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Executive Summary
As part of a larger effort to increase analysis of new and existing programs for effectiveness, the district
is conducting a review of its special education services in 2018-19 and 2019-20. The review is intended
to provide information to improve implementation of services for our students with disabilities.
This report provides initial findings of the program review, addressing questions related to how special
education services are currently delivered – intended and actual implementation – and what stakeholders
and data suggest may be areas of strength and improvement. The report also provides initial information
on the extent to which the district’s intended outcomes (student learning and growth, college- and
career-readiness, and student and parent engagement and satisfaction) are being achieved. Additional
data will be collected on several topics this spring and will be reported at a later time. Findings in this
report are based on a wide variety of data, including multiple different types of administrative data,
original data collection, district documentation, interviews, and online focus groups.
Key Findings
Program
 Special education students, staffing, and program. Compared to peer districts, D205 has
about the same proportion of students receiving special education services, with fewer identified
as having specific learning disabilities and more with other health impairments. More students
in Elmhurst spend a greater percentage of their time in general education compared to peer
districts across all students and subgroups. The largest groups of students receiving services
receive them for speech and/or language impairments and are preschool students. About 20
percent of teachers are special educators and about 85 percent have master’s degrees. More
funding for special education services in the district comes from federal and state sources
compared to overall funding.
Implementation
 Identification and eligibility. Lack of a systematized multi-tiered system of support (academic
and behavioral/emotional) was named as a key challenge in ensuring appropriate and consistent
identification, as well as later supports and services.


IEP development. A sample of goals reviewed for quality shows that an area of improvement is
including comparison peer data in IEP descriptions of present level of performance, as well as
describing the specific measures to be used and conditions under which progress will be
measured (which relates to progress monitoring as well).



Placement. Elementary and middle school student schedules can make it difficult for resource
teachers to meet with students. A related challenge is a sense among staff that special education
team members are overburdened and special educators note a desire for more time for case
management. Staff also reported a need for additional academic programming options (such as
additional co-taught courses or for transition center students, College of DuPage courses).
Feedback from all staff groups is clear that more options for students with behavioral or
emotional needs are needed. Other concerns related to clustering of students and how that relates
to teachers’ abilities to provide high-quality instruction, and to the fact that special education
teachers may not be as familiar with standards and curricular resources than their general
education peers who typically only work in one grade or content area. An area of strength
mentioned by staff was the district’s investment in co-teaching.
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Instruction and instructional supports. Systematically measuring the quality of instruction is
difficult. Data from teacher evaluations suggests that nearly all teachers are proficient; anecdotal
observations of administrators suggests variability in instructional effectiveness. Student
perceptions of instruction suggest English is an area of improvement and for students with IEPs,
math instruction as well. While co-teaching is seen as a good academic placement option, it is
also an area where more support for quality of instruction was noted. Teachers and
administrators noted a need for ongoing work in differentiation, inclusive culture, and supports
in the general education classroom. Staff appreciate the work of the special education coaches,
though data shows they spend less time on providing instructional feedback than their peer
coaches. Interviewees also mentioned improvements in alignment to grade-level standards for
services provided to special education student. More training for assistants was also noted as a
need.



Progress monitoring. Feedback from interviews with administrators and staff is clear that they
feel more tools and processes (including systems to manage the data) are needed for progress
monitoring. Parents also raised the issue of more communication from staff about student
progress.



Annual review and transitions. IEP annual review (or other) meetings were not raised as a key
area of improvement, though staff note that there can be variation in how meetings are organized
and managed. Elementary parents expressed a desire to have documentation ahead of the
meetings. Early childhood staff raised the issue of transitions to kindergarten as an area of
improvement, and parents want more communication from teachers about transitions and for
staff to share information about students at the start of the year.



Communication and collaboration (staff). Special education staff reported good collaboration
among their teams and in some cases among special education and general education teams. The
theme of good collaboration and teamwork was especially strong at the early childhood level.
However, improving communication and collaboration among general education and special
education teams was also a key area of improvement. Because of scheduling constraints, special
educators are often unable to fully participate in professional learning community meetings.
Assistants also seek more information about the students with which they work.



Communication and collaboration (families). Most parents who provided input strongly
expressed a desire for more communication from staff about how to support their students, about
what their students are doing, and especially about their progress. Madison parents were an
exception, praising staff for their communication.

Outcomes


Student engagement. Students with disabilities tend to participate less in activities and athletics
than their non-disabled peers at the high school level, and more students with IEPs are
chronically absent than their peers. However, students report a strong sense of student-teacher
trust and peer support for academic work at their schools. Other student perception measures
show mixed results, varying by school and type of measure.



Student learning and growth. Based on their IEP goals, students are learning and growing,
though their overall academic performance in comparison to their peers without IEPs is lower
across multiple measures and grades.
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Introduction
Elmhurst D205’s vision is that all students graduate college-, career-, and life-ready. The district has
operationalized this vision to mean that students will demonstrate competencies such as critical thinking,
communication, and collaboration that will enable them to be successful within and beyond K-12
education.
Students with disabilities represent a significant subgroup of students within the district. Effectively
meeting their needs and ensuring they are well-prepared for their futures can be complex, require
substantial expertise and investment, and is subject to strict regulations and standards.
As part of a larger effort to increase analysis of new and existing programs for effectiveness, the district
plans to conduct a review of its special education services in 2018-19 and 2019-20. The review is intended
to provide information to improve implementation of services for our students with disabilities.
Figure 1 provides a high-level overview of the key elements of the district’s provision of special education
services. The district’s theory of action for special education services is that if we successfully implement
each of the elements in Figure 1, students will learn and grow and ultimately become college-, career-,
and life-ready, along with other district-identified outcomes of student and family engagement and
satisfaction.
Figure 1. Overview of Special Education Service Delivery
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Evaluation Questions
This program review focuses on grades K-12 and the district’s transition center and on students with
individualized education programs (IEPs), though information was collected regarding preschool services
and from related service providers. More specifically, this initial report addresses the following questions:


What do special education services look like at present in the district?
o What resources does the district provide to implement each element and to what extent do
the resources seem sufficient?
o How does the district intend for each element to be implemented (for example,
development of IEPs)? Are activities being implemented as planned and with the level of
quality expected? How does this vary by school or type of services?
o What are areas of strength and improvement?



What are the intended outcomes for students with special needs and to what extent are they being
met?

Data to address these questions comes from a variety of sources, including multiple different types of
administrative data, original data collection, district documentation, interviews, and online focus groups
via a software called ThoughtExchange. Interviews were conducted with all principals, special education
instructional coaches, and special education supervisors (in total 25 interviews, though a second round of
meetings with elementary and middle school principals was also held to discuss scheduling in particular).
Special education teachers, general education teachers, early childhood teachers, assistants, social
workers, speech and language pathologists, psychologists, and parents were asked to provide their input
on areas of strength and improvement and then had the opportunity to react to others’ comments. In total,
about 638 participants responded, sharing 1113 comments and ideas. New data on a representative sample
of student IEP goals was also collected and analyzed, in addition to existing district data on student
services, courses, staffing, student perceptions, attendance, discipline, athletics/activity participation, and
achievement.
Several additional types of data collection are planned for this spring, including additional surveys of
parents and graduating seniors, as well as an-depth look at co-teaching. Results of those data collections
will be reported later this year, along with plans for improvement and for any additional data collections
in subsequent years.
More detail on program review questions and associated data sources can be found in the appendices.
Appendix A maps program review questions to data sources and a timeline. Appendix B contains a
summary of interview feedback and Appendix C shows the interview protocols. Appendix D summarizes
ThoughtExchange feedback.
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Program Description
Before addressing the program review questions identified in the previous section, this section of the
report provides an overview of special education in Elmhurst D205, including background information on
the numbers and types of students with disabilities served in D205, special education staffing and
organization, and funding.
Students
The number of students with IEPs changes throughout the year as a result of new students qualifying for
services and students transitioning out of receiving services. As of November 27, 2018, a total of 1208
students in Elmhurst 205 were identified as having an IEP. As shown in Figure 2, the majority of students
receiving services are at York High School and Madison Early Childhood Center. Fifty-two students
receive services in an outplaced environment.1 An additional 69 students receive speech and/or language
services through the district while attending non-district schools.
Figure 2. Number and Percent of Students with IEPs by School

Figure 3 shows the number of students receiving services by grade. The number varies from 39 students
in the three-year-old preschool class to 107 students in second grade. The grade with the highest percent
of students receiving services is the four-year-old preschool class. The grade with the lowest percent of
students receiving services is seventh grade.

1

Note that students at the transition center are considered outplaced because the transition center is classified as a public
day school.
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Figure 3. Number and Percent of Students with IEPs by Grade

Overall, 13.7 percent of students in D205 receive special education services, which is comparable to
similar districts in the area (see Figure 4). The percentages of students receiving services varies from a
low of 10.7 percent of students in Naperville to a high of 17 percent in Barrington.2 The percentages of
students with IEPs in Elmhurst from each racial/ethnic subgroups are proportional to their representation
in Elmhurst’s overall student population.

2

As reported in Illinois School Report Card.
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Figure 4. Percentages of Students with IEPs in Peer Districts

Figure 5 shows the distribution of different disability types in Elmhurst.3 The largest number of students
receiving services had a primary eligibility of speech and/or language impairment. Compared to peer
districts and the state, Elmhurst has a larger percentage of students with autism, developmental delays,
hearing impairments, emotional disabilities, and especially other health impairments (20 percent
compared to about 13 percent). Elmhurst has a smaller percentage of students with intellectual disabilities
and a much smaller percentage of students with specific learning disabilities (about 17 percent compared
to about 34 percent).
Figure 5. Number and Percent of Students with IEPs by Primary Disability Type

3

Disabilities with counts of 5 or fewer removed to protect student privacy.
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On average, as shown in Figure 6, students currently receiving special education services have been
receiving services for 4.27 years (4 years and 3 months). Students who transition out of special education
services spend an average of 3.45 years (3 years and 5 months) receiving services.
Figure 6. Average Years Students Receive Services by Grade

Of students who are currently enrolled in D205, 74 students transitioned out of receiving special education
services last year. Table 1 shows that this number has varied from 74 to 95 over the last three years.
Table 1. Number of Students Transitioning Out of Special Education Services, 2015-16 to 2017-18
Transition Out of Special Education4

4

School Year

Number of Students

2015-16

79

2016-17

95

2017-18

74

Currently enrolled students with exit dates from August of the given school year to the following August.
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Services/District Organization
D205 offers a continuum of services designed to enable students to receive support in the least restrictive
environment which best meets their needs. The continuum ranges from students who spend most or all of
their time in general education classrooms to those who are in more restrictive settings (see Figure 7).
Figure 7. Continuum of Special Education Services
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All schools offer full inclusion, push-in, and pull-out resource support. Co-teaching with special education
resource teachers is currently taking place at the three middle schools and York, with about 10 sections of
co-taught ELA or math course at the middle schools and over 30 at York. Table 2 shows the average class
sizes for co-taught and non-co-taught courses.
Table 2. Average Class Sizes in Co-Taught and Non-Co-Taught Courses
School and Course
CoNon-CoTaught
Taught
Bryan
ELA
27.4
25.4
Math
26.1
24.2
Churchville
ELA
26.0
23.4
Math
23.8
23.5
Sandburg
ELA
22.8
25.1
Math
24.7
22.7
York
Algebra B
21.0
16.0
Biology
26.5
26.7
Chemistry
25.2
24.8
College Literacy
29.0
28.0
English 9
26.0
24.6
English 10
26.3
27.5
English 11
27.3
22.0
Biology
26.5
26.7
Chemistry
25.2
24.8
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School and Course
Geometry
U.S. History
World Studies

CoTaught
28.6
29.0
27.0

Non-CoTaught
25.7
24.8
26.8

The district has self-contained instructional classrooms at the elementary level at three schools (Emerson,
Jackson, Jefferson), where students receive core instruction from a special education teacher. In addition,
Hawthorne hosts the ABC self-contained program serving students on the autism spectrum and Edison
houses a self-contained multi-needs program. At the middle school level, all three schools house
instructional classrooms and Sandburg also provides a multi-needs program. York provides instructional
classrooms as well as a program aimed at students with social-emotional needs called the ACCESS
program.
In an effort to monitor that students are in the least restrictive environment possible, all districts are
required by law to report the amount of time students with disabilities spend in general education and
other settings. Table 5 below shows the percentages of K-12 students in Elmhurst, other unit districts
(excluding Chicago Public Schools), and the amount of time they spend in general and special education
settings. The data indicate that more students spend their time in general education settings than in other
districts and in the state as a whole.
Table 3. Percent of Students with Disabilities in Various Educational Environments
Inside general
Inside general
Inside general Separate
education >=80%
education 40education
facility*
79%
<40%
District

66.8%

22.0%

3.6%

7.6%

Peer Districts

54.9%

26.3%

13.1%

5.8%

State

53.3%

26.8%

13.4%

6.4%

*D205 transition center is considered a separate facility.
This pattern holds true across demographic groups - for example, about 61 percent of Black and Hispanic
students with IEPs in Elmhurst spent 80 percent of more of their time inside general education compared
to about 54 percent for Hispanic students and about 44 percent for Black students in peer districts and the
state. It also holds true for disability types, except for students with intellectual disabilities (who make up
about 2.6 percent of students with IEPs in Elmhurst).
It also holds true for early childhood students. About 75 percent of students ages 3-5 receive the majority
of their services at Madison, compared to about 40 percent for peer districts and the state.
Figure 8 shows a more detailed breakdown of student time in general and special education. The largest
number of students spend 0 to 5 percent of their time receiving special education services, with another
large segment spending at least 95 percent of their time receiving services and smaller numbers in the
middle of the distribution.
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Figure 8. Number of Students by Percent of Time in Special Education5

Staff
Figure 9 provides an overview of the district’s staffing and administrative structure for special education.
The district has 88 special education teachers, 160 assistants, 18 nurses, and 86 related service staff (social
workers, psychologists, speech and language pathologists, counselors). Occupational and physical
therapy staff and specialized vision and hearing specialists provided by the special education cooperative
also serve student needs.

5

Students included 100 percent are those in the transition center, outplacements, students at Madison who are
receiving speech itinerant services (which represent about 50 percent of the total number of students in this
category), as well as those in self-contained programs.
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Figure 9. Special Education Organization and Staffing
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At the district level, the current administrative structure for special education includes an assistant
superintendent for special education services who directly oversees four special education supervisors as
well as administrative staff. These special education supervisors are assigned to work directly with
schools (two supervisors support four elementary schools each, one supervisor supports all three middle
schools, and one supervisor works at York High School, alongside a special education department chair).
Broadly, the supervisors are tasked with providing technical expertise and ensuring compliance in the
schools they serve. They typically represent the district as the LEA in IEP meetings. They also assist in
screening special education staff for hiring purposes, directly manage a caseload of outplaced students,
and evaluate some related service and other staff (e.g. psychologists, speech/language pathologists,
coaches and in some cases, teachers). More detail can be found in Appendix E. In total, eight districtlevel staff directly support student services in D205.
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Four special education coaches also provide support across schools. As with supervisors, two coaches
serve all eight elementary schools, one serves middle schools, and one serves high school. The coaches
are part of the district’s larger cadre of instructional coaches, meaning they report directly to the Associate
Superintendent and participate in general instructional coach meetings and activities, but their work targets
special education. Special education coaches also meet regularly with the special education district staff
and provide feedback on the type of work they do and needs they see among staff to the Assistant
Superintendent for Student Services.
Comparison districts Barrington D220 and Lake Zurich D95 have similar-sized district-level staff relative
to their sizes, though the specific responsibilities of staff vary from D205’s structure. Barrington D220,
the closest in enrollment and number of schools to D205, has an assistant superintendent, two districtlevel directors of special services (one for elementary and one for secondary), plus two administrative
staff, a nurse coordinator, a special services coordinator, and an MTSS facilitator (a teacher on special
assignment). In total, as in Elmhurst, there are eight district-level staff positions supporting student
services. School-based staff (including a department chair, two assistant department chairs, and other staff
at the high school) also support student needs. Middle school assistant principals also support special
education.
Lake Zurich, a somewhat smaller district with five elementary schools, two middle schools, and one high
school, also has special education directors at the district level (two, one for EC-5 and one for 6-12), who
then coordinate with assistant principals at each school and a department chair at the high school. These
district staff also handle outplacements and a district-level nurse manages health services. In total, 6
district-level staff support student services, meaning Lake Zurich has about the same number of district
staff supporting special education as Elmhurst proportional to its size.
Figure 10 shows the percentages of teachers in general education and special education roles by school.
At the elementary, middle, and high school levels, about 80 percent of staff are general education teachers
and about 20 percent serve special education students. Madison teachers hold certifications in early
childhood and special education and therefore nearly all staff can be considered special education staff, as
can those at the transition center and those in districtwide support roles.
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Figure 10. Percent of General Education and Special Education Teachers

Special education staff are somewhat less experienced on average than general education teachers (8.8
years compared to 10.3 years). Elmhurst overall has few novice teachers - only 4.5 percent had two or
fewer years of experience. Most special education teachers (86 percent) had master’s degrees and more
special education teachers had master’s degrees than general education teachers (see Table 4).
Table 4. Teacher Experience and Education Level6
Years of Experience Percent with BA

Percent with MA

General Education

10.32 years

24%

76%

Special Education

8.80 years

14%

86%

Funding and financial resources invested in special education
As with its funding sources overall, D205 receives funds for special education from local, state, and federal
sources. More funding for special education comes from state and federal sources than overall (see Figure
11).7

6

Determined by placement step - max of 6 years of service from another district; several new general education teachers
did not have step or education level information.
7
Funding sources overall based on 2016-17 data; special education funding sources from 2017-18.
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Figure 11. D205 Funding Sources for Special Education

In 2017-18, D205’s revenue for special education was approximately $11.7 million. Expenditures were
approximately $23.6 million.8 These expenditures translate to an approximate expenditure per special
education pupil of $19,700. Overall per pupil expenditures for D205 in 2017-18 were $14,510.

8

Includes expenditures for teacher, aide, and special education administrator salaries and benefits, transportation, tuition,
materials, professional development, consultant fees, cooperative membership fees, plus estimated total salaries and
benefits for related service and early childhood personnel (assume 50 percent of school psychologist & social worker time
allocated to special education, 100 percent of speech pathologist time, 50 percent of early childhood teacher time).
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Program Implementation
This section of the report addresses the program review questions related to how special education
services are currently delivered – intended and actual implementation – and what stakeholders and data
suggest may be areas of strength and improvement.
Identification and Eligibility
State and federal law defines a process for determining student eligibility for special education services,
including timelines and participants. The process includes initial request for evaluation (which must be
responded to within 14 days), parental consent, and then initial evaluation that must take place within 60
days of obtaining parental consent. In 2017-18, D205 met the 60-day requirement for 100 percent of
students. Each of these steps typically involves a meeting with a team of educators and parents - first to
determine the areas in which a student might need to be evaluated (a “domains” meeting) and then an
initial evaluation meeting at which point the team will review findings and determine eligibility and next
steps. If students are deemed eligible based on the evaluation, they are assigned a case manager and an
individualized education program (IEP) is developed. The IEP then serves as the official record of the
services a student will receive.
Figure 12 shows that 605 students received an IEP for the first time during the past three years (January
2016 - January 2019), meaning on average D205 finds about 200 students per year to be eligible for special
education services. The largest number of new IEPs were for students in the 3-year-old preschool class.
Figure 12. Number of Students Identified for Special Education Services by Grade, Last Three
Years
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As shown in Figure 13, the largest number of new IEPs were for students with speech or language
impairment.
Figure 13. Number of Students Identified for Special Education Services by Primary Disability,
Last Three Years

As part of the identification process, districts are required to use a system that “that determines how the
child responds to scientific, research-based interventions...” ([23 IAC § 226.130(b)]). That is, it is required
to have systems of support in place to provide and document interventions to help determine if a student
has a disability or whether he or she simply needs additional support in certain areas.
The district provides best practices documents to help special education staff understand the eligibility
process and timeline. The district also provides educational and psychological testing tools to collect
information that might be needed for initial evaluations.
Feedback from interviews with administrators and supervisors suggests that they see the biggest challenge
related to identification as being lack of a systematized multi-tiered system of support (MTSS).
Interviewees noted that there is variation in how schools approach identifying students who may need
support, providing that support, and in tracking the effects. In addition, interviewees felt that, more work
is needed to improve the current approach to acceleration and that a comprehensive and consistent tiered
system of supports for behavior and social-emotional needs is still lacking.
Psychologists also suggested that we need more consistency across schools in terms of the types of
decisions that are made and how services are offered. They also particularly noted a need to strengthen
and systematize the district’s approach to a multi-tiered system of supports, including the supports
provided and the data related to interventions. Social workers and psychologists both noted that with more
staffing, they could potentially provide some of the types of behavioral or emotional supports that they
felt might be lacking.
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Several interviewees also mentioned pressure from parents and/or classroom teachers to qualify students
for special education or 504 plans as a challenge. A final challenge was the need for staff to do initial
evaluations for private school students on top of their current work.
IEP Development
Students’ case managers take primary responsibility for writing IEPs, using input and data from teachers,
parents, and any educational or psychological testing conducted. IEPs are then discussed and agreed with
an IEP team, including the student’s parents, at regular meetings. D205 does not provide regular training
on IEP writing, but as previously described, it does provide written “best practice” documents for staff on
a variety of topics related to special education processes. These include topics such as how to write a good
description of a student’s present level of performance. Most coaches indicated that they do work with
teachers on goal writing (e.g. helping them align goals to grade-level standards).
Feedback from interviews indicates that administrators feel that goal-writing has improved and that most
goals are high-quality, but that there is still work to be done to improve rigor, specificity, and to monitor
their evolution over time. Interviewees also noted that one challenge is that it can be difficult to find time
for special education and general education teachers to collaborate on goals, and that general education
teachers may be reluctant to participate in the process.
To examine the quality of IEPs and the goals they include for students, a random sample of current
students with IEPs was selected. The sample was selected to be representative of grade bands (K-2, 3-5,
6-8, and 9-12) and the percentage of a student’s time receiving special education services. A district team
reviewed a total of 308 goals representing 92 students (just under 8 percent of all students with IEPs).
Figure 14 shows the numbers of goals per student. About half of students (54 percent) have 3 or fewer
goals. A quarter of students have 5 goals.
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Figure 14. Average Numbers of Goals Per Student

Students with speech and/or language impairments, who make up the majority of the district’s students
with IEPs, tend to have the fewest numbers of goals on average. Students with other types of disabilities
have about four goals on average (see Figure 15).
Figure 15. Average Number of Goals Per Student by Primary Disability Type
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Table 5 shows the types of goals set for students. Again, because the majority of students with IEPs have
speech/language impairments, about 20 percent of goals are in this area. Academic goals in reading, math,
and writing make up about 43 percent of goals.
Table 5. Goal Types
Goal Type
Speech/Language
Reading
Math
Writing
Postsecondary Education/Independent Living
Social-Emotional
Executive Functioning
Social Work
Behavior
Motor
Employment
Functional
Hearing
Social Communication
Occupational
Problem Solving
Total

Number of
Goals
63
55
40
35
25
22
20
13
9
8
5
3
3
3
1
1
306

Percent of Total Goals
20.6%
18.0%
13.1%
11.4%
8.2%
7.2%
6.5%
4.2%
2.9%
2.6%
1.6%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
0.3%
0.3%
100.0%

With respect to IEP quality, reviewers applied two different sets of criteria. One set applied specifically
to the description of a student’s present level of performance which must be included in his or her IEP.
Figure 16 shows the percentage of the quality criteria met related to the present level of performance.
Most criteria were met for most descriptors; however, only about 32 percent of descriptions of present
level included data in comparison to typical peers and 61 percent included data from a variety of sources.
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Figure 16. Percent of Descriptions of Present Level of Performance Meeting Quality Criteria

Reviewers also applied a set of criteria to determine quality of IEP goals themselves. Figure 17 shows the
percentage of goals meeting those criteria.
Figure 17. Percent of IEP Goals Meeting Quality Criteria

Again, most criteria were met for most goals. The least frequently met criteria were related to goals
describing the specific assessments or measures to be used (71 percent of goals met this criteria) and the
conditions for performance (75 percent of goals met this criteria).
An additional survey of parents will be conducted in February 2019 that will provide more in-depth
information on parents’ perceptions of IEP meetings (which may also include information about IEPs or
IEP goals themselves).
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Placement
A student’s placement (i.e. in what setting he or she will receive instruction in all subjects) and additional
special education services, such as use of an assistant, is described in his or her IEP. Specific class
recommendations may also be made at the secondary level. Schools must then use this information to
develop a student’s actual schedule and assign him or her to particular classes and teachers. For some
buildings, supervisors helped develop the master schedules to ensure that students could get their assigned
services.
Interviewees described several challenges in creating schedules. Several described it as a puzzle of
matching students to classes and minutes, which is especially difficult when changes happen mid-year due
to new qualifications or IEP changes. Of particular note is the feedback from elementary and middle
school special education resource teachers and their administrators about scheduling.
Most of our special education resource teachers are assigned to serve about 14 to 15 students (though this
does vary by individual). At the elementary level, resource teachers typically provide services through
push-in or pull-out support during students’ academic subject instruction. Middle school resource teachers
also provide some push-in or pull-out support, but most of their time is spent in co-teaching ELA or math
courses or leading guided study. Teachers at the elementary and middle school may also use acceleration
time to meet with students, though this is especially true for elementary. Most identified students receiving
services from a resource teacher are receiving services in both math and reading at the elementary level.
Because elementary resource teachers serve students across multiple classrooms and grade levels, the
times when resource teachers are able to meet with students (either for push-in or pull-out support) are
limited. Student availability is also limited by the scheduling of specials such as art and music (and for
kindergarten, half-day sessions). For example, a resource teacher that works with students in two different
third-grade classrooms and two different fourth-grade classrooms might be able to meet with one group
of students for reading support during acceleration time and another group during their ELA block, but
then she won’t be able to push into their math blocks. Based on a review of each elementary resource
teacher’s schedule and conversations with principals, resource teachers are generally making use of every
available instructional minute to work with students to meet their required minutes. On average they are
using about 96 percent of estimated available instructional minutes (i.e. the estimated time available after
removing time for student and teacher lunches, planning, etc.). Teachers are finding creative ways to meet
with all their students, but the result is a sense of time pressure and a fear of teacher burnout on the part
of administrators.
Other challenges include:
● Available course/placement options. Current staffing precludes offering co-taught classes at every
grade level and in every subject, so schools may need to find other ways to support students, such
as push-in or aide support. For example, at the middle school level, students may be in co-taught
classes for math and ELA, but not for social studies or science. Administrators also note that cotaught courses may not be the best for all students, but it may be the primary option available for
students who can be served in less restrictive settings. In addition to administrators, many staff general education and other - also raised the need for additional academic programming options,
such as more co-taught courses or supports for students with particular needs such as autism. In
addition, at the secondary level, while guided study or academic essential-type courses are
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intended to provide support for students’ IEP goals, those courses can make it difficult for students
to access other courses, especially electives. Transition center parents particularly noted a desire
to ensure high expectations for all students, and a particular area of improvement requested was to
offer additional academic programming through the College of DuPage.
● Options for students with behavioral or emotional issues. Feedback from all staff groups is very
clear that more options are needed for students who may have behavioral or emotional issues.
Students with these challenges may currently be placed in instructional settings, though this may
not necessarily be the optimal placement.
● Need to cluster but limitations of it. Administrators recognize the need to group students for
efficient delivery of services, but worried that this approach can make some classes (particularly
co-taught sections) large.9 They also noted that some general education teachers may feel
underprepared or unwilling to work with groups of special education students or may be
unaccustomed to a working in more inclusive settings as the district has moved more in that
direction. Concern about class size and the clustering of special education students also came up
as a key area of improvement among general education teachers.
● Difficulty in matching expertise to student needs. A number of interviewees noted that special
education teachers may not be experts in a particular subject. Whereas as the high school level,
special education resource teachers are embedded in subject-area departments and may have more
opportunities to become familiar with curricular resource and standards, that is not possible at the
elementary or middle schools given current staffing and enrollment. So, while special education
teachers might be required to provide minutes to students in given subjects, in some cases
administrators felt that general education teachers might be more well-informed about the
standards and curricular resources in that area (while special education teachers might be very
skilled at helping students access materials). Similarly, reading specialists might be best positioned
to support students to acquire reading skills.
Instruction
Quality of instruction
At the heart of education is the instruction provided to students. As described in the staffing section, most
D205 special education teachers have advanced degrees and on average more than 5 years of experience.
As research has consistently shown, however, experience and qualifications are not necessarily related to
quality of instructional practice or student learning outcomes. Measures of teaching effectiveness, student
perceptions of instruction, and feedback from administrators can provide some insight into the quality of
instruction for special education students in the district. In addition, a later section reviews student
outcomes directly.
Teacher evaluation systems put into place in D205 and around the country over the last decade are one
approach to measuring teaching quality. They include observations and measures of student academic
growth, resulting in an overall summative rating of 1 (unsatisfactory) to 4 (excellent) for each teacher who
is on cycle to be evaluated. Tenured teachers are generally evaluated once every three years, with pre9

Table 4 shows that co-taught courses are on average 1 or students larger than non-co-taught courses.
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tenured teachers evaluated more often. During the 2017-18 school year, 318 teachers received ratings as
classroom teachers, and 42 as special education teachers. The average summative or overall rating for
both types of teachers was between 3 and 4 on a scale of 1 to 4. Every teacher evaluated received either a
summative rating of 3 (proficient) or 4 (excellent). Figure 18 shows the percentages of tenured and nontenured special education teachers with each rating for observational measures, student growth measures,
and overall (summative ratings). At least 95 percent of both classroom teachers and special education
received a 3 or 4 on each measure.
Over the past 3 years, Elmhurst had about 30 teacher resignations per year. On average, five to seven of
these are special education teacher resignations. Over the past three years, Elmhurst has non-renewed the
contracts of between 1 and 15 teachers per year. Five of these non-renewals were special education
teachers.
Figure 18. Percentage of Special Education Teachers in Each Rating Category by Evaluation
Measure

Students can also provide some perspective on quality of instruction. In 2017-18, students in grades 4
through 12 took the statewide 5 Essentials Survey (which also has teacher and parent components).
Questions for students focused on their sense of support and safety in their schools and on their perceptions
of instruction. Table 6 shows the measures that relate to students’ perceptions of instruction,
disaggregated by whether or not students have an IEP. The first number in each cell represents the scaled
score for students with IEPs (on a scale of 1 to 100) and the second number represents the score for
students without IEPs. Cells highlighted in blue show areas in which results for either students with IEPs
or without are at least 1.5 standard deviations above average - areas of strength. Yellow-highlighted cells
show areas where at least one group of students is below average. Cells outlined in bold and with bold
font indicate areas where there are major differences between students with IEPs and without IEPs. A
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breakdown of results by IEP status is only available at the school level; therefore individual school data
is presented.10 More detail on the specific survey questions asked on the 5 Essentials Survey is available
in Appendix F.
Math instruction is an area of relative strength across schools, though it is also an area where there are
large differences between IEP and non-IEP students in some schools. A few schools also show above
average results for academic press, an area which gets at teacher expectations of students. Here again
there are some differences between students with IEPs and without, though the differences are not as great
as in the area of math instruction. English instruction is an area with below-average results for several
schools - that is, students are reporting less often that they do things like debate or work on improving
writing.
Table 6. Student Perceptions of Instruction by School
School
Academic English
Math
Press
Instruction Instruction

Level of
Implementation

Score
Range

Description

Most

80-100

45/99
71/99

More

60-80

At least 1.5
SD above
average
0.5 to 1.5
SD above
average
Average

Bryan

64/92

IEP/Non-IEP
71/72
99/99

Churchville

48/49

39/54

Sandburg

63/58

31/36

Edison

66/73

46/76

Average

40-60

Emerson

59/58

27/62
30/36

42/67

Less

20-40

Field

60/78

55/62

Fischer

71/79

77/78

46/87
48/78

Least

0-20

Hawthorne
Jackson
Jefferson
Lincoln

91/66
91/66
61/49
45/63

75/45
69/34
54/57

62/81
84/85
45/71
50/78

0.5 to 1.5
SD below
average
At least 1.5
SD below
average

IEP/Non-IEP Difference

The district also collects some data on quality of instructional practices through instructional rounds.
However, these data are neither representative nor focused on special education in particular.
Anecdotally, administrators, supervisors, and coaches report variation in the quality of teaching they
observe. Strengths that they describe are improvements in alignment of special education to grade-level
standards, especially among instructional classrooms, coaching support, and co-teaching (though many
stakeholders also noted that co-teaching teams still vary in their instructional practice and that more
support is needed). Interview feedback from administrators, coaches, and supervisors also raised the
following as a key challenge: while progress has been made, more time and support should be invested
for special education teachers in helping them understand the standards and available curricular resources
for subjects they support. They also noted ongoing need for support in differentiation among general
education teachers to effectively work with special education and other students, as well as continued
work to shift towards a culture of inclusiveness among all teachers. Finally, several noted that managing
student behavior is a frequent request for support.
10

York’s student response rate was below the reporting threshold in 2017-18; therefore, no results are shown for York.
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General education teachers strongly echoed the need for additional supports (including assistants and
strategies) to help students in the general education classroom. Teachers also mentioned the need for
ongoing support of co-teaching.
A related challenge is the sense among staff that special education team members are overburdened and a
felt need for more staff or for current staff to have more time to meet student needs. Special educators
specifically mentioned a desire for more time to handle case management responsibilities.
Because the district has invested significantly in co-teaching, a more in-depth study of co-teaching at the
middle and high school levels will be conducted during spring 2019.
Quality of supports for instruction
Also relevant to the quality of instruction is the quality of the supports the district puts in place to support
instruction. Over the past two years, the district has worked to increase the ability of general education
teachers at the elementary level in particular to differentiate instruction in literacy through use of a
workshop model. In this model, teachers provide small whole-group lessons and then work with small
groups and individuals on needed skills. Special education resource teachers might also push in to classes
to work with students during these times. Math workshop was also introduced this year at one elementary
school and at all three middle schools for 6th graders. The district plans to continue to support and expand
this work so that all students are receiving more individualized support, including special education
students. However, no systematic data on the extent of implementation of the workshop model in either
literacy or math has been collected to date, nor would this be straightforward to do.
To support instruction, the district also provides four instructional coaches whose primary responsibility
is special education (one for high school, one for middle school, and two for the elementary schools).
Coaching logs from 2017-18 indicate that from November through the end of the school year, special
education coaches logged 635 different instances of support.11
Figures 19 shows that coaches provided support to individual or small groups of special education teachers
in 41 percent of cases. General education teachers accounted for 17 percent of support, and mixed groups
of special education and general education teachers for another 23 percent. Coach, committee, or other
meetings, plus support for administrators, related service staff, and other activities make up the remainder
of the logged supports.

11

Data from first trimester are excluded as the coaching log changed between then and the rest of the year.
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Figure 19. Recipients of Special Education Instructional Coach Support

About half of the time, coaches provided support in small group settings, with a slightly smaller percentage
provided one-on-one (see Table 7).
Table 7. Setting for Special Education Instructional Coach Support
Support Setting
Large group (e.g. large group meeting)
One-on-one
Small group (e.g. team meeting)

Percent
9%
44%
46%

Figure 20 shows that 21 percent of coach support was an ongoing coaching cycle. Most support was a
one-time collaboration or one-time team meeting. The percentage of time spent in ongoing coaching
cycles was smaller for special education coaches than for other instructional coaches.
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Figure 20. Length of Special Education Instructional Coach Support

Table 8 shows the types of support special education instructional coaches provided. Instructional
planning, modeling, or feedback on instruction made up 33 percent of cases, a smaller percentage than for
other instructional coaches. Providing general information on special education learners represented about
18 percent of cases. Coaches also provided support on identifying or modifying materials, and on
curriculum or instructional strategies.
Table 8. Type of Special Education Instructional Coach Support
Support Type
Feedback on instruction
General information on curriculum or instructional strategies
General information on special education learners
Help administering or interpreting assessment information
Help identifying appropriate instructional materials for students
Help modifying materials (curriculum or assessment) for students
Modeling of instruction in the classroom (e.g. differentiation flexible
grouping guided reading)
Other (meeting planning or facilitation, PD planning or delivery)
Planning for instruction (individual lessons or units)
Planning for instruction in co-teaching setting

Percent
8%
13%
18%
11%
8%
5%
5%
11%
15%
5%

In terms of the structured professional learning that the district provides for special education staff, the
special education department offers quarterly meetings a year for staff focused on instruction. Assistants
attend three required meetings a year as well. Special education and other staff can also attend D205
courses, some of which focused on differentiation and on math and literacy instruction this year (though
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these courses are voluntary). Each school also provides professional learning for its staff focused on
building-specific improvement goals, which may or may not be especially relevant for special educators.
An area for improvement noted in both interview and ThoughtExchange feedback from multiple different
stakeholders is a need for additional training for assistants.
Progress Monitoring
Because student IEP goals can vary, approaches to measuring student progress on those goals must
necessarily also vary. The district does not prescribe a set of particular tools to be used to assess student
progress in different areas, meaning that staff must identify measures that match student goals. These
measures may be teacher-created, commercially available assessments, or may be drawn from existing
curricular materials (especially for goals that fall into the areas of reading, mathematics, and writing). For
example, for goals that focus on reading, the district’s existing benchmark assessment systems include
measures that may be appropriate for monitoring progress in accuracy, fluency, or comprehension (such
as texts and rubrics focused on re-telling a story, or assessments in which students must identify main
ideas). In mathematics, teachers may be able to draw from existing math curricular assessments from other
grade levels that match to a student’s present level of performance.
In addition, the district recently began piloting a new form of progress monitoring called “goal attainment
scaling.” In this approach, teachers write rubrics (goal attainment scales) that outline what a student’s
present level of performance is and what the end goal is, and then they must clearly identify benchmarks
in between. Progress is then measured in steps toward the end goal.
However, feedback from interviews with administrators and other staff is very clear that they feel more
tools and processes (including systems to manage the data) are needed. Specific mention was made of
need for more tools to assess progress in mathematics and in some cases, tools in Spanish as well.
Interviewees want new tools to be paired with training and monitoring to ensure consistency within and
across schools.
Parents also raised the need for more communication from staff about student progress. Feedback from
psychologists also highlighted the need for a comprehensive multi-tiered system of support for students
with and without IEPs, specifically including a systematic process to monitor progress and move students
in and out of supports as needed.
Finally, as described in the previous section on IEP development, the least frequently met quality criteria
for IEP goals related to describing the specific assessments or measures to be used to assess achievement
of goals (71 percent of goals met this criteria) and the conditions for performance (75 percent of goals met
this criteria).
Annual Review & Transitions
As part of the mandated process for supporting students with disabilities, each student’s IEP is reviewed
at least annually in a meeting with the IEP team (including parents, teachers, and other representatives).
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The district does not provide specific training for all case managers on facilitating meetings, though it
provides a “best practices” document that reviews legal requirements related to the meeting, what topics
must be covered, and how to effectively facilitate the conversation. New case managers receive additional
support from supervisors to facilitate meetings.
Administrators and district staff note that there can be variation in how meetings are organized and
managed. Elementary parents expressed a desire to have IEP documents ahead of scheduled IEP meetings
in order to make the meetings more productive and some other parent comments noted that meetings did
not focus on student needs and progress (or were not long enough to have in-depth discussions). However,
quality of annual review or other IEP meetings was not noted as a key area of improvement among most
staff or parents.
When students are transitioning across educational levels (e.g. from 5th to 6th grade), conversations about
student services in the new school can be an important part of an annual review meeting (or a separate
meeting, depending on the timing of the annual review meeting).
For students ages 14 ½ and older, IEPs and IEP meetings also begin including discussion of postsecondary
goals and transition processes, which involve a separate set of requirements and assessments.
The district provides “best practice” documents for both next-level transitions and post-secondary
transition planning that discuss what is required and for next-level transitions, provide a sample agenda
and approaches to address common issues in transition. The district also provides information to students
and parents to smooth the transition process. For example, for the 5th to 6th grade transitions, case
managers meet to go over likely needs for incoming 6th graders. Middle schools hold parent meetings to
describe the types of services and courses available in middle school. Group tours are held for students
and individual tours may also be arranged for students who need more support getting familiar with a new
school. Parents can also tour over the summer.
At the middle and high school levels, transition meetings may also be when course selections are made.
This offers parents (and students) the opportunity to make sure they know what types of courses are
available and might best meet their needs (e.g. guided study, co-taught, etc.).
Feedback from administrators suggests that within-level transitions (i.e. within a school) are typically
informal, with case managers sharing IEP information with new teachers and possibly some limited time
made available for teams to discuss students at the beginning of the school year.
Early childhood staff raised the issue of transitions to kindergarten as a key area of improvement, noting
that when students move on, the types of supports available can change and there probably needs to be
more discussion and alignment between the two levels.
As an area of improvement, parents want more communication among teachers about their students,
especially at transition times. They want teachers to know their students’ needs and accommodations at
the start of the year, and they want previous teachers to share information about what strategies have been
used with success with their students.
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Communication & Collaboration - Staff
A key element of the district’s overall improvement strategy is the use of professional learning
communities (PLCs). PLCs are intended to be a time for teachers to work in teams to discuss what students
are to be learning, how they are monitoring learning, and how they are supporting learners who struggle
and those who have already mastered relevant skills and content. Their goal is to systematize the use of
data and help move teacher practice forward. PLC time is built into the teacher contract, with 90 minutes
per week allocated for this collaborative work and additional time for individual teacher planning.
At the elementary level, PLCs are generally grade-level teams. At the middle and high school levels, they
are more likely to be grade/subject area teams (e.g. 8th grade ELA). Additional team meetings, such as
special education team meetings, or grade level team meetings at the middle school, also take place
throughout the week at each school.
Because special education teachers often work with students from multiple grade levels (and/or across
multiple content areas) but have the same contractual amount of PLC and plan time as other teachers, it is
not possible for them to fully participate in all the relevant grade or subject area PLCs.
Most elementary and middle school teachers are not able to participate in the full PLC meetings of the
grade-level or subject-area teams of the students with which they work. About half of elementary resource
teachers are participating for about 60 minutes or more per week in a grade-level PLC. This time might
be structured as 30 minutes or less in two PLCs or 60 minutes in one, or 30 minutes in one grade level
team and 30 minutes in a special education-focused PLC with special education peers. The other half of
elementary resource teachers are participating in fewer than 60 minutes of PLC time with their general
education peers.
Similarly, instructional special education teachers, who often serve students at different grade levels
and/or in multiple subject areas, are typically unable to meet with all of the relevant grade or subject-area
general education peers. In addition, substitute teachers must often be used to provide planning and
collaboration time for these teachers.
At the high school level, special education resource teachers are generally assigned to a specific
department and therefore have similar opportunities to meet with relevant PLC groups as their general
education peers.
Staff noted that one strength of our current special education services is a team approach or having strong
collaboration among special education teams, and in some cases, among special education and general
education teams. The theme of good collaboration and teamwork and of having a variety of supports in
place for student was especially strong at the early childhood level.
However, improving communication and collaboration among special education and general education
teams was also a key area of improvement. Participants, especially general education teachers and
assistants, want time to meet with their special education peers to discuss students and strategies to best
support them. General education teachers in particular noted that they want to be able to benefit from the
knowledge and skill of their special education peers, though it was also noted that some special education
teachers also need to deepen their expertise and knowledge of curricular materials in content areas that
they support. Assistants want to be part of IEP meetings or to be informed about changes in goals or
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strategies so that they can best support the students with whom they work. They also want more training
on how to work with their students.
A related challenge is the sense among staff that special education team members are overburdened and
there is a need for more staff or for current staff to have more time to meet student needs. Special educators
specifically mentioned a need for more time to handle case management responsibilities.
Communication & Collaboration – Families
Beyond required quarterly progress reporting, there are no specific requirements or best practice
documents related to staff communication with families (for students with IEPs or without). Case
managers usually take the lead in communications with families, though some teachers regularly
communicate with the parents of all of their students.
Parents at Madison praised staff for their communication (and specifically noted the use of a software
called Seesaw which enables parents to keep up on what their students are doing).
As an area of improvement, all parent groups except the high school/transition center respondents
commonly and strongly expressed a desire for more communication from staff. Parents described wanting
more information about how to support their students, what their students are doing (particularly at the
early childhood and elementary levels), and especially about their progress or lack of progress.
Middle school parents (and some high school parents) described a need for more inclusion or a more
inclusive culture, noting concerns about teachers not engaging disabled students in general education
classrooms, or wishing for more opportunities (such as lunches, electives, or other times) for general
education and special education students to mix. They also seek support from school leadership to educate
non-disabled students about disabilities and promote inclusion. High school parents referred specifically
to the Special Olympics basketball program as a great program (and some asked if it could be extended to
other sports).

34

Outcomes
As described in the introduction, the district’s theory of action for special education services presumes
that if we deliver special education services with a high level of quality, students will learn and grow,
students and parents will be engaged and satisfied with the services they receive, and ultimately, students
will become college-, career-, and life-ready. In this section, we examine the extent to which these
outcomes are being achieved.
Student Engagement
D205 would like students both with and without IEPs to feel included and engaged in their academic work
and in their schools more broadly. As one measure of student involvement in their schools, Figure 21
shows the percentages of students involved in activities or athletics at York in 2017-18. Other schools do
not collect systematic data about student participation in activities. Students with an IEP tend to
participate in fewer activities and athletics than their peers without an IEP. About 30 percent of students
with IEPs participated in at least one activity, compared to about 47 percent of students without IEPs.
About one-third of students with IEPs participated in athletics, compared to more than half of students
without IEPs. About 52 percent of students with IEPs participated in either athletics or activities,
compared to about 75 percent of students without IEPs.
Figure 21. Percent of Students Participating in Activities and/or Athletics, by IEP Status

As described in the earlier section on instruction, each year, students in grades 4 through 12 take the
statewide 5 Essentials Survey. These data also provide some information on how students feel about their
schools and the support they receive. Table 11 shows the measures that relate to student’s sense of support,
safety, and engagement. Cells highlighted in blue show areas in which results for either students with
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IEPs or without are at least 1.5 standard deviations above average - areas of strength. Yellow-highlighted
cells show areas where at least one group of students is below average. Cells outlined in bold and with
bold font indicate areas where there are major differences between students with IEPs and without IEPs.
A breakdown of results by IEP status is only available at the school level, therefore individual school data
is presented.12 More detail on the specific survey questions asked on the 5 Essentials Survey is available
in Appendix D.
Student-teacher trust and peer support for academic work are areas of relative strength across most
schools. Some schools also show above-average results in academic personalism, though one school
(Field) shows large differences between students with IEPs and without IEPs. Bryan’s results are above
average across measures. Churchville and Sandburg show below-average results in a few areas. While
there are differences between students with IEPs and without on some measures, no clear patterns of areas
for improvement stand out across schools.
Table 9. Student Perceptions of Support and Connection
School

Academic
Personalism

Peer
Support
for
Academic
Work

Safety Physical

StudentTeacher
Trust

Safety Emotional

School
Connectedness

Student
Peer
Relation
-ships

Parent
Supportiveness

99/99
75/71
73/86

65/86
42/54
28/52

99/99
72/65
76/75

62/99
30/56
66/76

IEP / No IEP
Bryan
Churchville
Sandburg
Edison
Emerson

92/73
43/47
38/56
56/74
55/50

96/97
58/55
58/72
88/76
99/68

93/92
39/43
50/59
51/61
55/52

98/90
74/57
60/67
80/86
53/64

Field

39/74
82/83
85/66
79/69
86/63
60/63

82/90
96/85
99/71
99/78
99/82
98/95

64/59
51/44
67/61
49/55
75/67
72/65

66/90
99/88
79/78
88/79
81/85
77/87

Fischer
Hawthorne
Jackson
Jefferson
Lincoln

Level of
Implementation

Score
Range

Description

Most
More

80-100
60-80

At least 1.5 SD above average
0.5 to 1.5 SD above average

Average

40-60

Average

Less

20-40

0.5 to 1.5 SD below average

Least

0-20

At least 1.5 SD below average

IEP/Non-IEP Difference
12

York’s student response rate was below the reporting threshold in 2017-18; therefore, no results are shown for York.
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Attendance and discipline may also provide some information about student engagement and connections
to school (though these may also be interrelated with a student’s disability). Students with IEPs are
chronically absent (absent 10 or more days for any reason) at about double the rate of all students. District
data for the 2017-18 school year (as reported in the Illinois school report card) shows that overall, 8.6
percent of Elmhurst students were chronically absent, compared to 15.9 percent of students with IEPs.
The overall percentages of students with major disciplinary incidents in Elmhurst D205 are generally
small. Based on 2017-18 data, however, about 3 times as many students with IEPs had in or out of school
suspensions compared to students without IEPs.
Table 10. Disciplinary Incidents (2017-18), by IEP Status
Disciplinary Incidents13
IEP

No IEP

In-school suspension

6.4%

2.0%

Out-of-school suspension

3.5%

0.8%

Student Learning Outcomes
National, state, and local data have consistently demonstrated lower academic performance and graduation
rates for students with disabilities than for students without disabilities (see, for example, National Center
for Education Statistics data on graduation rates and achievement). Elmhurst data reflect this same pattern
across subjects and grade levels, as shown in Table 11.

13

Derived from counts provided in Illinois school report card comparing number of students K-12 with disciplinary incidents
to overall population (i.e. total number of students with IEPs with disciplinary incidents/total number of students with IEPs
compared to total number of students without IEPs with disciplinary incidents/total number of students without IEPs).
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Table 11. Percentages of Students Meeting Proficiency or Other Benchmarks
Reading
Math
Percent of Students Meeting
Benchmarks
IEP
No IEP IEP No IEP
Elementary school achievement14
Fountas & Pinnell (literacy)

34%

64%

PARCC

21%

55%

27%

56%

PARCC

14%

56%

17%

57%

PSAT 8/9

36%

85%

17%

68%

PSAT/NMSQT

32%

87%

12%

68%

SAT

32%

84%

17%

74%

Graduation rate

IEP
86%

No IEP
95%

Postsecondary enrollment

60%

83%

Middle school achievement

High school achievement

High school/postsecondary outcomes15

Federal law requires that states assess all students in grades 3 through 8 every year and at least once during
high school. Illinois’s state assessment of academic achievement for the past several years has been the
PARCC assessment. For some students, however, the PARCC assessment is not appropriate. For students
with significant cognitive disabilities, states also conduct alternate assessments based on a set of modified
learning standards (in Illinois, the Common Core Essential Elements). Illinois uses an assessment called
Dynamic Learning Maps - Alternate Assessment (DLM-AA).
The alternate assessment is intended only for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who
have intellectual functioning well below average. Participation is capped at 1 percent of students, unless
a waiver is granted. In 2018, 28 students in D205 participated in the DLM-AA, with participation over
the last few years ranging from 21 to 37 students. Figure 22 provides an overview of student performance
in ELA and mathematics (some students also tested in science at the state-required grade levels).
14

Notes:
Fountas & Pinnell: Percent of students in grades 1-5 meeting or exceeding in fall 2018
PARCC: Percent of students in grades 3-5 (elementary) or 6-8 (middle) meeting or exceeding in spring 2018
PSAT 8/9: Percent of 8th grade students meeting College Board college/career ready benchmarks in fall 2018
PSAT/NMSQT: Percent of 11th grade students meeting College Board college/career ready benchmarks in fall 2018
SAT: Percent of 11th grade students meeting College Board college/career ready benchmarks in spring 2018
Graduation rate: Adjusted 4-year cohort graduation rate as reported in Illinois state school classic card
Postsecondary enrollment: Percent of students enrolling in a postsecondary institution within one year of graduation (as
reported in Naviance analytics using data from National Student Clearinghouse)
15
No students with IEPs were enrolled in AP courses in 2017-18 and less than one percent of students enrolled in dual
credit courses had IEPs.
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Elmhurst had fewer students in the “at target” range than the state as a whole, and no students in the
“advanced” performance level compared to two to three percent for the state.
Figure 22. Percentages of Students at Each Performance Level on DLM-AA, 2017-18

Because IEP goals are intended to align to the specific needs of students, they can offer a picture of student
progress and achievement that may be more relevant than grade-level standard measures. As part of the
analysis of IEP goals, reviewers also noted whether or not students had met their goals or were on track
to meet them. Because IEP goals are set and reset on an ongoing basis as IEPs are reviewed, at any
moment in time, some goals are new and therefore will not have data about whether or not students have
met them. Of the 308 goals reviewed, 113 were new or could not be assessed for other reasons. Of the
remaining goals, students were on track to meet or had met 81 percent of them.16
Parent and Student Satisfaction
Overall, about 24 percent of parents of students with IEPs participated in the district’s request for feedback
on areas of strength and improvement in special education services. As noted, a key area identified by
parents for improvement is in increasing communication so that they can better support their students at
home.
Additional information on overall parent satisfaction will be collected as part of a follow-up survey on
IEP meetings. Additional information on graduating seniors’ sense of preparedness and satisfaction with
their special education services will be collected this spring as well.

16

Note that 34 goals were categorized as “unknown,” meaning the review could not determine if the goal had been met.
These 34 are included in the denominator for the percent of goals met or on track to be met.
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Appendix A. Program Review Questions, Data Sources, and Timeline
The table that follows shows the program review questions and data sources used to address those
questions.
Program Review Questions
What do special education services look like at
present in the district?
● What resources does the district provide
to implement each element and to what
extent do the resources seem sufficient?
●

How does the district intend for each
element to be implemented (for example,
development of IEPs)? Are activities
being implemented as planned and with
the level of quality expected? How does
this vary by school or type of services?
What are areas of strength and improvement?

What are the intended outcomes for students
with special needs and to what extent are they
being met?

Data Sources
Student service data
Course enrollment data
District staff interviews (supervisors, coaches)
District documentation
Principal interviews
District staffing, hiring & effectiveness data
Coaching log data (instructional supports)
Illinois school report card data
Co-teaching study (Spring 2019)*

Special education teacher online focus group
General education teacher online focus group
Early childhood staff online focus group
Parent online focus group
Psychologist, social worker, speech/pathologist
online focus groups
Principal interviews
District staff interviews
5 Essentials student survey data (instruction)
IEP goal review (representative sample)
Engagement/Satisfaction
5 Essentials student survey data
Student participation data (HS)
Attendance data
Discipline data
Graduating senior parent survey (February 2019)*
Graduating senior survey (Spring 2019)*

Learning Outcomes
Math and ELA achievement, graduation rates and
postsecondary enrollment
IEP goal data
*Data collection not completed for initial program review.
A second phase of work from February 2019 through fall 2019 will focus on any additional data needs
identified during the development of this report and on planning in response to initial findings. It is
anticipated that additional phases of data collection and analysis will follow, focusing in on particular
issues of special interest, and may provide additional information on student outcomes. Table 2 provides
an overview of the program review timeline.
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Program
Review
Phase
Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4

Dates

Activities

July 2018-January 2019
February 2019-July 2019
August 2019-January 2020
February 2020-April 2021

Data collection & analysis
Reporting & planning for 2019-20
Additional data collection & analysis
Planning for 2020-21 and beyond
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Appendix B. Overview of Interview Feedback
In the fall of 2018, interviews were conducted with all principals, three assistant principals, special
education coaches, the special education department chair at York, and special education supervisors. In
total, 25 interviews were completed. Copies of the interview protocols can be found in Appendix C. A
brief summary of common themes from the interview feedback follows.
Administrators
With respect to D205’s organizational structure, administrators highlighted the challenge of having
supervisors work across buildings, while also noting that the structure itself largely worked and they
appreciated the support received (some desire was expressed for additional technical/legal support so that
administrators would not have to solely rely on supervisors). The greatest challenge related to
identification was more about pre-identification processes and the lack of a consistent and systematic
MTSS approach in the district (including lack of a clear behavioral/social-emotional component).
Administrators noted that goal writing has improved but that there is still work to do to improve their rigor
and their specificity. With respect to placement, the greatest challenges relate to the expertise of special
education teachers and a felt lack of programming options. They noted co-teaching still needs support
and especially that differentiation and mindset for general education teachers can still be an area of
improvement. They requested additional professional learning related to implementation of standardsbased reporting for special education students, as well as more work with curricular resources and
standards. They appreciate the district’s investment in special education instructional coaching and feel
that instruction, especially in instructional classrooms, has become more aligned to the grade-level work
of general education peers. Professional learning for assistants was mentioned as an area for improvement,
as well as strategies to manage behavior. A need for more tools and processes for progress monitoring
was a clear area of improvement moving forward. IEP meetings and student transitions were not an area
of concern for most administrators, though some did raise challenges. Administrators praised the
commitment of special education teachers and noted that ensuring general education/special education
collaboration time (among elementary and middle school teachers) was a major challenge. With respect
to communication with families, administrators rely on case managers and find them to be generally
effective with parents.
Coaches
Coaches described a variety of different types of tasks they do - from facilitating meetings to individual
coaching to work on instructional materials and goal-writing. Coaches working across buildings noted
some challenges in being able to meet needs. All coaches noted that they work with general education
and special education teachers, and that behavioral issues in classrooms can often be a starting point for
additional coaching discussions. In addition, a key theme was the role of coaching special education
teachers to collaborate with their peers, and a continuing need to increase the sense of ownership of
students with IEPs among some general education staff.
Supervisors
Supervisors also described a variety of tasks. Roles differ somewhat across schools, depending on the
involvement of the administrator - some principals go to many IEP meetings, some do not. Supervisors
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also work with crisis issues and manage a caseload of approximately 15 outplaced students. Supervisors
also may evaluate staff such as related service providers and coaches.
Several supervisors noted the overall quality of special education staff, while noting that progress still
needs to be made in collaboration and where relevant, co-teaching. They noted that processes (such as
RtI or problem solving) can differ across schools. Supervisors also noted the need for more support for
students struggling with behavior or emotional issues and with having good tools and processes for
progress monitoring.
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Appendix C. Interview Protocols
Special education coach protocol
The purpose of interviews with coaches is to gather information about strengths and challenges related
to how special education services are provided in their schools, and especially to understand how
processes, strengths, and challenges may vary across buildings.
Introduction
As you know, we are doing a program analysis this year about special education services. The goal of
the analysis is to gather information on areas of strength and improvement, and to begin to look at how
well our intended outcomes are being achieved. To answer our evaluation questions, we are planning to
collect data from parents, students, teachers, and other staff, including principals. We are especially
interested in hearing about how special education services are provided from the coaches’ point of view.
To that end, I have a number of questions for you. You should know that none of the information you
provide will be attributed to you by name, and all information will be held by me or others working on
the analysis.
To begin, maybe you can tell me the schools you work with.
Tell me about how you see your role as a special education coach.
Does the role or the types of tasks you carry out differ by school, and if so, how/why?
How would you characterize your relationships with principals, special education supervisors, other
instructional coaches, and district staff? What are the strengths and challenges in these relationships?
Overall, how do you think the district’s special education organizational structure helps or hinders in
providing excellent services for students?
What role, if any, do you play in identification of students, IEP development, or placement/assignment
decisions?
Tell me how you feel about quality of instruction provided by special educators in the schools you work
with. And what about by general education teachers for special education students? Why do you think
this? What evidence do you have?
What are the key issues or challenges that teachers want help with? How do you help them? What
supports do you have for your work - what feedback or resources do you receive and how effective do
you think it/they are?
What do you see as the major strengths and challenges in ensuring high-quality instruction for all
students with special needs?
What is your role with respect to hiring of special education teachers, if any? What do you see as the
strengths and challenges in the process?
What role (if any) do you play in providing PL (beyond one-on-one coaching) for teachers related to
working with special education students? For gen ed or special ed teachers? What about for
44

paraprofessionals? Does this vary across schools? What successes and needs have you seen in this
area?
What role, if any, do you play in helping general education teachers, special education teachers, resource
teachers, and paraprofessionals coordinate services and share information regarding special education
students? How does this vary across schools (and why do you think it does)?
Are there regular meetings? Other ways that services are coordinated or information shared?
Tell me about the kinds of instructional materials used with special education students, including
assessments. Do these differ across schools? What are the major strengths and challenges?
What is your role in developing, modifying, or otherwise working with these materials?
Closing: Overall strengths and challenges Overall, thinking about the special education services
provided to students in the schools you work with, what would you say is going well? What are your
biggest challenges?
Is there anything else you would like to add?
Special education supervisor protocol
The purpose of interviews with supervisors is to gather information about strengths and challenges
related to how special education services are provided in their schools, and especially to understand how
processes, strengths, and challenges may vary across buildings.
As you know, we are doing a program analysis this year about special education services. The goal of
the analysis is to gather information on areas of strength and improvement, and to begin to look at how
well our intended outcomes are being achieved. To answer our evaluation questions, we are planning to
collect data from parents, students, teachers, and other staff, including principals. We are very interested
in hearing about how special education services are provided from the supervisor point of view. To that
end, I have a number of questions for you. You should know that none of the information you provide
will be attributed to you by name, and all information will be held by me or others working on the
analysis.
To begin, maybe you can tell me a little about the special education programs in the schools you work
with.
Tell me about how you see your role as a supervisor.
Does the role or the types of tasks you carry out differ by school, and if so, how/why?
How would you characterize your relationships with principals? What are the strengths and challenges
in these relationships?
Overall, how do you think the district’s special education organizational structure helps or hinders in
providing excellent services for students?
How do processes for identifying students for services differ (if at all) by school?

45

What would you say are the strengths and challenges in this process? Who is usually involved? Do you
have documents or checklists that you follow? How does this intersect with RTI or other similar
processes?
Once a student has been identified, could you tell me about the IEP development process that takes
place? What are the biggest strengths and challenges? How does the process tend to differ by school or
maybe even supervisor? Who participates? How long does the process take? How is that information
communicated to parents, students, and teachers?
In terms of deciding on the types of services student receive, from whom, and how, that is all covered by
a student’s IEP. But in terms of developing schedules to accommodate for student needs and assigning
students to particular teachers, that usually falls on schools. What role do you play in that process, if
any?
How do you participate (if at all) in the assignment of special education students to particular courses or
teachers (beyond those that are non-negotiable based on staffing or IEP)? What about with respect to
specialists (such as reading specialists or EL resource teachers)?
What challenges, if any, have you encountered in this process and how have you addressed them?
Tell me how you feel about quality of instruction provided by special educators in the schools you work
with. And what about by general education teachers for special education students? Why do you think
this? What evidence do you have?
What role do you play in ensuring high-quality instruction for special ed students? How does this
intersect with the principal’s role? Does it differ across schools? What do you see as the major strengths
and challenges in ensuring high-quality instruction for all students with special needs?
What is your role with respect to hiring of special education teachers? What do you see as the strengths
and challenges in the process?
What role (if any) do you play in providing PL for teachers related to working with special education
students? For gen ed or special ed teachers? What about for paraprofessionals? Does this vary across
schools? What successes and needs have you seen in this area?
What role, if any, do you play in helping general education teachers, special education teachers, resource
teachers, and paraprofessionals coordinate services and share information regarding special education
students? How does this vary across schools (and why do you think it does)?
Are there regular meetings? Other ways that services are coordinated or information shared?
How do school teams monitor student progress? How does this vary across schools?
What systems or tools do you use and what are the strengths and challenges in the process?
What role, if any, do you play in student transitions from grade to grade or teacher to teacher? For
example, how do teachers know what student IEPs include or what previous teachers have learned about
working with students? What works well or doesn’t work well about this process?
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Tell me about how special education parents in your school typically receive information about their
students. From whom would information come, how often, about what topics? What information do you
receive from parents about relevant external services?
Tell me about the kinds of instructional materials used with your special education students, including
assessments. Do these differ across schools? What are the major strengths and challenges?
Overall, thinking about the special education services provided to students in the schools you work with,
what would you say is going well? What are your biggest challenges?
Is there anything else you would like to add?
Thank you so much for your time. Over the next month or so, we’ll be compiling all this information,
with the goal of having a preliminary report ready for review in January (with a Board presentation in
February).
Principal interview protocol
The purpose of interviews with principals is to gather information about strengths and challenges related
to how special education services are provided in their schools, and especially to understand how
processes, strengths, and challenges may vary across buildings.
As you know, we are doing a program analysis this year about special education services. The goal of
the analysis is to gather information on areas of strength and improvement, and to begin to look at how
well our intended outcomes are being achieved. To answer our evaluation questions, we are planning to
collect data from parents, students, teachers, and other staff, including principals. We are especially
interested in hearing about how special education services are provided from the school leader point of
view. To that end, I have a number of questions for you. You should know that none of the information
you provide will be attributed to you by name, and all information will be held by me or others working
on the analysis.
To begin, maybe you can tell me a little about the special education students and programs in this
school.
Tell me about your own background in special education and the role you typically play with respect to
special ed in the school. How confident and knowledgeable do you feel about special education in
general?
Are there particular aspects of providing services that you wish you had more information or support
for?
Tell me about the types of supports you receive from the district as it relates to providing services. What
guidance and staff do you access and how well do they support you or your staff?
How does the district’s special education organizational structure help or hinder your work?
Can you describe what the process for identifying students for services looks like in this school? What
would you say are the strengths and challenges in this process? Who is usually involved? Do you have
documents or checklists that you follow? How does this intersect with RTI or other similar processes?
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Once a student has been identified, could you tell me about the IEP development process that takes place
in this school? What are the biggest strengths and challenges? Who participates? How long does the
process take? How is that information communicated to parents, students, and teachers?
In terms of deciding on the types of services student receive, from whom, and how, that is all covered by
a student’s IEP. But in terms of developing schedules to accommodate for student needs and assigning
students to particular teachers, that falls on schools.
How do you assign special education students to particular courses or teachers (beyond those that are
non-negotiable based on staffing or IEP)? Do special education students typically get services from
other specialists, like EL or reading specialists?
What challenges, if any, have you encountered in this process and how have you addressed them?
Tell me how you feel about quality of instruction provided by your special educators in this school. And
what about by general education teachers for special education students? Why do you think this? What
evidence do you have?
What role do you play in ensuring high-quality instruction for special ed students and how does this
intersect with district support? What are major strengths and challenges in ensuring high-quality
instruction for all students with special needs?
Have you had to hire any special education teachers for your building? If yes, can you tell me about the
process and how it went?
We know that the district provides special education coaches and some professional learning for special
education teachers. In addition to this PL, have you provided any PL for teachers related to working
with special education students? For gen ed teachers? What about for special education teachers? What
about for paraprofessionals? What successes and needs have you seen in this area?
How do general education teachers, special education teachers, resource teachers, and paraprofessionals
coordinate services and share information regarding special education students in your building? Are
there regular meetings? Other ways that services are coordinated or information shared?
How do you and your team(s) monitor student progress? What systems or tools do you use and what are
the strengths and challenges in the process?
How do you usually handle transitions from grade to grade or teacher to teacher? For example, how do
teachers know what student IEPs include or what previous teachers have learned about working with
students? What works well or doesn’t work well about this process?
Thinking about the ways in which families can participate in your school’s community - for example,
through PTA or other school groups -to what extent would you say families with students who have
special needs are represented?
What about students? To what extent would you say they participate in extracurriculars (sports, clubs) or
school leadership positions? Do you maintain any data on this? If so, could I get a copy?
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Tell me about how special education parents in your school typically receive information about their
students. From whom would information come, how often, about what topics?
Tell me about the kinds of instructional materials used with your special education students, including
assessments. What are the major strengths and challenges?
How well does your school support students with special needs from a facilities point of view? What are
key challenges and how have they been addressed?
Overall, thinking about the special education services provided to students in your school, what would
you say is going well? What are your biggest challenges?
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Appendix D. Summary of ThoughtExchange Feedback
In the fall of 2018, a variety of stakeholders were asked to provide their feedback on the greatest areas of
strength and improvement in how the district provides special education services. Feedback was solicited
through the use of a software called ThoughtExchange, which allows open-ended responses from
participants. Respondents could enter as many thoughts as they wanted to and their feedback was
anonymous. Respondents then also rate a random sample of comments provided by other respondents,
assigning one to five stars to indicate their level of agreement with the statement. This approach allows
us to look at which ideas are most commonly expressed by respondents, as well as the ones with which
respondents most strongly agree (or disagree).
Participation rates for each responding group follow. Because we did not track respondents, these
participation rates are approximate.

Common and highly-rated themes
Ideas that were mentioned by approximately one-fifth of respondents were considered “common” themes.
Staff
The table that follows provides an overview of the most commonly mentioned strengths and areas of
improvement and those most highly rated/agreed by staff.
Across all staff, the greatest strengths noted were related to the dedication and hard work of special
education teachers, assistants, and other staff. Respondents also mentioned a focus on meeting student
needs and on the skills and knowledge of special education staff. An additional strength related to a team
approach or having strong collaboration among special ed teams, and in some cases, among special
education and general education teams. The theme of good collaboration and teamwork and of having a
variety of supports in place for student was especially strong at the early childhood level.
However, improving communication and collaboration among special education and general education
teams was also a key area of improvement. Participants, especially general education teachers and
assistants, want time to meet with their special education peers to discuss students and strategies to best
support them. General education teachers in particular noted that they want to be able to benefit from the
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knowledge and skill of their special education peers, though it was also noted that some special education
teachers also need to deepen their expertise and knowledge of curricular materials in content areas that
they support. Assistants want to be part of IEP meetings or to be informed about changes in goals or
strategies so that they can best support the students with whom they work. They also want more training
on how to work with their students.
A related challenge is the sense among staff that special education team members are overburdened and
there is a need for more staff or for current staff to have more time to meet student needs. Special educators
specifically mentioned a need for more time to handle case management responsibilities.
For general education teachers, class size and supports in the general education classroom is a major
concern. One area specifically noted was a felt need for more assistants, or a concern that assistants may
often get pulled from their regular assignments, may be absent without substitutes, or may leave their
positions frequently.
Many staff - general education and other - also raised the need for additional academic programming
options, such as more co-taught courses or supports for students with particular needs such as autism.
Another main area of improvement is increasing options or programming to support students with
behavioral or emotional needs. This issue was raised by multiple different types of staff.
Early childhood staff raised the issue of transitions to kindergarten as an area of improvement, noting that
when students move on, the types of supports available can change and there probably needs to be more
discussion and alignment between the two levels.
In addition to the areas of improvement already noted, psychologists also suggested that we need more
consistency across schools in terms of the types of decisions that are made and how services are offered.
They particularly noted a need to strengthen and systematize the district’s approach to a multi-tiered
system of supports (MTSS), including the supports provided and the data related to interventions. They
also noted that staff split across schools are less able to provide robust support. Social workers and
psychologists both noted that with more staffing, they could potentially provide some of the types of
behavioral or emotional supports that they felt might be lacking.
Respondent
General
education
teachers

Most
common

Strengths
● Caring, hardworking,
knowledgeable, skilled staff
● Communication &
collaboration of special ed
staff

Most highly
rated

Special
education
teachers

Most
common

Most highly

●

Areas of Improvement
● Need for more staff/time to meet student
needs/overburdened special education
staff
● Class size
● Academic programming options
● Need for more behavior programming
● Assistant turnover/lack of substitutes
● Need for more supports in gen ed
classrooms
● Need for more teacher input
Caring,
hardworking, ● Need more time for case management,
knowledgeable, skilled staff
collaboration with gen ed and among
special ed teachers
● Need more academic programming
options
● Need more staff/time
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Respondent

Strengths
rated

Assistants

Early
childhood
teachers

Most
common
Most highly
rated

●

Most
common

●

Most highly
rated

●

Psychologist Most
common

●

Areas of Improvement
● Need more behavioral/emotional
program options
Caring, hardworking,
● Need for more collaboration time and
knowledgeable, skilled staff
communication about student needs
Caring, flexible staff
● Need for more staff to meet student
needs/overburdened special education
staff (assistants)
● Need for more collaboration time and
training
Good communication &
● Need for better communication/process
collaboration among staff
for transitions

Good communication &
collaboration among staff
● Variety of services/supports
available
● Skilled/knowledgeable staff
● Good communication &
collaboration among team
● Focus on meeting student
needs
● Staffing allocations

Most
common

Most highly
rated

●
●
●
●
●

Most highly
rated
Social
workers,
SLPs

●

●

Caring, hardworking,
knowledgeable, skilled
staff
● Good communication &
collaboration among team
● Hardworking,
knowledgeable staff

●
●
●
●

Need more behavior programming
options/supports
Need better assignments to match
student needs
Need more academic programming
options
Need more consistency across schools
Need more RTI/MTSS interventions
Academic and behavior programming
options
Need for more special ed resource staff
Overburdened special education staff
Need more collaboration time
Need more staff/time to meet student
needs

The two most highly rated comments from each respondent group follow. In some cases, comments had
the same ratings so more than two comments may appear. Note that while these comments are useful to
get a sense of respondent opinions, they can also be difficult to interpret or in some cases, inaccurate.
Special education teachers
 Area of improvement: amount of things that a resource teacher needs to do in a day. Overwhelming
to fit in everything . New kids = more mins. When more kids qualify for spec ed, we sometimes are
so booked already, we cannot fit in more mins. Rarely get 30 mins plan a day.
 We have a GIANT hole in our programming for students with behavioral and emotional needs. We
need a plan for these specific needs of these kids. Students are being placed in instructional classrooms
that are not designed for students performing at grade level or outplaced.
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Assistants
 Assistants are spread too thin. Students requiring more help are not receiving it so assistant can
work with more students. In many cases IEP minutes are NOT being met or are amended not
because the students abilities or behaviors improved, but so assistant can see more students.
 Our needs are, more time to collaborate with pertinent staff regarding our students, more training
specific to our students, and to be fully staffed. PSRP do not have enough time to meet with
teachers and other staff to go over goals and other needs of our students. The training time was
cut.
 Our greatest strengths are our compassion, patience, and flexibility. The students we work with
have needs that are different than other students. It takes much patience and flexibility to help
them.
Early childhood teachers
 The wide use of visuals and modifications support all levels of learners. Students independence
is enhanced when children are aware of expectations and classroom formats.
 Great trained staff at Madison and Paras are trained as well which helps with team teaching.
Student and Staff ratio are essential to student success. It is very important because students are
activities included and without support the students would develop negative reactions to inclusion
 We have a great team approach in delivery of special education services in Early Childhood.
Collaborative, sharing expertise.
General education teachers
 The shortage of educational assistance and substitutes have left us with no one in the class to help.
District 205 is better than that! We must do better by these kids!
 Special Education students that are mainstreamed should have appropriate supports in place to be
successful. Those supports includes smaller class sizes, educated aides, resources that match their
ability and requires case managers to be in the mainstreamed.
 We need placement options for behavior concerns. They do not belong in the regular ed program
if they are disrupting the entire class and the instructional room is not appropriate either.
 The district needs to listen to and follow teacher recommendations. Teachers are your experts.
They know exactly what will and won't work for children, yet decisions are often made without
them or their input.
Psychologists
 Need for Improvement- Resource allocation for "resource" teachers. With the increasing number
of special education students, our district is not being responsive to this growing number in terms
of adult staffing.
 Need for Improvement- Programming options for students with differing needs. In the elementary
setting, there are a lack of program options for students w/ emotional/behavioral needs as well as
high functioning autism.
Social workers, speech/language pathologists
 We have dedicated, hard working teachers and related service providers. This is important for the
growth of students.
 The sped teams have a lot of knowledge. The sped team has to complete continuing education and
have a lot to offer to the teachers, parents, and students.
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Parents
The table that follows provides an overview of the most commonly mentioned strengths and areas of
improvement and those most highly rated/agreed by parents at different levels.
As with staff, all parents noted that a strength of the district’s special education services are its caring,
hardworking, and knowledgeable staff. At the early childhood and elementary levels, they also commonly
described a collaborative team working to meet student needs. Early childhood parents, as with early
childhood staff, also mentioned having a variety of services and supports available to students. Early
childhood parents were the only group among all respondents, including staff, with more strengths than
areas for improvement mentioned.
As an area of improvement, all parent groups except the high school/transition center respondents
commonly and strongly expressed a desire for more communication from staff. Parents described wanting
more information about how to support their students, what their students are doing (particularly at the
early childhood and elementary levels), and especially about their progress or lack of progress. Relatedly,
parents want more communication among teachers about their students, especially at transition times.
They want teachers to know their students’ needs and accommodations at the start of the year, and they
want previous teachers to share information about what strategies have been used with success with their
students. Elementary parents also expressed a desire to have IEP documents ahead of scheduled IEP
meetings in order to make the meetings more productive.
High school and transition center parents responded together in a single ThoughtExchange. However,
most parents referred in their comments specifically to the high school or the transition center.
Transition center parents were the only group to raise facilities as a key area of improvement. They also
noted the wide variety of students being served in that program, and noted concerns that the variation
makes it difficult to truly meet all student needs well. A related concern was a desire to ensure high
expectations for all students, and a particular area of improvement requested was to offer additional
academic programming through the College of DuPage.
Middle school parents (and some high school parents) described a need for more inclusion or a more
inclusive culture, noting concerns about teachers not engaging disabled students in general education
classrooms, or wishing for more opportunities (such as lunches, electives, or other times) for general
education and special education students to mix. They also seek support from school leadership to educate
non-disabled students about disabilities and promote inclusion. High school parents referred specifically
to the Special Olympics basketball program as a great program (and some asked if it could be extended to
other sports).
Respondent
Early
childhood
parents

Most
common

Strengths
Areas of Improvement
●
 Caring, hardworking, Need better communication from staff
knowledgeable,
skilled staff
 Good communication
from staff
 Variety of
services/supports
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Respondent

Elementary
parents

MS parents

HS/TC
parents

Strengths
available to meet
student needs
 Collaborative, team
approach
Most
● Caring, welcoming
highly
staff
rated
● Collaborative, team
approach
Most
● Caring, dedicated team
common
collaborating to meet
student needs
Most
● Caring, dedicated team
highly
collaborating to meet
rated
student needs
Most
● Caring, hardworking,
common
knowledgeable, skilled
staff
Most
highly
rated

Areas of Improvement

● Need better communication from staff
● Need IEP documents ahead of meetings

● Need better communication from staff
● More inclusion options/more inclusive
culture
● Gen ed teachers need to know student
IEPs at start of year
● Teachers need to understand/build from
student strengths
Most
● Caring, hardworking staff ● Facility/use of resources
common
● Academic programming
options/expectations
● Wide variation in student needs
Most
● Special Olympics
● Academic programming
highly
basketball program
options/expectations
rated

The two most highly rated comments from each respondent group follow. In some cases, comments had
the same ratings so more than two comments may appear.
Early childhood parents
 The staff are generally kind and friendly and they make Madison a welcoming place. As a
child/family's first entry point into public schools, early childhood really sets the stage for a child's
educational tenure.
 I really like that each classroom has an assigned speech, OT, PT, and social worker that works on
an almost daily basis with the children. This allows for a more intensive approach.
Elementary parents
 Parents should have access to the IEP documents 1 weeks prior to the IEP meeting, so we can
review our child's progress before the IEP and be prepared. This will cut down on the time needed
at the IEP meeting to discuss previous benchmarks, etc. More time can be spent discussing child’s
future needs.
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We have had amazing support staff who have been critical to my child’s development and
acclimation into the GenEd classroom. It’s imperative that the District continue to have these
resources on hand so that kids have a better chance of full inclusion.

Middle school parents
 I would like for the general ed teachers to have an understanding of what each student’s IEP
accommodations are before the school year begins. It would be helpful if the teacher read the IEP
notes. The school year would have a much smoother start.
 Teachers need to understand student strengths to help compensate for weaknesses. Understanding
the students strengths, weaknesses and needs will help with student growth.
High school/transition center parents
 The TC should incorporate a College of Dupage course selection option to higher functioning
students. Incorporating college options is important for some students. The TC should encourage
college courses for greater life skill options.
 Special Olympics Basketball program is great! Great experience for all students.
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Appendix E. Special Education Supervisor Role
K-5 Special Education Supervisors
Work Calendar
● Teacher Calendar
● Additional 10 days throughout summer for various responsibilities
Assigned to 4 Elementary Buildings
● Brigid (Conrad Fischer, Hawthorne, Jefferson, Lincoln)
● Kim (Edison, Emerson, Field, Jackson)
Ensure IEP Compliance
● Compliance - Special Ed administrators define as implementing IEP with fidelity
Technical Support
● Technical Support for IDEA rules & Regulations to Principals/Teachers/Related Services
Professional Learning
● Collaborate with Assistant Superintendent on PL for special education teachers, related services
for institute days, new educator week
● Facilitates / coordinates district wide K-5 special education teacher meetings
● Facilitates / coordinate with SW and SLP discipline specific district - wide meetings
Ensuring LRE
● Via team meetings, teacher consultation, observation of students, collaboration with principals,
collaboration with SASED IST, assistant tool observations
Communication
● Principal - weekly, crisis (student behavior)
● Parent - concerns related to IEP implementation, LRE, level transition
● Teacher - problem solve on students not making progress, support with challenging parents
(join parent meetings)
● Coordinate movement to outplacement (Facilitate process with building team, Parent
communication, program research, parent visits)
Child Find Responsibilities
● LEA for Initial & Re-evaluations
● Attend IPS meetings if team is considering IDEA eligibility
● *Initial: problem solve with teams regarding child find fidelity
LEA Responsibilities - IEP Meetings
● LEA for IEP Annual Review meetings for students in the Instructional classrooms
● *Shared distribution as LEA for IEP Annual Review for Resource Students (challenging
situations, parent request, teacher request)
● *Shared with Principals
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Level Transition Activities
● LEA for EC to Kindergarten transition meetings (principal attendance varies)
● Attend a few 5th to 6th grade for specific situations requested by teacher/parent/principal
● Schedule, conduct parent visits/tours during transition (parent request, parent placement
questions)
● Participate in EC to K evening parent meeting
Evaluation of Licensed staff
● Evaluates K-5 special education instructional coach, Psychologists, SLPs, Permanent
Elementary Substitutes
Staffing
● Staffing allocations for Special Education Resource teachers (collecting caseload data)
● Caseload assignment in collaboration with principals
● Instructional classroom student assignment (impact on staffing)
Educational Assistants
● Educational Assistant tool implementation for 1:1 requests
● Staffing allocations for Educational Assistants resource and instructional classrooms - (ongoing
throughout the year)
● Collaboration with principals/teachers on assistant assignment and daily schedules
● Collaboration with Instructional coaches for PL for Paraprofessionals (Includes Educational &
Instructional Assistants)
Outplaced Students
● Caseload management for approx. 12-15 outplacements
● District point of contact for parent, Transportation concerns, Site Visits (can be out of state),
attend annual review/IEP review, domain, and evaluation meetings, write IEP (for non-SASED
placements), attend quarterly meetings for residential students, Complete annual state
applications for residential placements
● Work collaboratively with parent, outplacement staff, home school to facilitate return to D205
placement
Student Services
● Weekly Student Services meeting at each building (includes Special Education)
Hiring
● Assist building admin in Ventures screening and interviewing applicants for teaching positions
and related service staff
● Screen, interview, hire permanent substitutes for K-5 Instructional rooms
Resources
● Resources/Equipment for instructional classrooms
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6-8 Special Education Supervisor
Work Calendar
● Teacher Calendar
● Additional 10 days throughout summer for various responsibilities
Ensure IEP Compliance
● Compliance - Special Ed administrators define as implementing IEP with fidelity
Technical Support
● Technical Support for IDEA rules & Regulations to Principals/Teachers/Related
Services
Professional Learning
● Collaborate with Assistant Superintendent on PL for special education teachers, related
services for institute days, new educator week
● Facilitates / coordinates district wide 6-8 special education teacher meetings
● Facilitates / coordinate with Psychologists discipline specific district - wide meetings
Ensuring LRE
● Via team meetings, teacher consultation, observation of students, collaboration with
principals, collaboration with SASED IST, assistant tool observations
● Course selection (general education, co-taught, instructional)
Communication
● Principal - weekly, crisis (student behavior)
● Parent - concerns related to IEP implementation, LRE, level transition, course placement
● Teacher - problem solve on students not making progress, support with challenging
parents (join parent meetings)
● Coordinate movement to outplacement (Facilitate process with building team, Parent
communication, program research, parent visits)
Child Find Responsibilities
● LEA for Initial & Re-evaluations
● Participates in weekly SST and S2 meetings
● *Initial: problem solve with teams regarding child find fidelity
LEA Responsibilities - IEP Meetings
● LEA for IEP Annual Review meetings for students in the Instructional classrooms
● *Shared distribution as LEA for IEP Annual Review for Resource Students (challenging
situations, parent request, teacher request)
● *Shared with Principals and Assistant Principals
Level Transition Activities
● LEA for most 5th to 6th grade meetings
● LEA for 8th to 9th grade meetings (Shared with HS Supervisor & HS Dept. Chair)
● Schedule, conduct parent visits/tours during transition (parent request, parent placement
questions)
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● Host evening parent meeting for 6-8 parents transitioning to MS
Evaluation of Licensed Staff
● Evaluates some *teachers, MS Special Educational Instructional coach, psychologists,
SLP’s, Permanent Substitute for Multi-needs, District AT coordinator
● *Principal requests based upon specific needs
Staffing
● Staffing allocations for Special Education teachers (collecting caseload data)
● Caseload assignment in collaboration with principals
Educational Assistants
● Educational Assistant tool implementation for 1:1 requests
● Staffing allocations for Educational Assistants resource and instructional classrooms (ongoing throughout the year)
● Collaboration with principals/teachers on assistant assignment and daily schedules
● Collaboration with Instructional coaches for PL for Paraprofessionals (Includes
Educational & Instructional Assistants)
Outplaced
● Caseload management for approx. 12-15 outplacements
● District point of contact for parent, Transportation concerns, Site Visits (can be out of
state), attend annual review/IEP review, domain, and evaluation meetings, write IEP (for
non-SASED placements), attend quarterly meetings for residential students, Complete
annual state applications for residential placements
● Work collaboratively with parent, outplacement staff, home school to facilitate return to
D205 placement
Special Education Teacher Meetings
● Weekly Special Education teachers at each MS (Different than Student Services)
Hiring
● Assist building admin in Ventures screening and interviewing applicants for teaching
positions and related service staff
● Screen, interview, hire permanent substitutes for Multi-Needs room
Resources
● Resources/Equipment for instructional classrooms
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HS Special Education Supervisor
Work Calendar
● August 1 thru June 30
Assignment
● Assigned to York & Transition Center (office at York)
Ensure IEP Compliance
● Compliance - Special Ed administrators define as implementing IEP with fidelity
Technical Support
● Technical Support for IDEA rules & Regulations to Principals/Teachers/Related
Services
Professional Learning
● Collaborate with Assistant Superintendent on PL for special education teachers, related
services for institute days, new educator week
● Coordinate transition and special education teacher meetings
Ensuring LRE
● Via team meetings, teacher consultation, observation of students, collaboration with
principals, collaboration with SASED IST, assistant tool observations
● Course selection
● Deleveling of courses
Communication
● Principal - update principal on potential parent concerns
● Parent - concerns related to IEP implementation, LRE, level transition, course placement
(Special education vs. general education)
● Teacher - first point of contact in building for student/parent concerns for students
identified for special education, problem solve on students not making progress, support
with challenging parents (join parent meetings)
● Coordinate movement to outplacement (Facilitate process with building team, Parent
communication, program research, parent visits)
Child Find Responsibilities
● *LEA for Initial and Re-evaluations
● Coordinate with Student Services department for IDEA eligibility
● *Shared with Department Chairperson
● *Initial: problem solve with teams regarding child find fidelity
LEA Responsibilities - IEP Meetings
● *LEA for IEP Annual Review meetings for special education students
● *shared with Department Chairperson and part-time release LEA
Level Transition Activities
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● LEA for 8th to 9th grade meetings (Shared with HS Supervisor)
● HS Department Chairperson facilitates most HS to Transition Center meetings
● Schedule, conduct parent visits/tours during transition (parent request, parent placement
questions)
Evaluation of Licensed Staff
● Evaluates Special Education Department Chairperson, York & Transition Teachers,
Educational Assistants, Vocational Coordinator, SLPs
● Shared evaluation of psychologists, social workers with other building admin team
Staffing
● Staffing allocations for Special Education Department (collecting caseload data)
● Caseload assignment in collaboration with Department Chairperson
Educational Assistants & Paraprofessionals
● Support to Department Chairperson for Staffing allocations for Educational Assistants
York and Transition(ongoing throughout the year)
● Collaboration with department chairperson for PL, assistant assignment, and daily
schedules
● Collaboration with department chairperson for evaluation of department administrative
assistant
● Supervise Testing Accommodations Coordinator to facilitate planning for school-wide
testing sessions
Outplaced Students
● Caseload management for approx. 17-20 outplacements
● District point of contact for parent, Transportation concerns, Site Visits (can be out of
state), attend annual review/IEP review, domain, and evaluation meetings, write IEP (for
non-SASED placements), attend quarterly meetings for residential students, Complete
annual state applications for residential placements
● Work collaboratively with parent, outplacement staff, home school to facilitate return to
D205 placement
● Coordination with Counselor for course selection/graduation for York requirements
Special Education Department Meetings
● Wednesday Late arrival (Need updated info)
Hiring
● Responsibility for screening, interviewing, recommending special education teacher
candidates to HS Principal
Resources
● Support to Department Chairperson for Resources/ Equipment for special education
department
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Appendix F. 5 Essential Survey Information
Each year, students, parents, and staff participate in the 5 Essentials Survey. This statewide survey
provides information on factors associated with school performance, such as ambitious instruction and
supportive environments. More detail about the survey and reports can be found at: https://5essentials.org/illinois/5e/2018/. The table that follows shows 2017-18 response rates for Elmhurst students
on the 5 Essentials.
School
Bryan
Churchville
Sandburg
Edison
Emerson
Field
Fischer
Hawthorne
Jackson
Jefferson
Lincoln
York

Student Response Rate
92.5%
92.7%
95.2%
98%
95%
93%
94%
92%
95%
90%
85%
12%

The following sections provide more information on the specific questions students were asked that
correspond to the measures reported in this program review.
Math Instruction
Students report that they do the following in math class:
● Write a few sentences to explain how you solved a math problem.
● Explain how you solved a problem to the class.
● Write a math problem for other students to solve.
● Discuss possible solutions to problems with other students.
● Apply math to situations in life outside of school.
English Instruction
Students report doing the following in English class:
● Rewrite a paper or essay in response to comments.
● Discuss connections between a reading and real life people or situations.
● Discuss how culture, time, or place affects an author's writing.
● Improve a piece of writing as a class or with partners.
● Debate the meaning of a reading.
Academic Press
Students report doing the following about one specific class:
● The teacher expects me to do my best all the time.
● The teacher expects everyone to work hard.
● This class really makes me think.
● This class challenges me.
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●
●
●
●
●

The teacher asks difficult questions on tests.
The teacher asks difficult questions in class.
This class requires me to work hard to do well.
I really learn a lot in this class.
The teacher wants us to become better thinkers, not just memorize things.

Peer Support for Academic Work
Students report that their classroom peers:
● Think doing homework is important.
● Feel it is important to pay attention in class.
● Feel it is important to come to school every day.
● Try hard to get good grades.
Student-Teacher Trust
Students report:
● My teachers always keep their promises.
● I feel safe and comfortable with my teachers at this school.
● My teachers treat me with respect.
● My teachers will always listen to students’ ideas.
Safety
Students report how safe they feel:
● Outside around the school.
● Traveling between home and school.
● In your classes.
● In the hallways of the school.
● In the bathrooms of the school.
Academic Personalism
Students report that their teacher:
● Notices if I have trouble learning something.
● Is willing to give extra help on schoolwork if I need it.
● Helps me catch up if I am behind.
● Gives me specific suggestions about how I can improve my work in this class.
● Explains things in a different way if I don’t understand something in class.
Supplemental Measures
Student Connectedness
Students report the following:
● I feel like a real part of my school.
● People here notice when I'm good at something.
● Other students in my school take my opinions seriously.
● People at this school are friendly to me.
● I'm included in lots of activities at school.
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Student-Peer Relationships
Students report that their school peers:
● Like to put others down.
● Help each other learn.
● Don't get along together very well.
● Treat each other with respect.
Safety
Students report that:
● I worry about crime and violence in this school.
● Students at this school are often teased or picked on.
● Students at this school are often threatened or bullied.
Parent Supportiveness
Students report the following about their parents. My parents:
● Encourage you to work hard at school.
● Are supportive of the things you like to do outside of school.
● Listen to you when you need to talk.
● Show they are proud of you.
● Take time to help you make decisions.
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