educational restructuring frequendy involves a change in governance structures, specifically
B moving resources and decisions from the central office to the individual schools. The concept of

site-based management (SBM) is integral to the concept of promoting local control and innova-
tion and increasing involvement of parents and other community members. The decision to
move to  site-based, decision-making model can occur without involvement of special education.
/ Within this area, we identify two options: maintin centralized decision making and budget
: control for all special education programs; decentralize authority and resources. These are far
from pure distinctions. In fact, with respect to special education services, the majority of districts
represent 2 hybrid of the two options, moving along the continuum of more to less decentraliza-
ton. Current Federal and suate procedures and policies require that certain standards be main-
- tained across schools. Nonetheless, some districts have moved farther toward permitting
- local schools to make most of the critical decisions regarding how students with disabilities will
be served.
Separate and specialized program administrations do exist, and the decision to maintain

centralized special education administration can co-exist with an otherwise decentralized district.

Options:
W Centralized administration of programs and services for students
. with disabilities; and
N W School-based management of programs for students with disabilities.

Key Questions:

] Which decisions regarding services to students with disabilities can be made by individual schools
and which must have central office coordination?

] 2 Will 4l students be included, or will program governance be decentralized for only certain students
N (e.g., those with mild disabilities)?

3 Is there sufficient support available to individual school staffs o allow them to begin to make
program and budget decisions regarding students with disabilities?

(N ¥ 1\
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Ortion: Centralized Administration
0 Programs and Services for Students
with Disabilities

This option maintains a central locus of decision making for special education
programs. including budgets, hiring and allocation of special education and other
related services personnel, and curriculum development and modification. The
option promores the concept of special education as a highly specialized program
within education and is designed to concentrate expertiss and program advocacy in a
cadre of central office personnel. Centralization can support consistency across a

school district in implementation of procedures, such as the identification of

students and development of [EPs. Centralization can also promote consistency in

instructional arrangements and settings across schools.




Assumptions

Special educrtion decision making requires specialized knowledge and a degree of uniformity that
are only available through a highly specialized group of professionals af the central office.

The need for accountability regarding the rights to education of students with disabilities requires a
centralized quality control mechanism.

Strategies

Funding:

Determine budgefs at the central office; individual schools are given staff allocations and other
resources, based on students served in the building.

Eligibility Dedsions:
Make eligibility dedisions regarding special education services (referral, multi-disciplinary assess-

ment, and identification), as well as Cavelop [EPs at the building level, according to procedures
developed and monitored by the central office ond sef forth in state regulation.

Establish centrally the system-wide criteria and procedures for idenfifying students with disabilities
and developing IEPs.

Programs ard Services:

Have the central office define the range of programs and services. Spedific placement options and
instructional settings are defined and applied with relative consistency across school sites.

Make programmatic derisions and specify services on the IEP ot the school level, with input and
approvat of the central office stoff.

Recognize that central office authority regarding the placement or location of services may vary by
type of student cr infensity of service. Students with mild disabilities may be served in their home
schooks in insfructional arrangements (e g., co-teaching of collaborative team models) developed by
schooks. Central office staff make all placement decisions for students with more infense educational
needs who are “dustered” in separate dosses or placed outside their home schooks.

Procedural Safeguards:

Have central office staff serve os compliance officers to implement procedural safequards at the
school level.

Apply district procedures for ensuring procedural safeguards consistently across schools.
Outcomes and Accountability:

(onfinue o hold central office staff accountable for the quality of special education programs and
services specified in individual student IEPs. Special education program administrators define the
outcomes for students with disabilities who receive special education services and also assume
respensibilty for assisting schools that are not meeting the program objectives. Problem identifica-
fion and pragram changes are determined by central office administration.




Strategies (cont.)

Central office special education staff determine outcomes and definie curricula. Individual
modifications/adaptations are made by special education teachers as necessary.

Governance /Program Administration:

(learly delinegte the parameters of dacision making for central office versus individual schools
regarding students with disabilities; consistency across schools is expected.

Ularify the roles of central office versus building staff with respet to delivering services fo students
with disabilities. Ceniral office administraters define how related services are provided and by
whom; they also assume the role of supervisor/monitor over school-based special education
instructional staff.

Personnel:

Determine allocations of personnel to schools, supervise personnel, and organize staff development
from the central office.

Implications

(eniralized authority and consistency are maintained regarding budgets, curriculum, instructional
arrangements, outcomes, and personnel assignments. Sudh consistency may be more ritical within
districts experiencing high mobilily of students across schools. Little or no change is required in the
way most districts edminister programs.

This option perpetuates a lack of cvmership for spedial education students ai the local school
building. Accountability for implementafion of individual programs, as well s outcomes for
students with disabilities, is ofter: deferred to special educution administrators. This lack of
ownership can promote inconsistent adherence to procedural safequards and inflexibility in
programming. Building-leve! administrators and instructional support teams are not motivated to
accept responsibiiity for spedial education students.

Regular education teachers can continue fo pesceive special education as a program and not as a
component of their dassroom. Quality control and consistency in implementing program procedures
should be maintained through central office monitoring and program supervision. However,
cansistency in rule application does not mean consistency in implementatice,

(eniralized administration maintains a locus fer program advocacy and a focus for program
change. It conirols system-wide changes in procedure or programs.

This cpfion can eliminate confusion over who makes deisions, but could result in conflicts befween
central office and schools attempting to implement site-based management.

Expertise to moke decisions may be more readily available at central office and not diluted within o
broader program administration.

Cross-comparisons of schooks within a district are eosier because special education programs are
similar throughout the district.




Option: School-Based Management of
Programs for Students with Disabilities

This option is consistent with the tenets of site-based management and program
decision making in that the locus of decision making regarding services for students with
disabilities is moved to the local building, The option assumes that individual schools are
the site of accountability for a/ students and that decisions regarding how programs are
designed and how resources are allocated are best made by individual school staffs and the
community served by the schonl. An underlving concept is flexibility. Building princi-
pals and teachers will be freed to make decisions regarding how to serve al/ students in
cheir building, This option requires that special education administrators relinquish a
degree of control over programs and accept variation in the ways students with disabilities
are served. It also requires that regular educators accept responsibilities for students
receiving special education. In order to ensure that accountability, there need to be clearly

defined outcomes for students with disabilities that can be reliably assessed.

Carrent Federal and siate regulations require some level of centralized program
oversight. Special education is required to respond to a number of procedural mandares,
and regardless of a school district's commitment 1o site-based management, this will
require some consistency in program implementation across schools. In partcular,
if a district opts to maintain separate specialized placements for some special education
students, then some centralized program administration is necessary to allocate
and manage those services, as well as the itinerant and other specialists shared across

the district.




Assumptions

Individual school staffs are in the best position fo define curriculum and instruction for affstudents.

Allowing individual schools to have authority for budget, personnel, and program decisions for afl
students with disabilifies promotes inclusion of those students into the local schoal site and fosters
responsibility and accountability for students with disabilities.

Strategies

Funding:

Provide local school sites with budget allocations based on funding formulae that make accommod-
tions for students requiring more intense services.

Alow local schools flexibility to purchase certain human and other resources from outside the school to
meet the specic needs of students. Centralize and integrate, on a single computerized system, ol
categorical funding accounting systems to facilitate collaborative planning.

Use basic or general education funds to faciitate the start-up of innovative programs; seek waivers for
confinuance of the program if necessary.

Integrate staff development funds across program arees to provide trcining o allstaff n restructuring
and to provide release ime to staff fo jointly plan and design restructured programs that indude
special education.

Use specicl education staff development money fo train offinstructional staff and administrators in
restructuring as it indudes special education.

Eligibility Decisions:
Continue categorical eligibility for special education; however, in order o promote collaboration and

greater ownership of the students at the schoof level, a two-part decision-making process can be used
involving regular and special educators. First establish the disability and then establish the need for




involving regular and special educators. First establish the disability and then establish the need for
services. Specify which services are to be provided in the regular dlassroom and which outside it
Regular education and spedial education teachers should collaborate on supporting more diversity in
the regular classroom.

Programs and Services:

Let the IEP define specific educational and related services and specify who will be accountable for
services and outcomes. The IEP defines the collaboration and integration of staff.

Maintain a range of services and plocement options, induding some that may be outside of the regular
school building.

Encourage flexibility and variation across schoals to promste innovation and development of local
school programs that meet the community’s needs and the needs of individual students.

Esiablich teacher teams fram dll instructional programs to develop spedific instructional collaboration
models and programs within a building. The teams can modify curricula across domains or age ranges
with the intent of supporting diversity.

Provide incentives, both fiscal and “psychological,” to individual schooks that have developed more
collaborative programs; use them os models and sources of technical assistance for other schools.

Procedural Safeguards:

Develop procedures to ensure thet school staffs document compliance with students’ (EPs, regardless of
where the service is delivered or by whom.

Outcomes and Accountubility:

Hold all schools accountable for a set of student outcomes. Differentiated outcomes for some students
with specific disabilities may be developed, but these should be consistent across the district

Iindude educational outcomes for students with disabilifies in school report cards. Accountability for
student performance within specialized schools, if thase exist, rests with that building principal and/or
staff. Outcomes for these specialized schooks may differ in some areas from those student perfor-

mance measures used in the regular comprehensive schools, but some outcomes are consistent across
all schools in a district.

Consider developing afternative assessment and reporfing formats for some few students if they have
some separate outcomes. However, one accountability system should be in place and that accountabil-
ity is af the school level.

Governance/Program Administration:

Share restrucuring decision making among school principal, staff, faculty, parents, and community.
Special education personnel should be involved in the site-based, decision-making process to ensure
advocacy and representation for students with different abilities.

Represent and involve parents of students with disabilities on local site-based management commitiees
and similar governance groups. Parental representation is crifical and must be assured o the school
level.

Determine decision boundaries so that principals know what dedisions they should make and what
authority is maintained by central office. Local school staffs assume responsibility for learning about
and menaging program regulations, including the process for obtaining waivers. Schools are not
passive recipients of rules and regulations.




Strategies (cont.)

Specify a dear waiver policy, induding procedures and contingencies for waivers; establish review and
“quality confrol” procedures.

Establish an inifia! centralized review process for individual school plans that includes oversight of
special education programs. The process, used fo stimulate change, manage compliance, and
coordinate personnel or services, is particularly important in larger districts where individual school
actions may be less known.

Have central office staff abolish policies, procedures, and regulaticns that hinder school restructuring;
they must ako dearly define which procedures and program directives must be consistently applied to
students with disabilities.

Personnel:

Allocate spedial education staff to local schooks, based on total school enrollment and consideration of
any specalized needs of certain students. Allow site-based team flexibility in use of a special education
staff and do not attach staff to spedfic placements (e.q., spedal dass, resource room, efc.).

(reate guidelines for identifying staff development needs (i.e., for faculty and all school staff induding
cafeteria, janitorial, and transportation personnel); provide necessary fraining to meet the needs of
students with disabilities and the staff that serve them.

Urge “informal power holders” within the school to respect and support the needs of students with
disabilifies in order to implement dedisions at the school site for these students.

Have buikding principals serve as the instructional leaders in the school for all studens.

Orgunize central administration into school improvement centers. Create technical assistance teams
comprised of central office staff and administration to assist schooks in implementing school-sife
designed programs.

Train central office staff in providing technical assistance and resources to the decision-making
processes, and in defining and developing outcome ossessments and curricular modification.

Provide adequate time at the school leve for planning and site-based program management. Time is
a ritical variable and must be incorporated into the initial planning for site-based management.

Provide spedfic fraining to parents and other non-educators regarding site-based management and
specific skills for dedsion making.

Plan professional development for alf school personnel around common outcomes and o common
agenda. Separate professional development activities for different personnel serve to divide the
site “team.”

Implications

Leadership for students with disabilities and their speciafized programs and services may not be
represented af each local school sife.

Individual site staff can make decisions regarding programs and instructional arrangements that are
more relevant to their students and families.




When the principal becomes the primary source of instructional leadership, central office sfaff roles
change, which may result in tension and confusion amang staff.

Site-based decision making is o time-consuming process that requires sthedule modification to aflow
teachers, parents, and others to meei, plan, and develop programs. The process cannot be layered
onto an existing traditional school day.

Itis difficult fo build a school-site team skiled in decision making for special education programs or
udents with disabiifies. Thus, there s a risk of lack of consistency and quality in programs for
students with disabilities across a school district.

Parents need assurance that students with disabilities and their special program needs are recognized
in schoolwide instructional decision making.

Centralized accountability for spedial education programs can be fost; parents must negofiate programs
afthe local school building and a locus of advacacy may be absent.

There is a risk that dedsions regarding services or programs for students with disabilities will be bosed
on administrative or staff bias or convenience and not individual student need. Informed special
education representation ot the school level is crfical and requires ample staff development.

Extensive use of waivers from district or state policies may be required fo allow schools to make
program changes; sife restructuring can become bogged down in paperwork.

Freedom fo choose urriculum and instructional approaches may dlash with state- or district-imposed
standards and student outcomes.

This opfion can increase parent and community involvemment and open the school to increased public
sarutiny. It can also areate a dimate for greater parental input end perental decision making, but
parents of students with disabilities need to be invoived in the process.
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CHANGE WHAT SCHOOLS TEACH AND HOW
THEY TEACH i7

Curriculum and instruction are the foundations of restructuring cducation.

1

i

Curriculum decisions define most aspects of education, including not only

content and materials. but also schools’ goals and assessment strategies. Curricu-
lum decisions are closely tied to, even driven by. the outcomes established by the
school district. These in turn, are driven by the mission or vision of education

defined by the school or school district. The curricular and instructional choices

;f”/; that a school makes can determine how well a school responds to student
] diversity and how broadly the school interprets the educational needs of students.
Highly focused academic curricula with objectives and awainment targets tied to
- specific grade levels are not forgiving of suudents who may leam ara different
S pace or may leam differently. inflexible instructional approaches wrongly assume
= ; ¢hat all students can be successful in one approach. Schools or school districts are

- therefore faced with making decisions regarding how the diverse learners can be
*:-.:”," : best taught, while maintaining high expectations for students within a balanced

- curriculum.

S Options:

. ® Urified curriculum; and

- W Separate or alternative curricula,
Key Questions:

]
2
‘ 3
4

— 5 Is the school or school district committed to long-term and intensive protessional
i development in a new curriculum?

Who will decide what is in the district curriculum - the state, the local district. the
school building staff, and/or parents?

What are the fundamental outcomes of education as defined by the state or local
district or local school and how do they translate into curriculum content?

Are the outcomes broadlv defined for all students. regardless of educational
program?

What age ranges will the curriculum address?
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Option: Unified Curriculom

The option of a unified curriculum assumes a common core of knowledge
that all students must have. Within a unified curricular framework, students with
disabilities receive instruction in the broad curricular domains but at levels commen-
surate with their current functioning and with instructional modifications as needed.
The primary need is for breadth and balance - meaning that the curriculum should
be defined not in terms of narrow subject matter but broader areas of knowledge and
skill. A unified curriculum accompanies the concept of a unified system and
responds to a set of unified outcomes.

A real procedural and philosophical challenge faced by special educators is the
legal fact thar curricula for students with disabilides should be determined by the
needs of individual srudents and not district policy. However, an overall lack of a
curricular framework for students receiving special education instruction results in
programs that are unrelated, fragmented, and developed from competing theories
and use competing materials and methods. Furthermore, use of numerous highly
specialized curricila that may be responsive to individualized student needs creates
fragmented education without a broad scope of sequence to learning, and is a barrier

t0 collaboration among special and regular educators.
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Assumptions

Al students have more needs in common, in terms of knowledge and skills for productive adult ives,
than they have differerices.

Ml studenis are entitled to a common balanced core of knowledge, skills, and experiences.

Curricuia must be defined broadly enough fo include not only academics or subject-matter competency
but alsa social and personal development, independent learning, citizenship, and similar domains.

No student is exempted from the curricular framework, yet instructional methods and materials reflect
the learning needs and styles of individual students.

Strategies

{dentify curricular domains and the broadest base of knowledge/skills/experiences within each
domain that respond to the full range of students’ needs and current performance leveks.

Develop a curriculum that reflecis broad areos of knowledge and experience and is ot defined by
specific subject matter. f the curriculum is for allstudents, what is taught in the dassroom should
match agreed-upon common outcomes. For students receiving special education, those outcomes are
reflected in the IEP and can go beyond the outcomes determired by the district.

Develop IEPs to reflect student outcomes s well as the curriculum goaks.

Define content and process and spedify outcomes of attainment fargets for each level of the currias-
lum. The curriculum must be broken down into steps that reach the most basic pre-academic leveks.
Curriciumn objedtives must be assessed regulorly to ensure that all students are progressing through
the curriculum and, in the case of students with disabiffies, are meefing IEP goaks.

Restrict the choice of content at the classroom level but not method, materiak, or scheduling.




Differentiation for students with disabilities comes in instructional method and materials but not
confent.

“Map” specific IEP goals ento the curriculum fo determine where a student's educational needs can be
met. This process of assessing curricular confinuity can involve parents, dassroom teachess, curriculum
specilists, and support service personnel.

Have flexible policies governing texthooks and other curricular materiaks to allow tor differentiated
instrudtion.

Allow students to proceed through the levels of the curriculum t a flexible pace. Students move fo the
next level only after mastering the content of the current one; however, this progression is not fied fo
speific grade levels.

Have spedal educators ensure access o the curriculum for students with disabilifies by making
instructional modifications and curricular adaptafions.

Implications

This option may be easier to implement in the lower grades than in high school, where there is a

greaier recognition of the diversity of knowledge/skilks (e.g., academic and vocational) and a greater
spedialization in confent areas.

A shared languoge is created between reqular and spedial educators and provides a common
fromework for collaboration, team teaching, and integration of students with disabilifies into regular
education.

The individual autonomy and isolation of special education teachers is reduced, as they now have a
greater level of support for shaping the focus of their instruction.

Comprehensive and ongoing staff development and support is required to ensure that lfteachers
understand the curriculum and the implications of instructing students at different leveks of the
curriculum.

Union confracis and policies governing feaching assignments and cerfification/qualifications may keep
special education teachers from instrudting regulor education students and regular educators from
teaching students with disabilities.

This option could result in an inflexible approach to instruction. For example, the cwrriculum in
language arts could be translated to mean o “whole language” approach; however, such uniform
instructional approaches are not successful with oll students. Failure 1o meet a curriculum atiginment
goal may mean a mismatch of instruction and student, NOT that the confent was inappropriate.

A narrowed view of content, parficularly of the secondary level, could fail to accommodate the diverse
needs of secondary students. For example, vocational education needs o be accommodated in
the curriculum.

Hf the scope and sequence of the curriculum are too narrow or expectations regarding attaii ..ent too
rigid, the unified curriculum can result in greater referrcls of students out of regular educafion and
greater exclusion of students with disabilities into separate dasses and separate curricula.




Option: Separate or Alternative Curricula

This option requires the creation of curricula that offer alternatives distinct
from the “regular” curriculum. These separatz curricula are designed to meec the
unique educational needs of certain students with learning handicaps. The alterna-
tive curricular framework can be of two types. There are those separate curricula that
are driven by a separate set of goals or outcomes and offer differing content and
experiences from those provided to students in regular education. Such separate
curricula are tvpified by life skills or functional living curricula

Another alternative mighz be the parallel curricular frameworks thar represent
svstemaiic modification of the regular curricula. Parallel curricular frameworks are
guided by the same learning outcomes that have been identified by the state or local
district for all students. However, the scope and sequence of content, as well as
pacing, may differ, as may individual “unit” attainment targets and methods for
assessing competency.

Separate altenative curricula may be designed for specific groups of students
who require different content (e.g,, secondary students requiring intensive vocational
education and training; students who require training in functional living skills).
Parallel curricula are more likely to be designed for secondarv students when
specialization in academic content areas occurs. Parallel curricula move bevond
individual modificarions made to accommodate learners within the general curricu-
lum to present a very different scope and sequence of material.

Both types of alternative and parallel curricula should include rigorous

assessments of student knowledge and skill atrainment.




Assumptions

Some students require different knowledge or experiences, based on age or assessed ability, and those
experiences can best be provided through highly specialized differentiated curricular frameworks.

Different outcomes are matched fo different students’ educational needs and learning charadterisfis.

Strategies

Create options within the broad curricular framework o allow for the use of alternative curricula. Such
curricula should be structured so that there are some experiences/confent within the alternative
cwrricslum that all targeted students must have, but different standards allow for individualization.

Create or modify learning outcomes that will apply to a sub-group of students and direct the individual
curriculor frameworks. ‘

Create specific competencies and individual atiainment targets that lead toward the differentiated
autcomes and create systematic assessment procedures that measure individual attainment.

Ensure that the values, priorifies, and diversity of student outcomes, as defined by the community, are
incorporated info the altemative curricula as they are for the regular curriculo.

Determine who feaches the parallel curricula. Require dear arficulation between regular curricula and
alternafive or equivalent curricula and the relafionship between the fwo.

Implications

This option allows for more speciolized instruction, pariicularly at the secondary {evel, for students who
are ot perceived os able to achieve specific outcomes within the regular curriculum.

Alternative curricula promote pull-out dasses or segregation of students with disabilties and perpetuate
the separateness of regular and spedial education.

A “special education” curriculum can provide a common framework across <pecial education teachers
and dlassrooms and provides a type of “quality controi” to the education.

Low-achieving students could be “tracked” info lower level curricula. f alternative curricula become
identified with special education, then referrals to special education could increase.

A cwrriculum of “non-knowledge” can develop with a collection of learning tasks, adtivities, and
experiences that are not linked to outcomes nor reflect a comprehensive scope and sequence of
learning.

Intensive staff development and supervision are required to ensure that teachers can deliver the
wrricla.
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e CREATE SUPPORTS FOR STAFF
- DEVELOPMENT AND STAFF RENEWAL

Ultimately. the success of anv change in the way regular education and/or
special education is defined or designed will depend on the support and capabilities
of the staff who must implement the programs. It is people who change systems.
Clearly. the task thar evervone acknowledges as critical to restructuring is to ensure
tha all saff learn new skills and new wavs of approaching their roles. The impor-
tance of professional staff development and support is such that a resource commit-
ment to this endeavor development shouid precede even the development of a
mission statement. All staff, instructors. and administrators must have ongoing
B support and assistance through the often long, hard task of restructuring. Such
intensive development requires human and fiscal resources and  top-level commit-
ment to provide such resources for the long term. The commitment must also
extend to providing another critical resource - time. Such commitments of time
and money can often be lost or shortchanged when restrucruring focuses on

changing goverance structures or determining student outcomes.

) As professiondls begin to explore more collaborative ways of providing special
. education within the context of regular education, 2!l educarors in the schools need
_ . to gain new understandings about students with and withour disabilities, as well as

how to accept a broader, more communal responsibility for the learning outcomes of

those students. Staff development that responds to such broad responsibility needs

.
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rexponsibility needs to be designed by the individual recipients and should provide

long-term support. not episodic topical workshops or seminars. Therefore. onlv one

option for staft development has been suggested:
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Option:
® Staff development in a restructured workplace.

Key Questions:

Have the district administration and the school board made 2 major commitment
to support professional development or will the efforts be secondarv in the
budger process?

What resources, specificallv budgets and expertise. are available within the district to
support a major statf development effort at the individual building level?

Is there expertise available within the schoo} district. at local colleges and universities,
other school districts. other professional organizations. or similar insticutions to
support long-term and intensive school-based assistance?

What current policies (e.g. state certification or other inservice credit requirements,
union contracts, of use of existing district-wide staff development “days") affect a
more flexible design of “personalized” staff develapment?

How can district-level support and technical assistance ensure thar each school
receives sufficient staff development resources and that each school gnﬂplements a
needs?

high-quality staff development program that is truly responsive to s




Option: Statf Development in a
Restructured Workplace

This option recognizes that staff development ana .cnewal must occur through a
problem-solving and collegial process that involves restructuring the school building, Seaff
develop new skills and learn new ways of interacting through an ongoing set of activities that
include use of “outside” professionals as well as peer coaching and mentoring. The critical
areas of knowledge that drive staff development can be determined by the school staff and/or
suggested by central administration to meet some program change. For example, staff can be
directed to address ways to maximize collaboration among special and regular educators.
However, how schools choose to provide such staff development will be determined within
the individual schools. Schools can use their own internal experdise but will also rely on
district staff development opportunities, as well as those available from local colleges and
universities or outside consultants. The key to the option is that the local school staff, and
perhaps parents and community members, determine their specific professional development
goals and commit to planning the staff development activities for their school.

Despite the need to create a building-based staff development model, there are some
options or considerations for the direction of that model and the role of central office. Staff
development resources can be given to the local school in a budger allocation, and local
school staff can determine both needs as well as resources for staff development. Centralized
staff development means that both human and financial resources are available through a
central office tha assists the local schools in designing or obtaining staff development.

Another dimension of staff development is the individual versus group staff develop-
ment. Group staff development requires consensus among staff regarding common goals and
common needs, while individual staff development recognizes the needs of individuals for
professional growth and development. Neither of the above approaches is incompatible with
a model of staff development that is based at the local school and uses a wide variety of
resources 10 meet professional developmens needs. However, some consideration must be

given to the relative mix of the above dimensions.
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Assumptions

The restructuring of schools rests on the abilities of the individua! school staff to restructure their <kills
and develop a shared agenda for their schaoks. Staff development is the key; to assisting them in this
process.

The best way to ensure high leves of skill attainment as well as effect change in teacher atftude and
behavior is through demanstration/ practice/feedback that allows teachers to implement new pradice
or theory in their instructional programs and receive immedicfe and grounded feedback.

Staff development that is designed and implemented at the school site is most effective because it

responds fo actual needs and involves all staff, including principas, in developing a common set of
skills or knowledge.

The intensity and focus of staff development is fluid and varies by individual school necds; therefore,
building-based staff development can respond more quickly fo changing demands.

Strategies

Organize staff development activites around @ common agenda or common set of goals, such as

increased student performance on specific outcomes. These goals can be set by each school and/or the
state or school distridi.

Plan staff development for the whole school/staff to ensure collegiality and common knowledge.

Monitor school staff development plans to assure that the needs of all staff, indluding “specialists,” are
met.

Include parents as participants and co-planners in relevant development adtvities. Educated parents
are better able to support school change and interact with the schoo! staff.

Have school and central office staff empower and help teachers to develop their own expertise and
share it with others.

Combine staff development funds from various programs and agencies to support training in specific
areas. The collective funds can support a common staff development effort within the school.

Provide sufficient opportunity to address staff development needs in the individual schooks. Sporadic
staff development days do nat accomplish this nor do daily schedules that do not provide fime for
training. Individual school staffs must have the authority and the opportunity to decide what skill they
need and how best to attain them.

Have central office faciltate teachers from various school sites in coming tagether to share successful

practice, brainstorm, and solve problems. Such interactions and teacher-led discussions are powerful,
relatively low-cost staff development tools. One staff person from each school building can serve on o
syl?erg—wide coordination team to help plan staff development and share resources across incividual

schooks.

Assure that staff development planning at each school indludes specific measurable goals and a means
for assessing actual change in behaviors. Accountability for achieving the goals rests with the building
principal.

Provide staff development assistance to schools lacking expertse to put together their own high-quality
staff development. Provicig technical assistance to school staffs relative to the process of staff
development can be as ritical as delivering actual content,

="




Bring theory and research to the school site and teach it os part of the demonstration/practice/
feedback process. This may entail developing long-term arrangements with outside experts such as
university personnel.

Use peer-coaching and mentoring procedures to expedite the process of stutf development. School
staff can be organized into study groups, or several individuals within the school can be designated s

staff development coordinators or as mentors. These individuals are reeased from some teaching
duties o receive and provide training o peers.

Use technologies, such as audio-video interactive teleconferendng, in locel school districts lacking access
to experfise.

Implications

This option allows for setfing system-wide goals that can direct staff development in individual schooks.
It also determines the goals by which the staff development will be evaluated.

Staff development may require the availability of eutside assistance and knowledge, and local colleges
and universifies may not be available or willing to work in the school aver a long term.

The concept of collaboration is enhanced as special and regular educators defermine fogether their
collective staff development needs and how they wil design their professional experiences.

This option requires fime in the school schedul~ to develop staff development. Principals may fend to
look to the quick workshop fo fill the available staff development days rather than reschedule the
instructional day fo provide ongoing time for joint planning and problem-solving.

School districts may not have the resources necessary fo support long-ferm outside assistance even f i
is available.

There may be great “unevenness” across schools in the content and quality of staff development,
particularly with respect 2 fopics such as accommodating students with disabiliies, unless a central goal
promotes such fraining.
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Policy Options in Action

The following vignettes describe
how some schooks have responded
fo restructuring. The vignettes are
linked to the policy options
presented in this document.




OPTION IN ACTION: Unified System

As late as 1987, Scactle Public Schools (Washington) maintained a segregated facility to
werve over 300 students with disabilicies. the majority with moderate and severe disabiiiies. The
students received a primarily self-contained program that attorded little opportunitv tor integration
with non-disabled peers and appropriate instruction in communicv-based setcings.

As part of the restructuring effort to integrate students with disabilities in their home-
school campuses. a number of changes in district policies were made. Initiatives tor home-school
education involved students with  tull range of disabiliries. All students were moved from the
segregated setting to regular elemeutary. intermediate. or high school settings. Todav. all of the
students receive appropriate instruction in community-based settings. Many of them have jobs
for pav.

For students with mild disabilities. additional planning resulted in 21 elementary schools
developing models to integraze the services from special education, compensatory education. and
bilingual education with those of regular education during the 1991-92 school vear. This
integration was in response to school board policy to establish smaller class sizes and models through
integrated programs and services. Funds from the Seatdle City Levy were redirected to provide two
staff persons to each building to reduce class size and to further integration. In addition. S of the 21
schools were selected to be specialized demonstration sites to implement leg.slation thar also called
for the establishment of alternative assessment procedures tor the identification of students with
mild disabilsties and the maximization of resources through collaboration becween categorical
programs. By thinking of special education as a service. rather than a place, the educational options
for students with disabilities increased.

OPTION IN ACTION: Inclusive or Heterogeneous Schools

Benefiting from an OSEP-funded Statewide Systems Change grant, Colorado has made a
conscious effort to provide inclusionary education opportunities for all students with disabilities.
including those with the most severe.

Adams County (Commerce City) has moved toward restructuring with building-based
authority across the entire district. The district has deveioped a comprehensive “Constitution and
Blueprint for Continued Success” that addresses all aspects of restructuring and is driven by a set of
outcomes for which schools are held accountable. Since Commerce City's mission statement
promises “equal and open access to academic learning opportunities” for students with disabiliies.
students receiving special education services arc included in the district's outcomes that include
functional, community skills, as well as academic mastery. All principals are held personally
accountable for the outcomes of their school plans. Special educators serve as consultants and
facilitators to regular educators in order to include all students in the regular classrooms.

As the Weld County (Greeley) Schools begaa restructuring efforts in 1988, the Board of
Education established a “full inclusion™ policy for the district. The county’s mission statement calls
for educating all students together. As a result. studer:ts entering the system. including those with
severe disabilities. are now placed in thei- neighborhocd school. Students receiving special
¢ducation s..vices are measured by masterv of IEP goals. Special educators serve as consultants and
tacilitators: they also provide individualized instruction and commurity-based instruction.

OPTION IN ACTION: Separate Prograrm Identity with a Continuum of Placements

The 25th largest school district in the country. Prince George's County Pubiic Schools
Marvland) i, 2 suburban district with a predominant minority student population. It provides
services to students with disabilities from birth through age 21 using a comprehensive system of
non-categorical programs based on level of intensity of program need. Because of the size of the
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district, programs requiring a high level of intensity imost notablv tor students with severe
disabilicies) are clustered geographically. and the central office determines the location of these
programs. Students’ school assignments are based on their specific program needs and the location
of their neighborhood school.

In keeping with the county’s school site management philosophy and practice. schools
are given latitude in determining the method and location of instructional deliverv within the school
site. as long as it is in compliance with the smdent’s Individual Education Plan (IEP). As a restlt, a
range ot placement arrangements is provided in the neighborhood schools. Site-based management
teams may choose to deliver special education services throughout the school on a fully inclusionary
basis or through separate ciasses. Special education centers aiso participate in site-based
management in a modified fashion, and teams have discretion over portions of the budget and
instructional delivery.

The conttnuum o services and placements offcred includes private placements for many
of the county’s students with behavioral disorders. As a result of funding incentives provided by the
state funding tormula that covers the majority of the excess placement costs. the county has found
private placements to be most cost effective.

OPTION IN ACTION: Unified Qutcomes and Accountability

The State of Maine’s Common Core of Learning has resulted in a vastly different
approach to education and expectations for student outcomes. Recognizing the need for vouth to be
prepared for the 21st century. the state introduced the Common Core in 1991. The Core is an
integrated, non-disciplinary organization of student outcomes of knowledge, skills. and artitudes
thar are categorized into the areas of personal and global stewardship. communication, reasoning
and problem solving, and the human record. Contained within the core are the outcomes that
address traditional domains of academics, creative and performing arts. and vocational education.

The student outcome goals contained within the Commen Core were developed to be
appropriate for and include 4ff students. The recognition of students with diverse learning needs,
including those who are at risk and those with disabilities. is prominent in the introduction to the
Core. As a result, the IEP team plays an integral role in identifying those Core elements that are
most appropriate for an individual student. and in identifving strategies to maximize the

opportunities for students with disabilities to participate in activities that will lead to atainment of
the outcomes.

OPTION IN ACTION: Unified Outcomes and Accountability

Kentucky's Education Retorm Act of 1990 provides a set of outcomes for schools to
which all students are entitled and that are defined in terms that all students can be expected to
arain. The objectives specifically require schools to develop their students” abilities to: use basic
wommunication and math skills for purposes and situations they will encounter throughout their
lives: apply core concepts and principles from mathematics. sciences. arts. humanities, social studies.
and practical living studies to situations: become self-sufficient individuals and responsible members
of a family. work group. or community: demonstrate effective community services: think and solve
problems in school situations and in a variety of situations they will encounter in life: and connect
and integrate experiences and new knowledge from all subject matter fields with what they have
previowsly fearned and build on past learning experiences to acquire new information through
vanous media sources.

The Kentucky State Board of Education plans to develop and implement a state-wide,
primarily performance-based assessment program no later than the 1995 school vear. The system is
based on measurable outcomes defined by the state’s Counal on School Performance Standards.
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OPTION IN ACTION: Differeutiated Outcomes and Accountability

The Michigan Department of Education has implemented an accountability strategy tor
determining special education program effectiveness. Called Outcome Indicators for Special
Education, student outcomes have been established for each of the 12 disability categories recognized
in Michigan. The outcome indicators are assessed using Performance Checklists and Exit
Performance Assessments that are administered on a voluntary basis to a random sampling of
students throughout the state. The Assessments are done at four benchmark points in a student’s
academic career. Comparisons ate made berween expected and actual student performance and are
then used to identify program areas in need of improvement. To maximize the usefulness of the
indicators and allow as many students as possible to participate, Performance Checklists are based
upon teacher judgments or recollections of student behavior rather than actual student performance.
The Exic Performance Assessment is a performance-based measure of student achievement of
outcomes administered near the time the student exits from school. Results of both assessments are
used for individual student evaluation as well as program evaluation.

OPTION IN ACTION: Centralized Administration of Programs and Services for
Students with Disabilities

Dade County (Florida) schools are well known for their implementation etforts in
educational restructuring, particularly in the area of site-based management and shared decision
making. Special education has been a parc of this process and employs a blend of administrative
control in which the central office retains responsibility for cerrain administration and program
structures. while other responsibilities ase delegated to regional offices and school sites. The central
office maintains responsibility for the education of all students with disabilities, develops procedural
safeguards, ensures compliance with federal and stare regulations, and provides technical assistance
and inservice. Staffing specialists from the regional offices participate in the individual school
multidisciplinary team process for determining eligibility. Staffing specialists also provide assistance
and consultation to the school site. The central office mainzains considerable budgerary
responsibility, especially in the asea of entitlement funds. Regional offices determine school site
locations and the number of teacher allocations per location in the region. The regional office also
provides assistance to principals and school sites on an as-needed basis.

Schools have the responsibility for developing [EPs. Principals serve as local education
agency (LEA) representatives, supervise teachers, and are responsible for ensuring appropriate
deliverv of the IEP. Principals have some degree of flexibility in determining how special education
operates within the school. including the degree of inclusion and method of instructional delivery.
Dismissal of students from special education. if not involving a change in school site, does not
requite central office involvement, Dismissals thar require a change in placemen require staffing

specialist involvement.

OPTION IN ACTION: School-Based Management of Programs for Students with Disabiliies

Prince William County Public Schools (Virginia) is nationally recognized for its
progressive movement in school-based management, which extends into the delivery of special
education services. Individual school sites have been given full responsibility for determining
ligibility of students for special education programs. Central office provides a written procedural
manual and inservice to famifiarize the schools with legal requirements and offers support upon
request. Each school determines the eligibility and level of service needed by the .tudent: mediation
is provided by the central office. Central office identifies the appropriate school when the base
school determines that the student needs a special class not available at the school site.




The majority of special education services provided in the schools are administered
through school-based management. However. itinerant programs (e.g.. services for students with
visual and hearing impairments and students requiring relaced servicess are administered bv the
central oftice. Principals develop their annual budgets based on projected numbers of students and 2
predetermined rate. set by the central administration. for each student disabilicy category and level
of service. While held accountable to state regulations. principals and decision-making teams are
encouraged to use special education dollars in creauve wavs to maximize special education services,

OPTION IN ACTION: School-Based Management of Programs for Students with Disabilities

O'Farrell Communitv School i San Diego tCalifornia). a magnet school for 6th, 7th.
and 8th grades. is a Center for Advancement of Academic Studies. The school adheres to an
interdisciplinary. product-driven curriculum that relates individual student’s needs to identified
themes and essential learning outcomes. As a result. the instructional domains of English. Science.
Math. and Social Studies are taught in a coordinated fashion within 2 particular theme (e.g.. Rites of
Passage). OFarrell students include those with disabilities who. as valued members of the student
body. receive their instruction in the regular classroom without permanent pull-out of any student.

The governance of the school is controlled bv a unique organization of staff and students.
For the 1991-92 school vear, the school was divided into four “houses™ with three “families” of 112
students in each house. Each house has teachers. including special educators. who, in addition to
their teaching duties. may function as a house leader. a curriculum leader, or the guidance leader.
The students and educators within cach house make all education program-planning decisions
required to meet specific student goals. These teams also establish the budget to accomplish the
goals. Decisions atfecting the school as a whole are made by 2 Community Council composed of the
Chief Educational Officer (i.c., principal), leadership from the families of each house (including 2
special educator), students, and parents.

OPTION IN ACTION: Unified Curriculum

Educators and community leaders in London, Ortario {Canada) believe strongly that af/
students should master ceraain essential skills throughout their 12 to 14 years of schooling. To that
end. an integrated curriculum was developed for all students. It is based on six essential learnings or
strands called Essential Learnings: Communication, Numeracy, Technology, Personal and Social
Values, Thinking Skills, and Independent Learning. Each strand may be addressed across 2 number
of subjects or disciplines. For example, numeracy concepts may be taught in Mathematics. as well as
in Language Arts. Social Studies. and Technological Education. Attainment Targets and Statements
of Achievement provide a framework through which the specific learnings will be accomplished by
cerrain age levels.

Decisions about curriculum implementation strategies rest with the individual school,
Principals and instructional staff are free to design the instructional approaches niost appropriate for
individual students in their schools. While significant flexibility is provided schools for delivering
the irstruction, each school is held accountable for their students progressie.1 tcward a uniform set
of student outcomes based on ¢ : Essential Learnings.




OPTION IN ACTION: Separate or Alternative Curricula

Pitsburgh Public Schools (Pennsylvanial recognize the need for alternative approaches o
education in order for all students to succeed. To that end. Pitsburgh offers the regular curriculum,
1 ditferenuiated curriculum. and a functional life skills curriculum.

For students with mild disabilities. there is a direct relationship between all content areas
in the special education and regular education systems {i.c.. all students are exposed to the same
scope and sequence of subject marter in basic science. social science, and language arts). In the owo
model restructured elementary schools opening in the fall of 1992, special education programs will
be provided within a basic education environment. using a basic education curricula.

Manv students with moderare disabilities receive instruction based on a differentiated
curriculum.  This curricular option assumes there are common learning outcomes that are valued by
the school and communiey for aff students. These include functional communication skills,
mobility, vocational skifls, and academic skills. where appropriate. Atternative instructional
classrooms, materials. methods. and experiences may be necessary to achieve these learning
outcomes. A differentiated curriculum allows for highly specialized instruction but guided by the
broader learning outcomes, thereby facilitating re-entry to regular classroom instruction.

Students with severe disabilities receive a functional curriculum that addresses the
acquisition of basic academic skills, communication. and life skills.

OPTION IN ACTION: Staff Development in a Restructured Workplace

Restructuring of .chools to support the inclusion of students with disabilities is occurring
throughout Vermont. New legislation (Act 239) has led to the merger of special and regular
education resources to serve all students in general education classrooms. The Act supports families
and professionals in developing instructional support systems to meet the needs of all srudents.
“Wearing new hats” and “taking on new roles” are themes heard throughout Vermont schools.
Educators, staff, students, and their families are forming collaborative relationships and sharing
responsibility for educational change. These developments are due in part to long-term planning,
training, and technical assistance provided by local school districts, the State Department of
Educarion, and the College of Education and Social Services ar the University of Vermont. Jointly
sponsored programs provide 2 combination of classroom instruction and technical assistance for
families, paraprofessionals, teachers, administrators. and school board members. Training focuses
upon instructional strategies, educators serving as service coordinators, roles and activities of
instructional support teams. 2nd adjusting 1o “wearing new hats.” Families, educators, and
administrators agree that one of the biggest services provided through the University programs is the
presence of University faculty in the schools during the school day on a regular basis, thus allowing
school staff consistent access to training and technical assistance that meet the needs of their
students. This collaboration helps both school and University staff identify future staff development
topics and activities.
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