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BRIEF FROM THE CHIEF

Dear Readers-

Thank you for reading The Bureau Bulletin and supporting the Bureau of Special

Education (BSE) through the pilot phase of this newsletter. We will continue to

use this newsletter format based on feedback provided; however, we have

made a few minor changes. We have modified the organizational headers

(located in the right-hand column) for consistency and to reflect a more broad-

based scope in our reporting. Our Featured Story section will continue to high-

light current events relevant to the special education field. For the 2008-09

school year, the BSE will share in-depth information regarding several leader-

ship organizations working to improve and enhance special education pro- Still Water Pond in Torrington, CT
grams and services across Connecticut. Photo by Katherine Ryan

Our State of the State section will contain updates and clarification on State leg-

islation, regulations, actions, and events pertinent to special education, which Inside this issue:

likely involve work with other bureaus, agencies, and organizations. Our Bu-
. . . . i . Brief From the Chief 1
reau Happenings section will focus specifically on BSE activities such as moni-
toring, compliance, guideline updates, due process information, the State Per- Featured Story 2
formance Plan (SPP) and other areas requiring regular BSE oversight. The Fed-
eral Focus area will provide information from the Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP) regarding Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Bureau Happenings 5

2004 and other federal initiatives affecting individuals with disabilities.

State of the State 3

Federal Focus 7
Finally, the Resources & Opportunities section will remain in its current loca-
. . . . . . . Resources & 8
tion. We intend to expand this section over time with reader input and lessons .
Opportunities

learned through our work with communities across the State. Please keep
checking the Bulletin for targeted resources, technical assistance and training

available to our readers!

Mark Your Calendars...
e Evaluation Timelines Resubmission Deadline: October 31, 2008
e Early Childhood Outcomes—Timely Deadline: November 1, 2008
o Early Childhood Outcomes— Accurate Deadline: November 15, 2008
e SEDAC-—G December final certification statutory Deadline: December 1, 2008
e SEDAC - Oct. 1 Child Count Timely Deadline: December 15, 2008
e SEDAC - Oct. 1 Child Count Accurate Deadline: December 23, 2008

Thank you again for your support and ongoing dedication to the field! We enjoy serving you and look for

ward to future collaboration - Anne Louise Thompson
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Featured Story: State Organization Highlights

The BSE is pleased to introduce a series of articles which fo-

cus on state, regional, and national groups that provide

leadership in the area of special education across Connecti-

cut. The associations, councils, and agencies featured over

the next few months frequently work in collaboration with

the BSE and serve in many other capacities statewide to en-

sure that students with disabilities and those responsible for

supporting their development have access to high quality

educational opportunities and are receiving what is entitled

under federal and state laws While some of the groups fea-

tured are required to serve by legislation, all groups are dedicated to providing service and leadership
that addresses the needs of children and youth with disabilities. For 2008-09, the BSE will highlight
the integral work of the different organizations beginning with the Connecticut Council of Adminis-
trators for Special Education (ConnCASE).

ConnCASE, an official division of the Council for Exceptional Children and a State affiliate of the
Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE), is a professional organization dedicated to

promoting professional leadership, exploring common issues concerning children with disabilities,
and developing improved services for exceptional children. ConnCASE serves its membership
(Connecticut administrators for special education and their constituencies) by providing forums for
discussion. These forums provide a venue for exchanging information focused on improving out-
comes for students with disabilities and training opportunities necessary in pursuit of that outcome.
One example is the forum on statewide leadership, which bring together key stakeholders to discuss
integral topics pertaining to students with disabilities. ConnCASE also has regional membership
groups working together by geographic location in support of the same mission and vision.

Staff members from the BSE frequently work with ConnCASE to exchange information on current is-

sues in special education. Additionally, members from ConnCASE are frequently asked to serve on

Connecticut stakeholder groups, including those contributing to BSE efforts, because of their experi-
ence and knowledge of students, teachers, and educational
trends in Connecticut. The BSE appreciates ConnCASE for on-
going collaboration with and regular input on numerous BSE
activities and events. For more information about ConnCASE,
upcoming leadership forums, and regional groups in your area,
visit http://www.conncase.org/default.asp. Stay tuned for the
next article in our leadership series when the State Advisory
Council (SAC) for Special Education is featured.

Back to Inside this Issue

Stay tuned via The Bureau Bulletin and the CSDE website for multiple opportunities to engage state-

wide in strengthening partnerships! We appreciate your involvement.

Connecticut State Department of Education THE BUREAU BULLETIN
Division of Family and Student Support Services October 2008, Volume 1, (3)


http://www.cec.sped.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=About_CEC

Page 3

LEA Excess Cost Grant

Over the past year, there has been an ongoing review of grant requests sub-
mitted by public school districts for local education agency (LEA) excess cost
and State agency placement grants. The Bureaus of Special Education and Data
Collection, Research and Evaluation have been reviewing grant submissions
from districts concerning cases in which a child is receiving special education
instruction in approved special education facilities or facilities not approved
for special education. In order to clarify questions that have been raised and
issues emerging from data concerning eligibility for the grants, the following

memo was released on October 31, 2008. Back to Inside this Issue

Results-based Accountability

Result-based Accountability (RBA) is a methodology for measuring outcomes and processes as a way of as-
sessing the success of efforts, programs, services, interventions, and progress. RBA components include
clear, expected results [goals]; measurable indicators; regular data collection efforts; and, results-based deci-
sion making in response to data trends. Another concept central to RBA is called “turning the curve” where
working groups interpret data, discover issues as they review data trends, identify new ways to intervene,
and track improvements upon implementation. Connecticut’s Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE)
Sub-committee used a pilot process to implement RBA in 2006-07. The sub-committee selected specific pro-
grams comprising part of the Ready by Five and Fine by Nine initiatives. Programs represented include:

e Early Reading Success;

e Pre-K Special Education;

e Adult Education;

e FEven Start;

e Family Resource Centers;

¢ School Readiness; and

e Child and Adult Care Food Program (nutrition program).
Work groups meet to build or revise templates, evaluate performance outcomes, develop a data collection
agenda, and analyze improvement activities. At this time, the State Department of Education (SDE) is re-
quired by the legislature to deliver regular status reports, respond to ESE Sub-committee questions, and up-
date templates annually. While the focus has been on Connecticut’s Early Childhood Service System, the leg-
islature and Governor Rell are strongly encouraging programs receiving state funds to “develop and imple-
ment a coordinated, uniform set of quality assurance and accountability methodologies.” Currently the BSE
works on the Pre-K Special Education and Family Resource Center initiatives. For more information on RBA,
contact Dr. Jacqueline Kelleher by e-mailing jacqueline.kelleher@ct.gov or Maria Synodi by e-mailing

maria.synodi@ct.gov. Back to Inside this Issue

SRBI Family Guide

A companion guide for families to accompany the "Using Scientific Research-Based Interventions (SRBI): Im-
proving Education for All Students” publication is now available. A series of LEA forums are being offered
again this year to assist school personnel and families in the implementation of SRBI. Please check the SERC
website (http://www.ctserc.org) for registration information. Please note that trainings are extremely popular
so register early. Contact Dr. Nancy Cappello for more information by e-mailing nancy.cappello@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue
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State of the State

Assessment

Development continues on the new Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT)/

Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) Modified Assessment System

(MAS) which will be administered for the first time in March of 2009. Eligibility

for the MAS in reading and/or math is determined for each individual student by

the planning and placement team (PPT). This can be done in a formal PPT meet-

ing or through consultation with the team and use of the Agreement to Change an IEP Without Convening a PPT
Meeting (form ED634). The decision must be recorded on page 9A and page 3 of the student’s individualized
education program (IEP). The attached memo provides further information on this topic, the checklist, and
the development of IEP goals based on content standards. Readers are encouraged to contact Michael Smith
by e-mailing michael.s.smith@ct.gov with questions regarding state assessment. Back to Inside this Issue

Special Act No. 08-5

The feasibility study group assigned to Special Act No. 08-5 An Act Concerning the Teaching of Children
with Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities by the Commissioners of Higher Education, Department

of Developmental Services, Education and the President of Southern Connecticut
State University recently completed collecting information on school personnel
training needs concerning the education of children who have autism and other
developmental disabilities. Hundreds of professionals, families, and concerned
citizens participated in the public meetings and through the on-line survey. The
feasibility study group will work with this information to frame recommenda-
tions for a State plan addressing these needs in a report due to the Connecticut
General Assembly on February 1, 2009. Readers may access meeting minute
notes, the legislation, and feasibility group study members by clicking here or vis-

iting our website at http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=26788&q=320720#085. ~ Back to Inside this Issue

Suspension Guidelines

The Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) has issued guidance to assist school districts in im-

plementing Section 10-233c of the Connecticut General Statutes regarding suspension practices. This infor-

mation will allow school boards and building administrators the time to prepare for and adjust to the changes
required by the law and to reassess the effectiveness of their current suspension
policies. Section 10-233c aims to lower the number of students who are sus-
pended out-of-school by setting new standards for sending students home for
violating school or district rules.

The Department will conduct workshops and technical assistance seminars that
will be offered to school districts between November 2008 and March 2009. Dur-
ing this period, additional comments will be considered. CSDE staff will use
these upcoming months to draw upon suggestions from educators and policy
makers to ensure the guidance will be clear and supportive. For additional in-
formation please contact Nancy Aleman by e-mailing nancy.aleman@ct.gov.

Back to [nside this Issue
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Bureau Happenings

Focused Monitoring

Visits to school districts through Connecticut's Focused Monitoring system will take place January - April
2009. The Key Performance Indicator that districts will be reviewed upon is around academic achievement,
relating to Indicator 3 (Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments) of the State Performance Plan
which measures participation and performance of students with disabilities on statewide assessments. Ini-
tial letters to districts will be mailed by mid-November, in which a select number of districts will be asked
to respond to the Department regarding current and planned practices for academic achievement and stu-
dents with disabilities. The Department is using CMT and CAPT data to determine which districts will re-
ceive letters of inquiry; based on district responses back to the Department, four to five districts will be se-
lected for a visit. It is important to note that through the focused monitoring process, the Department refers
to students with disabilities as those having an IEP. Information was presented at September's Back to
School meeting held by the Bureau of Special Education and recently during the New Administrator's train-
ing at ConnCASE Leadership Conference. The presentation from the Back to School meeting can be found
on the Bureau of Special Education's website.

Back to [nside this Issue

New Special Education Administrator Session

New Administrators in Special Education training took place on October 16, 2008,

in Mystic, Connecticut during ConnCASE’s annual Leadership Conference. Topics

discussed were data collection, Connecticut's State Performance Plan and Annual

Performance Report, District Annual Performance Reports, district determinations,

and Connecticut's Focused Monitoring System. Training was conducted by Diane

Murphy and Laura Guerrera of the Bureau of Data, Research and Evaluation and

Dana Corriveau of the Bureau of Special Education. An overview of the State's pro-

gress in meeting special education targets outlined in IDEA was discussed as well as the impact of district
level data on State level data when it is reported to the US Office of Special Education Programs, and im-
plications for using data in program improvement. New administrators in attendance included new direc-
tors, supervisors/coordinators, school principals, and lead teachers. Discussions and questions were in-
sightful and thought-provoking with much emphasis on the importance of general educators and special
educators communicating and collaborating from the central office level to the classroom.

Back to Inside this Issue

Approved Private School Programs

Effective October 10, 2008, OPTIONS Educational Services was approved as a private special education pro-
gram. This program is located at 645 Farmington Avenue, Hartford, CT 06105.
OPTIONS Educational Services serves students ages 14 through 21. If you are in-
terested in learning more about this program, please contact either Scott Wells or
Susan Pinette at 860-523-5318. For more information regarding Connecticut’s ap-
proved private school policies, practices, and procedures, contact Donna Cambria
by e-mailing donna.cambria@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue
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Secondary Transition

IDEA 2004 requires that all students age 16 — 21 (or younger) have “appropriate
measurable postsecondary goals based upon age-appropriate transition assess-
ments” - §300.320(b). State Education Resource Center (SERC), in conjunction with
the BSE, is providing training that is designed to assist transition personnel to use
the tools listed in the new Transition Assessment Resource Manual (2008) to write
postsecondary goals (called “post-school outcome goal statements” in CT) as well

as annual goals and objectives. See the attached flyer for registration details. This training will be the first
time that participants will have guided practice in developing post-school outcome goal statements that will
be required in the revised IEP forms (see draft of secondary transition pages), due to be finalized by the end
of 2008. All new IEPs written after January 1, 2009, will be using these new forms. New training materials
using the postsecondary goal examples designed by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance
Center (NSTTAC) (www.nsttac.org) and approved by OSEP are included in the attached Writing Post-School
Outcome Goal Statements powerpoint presentation. For further information about secondary transition, con-

tact: Dr. Patricia Anderson at patricia.anderson@ct.gov. Back to Inside this Issue

Editor Note: Dr. Patricia Anderson was inadvertently left off the list of names for readers to contact regarding the LD Guidelines in
the September 2008 Bulletin. Please include Dr. Anderson in your list of contacts regarding this important document.

Service Plans

Frequently asked questions of consultants in the BSE often involve the school district’s responsibilities with
regard to students who are parentally placed by their parents in non-public school facilities. Questions often
include:

e When is a school district responsible for non-public school students?

o For what activities is the public school responsible when a child resides in their community?

e What activities is the public school responsible for when a child attends a non-public school within

the boundaries of another school district?

e How and when do the IDEA non-public school provisions apply to preschool students?
This issue and the related questions and guidance were addressed in both the CSDE’s special education data
application and collection (SEDAC) training and in the Back-to-School Meeting convened by the BSE on Sep-
tember 15, 2008. The two slides outlining the non-public school provisions as they relate to various situations
were provided to attendees at both meetings. The slides are attached. Additional information can found in a
Topic Brief on the BSE’s web site at: http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2678&Q=320730#Briefs.
Questions can be directed to consultants in the BSE at 860-713-6910. Back to Inside this Issue

Legal/Due Process

Bureau Bulletin readers have made inquiries with regards to learning more about

due process findings, trends, and procedures. Please refer to the BSE website for
information on due process hearing cases and decisions rendered by accessing
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2626&q=320712. Cases are categorized
by hearing decision number and are archived electronically on this site dating back to 1998. For more in-
formation, please contact Tom Badway at 860-713-6935. Back to Inside this Issue
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Public Comment on the State Performance Plan

The IDEA, signed on December 3, 2004, became PL 108-446. In accordance with
20 U.S.C. 1416(b)(1), not later than one year after the date of enactment of the
IDEA 2004, each state must have in place a performance plan that evaluates the

state's efforts to implement the requirements and purposes of Part B and describe
how the state will conduct implementation. This plan is called the Part B State
Performance Plan (Part B-SPP). In accordance with 20 U.S.C. 1416(b)(2)(C)(ii) the
state shall report annually to the public on the performance of each LEA located
in the state on the targets in the SPP. The state also shall report annually to the
Secretary on the performance of the state under the SPP. This report is called the Center Springs Park in Manchester,
Part B Annual Performance Report (Part B-APR). Information Collection 1820- CT — Photo by Lester Kritzer
0624 corresponds to 34 CFR 300.600-300.602. OSEP has posted the indicators with a 30 day comment period
ending November 21, 2008. The BSE encourages the public to comment to OSEP on the proposed rules by
going to the comment site http://edicsweb.ed.gov and clicking on ‘browse pending collections” and click on
3870. All questions concerning Connecticut’s State Performance Plan and the Annual Performance Report
may be directed to Dana Corriveau at by e-mailing dana.corriveau@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue

Building the Legacy Tools

Building the Legacy is a training curriculum produced by the National Dissemination Center for Children with
Disabilities at the request of the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) at the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and is available by accessing the following website: http://www.nichcy.org/Laws/IDEA/Pages/

BuildingTheLegacy.aspx. These tools and other federal resources were recently highlighted at the National

Accountability Conference and the National Association of State Directors of Special Education annual meet-
ings. There are multiple modules that address components of the law and compliance practices. Modules
come with handouts and other supplemental materials to guide activities for audiences seeking to further

their understanding of IDEA 2004. Back to Inside this Issue

OSEP Releases Memo on Timely Correction

The OSEP released a memo regarding Timely Correction and the steps a state must take in order to report
that previously identified noncompliance has been corrected. It also describes how OSEP will factor evidence
of correction into its analysis of whether a state has demonstrated substantial compliance for the purposes of
determinations under sections 616 and 642 of the IDEA beginning with the department's 2010 determinations
based on a review of the FFY 2008 APRs. Additionally, the memo addresses concerns OSEP identified in its
review of states' FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 APRs about identification and correction of noncompliance and low
performance in compliance areas. Districts and other IDEA funded agencies are monitored for
compliance with federal and State requirements by the BSE through multiple monitoring ac-
tivities including the Annual Performance Reports, Due Process, focused monitoring, dispute
resolution as part of Connecticut’s general supervision system. For questions regarding this
memo or how Connecticut reports on correction of noncompliance through its monitoring ac-

tivities, contact Dr. Jacqueline Kelleher at jacqueline kelleher@ct.gov. Back to Inside this Issue
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RESC SERC Offerings

RESCs (Regional Educational Service Centers), public education =~ SERC continues to maintain the Special
agencies providing programs and services to Connecticut's pub-  Education Resource Center in addition
lic school districts, are located in six areas across the State. to its broader responsibilities to Con-
There are numerous resources available through the RESCs that  necticut public schools. Readers are en-
have been developed in response to the needs of students, fami-  couraged to review professional devel-
lies, school personnel and communities. The RESC Alliance was  opment opportunities and resources

created by legislative mandate to help districts communicate available at the SERC Library in Mid-
and collaborate. Interested readers are encouraged to learn dletown by accessing the SERC website.
more about offerings in their regions by contacting their local In an upcoming Bulletin edition, SERC
RESC directly. Each RESC will be featured in a future Bulletin will highlight important features of its
edition. library.

The BSE has been taking part in planning the Connecticut Forum on Careers in the Arts for People with
Disabilities, an event led by the Connecticut Commission on Culture & Tourism. The forum is November
15, 2008, at Saint Joseph College from 9:30 a.m.-4:00 p.m. Click here for more information.

ADOS Avallablhty Back to Inside this Issue

The CSDE, in collaboration with the Connecticut Birth to Three System, Early Childhood Special Education
and SERC, has been offering a variety of training and technical assistance opportunities involving concerning
educating children on the autism spectrum. Training and technical assistance opportunities are aligned with
State guideline documents which include the Guidelines for the Identification and Education of Children
and Youth with Autism (State Department of Education, July 2005) and Autism Spectrum Disorders — Ser-
vice Guidelines #1 (Connecticut Birth to Three System, January 2008). Please click here for a memo concern-
ing opportunities to access and work with the Autism Diagnostic Observation Schedule (ADOS), one of the
instruments available in the field to help with making eligibility determinations, planning programs, and

screening for early intervention. o
Back to [nside this Issue

Interesting idea for a featured

Nondiscrimination Statement story? Willing to write as a guest

columnist? Comments or feed-
back on the format? Share your
thoughts with the Bureau Bulle-
tin coordinator by e-mailing
jacqueline.kelleher@ct.gov.

The State of Connecticut Department of Education is com-
mitted to a policy of equal opportunity/affirmative action
for all qualified persons and does not discriminate in any

employment practice, education program, or educational

activity on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, dis-
ability, age, religion or any other basis prohibited by Con-
necticut state and/or federal nondiscrimination laws. In-
quiries regarding the Department of Education’s nondis-
crimination policies should be directed to the Affirmative
Action Administrator, State of Connecticut Department of . e a PDF version of this and
Education, 25 Industrial Park Road, Middletown, CT going to the CSDE for
06457-1543, 860-807-2071. s ications.
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Training and Technical Assistance on the ADOS Assessment Instrument

The State Department of Education, in collaboration with the Connecticut Birth to Three
System, Early Childhood Special Education and the State Education Resource Center (SERC)
have been offering a variety of training and technical assistance opportunities involving the
identification and program planning for children on the autism spectrum. Training and
technical assistance opportunities are aligned with state guideline documents which include
the Guidelines for the Identification and Education of Children and Youth with
Autism (State Department of Education, July 2005) and Autism Spectrum Disorders —
Service Guideline #1 (Connecticut Birth to Three System, January 2008). The
Guidelines for the Identification and Education of Children and Youth with Autism
can be accessed through:
www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/Guidelines_Autism.pdf and the

Guidelines for the ldentification and Education of Children and Youth with Autism
at www.birth23,0org/Publications/Autism%202008.pdf.

The State Department of Education and the Connecticut Birth to Three System support the
use of the ADOS assessment as a part of a comprehensive educational evaluation of a child.
To that end, a major focus of training and technical assistance has been to offer birth to
three and school district personnel the opportunity to build their knowledge, skills and
competencies around the administration and scoring of the Autism Diagnostic Observation
Schedule (ADOS) as a part of a individually designed comprehensive educational
assessment of an infant, child or youth suspected of having an autism spectrum disorder.
This year, two types of training opportunities are offered through SERC. There is a half-day
ADOS Overview Session which provides participants a general knowledge base of the
ADOS assessment instrument, including the materials and method of administration. There
is also a Two-Day ADOS Training Session for individuals seeking to gain the skills and
competencies needed for administration of the assessment. Each RESC has an ADOS
assessment kit available for review by school districts. Additionally there may be some
technical assistance opportunities related to the ADOS are may be available through some
RESCs. Please contact your individual RESC for additional information.



http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/Guidelines_Autism.pdf

http://www.birth23,org/Publications/Autism%202008.pdf
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

TO: Superintendents of Schools

FROM: Mark K. McQuillan
Commissioner of Education

DATE: October 1, 2008

SUBJECT: Guidelines for In-School and Out-of-School Suspensions

On or before October 1, 2008, the Commissioner of Education is required to issue
guidelines to aid local and regional boards of education in making the determination as to
whether a suspension of a pupil shall be either an in-school or out-of-school suspension.
Adhering to this requirement, | am issuing this guidance document to assist school
districts in implementing Section 10-233c of the Connecticut General Statutes. This
information will allow school boards and building administrators the time to prepare for
and adjust to the changes required by the law and to reassess the effectiveness of their
current suspension policies.

Section 10-233c aims to lower the number of students who are suspended out-of-school
by setting new standards for sending students home for violating school or district rules.
The law is not meant to take away a district’s prerogative or need to remove students
from school. It encourages administrators to think carefully about their decisions and to
find ways to keep students connected to school by placing them in programs designed to
keep them learning, while still holding them accountable for improper behavior.

The Department will conduct workshops and technical assistance seminars that will be
offered to school districts between November 2008 and March 2009. During this period,
additional comments will be considered. State Department of Education (SDE) staff will
use these upcoming months to draw upon suggestions from educators and policy makers
to ensure the guidance will be clear and supportive.

We look forward to your continuing input so that we will have a guidance document that
helps districts to make good choices. The link to access this document is
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/pressroom/In_School Suspension_Guidance.pdf. If this
guidance document helps districts make good choices and encourages more students to
come to school ready to learn, then it will have fulfilled its purpose.

Box 2219 e Hartford, Connecticut 06145
An Equal Opportunity Employer



http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/pressroom/In_School_Suspension_Guidance.pdf
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Transition Assessment and the IEP

What do you want to do after high school? This is a typical question often asked of students during
their adolescent years. The usual response is, "I don't know." Transition Assessment is a key
component in helping students identify likes/dislikes, strengths, interests, and preferences. The
results of qualitative/quantitative transition assessments are a foundational part in developing a
meaningful IEP (Individualized Education Program). This data will help drive instruction in the
classroom, community, workplace, and at home.

The State Performance Plan (SPP), Indicator 13 addresses outcomes for youth, aged 16 and above,
with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will
reasonably enable the student to meet post-secondary goals. This SPP indicator is set at 100% for
every district, and can only be attained and sustained by the effective, ongoing use of identified
transition assessments in the areas of employment, post-secondary education, training, independent
living, and community participation.

Every participant will receive a copy of the new Transition Assessment Resource Manual developed

by the CT Transition Task Force and a copy of Informal Assessments for Transition from Pro-Ed
Publishers.

Participants in this professional development activity will:

e dentify transition assessments for use with all students, including students with
disabilities, English language learners, low level readers, and students with little to
no reading ability;

o (tilize the Transition Assessment Resource Manual and the Connecticut Curriculum
Frameworks to implement assessments within a variety of settings, including core
academic classes;

e write clear, comprehensive, relevant IEP goals and objectives that are based on
assessment results and will help improve academic and functional performance of
all students.

Note: Participants are requested to bring a student |EP to this session.

CEU Post-Activity Application of Learning:

Participants must implement two new transition assessments for an identified student(s) or
class in the Least Restrictive Environment of the general education classroom in order to earn
CEUs. This post-activity application of learning will take a minimum of 5 hours to complete
and must be submitted with documentation identifyingthe  assessments,
student(s) age, disability, environment in which the assessments were administered, and
feedback regarding the pros and cons of the identified assessments.

|Back to Bulletin |

Dates, Time, Location:

Session A:

Thursday, October 30, 2008
SERC Classroom, Middletown
or

Session B:

Thursday, December 4, 2008
Crowne Plaza, Cromwell

Both Sessions:
9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.

Presenters:

Patricia Anderson, Ph.D.
Consultant, CSDE

Karen C. Stigliano
Consultant, SERC

Audience: Ages 14-21

Forty-five (45) transition specialists, general
and special educators, administrators,
career center staff, guidance counselors,
and state and local agency representatives,
per session

CEUs: 1.0

Includes:
Full Attendance
Post-Activity Application of Learning

Registration Fee:

$50.00 per person

Payable to Rensselaer at Hartford
Payment is due prior to the session
upon confirmation of participation.

Questions/ Special Needs:

Contact: Leslie Hosch
Education Services Specialist
(860) 632-1485, ext. 290
hosch@ctserc.org

Register By:

Session A: October 15, 2008
Session B: November 18, 2008

Please return application to SERC, Transition Initiative, 25 Industrial Park Road, Middletown, CT 06457-1520. Participants will be selected on a

first come, first served basis with regional consideration.
registration closing date. The registration fee is payable upon notice of acceptance.

Applicants will receive written confirmation regarding participation shortly after the

Www.ctserc.org

S e

INITATIVE

eomd’

SAljeniu| uonisuel|

APPLICATION FORM: Transition Assessment & the IEP

Please indicate choice of session: Session A (October 30, 2008)

(09-20-007/008/Transition)lh

or Session B (December 4, 2008)

(Please print clearly.)

District/Region School/Program Work Phone ( )
Name SERC Membership #
Home Address City/Zip Home Phone ( )
Position/Role Grade Level____ Email (Please Print.)

Release time is approved for educators: Administrator's Signature is required

In which region do you receivelprovide services? __ ACES// ___CES/I __ CREC//__EASTCONN// ___ED CONNECTION // ___LEARN

If a special accommodation is needed for workshop participation, please specify:
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Student; DOB: District: Meeting Date:

Last Name, First Name mm/dd/yyyy mm/dd/yyyy

TRANSITION PLANNING
1. [ Not Applicable: Student has not reached the age of 15 and transition planning is not required or appropriate at this time.

] This is either the first IEP to be in effect when the student turns 16 (or younger if appropriate and transition planning is needed) or the student is 16 or older and transition planning

is required.
2. Student Preferences/Interests — document the following:
a) Was the student invited to attend her/his Planning and Placement Team (PPT) meeting? [IYes [INo
b) Did the student attend? [lYes [ INo
c¢) How were the student's preferencesfinterests, as they relate to planning for transition services, determined?
[] Personal Interviews [ _]JComments at Meeting  [_]Functional Vocational Evaluations [_] Age appropriate transition assessments ] Other

d) Summarize student preferencesfinterests as they relate to planning for transition services:

3. Age Appropriate Transition Assessment(s) performed: (Specify assessment(s) and dates administered):

4. Agency Participation:
a) Were any outside agencies invited to attend the PPT meeting? [ ] Yes [] No (If no, specify reason)

b) If yes, did the agency’s representative attend? [JYes [INo (] Written consent to invite was obtained from the parent (or the child if over 18)
¢) Has any participating agency agreed to provide or pay for services/linkages? [ ] Yes [ ] No, (If yes, specify)
5. Post-School Outcome Goal Statement(s) and Transition Services recommended in this IEP

a) Post-School Outcome Goal Statement - Postsecondary Education or Training:

[]  Annual postsecondaryltraining goal(s) and related objectives have been developed and are included in this IEP
b) Post-School Outcome Goal Statement — Employment::

[1 Annual employment goal(s) and related objectives have been developed and are included in this IEP
¢) Post-School Outcome Goal Statement - Independent Living Skills (if appropriate):

[ ] Annual Independent Living Goals and related objectives have been developed and are included in this IEP(may include community participation)
6. The course of study needed to assist the child in reaching the transition goals and related objectives will include (including general education activities):

7. At least one year prior to reaching age of 18, the student must be informed of their rights under IDEA which will transfer at age 18.

] NA (Student will not be 17 within one year)  [_] The student has been informed of her/his rights under IDEA which will transfer at age 18 ] No IDEA rights will transfer

8. For a child whose eligibility under special education will terminate the following year due to graduation with a regular education diploma or due to exceeding the age of eligibility,
the Summary of Performance will be completed on or before: (specify date)

Parents please note: Rights afforded to parents under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) transfer to students at the age of 18, unless legal guardianship has been obtained.
ED 620, January 2006

1




KelleherJ

Text Box

Back to Bulletin





Student: DOB: District: Meeting Date:
Last Name, First Name mm/dd/yyyy mm/dd/yyyy
[]Academic/Cognitive [ _|Social/Behavioral [ ICommunication [IGross/Fine Motor [IPostsecondary Education/Training Enter Dates for Evaluating and
[ISelf Help [_IEmployment [lindependent Living [ IHealth [lOther: (specify) Reporting Progress in Boxes Below
2

] Check here if the student is 15 years of age. (Note: Page 6, Transition Planning must be completed if this box is checked)

Measurable Annual Goal* (Linked to Present Levels of Performance)#

Eval. Procedure:

8

4

6

7

8

Report Progress Below (Use Reporting Key)

Perf. Criteria:

1

2

3

4

(%, Trials, etc.)

5

6

7

8

Short Term Objectives/Benchmarks (Linked to achieving progress towards Annual Goal)

Objective #1
Eval. Procedure: Report Progress Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf. Criteria: 1 2 3 4
(%, Trials, etc.) 5 6 7 8
Objective #2
Eval. Procedure: Report Progress Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf. Criteria: 1 2 3 4
(%, Trials, etc.) 5 6 7 3
Objective #3
Eval. Procedure: Report Progress Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf. Criteria: 1 2 3 4
(%, Trials, etc.) 5 6 7 8
Evaluation Procedures Performance Criteria
1. Criterion-Referenced/Curriculum Based Assessment 7. Behavior/Performance Rating Scale A. Percent of Change F. Duration

2. Pre and Post Standardized Assessment

3. Pre and Post Base Line Data

4. Quizzes/Tests

5. Student Self-assessment/Rubric

6. Project/Experiment/Portfolio

8. CMTI/CAPT

9. Work Samples, Job Performance or Products
10. Achievement of Objectives (Note: use with goal only)

11. Other (specify)

B. Months Growth

C. Standard Score Increase
D. Passing Grades/Score
E. Frequency/Trials

12. Other (specify)

G. Successful Completion of Task/Activity

H. Mastery

I. Other: (specify)
J. Other: (specify)

Progress Reporting Key: (indicating extent to which progress is sufficient to achieve goal by the end of the year)
U=Unsatisfactory Progress — Unlikely to achieve goal

N = No Progress — Will not achieve goal

M = Mastered
NI = Not Introduced

S = Satisfactory Progress — Likely to achieve goal

O = Other: (specify)

* Related to meeting the student’s needs that result from the individual's disability, to enable the student to be involved in and make progress in the general curriculum; and to meet each of the

student’s other educational needs that result from the student’s disability.

ED 620, January 2006
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Writing Post-School Outcome
Goal Statements

Patricia L. Anderson, Ph.D.
CT State Department of Education
Bureau of Special Education

860-713-6923

patricia.anderson(@ct.gov
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Secondary Transition

* Coordinated set of activities
* Results-oriented process

e Academic and functional achievement

Facilitates movement from school to
post-school activities

Postsecondary education ot training,
employment, and if appropriate,
independent living skills





Secondary Transition

e Transition Services —  §300.320(b)

» Beginning not later than the first IEP to be in
effect when the child turns 16, or younger

» Updated annually, thereafter
» IEP must include —

* Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based
upon age-appropriate transition assessments

* Related to postsecondary education or training,
employment, and if appropriate, independent
living skills (OSEP, 2007)

* Transition services (including courses of study) needed
to assist child in reaching postsecondary goals





Secondary Transition Planning Process

Transition Assessment
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Transition Assessment

An ongoing process of gathering
information that will help students,
educators, and family members
make informed decisions about life,
during and after high school . ..
specifically in the areas of college,
training, employment and
independent living.





Studamt: OoE: Drtrict: Maating Date -

Last Mame. Frst bhime T Mmmddry.
TRAHSITIOH PLAHHING
1. U MotApplicabl: Studant hea not eacked the age of13and temeition plenning & not required or appropreteat thie time.

[ The meithar the firmt [EF1t0 b ineffect whanthe studsmt turma 16 [or younger fapproprete and tmmtion penning & neaded)] or the studant B 16or oderand tamtion pEnning

B requirad.
2 dudent Pre®rencasdimensst — document the following:
a). Nas the sudentinuited to atbetsd hethis Plarning ard Flacemert Team [PFT] meeting? O%Yes Mo
k], Rid the shudert attend? O%Yes OMNo
5], How were the shadend's preferencesinterasts, as they relbte to planning for tansition setvises, determived?
O Personal Intetwiews | JComments at Meeting | CJFunctional Yocabona Evaluatons O Bye appropiate tansitioh assessmerts O cher

d]. Summarize sudent preferencesintarests as they rdate to pBrnirg for transtion sevices:

3. Age Appropriete Trareition Aesasa me mfa) perfor med - @ pac ify)

4. Agency Farticipation:
gl et any adtside aencies huted to attend the PFT meeting? [0 Yes [0 Mo [Kno, specify reason)
k] [f ves, did the agener's represeritative attend: O Yes [OHa.... [0 Whten consertta inite was ddained from the patent [orthe chikd if aver 12]
5] Haz any parickhathyg agency agreed toprovide of pay for sericeslinkages? [ Yes [0 Mo, [fyes, specify]

3. Fost-SzhoolOuteo me Goal Sate mentis] and Trama ition Services reco mmendad inthie [EF
@] Post-Sehoal outeome Goal Setement - Postsecondary Eduation or Traning:

O | ezl goals) ard rebbed objecives regardivg Postsesordary Eduation or Trainkyg leve beeh dendoped and are neluded i this IEP
k] Post-School Outcome Goal Statement — Employmert

O | frnualgoal(s) shd related objectives reyarding Employment have keen dewseloped ard ae noluded in this [EP
] Post-School Gutcome Goal Statement - Ihdependent Living Skills [if appropriete]:

O | Annualgoals ard rebted ohjedives regamding Ihdependent Livkg lave been devdoped and are holudad b this [EP[may include Community Padisipation)
G. The courss of atudy needed to assistthe chikd in macking the ransition goals ahd relakd ohjectives wil include [Roluding geneal education activities):

7. Atlastors year prior to reaching age of 15, the studant muat be informed of their rights under IDES whichwilltram®ratage15.
O Mo [Studertwill ot ke AT wikin one pead | [0 The studert has been vformed of herhis nghts under IDED which will transfer st age 18 O Mo IDEL rights will fransfer

5. Fora chid whome aligibilty under apac@ledicationwill ter mimats the falkbwing year dus to gradetionwitha regukr adwicationdipl me or dus to sxceading the age of e ligibility,
the, Surmmary of Farformerea will be completed onor bafons 2 (@ pac ify dats)

Farame plkass nok: Right afiordsd to meenk under the Individ e B with OEa bilites Edwcatio ndct [ IDEY) e ekr tostudanmatthe age of 158, unkes kg lgwerdem hip es benobkired.






Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* A Post-School Outcome Goal Statement is
“generally understood to refer to those goals
that a child hopes to achieve after leaving

secondary school” (IDEA 2004 Part B Regulations,
§300.320(b), discussion of Final Rule p. 46,668)

e A Post-School Outcome Goal Statement is
NOT the process of pursuing or moving toward
a desired outcome.

National Secondary Transition Technical
Assistance Center: http://www.nsttac.org/




http://www.nsttac.org/



Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Non-Examples:

» After high school, Jodi will explore taking
classes at the local community college.

» The fall after graduation from high school,
Allison plans to enroll in a four-year
university in the Southeast.

» Marianne will complete all academic
coursework in preparation for going to a
four-year college.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Non-Examples:

» Alejandro wants to work as a welder.

> Vanessa will work with the vocational
rehabilitation services to ensure
competitive employment.

» Upon completion of high school, Kevin
will express his preferences related to his
postsecondary employment options, given
picture symbols an augmentative
communication device.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* After graduation, Jason will enroll in a 4-year
college degree program of his choice, majoring
in the field of mathematics.

U Participation in postsecondary education is the focus of
this post-school outcome goal statement.

Enrollment at a 4-year college can be observed.

U Enrollment at a 4-year college occurs after graduation
and it is stated that this goal will occur after graduation.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Upon completion of high school, Ted will
enroll in the general Associates Degree

program at the local community college in
September of 2008.

U Participation in postsecondary education is the focus
of this post-school outcome goal statement.

U Enrollment at a community college can be observed,
as in Ted enrolls in courses or he does not.

U Enrollment at a community college occurs after
graduation.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* The fall after high school, Juanita will enroll in
courses (non-degree) at the local community
college.

U Participation in postsecondary education is the focus
of this post-school outcome goal statement.

U Enrollment in courses (or not) can be observed.

U The goal will occur after Juanita leaves high school.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Carol will independently attend culinary
training at the XYZ Center after exiting from
high school, so that she can obtain entry level
employment within the food services industry.

U Participation in training, employment, and independent
living skills are part of this post-school outcome goal
statement.

U Enrollment in the culinary training program and entry
level employment in food services job can be observed.

U Participation in the training will occur after exiting from
high school.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Upon completion of high school, Joan will
work independently in a competitive
employment setting in the clerical field.

4 Employment and independent living skills are the
focus of this post-school outcome goal statement.

4 Employment in a competitive clerical position can be
observed.

U It is stated that this goal will occur upon completion
from high school.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* After finishing high school Alex will increase his work hours
in the business department of a local office supply store,
contacting XYZ Adult Agency for employment support
services.

U Participation in employment is the focus of this post-school
outcome goal statement.

U Increasing work hours is measurable.

U The expectation, or behavior, is explicit, as in Alex continues
employment and accesses adult agency services (ot not).

U It is stated in this goal that increased employment and use of
adult services will occur after Alex leaves high school.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* After high school, Jeremy will improve his
social, self-advocacy, and self-care skills by
attending instruction at a center-based adult
day program.

U Training and independent living skills are the focus of
this post-school outcome goal statement.

4 Improving the skills noted is an explicit outcome for
Jeremy.

4 Improving skills and attending the program are
observable goals that will occur after Jeremy leaves high
school.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Upon completion of high school, Abby will
attend a recreational/leisure skills program at a
day services program on a daily basis.

U Participation in independent living skills, specifically
community participation, is the focus of this goal.

U Participation in recreation/leisure programs can be
observed and measured.

U This goal will occur after completion of high school.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* Upon completion of high school, Lisa will
learn to utilize public transportation, including
the public bus and uptown trolley.

U Participation in independent living skill development,
specifically community participation, is the focus of
this goal.

U Use of the bus can be measured, as in Lisa performs
the necessary activities or does not perform the
activities.

L Itis stated in this goal that the instruction will occur
after graduation.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* After graduation, Rolanda will live at home and
participate to the maximum extent possible in her daily
routines (e.g., feeding, dressing, bathing, activating
small appliances/media devices, choice making) and
environment through the use of technology.

L Post-school outcome goal statement is focused on
independent living (residential, self-care, community
participation, communication skills).

L Goal is stated in an explicit manner that can be observed
(i.e., “will live”, “participate.”)
U The post-school outcome goal statement identifies

outcomes for Rolanda after high school, not activities or
processes toward outcomes.





Post-School Outcome Goal

Statements

* The summer after leaving high school,
Stephanie will independently ride the bus each
work day to her job with Marriot Food Services,
where she will participate in classes each yeat,
as offered by her employer, to advance
industrial kitchen skills.

* After graduating from high school, Ricardo will
enroll in a four-year college to obtain his
undergraduate degree in history and education,
to become a high school social studies teacher.





Annual IEP Goals

* For each post-school outcome goal
statement, there must be an annual
goal(s) and objectives included in the
IEP that will help the student make
progress towards the stated post-school
outcome goal(s).





For each Annual Goal, is there at least
one of the following listed?

* Instruction
* Related Service(s)
¢ Community Experience(s)

* Development of Employment and Post-School
Objectives

* Acquisition of Daily Living Skills
(if appropriate)
e Functional Vocational Evaluation

(if appropriate)





Common Objectives

* Student will attend (participate/co-facilitate)
his/her IEP Team Meeting. Language Arts

e Student will complete learning styles inventory .
. . xx job shadow experiences . . . interest
inventory . . . situational assessment.

Language Arts, Science, Social Studies,
Community

* Time Management Skills
All classes





Common Objectives

* Student will engage in a process of generating
ideas, drafting, revising, editing and publishing
or presenting: write college application essays;
develop portfolio; complete job application;
resume.

Language Arts, Social Studies, Technology

* Organizational and Study skills
All classes

* Self Advocacy Skills
All classes

Back to Bulletin
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SERVICE PLANS IN
FOR-PROFIT FACILITIES

For-profit private schools do not quality
as elther an elementary or secondary
school under IDEA (34 CFR 8300.13
and 8 300.36 respectively) and thus,
you have no responsibility under State
or federal law to provide Child Find
activities/services to any of these
students who are not residents of
your district’s geographical
boundaries.

September 29, 2008 1
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SERVICE PLAN RULES
ELIGIBLE FOR SERVICE PLAN

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (K-12)
Evaluation Responsibility — District where Facility is Located
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is eligible for Service Plan by Locatien District

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (Preschool plus at minimum a Kindergarten)
Evaluation Responsibility — District where Facility is Located
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is eligible for Service Plan by Location District

NOTE: After the evaluation, if the student is found eligible the district where
Facility is Located must get parental permission to provide information back 'to the
resident town. If parent refuses, student is eligible for Service Plan by the district
where the facility is located.

September 29, 2008 2





SERVICE PLAN RULES
NOT ELIGIBLE FOR SERVICE PLAN

FOR-PROFIT Facility (regardless of grade...Preschool; K-12)
Evaluation Responsibility — Resident Town
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is not eligible for Service Plan

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (Preschool ONLY)
Evaluation Responsibility — Resident Town
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is not eligible for Service Plan

September 29, 2008 3





REGISTERING
SERVICE PLAN STUDENTS

Please note:
Service plan students need a SASID.

One major hold-up to reporting Service Plan students has been the
Inability to obtain a SASID without the parents of the student visiting
the Public School and filling out a Registration Form.

Please know that federal and state regulations have no requirement for
the student to be registered in the district in order to receive a service
plan.

Districts may have a policy requiring parents to fill out the registration,
but this policy cannot interfere with the mandatory delivery of special
education services or with the federal reporting requirements.

September 29, 2008 4





ADDING
A SERVICE PLAN.STUDENT

Student must have a SASID, which is created in the PSIS Registration Module.

The district where the private school is located must register and un-
register the student in PSIS Registration Module so that their tewn is
listed as Nexus District. For SEDAC purposes make sure the following

fields are filled-in:

Nexus District
Nexus District Entry Date (make sure the entry and exit dates are the same)
Nexus District Exit Date (make sure the entry and exit dates are the same)

exit type ("04", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated school'in
the same LEA" or "07", "Transfer to a private, religiously-affiliated schaol
In the same LEA")

fill in a 0 (zero) for the Number of Days of Membership and Attendance

September 29, 2008 5
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

0cT
(T'17 7008 Contact Person
Name: Ruth Ryder
Telephone: (202) 245-7513
| OSEP09-02 |
TO : Chief State School Officers

Lead Agency Directors

FROM : William W. Knudsen Yo/

Acting Director
Office of Special Education Programs

SUBJECT Reporting on Correction of Noncompliance in the Annual
Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

Introduction

Pursuant to sections 616(d) and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
the Department reviews each State’s Annual Performance Report (APR) and, based on data
provided in the State’s APR, information obtained through monitoring visits, including
verification visits, and any other public information, determines if the State: Meets
Requirements, Needs Assistance, Needs Intervention, or Needs Substantial Intervention. In
making determinations in 2007 and 2008, the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
considered, among other factors, whether a State demonstrated substantial compliance on all
compliance indicators either through reporting a very high level of performance (generally 95%
or better) or correction of noncompliance.

The purpose of this memorandum is twofold. First, the memorandum reiterates the steps a State
must take in order to report that the previously identified noncompliance has been corrected.
Second, the memorandum describes how we will factor evidence of correction into our analysis
of whether the State has demonstrated substantial compliance for purposes of determinations
under sections 616 and 642 of the IDEA (beginning with the Department’s 2010 determinations
based on a review of the FFY 2008 APRs). This memorandum also addresses concerns

" For Indicators B-15 and C-9, which measure timely correction of noncompliance, the only way for States to

demonstrate substantial compliance is by demonstrating timely correction.

400 MARYLAND AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202
www.ed.gov

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.
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Page 2 — Chief State School Officers and Lead Agency Directors

identified in our review of States” FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 APRs about identification and
correction of noncompliance and low performance in compliance areas.

Issue 1 -Demonstrating Correction

As noted in OSEP’s prior monitoring reports and verification visit letters, in order to demonstrate
that previously identified noncompliance has been corrected, a State must:

(1) Account for all instances of noncompliance, including noncompliance identified: (a)
through the State’s on-site monitoring system or other monitoring procedures such as
self-assessment: (b) through the review of data collected by the State, including
compliance data collected through a State data system; and (c) by the Department;

(2) Identify where (in what local educational agencies (LEAs) or early intervention services
(EIS) programs) noncompliance occurred, the percentage level of noncompliance in each
of those sites, and the root cause(s) of the noncompliance;2

(3)  If needed, change, or require each LEA or EIS program to change, policies, procedures
and/or practices that contributed to or resulted in noncompliance; and

4) Determine, in each LEA or EIS program with identified noncompliance, that the LEA or
EIS program is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s). This must
be based on the State’s review of updated data such as data from subsequent on-site
monitoring or data collected through a State data system.

If an LEA or EIS program did not correct identified noncompliance in a timely manner (within
one year from identification), the State must report on whether the noncompliance was
subsequently corrected. Further, if an LEA or EIS program is not yet correctly implementing the
statutory/regulatory requirement(s), the State must explain what the State has done to identify the
cause(s) of continuing noncompliance, and what the State is doing about the continued lack of
compliance including, as appropriate, enforcement actions taken against any LEA or EIS
program that continues to show noncompliance.

Regardless of the specific level of noncompliance, if a State finds noncompliance in an LEA or
EIS program, the State must notify the LEA or EIS program in writing of the noncompliance,
and of the requirement that the noncompliance be corrected as soon as possible, but in no case
more than one year from identification (i.e., the date on which the State provided written
notification to the LEA or EIS program of the noncompliance). In determining the steps that the
LEA or EIS program must take to correct the noncompliance and to document such correction,
the State may consider a variety of factors, including whether the noncompliance: (1) was
extensive or found in only a small percentage of files; (2) resulted in the denial of a basic i ght
under the IDEA (e.g., an extended delay in an initial evaluation with a corresponding delay in the
child’s receipt of a free appropriate public education or early intervention services, or a failure to
provide services in accordance with the individualized education program or individualized
family service plan); and (3) represents an isolated incident in the LEA or EIS program, or
reflects a long-standing failure to meet the IDEA requirements. Thus, while a State may

? Please note that while we are not requesting that States provide, in the APR, lists of specific LEAs or EIS
programs found out of compliance, we may review documentation of correction that the State required of the LEA
or EIS program when we conduct a verification visit or other monitoring activity in a State.
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determine the specific natare of the required corrective action, the State must ensure that any
noncompliance is corrected as soon as possible, but in no case more than one year from
identification.

For any noncompliance concerning a child-specific requirement that is not subject to a specific
timeline requirement (State Performance Plan (SPP)/APR Indicators B-9, B-10, B-13, C-8A and
C-8B), in addition to the steps above, the State also must ensure that the LEA or EIS program
has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the
jurisdiction of the LEA or EIS program. Similarly, for any noncompliance concerning a child-
specific timeline requirement (SPP/APR Indicators B-11, B-12, C-1, C-7, and C-8C), in addition
to the steps enumerated above, the State must ensure that the LEA or EIS program has completed
the required action (e.g., the evaluation or initiation of services), though late, unless the child is
no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA or EIS program. In ensuring that each individual
case of noncompliance has been corrected, the State does not need to review each child’s record
in the LEAs or EIS programs where the noncompliance occurred, but rather may review a
reasonable sample of the previously noncompliant files to verify that the noncompliance was
corrected.

Issue 2 — Factoring Correction into Evaluation of Substantial Compliance

For purposes of the Department’s IDEA section 616 determinations issued since June 2007, we
considered a State to be in substantial compliance relative to a compliance indicator if the State’s
data indicate a very high level of compliance (generally 95% or above), or if the State
nonetheless demonstrated correction of identified noncompliance related to that indicator. In the
interest of fairness to all States, we will evaluate whether a State demonstrated correction of
identified noncompliance related to an indicator when we make our 2009 determinations based
on the FFY 2007 APRs, and will use the same approach we used in 2007 and 2008. However,
some States are reporting very low levels of compliance year after year, while also reporting that
they have corrected previously identified noncompliance. This concerns us because it indicates
that systemic correction of noncompliance did not occur. Thus, in the interest of improving LEA
and EIS program performance and ultimately improving results for infants, toddlers, children and
youth with disabilities, beginning with our 2010 determinations:

(1) We will no longer consider a State to be in substantial compliance relative to a
compliance indicator based on evidence of correction of the previous year’s
noncompliance if the State’s current year data for that indicator reflect a very low
level of compliance (generally 75% or below); and

(2) We will credit a State with correction relative to a child-specific compliance indicator
only if the State confirms that it has addressed each instance of noncompliance
identified in the data for an indicator that was reported in the previous year’s APR, as
well as any noncompliance identified by the Department more than one year
previously. The State must specifically report for each compliance indicator whether
it has corrected all of the noncompliance identified in its data for that indicator in the
prior year’s APR as well as that identified by the Department more than one year
previously.

For example --
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e Reporting correction of noncompliance identified in on-site monitoring
findings alone will not be sufficient to demonstrate correction if the data
reported in a State’s prior year’'s APR showing noncompliance were collected
through the State’s data system, and the monitoring findings do not include all
of the instances of noncompliance identified through the prior year’s data.

e In order to report correction of noncompliance identified in data based on a
statewide sample, the State would need to track the noncompliance identified
in the sample data reported in its prior year’s APR back to the specific LEAs
or EIS programs with noncompliance and report correction for those LEAs or
EIS programs.

In other words, a State’s demonstration of correction needs to be as broad in scope as
the noncompliance identified in the prior year’s data.

We hope that you find the information in this memorandum helpful in collecting and reporting
data for your future SPP/APR submissions. OSEP is committed to supporting your efforts to
improve results for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities and looks forward to
working with your State over the next year. If you have any questions, would like to discuss this
further, or would like to request technical assistance, please do not hesitate to call your OSEP
State Contact.

cc: Part B State Directors

Part C Coordinators

Back to Bulletin
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Please select the Concurrent Breakout Session you would
like to attend:

[ ] 1. Arts as Business

[] 2. Supports for Successful Employment

[] 3. Transitioning from School to Career

How did you hear about this Statewide Forum?
[] Focus Group [ ] Work [] E-mail
] Mail [ ] Other

Is art your primary vocation?

(] Yes [ ] No

What is your artistic discipline?

Are you an artist with a disability?

[ ] Yes [ ] No

Do you work with individuals with disabilities?
[] Yes [] No

If yes, in what capacity?

The following accommodations will be provided:
* Sign Language Interpreters at all events.
* Box lunches including a chicken, beef, and vegan choice.

Please register on or before October 27, 2008 to reserve:

[] Assistive Listening Device. (Assistive Listening Devices
are available for up to 10 participants in the main
conference area only.)

[ ] Forum materials in large print.

[[] Forum materials in Braille.

[] Additional accommodations. Please specify:

AN Of B .
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Connecticut Commission
on Culture & Tourism
and
Young Audiences Arts for Learning
Connecticut/VSA arts

present

CONNECTICUT FORUM ON

CAREERS IN THE ARTS
FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Bringing together artists of all abilities, advocates, service

providers, organizations, and state agencies to assess the

opportunities and challenges for artists with disabilities
and develop strategies for their career advancement.

Saturday, November 15, 2008

9:30 AM - 4:00 PM
Saint Joseph College, West Hartford, CT
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Schedule of Events

9:30 AM
10:00 AM

Registration and Continental Breakfast

Welcome Remarks
Dr. Pamela Trotman Reid, President
Saint Joseph College

Karen Senich, Executive Director
CT Commission on Culture & Tourism

Statewide Forum Initiative Paula Terry

Connecting to the Cultural Community
Stephanie Moore

11:00 AM
11:15 AM

Break Performance—Aaron Kubey, Actor

Concurrent Breakout Sessions

1) Arts as Business
Strategies, Making Community Connections

2) Supports for Successful Employment
Tax Benefits, Work Incentives, Assistive
Technology, Community Support

3) Transitioning from School to Career
Steps for Success, Overcoming Barriers

12:30 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM

Lunch Art/Technology Exhibits, Networking
Performance John Denner, Guitarist

Panel Artist Success Stories
Challenges Faced by Artists with Disabilities

2:45 PM
3:00 PM

Break Performance —Ekiwah Adler-Beléndez, Poet

Facilitated Participant Discussion
Essential Questions, Next Steps for Connecticut

3:55 PM
6:00 PM

Closing Remarks

Evening Performance
Little Theatre of the Deaf
Ricky Alfonso Jazz Quintet

The Carol Autorino Center for the Arts and Humanities
Saint Joseph College
1678 Asylum Avenue
West Hartford, CT 06117

Directions: www.sjc.edu. Parking is free.

Featured Speakers and Artists

Paula Terry, Director, Office for AccessAbility, National Endowment
for the Arts. The NEA has received many awards in recognition of the
work by Ms. Terry in advocacy and technical assistance.

Stephanie Moore, Director, Visual Arts for VSA arts. Ms. Moore is
responsible for the overall direction and production of all visual arts
exhibitions and events at the national level.

Aaron Kubey, Executive Director/President, National Theater of the
Deaf. A performer and producer, Mr. Kubey has worked on numerous
television, film, and theatrical productions.

John Denner, Guitarist. An accomplished musician, Mr. Denner has
performed in such places as the Iridium, a jazz club in New York City,
with the iconic musician Les Paul.

Ashley & Nancy Wolfe, Actors. Ashley Wolfe’s recent work starring
in an independent film, “Mr. Blue Sky,” has garnered highly positive
reviews. Nancy Wolfe acted in a lead role in “Mr. Blue Sky.”

Ekiwah Adler-Beléndez, Poet. Mr. Adler-Beléndez is author of three
volumes of poetry and two books in Spanish and English. He won
Honorable Mention for the National Youth Prize in Mexico.

The Little Theatre of the Deaf The children’s wing of the National
Theatre of the Deaf gives live performances to thousands of children
and adults in schools and theatres across the United States.

Ricky Alfonso, Musician. Mr. Alfonso and his talented quintet
produce stunningly original swing and modern jazz compositions.

This Forum is sponsored by The National Endowment for the Arts and the National
Arts and Disabilities Center at the University of California, Los Angeles.
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Connecticut Commission Connecticut”

on Culture & Tourism

J
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FORTHE ARTS CONNECTIGCUT

q—“ﬁ!\}‘ ]

EASTERN

CONNECTICUT
STATE UNIVERSITY

great nation
3

A great natiol
deserves great art.

* An Affiliate of VSA arts, an international nonprofit organization that is creating a society
where all people with disabilities learn through, participate in, and enjoy the arts.

¥/)\N Forum Registration Form

Y7

Please Register by November 1, 2008
Forum Registration: $20

Registration includes continental breakfast, lunch, and two
complimentary tickets to the Evening Performance, coffee
and dessert.

|:| | will attend the Evening Performance.

|:| One guest and | will attend the Evening Performance.

Additional tickets for the Evening Performance may be
purchased by calling the box office at (860) 231-5555.

[] 1am enclosing a check made payable to
Young Audiences of Connecticut.

Scholarships are available.

[] I request a scholarship. Please contact me.

To Register:
1) Complete both sides of the Forum Registration Form.
Tear off at perforation, fold, and mail with your check to:

VSA arts/CCT Forum
c/o The Carol Autorino Center
Saint Joseph College
1678 Asylum Avenue
West Hartford, CT 06117

2) Or call the Frances Driscoll Box Office at (860) 231-5555,
Monday through Friday, 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. You may leave
a voice message and your call will be returned.

Name:

Address:

Phone/Video Phone:

E-mail Address:
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Q@?ﬁ STATE OF CONNECTICUT
"*’.ﬁ* ’ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
>

"R
P&y

To: Directors of Special Education
Parent Advocates and Attorneys
Board of Education Attg)mclip/s
1\ 4}

i\ I\ ‘
From: Anne Louise Thompsod‘ B_ﬁ'réau Chief
Date: October 31, 2008
Subject: LEA Excess Cost Grant and State Agency Placement Grant for Placements in

Facilities Approved or Not Approved for Special Education

Over the past year, there has been an ongoing review of grant requests submitted by public school
districts for local education agency (LEA) excess cost and State agency placement grants. The
Bureaus of Special Education and Data Collection, Research and Evaluation have been reviewing
grant submissions from districts concerning cases in which a child is receiving special education
instruction in approved special education facilities or facilities not approved for special education.
In some cases, a school district or State agency made the placement in the facility. In other cases,
the parent and the district have been in disagreement over what constitutes an appropriate
program and placement for the child and in an effort to resolve the dispute, the parent and the
district have negotiated an agreement regarding the child’s program and placement.

There are various types of agreements: a settlement agreement from the resolution session
associated with a due process hearing, a mediation agreement or a settlement agreement finalized
before the case is completed at a due process hearing. There may also be other circumstances
where the district and the parent have come to an agreement without utilizing the special
education due process procedures.

In order to clarify questions concerning school district eligibility for the excess cost grant and the
State agency placement grant, the following applies:

I. School District Initiated Placements: School District Eligibility for the LEA Excess Cost
Grant

A. Facilities approved for special education: School District Eligible for the LEA Excess
Cost Grant

A district may qualify for a LEA excess cost grant under Connecticut General Statutes (CGS)
Section 10-76g (if the grant threshold is met) when it initiates a placement in an approved special
education facility.

Box 2219 e« Hartford, Connecticut 06145
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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B. Facilities not approved for special education: School District Not Eligible for the Excess
Cost Grant

A district will not qualify for a LEA excess cost grant (even if the grant threshold is met) under
CGS Section 10-76g for any placement initiated by the district in a facility not approved for
special education. CGS Section 10-76d(d) is clear that in order for a school district to receive
payment under CGS Section 10-76g, “each such private school, agency or institution has been
approved for special education by the Commissioner of Education or by the appropriate agency
for facilities located out of State.”

C. Facilities not approved for special education: School District Eligible for the Excess Cost
Grant

A school district may utilize preschool programs not approved for special education and receive
an excess cost grant if conditions are met for utilizing a preschool program not approved for
special education (See CGS Section 10-76d(b)) and the grant threshold is met.

D. Organizations approved for transition/vocational services: School District Eligible for
the Excess Cost Grant

A school district may utilize a transition/vocational program or services to provide occupational
training programs to eligible students and may receive an excess cost grant under the following
conditions (See CGS Section 10-76d(d)). The district is eligible for an excess cost grant if the
program or services are being provided by an approved vendor of such services, the student is not
working on earning credits for a regular high school diploma, the student is between the ages of
16 and 21 and the grant threshold is met. Transition/vocational programs are not approved to be
providing academics toward a high school diploma. Any program which is coded as an “82” in
the special education data application and collection (SEDAC) system by the Department of
Education is not approved to provide academic credit toward a regular high school diploma. A
district will not be eligible to receive an excess cost grant if a student is earning academic credit
toward a regular high school diploma in a facility coded as an “82”, transition/vocational
program.

I1. Parent Initiated Placements: School District Eligibility for the Excess Cost Grant

A. Parent initiated placement in a facility approved for special education: School District
Eligible for the Excess Cost Grant under certain conditions

A district may receive a LEA excess cost grant for a placement in a facility approved for special
education initiated by a parent if the following conditions are met: (1) the district has accepted
programmatic responsibility for the child’s education through the development and
implementation of an individualized education program (IEP); (2) the district has accepted fiscal
responsibility by paying the costs for the child’s placement by the parent at the approved facility;
and (3) the grant threshold is met.

B. Parent initiated placement for other than educational reasons in a facility approved or
not approved for special education: School District Eligible for the Excess Cost Grant
under special circumstances
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CGS Section 10-76d(d) contemplates that children eligible for special education may need
services other than educational services such as medical, psychiatric, or institutional care or
services even though the district is able to meet the child’s educational needs through a program
and placement offered by the school district. In this situation, the parent places the child and
requests that the school district pay for the cost of special education instruction at a private
school, hospital or other institution which may or may not have an approved special education
program. The school district may meet its obligation to provide special education to the child by
agreeing to pay the reasonable costs of special education instruction. In such situations, the
school district would be eligible for the LEA excess cost grant if: (1) the parent and the school
district enter into an agreement indicating that the child’s placement by the parent in the private
school, hospital or other institution is proper and no State institution is available to meet the
child’s needs; (2) the school district assumes responsibility for the provision of special education
instruction and provides for such services through a contract with the facility in the form of an
IEP which the school district writes and ensures is implemented by the facility; and (3) the grant
threshold is met. If there is an agreement between the parent and the school district, the
agreement should indicate that the school district continues to be ready and willing to offer an
appropriate program to the child.

Under no circumstances may a school district initiate a child’s placement under this provision
of the statutes and seek to shift the non-educational costs to the parent.

C. Parent initiated placement in a facility not approved for special education: School
District Eligible for Excess Cost Grant if placement ordered by Hearing Officer or Court

If the parent and the district cannot come to an agreement about the child’s placement, the parent
may seek reimbursement from a school district for a unilateral placement in a facility not
approved for special education through a due process hearing or court proceeding. Districts will
be eligible to receive the LEA excess cost grant, if the grant threshold is met, for a unilateral
placement made by the parent in a facility not approved for special education when a special
education hearing officer or court of competent jurisdiction: (1) determines the district did not
offer a free and appropriate public education (FAPE); (2) determines the child is receiving FAPE
in the unilateral placement; and (3) orders the district to assume responsibility for the child’s
placement in the facility. An IEP must be developed by the school district and implemented
within the facility.

D. Parent initiated placement in a facility approved or not approved for special education:
School District Not Eligible for Excess Cost Grant

A school district may not receive the LEA excess cost grant under CGS Section 10-76g when the
parent rejects the district’s [EP and the parent unilaterally places their child in a facility approved
or not approved for special education for educational reasons and the school district and parent
negotiate an agreement which provides for the school district to assume some or all of the costs of
the child’s placement. This is true regardless of the forum through which the agreement was
negotiated. However, the district may be eligible for the LEA excess cost grant for a unilateral
placement in an approved facility if: (1) the district accepts programmatic responsibility for the
child’s education through the development and implementation of an IEP; (2) the district accepts
fiscal responsibility by paying the costs for the child’s placement by the parent at the approved
facility; and (3) the grant threshold is met.
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I11. State Agency Placement Grant

A. State agency placement of students eligible for special education and related services in
a facility which may or may not be approved for special education: School District Eligible
for the State Agency Placement Grant

When a State agency places a child eligible for special education in a facility under the provisions
of CGS Section 10-76d(e)(2), which may or may not be approved for special education, the
school district is required by State statute to assume the fiscal and programmatic responsibility for
the education of the child. The State agency placement grant under CGS Section 10-76d(€)(2) is
available for such placements when the grant threshold is met.

B. State agency placement of students not eligible for special education in a private
residential facility: School District Eligible for the State Agency Placement Grant

When a State agency places a child in a private residential facility which may or may not be
approved for special education and the child is not eligible for special education (i.e., receiving
regular education instruction only), the State agency placement grant under CGS Section 10-
253(b) is available when the grant threshold is met.

C. State agency placement of students not eligible for special education in a day program:
School District Not Eligible for the State Agency Placement Grant

When a State agency places a child in a day program which may or may not be approved for
special education and the child is not eligible for special education (i.e., receiving regular
education instruction only), the State agency placement grant under CGS Section 10-76d(e)(2)
and Section 10-253(b) is not available.

If you have any questions regarding these issues, please contact the Bureau of Special Education
at 860-713-6910.

Returnto Bulletin
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M. Jodi Rell
GOVERNOR
STATE CONMNE
July 21, 2008

Dear Commissioners and Executive Directors:

It has come to my attention that the Office of Fiscal Analysis (OFA) and the Appropriations
Committee are taking preliminary steps to implement Results Based Accounting (RBA)
methodology across executive branch agencies. As part of this process, OFA and legislators will be
contacting you, if they have not done so already, to request various information and schedule
meetings to execute RBA in your agency.

It 1s imperative that the Governor’s office be apprised of all related communications and be a key
participant in this process as it ultimately affects the management of executive branch agencies, a
function assigned to the Governor by State statute and constitution.

Accordingly, this is to advise you that Stacey L. Serrano, Associate Counsel, will represent my office
with respect to all communications, meetings to be held and information to be provided to OFA or
legislators for this purpose. I would also like her to attend all meetings between your agency and
OFA ot the Appropriations Committee held for this purpose. Please forward all information and
direct all related questions to:

Stacey L. Serrano

Office of the Governor

210 Capitol Ave.

Hartford, CT 06106

E-mail: stacey.setrano(@ct.gov

Phone: (860)524-7319
Fax: (860)524-7391

I appreciate your cooperation in this matter and look forward to the results of your efforts.

Sincerely,

INECTICUT 08106
D6 » WWW.C

Returnto Bulletin
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m Connecticut Parent Information and Resource Center (PIRC)
www.ctpirc.org ® 1-800-842-8678
Ny o 2{@] Statc Education Resource Center (SERC)
www.ctserc.org ® 1-860-632-1485

@ C Connecticut Parent Advocacy Center (CPAC)
Cp www.cpacinc.org ® 1-800-445-2722

Bureau of Special Education

g Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE)

%%ﬁg Bureau of School and District Improvement

Ny

T e >

7 rj‘i"“
R www.ct.gov @ 1-860-713-6910

The CT PIRC is a non-profit organization partially funded by a grant through the U.S.
Department of Education. The CT PIRC and its primary partners, the CSDE and SERC, support
school-family-community alliances by building on the strengths of each.

- .
Adapted from the New Hampshire Parent Information and Resource Center
“A Family Guide to Response to Intervention (RTT).”
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Using Scientific Research-Based Interventions:
Improving Education for All Students

Teachers, administrators, and families want all

. children to succeed. There are many ways to
 get children who are struggling to learn, the
e additional help they need to be successful.
_\\qf“' One way is with the use of “scientific
research-based interventions” (SRBI).

This booklet reviews what SRBI are and includes questions
you might want to ask your child’s school or program to learn
more about how they are using SRBI as a framework to
improve teaching and learning. Also included here are ways
families can be a part of the decision making process and what
to do when you have concerns about your child’s progress.

For more information about RTI, visit: The National Center
for Response to Intervention at www.rti4success.org or the
RTT Action Network at www.rtinetwork.org;

What questions can families ask to learn more about
how SRBI works in their child’s school or program?

® WWhat is my child being taught in his/her classroom?
® How are lessons designed to meet my child’s varying needs?

® \hat are the teaching strategies that my child’s school is using if
he/she is struggling in the classroom?

® How can I help my child with learning at home?

® How will I be told about my child’s progress that tells me more than
what grades he/she is receiving?

® What happens if my child continues to struggle and the teaching
strategy is not working?

Families play a critical role in supporting what their children are learning
in school. Research shows that the more parents are actively involved in
student learning, the greater the student achievement. There are many
ways families can support their child’s learning at home. Here are a few:

e make reading an everyday habit;
® talk with your child’s teachers regulatly;

® check homework assignments and assist when
necessary;

® ask for regular progress reports;

® cclebrate your child’s strengths, talents, interests,
and successes;

® Jcarn more about what is being taught and how it is
being taught at your child’s school; and

® participate in parent-teacher-student conferences
and other school functions for your child.





What if I think my child needs special education?

™~TF SRBI do not replace the special
& education process. If at any time
- parents believe their child has| a
disability that is affecting his or her
learning, they have a right to request an
evaluation for special education. SRBI
cannot be used to delay or deny this
evaluation if the child is not making
progress in learning and the lack of
progress is not due to the lack of
instruction.  In addition to the
information gathered through

SRBI, other forms of
evaluation must occur to
determine if a child is
eligible for special
education and
parent’s written
consent is required a
for the evaluation.

For more information about
special education, your rights in this process, and how
SRBI may be used to inform eligibility, please contact:

® Connecticut Parent Advocacy Center (CPAC)

1-800-445-2722

® Connecticut Parent Information and Resource Center (PIRC)

1-800-842-8678

® Connecticut State Department of Education;

Bureau of Special Education (CSDE)
1-860-713-6910

What are SRBI?

SRBI are a way to provide support and
instruction to children who are struggling to
learn. A child’s progress is studied and
findings are used to make decisions about
teaching and other learning supports.

SRBI are most commonly used in addressing
needs in the areas of reading, math, and
behavior. A “continuum of support” is
developed by school districts and programs to
meet the needs of the children they serve.

What does the SRBI continuum of support look like?

The SRBI framework has three “tiers.” Each
tier provides differing kinds and degrees of
support.

Tier I1I

0 0000006O06OC0COCGCOGFONOSNOSO
The school or program provides
more individualized instruction
for children who need the most
support.

The school or program provides
belp for children who need more
support than they are receiving
from the general curriculum.

00 00000OC0COGCOGOOGOOGOONOSNOIO
All children receive high quality
curriculum and instruction in the
general education classroom or
program.





W]. are the key components of an SRBI framework?

The key component to SRBI is that all
children receive high quality curriculum and
instruction in the general education
classroom or program (Tier I).

Another component of SRBI is that the school or
program  conducts  “universal = common
assessments.” Universal common assessments
review the progress of all children through
the use of grade/age level assessments.
These assessments help schools identify children
who may need more support or other types of
instruction.

As a result, students may be identified as needing
help in addition to the high quality instruction they
are receiving in Tier I
Additional

teaching

strategies or
methods
that have
been

proven
to be
effective
in
helping
children
learn  are
used (Tier IT).
These teaching
methods can happen
in large or small groups, in
ot outside the classroom.

Another key component to SRBI is

“progress monitoring.” Progress
monitoring is a way for teachers to
better understand a child’s needs
and demonstrate the growth
children are making in a

specific area. It shows how well

the teaching strategy is working.
It includes observations and other
types of assessment. Progress
monitoring helps determine whether
a strategy is successful or needs to be
changed.

When progress monitoring shows that a
child is not responding to the additional
help, another approach or strategy may
be tried. However, when a higher
level of support is needed, children
are given the individualized
instruction they need to be
successful learners (Tier III).

Returnto Bulletin



ChameroyM

Text Box

Return to Bulletin










Attachment 4 Returnto Bulletin

Usi . .
- "¢ Scientific
, Research-Based
Interventions:

Improving Education
J OrallStudents

August

Connecticut State Department of Edu

Bureau of School and District Improvement



ChameroyM

Text Box

Attachment 4



ChameroyM

Text Box

Return to Bulletin





Connecticut State Department of Education
Mark K. McQuillan, Commissioner
George A. Coleman, Deputy Commissioner

Bureau of School and District Improvement
Susan J. Kennedy, Bureau Chief

Nancy M. Cappello, Project Manager and Contributing Author

Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction
Barbara M. Westwater, Bureau Chief
Don Goranson, Jr., Editor, Publications Unit

State Education Resource Center
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Foreword

All of us must lead the learning for Connecticut’s students.

“Everyone must play a part in leading the learning. Leading the learning means knowing your
job and doing it well; it means opening yourself to new tasks and responsibilities; letting go of
old assumptions and being prepared to be trained in new skill areas; and holding yourself to the

highest standards possible.”
Mark K. McQuillan, Commissioner of Education, March 27, 2007

An effective education is vital not only for individual advancement, but also to provide a
capable workforce and citizenry for our state. Our future workforce is utterly
dependent on our public schools to turn out knowledgeable, highly literate, responsible
and technically able graduates that are prepared to contribute to the progress of this
global society.

Schools in Connecticut and across the nation face significant challenges to ensure that
all students graduate having the benefit of a superior education. The State Board of
Education has established goals for Connecticut’s students to achieve this superior
education which include:

e Expanding preschool,;
e Restructuring secondary schools; and
e Closing the achievement gaps while improving the performance of all students.

All schools in Connecticut have the collective responsibility to ensure that research-
validated practices are embedded daily in order to achieve these desired goals. The
basic principles of Response to Intervention (RTI) hold considerable promise for helping
Connecticut schools improve education for all students and address the large disparities
within the state.

It is my pleasure to present the State Department of Education’s framework for RTI
entitled Using Scientific Research-Based Interventions (SRBI): Improving Education for
All Students. The SRBI framework builds upon the coherence of various research-based
school improvement models, including those adopted by our Connecticut Accountability
for Learning Initiative (CALI). It is my belief that this publication, and future Department
of Education professional development activities, will support our efforts in leading the
learning to ensure educational success for all students. Horace Mann’s words spoken
more than 150 years ago still aptly apply today: “Education is the right of every child —
the great equalizer and balance wheel of the social machinery.” The future of our state
and nation depend upon our expectations and pursuit of high academic and behavior
standards for ourselves and our children.

Mark K. McQuillan, Commissioner of Education
August, 2008










Introduction

The Connecticut Context

Challenges Facing Connecticut Schools. Education has long been viewed as the chief vehicle for
advancement in American society. Few Americans would argue with the idea that all students should
have the opportunity for an education that helps them achieve to their capacities. Moreover, a high-
quality education benefits not only individual students, but also society as a whole, by providing a
capable workforce and citizenry. Currently, however, schools in Connecticut and across the nation face
two significant and interrelated challenges in ensuring a high-quality education for all students. First,
the meaning of “high quality” has changed, because schools must educate students to more advanced
levels than ever before. Technology and global competition are rapidly changing the nature and
demands of work in many fields, necessitating more advanced levels of literacy, mathematics and
science knowledge (Friedman, 2006; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). Second, schools must ensure
that curriculums and instruction are relevant and responsive to all students so that each student has
equitable access and opportunity to obtain advanced levels of achievement.

How is Connecticut Doing? Connecticut has generally fared well in state-by-state comparisons that
focus on students’ mean achievement. However, these kinds of comparisons mask large and
longstanding disparities in achievement within the state based on race, ethnicity and socioeconomic
status (Connecticut Early Childhood Education Cabinet, 2006; Connecticut State Department of
Education, 2000, 2007a). Furthermore, disparities exist among the previously mentioned subgroups for
other indices of school performance besides achievement, such as school dropout rates, suspension and
expulsion rates, and the rates at which students are identified for various types of disabilities. In
addition, there is considerable room for improvement in achievement for all student groups in certain
key areas, including reading, writing and mathematics.

Some Recent Connecticut Data. Results of the 2008 Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) showed large gaps
in performance at all grade levels tested, third through eighth, as well as in all three academic domains
(reading, mathematics and writing), demonstrating the continued disparity in student achievement by
race in our state. In terms of percentages of students meeting state performance goals, the differences
were 30 to 40 percent or more, in most areas at all grade levels. For example, at the third-grade level,
approximately 64 percent of white students met the state goal for reading, where 27 percent of black
and 24 percent of Hispanic students met the state goal. For mathematics, the corresponding
percentages were 71 percent for white students, 33 percent for black students, and 36 percent for
Hispanic students; for writing, 73 percent of white students met the state goal, compared to 42 percent
of black and Hispanic students.

Large disparities also exist for comparisons based on socioeconomic status, whether or not students are
English language learners (ELLs), and whether or not students are receiving special education services.
Across the grades, between 10 to 30 percent of special education students met the state goal in reading
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compared with 55 to 80 percent of their non-special education classmates. About 10 percent of ELL
students met the state goal in reading compared with 55 to 75 percent of non-ELL students. Across all
grades, about 25 to 45 percent of students qualifying for free or reduced-price lunches, a commonly
used indicator of socioeconomic need, met the state goal for reading on the 2008 CMT, compared with
about 65 to 82 percent of students who did not qualify for free or reduced-price lunches; for math, the
corresponding percentages were 30 to 40 percent versus 70 to 80 percent and for writing, 34 to 40
percent versus 75 percent. There is a three year positive trend in reading and math across all grade
levels and in writing for Grades 3 and 6, which demonstrates a decrease in the gap at both the goal and
proficient levels between students who qualify for free and reduced-price lunches and those students
who did not qualify (see www.cmtreports.com).

While several school districts in Connecticut showed a narrowing of the achievement gaps by race based
on the 2008 Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT), large gaps still remain statewide. For
example, among grade 10 students in math, 63 percent of white students met the state goal; the
corresponding percentages were 18 percent for Hispanic students and 15 percent for black students.
For students without disabilities, 54 percent met the state goal in math compared to 15 percent for
students with disabilities. Fifty-two percent of non-ELL students met the state goal in math as compared
to 8 percent of ELL students (see www.captreports.com).

In the 2007-08 school year, one in seven students in Connecticut public schools had a dominant
language other than English (72,417 students). Over the last five years, both the number of public
school students speaking a language other than English and ELL students increased by 3.6 percent and
15.5 percent respectively. The increased diversity of languages spoken by Connecticut’s student
population presents the state with a variety of challenges as well as opportunities for enhancing its
public education system. For more information about ELL students in Connecticut

see www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/databulletins/db_ell report 6-23-08.pdf.

School dropout rates declined for all groups in the period from 1997 to 2005, but dropout rates in 2005-
2006 remained two to three times as high for black students as for white students, and three to four
times as high for Hispanic students as for white students. Students from schools in Connecticut’s lowest
socioeconomic group, DRG | (see www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/databulletins/index.htm for

information about District Reference Groups), were nearly 16 times as likely to drop out of school as
were students in the highest socioeconomic group, DRG A
(see Connecticut Dropout Rates at www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/cedar/dropout/index.htm).

Although black students make up approximately 14 percent of the overall school enrollment in
Connecticut and Hispanic students make up approximately 15 percent, black students constitute 35
percent and Hispanic students 25 percent of those receiving suspensions from school. In addition, black
and Hispanic students are almost twice as likely to be identified with intellectual or emotional
disabilities as are white students

(see www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/SSP/Disproportionality Data08.pdf).






Connecticut’s eighth-grade scores on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) for math
in 2007 and science in 2005, the most recent years of NAEP testing in those subjects, were slightly above
the national average; however, the percentages of Connecticut students scoring at or above proficiency
on the NAEP still only were 35 percent for mathematics and 33 percent for science. However, when the
data were disaggregated, 52 percent of white fourth graders scored at or above proficient in reading,
while 15 percent of black students and 16 percent of Hispanic students scored at or above proficient in
reading (see Connecticut’s NAEP scores at www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard). In addition, when

comparing the achievement between poor and non-poor students, Connecticut ranks 50" the lowest of
fifty states in the nation, as measured by NAEP (ConnCAN, 2007).

The Background Behind Connecticut’s Framework for Response to Intervention

Federal Legislation. In the past few years, two important federal laws relevant to the challenges
outlined above have impacted school districts across the country, including those in Connecticut. The
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), contains numerous provisions aimed at ensuring the academic growth and achievement of
all students regardless of their race, ethnicity, fluency in English, disability or socioeconomic status. And
in 2004, a major federal reauthorization and revision of the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEA 2004) was passed, with accompanying federal regulations published in 2006.
IDEA 2004 and its 2006 regulations allow school districts to use data from a process known as Response
to Intervention (RTI) as part of the identification procedures for students with learning disabilities.

RTI is the practice of providing scientific, research-based instruction and intervention matched to
students’ needs, with important educational decisions based on students’ levels of performance and
learning rates over time (NASDSE, 2005). In RTI, instructional and social-emotional/behavioral supports
for students are not premised on a particular label, program or place, but rather are provided based on
students’ needs. Federal regulations associated with IDEA 2004 explicitly encourage schools to
implement research-based interventions that facilitate success in the general education setting for a
broad range of students. Furthermore, IDEA 2004 permits districts to use up to 15 percent of their
special education funds to develop and implement coordinated, early intervening services for students
in kindergarten through Grade 12 who need additional academic or behavioral support to succeed in the
general education environment, but who have not been identified as requiring special education or
related services.

State-Level Leadership Team. The basic principles underlying RTlI have been endorsed by the
Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) for a number of years, including evidence-based
instruction, early intervention, ongoing monitoring of student progress and data-driven decision making.
An internal state-level leadership team has been charged with operationalizing these principles in a way
that best meets the needs of Connecticut students. This team is comprised of representatives from the
CSDE, the Regional Education Service Centers (RESCs), the State Education Resource Center (SERC) and
various local education agencies. The leadership team is responsible for facilitating dialogue and
coherence among and across agencies, gathering stakeholder input, including input from families, and
developing a support plan for the implementation of this framework across the state.
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Roundtable Discussions. During the summer of 2006, the CSDE and SERC conducted a series of
roundtable discussions on Response to Intervention (RTI). The participants included district and school
administrators, general and special educators, higher education faculty members, families,
representatives from the Governor’s Office, and a variety of stakeholder organizations in Connecticut.
Input from roundtable participants on four specific aspects of RTI was sought: universal screening,
progress monitoring, implementation fidelity and multitiered interventions. In preparation for the
discussions, participants received a variety of print materials, including published studies and
statements from professional organizations (e.g., NASDSE, 2005; O’Shaughnessy, Lane, Gresham and
Beebe-Frankenberger, 2003). A number of broad themes emerged from the roundtable discussions,
including, but not limited to: the importance of recognizing RTI as a general education initiative; the
need for partnerships between general and special education; the significance of state, district and
school leadership; the need for high-quality, research-based preservice preparation as well as ongoing
professional development for teachers; the role of families and students as stakeholders along with
educators and other professional groups; and the idea of learning from sites within Connecticut where
many of the concepts behind RTI are already being implemented.

SRBI Advisory Panel. A proceedings document from the roundtable discussions was shared with an
advisory panel appointed and initially convened in November 2006. The purpose of this panel was to
review current research and practice on RTI to develop a framework for implementation in school
districts across the state. The panel decided to refer to this process in Connecticut as SRBI (scientific
research-based interventions) because the language is contained in both NCLB (Section 9101(37) of
ESEA) and IDEA Regulations [Section 300.307 (a)(2)]. The use of SRBI, in place of RTI, is intended to
emphasize the centrality of general education and the importance of using interventions that are
scientific and research-based. It is important for school personnel to critically assess their current
programs and practices by researching and gathering evidence as to their effectiveness.

Specific charges to the SRBI Advisory Panel involved establishing a working definition of SRBI, and
providing guidance to school district personnel on best practices in developing interventions for
students experiencing learning or behavioral difficulties. Members of the panel were appointed by
Interim Commissioner of Education George A. Coleman and involved representatives from a variety of
stakeholder groups, including early childhood educators, K-12 general and special educators, higher
education faculty members, district and school administrators, and representatives from the CSDE,
RESCs and SERC (see Appendix | for a complete list of panel members). The panel was co-chaired by
CSDE Associate Commissioners George Dowaliby and Frances Rabinowitz, representing both special and
general education respectively. Panel members read a wide range of materials relevant to SRBI, such as
published studies, position statements and practical implementation manuals. They met regularly to
discuss these materials, as well as key issues for Connecticut schools in implementing SRBI and how best
to provide guidance to school personnel. Meetings occurred approximately once a month from
November 2006 to June 2007. The final outcome of the work of the panel was an Executive Summary
(see www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/Pressroom/RTI_Executive_Summary.pdf) and this publication,
which is designed to assist school personnel and families in understanding and implementing SRBI.





Best Practice Sites Supported by State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG). In the spring of 2007,
SERC, in collaboration with the CSDE, awarded four three-year grants with funds from the Office of
Special Education Programs (OSEP), to assist with the expansion of early intervening services — a school
improvement strategy designed to proactively provide appropriate services to all students who may be
struggling — in Connecticut’s schools. Schools with strong early intervening services provide students
with the supports they need to experience success, rather than waiting to address a concern after it has
become more significant.

Greene-Hills and Ivy Drive elementary schools in Bristol, Two Rivers Magnet Middle School of CREC,
Hamilton Avenue Elementary School in Greenwich and Regan and Wendell Cross elementary schools in
Waterbury were selected to serve as “model sites” due to their high level of use of differentiated
instruction and early intervention, designed to meet the needs of all students and frequent monitoring
of student progress, enabling educators to make informed educational decisions. These schools will
facilitate district expansion of evidence-based practices and partner with schools from other districts
that are interested in the provision of a continuum of educational opportunities for all students. The
ultimate goals of the grant are to “scale-up” the implementation of effective prevention and early
intervention practices across the state and build the capacity of local school districts to sustain these
practices in future years.

On What We Can Build

The terms Scientific Research-Based Interventions (SRBI) and Response to Intervention (RTI) may be new
to many readers of this document. However, numerous elements underlying SRBI, such as research-
based instruction and early intervention, are very familiar to most educators, who already engage in
some of these practices. SRBI fosters coherence of these practices increasing their impact on improving
student outcomes. Furthermore, Connecticut has a history of embracing educational policies and
initiatives that are highly consistent with the basic principles of SRBI. These policies and initiatives
provide a foundation for the implementation of SRBI.

Early Reading Success Initiative. In 1998, the Connecticut General Assembly passed Public Act 98-243,
An Act Concerning Early Reading Success. Early Reading Success (ERS) legislation required every school
district in Connecticut to have a reading plan in place to improve the reading skills of students in
kindergarten through third grade, with funds provided to priority school districts for early intervention
in reading. Additional state legislation the following year (Public Act 99-227) provided for teacher
professional development in reading and required the appointment of an Early Reading Success Panel to
examine research on reading, with the charge of specifying the skills and knowledge needed by all K-3
teachers in Connecticut to teach reading effectively. Connecticut’s Blueprint for Reading Achievement
(Connecticut State Department of Education, 2000) was the report of this panel. (Connecticut General
Statutes Sections 10-221j-m).

The Early Reading Success initiative is an important precursor to SRBI for at least two reasons. First, the
ERS initiative established that early intervention, ongoing assessment of student progress, and avenues
for additional help for students experiencing difficulty must all be part of the general education system;
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students should not have to be referred to special education in order to have their progress assessed or
to receive instructional support in the area(s) of need. Second, ERS emphasized that teacher knowledge
and skills are key influences on student outcomes. Other factors certainly influence student
achievement, but unlike some of these other factors, teacher effectiveness can be changed and
improved through high-quality preservice preparation and opportunities for ongoing professional
development. Although the ERS initiative focused on reading, its assumptions about the importance of
effective general education practices are equally applicable to other domains of schooling, including
math, writing, content area subjects, social-emotional learning and behavior.

1999 Connecticut State Guidelines for Identifying Children with Learning Disabilities. A 1999 revision
(CSDE, 1999) of original state guidelines for identifying students with learning disabilities (LD) also laid
important groundwork for SRBI. These 1999 guidelines recognized research (Fletcher et al., 1994; Lyon,
1996; Spear-Swerling and Sternberg, 1996) indicating that students sometimes are inappropriately
identified as having learning disabilities when the actual problem involves lack of appropriate instruction
(e.g., due to inadequate practices in general education, lack of implementation fidelity or intensity,
limited instructional time). In addition, the 1999 guidelines noted the requirements of PA 98-243
regarding the responsibilities of the general education system to provide opportunities to assist
students experiencing difficulty in reading or math. In order to ensure that the identification of students
with LD was not the result of a lack of appropriate instruction, the guidelines contained detailed reading
and math worksheets designed to ensure that students received appropriate classroom instruction and
intervention prior to referral for evaluation of a suspected learning disability.

A severe IQ-achievement discrepancy continued to be required for identification of LD in the 1999 state
guidelines, consistent with federal law (IDEA 1997) at that time. A severe IQ-achievement discrepancy
means that, in order to identify a student as having a learning disability, the student’s achievement must
be substantially lower than his or her score on an IQ test. However, the CSDE recognized many
challenges with the use of an IQ-achievement discrepancy as described in the previously mentioned
research; the issues will be discussed in further detail later in this document. The 2004 reauthorization
of IDEA allows the use of a RTI (SRBI) process as part of the evaluation procedures for determining if a
student has a specific learning disability. An upcoming revision of Connecticut State Guidelines for
Identifying Children with Learning Disabilities will reflect these changes in IDEA 2004 by requiring SRBI as
part of the procedures for the identification of LD. It is anticipated that the revised guidelines will
eliminate the discrepancy requirement as of July 1, 2009.

Early Intervention Project. A 2000 Harvard study (Losen and Orfield, 2002) raised concerns about
significant disproportionality in special education classification across the country, including
Connecticut. Disproportionality occurs when a racial, ethnic or gender group is represented in special
education at a significantly different rate than the group’s proportional enrollment in the general school
population. For example, nationally, black students are 2.41 times more likely to be identified as having
intellectual disabilities and 1.68 times more likely to be identified with emotional/behavioral disabilities
than are white students (Blanchett, 2006), and these disparities remain even after accounting for
socioeconomic differences between racial groups (Losen and Orfield, 2002; Harris and Klingner, 2005).
Since 2002, the CSDE has focused on the issue of overrepresentation of black and Hispanic students in
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special education. Through the ongoing analysis and public display of data and the provision of
professional development through yearly Summits, Connecticut’s data for overrepresentation has
decreased statewide. Whereas Connecticut black and Hispanic students were more than three to four
times as likely to be identified with intellectual or emotional disabilities, data from the 2007-2008 school
year indicate this number has decreased to less than twice as likely. Additionally, since 2004 SERC has
assisted school district personnel with the examination of perpetuating beliefs and practices that have
contributed to the racial predictability of student achievement through Courageous Conversations about
race (Singleton and Linton, 2005). This will continue to be a top priority for Connecticut educators and
policy makers until data demonstrate all students have access to equitable educational experiences.

One key policy recommendation of research on disproportionality in special education has involved the
importance of early intervention (National Research Council, 2002). The Early Intervention Project (EIP)
was initiated by the CSDE in 1984, with the general aim of empowering educators to meet the
instructional and behavioral needs of students in the general education classroom; specific goals of EIP
included reducing the number of inappropriate referrals to special education and inappropriate special
education classification of students, especially those from minority groups. School-based early
intervention teams engage in collaborative, strategic decision making to plan and monitor interventions
for groups of students who are struggling with similar concepts or skills and for individual students who
need more intensive support.

The project was closely re-examined in 2003 after results of the Harvard study suggested ongoing
problems with disproportionality in Connecticut and other states. Some important lessons emerged
from that process about how to implement and sustain effective early intervention in schools that can
contribute to the successful implementation of SRBI. For example, in order to ensure that early
intervention efforts are maintained as a function of general education and not impeded by notions of
prereferral, the involvement of general educators as an integral part of the early intervention process is
vital, as is committed leadership at the building level. Furthermore, reflective practice and job-
embedded professional development, fostered in EIP, are consistently proving to result in refinement
and enhancement of instructional practice. It also has been found that interventions identified by early
intervention teams often only mirror good teaching practices or general accommodations that have
already been tried versus research-based, high-quality interventions. The use of research-based
interventions matched to specific student needs, as well as ensuring that interventions are implemented
as intended, must be emphasized to enhance student learning (see www.ctserc.org/eip/index.shtml).

School-Wide Positive Behavior Support. Like SRBI, School-wide Positive Behavior Support (SWPBS)
involves a proactive, comprehensive and systemic continuum of support designed to provide
opportunities to all students, including those with disabilities, to achieve social and learning success.
SWPBS is not a curriculum, but rather a systems approach to enhance the capacity of school and district
personnel to adopt and sustain the use of effective behavioral practices and organizational processes.
SWPBS also attempts to improve the overall school climate, maximize academic achievement for all
students, and address the specific needs of students with severe behavioral difficulties. SWPBS is
characterized by the systematic integration of (a) team-based and data-driven decision making, (b) data-
based and measurable outcomes, (c) outcome-linked and evidence-based behavioral interventions, and

7





(d) formalized and systemic support for implementers (Sugai et al., 2000). SWPBS seeks to establish a
comprehensive, integrated continuum of evidence-based behavioral interventions, usually via three
unified prevention tiers, that addresses the needs of all students. Particular attention is paid to three
systemic outcomes: high fidelity of intervention implementation, efficient and sustained intervention
implementation over time and systemic and controlled expansion across schools and districts. The larger
goal is to establish sufficient capacity to maintain high fidelity of implementation in the long term and
enable continuous regeneration of effective, efficient and relevant practices.

When SWPBS is implemented with fidelity, improvements have been documented in a number of areas,
including the following: (a) decreases in office discipline referrals for major rule violations from 40 to 60
percent; (b) improvements in students’ academic achievement, especially in early literacy; (c) increases
in staff perceptions of school safety; and (d) enhanced specialized behavior support for students whose
behaviors are not responsive to classwide behavior management practices (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino,
and Lathrop, 2007; Horner et al., in press; Sadler and Sugai, in press; Safran and Oswald, 2003; Sugai and
Horner, 2007).

SWPBS implementation in Connecticut is supported by three main entities: SERC’s Positive Behavior
Support (PBS) Initiative (see www.ctserc.org/pbs/); the National Center on Positive Behavioral

Interventions and Supports (see www.pbis.org), funded by the Office of Special Education Programs,
U.S. Department of Education, which provides technical assistance to districts and states across the
country; and the Center for Behavioral Education and Research (see www.cber.org) in the Neag School
of Education at the University of Connecticut.

Reading First. Reading First, as authorized by the No Child Left Behind legislation under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, as amended, Title |, Part B, Subpart 1, provides formula grants to states
that submit an approved application. In turn, State Education Agencies (SEAs) award subgrants to
eligible Local Education Agencies (LEAs) on a competitive basis. SEAs fund those proposals that show
the most promise for raising student achievement and for successful implementation of reading
instruction, particularly at the classroom level. The CSDE established the Connecticut Reading First
Program to provide the support necessary to eligible LEAs to ensure that all children in the neediest
schools are able to read well and independently by the completion of Grade 3. The program focuses on
increased professional development to ensure that all teachers of children in grades K-3 understand,
apply and integrate scientifically based reading strategies into classroom practice so that every child
learns to read. The activities funded through the Reading First Schools Grant Program integrate
scientifically based reading research (SBRR) into: instructional practices; professional development; and
effective schoolwide change processes, permanently shifting a school's culture and instructional
leadership to incorporate evidence-based literacy instruction into daily practice providing a strong
foundation for the implementation of SRBI. For additional information, see
www.ed.gov/programs/readingfirst/support/index.html.

Recognition and Response Initiative. Recognition and Response (Coleman, Buysse, and Neitzel, 2006) is
an application of RTI (SBRI) in programs serving preschool children 3- and 4-years of age. Recognition
and Response stresses the use of high-quality, research-based early childhood curriculums; universal
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assessment and monitoring of the progress of all children; early identification and remediation to
address potential learning or behavioral difficulties; and tiers of increasingly intensive research-based
intervention. Recognition and Response is consistent with various practice guidelines and standards,
such as those of the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), the Division of
Early Childhood (DEC) and Head Start (see www.recognitionandresponse.org/content/view84/95/).

Through a competitive grant from the Emily Hall Tremaine Foundation, the CSDE and SERC are
implementing Recognition and Response in fifteen early childhood programs across the state. A train-
the-trainers model is used to provide training and technical assistance to early childhood programs in
the implementation of Recognition and Response and to ensure fidelity of implementation. The main
focus of the training and technical assistance is on linking standards, curriculum and assessment, a cycle
of intentional teaching, to ensure that all children are attaining and applying age-appropriate knowledge
and skills, including essential preacademic skills. Connecticut’s Preschool Curriculum Frameworks (PCF)
document establishes the learning standards and outcomes for children receiving a high-quality
preschool experience. Connecticut’s Preschool Assessment Framework (PAF) is the tool used to assess a
child’s status, measure her/his ongoing progress, and guide teaching and learning through the preschool
years. Children identified as not making expected progress are identified and a variety of strategies,
activities and efforts are focused on ensuring their success. For example, the PAF allows teachers to
identify children’s skill acquisition in: recognizing similar sounds in speech by creating rhymes and
substituting initial sounds in spoken words (e.g., phonological awareness), understanding several
aspects of a story they have just heard (e.g., story retell), using complex sentences and vocabulary to
describe ideas and experiences (e.g., vocabulary development), showing and understanding that print
conveys a story or meaning by pointing to printed words and writing messages using letter-like shapes
and some conventional letters (e.g., print awareness). When a child’s performance in speaking, reading
and writing are not meeting benchmark expectations, a variety of instructional strategies can be used to
respond to her or his individual needs. Successive implementation of a three-tiered approach ensures
more targeted, intensive and robust interventions to address a child’s needs. The PCF and PAF are being
utilized in early childhood programs throughout the state, including those that receive federal and/or
state funds.

Haskins Literacy Initiative. The Haskins Literacy Initiative is affiliated with Haskins Laboratories, a
private, non-profit, internationally recognized research facility founded in 1935. The focus on research
at Haskins involves speech, language and literacy (see www.haskins.yale.edu/hli/index.html). The

literacy initiative provides scientific, research-based professional development to in-service teachers in
numerous participating Connecticut schools. Goals of the initiative are to improve reading instruction
for all students and to develop effective, “method-proof” teachers (i.e., teachers who can teach reading
successfully with a wide variety of programs and curriculums); an identified need for the effective
implementation of SRBI. The Haskins Mastering Reading Instruction (MRI) project, part of the Haskins
Literacy Initiative, compares the effects of different models of professional development on both
teacher knowledge and student reading skills.

Differentiated Instruction. Differentiated instruction is an approach to teaching that maximizes the
progress of all students within the general education setting by addressing critical differences among
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students, for example, through the use of flexible grouping, different instructional materials or different
ways of presenting the same content (Tomlinson and McTighe, 2006). With differentiated instruction,
teachers address a range of learning needs by adapting instruction or instructional materials in a variety
of ways, rather than expecting all students to learn from the same style of teaching. Instructional
activities and materials are varied by students' preferred ways of learning or expressing themselves in
response to students' interests or by difficulty level to challenge students at different stages of
achievement. In collaboration with the CSDE, the Differentiated Instruction Initiative at SERC assists
educators in designing and implementing this type of instruction

(see www.ctserc.org/initiatives/teachandlearn/integrated.shtml).

Connecticut Accountability for Learning Initiative (CALI). CALI is a comprehensive accountability
initiative to accelerate the learning of all students, with special emphasis placed on districts with Title |
schools that have been identified as being "in need of improvement," according to No Child Left Behind
(NCLB). A primary goal of CALI involves closing the achievement gaps in Connecticut schools. The CALI
model is based on the findings of researchers such as Reeves (2002); Marzano, Pickering and Pollack
(2001); Blum (2005); Blum, McNeely and Rinehart (2002) whose work suggests ways that schools can be
very effective in helping culturally and linguistically diverse learners and low-income students achieve at
high levels of academic performance. Among other practices, CALI highlights the assessment of all
students’ progress on a regular basis, using assessments that inform instruction; data-driven decision
making; clear, specific, measurable goals for student learning; a systemwide approach to both
assessment and instruction; the use of research-based instructional strategies; improving school climate
to increase connectedness of students and the use of data teams to collect, analyze and use data to
improve instruction and curriculum. The recommended research-based practices of CALI are aligned
with the critical elements of SRBI (see Appendix Il). Districts pursuing the implementation of these
practices, as part of their school improvement efforts, are positioning themselves well for the
implementation of SRBI (see www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2618&Q=321754).

Connecticut Accountability Legislation. In response to Sec. 32-33 of Public Act 07-3, An Act
Implementing the Provisions of the Budget Concerning Education (Section 10-223e of the 2008
supplement), newly defined efforts by the CSDE have focused on school and district improvement
relative to increased positive outcomes for all students. These efforts, along with new authority vested
with the State Board of Education, require districts to examine teaching and learning practices for its
students, develop interventions in response to students’ needs, and use data to effectively monitor
student, school and district progress towards desired outcomes. An Act Concerning Changes to the
Education Statutes (Public Act 08-153) added additional provisions which permits the State Board of
Education to require boards of education to undergo training to improve their operational efficiency and
effectiveness and require training and technical assistance for parents as accountability actions the State
Board may take to improve student performance to remove a school or district from the list of schools
or districts designated as low achieving. The CSDE has established comprehensive systems of
monitoring and accountability that support improved outcomes for all students and incorporates the
monitoring of the IDEA standards that impact the performance of students with disabilities. These
accountability systems are consistent with the guidance and direction that are presented in this
publication.
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Moving Forward

The logic underlying SRBI can do more than enable schools to meet the challenges of NCLB and IDEA
2004; SRBI can revolutionize how schools do business and provide a comprehensive, high-quality system
of education for all students. For example, high as well as low achievers will benefit from research-
based general education curriculums; differentiation of instruction; maintaining a physically, social-
emotionally, and intellectually safe and respected climate; a comprehensive system of social-emotional
learning and behavioral supports; and data-driven decision making. In addition, the logic of SRBI can
benefit special as well as general education practices, by providing timely intervention matched to
students’ needs, ensuring that students with disabilities are appropriately identified, and maintaining
special education services for students who genuinely require them.

The next section of this document will provide an overview of SRBI through a broad definition of SRBI
and its critical features. Then, a three-tiered model for implementing SRBI is described in detail,
followed by a section on key factors needed to make SRBI work, such as effective school and district
leadership. A concluding section provides some answers to frequently asked questions about SRBI. The
glossary contains definitions of the bolded words or phrases within text in this publication.

Although this document is intended to assist key stakeholders with the implementation of SRBI, it is not
a complete “how-to” manual or an exhaustive discussion of all possible issues related to SRBI. Members
of the SRBI Advisory Panel wished to provide helpful information and direction without being unduly
prescriptive, or by overwhelming readers with detail. Readers are encouraged to pursue the many
references cited here for additional information, and to employ this document as a general guide in the
implementation of SRBI.
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Overview of SRBI

Broad Definition

Scientific Research-Based Interventions (SRBI) emphasize successful instruction for all students through
high-quality core general education practices, as well as targeted interventions for students
experiencing learning, social-emotional or behavioral difficulties. Core general education practices
include comprehensive curriculums in key academic areas, effective instructional strategies, creation
and maintenance of a positive and safe school climate, and a comprehensive system of social-emotional
learning and behavioral supports (Bluestein, 2001; Greenberg et al., 2003; Wessler and Preble, 2003).
Interventions are scientific and research-based as much as possible (i.e., to the extent that research
exists to inform their selection or development). The focus of SRBI involves instruction and
interventions in general education at the onset of concern about student performance. However,
professionals who provide special education play a vital role in serving as a fundamental resource for
general educators in implementing SRBI and in helping to meet the needs of students with disabilities.
Key elements of SRBI include the following:

e Core general education curriculums that are comprehensive in addressing a range of
essential competencies in each academic domain, culturally relevant and research-
based to the extent that research exists to inform their selection or development

e A schoolwide or districtwide comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and
behavioral supports

e Strategies for assuring that educators are modeling respectful and ethical behaviors,
fostering student engagement and connectedness to school, and assessing the quality of
the overall school climate so that students experience physical, social-emotional and
intellectual safety

e The use of research-based, effective instructional strategies both within and across a
variety of academic domains

e Differentiation of instruction for all learners, including students performing above and
below grade-level expectations and English language learners (ELLs)

e Universal common assessments of all students that enable teachers to monitor
academic and social progress, and identify those who are experiencing difficulty early

e Early intervention for students experiencing academic, social-emotional and/or

behavioral difficulties to prevent the development of more serious educational issues
later on

13





e Educational decision making (academic and social/behavioral) driven by data involving
students’ growth and performance relative to peers; data are carefully and
collaboratively analyzed by teams of educators (e.g., data teams, early intervention
teams), with the results applied not only to inform instruction for individual students,
but also to evaluate and improve core general education practices and the overall
efficacy of interventions

e A continuum of support that is part of the general education system, with increasing
intensity and/or individualization across multiple tiers

e A systemic schoolwide or districtwide approach to core educational practices in which
teachers within a grade use the same common formative assessments for all students
(academic and social/behavioral), address the same curricular and social-emotional
competencies, and share the same behavioral expectations; assessments, curricular and
social-emotional competencies and behavioral expectations also are well-coordinated
across all grades

Underlying Principles and Critical Features of SRBI

Scientific Research-Based Interventions (SRBI) encompass behavior and social-emotional functioning as
well as an array of academic domains (e.g., reading, writing, mathematics) central to students’ school
progress. The most extensive research base for RTI (SRBI) involves primary grade reading, where
numerous studies (Al Otaiba, 2001; Denton, Fletcher, Anthony and Francis, 2006; Speece et al., 2003;
Vaughn, Linan-Thompson and Hickman, 2003; Vellutino and Scanlon, 2002; Vellutino et al., 1996) have
suggested that RTI (SRBI) can greatly improve reading instruction for all students, provide intervention
for students experiencing difficulty learning to read, and enable many, though not all, students at-risk of
reading failure to reach grade expectations over the short term. Because these approaches involve
ongoing monitoring of an entire school population, with data-driven decision making and decision rules,
they also appear to be less biased with regard to race, ethnicity and gender than previous methods of
identifying struggling readers (Speece et al., 2003).

For example, although serious reading difficulties occur roughly as often in females as in males, males’
reading difficulties are more often identified in traditional educational practice (Shaywitz, 2003). The
reason for this gender difference appears to be that males are more likely to draw attention to their
learning difficulties by acting out behaviorally---or at least, more likely to be perceived by their teachers
as “behavior problems.” However, if all students’ progress is being monitored on a regular basis,
students do not have to “act out” in order for their difficulties to be detected early. Likewise, Speece et
al. (2003) found that a traditional method of identifying reading disabilities, involving a discrepancy
between 1Q and achievement, was biased heavily toward identification of white students, whereas the
use of RTI (SRBI) reflected racial as well as gender equity.

Emerging applications of SRBI involving writing (Berninger and Amtmann, 2003) and mathematics
(Fuchs, Fuchs and Hollenbeck, 2007) suggest some advantages of RTI (SRBI) in these domains similar to
those in reading. Furthermore, the basic principles and key features of SRBI are relevant across all
grades, from pre-kindergarten through Grade 12, and across a variety of domains, including content
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subjects such as science and social studies; quality of school climate; children’s early development, such
as oral language acquisition; and behavior and social-emotional learning. These basic principles and
features include the following:

1. The assumption that scientific research should be used to inform educational practice
as much as possible. An extensive research base exists in numerous domains central to
school success, including reading, many aspects of mathematics, oral language and
social-emotional development. It makes sense to use this research base to inform
educational practice. The Institute for Educational Sciences, What Works Clearinghouse
(www.whatworks.ed.gov), the Florida Center for Reading Research (www.fcrr.org), the

Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (www.casel.org) and the
Center for Social and Emotional Education/National School Climate Center
(www.nscc.csee.net) are excellent resources for educators and families to examine

current practices. However, educational decisions cannot always be made with
reference to research findings, because in some areas, research is limited or
nonexistent. For example, much can be learned by observing in schools and classrooms
where culturally and linguistically diverse students excel as readers. Findings from this
type of research are valuable “evidence” that should count as a validation of the
effectiveness of practices. (Klingner, Sorrels and Barrera, 2007).

2. A belief in collective responsibility, accountability and the power of education. Many
educational change efforts appear to stall or to come to a halt because educators are
unwilling to assume responsibility for students' low achievement and failure (Garcia and
Guerra, 2004). Working toward systemic change in low-performing schools, Berman et
al. (1999) found that efforts to raise achievement were hindered by districts' and
educators' tendencies to place the problem within the student (and family) or within the
school, without examining the links between school practices and student outcomes.
Although there are important individual differences among students, all students are
capable of continued learning and progress. Effective educational practices have the
power to make an enormous impact on student learning. All educators in a school —
classroom teachers, administrators, specialists — share responsibility and accountability
for ensuring that every student receives the most effective education possible by
implementing scientific research-based interventions and replicating evidence-based
practices.

3. A willingness to be transparent with a relentless focus on continuous improvement.
There is insufficient exploration of the institutional and individual practices,
assumptions and processes that contribute to poor student performance (Valencia,
Valenzuela, Sloan and Foley, 2001). There are some educators that believe that the
students and the families are at fault because, from their perspective, “these children”
enter school without the necessary prerequisite knowledge and skills, and that so-called
“uncaring parents” neither value nor support their child's education (Betsinger, Garcia
and Guerra, 2001; Valencia, Valenzuela, Sloan and Foley, 2001). Because these
educators do not view themselves as “part of the problem,” there is little willingness to
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look for solutions within the educational system itself. When using SRBI, student
assessment data are analyzed openly and collaboratively by teams of educators. When
individual students or groups of students are not doing well, the emphasis is on self-
reflection and examination of current curriculums, instruction and learning
environments to make improvements, rather than on apportioning blame. Transparent
communication and collaboration must extend beyond the four walls of the school. For
example, grade-level expectations

(see  www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2618&Q=3209548&sdenav_gid=1757) for
students, results of assessments, and analysis of findings should be shared with families
on a regular basis.

A focus on prevention and early intervention. Prevention of and early intervention for
school failure clearly are more cost-effective, as well as more humane, than allowing
serious problems to develop and trying to remediate those problems later (Connecticut
Early Childhood Education Cabinet, 2006). In beginning reading, for example, there is a
voluminous research base that can greatly assist prevention and early intervention
efforts (National Research Council, 1998; National Reading Panel, 2000). However,
prevention and early intervention are concepts that pertain to all grade levels and
domains, not only early reading. For example, some students are quite successful in the
elementary grades, only to experience difficulty at the middle or secondary levels (Snow
et al., 1991); prevention and prompt intervention at upper-grade levels can lead to
better outcomes for these students. In all grades and domains, prevention requires
high-quality general education curriculums, instruction, a positive and safe school
climate, and a comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and behavioral
supports. Moreover, this kind of general education system benefits all students,
including high as well as low achievers. Prevention also requires actively seeking out
students who are at risk for future academic or behavioral problems and providing early
intervention to all students who need it. Interventions involve explicit teaching in a
student’s focus area(s) needing improvement, improving the school climate or directly
addressing the function of a student’s inappropriate behavior, for example, through
social skills training. Simply repeating the same curriculum and instruction with which
the student has already failed, such as retention in grade, or superficial classroom
accommodations (e.g., changes in seating arrangements, reduction in number of
assigned math problems) do not constitute interventions. Similarly, since suspension
and expulsion are ineffective interventions for students with perceived behavioral
difficulties; alternatives to suspension and expulsion are essential (Skiba and Peterson,
2000).

Schoolwide or districtwide high-quality core curriculums, instruction and
comprehensive social/behavioral supports. SRBI are systemic, requiring the leadership
of school and district administrators such as superintendents, principals and supervisors
to communicate a clear vision and coherent plan for improved student outcomes.
Individual teachers are not individually responsible for devising their own curriculums or
comprehensive systems of social-emotional learning and behavior supports. Rather,
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school and district personnel support and collaborate with teachers in their academic
missions in the development of high-quality curriculums and materials, fostering a
positive school climate in which all members of the school community treat one another
respectfully, as well as in effectively addressing students’ behavioral and social-
emotional needs through a schoolwide, comprehensive system of social-emotional
learning and behavioral supports. This systemic approach ensures that all teachers are
working toward common goals and that all students receive instruction in the same core
competencies regardless of which teacher they happen to have. Without this kind of
approach, no matter how competent and hardworking individual teachers may be, the
lack of coordination and consistency across classrooms or grades may render the
educational system ineffective for many students.

Curriculums, materials, climate and programming for social-emotional learning and
behavioral supports may involve published programs or may be developed by the
individual district. But, in either case, all are supported by research findings to the
greatest extent possible. Curriculums comprehensively address the abilities that
research has shown to be important to achievement in a given domain. For example, in
primary-grade reading, those abilities include phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and both reading and listening comprehension (National Reading Panel,
2000); and in social-emotional learning the essential assets include self-management,
social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible decision making (Collaborative for
Academic, Social and Emotional Learning, 2003). Important skills and knowledge are
taught explicitly and systematically, and there is reasonable differentiation of
instruction, such as through the use of flexible grouping practices and varied ways of
presenting the same content. Furthermore, teachers employ instructional and
behavioral strategies that research has shown to be effective within and across a variety
of domains, such as identifying similarities and differences, reinforcing effort and
providing recognition, and setting objectives and providing feedback (Marzano,
Pickering and Pollock, 2001).

Monitoring fidelity of implementation. Fidelity of implementation is crucial both to the
success of the core general education program and to the success of interventions.
Fidelity of implementation refers to teachers’ use and delivery of curriculums,
instructional strategies, strategies to foster a positive school climate, social/behavioral
supports and interventions in the manner in which they were designed and intended to
be used. For example, teaching specific lessons in a particular sequence is important
with most curriculums because foundational concepts or prerequisite skills are taught
before more complex concepts and skills. Similarly, it also is critical to adhere to the
treatment time, use of appropriate materials and other key features required for a given
intervention. Failing to implement a high-quality, research-based curriculum or
intervention with fidelity is like buying a car with high-quality safety features and then
neglecting to wear a seat belt; no curriculum, climate, behavioral system or intervention
can be maximally effective without fidelity of implementation. Monitoring fidelity of
implementation, therefore, is essential. |If fidelity is lacking, the reason should be
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determined and addressed through coaching, additional professional development,
necessary changes in curriculum or materials, or through other appropriate means.

Culturally responsive teaching. Many different cultures and languages may be
represented in a single school or classroom. Culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2000;
Ladson-Billings, 1994) is important to address the needs of a wide range of students and
to enable all students to have the opportunity to succeed. Consideration of the diversity
of the student population and providing teaching that takes into consideration cultural
differences within the classroom also are part of IDEA 2004 requirements. Furthermore,
Connecticut State Guidelines for Identifying Children with Intellectual Disability (CSDE,
2007b) specifically require culturally responsive pedagogy as a prerequisite for
appropriate identification of intellectual disability, along with effective instruction and
early intervening services.

Gay (2000) defines culturally responsive teaching as “using the cultural knowledge, prior
experiences and performance styles of diverse students to make learning more
appropriate and effective for them” (p. 29). Characteristics of culturally responsive
teaching include positive perspectives of families and parents, communication of high
expectations for all students, the inclusion of knowledge that is relevant to students,
and the understanding that learning occurs within the context of culture (Teaching
Diverse Learners, 2007). Culturally responsive teachers are conscious of their own
culture/racial identity, attitudes and biases, and how they affect teacher-student
relationships and influence teaching practices. Culturally responsive teachers also are
interested in gaining knowledge about the cultures represented in their classrooms and
using that knowledge to help bridge cultural differences, for example, by varying
teaching strategies, attending and discussing community events, and showing students
how cultural diversity can enrich classroom learning. Cultural diversity is often
accompanied by linguistic diversity, as when children are English language learners or
speak varieties of English that differ from the academic language typically used in school
(Cummins, 2001). Teachers need knowledge about the power of linguistic difference
and language acquisition. Teachers can build on students’ use of language and facilitate
students’ learning of academic English without conveying negative attitudes toward
students’ native dialect, language or culture.

In their review of the empirical literature about teachers’ expectations, Good and
Nichols (2001) offer that teachers’ beliefs and behaviors relate to student performance.
For example, these researchers report studies that show black students receiving lower
teacher evaluations than white students despite higher test scores, as well as studies
indicating that black students, especially males, receive lowered academic scores
because of classroom conduct. These authors also note other research indicating that
over time, students whose teachers perceive as less capable begin to ask fewer
guestions in class, an outcome that suggests that the students are learning “their place.”
Students frequently internalize these labels and embark on a cycle of increasingly poor
academic performance or disruptive actions. Affirming teachers, however, hold high
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standards for their students, and they expect their students to improve academically
and conduct themselves appropriately. Teachers typically find that their students take
pride in these expectations and respond accordingly (Ladson-Billings, 1994).

With culturally responsive instruction, assumptions and stereotypes do not prevail and
all students entering school are assessed on a broad range of skills so gaps are
accurately identified early. Interventions are designed and delivered with a sense of
urgency that will ensure all students are on a trajectory for success as evidenced by
data. These interventions are especially urgent in the primary grades when considering
research that indicates that students who fail to reach grade level in reading by the end
of third grade are unlikely to ever catch up (Juel, 1988). Students at-risk of reading
failure need the best possible instruction at the earliest point in time (Lyon and Fletcher,
2001).

To be successful in teaching culturally and linguistically diverse students with and at-risk
for disabilities, teachers need to master the skills of effective instruction. Empirical
evidence indicates that the strategies that provide for clearly specified goals, high rates
of academic responding, and progress monitoring are effective and particularly valuable
for culturally and linguistically diverse learners (Cartledge and Kourea, 2008). This
evidence supports the importance of universal, effective core practices for all students
using SRBI.

A comprehensive assessment plan with universal common assessments and progress
monitoring. Just as core curriculums, climate and behavioral supports are systemic, the
assessment plan for a school or district must be systemic as well. If individual teachers
within a grade routinely employ different assessments of the same domain (e.g., math),
then comparisons of the effectiveness of curriculums or instruction across classrooms
would be impossible, like comparing apples to oranges. Likewise, if assessments are not
consistent or coordinated across grades, it would not be feasible to track students’
progress across grades. To be effective for monitoring progress, assessment tools must
have certain characteristics. Among other qualities, they must be sensitive indicators of
overall student growth, be reliable and valid, and be relatively quick and easy for
educators to administer (Research Institute on Progress Monitoring, 2007). School and
district assessment plans also must be comprehensive, including not only important
academic and behavioral domains, but also several different types of assessments
within each domain.

Particularly critical to SRBI are universal common assessments: measures that are the
same for (i.e., common to) all students within a grade in a school or district (i.e.,
universally) and that are administered to all of those students on a routine basis (e.g.,
fall, winter and spring), typically by general educators. Universal common assessments
may be summative, employed mainly to assess cumulative learning at a particular point
in time (e.g., district benchmark assessments); or formative, done during the process of
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10.

student learning primarily to inform instruction. Universal common assessments that
are formative in nature receive much emphasis in SRBI, because these kinds of
assessments are used to monitor the progress of all students, identify difficulties early,
and help teachers differentiate instruction to meet individual student needs.

Finally, it should be noted that a comprehensive assessment plan includes some types of
assessments that are not routinely given to all students, but rather given on a need-only
basis, such as diagnostic assessments and comprehensive evaluations. Diagnostic
assessments are used both by general educators and specialists to clarify and target the
difficulties of individual students when the information provided by universal common
assessments is not sufficient to do so. Comprehensive evaluations involve extensive
formal testing by specialists, with substantial input from general educators including
(but not limited to) the results of universal common assessments, and progress
monitoring data to determine a student’s eligibility for special education. Appropriate
use of universal common assessments, especially those that are formative in nature,
should help to reduce, but will not eliminate, the need for diagnostic assessments and
comprehensive evaluations.

Data analysis, not just data collection. Collection of the assessment data described
above is only a first step. To be useful, the data must be carefully analyzed and used to
make improvements at multiple levels, including core curriculums or behavioral system,
school climate, classroom instruction, differentiation of instruction within a classroom,
and adjustments to interventions. This kind of data analysis is best done in teams (CALI,
2007). Data teams function at the level of the district, school and grade (or content
area); they should include school administrators, content/grade-level general educators
and specialists, such as special educators, bilingual educators, reading/language arts
consultants, and behavioral/mental health personnel (e.g., school psychologists, social
workers, guidance counselors, school nurses). School psychologists have the
background knowledge and expertise in assessment, data analysis, consultation and
intervention research that can be particularly useful to the work of data teams. Three
essentials for data teams include adequate time for planning and collaboration that still
protects teachers’ instructional time, technological resources, such as computer
software and Web-based services for data management and analysis, and a collegial
working environment that is fostered through the collaborative examination of student
work. Technology does not simply provide an easy way to store or manage information;
it becomes a learning tool for use by data teams in determining how to maximize
outcomes for all students.

Data-driven decision making with clear decision rules. Decisions about core
curriculums, instruction, climate, behavioral systems and interventions are not driven by

educational “philosophy” or the opinions of individuals. Rather, these decisions are
driven by data, especially by student assessment data, with explicit rules for making

decisions. For example, core curriculums, classroom instruction and the learning

20





environment should be successful for at least 80 percent of all students. If more than 20
percent of students are failing to achieve important outcomes and standards for a
grade, the quality and fidelity of curriculums, classroom instruction and/or learning
environment must be closely examined and improved. Similarly, a research-based,
schoolwide system of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports should be
effective for at least 80 to 90 percent of all students (National Technical Assistance
Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2007). Student assessment
data also should drive decisions about professional development within a school or
district. Specific areas where students demonstrate the greatest need (e.g., vocabulary
development, computational skills, relationship building) would be the top priorities for
teachers’ professional development.
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A Three-Tiered Model for Implementing SRBI

This section describes what SRBI will look like when implemented as a three-tiered model. Appendix Il
outlines a graphic representation of the model. In this figure, the largest part, the base, represents Tier
I; the middle part of the figure represents Tier Il; and the top of the triangular figure represents Tier Il
Tier | represents the general education core curriculums, instruction (including differentiation of
instruction), overall school climate and system of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports for
all students. Tier Il involves short-term interventions for students experiencing difficulties who have not
responded adequately to the Tier | core curriculums and differentiation of instruction. Tier Ill involves
more intensive or individualized short-term interventions for students who fail to respond to Tier |l
interventions. It must be emphasized that all three tiers are part of a comprehensive educational
system involving scientific research-based core general education practices and interventions, with
supports from a wide range of special services personnel. The tiers should not be viewed as “gates” to
special education. Most students undergoing tiered interventions will not have disabilities and, if
interventions are appropriately selected and implemented with fidelity, then most students should not
require special education services. Students with disabilities will most often continue to receive multi-
tiered interventions in coordination with their special education services.

The three-tiers, which are outlined in greater detail in this section, are intended to encompass all
important academic domains (e.g., reading, writing, mathematics, content areas) from kindergarten to
Grade 12, as well as attending to school climate, social-emotional learning and behavior. Furthermore,
all of the underlying principles and key features of SRBI outlined in the previous section are applicable to
preschool education, although expectations and appropriate educational practice will differ for
preschoolers as compared with school-aged students. For example, an emphasis on research-based
educational practice, prevention or intervening early, the use of appropriate common assessments (e.g.,
checklists, observations, work samples) to improve educational programs and plan interventions for
children who need them, and the use of an intervention hierarchy, all are highly relevant to preschool
education (Coleman, Buysse and Neitzel, 2006). The importance of the early childhood years as a
foundation for later school achievement has been well documented (Connecticut Early Childhood
Education Cabinet, 2006). Applications of SRBI in preschool education, known as Recognition and
Response, are vital to meet the needs of as many children as possible through the general education
system, help close achievement gaps, and prevent or ameliorate later learning and behavioral
difficulties.
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Tier I: Scientific Research-Based Core Curriculums, Instruction, and Social/Behavior Supports

Tier | Curriculums, Instruction, School Climate and Behavior System. Effective Tier | practices create a
crucial base for the three-tiered model; the success of the other two tiers rests heavily on Tier I.
Without Tier | practices that are effective for all students, inappropriately large numbers of students will
require intervention, retention, suspension, expulsion or referral to special education. Effective
implementation of Tier 1 practices is essential to document the provision of appropriate instruction,
part of a comprehensive evaluation required by IDEA 2004 for the identification of a child with a
learning disability. Core curriculums and instruction must be scientifically research-based and
comprehensive, addressing competencies that research has shown to be important to students’
achievement. For example, a primary grade reading curriculum must address phonemic awareness,
phonics (word decoding), fluency, vocabulary, and both oral and reading comprehension. A primary
grade math curriculum must include basic computational skills, math fluency (i.e., development of
automatic recall of facts), important mathematical concepts, applications such as time and money, and
problem-solving. A primary grade writing curriculum must address basic transcription skills and
conventions of writing (e.g., spelling, handwriting, capitalization, punctuation); clarity, quality and
elaboration of content; and editing and revision processes. Core competencies needed for social-
emotional development include self-management, social awareness, relationship skills and responsible
decision making (CASEL, 2003). Failure of the curriculum to address key competencies in different
academic and social/behavioral domains is a frequent cause of ineffective Tier | practices. Additional
details on how to select scientific research-based core curriculums will be discussed in the section
“Making SRBI Work.”

To support general educators in Tier |, specific curriculum benchmarks or student outcomes, which are
reasonable for students to achieve by the end of the school year, should be provided by the school
district and referenced regularly and consistently by all teachers. These student outcomes may be
aligned with the standards in a particular local curriculum, which also should be aligned with state
standards, curriculum guidelines and documents. For example, Connecticut’s Blueprint for Reading
Achievement (2000) and Beyond the Blueprint: Literacy in Grades 4-12 and Across the Content Areas
(Connecticut State Department of Education 2007a) contain detailed student outcomes organized by
grade level (K-12) for reading, spelling and writing. “Power or priority standards,” that is, the most
essential outcomes that prepare students for the next grade and provide leverage across domains,
should receive the greatest emphasis. These essential outcomes are “unwrapped” by teachers as
necessary to determine the specific skills and knowledge required for students to meet the standard
(Connecticut Accountability for Learning Initiative, 2007; The Leadership and Learning Center, 2008).

School and district personnel not only must provide teachers with high-quality curriculums and specific
academic benchmarks for students, but also with a comprehensive, schoolwide system of social-
emotional learning and behavioral supports. This kind of comprehensive system is not limited to
addressing overtly disruptive, noncompliant behaviors; it also attempts to promote a positive school
climate and develop social-emotional skills that can impact students’ motivation and achievement. This
system should have a preventive and positive orientation, make use of empirically validated procedures,
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and involve strong collaboration with community supports such as mental health agencies, juvenile
justice and family services (Horner and Sugai, 2004). For example, there must be a common, agreed-
upon approach to school climate and discipline, with schoolwide expectations clearly and positively
stated; a continuum of procedures for encouraging appropriate behaviors and discouraging
inappropriate ones; supervision of classroom and non-classroom areas such as hallways; and procedures
for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of the behavioral system on a continuing basis (National
Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2007). In addition to the
behavior components, this system of supports needs to address the social-emotional development of all
students so they can make responsible decisions, establish positive relationships, and confront the
challenges that life will bring them in an effective, healthy manner (CASEL, 2003). Research has
demonstrated that students who have developed these essential social-emotional skills show improved
academic engagement and achievement (Hawkins, 1997; Malecki and Elliot, 2002). Furthermore,
school-based mental health services may prevent emotional or behavioral difficulties in some students,
while at the same time helping to promote the social-emotional health of all students (Kutash,
Duchnowski, and Lynn, 2006).

High-quality curriculums and curricular benchmarks provide teachers with information about what to
teach, but not how to teach. How to teach must be informed by research within specific domains, as
well as by research on effective instructional strategies across domains. For example, research in the
domain of reading has identified numerous instructional strategies and methods that are effective for
teaching phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension (National Reading
Panel, 2000); this kind of research must be a foundation for high-quality reading instruction. Other
research on effective instructional strategies (Ellis, 2005; Marzano, Pickering and Pollock, 2001; Reeves,
2002) tends to cut across academic domains and sometimes behavioral domains as well. For example,
an effective instructional strategy such as setting objectives for student performance and providing
explicit feedback can be applied in reading, writing, mathematics, a wide array of content areas and
behavior. All instructional strategies must meet the standards outlined in the Connecticut Code of
Professional Responsibilities (see http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2613&q=321332).

In order to meet the needs of a broad range of students, ethical classroom teaching must be culturally
responsive. When teachers convey openness toward and interest in children’s cultural backgrounds,
they communicate high expectations for all students and help all children meet important grade-level
competencies. The Web site of the Education Alliance at Brown University (Teaching Diverse Learners,
2007) has a useful summary of characteristics of culturally responsive teaching, which include an
understanding by teachers that culture is an important influence on learning, positive attitudes toward
families and parents, the inclusion of knowledge that is relevant to students, and the use of teaching
strategies that facilitate inclusion of students from diverse backgrounds, such as cooperative learning
activities or student discussion groups.

Cultural diversity is frequently accompanied by linguistic diversity, therefore teachers also need
knowledge about English language learners (ELLs) and varieties of English. For example, teachers should
understand that varieties of English are rule-governed variants and not a language disorder. They also
should recognize features of common varieties, especially those represented in their classrooms; be able
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to differentiate language patterns from decoding mistakes, lack of letter-sound knowledge or other
types of errors; and be able to facilitate students’ acquisition of academic English without conveying
disrespect toward students’ native tongue or cultures. With regard to ELLs, teachers should recognize
various language patterns typical of English language learners, such as acquisition of conversational
language before more academic language; recognize the importance of information about native
language development and competence as well as about students’ competence in English; and know
how to use sheltered English techniques, such as visual props and gestures, to facilitate students’
learning of English. There is emerging research literature on English language learners that should be
used to inform instruction with this subgroup (Francise et al., 2006; Genesee, Paradis and Crago, 2004;
and Gerber and Durgunoglu, 2004). Although basic knowledge about culturally responsive teaching,
language varieties and English language learners must be part of preservice teacher preparation, most
in-service teachers will require additional professional development depending on the specific needs of
the student population.

Tier | Interventions. General education classrooms are the first and most critical tier of “intervention”
in the three-tiered model. High-quality curriculums and instruction in general education, together with
a positive school climate and a continuum of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports, prevent
learning and social/behavioral difficulties for many students. Differentiation of instruction is essential to
address the wide range of achievement levels, as well as behavioral and social-emotional needs that can
be found in any classroom. Differentiation of instruction is an approach to teaching that emphasizes
ways to meet the varying needs of a group of students within the general education setting, rather than

|II

reliance on a “one size fits all” approach that expects all students to accommodate a single style of
teaching. The use of flexible small groups can help in this differentiation, with various groupings
providing opportunities for additional practice or explicit instruction in specific areas. For example, a
sixth-grade math teacher might have one small group for students who need additional work on fraction
computations, another group for students who need additional work on problem-solving, and yet
another group for estimation. Individual students might move from one group to another over time, as
their specific instructional needs change, and the teacher might adjust the focus of different groups
depending on changes in students’ needs. A large-group or whole-class format still can be employed for
other parts of the math instructional block. Furthermore, flexible grouping can be used to address not
only the needs of students experiencing difficulties, but also those of high-achieving students who are
ready to move on to a more complex skill or to explore a particular mathematical topic in more depth
than is usually provided by the curriculum.

Teachers’ access to appropriate materials is vital to their ability to differentiate instruction. For
example, in reading, teachers must be able to ensure students are reading from texts that are matched
to their levels of reading ability during daily instruction. This matching requires access to texts written
at a wide array of levels, because even in the earliest grades, there is great variability in students’
reading achievement; a typical second grade classroom might contain some students who are emergent
readers and others who are reading at a fifth grade level or even higher. At the secondary level,
individual differences in students’ reading achievement vary even more than in the primary grades and
also impact performance in a wide range of content areas, necessitating texts written at a variety of
levels in many subjects. Similarly, in mathematics and the sciences, teachers’ access to appropriate
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manipulatives and other hands-on learning materials (e.g., base-ten blocks, place value mat, laboratory
equipment) is essential at all grade levels, including high school.

Within individual classrooms, student assessment data and observations should be used to guide and
modify differentiation of instruction. In addition, teachers should consult with colleagues and with
relevant specialists (e.g., certified reading/language arts consultants, ESL teachers, special educators,
speech/language pathologists, school psychologists) to determine which additional instructional and/or
behavioral strategies to employ with students who are struggling. Specialists in different areas can
serve as key resources for classroom teachers seeking to help a student with a specific area of need.
The consultation can occur on a one-to-one basis, or at grade-level team or department meetings. Thus,
classroom teachers from the beginning of the year should use differentiated practices, ethical practices
and social/behavioral supports, attempting to engage all students and to accelerate their learning.

Tier | Assessments. An essential first step in Tier | assessment involves obtaining or developing universal
common assessments in important academic domains (e.g., reading, mathematics, writing), as well as in
behavioral and social-emotional areas, that can be used as benchmarks. These assessments should be
given at least three times per year to all students in a grade, in early fall, winter and spring. The
benchmarks establish where students should be functioning at different points in the school year in
order to be on target to attain grade-level competencies and standards by the end of the school year.
Benchmark assessment data should document the adequacy of curriculums and instruction for most
students, with individual students who fail to meet benchmarks considered for Tier Il intervention. This
kind of assessment system permits ongoing progress monitoring of all students, alerts schools when
curriculum or instruction are not working for large numbers of students, and allows for changes in
curriculum, instruction and learning environment, as well as intervening in a timely manner.

Selection of appropriate benchmark and progress monitoring assessments is vital to ensure that
assessments are technically adequate (i.e., reliable and valid) and do not waste valuable instructional
time. Most authorities recommend the use of curriculum-based measures (CBMs) to establish
benchmarks and monitor student progress in Tier | (Brown-Chidsey and Steege, 2005; Fuchs, 2004; Hosp
and Hosp, 2003; McCook, 2006). Curriculum-based measures can be developed by individual school
districts; guidance for doing so can be found in McCook, 2006. However, for basic literacy and math
skills, generic CBMs that are available commercially or for free download work just as well as locally
developed measures (Brown-Chidsey and Steege, 2005). These types of pre-made CBMs cover the full
elementary range, from kindergarten through Grades 6 or 8. The Web site of the National Center on
Student Progress Monitoring (see www.studentprogress.org/) has an excellent technical review of these

types of benchmarking and progress monitoring tools, with a chart showing examples of acceptable
measures. Research at upper-grade levels is beginning to extend the development of CBMs to content
subjects such as social studies and science (Espin, Busch, Shin and Kruschwitz, 2001).

It should be noted that both locally developed and generic CBMs are intended as general indicators of
overall student competence in a domain, not as detailed assessments of specific student strengths and
weaknesses. For example, CBMs for reading typically are fluency-based measures that involve briefly
timing a student who is reading isolated words or passages aloud. The student’s score is simply the

27





number of words read correctly within a given unit of time. CBMs provide a fast, easy, technically
adequate (reliable and valid) way for teachers to track the progress of large groups of students. They
are highly sensitive to student growth in overall reading competence (or overall math competence, in
the case of math CBMs), as well as highly predictive of student’s performance on standardized and high-
stakes testing (Deno, 2003; Fuchs, 2004; Hosp and Hosp, 2003). The table below shows CBM oral
reading fluency benchmarks for grades 1 through 3 from a study by Good, Simmons and Kame’enui
(2001). Students who met the benchmark goal were very likely to meet or exceed the goal on the state-
mandated assessment for reading comprehension:

Grade Progress Monitoring Measure Benchmark Goal

Spring of Grade One CBM Oral Reading Fluency (words per | 40 words per minute
minute correct in passages) correct in first grade text

Spring of Grade Two CBM Oral Reading Fluency (words per | 90 words per minute
minute correct in passages) correct in second grade text

Spring of Grade Three CBM Oral Reading Fluency (words per | 110 words per minute
minute correct in passages) correct in third grade text

However, for individual students experiencing difficulty, additional information from diagnostic
assessment might be necessary. For example, if a student is demonstrating difficulty with fluency as
evidenced by a CBM oral reading fluency screening measure, a further analysis would be needed to
determine if the student is experiencing difficulty with sight words, initial sounds, blends or multi-
syllabic words, or if the child’s difficulty is solely with speed, not accuracy, of reading.  Further
diagnostic assessment allows educators to know the specific skills that need to be explicitly taught in
order to accelerate the child’s reading progress.

Common formative assessments that are embedded in the curriculum also can be useful. For example,
at the secondary level, earth science teachers could collaborate to develop a set of common formative
assessments for all students that would tap the most essential concepts and competencies in that
subject, in relation to state standards. These sets of assessments, designed as matching pre- and post-
tests (i.e., the same assessment before and after instruction on a particular earth science topic or unit)
would be administered several times during the school year. Matching pre- and post-assessments can
be used to identify areas of weakness in curriculum or instruction, determine whether students have
learned specific content, differentiate classroom instruction, and identify individual students in need of
additional help. Further details about the development of these kinds of common formative
assessments can be found at the Web site of the Connecticut Accountability for Learning Initiative
(CALI), www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2618&Q=321754&sdePNavCtr=| #45564.

Universal common assessments, whether they are generic CBMs, locally developed CBMs or curriculum-
embedded measures, may be part of a locally designed portfolio system. This system also could include
other types of student data, such as work samples, essays, projects and summative assessments, and
can inform conversations about a student’s growth periodically with other educators and families.
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Whether or not a portfolio system is used, there should be a comprehensive approach to assessment
that links universal common assessments and common formative assessments to state standards
(Quenemoen et al., 2004).

In the domains of climate and behavior, relevant data that can be used to evaluate and monitor the
overall quality of the school climate and the success of the behavioral system are particularly vital
(Horner and Sugai, 2004; www.swis.org). These data could include office discipline referrals; attendance
data; suspension and expulsion rates; school dropout rate; student, faculty and family surveys; and
achievement data, because of the links among climate, behavior and achievement. For individual
students, observational data and checklists involving well-defined behaviors (e.g., time on task, amount
of work completed, positive interactions with peers) may be useful for monitoring progress and
differentiating instruction in the area of behavior. With respect to school climate, collecting relevant
survey data (e.g., World Health Organization’s Psycho-Social Environment Profile, www.casel.org) to
assess areas of strength and weakness can guide interventions and practice.

In the domain of social-emotional learning, an evaluative process is needed to assess schoolwide effects
and specific student outcomes of social-emotional learning curriculums. Data may be gathered on such
factors as school attachment, 40 Developmental Assets, pro-social skills and/or graduation rate. The
curriculum and its objectives will help direct the type of data to collect in order to evaluate the
effectiveness of social-emotional learning curriculums against districtwide benchmarking. There are a
variety of sources to help select and evaluate social-emotional learning curriculums, such as
www.CASEL.org and www.search-institute.org. Additional resources on progress monitoring measures,

including measures for a variety of academic domains as well as social-emotional learning and behavior,
can be found at the National Association of School Psychologists (www.nasponline.org/index2.htm); The
Evaluation Center (www.wmich.edu/evalctr); the lllinois PBIS Network Web site (www.pbisillinois.org);

Jim Wright’s Intervention Central (www.interventioncentral.org);

and RTI Wire (www.jimwrightonline.com/php/rti/rti_wire.php).

Although the focus of this subsection has been on benchmarking, common formative and progress-
monitoring assessments, it should be emphasized that other types of assessments such as diagnostic
assessments also may be given. For example, a middle-school English teacher is concerned about the
fact that a small group of her or his students evidence poor use of conventions (e.g., capitalization,
punctuation, subject-verb agreement) in their daily writing or on universal common assessments. This
kind of difficulty could be due solely to the students’ failure to apply revision and editing processes in
their work, or it could be due to actual lack of knowledge of the conventions. Obviously, the
instructional remedy differs depending on what the underlying need is. In this situation, the teacher
might decide to administer an informal diagnostic assessment involving knowledge of grade-appropriate
conventions, such as a set of sentences with errors that the students would have to correct. This is not a
universal common assessment because it is not being given to all the students in the class, only the ones
who evidence this particular area of difficulty. Nevertheless, the assessment would be important in
helping the teacher differentiate instruction appropriately for this small group of students in Tier 1
before identifying the need for Tier 2 intervention.
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Data Analysis and Decision Making in Tier I. Data analysis and decision making must occur
collaboratively, in teams. Data teams are constituted at the district, school and grade (or content area)
levels. Teams should include school administrators, content/grade-level general educators and
specialists, such as school psychologists, special educators, language arts consultants, ESL teachers and
mental health personnel. The data examined collaboratively by data teams focus largely on student
assessments, but include other kinds of data as well (e.g., office discipline referrals, suspension and
expulsion rates, retention rates, referrals to special education or school climate surveys). District data
teams examine data across schools within a district. School data teams analyze data within a school.
Grade-level or content teams examine data at the level of a particular grade (e.g., second grade) or
content area (e.g., social studies). Data teams are responsible for developing and monitoring
improvement plans, as well as for analyzing data at their respective levels. Communication and
collaboration across levels (i.e., district, school, grade/content area) on a regular basis through vertical
teams also are very important.

School data teams are responsible for analyzing benchmark data and should meet at least quarterly. A
critical first task is to verify that the overall curriculum, instruction, climate and behavior system work
for most students. That is, at least 80 percent of all students should be meeting important standards,
outcomes and behavioral expectations for their grade. Charting and comparing data across classrooms
within a grade (or within a content area/course) are essential. A deficient curriculum generally will have
a broad impact across classrooms within a grade, whereas a problem with instruction is likely to affect
some classrooms but not others. A problem with fidelity of implementation also is likely to affect some
but not all classrooms, unless the implementation failure is a broad one, involving all teachers in a
grade. In other words, if more than 20 percent of students are failing to achieve across all classrooms in
a grade, then the problem is most likely a curricular one, or a broad failure of implementation. If some
classrooms are doing well and others are not, then the problem is likely to be instruction and/or fidelity
of implementation within the low-achieving classrooms. Determining and addressing the underlying
problem is vital to ensure the overall effectiveness of the education system and to prevent high
numbers of students from requiring intervention.

For example, Figure 2 on page 32 is a bar graph that shows the percentages of fourth grade students
meeting end-of-year reading and math benchmarks in School A. The four different fourth grade
classrooms in the school are on the x-axis, and percentages of students meeting benchmarks are on the
y-axis. The light gray is reading and the dark gray is math. An examination of the graph shows that, for
all of the classrooms, at least 80 percent of all students are meeting end-of-year math benchmarks;
however, for reading, no classroom has 80 percent of all students meeting the benchmark. Assuming
that observations (e.g., classroom walkthroughs) demonstrate that teachers are implementing the
reading curriculum with fidelity, this pattern suggests a problem with the reading curriculum, but not
the math curriculum. The school data team should determine what this curricular weakness is, with
reference both to the curriculum and student assessment data. Data from previous grades also are
important. For example, are the students coming into fourth grade already scoring well below
benchmark in reading? If so, this suggests a problem with the curriculum across grades; if not, the
problem is more localized to Grade 4. In any case, the school data team should develop a plan to
address the curricular problem and to monitor improvement. Otherwise, the curriculum will continue to
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generate a constant flow of readers needing intervention, not because they have genuine learning
problems, but because they are casualties of gaps in the curriculum.

By contrast, Figure 3 on page 32 is a similar bar graph for fourth grade students in School B. Note that
here one particular classroom, Class 2, stands out as having a much lower percentage than the other
classrooms of students meeting the end-of-year math benchmark; otherwise, all classrooms are at 80
percent of all students (or better) meeting both reading and math benchmarks. This pattern suggests a
problem in Class 2 with either math instruction or fidelity of implementation of the math curriculum (or
perhaps both). If the math curriculum itself were deficient for Grade 4, all classrooms should be
impacted. The school data team needs to determine whether the problem in Class 2 is due to lack of
instructional efficacy or implementation fidelity. The focus should be constructive, on finding a way to
address the problem (e.g., providing additional support, coaching or materials to the teacher) in order to
keep a disproportionate number of students in Class 2 from needing Tier Il or Tier Ill math intervention.

If curriculums, instruction and learning environments are effective for most students, and if teachers use
universal design to differentiate instruction to meet a range of students’ needs, then students who fail
to meet benchmarks should be considered for Tier Il intervention. Specific decision rules and cut points
for intervention will be considered in greater detail in the section entitled “Making SRBI Work.”

Grade-level/content area teams collaboratively analyze data from common formative assessments and
should meet weekly or minimally biweekly. Results from common formative assessments should be
used to identify strengths and weaknesses in grade-level curriculums and instruction, as well as to
differentiate instruction for individual students. For example, a fifth grade team identified vocabulary as
a frequent area of need among their students; the team would agree on instructional strategies to
enhance vocabulary learning building upon proven and/or research-based practices, implement those
strategies over a period of time, re-administer common formative assessments, and then reconvene to
determine whether the changes in instruction were having the desired effect. Similarly, if a high school
math team identified problem-solving as a frequent area of student need, they would reach consensus
on instructional strategies to increase students’ problem-solving abilities, implement those strategies,
re-administer common formative assessments, and then examine the results of the assessments to see
whether the strategies had been effective.
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Figure 2. Percentage of fourth grade students meeting end-
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Figure 3. Percentage of fourth grade students meeting end-
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100 -

80

40 -

OReading

20 -
@ Math

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4

Fourth grade classrooms

32






Table I: Summary of Essential Features of Tier |

Focus

General education core practices

Setting

General education classrooms

Curriculum and instruction

Research-based, comprehensive and aligned with state
standards/student outcomes; culturally responsive; positive and safe
school climate; must include a comprehensive system of social-
emotional learning and behavioral supports

Interventions

Differentiation of instruction within the general education classroom,
e.g., through flexible small groups and appropriate instructional
materials matched to students’ needs and abilities

Interventionists

General education teachers with collaboration from school specialists

Assessments

Universal common assessments of all students at least three times per
year (benchmark data) to monitor progress and identify students in need
of intervention early; common formative assessments to guide and
differentiate instruction; data to evaluate and monitor the effectiveness
of the behavioral system (e.g., attendance rates, discipline referrals),
overall quality of school climate, and social-emotional learning (e.g.,
school attachment, 40 Developmental Assets, graduation rates);
additional assessments of certain individual students (e.g., checklists,
observations, diagnostic assessments) as warranted

Data analysis and decision
making

District, school and grade/content area data teams; district data team
analyzes data across schools within a district; school data team analyzes
benchmark data within a school to establish the overall efficacy of
curriculums, instruction, school climate and system of social-emotional
learning and behavioral supports for all students, and monitors fidelity of
implementation; grade-level/content area data teams analyze common
formative assessments to improve and differentiate instruction within a
grade or course, and identify individual students in need of Tier Il
academic or behavioral intervention
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Tier ll: Scientific Research-Based Supplemental Interventions

Tier Il Interventions. Students who fail to attain important benchmarks despite curriculums and
instruction that are generally adequate for most, and despite adequate differentiation of instruction,
receive Tier Il interventions. Tier Il interventions are short term (e.g., eight — 20 weeks) and remain part
of the general education system with supports from specialists. Interventions must be research-based
as much as possible, be reasonably feasible for educators to use, and accurately target the student’s
area(s) of difficulty. These interventions are supplemental to the core academic instruction that is
delivered in the classroom by the classroom teacher or other specialists. These interventions do not
replace core instruction, nor do they remove responsibility for the child’s learning from the classroom
teacher; rather, students receive support both in Tier | and Tier Il. If appropriately matched to individual
student’s needs and implemented with fidelity, interventions should result in growth for most students
receiving Tier Il interventions. For students experiencing academic difficulties, interventions may
include instruction that targets one particular focus area (e.g., phonics skills, spelling, math concepts), or
that targets multiple areas (e.g., automatic recall of facts, computational algorithms such as regrouping,
and problem-solving in math), depending on the student’s needs. For students exhibiting behavioral
difficulties, interventions may include increased focus and targeted attention on the school climate,
social skills training, self-management programs, school-based adult mentors, and increased academic
support in the case of students whose behavioral difficulties are linked to academic weaknesses. Like
academic interventions, social/behavioral interventions should be research-based as much as possible.

Tier Il interventionists may be classroom teachers, specialized teachers or other interventionists
specifically trained for Tier Il supplemental instruction. Tier Il interventions should be consistently
scheduled and of sufficient duration to have a reasonable chance to impact the child’s performance
(e.g., 30 to 45 minutes per session, at least three to four times per week, for eight to 20 weeks). In
addition to the Tier Il interventions, students continue to receive instruction in the focus area for
improvement by the classroom teacher, as well as the schoolwide behavioral system of support in a safe
school climate. Interventions can occur in a variety of general education settings with the student’s
classroom as the option considered first. Additionally, selected interventions can occur on a one-to-one
basis or with small groups of students (e.g., four to six) who exhibit the same pattern of difficulty (e.g.,
difficulties with math problem-solving, phonemic awareness and phonics, or social skills) and who are
functioning at similar levels.

Assessment data from students who have not responded to Tier | core practices involving differentiation
of instruction and attention to school climate and schoolwide social-emotional learning and behavioral
supports must be examined carefully to define the nature of the area of difficulty that a student is
experiencing and to determine which type of Tier Il intervention is most appropriate for the student’s
needs. Accurate pinpointing of individual student’s needs and selection of appropriate interventions are
critical to the success of Tier Il interventions. For example, in reading, some students may require
interventions focused on phonemic awareness and phonics, whereas others may need help primarily
with fluency or comprehension; in math, some students may require interventions focused on basic
facts and computational skills, whereas others may require interventions focused more on problem-
solving; in writing, some students may need work on basic transcription skills such as spelling and
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handwriting, while others may benefit more from interventions focused on content development and
elaboration of ideas. Furthermore, some students’ behavioral difficulties may stem primarily from
academic frustration and be best addressed through an appropriate academic intervention, while
others’ difficulties may stem from different causes and require different types of intervention, such as
monitoring the learning environment, providing social skills training or arranging for a school-based
adult mentor. If students’ difficulties are not accurately pinpointed and then targeted with an
inappropriate intervention---for example, if a reader whose main difficulties involve phonics receives an
intervention primarily targeting comprehension, or vice versa---Tier Il efforts will not be successful.

The key features required for a particular intervention must be adhered to in order for the effects of the
intervention to be maximized. This is referred to as honoring the fidelity of the intervention. During the
intervention period, observations by administrators and other educators may occur in order to assess
the fidelity of the intervention as well as the amount of progress being made. If appropriately selected
and implemented with fidelity, interventions should result in growth for most students receiving Tier Il
intervention. In some cases, if it is determined that a student is making very limited or no progress
during the intervention period, student data should be analyzed collaboratively by groups of educators
(e.g., early intervention teams that include school administrators, content/grade-level experts and
specialists) to see if changes to the intervention, or different interventions, are necessary prior to the
end of the intervention period. That is, Tier Il may (and often will) include more than one intervention
for a given child.

Tier Il Assessments. Just as Tier Il intervention supplements, not replaces, Tier | instruction, Tier Il
assessments are supplemental to those in Tier I; students continue to take all Tier | assessments and
require additional assessments in Tier Il. In particular, defining and pinpointing a student’s area of need
may require additional diagnostic assessments beyond the universal common assessments used as
benchmarks and/or formative assessments in Tier I. For example, at the middle school or high school
levels, poor reading comprehension can revolve around several different underlying patterns of
difficulty (Leach, Scarborough and Rescorla, 2003), including poor word decoding (phonics) skills, poor
vocabulary and language comprehension, poor reading fluency, or weaknesses in all of these areas.
Assessment of these underlying component reading abilities often will be necessary to identify the
student’s targeted focus area for improvement and determine an appropriate intervention.

Once the area to be targeted by the intervention has been determined, a suitable progress monitoring
assessment for that area should be selected. This assessment will be used to measure the student’s
progress during the intervention period and decide whether or not the intervention is working. A key
feature of Tier Il is that progress monitoring is more frequent (e.g., weekly or biweekly) than in Tier I.
Therefore, the assessment selected must not only target the student’s area of need, but must also be
relatively quick, in order not to consume an inordinate proportion of the intervention time. Moreover,
the assessment must be technically adequate (i.e., reliable and valid) for multiple administrations, e.g.,
by providing multiple alternate, equivalent forms (Brown-Chidsey and Steege, 2005). As noted
previously, the Web site of the National Center on Student Progress Monitoring

(www.studentprogress.org/) has useful information on the technical adequacy of a variety of

commercially or publicly available progress monitoring tools.
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A baseline level of functioning must be established in the student’s focus area(s) for improvement prior
to intervention, which ideally will require several baseline data points. For a student exhibiting
behavioral difficulties, for example, whose targeted behavior involves time on task, the baseline phase
might involve three separate observations of the student’s time on task during a representative period
of the school day, with the student’s average time on task across observations employed as his or her
baseline. For students experiencing academic difficulties, baseline functioning sometimes may be
determined through the students’ performance on Tier | universal common assessments relevant to
their targeted area(s) of need. A long-range goal also needs to be set for each student. In academic
domains, the long-range goal might be attaining a particular academic benchmark or academic standard.
In the domains of behavior, social-emotional functioning or mental health, appropriate goals can be
determined depending on the quality of the school climate, school behavioral expectations, social norms
or student self-perceptions. Research supports the idea that ambitious goals tend to lead to better
student outcomes than do more limited goals (McCook, 2006).

Data Analysis and Decision Making in Tier Il. Teacher support/intervention teams are responsible for
data analysis and decision making in Tier Il. These teams may partially or entirely overlap with school
data teams or grade/content area teams, especially in small schools. Teacher support/intervention
teams should include certain core team members, including the school principal, general educators,
reading/language arts consultant, school psychologist and a special educator. Other team members
may rotate depending on the specific needs of the child being considered for intervention (e.g., ESL
teacher, math specialist, school social worker). Teams target areas for intervention, match appropriate
interventions to students’ needs, choose appropriate progress monitoring tools, analyze progress
monitoring data to determine whether students are showing growth, change or “tweak” interventions
as needed, and identify students not responding to Tier Il efforts. Teams also develop a written
intervention plan for each student, which should include the student’s specific focus area(s) for
improvement; baseline level of functioning and long range goal; a description of the intervention, its
duration and setting; specification of interventionist(s); the specific progress monitoring tool that will be
used; and a time to reconvene to evaluate the student’s progress. Teacher support/intervention teams
must be led by and must include members with particularly strong backgrounds in assessment, data
analysis, consultation and intervention research. School psychologists often are especially well-
prepared in these areas, although other professionals could be as well, depending on individual
background, preparation and experience.

Once a student’s baseline level of functioning has been established and the intervention has been
implemented, progress is monitored through reassessment at least weekly or biweekly. Several
reassessments will be necessary to determine whether there is a trend in the student’s performance
toward improvement, but possibly involving regression of performance if the intervention is not
working. For example, if progress is monitored weekly, it will take at least three to four reassessments
during the intervention period, or three to four weeks to see whether there is any trend in the student’s
progress monitoring data (Brown-Chidsey and Steege, 2005).

Figure 4 on page 39 provides an example of a line graph with progress monitoring data from a first grade
Student A who is receiving Tier Il reading intervention. The x-axis shows sequential assessments over
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time; B1, B2 and B3 represent baseline assessments, and 11, 12, 13, etc., are assessments during the
intervention, which has spanned six weeks so far. The y-axis represents Student A’s score on the
progress monitoring assessment, an oral reading fluency measure involving passages that the student
reads aloud; the score is the number of words read correctly per minute. The benchmark, Student A’s
long-range goal, is 60 words correct per minute. The long-range goal is shown on the graph as a dark
black line, and Student A’s successive progress monitoring scores are represented by the gray line. In
Student A’s case, the line graph clearly shows a trend toward improvement. Student A is not only
responding positively to the intervention, but is approaching the goal of 60 words per minute. By
comparison, Figure 5 on page 39 shows an example of a different child, Student B, who, after the first
four weeks of a reading intervention, is clearly not responding; there is no trend toward improvement at
all in the child’s performance and the student remains far below the goal. Assuming the intervention
has been implemented with fidelity, it needs to be modified or changed completely.

Approaches to monitoring students’ progress should take into account not only students’ levels of
performance (i.e., how far behind they are compared to peers) but also their rates of improvement
(slope) with intervention. Both comparisons are important. If only the level of performance is
examined, then the student may be making progress, but at such a slow rate that he or she is highly
unlikely to meet the long-range goal. If only rate is examined, then interpreting the child’s performance
relative to peers will be difficult. This dual discrepancy (level and slope) becomes the marker by which
to judge responsiveness to intervention (Fuchs and Fuchs, 2007). For example, in Student A’s case, the
line graph indicates that the student is demonstrating growth as a result of the intervention and that the
student should attain the reading goal if the intervention is continued a bit longer. Were this not the
case—if Student A’s scores were going up but only very slowly, remaining far below the goal—then it
would be important to find ways to accelerate the student’s progress. Many commercially available
progress monitoring systems allow users to determine a student’s trendline, the line of best fit when
the student’s successive scores during intervention are plotted on a graph; the slope of the trendline
indicates the student’s rate of improvement. The slope of the trendline is compared to that of the
aimline (or goal-line), which is the line connecting the student’s baseline performance to a data point
representing the long-range goal. If the slope of the trendline is less than that of the goal-line, the
student is not progressing at a sufficient rate to meet the goal (see Figures on page 39). Extensive
discussion of how to analyze data from progress monitoring assessments and interventions, with
numerous examples and sample graphs, can be found in Brown-Chidsey and Steege (2005) and McCook
(2006).

An intervention obviously needs to be changed if, as in Student B’s case, the data show no improvement
toward the goal or even actual regression of performance. Interventions should not remain unchanged
for an entire intervention period if the trend in the progress monitoring data clearly indicates
inadequate improvement. After changes to the intervention or the use of other interventions, if
substantial improvement still has not occurred at the culmination of the intervention period, the team
must seek to determine why the child is making limited or no growth. At this time, it may be decided to
administer additional diagnostic assessments to further intensify intervention.
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Teacher support/intervention teams should analyze overall data from Tier Il interventions to document
the effectiveness of interventions and help monitor fidelity of implementation of interventions. Tier Il
interventions should be successful for at least 80 percent of all students in Tier Il. If this is not the case,
and assuming the effectiveness of Tier | for most students, then there is likely a problem in one or more
of these areas: accurate pinpointing of students’ needs, selection of appropriate interventions, matching
of interventions to students, fidelity of implementation, effectiveness of the interventionist(s), or
grouping practices. Documentation of these interventions and their impact on student outcomes is
critical to identifying and replicating evidence-based practices and in assisting in the identification of a
child with a learning disability should the team identify the need for a comprehensive evaluation. There
also could be differences in overall effectiveness of interventions across domains. For example, most
Tier Il reading interventions might be successful while Tier Il math interventions might be much less so;
or Tier Il behavioral interventions might be generally effective while those involving academics might
not be. Whatever the problem, defining it and then developing and monitoring a plan to address it are
essential.
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Table Il: Summary of Essential Features of Tier Il

Focus Students failing to meet important academic benchmarks or
social/behavioral expectations, who have not responded to Tier | core
practices

Setting General education classrooms or other general education locations

within a school (e.g., library, reading lab, math lab, writing center)

Interventions

Appropriate short-term (e.g., eight to 20 weeks) interventions, well-
matched to students’ specific academic, social-emotional, and/or
behavioral needs; delivered to homogeneous groups (i.e., students with
similar needs); with a teacher:student ratio up to 1:4 or 1:6;
implemented with fidelity; supplemental to core program

Interventionists

General education teachers, specialists or other interventionists trained
for Tier Il intervention

Assessments

Frequent progress monitoring (e.g., weekly or biweekly) using
assessment tools that accurately target students’ focus area for
improvement;  progress monitoring tools must be feasible and
technically adequate to administer multiple times to assess student
growth; additional assessments of certain individual students (e.g.,
observations, diagnostic assessments)

Data analysis and decision
making

Teacher support/intervention teams that may overlap with Tier | data
teams; should include core team members (e.g., school principal,
general educators, reading/language arts consultant, school psychologist
and a special educator) as well as additional members depending on
individual student’s needs (e.g., ESL teacher, math specialist, school
social worker); teams match appropriate Tier Il interventions to
students’ needs; select appropriate progress monitoring tools; analyze
progress monitoring data; modify or substitute new interventions as
needed; identify students not responding to Tier Il efforts; conduct
extensive analysis and application of data from Tier Il interventions to
document effectiveness of interventions; and help monitor fidelity of
implementation of Tier Il interventions
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Tier lll: Supplemental, Research-Based Interventions that are More Intensive and
Individualized

Tier lll Interventions. For students making inadequate progress with Tier Il interventions, intensification
of intervention should be considered. Educators also may consider different, more specialized
interventions in some cases. The primary difference between Tier Il and Tier Il interventions involves
the intensity and/or individualization of the intervention. Greater intensity of intervention can be
achieved with a smaller teacher-student ratio (e.g., no more than one teacher to three students), a
longer duration of instruction (e.g., an hour daily versus 30-45 minutes three to four times per week in
Tier 1l), and more frequent progress monitoring. More individualized treatments would include highly
explicit, systematic interventions closely targeting the needs of individual students at the students’
current levels of functioning or individualized, function-based support plans for students with social-
emotional or behavioral difficulties. Students exhibiting social/behavioral challenges who have not
responded to Tier | and Tier Il efforts also may require more comprehensive intervention plans, such as
those involving school personnel’s collaboration with other agencies and/or professional staff.
Implementing these kinds of intensive, individualized interventions requires an especially high degree of
expertise on the part of the teacher. Tier Ill interventionists may include general educators as well as
specialists, but in either case, they require adequate training and preparation to implement Tier Il
interventions.

Like Tier Il interventions, Tier Ill interventions are short term (e.g., eight to 20 weeks), supplemental to
core classroom instruction, and remain part of the general education system. Furthermore, as in the
case of Tier Il, all Tier Ill interventions should be research-based to the greatest extent possible; and if it
appears that a student is making little to no progress during the treatment period, the teacher
support/intervention team must reconvene to see if changes to the intervention, or different
interventions, are necessary prior to the end of the treatment period. Tier lll interventions, like those of
Tier Il, should not remain in place for an entire intervention period if it has become evident that a
student is not responding. Many students receiving Tier Il interventions may require support in all
three tiers in order to accelerate learning sufficiently to help them catch up to grade-level expectations.
For example, a ninth grade student whose math achievement is on a third grade level may likely need
Tier |, Tier Il and Tier Ill interventions in order to make the gains needed to approach ninth grade
performance in math.

If a student does not show adequate progress by the end of the intervention period despite attempts to
improve the intervention and the use of multiple interventions, the team must carefully examine why
the student is making little to no progress. At this point, analysis of the student’s performance and
social context should be particularly extensive and thorough, including observations of the intervention
being implemented by another staff person or administrator, as well as additional diagnostic
assessments if deemed appropriate. Among the issues that should be considered are whether the
appropriate focus area for improvement has been targeted, whether the appropriate interventions have
been tried in all three tiers, how Tier Il interventions might be changed to help the student meet with
success, whether previous interventions have been implemented with fidelity, and whether a
comprehensive evaluation is necessary.
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It should be noted that individual students may function in different tiers for different domains at the
same time. For example, a struggling reader may require Tier |l or Tier lll intervention in reading but
may function well in mathematics in Tier |, with no additional support required in that area.
Furthermore, over time, students may move back and forth across Tiers. For example, a struggling
reader who initially responds well to Tier Il instruction in phonics may eventually fall behind again in
reading due to more comprehension-based difficulties and may need to receive Tier Il or even Tier lll
intervention involving comprehension. Some fluidity of movement across tiers can be expected due to
changing academic expectations and demands across grade levels. For example, science achievement
tends to draw much more heavily on mathematical competence at the secondary level than at the
elementary level. High school students are expected to function much more independently than are
younger students. Thus, students who are successful in one grade may still have difficulties later due to
changing academic, social or behavioral demands in a subsequent grade. However, school and district
personnel also should continually examine educational practices across all three Tiers to ensure that
these practices are ethical and adequate, and are not inadvertently contributing to some of the
students’ difficulties.

Tier Il Assessments. Tier Ill assessments are supplemental to Tier | and include the same kinds of
assessments found in Tier I, such as additional diagnostic assessments, as needed, to target the
student’s focus area for improvement, selection of appropriate progress monitoring tools, observational
measures, as required (e.g., for students with behavioral difficulties), and referral for comprehensive
evaluation if warranted. The primary difference between Tier Il and Tier Ill assessments involves the
frequency of progress monitoring during the intervention. Progress monitoring should be more
frequent in Tier lll than in Tier Il. For example, if students’ progress is being monitored weekly, or every
two weeks in Tier I, students receiving Tier Il intervention might have progress monitored at least twice
per week. Occasionally, there also may be changes in the measure used to monitor progress in Tier Ill, if
the teacher support/intervention team decides that there was a problem with the measure used in Tier
Il or that different measures are needed to pinpoint student growth more accurately.

Data Analysis and Decision Making in Tier Ill. The teacher support/intervention team described in Tier
Il is also responsible for Tier Ill. The basic composition of the team, with certain core members and
other rotating members that depend on the individual student’s needs being considered, remains the
same as described in the previous section. The responsibilities of the team in relation to Tier Ill students
also are so similar to Tier Il (e.g., develop written intervention plans, analyze progress monitoring data,
modify or substitute interventions as needed, identify students not responding to Tier lll efforts,
evaluate and monitor overall effectiveness of Tier Il interventions, monitor fidelity of implementation).
Teams decide how best to intensify or individualize interventions; all students receiving Tier |l
intervention should have a written intervention plan that includes the areas specified in the previous
section. Furthermore, teams must be especially thorough in analyzing and applying data for students
who have not yet responded to Tier lll intervention or have made insufficient progress to date, as
discussed above. If necessary, Tier Ill progress monitoring documentation and assessments are needed
to inform the design of a comprehensive evaluation for the determination of a learning disability.
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Table lll: Summary of Essential Features of Tier Ill

Focus Students failing to meet important academic benchmarks or
social/behavioral expectations who have not responded to Tier | or Tier Il
efforts

Setting General education classrooms or other general education locations

within a school (e.g., library, reading lab, math lab, writing center)

Interventions

Appropriate short-term (eight to 20 weeks) interventions, well-matched
to students’ specific academic, social/behavioral needs; more intensive
or individualized than Tier Il interventions; delivered to homogeneous
groups (i.e., students with similar needs); with a teacher: student ratio
up to 1:3; implemented with fidelity; supplemental to core program

Interventionists

Specialists or other interventionists trained for Tier lll intervention
(including general educators with appropriate training)

Assessments

Very frequent progress monitoring (e.g., twice per week) using
assessment tools that accurately target students’ focus areas for
improvement; progress monitoring tools must be feasible and technically
adequate to administer multiple times to assess student growth;
additional assessments of certain individual students (e.g., diagnostic
assessments, comprehensive evaluation) as warranted

Data analysis and decision
making

Teacher support/intervention teams (as in Tier Il); teams decide how to
choose, individualize and intensify interventions for students receiving
Tier lll interventions; select appropriate progress monitoring tools;
analyze progress monitoring data; modify or substitute new
interventions as needed; identify students not responding to Tier IlI
efforts; conduct extensive analysis and application of data from Tier IlI
interventions to document effectiveness of interventions; and help
monitor fidelity of implementation of Tier Il interventions
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Referral to Determine Eligibility for Special Education and Related Services

It must be emphasized that special education is not merely the “end point” of failure to respond to
various tiers of intervention. Generally, a student will receive Tier Il interventions tailored to her or his
needs. Through progress monitoring, a determination will be made as to whether the interventions
have been successful before referring the student for special education eligibility. However, Connecticut
State Regulations provide for “the prompt referral to a Planning and Placement Team (PPT) of all
children who have been suspended repeatedly or whose behavior, attendance or progress in school is
considered unsatisfactory or at a marginal level of acceptance.” [10-76d-7). The current practice of
ensuring the prompt referral to the PPT will not change with the implementation SRBI. School
personnel must act upon a referral by convening a PPT meeting to determine whether a comprehensive
evaluation is warranted based on progress monitoring data that have been shared with families. At the
point of referral, procedural safeguards provided by IDEA 2004 become relevant, such as parental
consent for evaluation and adhering to various timelines. While being evaluated for eligibility, all
students continue to have access to the appropriate tiers of intervention.

In addition to the information gathered by a group of qualified professionals and the parent
(Connecticut refers to this team as the PPT) to determine eligibility for a comprehensive evaluation, this
team also should consider data gathered from the student’s experiences in the various tiers of
instruction. These data are relevant to evaluations involving all types of disabilities, because they can
provide important insights about the nature of individual student’s difficulties and inform future
educational planning, as well as help to rule out inadequate instruction or deficiencies in the school
climate as the primary cause of a student’s learning problem(s). Moreover, the most recent federal
regulations on learning disabilities (i.e., IDEA 2004) prohibit states from requiring an 1Q-achievement
discrepancy as one of the criteria for identification of LD (NCLD, 2007) and allow the use of SRBI,
referenced in IDEA as Response to Intervention (RTI), as part of the procedures for identification of
students with learning disabilities. While recognizing that ongoing research involving applications of
SRBI is needed, IDEA 2004 clearly encourages schools to engage in interventions that enable a broader
range of students to succeed in the general education environment (NCLD, 2007).

It is anticipated that by July 1, 2009, revised Connecticut state guidelines for identifying students with
learning disabilities will no longer allow the use of an IQ-achievement discrepancy as one of the criteria
for determination of a learning disability. School personnel must incorporate the review of SRBI data as
part of a comprehensive evaluation to identify a student as having a learning disability. These changes
will support, through state guidelines, the scientific consensus about best practices for the identification
of learning disabilities (Speece and Shekitka, 2002), as well as conform to the provisions of IDEA 2004.
Using progress monitoring data from SRBI, as part of a comprehensive evaluation to diagnose learning
disabilities, are empirically better grounded and more defensible than are psychometric approaches
using the IQ-achievement discrepancy. The IQ-achievement discrepancy model of LD identification
requires too much time for students to exhibit discrepancies, causing students to need to fail before
receiving services (Fuchs, Mock, Morgan and Young, 2003) and carries no implications for instruction.
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SRBI potentially negates each of these problems by capturing all students who are not learning, allowing
implementation of intervention early in a student’s school career, and having a direct connection to
instruction (Fletcher et al., 1994; Vellutino, Scanlon and Lyon, 2000) (see www.ncld.org).

Families and SRBI

Families play a critical role in supporting what their children are learning in school. Research shows that
the more families are involved in student learning, the higher the student achievement (Henderson and
Mapp, 2002). It is important for school personnel to provide families with family-friendly information
regarding SRBI (see A Family Guide to SRBI available through Connecticut’s Parent Information and
Resource Center at www.ctpirc.org). School personnel must be committed to engaging families when
concerns about a student’s academic, social or behavioral performance are first noted. Families should
be provided with continuing information about their child’s progress on assessments, as well as
opportunities to participate in team meetings and decision making about their child’s progress and in
determining if a comprehensive evaluation for special education is warranted. During the formal
evaluation process to determine a learning disability, parents must receive data-based documentation
which reflects the student’s progress derived from the interventions (see Connecticut’s Parent Advocacy
Center at www.cpacinc.org). When a student is found to be eligible for special education, instruction or

interventions that are highly focused on student’s specific needs, as indicated in a student’s
individualized education program (IEP), continue to be progress monitored with documentation
provided to families to demonstrate effectiveness. Students with disabilities may continue to receive
interventions that were determined effective prior to eligibility decision. For example, a student
recently identified with speech and language impairment may receive special education services to
improve oral communication skills and still participate in a Tier Il literacy group and receive core
instruction in Tier I.

SRBI not only benefit students with learning disabilities, but students with other disabilities as well; for
example, by making general education practices more responsive to students’ needs, more students
with disabilities will be included and successful in the general education classroom. The basic principles
of SRBI - such as the use of scientific research to inform educational practice, the need for accountability
and transparency, culturally and ethically responsive teaching, the importance of monitoring fidelity of
implementation, and data-driven decision making—are as relevant to special education as general
education. These principles should be applied to increase the effectiveness of both general and special
education.

Strategic Decision Making

A school based team (e.g., data team or early intervention team) must consider the overall efficacy of
Tier |; efficacy of Tier Il and Tier lll interventions; and fidelity of implementation of core practices and
interventions. If there are problems in any of these areas, then the team must ensure that classroom
teachers, administrators and/or interventionists address these problems. For example, if Tier Il math
interventions are failing to improve the performance of most students receiving those interventions,
then the reasons behind this failure should be examined and addressed, such as better selection of

45





research-based interventions, better grouping practices or improved fidelity of implementation. If more
than 20 percent of all students are involved in frequent disciplinary referrals, then the quality of the
school climate and the system of schoolwide positive behavior supports should be closely scrutinized
and improved. Some of the discussions at this point might be to analyze systemic issues (e.g., how
effective are we at matching intensity of intervention to student need?) and/or individual student issues
(e.g., how effective are we at identifying students’ focus areas for improvement?). If this team has
confidence in the procedures used, as evidenced by data collected, and the student is not making
adequate progress, a determination could be made to involve additional specialists to review the data
and determine if a referral for a comprehensive evaluation is warranted.
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Making SRBI Work

The previous two sections of this document focused on the basic definition and underlying principles of
SRBI, as well as on the specific details of implementing SRBI through a three-tiered model. Successful
implementation also depends on some key factors that have not yet been presented: effective district
and school leadership, high-quality ethical teaching, strong preservice preparation and job-embedded
professional development, collaboration with and supports from special services personnel, family
engagement, and access to and use of technology. After consideration of these key factors, two other
important topics will be addressed: criteria for selection of core curriculums and interventions, and
decision making rules and cut points.

Effective District and School Leadership

Effective leadership is essential to provide the vision, oversight and guidance for implementing SRBI.
SRBI include many practices that most teachers are already incorporating in their daily routine: ongoing
assessment for learning, differentiation of instruction, effective classroom management, and working in
collaborative teams. However, implementing SRBI requires some fundamental beliefs for many
educators (see Underlying Principles on pages 14-21). One belief involves the idea that, when students
are not achieving, one looks carefully at curriculums, instruction, learning environment and school
climate first, before looking for “problems” within the student; possible learning difficulties are
considered only after curriculums, instructional and social/behavioral factors are systematically ruled
out. Another belief involves the idea that educational decision making should be data-driven and
transparent to all stakeholders, including families. Yet another, is the idea that general education must
include formal processes for additional support for students, including intensive interventions for all
students who require it, rather than depending solely on the willingness of individual teachers to
provide. The purpose of the use of SRBI are to meet the needs of as many students as possible through
the general education system, not to transfer responsibility for students who are experiencing
difficulties outside of general education (i.e., to special education). Strong and effective leadership is
needed to make the potential shifts in thinking that may be necessary.

District leadership is particularly important in order to develop systemic approaches to curriculums,
assessment, instruction, school climate, social-emotional learning and behavioral supports. Educators
in many schools are like people in a rowboat, all rowing very hard, but in different directions at the same
time. A systemic approach allows for a much more coordinated, and ultimately more efficient and
effective, endeavor. Otherwise, gains made by high-quality curriculums and instruction in one grade
may be completely undone in the next; whether individual students learn in a positive and safe school
climate or receive appropriate behavioral support or effective instruction in a vital curricular area may
depend heavily on being placed in a particular teacher’s class. The systemic approach frees teachers to
focus their energies on important responsibilities such as effective implementation of curriculums,
instruction, school climate and social/behavioral supports, rather than requiring individual teachers to
keep “reinventing the wheel” by, for example, having to design their own curriculums. For the systemic
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approach to succeed, district leaders must be able to make well-informed, competent choices of
curriculums and assessments (or effectively guide their development), because poor choices in these
areas will lead to many problems. Furthermore, services related to students’ social-emotional
functioning, such as those involving mental health, require greater centralization in many districts, a
need which also demands strong district leadership.

In implementing SRBI, district leaders must build capacity over time by analyzing existing district
resources, reallocating resources as necessary, developing additional resources, establishing priorities,
and setting interim goals for the implementation of various aspects of SRBI. For example, in a large
district, administrators might decide initially to focus on the schools with the highest referral rates to
special education or the highest retention rates, gradually adding schools over several years of
implementation. District leaders might also decide to focus initially on one particularly central curricular
area, such as reading, and add other areas later. As Torgesen (2006) has noted, achieving large-scale
improvement in education is roughly analogous to building an airplane while the airplane is in flight.
Educators must continue to conduct the unrelenting, everyday business of schools at the same time
they are trying to put systemic changes into practice. This reality often dictates the need to implement
change in a series of steps or stages---but, nevertheless, with clearly defined goals and timelines to more
effectively meet students’ needs.

At the school level, the leadership of the principal is critical to the success of SRBI. The principal
communicates the vision, beliefs and attitudes required for SRBI to the school and school community,
including families. She or he must provide support not only through words but through deeds as well,
such as participating actively at meetings, serving as an effective liaison between teachers and central
office administrators, and finding ways to make additional resources available. The principal also must
be a knowledgeable instructional leader who can guide decisions about curriculums, assessment and
instruction. His or her skill at constituting school data teams and intervention teams, collaborative
team-building, establishing collective responsibility for all students’ success, ensuring infrastructures are
in place to support evidence-based practices, and willingness to challenge current beliefs and practices
with students’ best interest in mind, is essential.

High-Quality Teaching

Effective teaching can make a tremendous difference in students’ learning. High-quality and ethically
sound teaching is vital to SRBI for the same reasons that high-quality curriculums, positive school
climate and social/behavioral supports are. If the basic quality of teaching is problematic in any tier of
instruction, especially in Tier I, then the entire SRBI effort will be undermined. Among other teaching
competencies, teachers should be able to implement with fidelity high-quality core curriculums, positive
school climate and a system of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports; use effective teaching
strategies and culturally and ethically responsive teaching practices; provide differentiation of
instruction; administer and interpret common assessments; and apply results of assessments to improve
instruction. Teachers involved in Tier Il and Tier Il interventions need corresponding expertise in how to
select, implement and evaluate those interventions. Developing this expertise may require additional
training for some interventionists.
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Teachers also must have numerous supports. School and district personnel should provide staff with
high-quality core curriculums, guidance for creating a positive school climate and a comprehensive
system of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports; sufficient materials, including those
necessary to differentiate instruction; technically adequate assessments that are feasible to give to large
groups of students (or the resources for teachers to develop such assessments themselves); sufficient
human resources, such as access to specialists; and opportunities for continuing, high-quality
professional development. Professional development should include sustained inservice programs in
key areas (e.g., reading, math, writing, cultural relevance, critical thinking, vocabulary development,
student engagement, use of academic and behavioral assessments, and collaborative decision-making)
relevant to students’ needs, as well as fostering the development of professional learning communities
within a school. District and school administrators must schedule adequate common time for teachers
to plan and collaborate in teams, without sacrificing instructional time. Finding ways to carve out
additional time are challenging, but existing resources often can be redeployed in ways that increase
teachers’ common time. For example, teachers may be responsible for lunch or bus duties that can be
allocated to noninstructional staff members or other adults, providing more collaboration time for
teachers. Teachers’ unions also should be included in efforts to increase available planning and
collaboration time for teachers (e.g., shortened school days for students that are scheduled as part of
the school calendar while staff engages in professional development activities).

Preservice Preparation and Professional Development

High-quality teaching requires both effective preservice preparation and ongoing professional
development. At the preservice level, in order to achieve the competencies mentioned earlier, all
teachers need at least a basic understanding of learning, cultural and linguistic differences that may
impact school achievement in core academic areas (i.e., reading, mathematics and writing) and, for
middle- and secondary-level teachers, in their respective content areas, such as science. Prospective
teachers need knowledge about assessment (particularly formative assessment), how to interpret
assessments, and how to apply the results of assessments to improve instruction. Accurate
interpretation of assessments requires knowledge about typical development within various academic
domains, as well as about important component abilities and frequent patterns of difficulty within those
domains. For example, in reading, students who confuse “b and p” usually are not making a visual error,
but rather a phonological one, based on the fact that these two sounds are formed similarly with the
mouth and differ only in voicing; in mathematics, students typically have more difficulty with
computations involving zero than with those not involving zero (e.g., 40 — 19 will be somewhat more
difficult for the typical second grader than 41 — 19, even though both examples involve two-digit
subtraction with regrouping).

In addition, preservice preparation should provide prospective teachers with basic knowledge about
ethics, importance of school climate, function of behavior, social-emotional development and mental
health, as well as about how to implement a comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and
behavioral supports. Future teachers should understand the interactions among school climate,
behavior and academic functioning. For example, when materials are instructionally inappropriate for
students (i.e., too hard or too easy), some students will act out behaviorally when their true problem is
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academic frustration or boredom. Prospective teachers also should be thoroughly familiarized with
state standards including the Connecticut Code of Professional Responsibility and important state policy
documents relevant to their areas of certification. These documents are easily accessible to preservice
and current teachers, as well as teacher educators, at the Web site of the Connecticut State Department
of Education (see Key Curriculum Resources at www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2618&q=321698).

Ensuring that high-quality, well-prepared teachers are placed in Connecticut’s classrooms is essential for
the success of Tier | instruction, as well as well-trained and prepared specialists to support students and
teachers. The quality of preservice educational programs must be examined to make sure that all
teachers leave colleges and universities with an appropriate level of preparation.

High-quality preservice preparation is important so that schools do not have to “play catch-up”
constantly, spending excessive amounts of time developing the kinds of basic knowledge with which all
teachers should begin their careers. However, even the best preservice preparation will not eliminate
the need for inservice professional development, because complete coverage of all knowledge
important to teachers is not feasible within a four- or even five-year preparation program, and because,
like knowledge gained from medical science, knowledge from education science is continually evolving.
Therefore, all teachers need ample opportunities for high-quality, ongoing professional development.
This professional development should be sustained and meaningful rather than involving disconnected
workshops, and it should include classroom observation and coaching wherever possible. Inservice
professional development also should be driven by the results of student assessments; that is, it should
emphasize the areas in greatest need of improvement in terms of curriculums, instruction, learning
environment and social/behavioral supports.

Supports from Special Services Personnel

Many specialists can help provide leadership and support in the implementation of SRBI. School
psychologists can offer expertise in systemwide program design, team leadership and collaboration,
assessment, program evaluation, school climate, social-emotional learning and behavior. They can
provide important guidance regarding the selection or development of appropriate progress monitoring
assessments. When students are referred for comprehensive evaluations, school psychologists can
work with other school personnel to consider programmatic options, determine eligibility for special
education services, and help decide what scientifically based academic, social/behavioral interventions
may be needed (National Association of School Psychologists, 2006). Reading/language arts consultants
have expertise in the domain of literacy relevant to students at all achievement levels, including high as
well as low achievers. They can offer important guidance for differentiating language arts instruction to
meet a range of students’ needs, for selecting appropriate texts and using them for instruction, for
integrating literacy in content areas, and for developing students’ writing. Math consultants have
analogous expertise in the domain of mathematics. Special educators have expertise in instructional
strategies and alternative approaches that can help to meet the needs of students experiencing
difficulty in a variety of academic domains. They also have knowledge about interventions and supports
for students with social/behavioral needs, as well as about various types of assessments, including the
kinds of tests typically used in comprehensive evaluations. Speech-language pathologists have expertise
in the area of oral language and speech. They can provide information about ways to foster students’
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language development, about signs of speech or language delays, and about a variety of disabilities that
involve speech or language problems. ESL teachers have expertise in second language acquisition and
instructional strategies to make academic content more accessible. With appropriate training and
guidance, paraprofessionals also can play an important supportive role in the implementation of SRBI.

While professional groups have differing areas of expertise, individual specialists also vary, depending
on prior preparation and experience. For example, a special educator may have considerable
experience and professional development in teaching word decoding; and a reading/language arts
consultant with substantial professional development in content literacy may have an especially high
degree of expertise in that domain. In implementing SRBI, schools should be able to use the most
appropriate specialists to help meet the specific needs of individual students.

Family Engagement

The vision, rationale and principles involved in SRBI must be communicated to families, which may
include not only biological parents, but any other adults involved in raising children (e.g., grandparents,
foster parents). Comparisons to well-child care may be especially valuable in helping families to
understand SRBI. For example, high-quality core curriculums and instruction are essential to effective
education in the same way that good nutrition and routine immunizations are essential to children’s
health; progress monitoring in education is analogous to regular well-child visits that track children’s
physical and cognitive development; prevention and early intervention are just as desirable in education
as in health care; and a small number of students will require intensive educational treatment just as
some children require intensive medical treatment or hospitalization. It is especially important that the
advantages of SRBI, in comparison to more traditional educational practices, be conveyed to families.
For example, with SRBI, all students benefit from the focus on systemic, high-quality core curriculums, a
positive and safe school climate, and a comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and
behavioral supports; all students benefit from data-driven decision making; and students with
difficulties are much more likely to receive timely interventions. In conveying this information about
SRBI to families, school and district personnel should capitalize on avenues that are already in place for
family engagement, such as family literacy initiatives, parent-teacher-student conferences and school
open houses. There also are some very helpful Web resources on SRBI for families; for example, the
National Center on Student Progress Monitoring has resources for families that explain progress
monitoring and its advantages in clear, family-friendly language

(see www.studentprogress.org/family/default.asp).

Families also have important roles in supporting schools, for example, by attending parent-teacher-
student conferences and other school events as often as possible; monitoring students’ completion of
homework; setting limits on activities that may compete with schoolwork, such as watching television or
playing video games; and communicating that education and achievement are highly valued. Families
should also become informed about and involved in SRBI by attending meetings, reading informational
materials and asking questions (see www.ldaamerica.org/news/role-parents.asp). Lack of family
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involvement is never an excuse for schools not to do their best to help all students achieve. However,
when families are involved and support children’s schooling, children clearly benefit (Snow et al., 1991).

Access to and Use of Technology for Data Management

In principle, many of the kinds of data analysis discussed in the description of the three-tiered model
could be done with graph paper and a pencil. However, for large groups of students, this approach
would be extremely burdensome at best. School districts need a continuing database of information
from student assessments for each school, grade and class, as well as other information such as
retention rates, suspension and expulsion rates, survey results, and disciplinary referrals. They need a
reasonably fast and accurate way to make comparisons across schools, grades and classrooms, in order
to answer such questions as whether the curriculums, instruction, learning environment, and system of
social-emotional learning and behavioral supports are working for most students, whether students are
progressing adequately from grade to grade, and whether individual students are meeting important
benchmarks. Districts and schools also need systems to report to and communicate with families, as
well as to other administrators and educators. Technology is essential to meet these and other needs
involved in managing and analyzing large databases of student information over time.

Hardware tools and software programs are available for schools to manage and analyze benchmark
data. These include both stand-alone computer workstations and networks that store data on a central
server, but allow many individuals to access the data through different computers on the network.
Several Web-based benchmark data services also offer a variety of ways to manage student data.
Brown-Chidsey and Steege (2005) have a helpful discussion of these technological alternatives.

Criteria for Selection of Core Curriculums and Interventions

Many people adopt certain lifestyle habits to increase their odds of having a long and healthy life, such
as a wholesome diet, regular exercise and routine medical screenings. However, they might not want to
have that fifth serving of vegetables or that routine colonoscopy, if scientific evidence had failed to
indicate that doing so would increase their chances of staying well. Similarly, a person with a serious
illness probably would want her or his doctor to exhaust scientifically supported treatments before
trying unsupported or experimental ones. The use of evidence-based practices in education, both in
terms of core curriculums and instruction, and the selection of interventions, is equally vital to maximize
the odds of students’ success. The use of evidence-based practices and interventions does not
guarantee school success for every student, any more than healthy lifestyle habits guarantee good
health. However, without scientifically based core practices and interventions, the likelihood of school
failure is greatly increased for many students.

In selecting and developing core curriculums, district and school personnel should consider a number of
factors. Curriculums should address component abilities that research has established being as
important to achievement in a given domain; these component abilities will tend to vary
developmentally, across grades. For example, in mathematics, accuracy and automatic recall of basic
facts, such as addition facts or multiplication tables, should be a standard component of the early to

52





middle elementary math curriculum, but are not ordinarily part of the seventh or eighth grade
curriculum (although low-achieving math students at these upper grade levels might still need
interventions involving basic facts). In writing, although students often are introduced to revision and
editing processes (e.g., via the use of a writing process) in the primary grades, the expectations for
students’ abilities to revise and edit their work independently increase greatly at the middle and
secondary levels. Core curriculums should reflect these changes in emphasis across grades as well as
encompassing important component abilities within grades; they also should address state standards
and student outcomes. If a district is using a commercial program, it is important to be aware when a
given program is not intended to address a complete curriculum and may need supplementation with
another program or additional instructional materials.

In addition, district and school personnel should consider the needs of their specific student populations
in selecting and developing core curriculums. For example, although vocabulary is a critical curricular
area for all students, a school serving a population with a high proportion of English language learners
will likely require a stronger emphasis on teaching strategies (e.g., sheltered instruction) and materials
that will support language acquisition. Students who are ELLs will benefit from constant exposure to
English vocabulary, especially to the more academic language needed for success at later grade levels
and in content subjects such as social studies and science (Francis et al., 2006). Therefore, ensuring that
the curriculum addresses vocabulary development thoroughly would be particularly important for a
student population containing a high proportion of English language learners.

In contrast to core curriculums, interventions are usually more focused, involving a specific problem
area such as reading fluency, math problem-solving or spelling. There is a substantial research base for
selecting interventions, especially in the area of reading; schools certainly should refer to this research
base in choosing interventions. As discussed in the previous section, ensuring that the intervention is
matched to the student’s needs also is essential; a math problem-solving intervention might have
excellent research support, but it probably won’t be of much help to a student who has strong problem-
solving skills already and whose main difficulties revolve around computation. Brown-Chidsey and
Steege (2005) have an informative chapter on criteria for selecting evidence-based interventions, and
McCook (2006) includes specific examples of research-based core curriculums and interventions.

Online resources can be especially helpful to schools in making decisions about core curriculums and
interventions. The U.S. Department of Education (2003) has a very useful publication for educators and
administrators on how to identify and implement educational practices supported by evidence; this
publication is relevant across many domains of schooling, including social-emotional learning as well as
academics, and is available at www.ed.gov/rschstat/research/pubs/rigorousevid/index.html. The

Center on Instruction has many excellent resources for educators that summarize key research findings
and recommendations for educational practice for Grades K-12 and across several academic domains
(reading, math, science); they also have resources relevant to English language learners and to special
education (see www.centeroninstruction.org/sitemap.cfm). Another helpful online resource with

research-based information on reading, mathematics, English language learners and special education is
the Vaughn Gross Center at the University of Texas at Austin (see www.texasreading.org/utcrla/). In
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Connecticut, the State Education Resource Center (SERC) also has many helpful resources online, as well
as an excellent library, with research-based information relating both to academics and behavior (see
www.ctserc.org/).

In addition, Web sites dedicated to specific domains can provide valuable information about evidence-
based practice and how to select research-based core curriculums and interventions in their domains.
For example, the Florida Center for Reading Research (www.fcrr.org) has helpful reviews of different
core reading programs as well as guidelines for reviewing a reading program; the Haskins Literacy
Initiative at Haskins Laboratories in New Haven (www.haskins.yale.edu/hli/hli readingresearch.html)

has extensive research-based professional development resources relevant to speech, language and
reading instruction; the National School Climate Center in the Center for Social and Emotional Education
(www:nscc.csee.net/) has a wealth of information about creating and maintaining a positive school

climate; the National Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports
(www.pbis.org/main.htm) has practical information for districts and schools on how to implement a

system of positive behavior supports, as well as a lengthy list of relevant research articles; and the
Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (www.CASEL.org) is an excellent resource for

evidenced based social-emotional learning programs and the research that supports such programming
(CASEL, 2003).

Decision Making Rules and Establishing Cut Points

Decision making rules are necessary for the SRBI process to function smoothly and to avoid paralysis
created by debates about whether, for example, the curriculum is “good enough” or an intervention is
“working.” If there are no clear decision rules, then important decisions may not be made consistently,
efficiently or fairly for all students contributing to gaps in achievement of various subgroups. A number
of decision making rules have been suggested:

e At least 80 percent of all students in a grade should be meeting important academic
standards and benchmarks for the core curriculum and instruction to be considered
effective.

e At least 80 percent to 90 percent of all students should be meeting fundamental
behavioral expectations for the comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and
behavioral supports to be considered effective.

e At least 80 percent of students receiving Tier Il and Tier lll interventions should reach
their intervention goals in order for Tier Il and Tier Ill to be considered effective.

e One hundred percent of all students in school should learn in physically, emotionally
and intellectually safe academic and social school environments.

e Professional development for teachers should emphasize the areas in greatest need of
improvement in curriculums, instruction, learning environment or social/behavioral
supports, as indicated by student data (e.g., common assessments or disciplinary data).
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e At least three or four reassessments during Tier Il or Tier lll intervention are required to
establish a trend in the student’s performance. If this trend indicates no improvement,
or worsening of performance, then the intervention should be modified or changed.

Another important decision rule involves defining low student performance by establishing cut points
on common benchmark assessments. Cut points specify the score at or below which students would be
considered for intervention. Suggested cut points vary, but the most frequent are the bottom 25
percent of scores (25 percentile and below), the bottom 16 percent (16" percentile and below) and the
bottom 10 percent (10th percentile and below). Different cut points will result in substantially different
numbers of students being considered for intervention. On average, if the cut point for the reading
benchmark is the 25™ percentile, then in a class of 25 students the students with the six lowest scores
would be considered for reading intervention; if the 16" percentile is used, then the students with the
lowest four scores out of 25 would be considered; and if the 10" is used, then the students with the
lowest scores (approximately two to three) would be considered. Furthermore, these numbers expand
for multiple domains (e.g., interventions for both reading and math instead of reading only). Whichever
cut point is selected, the school data team must review the scores of all students who fall below the
selected cut point in order to ensure that students experiencing difficulty are not overlooked. Thus, if a
school decided to use the 10" percentile on its reading benchmark assessment as the cut point, the data
team would examine the scores of all students who fell at or below the 10" percentile to identify
common needs.

District and school leaders also need to decide whether to define their cut points in relation to local,
state or national norms. Local norms define student performance in relation to the population of the
local school or district; if no local norms exist, they can be developed by gathering a database of
students’ performance on universal common assessments over the initial phase of implementation of
SRBI. State norms define performance in relation to a state sample (e.g., as on the CMT or CAPT).
National norms define student performance in relation to a national sample. If a district uses generic
curriculum-based measures (CBMs) purchased or downloaded from the Internet, national norms usually
are provided; published norms based on research studies also exist for a number of common benchmark
assessments in reading, writing and mathematics.

Although one particular type of norm will need to be chosen for setting cut points, all three types should
be considered in evaluating student performance, because all three kinds of norms provide useful
information, and because they can sometimes yield very different results. For example, if a district
contains a relatively high proportion of low-achieving students (e.g., 50 percent of first graders failing to
meet math benchmarks according to national norms, or 50 percent of high school students failing to
meet writing standards according to state norms), then many more students may be identified as
needing intervention in relation to national and state norms than in relation to local norms. Initially, it
may not be feasible for these districts to provide intervention to all students identified via national and
state norms, so the districts may decide to use local norms. However, by definition, these kinds of
districts do not have effective Tier | practices, at least not in the domains and grade levels specified,
because far fewer than 80 percent of their students are meeting benchmarks and standards. Therefore,
the districts should seek to improve overall student performance through Tier | improvements in
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curriculums, instruction, learning environment and social/behavioral supports that better meet the
needs of all students. These improvements in Tier | should over time bring student performance closer
to national and state norms. Conversely, if a district contains a disproportionate number of high-
achieving students (e.g., 10 percent of first graders failing to meet math benchmarks according to
national norms, or 10 percent of high school students failing to meet writing standards according to
state norms), then relatively few students might be identified using national or state norms, and more
would be identified using local norms. Although the information in relation to national and state norms
would be helpful to these districts in interpreting student performance, the districts would continue to
meet the needs of as many students as possible within the general education system, through the use of
SRBI.
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Frequently Asked Questions

Q: Why should school districts implement SRBI?

A: First, SRBI provide a much more effective system for students than most current educational
practices. There is clear evidence (Al Otaiba, 2001; Denton, Fletcher, Anthony and Francis, 2006;
Vaughn, Linan-Thompson and Hickman, 2003) that SRBI can greatly improve general education
instruction and enable most students, including students at-risk of reading failure, to be successful. The
data-driven decision making component of SRBI provides a safeguard against certain negative
consequences, such as the continued use of ineffective practices, that has been absent in previous
educational initiatives (Brown-Chidsey and Steege, 2005). The emphasis of SRBI on a systemwide,
preventive approach also represents a major advance over much current educational practice, which
often is fragmented, inefficient, and tends to react to entrenched problems rather than having a
proactive orientation.

Second, SRBI are consistent with a number of national and state legislative requirements, such as those
of NCLB, IDEA 2004 and CGS 10-221j-m. The use of SRBI, which will be required as part of a
comprehensive evaluation in the upcoming revision of Connecticut State Guidelines for Identifying
Children with Learning Disabilities, also appears to be less biased with regard to race, ethnicity and
gender than more traditional methods of identifying students with disabilities (Marston, Muyskens, Lau
and Canter, 2003; Speece, Case and Molloy, 2003).

Finally, although the focus of this document has been on the benefits of SRBI for students, many aspects
of SRBI can benefit teachers as well. For example, by selecting high-quality, research-based core
curriculums and by implementing a comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and behavioral
supports, district personnel will likely provide a more positive, satisfying work environment for teachers
as well as a better learning environment for students.

Q: How do schools and districts find the time for SRBI?

A: SRBI involve many practices in which educators are already engaged, such as early intervention,
assessment, behavior management, differentiation of instruction and professional development.
Implementing SRBI does not require extensive “add-ons” to what educators are already doing; rather, it
largely requires reviewing current practices, using data to decide which practices are effective and which
are not, and substituting effective practices for those deemed to be ineffective (Brown-Chidsey and
Steege, 2005). Some aspects of SRBI, such as the use of data teams and the provision of more intensive
interventions, will require district personnel to find creative ways to schedule planning time and
interventions. Other aspects of SRBI, such as selecting research-based curriculums and assessments, will
necessitate an initial time investment that should lessen in the later stages of SRBI implementation.

Data from existing RTI (SRBI) research suggest that, other than an increased emphasis on research-based
instruction, teachers’ roles do not change markedly after SRBI implementation. The roles of school
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psychologists and other diagnosticians change more dramatically, with less time spent on determination
of eligibility for special education services and more time spent on classroom observation, consultation
and direct intervention (Reschly, 2003).

Q: How do schools and districts find the resources for SRBI?

A: Implementation of SRBI will require districts to examine existing resources, redeploy some of those
resources in new ways and build capacity over time. As noted at the outset of this document, IDEA 2004
permits districts to use up to 15 percent of their federal special education funds to develop and
implement coordinated, early intervening services for students, K-12, who need additional academic or
social/behavioral supports to succeed in the general education environment, but who have not been
identified as requiring special education or related services.

In general, prevention and early intervention approaches such as SRBI are more cost-effective than are
remedial approaches to addressing problems (Connecticut Early Childhood Education Cabinet, 2006).
Over time, districts should realize certain savings that offset the costs of SRBI implementation. For
example, the per capita costs of educating students found eligible for special education under the
specific learning disabilities category, on average, are about 50 percent more than those for general
education students (Chambers, Parrish and Harr, 2002). Although per capita costs of special education
are lower for learning disabilities than for many other disability categories, the LD category is
particularly important in special education expenditures because it is by far the largest category under
which students with disabilities are served, approximately half of all students with disabilities (see
www.ideadata.org). Thus, by reducing inappropriate classifications of students as LD by including SRBI

as part of comprehensive evaluation, districts can expect to save funds that can be reallocated
elsewhere, such as to additional instructional materials or professional development.

Q: How should general educators differentiate instruction?

A: General educators usually will differentiate instruction according to students’ specific instructional
needs. For example, a ninth grade language arts teacher may differentiate writing instruction
depending on whether students require additional emphasis on mechanics of writing (such as spelling),
on use of revision and editing processes, or on content aspects of writing such as vocabulary and
elaboration. All students still should receive a comprehensive curriculum, not just an exclusive focus on
their focus areas for improvement; for example, students requiring work on mechanics of writing still
must receive instruction in the use of revision and editing processes, as well as content. In addition,
general educators sometimes will differentiate instruction in ways other than students’ instructional
needs, such as those based on students’ learning styles or interests, to increase student engagement.

Q: How can general educators determine whether students are making adequate progress?

A: Students who are meeting important standards and benchmarks for a grade generally are making
adequate progress, although if there is some reason to be concerned about any student’s progress,
including concerns raised by a parent, educators should consider administering diagnostic assessments
to pinpoint the student’s area of need. Students receiving Tier Il and/or Tier lll interventions should
demonstrate both a level and a rate of learning on progress monitoring assessments that indicate they
are on a trajectory to meet grade-level standards and expectations.
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Q: How can school and district administrators ensure that personnel providing instruction and
interventions are appropriately certified?

A: In addition to the provision of high-quality professional development to ensure fidelity of
implementation, school and district administrators need to ensure that students are being instructed by
staff members who are certified in the subject/content area in which they are working. It is important
for district administrators to review each staff member’s certification, as there may be staff members
who hold certification in additional subjects/grades to the area in which they are currently working in
(e.g., special education staff members certified in special education and elementary education). At the
elementary and secondary levels, staff certified in the grade level and content may provide instruction in
that content area in the core general education curriculums and also in Tiers Il and Ill. For all levels,
reading specialists and reading consultants may provide reading interventions in Tiers Il and Ill and also
support instruction in the core general education curriculums. Social workers, school psychologists and
counselors may provide tiered intervention and instruction in the social-emotional learning and also
provide these supports in the core curriculums. Speech and Language pathologists and special
education teachers may support core instruction by consulting with staff members and/or co-teaching.
In addition, speech and language clinicians may provide language instruction in Tiers Il and Ill and special
education teachers also may support instruction provided by certified staff members in Tiers Il and Il
For more information on certification see Connecticut State Department of Education Web site at
www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2613&Q0=321230.

Q: When is specially designed instruction necessary?

A: Specially designed instruction may be necessary for students who require instruction that is
qualitatively different from the instruction provided in the three-tiered general education model (as
opposed to students who simply require a greater quantity or intensity of instruction). For example,
students identified with certain disabilities, such as severe sensory impairments or severe autism
spectrum disorders, often require specially designed instruction. Some students who fail to respond to
Tier lll interventions also may require specially designed instruction.

Q: How will the needs of students identified with a disability be supported through SRBI?

A: Implementation of SRBI will help to ensure effective core practices for all students. A student with a
disability will have access to these core practices, in addition to interventions in Tier Il and/or Tier lll and
specialized instruction through special education. The student’s program will be detailed in the
Individualized Education Program (IEP) which must be reviewed annually.

Q: Will an IQ-achievement discrepancy continue to be required for identification of learning
disabilities?

A: ltis anticipated by July 1, 2009, a forthcoming revision of Connecticut state guidelines will no longer
allow the use of an IQ-achievement discrepancy as one of the criteria for determination of learning
disabilities. The use of data from SRBI will be required as one of the components of a comprehensive
evaluation. Because full implementation of SRBI requires planning, school and district personnel should
begin work on developing their process. In addition, a number of other criteria will continue to be
required for identification of learning disabilities, including documentation that the student meets
exclusionary criteria. Implementation of SRBI will not eliminate the need for schools to find students
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identified as having a learning disability, but can ensure an accurate classification of students by
improving its general education practices.

In eligibility determinations, school personnel sometimes are concerned with distinguishing between
learning disabilities and intellectual disabilities. Elimination of the |Q-achievement discrepancy
requirement does not affect the option that school personnel have to administer appropriate 1Q tests
when they deem those measures to be necessary. For example, school personnel may decide to
administer an appropriate IQ measure as one part of a comprehensive evaluation (CSDE, 2007b) if they
have reason to believe that a student’s difficulties may be due to intellectual rather than learning
disabilities, as when the student displays a broad pattern of developmental delays rather than more
specific academic difficulties.

Q: What should be done with parent requests for evaluation?

A: Parents always have the right to refer their child for consideration of eligibility for special education
and related services by requesting an evaluation. The PPT must respond to all referrals in a timely
fashion. If data demonstrate that a child is making progress, then the PPT may determine that an
evaluation for special education eligibility is not warranted at this time. The parent always has a right to
invoke dispute resolution procedures to challenge that decision. This is why it is important for staff
members to inform and engage families about SRBI and to share progress monitoring outcomes
regularly to demonstrate to parents that their child is making progress in the focus area(s) identified for
improvement and how the improvement compares to grade level expectations.

Q: What should happen when a student fails to respond adequately to intervention?

A: Students who fail to respond adequately to Tier Il interventions, even after attempts to modify and
improve those interventions, should receive Tier Il interventions (i.e., more intensive and/or
individualized interventions). Students failing to respond to Tier Ill interventions, again including
attempts to modify and improve those interventions, should receive particularly close scrutiny to
determine why the student is making little to no progress. Among the issues that should be considered
are whether the interventions implemented as designed are yielding the results for improvement over
time. Based on these considerations, the team determines whether a comprehensive evaluation to
determine eligibility for special education and related services is necessary. Comprehensive evaluations
should include analysis of data gathered from the student’s interventions, as well as the other kinds of
data typically included in a comprehensive evaluation.

Q: What happens while students are in the process of undergoing comprehensive evaluation? Will
they still receive interventions?

A: Yes. All students continue to have access to the appropriate tiers of instruction while they are in the
process of undergoing a comprehensive evaluation.

Q: Will SRBI be used to identify students with other disabilities?

A: Although many of the concepts central to SRBI, especially the concept of multitiered interventions,
grew out of research on learning disabilities, SRBI can benefit students with a variety of disabilities, not
only LD. For example, a comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports
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may enable students with emotional disabilities or autism spectrum disorders to function more
successfully in general education settings than they otherwise would. This is particularly true when all
students are educated in positive and safe school climates where differences are accepted and every
student feels physically, emotionally and intellectually safe. Likewise, ensuring that students being
evaluated for possible disabilities have had access to effective core instruction, culturally and
linguistically responsive teaching, and comprehensive social-emotional learning and behavioral supports
is important for all types of disabilities, not only learning disabilities.
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Glossary

aimline (goal-line): the straight line connecting a student’s baseline level of performance with his or her
long-range goal; the slope of the aimline shows the expected rate of improvement if the student is going
to meet the long-range goal

baseline: the student’s current level of performance in his or her focus area for improvement prior to
implementation of an intervention

benchmark: important student outcomes or goals for a grade within a particular domain (e.g., reading),
that students should be achieving during the course of a school year (e.g., fall, winter, spring) in order to
be on target for end-of-grade performance by the end of that school year

benchmark assessments: assessments used to set benchmarks (e.g., according to local norms) and/or
to determine whether students are achieving grade level standards

common formative assessments: assessments conducted during the process of student learning that
are used primarily to inform instruction

comprehensive evaluation: an evaluation of a student that involves formal testing by specialists, with
substantial input from general educators and families, to determine a student’s eligibility for special
education

comprehensive system of social-emotional learning and behavioral supports: a system that addresses
a range of needs for all students in the social-emotional and behavioral domain, such as directly
teaching important social-emotional skills, making behavioral expectations clear and consistent, and
having a continuum of procedures for encouraging appropriate behaviors and discouraging
inappropriate behaviors; the approach should be systemic (schoolwide or districtwide), have a
preventive and positive orientation, and use empirically validated practices

core practices: general education curriculums, instruction and social/behavioral supports for all
students; this is Tier |

curriculum-based measures (CBMs): measures for ongoing monitoring of students’ progress through a
curriculum; CBMs may be locally developed, but generic CBMs are also available for free download or

purchase (e.g., DIBELs or AIMSweb)

cut point: cutoff scores on common benchmark assessments; cut points specify the score at or below
which students would be considered for intervention
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data teams: teams of educators that are responsible for data analysis and decision making and that
function at the level of the district, school, and grade (or content area) as well as across grade levels in
the same content area (i.e., vertical teams); they include as members school administrators, school
psychologists, grade/content area general educators, various specialists and other behavioral/mental
health personnel

decision rules: clear, specific guidelines for making data-driven decisions (e.g., at least 80 percent of all
students should be meeting important academic benchmarks and social/behavioral expectations for the
core curriculums, instruction and learning environment to be considered effective)

diagnostic assessments: additional assessments used both by general educators and specialists to
clarify and target the needs of individual students when the information provided by other types of
assessments, such as universal common assessments, is not sufficient or too broad

differentiated instruction: an approach to teaching that emphasizes ways to meet the differing needs
of a group of students within the general education setting, for example, through the use of flexible
small groups, varied instructional materials, or different ways of presenting the same content;
differentiation of instruction is an integral part of Tier |

dual discrepancy: the comparison between rate of growth and level of performance compared to grade
level standards.

DRGs: District Reference Groups (DRGs) are a classification system developed by the CSDE in which
districts that have public school students with similar socioeconomic status (SES) and need are grouped
together; grouping like districts together is useful in order to make valid comparisons among districts

fidelity of implementation: use and delivery of curriculums, instructional strategies, behavioral systems
and interventions in the manner they were designed and intended to be used, for example, adhering to
the treatment time and key features required for a particular intervention

flexible grouping: grouping of students that is changeable based on the purpose of the instructional
activity and on changes in the instructional needs of individual students over time

high-stakes testing: standardized test results (i.e., CMT and CAPT) that are used for making major
decisions, such as a school’s designation under No Child Left Behind or a school’s retention of

accreditation

homogeneous grouping: grouping of students with similar instructional needs who are at similar levels,
such as students who all require instruction in basic spelling skills

local norms: average patterns of performance defined in relation to a local population or subgroup,
such as that of a school or district
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long-range goal: an academic benchmark, academic outcome or behavioral goal for a student receiving
intervention; if the intervention is effective, it will bring the student to his or her long-range goal

national norms: average patterns of performance defined in relation to a national population

progress monitoring: using data to track students’ progress toward a goal

reliable: the consistency and accuracy of a test or other measure

school climate: the nature of the interrelationships among the people in the school physically,
emotionally and intellectually; how the people within the school treat one another (adult to adult
interactions, adult and student interactions and student to student interactions) through their actions of
verbal and nonverbal exchanges, tone of voice and the use/abuse of inherent power advantages

slope: the slope of the trendline is compared to that of the aimline to measure a student’s rate of
improvement; if the slope of the trendline is less than that of the aimline, the student is not progressing
at a rate sufficient enough to meet the goal in the time allotted

SRBI: instructional practices and interventions in a school or district that have been researched and
determined to be effective for improved student outcomes or proven to excel student learning as
evidenced by data

summative assessments: assessments that are employed mainly to assess cumulative student learning
at a particular point in time (e.g., the Connecticut Mastery Test, the Connective Academic Performance
Test)

systemic approach: an approach that is schoolwide or districtwide, with the same core curriculums,
instructional strategies, universal common assessments and social/behavioral supports within a grade,
and effective coordination across grades (as opposed to approaches in which different teachers within
the same grade may differ widely in curricular emphases, instructional strategies, behavior management
practices, etc.)

teacher support/intervention teams: teams of educators that are responsible for data analysis,
decision making, and progress monitoring in Tier Il and Tier lll, and that may overlap with Tier | data
teams; they include certain core members (e.g., principal, school psychologist) as well as other members
that may rotate on and off the team depending on the needs of the student under consideration (e.g.,
specialist, ESL teacher or school social worker)

Tier I: the general education core curriculums, instruction and social/behavioral supports for all
students, with differentiation of instruction as a norm

Tier 1l: short-term interventions for students who have not responded adequately to the general
education core curriculums and differentiation of instruction; it is part of the general education system
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Tier lll: more intensive or individualized short-term interventions for students who fail to respond
adequately to Tier | and/or Tier Il interventions; it is also part of the general education system

trend: the response of a student undergoing intervention; if the intervention is effective, the trend will
show improvement toward the student’s long-range goal, whereas if the intervention is ineffective, the
trend will show no improvement toward the goal or even worsening of performance (further away from
the goal)

trendline: the single line of best fit when the student’s successive scores during intervention are plotted
on a graph; the slope of the trendline shows the student’s rate of improvement

universal common assessments: a term for assessments that are given routinely to all students in a
grade and that are the same for all students in a grade within a school or district; universal common
assessments may be summative or formative and include, but are not limited to, benchmark

assessments

valid: the extent to which a test actually measures what it is intended to measure
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Appendix 1

SRBI Advisory Panel Members

JoAnn Andrees, Former Superintendent, West Haven Public Schools
Christopher Banach, Special Education Teacher, Newington Public Schools
Ingrid Canady, Consultant, SERC

Nancy Cappello, Consultant, CSDE

Marianne Cavanaugh, Math Specialist, Project Opening Doors

Karen Costello, Administrator for Program Improvement, East Lyme Public Schools
Michael Coyne, Program Coordinator for Special Education, UCONN
George Dowaliby, Director of TABs, CREC

Craig Edmondson, Executive Director, ACES

Rossella Fanelli, School Psychologist, New Canaan Public Schools

Margie Gillis, Project Director, Haskins Laboratories

James Granfield, Interim Dean, School of Education, SCSU

Joan Hofmann, Professor of Special Education, Saint Joseph College
Susan Kennedy, Bureau Chief, CSDE

Brenda Key, Teacher, West Hartford Public Schools

Marianne Kirner, Director, SERC

Michelle LeBrun-Griffin, Consultant, SERC (Facilitator)

Mary Ann Marold, Liaison to Gov., Business and Community, Waterbury Public Schools
Meghan Martins, Consultant, CSDE

Jule McCombes-Tolis, Professor of Special Education, SCSU

Barbara Mechler, Principal, Naugatuck Public Schools

Perri Murdica, Consultant, CSDE

Donna Page, Principal, Newtown Public Schools

Rose Paolino, School Counselor, West Haven Public Schools

Nancy Prescott, Director, CPAC

Frances Rabinowitz, Superintendent, Hamden Public Schools

Michael Regan, Director of Pupil Services, Newtown Public Schools
Thomas Scarice, Assistant Superintendent, Weston Public Schools

David Scata, Director of Pupil Services, East Haddam Public Schools
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Rena Schine, School Psychologist and Advocate, CACLD

Louise Spear-Swerling, Professor of Special Education and Reading, SCSU
Gaeton Stella, Superintendent, Woodbridge Public Schools

George Sugai, Professor and Neag Endowed Chair, UCONN

Charlene Tate-Nichols, Consultant, CSDE

Palma Vaccaro, Director of Pupil Services, Meriden Public Schools

Michael Wasta, Leader-in-Residence, CSDE

Celinda Weber, Special Education Teacher, Ellington Public Schools
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Appendix 11

Connecticut’'s Accountability for Learning Initiative (CALI)
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b . Appendix: Il @Bl/g
- Analysis, interpretation and application I O
A ' of data from Tier Il interventions; < « More intensive suopl tal int i 4
I referral for special education evaluation ! ) ppiementalimterventions (e..g.,
1 to 5 times per week), implemented with fidelity

should be considered if data 1 . Verv f t itoring ( twi
demonstrate continued lack of response  * ery frequent progress monitoring {e.g., twice a

I' to interventions week)
. | e Individual/small group (e.g., no larger than 3

students)
e Homogeneous grouping
e Alternatives to suspension and expulsion

Ensure appropriateness of
Tier Il interventions and
consistency and fidelity of
implementation

Analysis, interpretation and application of
data from Tier Il interventions <

Specific interventions draw on
existing research as much as
\possible

¢ /Additional supplemental
interventions (e.g., 2 to 3 times
per week), implemented with
fidelity

e Frequent progress monitoring
(e.g., weekly or biweekly)

¢ Individual/small-group (e.g., 4
to 6 students)

e Homogeneous grouping of
students with similar needs/at
similar levels -

¢ Alternatives to suspension and At district, school and classroom
expulsion levels ensure appropriateness of

general education curriculums
and instruction and consistency

Analysis, interpretation and application of and fidelity of implementation

universal assessments/benchmark data <

Early identification of students
experiencing academic or
behavioral difficulties

e Universal common assessments (e.g., 3 times a year)
and progress monitoring -

e Comprehensive/differentiated instruction in key academic domain
informed by scientific research

e Continuum of positive behavioral supports (e.g., explicit schoolwide
expectations, social-emotional learning curriculum, recognition and
reinforcement, effective classroom management)

e Core curriculums, instruction and behavioral supports that are
culturally relevant and implemented with fidelity

e Effective school and district leadership

e School-Family-Community Partnerships

e Ongoing professional development

e Adequate assessment, instructional and human resources

Special Education consideration for special education evaluation may occur at any point, but will occur most commonly after Tier I1I.

<

General Education All three tiers are part of a comprehensive educational system. Therefore, the tiers
should not be viewed as categorical placements or as “gates” to special education supports and services.
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State Board of Education

Allan B. Taylor, Chairperson
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CMT/CAPT (MAS)

Development continues on the new CMT/CAPT Modified Assessment System
(MAS) which will be administered for the first time in March of 2009. Eligibility
for the (MAS) in reading and/or math is determined for each individual student
by the PPT. This can be done in a formal PPT meeting or through consultation
with the team and use of the Agreement to Change an IEP Without Convening a PPT
Meeting (form ED634). The decision must be recorded on page 9A and page 3 of
the student’s IEP. An (MAS) eligibility worksheet with FAQs has been
distributed to directors and posted on the CSDE website at this link:
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/ MAS checklist.pdf. This
form is to be completed by the PPT administrator to show that the team has used
the appropriate criteria in determining eligibility. The form is then used as a
source document to complete on-line registration for the (MAS).

Many teachers have questions regarding the development of IEP goals based on
grade-level academic content standards. Having an IEP with such goals is one of
the criteria for (MAS) eligibility. SERC has developed an excellent interactive
training module entitled Using a Word Bank Process to Develop Standards-
Based IEP Goals & Objectives. This training provides teachers with a good
understanding of the concepts as well as a process by which to develop goals
and objectives. The module is provided at no cost, but does require a broadband
internet connection and a web browser with the most recent version of Adobe's
Flash Player installed. You can access this training at this link:
http://ctserc.org/bestpractices/wordbank/.

For more information on the (MAS) or Skills Checklist, please contact Janet Stuck
(janet.stuck@ct.gov) or Joe Amenta (joseph.amenta@ct.gov) in Assessment, or
Mike Smith (michael.s.smith@ct.gov) in Special Education.
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Substitute House Bill No. 5590

Special Act No. 08-5

AN ACT CONCERNING THE TEACHING OF CHILDREN WITH
AUTISM AND OTHER DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Assembly convened:

Section 1. (Effective from passage) (a) The Commissioners of
Education, Higher Education and Developmental Services and the
President of Southern Connecticut State University, or their designees,
jointly and in consultation with such state, local and other entities as
they deem appropriate, including, but not limited to, the constituent
units of the state system of higher education, as defined in 10a-1 of the
general statutes, independent colleges or universities, as defined in
section 10a-37 of the general statutes, the State Education Resource
Center, established under section 10-4q of the general statutes, and the
regional educational service centers established under section 10-66a of
the general statutes, shall define autism and developmental disabilities
for purposes of this section, and develop recommendations for a
comprehensive state-wide plan to incorporate methods of teaching
children with autism and other developmental disabilities into:

(1) Programs for teacher preparation pursuant to section 10-145a of

the general statutes;

(2) Requirements for candidates seeking an initial educator or
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provisional educator certificate pursuant to section 10-145b of the

general statutes;

(3) In-service training pursuant to section 10-220a of the general

statutes; and

(4) Training provided to school paraprofessionals pursuant to
section 10-155j of the 2008 supplement to the general statutes, related
service  professionals, early childhood certificate  holders,

administrators and parents.

(b) In developing recommendations pursuant to this section, the
commissioner and chancellor, or their designees, shall, at a minimum,
address the following issues related to the incorporation of methods of
teaching children with autism and other developmental disabilities
into the programs, requirements and training described in subsection

(a) of this section:

(1) Competencies for individuals described in subdivisions (2) and

(4) of subsection (a) of this section;

(2) Existing capacity to incorporate methods of teaching children
with autism and other developmental disabilities into the programs,
requirements and training described in subsection (a) of this section
and the extent to which new capacity is needed at the elementary and

secondary school levels and in institutions of higher education;

(3) The extent to which methods of teaching children with autism
and other developmental disabilities need to be implemented in school

readiness programs and grades kindergarten to twelve, inclusive;

(4) The availability of persons with expertise concerning the
methods of teaching children with autism and other developmental
disabilities;

Special Act No. 08-5 20f4
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(5) Collaborative partners who should be involved in the process of
the development of training concerning the methods of teaching

children with autism and other developmental disabilities;

(6) Best practices in pedagogy concerning the teaching of children
with autism and other developmental disabilities, including research-

based strategies that at a minimum address:

(A) Characteristics of students with autism and other

developmental disabilities;

(B) Curriculum planning, curricular and instructional modifications,

adaptations, and specialized strategies and techniques;
(C) Assistive technology; and

(D) Inclusive educational practices, including, but not limited to,

collaborative partnerships;

(7) The incorporation of methods of teaching children with autism
and other developmental disabilities into the programs, requirements
and training described in subsection (a) of this section that are in
compliance with requirements under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, 20 USC 1400 et seq., as amended from time to time;

(8) A budget and timeline for implementation of the plan developed

pursuant to this section; and

(9) Steps to assess the impact of the implementation of the plan
developed pursuant to this section on school readiness programs,
elementary and secondary schools and institutions of higher

education.

(c) Not later than February 1, 2009, the Commissioner of Education
and Chancellor of the Connecticut State University System, or their

designees, shall, in accordance with the provisions of section 11-4a of

Special Act No. 08-5 3of4
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the general statutes, report recommendations developed pursuant to
this section to the joint standing committees of the General Assembly
having cognizance of matters relating to education, public health and

higher education.

Approved June 5, 2008

Special Act No. 08-5 40f4
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Preface

This guidance document has been written to assist school districts in implementing Section 10-
233c of the Connecticut General Statutes. The law will go into effect on July 1, 2009, however it
requires that | issue guidelines by October 1, 2008, to aid districts in making the determination
about whether suspensions should be in-school or out-of-school. By providing this information
now, school boards and building administrators will have time to prepare for and adjust to the
changes required by the law and to reassess the effectiveness of their current suspension policies.

Section 10-233c aims to lower the number of students who are suspended from school by setting
new standards for sending students home for violating school or district rules. The law is not
meant to take away a district’s prerogative or need to remove students from school, but rather to
urge administrators to think carefully about their decisions, and to find ways to keep students
connected to school by placing them in programs designed to keep them learning, while still
holding them accountable for improper behavior.

The vast majority of school administrators in Connecticut are already doing an excellent job in
managing their districts” suspension policies, and many districts currently have quality in-school
suspension programs. Section 10-233c strives to make these best practices universal in all of our
schools. This guidance is meant to help all districts realize this goal.

The document is organized into three sections and five appendices.

Section 1 provides an overview of the law, its relationship to other state and federal laws, and an
analysis of Connecticut’s current data on suspensions.

Section 2 is meant for administrators who must actually carry out the law on a day-to-day basis.
It provides legal considerations and tools for thinking through the complexities of suspension,
and it offers norms and examples of how the law can be applied.

Section 3 offers suggestions to school boards as they plan for implementation of the new law. It
provides a framework for boards to use when revising their current suspension policies, and
guidance for their administrators to use in setting up in-school suspension programs that comply
with the law.

Appendices A-E contain the following supplementary materials:

A. aguide to use when making out-of-school suspension decisions;

B. case examples (scenarios) applying the decision guide;

C. data on the number of students by grade and subgroup who are suspended annually in
Connecticut;

D. areview of federal and state special education laws and procedural protections for
students with disabilities; and

E. recommendations for developing effective in-school suspension programs.





When reviewing these materials, please note that the Department will focus on them in the
workshops and technical assistance seminars that will be offered to school districts between now
and March 2009. During this period, additional comments will be considered. State Department
of Education staff members will use these upcoming months to perfect and refine what is written
here, and to draw upon the suggestions from educators and policy makers to ensure the guidance
is clear and supportive.

Ultimately, the decisions about in-school and out-of-school suspensions depend on context and
the circumstances surrounding each student’s breach of the rules. There are, in short, no simple
steps to follow when disciplining students, and there is nothing here that precludes districts from
sending students home. Applied wisely and appropriately, out-of-school suspensions are an
essential and necessary part of school management. What we are seeking here is balance,
reflection and commitment to doing what is right for each student, keeping in mind that, in most
instances, retaining students in school is the surest way to promote academic growth and
personal development.

If this guidance document helps districts make good choices and encourages more students to
come to school ready to learn, then it will have fulfilled its purpose.

Mark K. McQuillan
Commissioner of Education
October 1, 2008





Section 1
Overview and Data Findings

Public Act 07-66 amended Section 10-233c of the Connecticut General Statutes, which addresses
the suspension of students, by adding the following provision effective July 1, 2008:
“Suspensions pursuant to this section shall be in-school suspensions, unless during the hearing
held pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, the administration determines that the pupil being
suspended poses such a danger to persons or property or such a disruption of the educational
process that the pupil shall be excluded from school during the period of suspension.” In
addition, the “in-school suspension” definition found in Section 10-233a(c) was amended to
allow up to a 10-day exclusion from regular classroom activity.

The effective date of this statute was delayed until July 1, 2009, pursuant to Section 10-233c of
the 2008 Supplement to the General Statutes, as amended by Public Act 08-160. Section 10-
233c now provides that:

e Effective July 1, 2009, all suspensions from school shall be in-school suspensions
unless the administration determines that the pupil being suspended poses such a
danger to persons or property or such a serious disruption to the educational process
that the suspension should be out-of-school.

e Effective July 1, 2009, an in-school suspension may be served in the school that the
pupil attends or in any other school building under the jurisdiction of the local or
regional board of education.

e The Commissioner of Education is required to issue guidelines on or before October
1, 2008, to aid local and regional boards of education in making the determination as
to whether a suspension of a pupil shall be either an in-school or out-of-school
suspension.

The primary goals of these guidelines are to:

1. Provide local and regional boards of education and school administrators with a
decision-making process to assist in determining whether a student suspension should
be served either in-school or out-of-school.

2. Encourage school administrators to examine state and local discipline data, analyze
their current discipline patterns and to explore alternatives to out-of-school
suspension, especially in the category of policy violations.

3. Assist school administrators in developing in-school suspension programs that
reconnect students to the learning community and remediate behavioral concerns.

To meet these goals, this guidance is divided into three sections:

=

A brief overview of the legislative changes and analysis of current disciplinary data.

2. An analysis and discussion of the important factors to consider when determining in-
school and out-of-school suspension.

3. Guidance to local and regional boards of education for reviewing and developing

policy.

In addition, appendices are provided that include a sample decision guide and implementation
scenarios to assist in the decision-making process, additional data illustrated in graph format,
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recommendations for providing effective in-school suspension programs and additional
information regarding the application of discipline for students with disabilities.

School Discipline Data

During the 2006-07 school year, 251,843 school days were lost to out-of-school suspensions.
Moreover, Connecticut data show that students of color, males and students with disabilities are
suspended at significantly higher rates than the general school population. When removed from
school and left unsupervised, students lose valuable instructional time, resulting in lower
academic achievement and an increased risk of dropping out.

Since the late 1990s, disciplinary offenses have been reported to the State Department of
Education by school districts via the ED166 Disciplinary Offense Data Collection System. Data
collection requirements have remained consistent in 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08. It is
important to note when interpreting the data, that each school district collects its own data and
that it is unaudited.

An analysis of the 2006-07 discipline data provides answers to four important questions:

1. Who were the students receiving discipline sanctions, and can we predict which
students are more likely to be disciplined?

2. What disciplinary infractions occurred most often, and were there patterns in terms of
in-school and out-of-school suspensions based on the infractions?

3. What trends can be identified between the 2005-06 and the 2006-07 school years in
terms of the volume of incidents and incident types?

4. What patterns or trends can be identified at the District Reference Group (DRG) or
district level?

Students Receiving Discipline Sanctions

An analysis of discipline rates based on the latest data available (2006-07) shows that males are
significantly more likely to be disciplined than females (43,172 male students received at least
one sanction, compared to 21,265 females). Males received sanctions at more than twice the rate
of females. Special education students were also disciplined at significantly higher rates than the
special education prevalence rate. A total of 12,650 students with disabilities received at least
one sanction, which equates to 19.6 percent of the total number of students receiving sanctions
statewide, compared with the special education prevalence rate, which is 11.5 percent of the
total.

Another variable showing significant disproportionality in the suspension rate is race/ethnicity.
While black students make up 14.1 percent of the total school population, 30.6 percent of the
total number of students receiving at least one discipline sanction in the 2006-07 school year
were identified as black. In addition, 41.3 percent of the total number of students receiving at
least one sanction were identified as white, as compared with their prevalence rate of 65.3
percent. Hispanic students made up 26.3 percent of the total count of students receiving at least
one sanction, compared with their statewide prevalence rate of 16.5 percent. The remaining
racial/ethnic groups, Asian American and Native American, made up less than 5 percent of the
student population when combined, and 1.7 percent of this group received at least one discipline
sanction.

Two additional variables provide important information about which students are more likely to
receive a reported discipline event: grade level and score on the state assessment of student
achievement. Data from every year beginning in 2003-04 show a steady increase in number of
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incidents by school year from prekindergarten through fifth grade, then a sharper incline
culminating in a peak in ninth grade. Discipline incidents begin to decrease in Grades 10
through 12, as shown in Graph 1, provided in Appendix C.

Academic achievement is also correlated with discipline rates. Generally, higher scores on the
subtests of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) and the Connecticut Academic Proficiency Test
(CAPT) are associated with lower rates of discipline. Conversely, lower achievement scores are
correlated with higher rates of discipline, as shown in Graph 2, provided in Appendix C.

Patterns in Disciplinary Infractions

Disciplinary infractions are organized by the Disciplinary Offense Data Collection System into
10 behavior categories: violent crimes against people; sexually related behavior; damage to
property; weapons; theft; drugs; personally threatening behavior; physical or verbal
confrontation; fighting/battery; and school policy violations. School policy violations comprise
the majority of all incidents reported and typically include behaviors such as insubordination,
disrespect, classroom disruptions, academic violations, threats, attendance, trespassing and
violations of school policies or rules. A list of incidents and the resulting sanction [in-school
suspension (ISS), out-of-school suspension (OSS), other sanction or expelled], reported by
behavior categories, is provided below.

Behavior Examples 2006-07 ISS 0SS Other | Expelled
Category Incidents Sanction

Violent crimes stabbings, poisoning, 448 124 272 12 40
bomb threats

Sexual behavior | sexual contact, rape, 1,235 336 813 67 19
indecent behavior

Property damage | painting, defacing 1,860 462 1,146 213 39
property, fire

Weapons sharp objects, 1,964 222 1,303 37 402
firearms, explosives

Theft breaking and 2,267 641 1,496 83 47
entering, theft

Drugs drugs, alcohol, 4,115 975 2,507 297 336
tobacco

Threatening hazing, intimidating, 8,249 2,110 5,304 736 99
threats

Confrontation confrontation without | 14,587 4,134 8,799 1,578 76
injury

Fighting/battery | confrontation with 16,212 2,944 12,244 811 213
injury

Policy violations | attendance, disrespect, | 126,423 | 56,086 | 52,135 | 18,113 89
disruption

Overall, during the 2006-07 school year 177,360 incidents were reported in the 10 behavior
categories. Types of sanctions reported for these incidents include expulsion; out-of-school
suspension, in-school suspension; bus suspension; counseling/community service/out-placement;
academic/conference/detention/no sanction; and “missing/other.” For all incidents reported, out-
of-school suspension was implemented in 48.5 percent of the cases, and in-school suspension
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was implemented in 38.4 percent. The remaining two discipline sanctions added together
accounted for 13.1 percent of all discipline sanctions reported. Generally, the ratio of out-of-
school vs. in-school suspensions was higher for more serious categories and lower for lesser
infractions. For example, in the category *“violent crimes against persons,” students received an
out-of-school suspension 60.7 percent of the time and in-school suspension 27.7 percent of the
time (expulsions occurred in 8.9 percent of the cases). In the category “fighting/battery,” out-of-
school suspensions were implemented in 75.5 percent of the incidents, in-school suspensions
accounted for 18.2 percent, and expulsions occurred in 1.3 percent of the cases.

The largest discipline behavior category, “school policy violations,” shows a markedly different
pattern. Out-of-school and in-school suspensions are split almost evenly (41.2 percent vs. 44.4
percent), and all other sanctions account for less than 1 percent each, with the exception of
“academic/conference/detention/no sanction,” which comprises 13.6 percent. The most frequent
policy violation incidents resulting in out-of-school suspension were, in rank order:
insubordination/disrespect; disorderly conduct; skipping class; obscene language/profanity; and
failure to attend detention/in-school suspension. Most of the incidents in the school policy
violation category will not meet the criteria for implementing an out-of-school suspension as
defined in the amended CGS Section 10-233c. A sample “Out-of-School Suspension Decision
Guide” is provided in Appendix A of this document to guide school administrators through a
decision-making process that considers the relevant criteria.

Trends in Incident Categories

Because of changes in the data collection system, meaningful longitudinal comparisons of
incident categories can be made only between the 2005-06 and the 2006-07 school years. The
number of reported incidents increased by more than 24,000 incidents during this time, an
increase of approximately 15.9 percentage points. The incident rate for most behavior categories,
including 2005-06 property damage, theft, drugs and alcohol, sexual behavior, threatening,
fighting/battery and weapons, remained fairly consistent during the two year period. The
behavior category “violent crimes against people” showed the most troubling increase in the
number of incidents (65.9 percent more reported incidents). The category “physical or verbal
confrontation,” which includes altercations without injury, showed an increase of 47.0 percent.
Finally, “school policy violations” showed an increase of 18.4 percent.

Patterns in District Reference Groups

As noted above, in-school and out-of-school suspensions are the discipline sanctions most
reported by schools and in fact, they are used in 87 percent of all cases requiring a discipline
report. However, school districts vary widely in their use of suspensions, from districts reporting
no use of either in-school or out-of-school suspensions to several districts reporting out-of-school
suspension rates in excess of 50 incidents per 100 students. Variations were also noted on the
DRG level. Inthe 2006-07 school year, 19 districts reported out-of-school suspension rates in
excess of 25 incidents per 100 students. Of these, nine were classified as charter schools or
connected with regional educational service centers (RESC schools). The remaining 10
districts were predominately large urban districts (six in DRG I and two in DRG H), with one
district in DRG E and one district in DRG F. In contrast, approximately one half of districts
reported out-of-school suspension rates of less than 5 incidents per 100 students.

School districts are encouraged to view state and local discipline data at
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/cedar/discipline/index.htm to identify trends in their use
of in-school and out-of-school suspension.




http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/cedar/discipline/index.htm



Section 2
Determining In-School or Out-of-School Suspension

In accordance with Section 10-233c of the Connecticut General Statutes, the conduct of a pupil
that leads to suspension by the school administration is due to the following:

e violation of a publicized policy; or
e serious disruption of the educational process; or
e endangerment to persons or property.

When the conduct of the pupil occurs on school grounds or at a school-sponsored activity, then
one or more of the above elements must be established for disciplinary action.

If the conduct occurs off school grounds, then both of the following elements are necessary to
lead to disciplinary action:

e violation of a publicized policy; and
e serious disruption of the educational process.

Similarly, if the conduct of the pupil occurs while the pupil is awaiting or receiving
transportation to and from school, the following elements are required:

e violation of publicized policy; or
e endangerment to persons or property.

Highlights of Amendments to the Laws
Public Act 08-160 amended Section 10-233c of the 2008 Supplement to the General Statutes to
provide the following:

e On or after July 1, 2009, suspensions shall be in-school suspensions unless during the
hearing the school administrator determines that the pupil being suspended poses
such a danger to persons or property or such a disruption of the educational process
that the suspensions should be out-of-school.

e On or after July 1, 2009, an in-school suspension may be served in the school that the
pupil attends or in any other school building under the jurisdiction of the local or
regional board of education.

e On or before October 1, 2008, the Commissioner of Education is required to issue
guidelines to aid local and regional boards of education in making the determination
as to whether a suspension of a pupil shall be either an in-school or out-of-school
suspension.

The provisions of the law now require the school administrator to determine whether the pupil
subject to disciplinary action may be maintained in the public school environment in a manner
that is safe for all persons or property or whether the pupil’s conduct is so disruptive that the
orderly provision of educational services may not be maintained. The discretion given to school
administrators must be exercised keenly. The school administrator will have the authority to
exercise that discretion in a reasonable manner after considering a number of factors that shall be
delineated later in these guidelines.





Violation of a Publicized Policy

Effective July 1, 2009, the determination of a violation of a publicized policy exclusively without
an additional determination of either serious disruption or endangerment requires the
implementation of an in-school suspension. It is conceivable that many publicized policies will
list prohibited conduct in a manner that commingles dangerous and disruptive acts. For example,
possession, use or distribution of drugs, alcohol or tobacco; or fighting/altercation may be listed
as a violation of policy. In the case of fighting/altercation, the conduct may be determined to be
a policy violation when no injuries are sustained by either pupil or it may be determined to be
dangerous conduct if a pupil sustains bodily injury.

In conclusion, an in-school suspension must be given when the school administration weighs the
evidence of prohibited conduct determining that the elements of serious disruption or
endangerment are lacking. However, if the elements pose such a serious disruption or such a
danger after weighing the conduct, then an out-of-school suspension may be appropriate.

Serious Disruption of the Educational Process

A serious disruption occurring on school grounds or at a school-sponsored activity could be any
activity that causes a serious disorder, confusion, interruption or impediment to the operation of a
class, study hall, library, assembly, program or other gathering involving pupils or staff. For
example, a serious disruption may be determined when a pupil is removed from class for
insubordination/disrespect and then refuses to attend the in-school suspension program when so
placed.

Separate disruptive acts by a pupil may not be serious in nature. However, recurring or
cumulative disruptive acts by the same pupil may rise to the level of requiring the application of
additional weight. After deliberation, a determination of a serious disruption by the
administration may be found. The following factors should be considered when applying
additional weight:

e frequency of the same offense;
e number of different offenses; and
e intensity of any or all offenses.

Recurring or cumulative disruptive acts may be considered to be such a serious disruption after
in-school suspensions have been applied and other appropriate documented interventions by staff
have been unsuccessful. In such cases, an out-of-school suspension is necessary. It is expected
that this application would be used sparingly.

For conduct that occurs off school grounds, Section 10-233c(a) states that when making a
determination as to whether conduct is seriously disruptive, the administration may consider, but
such consideration shall not be limited to, the following:

e whether the incident occurred within close proximity of a school;

e whether other students were involved or whether there was any gang involvement;

e whether the conduct involved violence, threats of violence or the unlawful use of a
weapon, as defined in Section 29-35 and whether any injuries occurred; and

e whether the conduct involved the use of alcohol.

Finally, the administration must determine that the conduct has some tangible nexus to the
operation of the school.





Endangerment to Persons or Property

A definition or description of endangerment on school grounds or at a school — sponsored
activity could address any activity that exposes a pupil or property to damage or injury, peril,
risk, hazard or any harmful situation.

Certain prohibited conduct described in the discipline policy could present such a danger that
out-of-school suspension would be warranted. For example, fighting resulting in serious
injuries, possession of weapons or controlled substances, sexual harassment, bullying or damage
to personal property could be considered endangering activities. As the law allows conduct, off
school grounds that endangers persons or property may be considered a disruption to the
educational process provided the school administration determines that the conduct has some
tangible nexus to the operation of the school.

First-Time Suspension

Public Act 07-122 amended Section 10-233c to permit the school administration to shorten or
waive the suspension period of a pupil who is suspended for the first time and who never has
been expelled pursuant to Section 10-233d. The shortening of the length or waiver of the
suspension program depends on the pupil’s successful completion of an administration-specified
program and meeting any other conditions required by the administration. By law, the parents or
guardians of the pupil shall not be required to pay for participation in any administration-
specified program.

Reassignment of a Pupil Pursuant to Section 10-233f(b)

An alternative to choosing suspension is the reassignment of a pupil. Pursuant to Section 10-
233f(b), the local or regional board of education may reassign a pupil to a regular classroom
program in a different school in the district. Under this provision of law, the reassignment shall
not constitute a suspension pursuant to Section 10-233c. Obviously, such a pupil may be eligible
to receive transportation services under the transportation policy.

In-School Suspension Law and Impact on Children with Disabilities

The change in the in-school suspension law will require districts to pay particular attention to the
settings utilized and services provided to children with disabilities during in-school suspension.
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act (Section 504) each contain a set of procedural protections to be applied when children with
disabilities are subject to school disciplinary activity. Districts should review what is currently
required under both IDEA and Section 504 when discipline becomes an issue for a child with a
disability. These provisions can be found in the IDEA regulations at 34 CFR Sections 300.530
to 300.537, inclusive, and in the Section 504 regulations at 34 CFR Sections 104.33 and 104.35.
Additional information regarding the suspension of students with disabilities is provided in
Appendix D.

Special Note
Connecticut State Regulations, Section 10-76d-7(c), requires each school district to promptly

refer to the Planning and Placement Team (PPT) all children who have been suspended
repeatedly or whose behavior, attendance or progress in school is considered unsatisfactory or at
a marginal level of acceptance. For children who experience multiple in-school suspensions, a
referral must be made to the PPT to consider whether evaluations should be conducted to
determine the child’s eligibility for special education.





Weighing the Evidence: A Look at Mitigating Factors

Decisions regarding the proper application of discipline are complex and must take into account
both the context in which the problematic behavior occurs, and the many individual, social and
environmental factors that may play a role when determining a course of action. In all cases,
administrators should be mindful of why keeping a student in school is so important.

Below are factors that should routinely be incorporated into decisions about out-of-school
suspension:

e age, grade level and developmental stage of the student;

e severity of the infraction or disruption, the student’s disciplinary history and any
patterns or identified behavioral antecedents;

e student’s intent and expressed reasons for engaging in the problem behavior;

e special learning, behavioral or emotional needs of the student and whether these
needs have been addressed through referral to a Child Study Team Planning and
Placement Team or other appropriate group;

e student’s prior response to disciplinary interventions;

e student’s academic progress and relative risk of lost instruction, disengagement from
school and dropping out;

e degree of involvement and the level of parent support in efforts to improve the
student’s behavior in school; and

e interpretation of culture and communication factors.

Each of the factors above has been incorporated into the “Out-of-School Suspension Decision
Guide” provided in Appendix A. This guide is not a rubric, but rather a decision-making tool to
be used when considering whether an out-of-school suspension is warranted. While each of the
factors should be considered when making the decision, in some cases only one or two factors
will be important enough to influence the outcome.

For example, the age, grade level and developmental stage of the student may be an important
mitigating factor in cases involving very young students who may not have the developmental
maturity to be effective social problem solvers. In other cases, culture and communication
factors must be considered when interpreting behavior, especially in cases involving complex
and ambiguous social situations that can be interpreted differently depending upon one’s own
racial, ethnic, language and cultural identity. In still other instances, related factors such as a
history of collaborative partnerships with parents, prior attempts to decrease inappropriate or
dangerous behaviors and any special learning, emotional and behavioral needs must also be
considered.

Removing a student from school, in most cases, has a genuinely negative effect on school
engagement. Removal encourages alienation from the school community and sends the message,
especially to struggling students, that they are not valued. In contrast, effective in-school
suspension programs emphasize academic progress, student re-engagement and the development
of effective social problem-solving skills. Both Connecticut and national data give ample
evidence that students who struggle academically are those who are most frequently placed out
of school.
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Section 3
Review of Disciplinary Policy by Local and Regional Boards of Education

The new provisions of the law have created both opportunities and challenges for Connecticut
school boards. The amended statute requires that boards of education review and develop
disciplinary policies that address such questions as these:

1. Isin-school suspension addressed as a component of the district’s discipline policy?
2. Does the discipline policy meet the test of student behavior as posing “such a danger
to persons or property or such a disruption of the educational process” that out-of-

school suspension is warranted?

The goal of the amendments to the law is to keep as many students as possible in school and in a
positive learning environment. The challenge to boards of education is to maintain policies
consistent with the law that serve to use out-of-school suspension as sparingly as possible as part
of the discipline process while maintaining a positive learning environment for all students.

Settings for In-School Suspension

It is hoped that the new requirement will result in the maintenance of an environment where
student learning is effective. Thus, the board of education may address the district policy to
consider the following:

e staffing of the in-school suspension setting, including academic credentials and
qualifications of instructional and administrative personnel;

grouping of students by grade level and academic needs;

physical location of the in-school suspension setting;

instructional content and assignment of classroom work; and

teaching social skills, positive behavior and improved decision making.

The statute does not address the qualification levels required in what could be considered an
instructional environment. The balance between qualified instructional staff, especially in the
higher grades, and the need to maintain order through the utilization of paraprofessionals or other
personnel should be considered. The statute permits usage of other school buildings under the
jurisdiction of the local or regional board of education, but this raises a number of considerations
for boards, including staff communication and student transportation.

Disruption of the Educational Process

A “disruption of the educational process” sufficient to warrant out-of-school suspension should
be considered within the context of the student behavior resulting in serious disorder, confusion,
interruption or impediment to the operation of a class, study hall, library, assembly, program or
other gathering involving pupils or staff and:

1. Individual student factors: Will the student’s educational process be positively served
by in-school suspension or would another disciplinary measure within the scope of
district policy be more appropriate?

2. Impact on other students: What is the impact on other students in the regular program
or in the in-school suspension classroom?

3. Teacher and building administration: Will the disciplined student’s presence in the
in-school suspension program be consistent with the maintenance of appropriate
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levels of discipline in the school and maintenance of a positive learning environment
for all students?

4. Involvement of parents or guardians: Can parents or guardians be actively involved
in maintaining a safe and positive learning environment for all students?

5. Matching the discipline sanction with the infraction: Is the sanction imposed
appropriate for the violation, and is it calculated to reduce repetition of the same
behavior?

These and other questions should help guide the revision and development of current and new
board policies.
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Appendix A

Out-of-School Suspension Decision Guide
[SAMPLE]

Directions: Please use this reference guide to inform the decision for an out-of-school suspension. The
student must meet either Criterion 1 or Criterion 2 in order to apply out-of-school suspension. Examine
the list of mitigating factors that are applicable to each criteria, because they may have a role in
determining a course of action.

CRITERION 1 - Endangerment to Persons/Property

Student poses such a danger to persons or property that exposes a pupil or property to damage or injury,
peril, risk, hazard or any harmful situation, (e.g., violent crimes, weapons possession and drug distribution)
that out-of-school suspension is warranted.

CRITERION 2 — Serious Disruption

Student poses such a serious disruption to the educational process that causes a serious disorder, confusion,
interruption or impediment to the operation of a class, study hall, library, assembly, program or other
gathering involving pupils or staff members that out-of-school suspension is warranted.

Questions to consider:

1. Does the behavior markedly interrupt or severely impede the day-to-day operation of a school?
2. Is there a pattern of frequent or recurring incidents versus a single incident?

Mitigating Factors to Weigh in the Determination
1. Intensity of any or all offenses
2. Age, grade level and developmental stage of the student

3. Learning/behavioral support provided to the student (e.g., through special education, Section 504, etc.)
4. Student’s discipline history and likelihood of repetition

5. Student’s intent and expressed reasons for the behavior
6. Student’s academic progress and relative risk of lost instruction
7. Interpretation of culture and communication factors

8. History of school and family collaboration in supporting positive behaviors

Note: For conduct that occurs off school grounds, also review questions on page 8 of the Guidance document.






Appendix B
Implementation of Guidance: Scenarios

To assist the reader with implementing the new legislation pertaining to in-school suspensions,
the following case examples are provided to illustrate some of the considerations in making the
determination between out-of-school and in-school suspensions. While these examples are not
exhaustive, they are intended to identify some of the common elements emerging in more
difficult and/or complex cases that schools may confront.

Disorderly Conduct
Scenario:
Martin is an African-American student receiving special education services due to delays in
emotional development with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) for full inclusion in
ninth grade. While working on a project at his desk, he is talking loudly to himself. After several
prompts, the teacher comes over and stands next to Martin’s desk and tells him to stop. He
forcefully pushes away from his desk and says in a loud voice, “Get away from me.” To lessen
any further provocation, the teacher then leans in closely to whisper, “You need to be quiet,
you’re disturbing others.” He pushes further away and rises to his feet, shouting, “I already said
‘Leave me alone!”” The teacher tries to guide Martin to the back of the room with her body, not
making contact at any time. Martin pushes past her saying, “I have to get my pencil,” bumping
her aside with his body as he passes. At this very moment, the principal was looking in because
of the noise and immediately intervenes. The teacher is asked to meet with the principal to
discuss the suspension of Martin. The teacher describes the circumstances and points out that
Martin does have some issues with impulsivity and was actually trying to retrieve his pencil from
his desk so that he could be moved to the back of the room.

Summary of rationale:

Due to mitigating factors, an out-of-school suspension was ruled out. The focal behavior of
physical contact was of low intensity and lacking intent to cause injury. Therefore, it was
determined that this does not constitute cause for an out-of-school suspension. The ability to
consider and modulate his behavior is a component of his special education status. After
discussing the incident fully, the teacher and administrator agree that a one-day in-school
suspension is necessary to reinforce with Martin the importance of observing school policy and
classroom rules — most particularly those pertaining to physical contact. It is necessary to use the
intervention of one-day assignment to in-school suspension so as to reinforce the learning around
issues of safety. There were no cultural factors contributing to the incident or the response.
While Martin has some history of speaking aloud to himself in class, this is the first time his
behavior became problematic in the classroom setting. There have been no prior incidents of this
type. While talking aloud does have a repetitive nature, this is not the focal aspect of the incident
and is a manifestation of his special education disability. It is the potentially dangerous
circumstances of his subsequent behavior that raise the need for appropriate consequences to
limit future occurrences. The family has been responsive in the past and has been informed of the
issue and the resultant suspension. The teacher will ensure that all of his usual special education
supports are available to him during the day of suspension. Martin will be given time during the
in-school suspension to meet with the school social worker to develop strategies for reducing
self-talk in classroom settings.
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Insubordination and Disrespect

Scenario:

Germaine is a male student who is of African-American, Latino and Caucasian descent. He is
presently attending a high school in an urban district with a predominately African-American
population. Germaine has always excelled in literature and devours the classics. About four
weeks ago, while attending his Shakespearian literature class Ms. Levin, Germaine’s teacher,
began reciting a passage from A Midsummer Night’s Dream. When she asked if anyone might
finish the verse Germaine does so without hesitation, much to the chagrin of his classmates.
Confronted with a barrage of disparaging remarks, it took some effort before Ms. Levin could
quiet the class down; but, not before a final comment was made accusing Germaine of trying to
act “white.” During the past weeks, Germaine has presented with a sullen, disinterested and at
times angry demeanor. Not only does he not offer responses to Ms. Levin’s questions, he also
refuses to respond when directly questioned. When pressed for a response on two occasions,
Germaine shoved his books onto the floor and punched his desk in protest. Such incidents have
caused Germaine to be perceived by his teacher as an overly sensitive, insolent and angry
student. Over time, his outbursts have continued to escalate, exciting his classmates and causing
severe disruption in the classroom. Ms. Levin has become deeply concerned and equally
frustrated over these turns of events. Today, there were more of the same behaviors. The
difficulty experienced in effectively addressing these behaviors in the classroom environment
has led her to recommend out-of-school suspension for Germaine.

Summary of rationale:

Ms. Levin has suggested that Germaine receive an out-of-school suspension until he learns to
behave appropriately. Although Ms. Levin understands that Germaine is experiencing “peer
pressure” it has been determined that she is not fully aware of the gravity of the final accusation
hurled at him; a statement that is tantamount to charging Germaine with “selling out” his own
race (or ethnic identity). Upon initial review, Germaine’s behavior appears to warrant out-of-
school placement. However, there are several mitigating factors to be considered. Although
Germaine has engaged in behavior that might result in damage to property or endangerment to
persons, the intensity exerted during these acts did not cause actual damage to persons or
property. Therefore, it appears unlikely that future acts would result in such damage. Instead,
Germaine’s behavioral outbursts appear to be in response to frustration rather than intent to
expose persons or property to danger. Another mitigating factor is Germaine’s “relative risk of
lost instruction.” Considering that he has begun to disengage from classroom activities, it is
expected that such behavior will compromise his academic performance. Therefore, placement
in out-of-school suspension would be the antithesis of effective use of behavioral interventions.
Finally, of key importance in this situation are important cultural and developmental factors that
must be considered prior to making a final determination. Racial identity development in
students of color often involves a desire to maintain a sense of group or collective identity and a
common racial heritage. Accusations that discredit this association are particularly problematic
and may result in extreme responses. Such culturally relevant information regarding racial
identity development must be used to inform the decision-making process, as some might argue
that Germaine’s response is in line with developmental theory regarding racial identity
development in youth who are members of underrepresented groups. Out-of-school suspension
would fail to address the root causes of Germaine’s response and may prove to exacerbate the
situation. As Germaine has not previously received any supportive strategies, nor does he have a
history (prior to these incidents) of seriously disruptive behavior, in-school suspension with
behavioral supports would be the most effective intervention. The school also should convene





its Behavioral Support Team and extend an invitation to Germaine’s parents to collaborate with
this committee. This gesture would not only support the school’s endeavor to include parent’s in
the decision-making process, but would also complement his parent’s expression of interest in
Germaine’s progress during a “meet-and-greet day” at his school. The team will design a plan to
increase Germaine’s participation in class activities and to address issues impacting his racial
identity development to the extent that such concerns impact his academic performance. Finally,
in support of the school’s desire to ensure student and staff exposure to a culturally rich and
engaging school environment, training opportunities and activities of cultural relevance should
be provided throughout the school year.
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Obscene Language

Scenario:

Jane is a ninth grade Caucasian student who often swears at her classmates during lessons for no
apparent reason. Jane’s classmates say that she is “unbalanced” and attempt to avoid speaking to
her. However, Jane continues to engage in this behavior, which frequently results in major
classroom disruptions. Jane refuses to comply with her teacher’s requests to discontinue this
behavior and to leave the classroom. Instead, she begins to direct her swearing directly toward
the teacher. Jane has received in-school suspension for this behavior on three occasions.
However, during these placements she engages in many of the same behaviors. Attempts by the
in-school suspension coordinator to address this behavior have been unsuccessful. Jane’s
behavior has escalated to the point that she is now verbally threatening bodily harm to the
coordinator and her peers in the in-school suspension room. It has become apparent that Jane’s
behavior cannot be adequately managed in the in-school suspension room.

Summary of rationale:

Jane’s behaviors have become so disruptive that they are unable to be managed in the in-school
suspension environment. Her behavior has escalated from engaging in profanity toward her
peers to directing such language toward her teacher. Additionally, previous placements in the in-
school suspension environment have not lessened the occurrence of this behavior. Instead,
Jane’s behavior has escalated such that she now threatens bodily harm toward the in-school
suspension coordinator and her peers, causing a serious disruption to the educational process.
Neither her teachers nor other school personnel have been able to ascertain the meaning or cause
of Jane’s outbursts. Although developmentally, many theorists support the belief that the
teenage (adolescent) years are expected to be a more complex and, perhaps, tumultuous stage of
development (in most industrialized societies), Jane’s behavior exceeds what might be framed as
typical adolescent adjustment. The risk of “lost instruction” that Jane will experience if placed in
out-of-school suspension is a factor of concern. However, the severity of Jane’s behavior is such
that out-of-school suspension is warranted. In light of Jane’s escalating behavior, out-of-school
suspension along with the use of other behavioral supports is the most appropriate and effective
intervention at this time. Jane’s parents, who have both been actively involved in school
functions, will be invited to meet with the school’s mental health team to discuss her behavior
and to collaborate in the development of solutions. Gathering such information regarding the
antecedents and consequences of Jane’s behavior will help to facilitate the development of future
effective intervention strategies. Additionally, Jane’s previous history of in-school suspension
placements will result in a referral to the school’s Planning and Placement Team.

FINAL DETERMINATION: Out-of-School Suspension





Appendix C
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Appendix D

Children with Disabilities

In-School Suspension Law and Impact on Children with Disabilities under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act

The change in the in-school suspension law will require districts to pay particular attention to the
settings used and services provided to children with disabilities during in-school suspension.
The IDEA and Section 504 each contain a set of procedural protections to be applied when
children with disabilities are subject to school discipline. Districts should review what is
currently required under both IDEA and Section 504 when discipline becomes an issue for a
child with a disability. The Bureau of Special Education of the State Department of Education
also provides a discipline chart that summarizes the procedural steps under the IDEA that must
occur when discipline becomes an issue for a child with a disability. This chart can be found at:

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/BureauBlogNov.pdf

IDEA Considerations

There are three issues to be considered. The first issue is whether an in-school suspension will
be counted toward days of suspension. If the in-school suspension is counted toward days of
suspension, there are both free appropriate public education (FAPE) and procedural protection
consequences. The long-term policy of the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) with
regard to whether in-school suspensions are to be counted toward the days of suspension is as
follows:

In-school suspension days do not count toward days of suspension as long as:
e the child is afforded the opportunity to continue to appropriately
participate in the general curriculum;
e the child continues to receive the services specified on the child’s IEP; and
e the child continues to participate with nondisabled children to the extent
that he or she would have in his or her current placement.

See Analysis of Comments and Changes, IDEA Regulations 2006, Federal
Register Vol. 71, No. 156, page 46715.

A child with a disability receives FAPE during in-school suspension if all three criteria are met,
therefore, the time spent serving an in-school suspension is not counted toward the days of
suspension.

In determining whether the removal of a child with a disability to in-school suspension is
counted toward days of suspension, districts must examine the setting used and the services
provided to children with disabilities. Practically speaking, the first two criteria, participation in
the general curriculum and receipt of services in the IEP, can be addressed in in-school
suspension. The third criteria requires that a child with a disability participates with nondisabled
children to the extent such child would have in his or her current placement. If the child with a
disability will not have the same level of participation with nondisabled children to the extent
they would have in their current placement, the time the child spends serving an in-school
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suspension will be counted toward days of suspension. Each situation must be judged
individually, and the child’s time with nondisabled peers assessed to determine if the time with
nondisabled peers during periods of in-school suspension is comparable to the time the child
spends with nondisabled peers during a typical school day.

Although OSEP has not provided any definitive guidance on this issue, it appears that if a district
establishes an in-school suspension setting that is available to children with and without
disabilities, the time with nondisabled peers criteria is met, even if on any given day that child
with a disability is the only child placed in the in-school suspension setting.

The second issue to be addressed is whether multiple, short-term in-school suspensions
constitute a change in placement, which may have procedural safeguard consequences. If the in-
school suspension is treated as an out-of-school suspension as described above, a change in
placement takes place when the following criteria are met:

The child has been subjected to a series of removals that constitutes a pattern of exclusion
from school because:
e the series of removals total more than 10 school days in a school year;
AND
e the child’s behavior is substantially similar to the child’s behavior in
previous incidents that resulted in the series of removals; AND
e additional factors, such as the length of each removal, the total amount of
time the child has been removed and the proximity of the removals to one
another.

If multiple, in-school short-term suspensions result in a change of placement for a child with a
disability, the procedural safeguard consequences to be addressed are conducting a manifestation
determination and Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA), developing or revising, as
appropriate, and implementing a Behavior Intervention Plan and the provision of educational
services, when appropriate.

If the child has already been excluded from school for more than 10 school days and multiple,
short-term subsequent in-school suspensions do not result in a change of placement, for any
subsequent exclusion from school the child must be provided with educational services. School
personnel, in consultation with at least one of the child’s teachers, determine the extent to which
educational services are needed to enable the child to continue to participate in the general
education curriculum, although in another setting, and to progress toward meeting the goals set
out in the child’s IEP. The child also shall receive, as appropriate, a FBA and behavioral
intervention services and modifications that are designed to address the behavior violation so that
it does not reoccur.

The third issue to be addressed is the content of the FAPE to be provided to children with
disabilities during an in-school suspension. FAPE provided during a period of in-school
suspension means that the child continues to receive educational services to enable the child to
continue to participate in the general education curriculum and to progress toward meeting the
goals set out in the child’s IEP. If instruction is required to meet this FAPE standard, the district
must use highly qualified teachers to provide instruction to children with disabilities.
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To summarize:

e A child with a disability may be removed to in-school suspension.

e If achild with a disability will not continue to appropriately participate in the general
curriculum, receive the services specified on his or her IEP and participate with
nondisabled children to the extent the child would have in his or her current placement,
the time spent during in-school suspension must be counted toward the days of
suspension for purposes of determining whether there are FAPE and procedural
safeguard consequences.

e The district must determine whether a change in placement has occurred for multiple
short-term in-school suspensions. The procedural safeguard consequences to be
addressed include conducting a manifestation determination and FBA, developing or
revising, as appropriate, and implementing a BIP and the provision of educational
services when appropriate.

e After 10 school days of suspension (where services are not provided during the period of
suspension), the child with a disability must receive educational services to enable the
child to continue to participate in the general education curriculum and progress toward
meeting the goals set out in the child’s IEP.

e When instruction is required to provide FAPE during a period of in-school suspension,
the instruction must be provided by a highly qualified teacher.

Section 504 Considerations

The Section 504 regulations do not contain any specific references to the discipline of children
receiving services under a Section 504 plan. The Office for Civil Rights (OCR), the federal
agency charged with investigating allegations of discriminatory action in violation of Section
504, has outlined the applicability of the Section 504 regulations in the discipline context
through the use of policy memos and letters of finding issued by the agency at the conclusion of
investigations into allegations of school district noncompliance with the requirements of Section
504.

OCR has identified two separate Section 504 regulations which impact on the discipline of
children receiving services under a Section 504 plan. Section 34 CFR 104.33 requires that
recipients of federal financial assistance provide an appropriate education for each qualified
handicapped® person within its jurisdiction. An appropriate education is the provision of regular
or special education and related aids and services that are designed to meet the individual needs
of handicapped students as adequately as the needs of nonhandicapped students are met. Section
34 CFR 104.35(a) requires that a recipient conduct an evaluation and review placement decisions
prior to any significant change in placement for a handicapped student. OCR has established
standards for determining when an exclusion from school constitutes a change in placement that
would require a re-evaluation of the student. As more schools use in-school suspension as a
disciplinary method, OCR also has weighed in on when in-school suspension constitutes a
change in placement that would require a re-evaluation (manifestation determination) of a child
receiving services under a Section 504 plan. There are two inquiries: the nature and the quality
of the educational services provided during in-school suspensions and whether repeated; and
short-term suspension constitutes a change in placement that would require a manifestation
determination before additional short-term suspensions could be used with the same child.

! OCR uses the term “handicapped” rather than person with a disability to reflect the language found in the Section
504 regulations.





OCR compares the nature and quality of the educational services provided during in-school
suspension with the nature and quality of educational services received by the child before the
in-school suspension in order to determine if a significant change in placement has occurred.
When an in-school suspension results in the removal of the child from the educational program
and there is a failure to provide the child with the services, modifications and accommodations
listed in the child’s Section 504 plan during the period of in-school suspension, the in-school
suspension would be counted in determining whether a significant change in placement has
occurred which would have procedural safeguard consequences. A significant change in
placement includes a series of short-term suspensions that creates a pattern of exclusion. The
factors to look at when determining whether a series of suspensions constitutes a significant
change in placement are the length of each suspension, the proximity of the suspension to one
another and the total amount of time the child is excluded from school. The procedural
consequences may include conducting a manifestation determination (after the cumulative
number of days of exclusion exceeds 10 school days) to determine if the child’s misconduct is
caused by the child’s disability. If the child’s misconduct is caused by the child’s disability, the
evaluation must continue to determine if the child’s Section 504 plan is appropriate. If it is
determined that the child’s misconduct is not caused by the child’s disability, the child may be
excluded from school in the same manner nonhandicapped children are excluded.

To summarize:

e A child receiving services pursuant to a Section 504 plan may be removed to in-
school suspension.

e |f the child is not provided with the instructional services, modifications and
accommaodations outlined in the child’s Section 504 plan during the period of in-
school suspension, the time spent serving an in-school suspension is counted for
purposes of determining if a significant change in placement has occurred.

e To determine if a significant change in placement has occurred as the result of
multiple short-term suspensions, the district must look to see whether a pattern of
exclusion has occurred by looking at factors such as the behavior precipitating each
in-school suspension, length of each suspension, proximity of the suspensions to one
another and total amount of time the child is excluded from school.

e If asignificant change in placement has occurred as the result of multiple, in-school
suspensions, the district must comply with the procedural safeguards, including
conducting a re-evaluation of the child (manifestation determination) to determine if
the child’s misconduct is a result of the child’s disability.

Recommendation:

Districts should consider whether the child is receiving an appropriate education if the child is
continuously removed to in-school suspension during the course of the school year,
notwithstanding the fact that the child receives the services, modifications or accommodations
listed in the plan.





Appendix E
Effective In-School Suspension Programs

Connecticut Public Act 07-66 amended the definition of “in-school suspension” to mean an
exclusion from regular classroom activity for no more than 10 consecutive school days, but not
an exclusion from school. While CGS Sec. 10-233c, as amended, expressly references that
pupils serving an in-school suspension may attend the school of enrollment or another school
building under the jurisdiction of the local or regional board of education, the law does not
address the educational program for pupils receiving an in-school suspension in either location.
The Connecticut State Department of Education believes that the content of the program should
address, but not be limited to, the following:

e placement of pupils by age or grade in a positive learning environment;

e supervision and/or instruction as determined by district using a qualified individual,
e prompt access to current school work supplied by the pupil’s classroom teachers; and
e guidance on correcting behavior.

The school administration must use appropriate space and facilities for the pupils under its care.
Where classroom or other general space is available, the pupil should be so placed. When space
is unavailable, the school administration must exercise reasonable discretion to locate the pupil
in an environment that is conducive to learning. A single location in a school system may be
sufficient. If classroom or other general space is unavailable or inappropriate for the pupil, the
school administration may assign the pupil to attend an educational program in another school
under the jurisdiction of the school district. In the situation where a pupil attends a program in
another school under the jurisdiction of the school district, the pupil may be eligible to receive
transportation services pursuant to and in accordance with the transportation policy of the school
district.

The National Association of State Boards of Education, in its publication Schools Without Fear:
The Report of the NASBE Study Group on Violence and Its Impact on Schools and Learning
(1994), developed recommendations to assist state boards of education to advance learning by
creating a school climate that is both disciplined and supportive to students and staff members.
The report recommends that state boards assure that a “continuum of sanctions is available for
children and youth who have been disruptive or delinquent.” Further, schools are encouraged to
keep students in their neighborhood schools to the maximum extent possible while providing
programs with strong academic and counseling components. In the development of disciplinary
policies, the theme of minimizing or eliminating time away from instruction is paramount. Other
components of effective discipline include: provision of counseling or other psychosocial
services, as needed; conflict resolution and problem-solving skills; high standards for learning
and behavior; appropriate supervision; customized and targeted instruction; and family
involvement.

Successful in-school suspension programs require thoughtful planning in order to accomplish the
goals of reconnecting students to the learning community and remediation of behavioral and/or
academic concerns. It is recommended that these programs include an assigned coordinator to
ensure continuity of programming, to develop and maintain positive relationships with students
who may have an ongoing discipline issue, and to maintain effective connections with
administrators and faculty members. The in-school suspension coordinator also would act as a
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liaison to administration, faculty and staff; maintain communication with parents and elicit
parent support; maintain records and collect data on the use of in-school suspension; and
participate in the development of schoolwide discipline policies. To accomplish the complex
and varied duties of the in-school suspension coordinator, it is recommended that programs hire
a baccalaureate-level person. In addition to the coordinator, it is further recommended that the
programs include on a rotating basis appropriately certified content teachers in the essential areas
such as reading and math, several periods a week in order to provide instructional support to
students. School counselors, psychologists and/or social workers also should be available to
provide services on a rotating basis to students in the in-school suspension room.

Effective in-school suspension programs provide for increased student supervision through low
student-to-staff ratios, which also allow for individual assistance in completing the required
academic assignments provided by classroom teachers. Expectations for the program are
explicitly taught, as well as requirements for re-entry to the general program. In-school
suspension rooms are located in the school buildings where the students attend or in an
alternative location within the school district. In either setting it is necessary to maintain
separate groups by grade and developmental level. The in-school suspension room is not to be
used as an informal “time out” for students who need a brief separation from the classroom.

Quality in-school suspension programs are one component of a broader schoolwide system of
comprehensive behavior supports used to increase student engagement and minimize the loss of
instructional time; to decrease disciplinary referrals and the dropout rate; and to provide for a
positive and satisfying school environment. Interventions that include a system of behavioral
support for every student in the school create a positive school environment and incorporate the
teaching of social emotional skills in five major areas: recognizing and managing emotions,
developing caring and concern for others, making responsible decisions, establishing positive
relationships and handling challenging situations effectively. The capacity of the school to
provide a safe and supportive learning environment is increased by providing explicit instruction
in these competencies in a sequential fashion throughout each student’s school career.

For students who require additional instruction, remediation and/or support, targeted
interventions such as small-group or individual interventions may be necessary. These may
include social skills or conflict management groups, or individual counseling based on the
individual student’s needs. A third level of intensive intervention is implemented when problem
behaviors are dangerous, highly disruptive and may require the development of a functional
behavior assessment (FBA) and a behavioral intervention plan (BIP). By providing schoolwide
multiyear supports and rewards for positive social, health and academic behaviors through these
systematic approaches, the need for more reactive and exclusionary disciplinary methods is
reduced.
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