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Evolve 
For almost 20 years, GPS has used a process called Evolve to allocate special education staff to schools. 
According to the 2018-19 GPS Budget Book:  

Special Education Teachers and Professional Assistants (PAs) are assigned to schools using a ratio 
derived from the number of special education hours on the IEPs of each student attending the school 
building. The number of Professional Assistants is a fixed allocation, adjusted when preschool classes 
have been added... Schools can use the Evolve model to exchange PAs (3:1) for certified staff on an 
annual basis (reset each school year).106 

Under this model, special education PA positions were budgeted and held in reserve at the central office. 
These positions could then be “traded in” by schools for teachers. Principals who believed they needed a 

 
106 FY 2019 Budget Book: https://www.greenwichschools.org/uploaded/district/departments/business_services/budget_18-19/2018-
19_SUPT_BUDGET_PACKAGE_(FINAL)_11-6-17.pdf  
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years.114 Data from 70 other school districts provide a general understanding of districts’ staffing levels in 
the following areas: special educators, instructional assistants, speech language pathologists, 
psychologists, social workers, nurses, occupational therapists, and physical therapists. Additional details, 
GPS Staffing Ratios Compared to Other Districts, are provided in the Appendix. The data do not provide 
precise district comparisons, and the results need to be interpreted with caution. At times, district data are 
not uniform (e.g., including or excluding contractual personnel, varying methods for collecting and reporting 
student counts) and are impacted by varying levels of private and public placements, where personnel 
outside a district provide special education/related services to a group of district students. However, these 
data are the best available and are useful to better understand staffing ratios for school districts.  

The ratios reported below are provided for special educators, professional assistants, psychologists, 
speech/language pathologists, social workers, nurses, and occupational therapists (OTs). The figures do 
not reflect actual caseload ratios for each of these personnel areas based on student IEPs. Rather, they 
are based on full time equivalent (FTE) staff members and not on the number of positions per se. The total 
FTE count for each area is compared to the total number of students with IEPs in the district.115  

Special Education Teachers and Professional Assistants  

Information about GPS’ special education teacher and professional assistant ratios compared to other 
school districts is included below. 

Table 8. Average Number of Students with IEPs for Each Special Educator and Professional Assistant 116 

Areas of Comparison Special Educators Professional Assistants 

Number of GPS Staff FTE 125 142 

GPS Student w/IEP-to-Staff Ratio 9.0:1 7.9:1 

All District Average Ratios 14.5:1 15.4:1 

GPS Ranking Among Districts 5th out of 71 reporting districts 9th out of 71 reporting districts 

 
• Special Educators. GPS has an overall average of 9.0 students with IEPs for each special 

educator. This average is lower than the 14.5-student average of all districts in the survey. GPS 
has the fifth lowest ratio among the 71 reporting school districts.  

• Professional Assistants. GPS has an overall average of 7.9 students with IEPs for each 
professional assistant. This average is lower than the 15.4-student average of all districts in the 
survey. GPS has the ninth lowest ratio among the 71 reporting school districts. 

Student Services and Related Service Providers 

Information about GPS’s student services and related service providers compared to other school districts 
is included below. 

Table 9. Average Number of Students with IEPs for Each Student Services and Related Service Provider117 

Areas of Comparison Psychologists 

Speech/ 
Language 

Pathologists 
Social 

Workers Nurses OTs 

 
114 Sue Gamm, Esq. compiled and continues to maintain this list. She grants PCG permission to use the data in reports. 
115 GPS staffing ratio calculations based on data provided by GPS to PCG. 
116 GPS’s professional assistants are compared to paraeducator data nationally.  
117 GPS does not employ physical therapists; therefore, comparison data are not included. 
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Number of GPS Staff 
FTE 

30 26 15 23 1 

GPS Student w/IEP-to-
Staff Ratio 

37.5:1 43.2:1 79.4:1 48.9:1 1,124:1 

All District Average 
Ratios 

167.3:1 117.5:1 327.5:1 327.5:1 420.2:1 

GPS Ranking Among 
Districts 

2nd out of 71 
reporting districts 

2nd out of 71 
reporting 
districts 

10th out of 71 
reporting 
districts 

1st out of 71 
reporting 
districts 

65th out of 
71 reporting 

districts 

 
• Psychologists. There is one psychologist for an average of 37.5 students with IEPs compared to 

the surveyed district average of 167.3 students, ranking GPS as second of the 71 reporting districts. 

• Speech/Language Pathologists. There is one speech/language pathologist (SLP) for an average 
of 43.2 students with IEPs compared to the surveyed district average of 117.5 students, ranking 
GPS as second of the 71 reporting districts. 

• Social Workers. There is one social worker for an average of 79.4 students with IEPs compared 
to the surveyed district average of 327.5 students with IEPs, ranking GPS as 10th of the 71 reporting 
districts. 

• Nurses. There is one nurse for an average of 48.9 students with IEPs compared to the surveyed 
district average of 327.5 students with IEPs, ranking GPS as first of the 71 reporting districts. 

• Occupational Therapists (OT). There is one OT for an average of 1,124 students, compared to 
the surveyed district average of 420.2 students, ranking GPS as 65th of the 71 reporting districts.  

Summary and Implications 
Having a strong operational infrastructure is critical to ensuring school districts can meet their vision of 
providing high-quality programming. This means that schools have appropriate central office support for 
problem solving, transportation processes are sound and busses run on time, resource allocations align to 
meet student need, and teachers are supported with professional learning for continuous improvement. If 
any of these are weak or missing from the way districts and schools lead, they are putting their entire 
commitment to their mission and vision at risk. As such, GPS will need to place an equal emphasis on 
shoring up certain operational supports as it does on instructional practices to help develop a thriving 
special education program. 

Under the current structure, the PPS Office operates with a lean staff to meet its objectives. The 
organizational structure appears to be primarily supporting processes, procedures, and compliance district-
wide, with programmatic initiatives and instructional support for differentiated instruction being initiated and 
implemented at the school level. Given this model, the PPS Office is not currently structured to provide 
instructional support or best practices to schools. Further, the culture of the department needs revamping, 
with a strong orientation toward collaboration with parents and school staff in the future. Further clarity is 
needed around the focus of the office. Changing the office name to Specialized Instruction and Services, 
for example, could help rebrand and set a new course. In addition, the new name would clarify its focus as 
embracing both special education and support services. Over the course of the next school year, GPS will 
have an interim Chief. This change provides GPS an opportunity to establish a strategic direction for the 
office and optimize its organizational structure to support strategic initiatives.  

While other school districts have struggled with decreasing budgets over the years, GPS has benefitted 
from relatively consistent funding from the town and low staffing ratios – compared to other districts 
nationally based on available data - for special education teachers, instructional assistants, nurses, speech 
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therapists, and psychologists. However, the per student dollar amount for students with disabilities has 
decreased over the past several years, and the commitment of funds to out of district placements has 
continued to escalate. Nationally, there is no consensus on the ideal student to teacher ratio for supporting 
students with disabilities, primarily because staffing decisions should be made based on programmatic and 
instructional priorities and the supports required for providing students an appropriate education. Staffing 
should be a byproduct of a district’s instructional model, not the driver of it. Dissolving the use of Evolve 
and committing to developing a new, transparent staffing model are steps in the right direction. GPS will 
first need to re-imagine how it provides instruction and support services for students with disabilities, 
centering them on providing meaningful access to grade-level curriculum, before developing a new 
allocation model. As part of this development, the District should engage in outreach to parents and PPT 
teams of students who are in out of district placements to better understand what was missing from GPS 
schools that they pursued this avenue. 

Creating additional user-friendly procedural guides for staff and parents and delineating necessary 
transportation protocols will allow GPS to set expectations and establish standards of practice for how 
schools provide special education instruction and support services and what parents can expect. Providing 
professional learning opportunities for school staff on these revised procedures, as well as access to 
additional job-specific trainings and job-embedded coaching, will be critical.  
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V. PARENT ENGAGEMENT 
Strengths Opportunities for Improvement 

• Engaged parents. PTA Council’s 
Special Education Supports and 
Twice Exceptional (2E) Committees 
and the Greenwich Special Education 
Advisory Council (SEAC) are active 
partners in the GPS’s special 
education initiatives and serve as 
strong advocates for students and 
their families. 

• Communication outreach. GPS is 
committed to providing accurate and 
timely information to the community 
via various means, including the 
Superintendent’s Friday email.  

• Competent, caring staff. Parents 
feel that GPS staff are 
knowledgeable, generally work in the 
best interest of the child, and are 
responsive. 

• Communication. Parents would like 
more routine communication from 
school staff about their children’s 
progress or challenges they face. 

• Pace of change. Parents see limited 
change in the delivery of services to 
address their concerns over many 
years.  

• Limited trust. There is an 
undercurrent of mistrust that parents 
have of the PPS Office. 

• Advocacy and equity. Parents report 
having to strongly advocate for an 
evaluation and/or services they believe 
their child needs. Those who do so are 
believed to have greater access to 
services. 

 

This chapter summarizes findings from GPS specific to perceptions of parent and community engagement.  

Parents are a child’s first teacher and are important partners as their children progress through school. 
Their vital role is acknowledged in IDEA, which requires parental input in writing IEP goals, the provision of 
related services, and placement. IDEA also requires collaboration with parents and students with 
disabilities, as appropriate, to design special education along with related and other supplementary 
services. As part of this review, the parent’s role and satisfaction with special education processes and 
instructional/service delivery within GPS were evaluated. The review sought to examine three topics related 
to parent and family engagement:  

• Information and communication: The extent to which parents are provided with useful 
information and communication throughout the process, have the ability to find consistent and 
reliable information about each process, and the extent to which the resources (literature, 
documentation, etc.) support the process; 

• Parent voice, collaboration, and trust: The extent to which stakeholders feel that their input is 
solicited, heard, and included; resources used to facilitate communication with parents of students 
with disabilities; and how parents are approached to collaborate with school staff in a trusting 
manner; and 

• Student support: The extent to which parents believe the evaluation process and IEPs support 
their children, and that appropriate placements, instruction, services, interventions and 
accommodations are provided. 



Greenwich Public Schools 
Special Education Review 

 

 

Public Consulting Group  123 

Information and Communication 
As noted on their website, GPS is committed to providing accurate and timely information to the community. 
This occurs through several means, including updates to the District’s website, GPS-TV, board meetings, 
and ParentLink, which provides electronic mass communication to parents. The District also produces the 
“GPS District Digest,” an e-newsletter that shares news, updates, announcements, and other information 
to parents, students, community members, and all others who are interested in staying up-to-date on 
GPS. At the start of the pandemic in Spring 2020, the superintendent began a Friday email for parents and 
has continued this outreach consistently. Focus group participants noted their appreciation for the Friday 
email.  

The parent survey asked questions about communication with GPS and their child’s school.  

Exhibit 79. Parent Survey: Central administration staff communicate effectively with me. 

 

Overall, 57 percent of parents reported the central administration effectively communicates with them. Pre-
K parents had a significantly higher rate of agreement (94 percent) compared to elementary (54 percent, 
middle (55 percent), and high school (58 percent) parents. 

Exhibit 80. Parent Survey: There is sufficient communication between GPS and my child’s current 
program/school. 

 

With regards to communication between GPS and their child’s current program/school, only 42 percent of 
all parents agreed that it is sufficient. These percentages were higher at the elementary school level (56 
percent) but lower in high school (40 percent). 

Focus group participants shared that, in the past, District efforts to push information out to the special 
education parent community felt punitive. The tone and tenor of the communications were negative or overly 
focused on compliance. For the 2020-21 school year, the District developed a biweekly newsletter that 
contains positive information about the special education program in schools. Many felt that if GPS could 
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more effectively communicate good news, along with updates and other information, the District would be 
in a better position to work through issues with parents in a proactive way.  

Communication with parents has traditionally been a challenge for GPS. Some staff mentioned that in 
studies done in the past, across various offices and areas, communication always received the lowest 
score. 

Exhibit 81. Parent Survey: Teachers/school staff communicate effectively with me. 

 

Across all grades, 74 percent of parents felt that school staff communicate effectively with them. There is a 
slight decline in this perception as students move up through the grades: while 100 percent of Pre-K parents 
were positive about communication with GPS, only 70 percent of high school parents shared this view. 

 

Exhibit 82. Parent Survey: School staff respond to my concerns within a reasonable time period. 

 

Parents were asked whether the staff in their child’s schools are responsive. Overall, the majority of parents 
reported that administrators respond to them (81 percent). The highest level of agreement was among 
parents of high school students (84 percent) and the lowest was among parents of middle school students 
(78 percent).  

Focus group participants described various ways that school personnel engage with parents of students 
with disabilities. Many parents said they receive at least weekly communication from their child’s teachers. 
Some schools have created newsletters that are emailed to parents monthly, held coffees (in person pre-
pandemic and virtually during the pandemic) and information sessions with parents, and held teachers 
accountable for routine communication with parents. One best practice shared was to have special 
educators reach out immediately to parents at the start of the school year to introduce themselves and set 
a positive tone for future communication. Another school has implemented an online newsletter (for the 
entire school, not just for parents of students with disabilities), and staff routinely monitor who opens the 
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newsletter and when they accessed it. The school then has a sense of which families are engaged, and 
which ones might not be, enabling school staff to reach out accordingly. Another school held a “speed 
dating like” event in the evening and provided childcare. During eight-minute rotations, parents met with 
their child’s related service personnel, psychologists, and teacher. One principal had a book club with guest 
speakers on specific topics, such as reading and literacy, supporting students with anxiety, growth mindset, 
handling stress, etc.  

Other schools shared that parents reach out more to school staff than vice versa and identified this area as 
one of needed growth. Some believe it is generally more difficult to engage the parents of students with 
disabilities and that at times they have parents who do not show up to meetings or respond to any outreach. 
A parent from one focus group shared how more proactive communication would have been helpful for her. 
She had the opposite experience as a new parent to GPS, in that she did not receive return phone calls 
and did not sense a feeling of urgency from school staff to help get services set up for her child. There was 
little discussion among focus groups about specific outreach done to support parents who do not speak 
English.  

Parents in focus groups were also asked whether they had attended GPS - sponsored trainings or received 
information about special education. There was significant variation in terms of understanding what is 
available. Some parents were not aware of parent resources outside of procedural safeguards. Others 
mentioned knowing about workshops either sponsored by their schools, by the PTA, or Greenwich SEAC.  

Parent Voice, Collaboration, and Trust 
GPS is fortunate to have a very active core of parents of students receiving special education services. 
These parents are not only engaged with the education of their individual student, but also dedicate 
significant time to participate in district-level processes and policies through two groups: the Greenwich 
SEAC and the Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) Council, specifically the Special Education Support (SES) 
and Twice Exceptional (2E) committees.  

Greenwich Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC)  
The purpose of the Greenwich SEAC is to build full, equal, and equitable partnerships between families, 
the school district, and community partners. The SEAC gives advisory opinions to the Board 
of Education on matters pertaining to the education and safety of students with disabilities.  

General membership is open to any interested parent or guardian who is a Greenwich resident and has a 
child ages 3-21 with a disability, previously known to have a disability, or suspected of having a disability 
under the IDEA or Section 504. Voting members are selected at random and represent a broad range of 
perspectives. There are currently 22 members. Non-voting, contributing members include the 
superintendent, the chief Pupil Personnel Services officer, and two Board of Education members. The group 
was formed at the start of the 2019-20 school year. 

The mission of the Greenwich SEAC is:  

1. To provide education and information to parents/guardians and the broader community on special 
education issues and services.  

2. To establish better understanding of, respect for, and support of special education in Greenwich. 

3. To advise GPS on matters that pertain to the education and safety of students with disabilities and 
504s to ensure that every student receives a FAPE and students' needs are being met. 
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4. To report annually (or more often if needed) to the Greenwich Board of Education on matters related 
to the education of students with disabilities.118 

Greenwich SEAC meets at least five times per year. All meetings are announced to Greenwich SEAC 
members, and notice is given to the entire community. Each meeting includes a variety of topics, ranging 
from updates from GPS administration to parent training and workshop opportunities. Providing additional 
training and resources for parents has been central to SEAC’s mission and activities. 

PTA Council’s Special Education Support (SES) Committee 
The PTA Council has 14 committees: Academic Excellence, Advanced Learning Program, Afters, 
Curriculum Enrichment, Digital Learning Environment, Directory, Early Childhood Education, Essence 
Award, Green Schools, Health & Wellness, Scholarship, Special Education Support (SES), Special 
Programs, and Twice Exceptional (2E).119 Both the SES and 2E committees focus on the needs of students 
with disabilities and their families. As described on GPS’s website: 120 

• The Special Education Support (SES) committee advocates for the needs of students who have a 
disability/difference whether learning, physical, or comprehensive. The committee helps families 
become better acquainted with educational options for their children and provides a network of 
support for parents/guardians. The committee shares information and resources about the special 
education process and services available in the GPS system to help each child realize her/his 
fullest potential. 

• Twice Exceptional Learners (2E) advocates for the needs of students who are both advanced or 
“gifted” and have a disability/difference. The Committee helps families become better acquainted 
with educational options and provides a network of support for parents/guardians. The Committee 
also shares information and resources to help each child realize her/his fullest potential.  

For 2019-20, one area of focus for the PTA Council was on advocating for special education supports. One 
of the key efforts of the SES was to “promote the institution of a SEAC-Special Education Advisory Council 
by the District to ‘build full, equal and equitable partnerships between families, the school district and 
community partners’ to provide advisory opinions to the Board of Education.”121 The SES committee also 
focused on two goals: 1) strengthening the communication and relationship between parents, teachers, and 
administrators, and 2) on increasing the awareness of the SES Committee to support parents, increase 
committee membership and parental participation. Committee members: 

• Met with PPS administrators and all SES building representatives to share parent perspectives, 
gain clarification, and strategize ways to strengthen communication and relationships. 

• Hosted open meetings to answer all questions from parents and provide updates in programs and 
staffing. 

• Met regularly with each school’s assistant principal to open the same lines of communication on a 
school-based level.  

• Joined PPS administrators and faculty for a series of discussions on exploring an autism program 
in GPS. 

 
118 Greenwich SEAC bylaws: 
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1621264012/greenwich/i0yasr661jap6dbr6zl0/GPSSEACBylawsFinal_1.pdf  
119 The PTA Council also has fifteen school units, each representing a GPS school. 
120 https://www.greenwichschools.org/community-ptac/ptac/what-we-do  
121 Greenwich PTA Council Annual Report, 2019-20, 
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1592484021/greenwich/kerxiww7ylkxtdlxrvpz/2019-2020AnnualReportfinalversion.pdf  

mailto:ptac2el@gmail.com
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1621264012/greenwich/i0yasr661jap6dbr6zl0/GPSSEACBylawsFinal_1.pdf
https://www.greenwichschools.org/community-ptac/ptac/what-we-do
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1592484021/greenwich/kerxiww7ylkxtdlxrvpz/2019-2020AnnualReportfinalversion.pdf
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• Participated on the Key2Ed Devising Seminar Task Force to gain feedback from families and 
community stakeholders on strengths and concerns in the special education program. 

• Attended meetings with GPS special education administration. 

• Gathered parents for coffees and other school-based events to get the word out about the 
committee, as well as serve as a place for parents to come together for support and resources.  

Accomplishments of the 2E Committee included: 

• Hosting two 2E parent roundtables. 

• Hosting one 2E representative meeting to discuss the best way for school representatives to work 
with parents of 2E students.  

• Working with the school representatives on the best way to educate the GPS community on the 
characteristics of a 2E child.  

• Emailing the 2E parent email list information that would be relevant and interesting.  

• Updating a list of “parent recommended” resources from the 2E Parent Roundtables to use a 
source for parents.  

• Updating the Operation and Transition manuals for future 2E chairs. 

For 2020-21, all of the actions of the PTA Council were viewed through the lens of improved learning. One 
identified effort in particular was supporting this Special Education Review.  

Collaboration and Trust 
While parents have multiple venues to share their concerns about special education in GPS including 
school board testimony and public comment at Greenwich SEAC meetings, many parents noted that 
changes within GPS have been slow to materialize and that issues with consistent special education 
instruction and services have persisted despite many years of advocacy. By past filing of complaints to the 
Connecticut Department of Education, parents have attempted to leverage state level oversight to generate 
changes within GPS. 

Central to the parental need to file complaints and advocate at Board of Education meetings is the distrust 
that parents have for the District, specifically the PPS Office. Focus group participants shared that 
Greenwich is known as a “litigious community” and that the lack of trust between parents and administrators 
is longstanding and deep. Parents often feel they must fight for “everything” and do not want to speak up 
because of fear of retaliation. It is not unusual for a parent of a three-year-old child to come to a PPT 
meeting with an advocate or attorney. Many district staff acknowledge that they have seen an increase in 
the number of parents bringing advocates to PPT meetings. Some feel frustrated and upset that despite 
their best efforts with positive communication they end up in due process with parents. Other focus group 
participants shared that they think the special education system is built around those who can afford a 
lawyer to get services and that those without funds are left behind. Parents are wary of school staff and the 
PPT process because they have felt “ambushed” or “manipulated” by teachers calling them to set the stage 
for the next meeting for why the goals and objectives were going to be adjusted. One parent participant 
indicated he would like the “lies to stop.” Another shared her recent experience: “There has been a little 
more coordination and less friction, more about working together. I do appreciate them working with me 
now, but the hostility getting to a place of coordination was very, very difficult. I had a lot of roadblocks.” 
Last year, the District used the Devising Seminar, facilitated by Key2Ed, to engage stakeholders and have 
them work together to identify solutions to selected problems and to create a workable action plan designed 
to reduce disputes. Some cited this as a start to the process but it did not go far enough to change the 
deeply rooted mistrust between parents and school staff.  
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Equally, focus group participants shared that staff feel uneasy about parent partnerships and voiced the 
need to build stronger, more pro-active, productive relationships. They said that school staff are also 
concerned about retaliation and feel an “us vs. them” mentality. Many expressed that there has been an 
emphasis on compliance over people. Working through this lens can make it feel like a stone wall up has 
been erected and that the PPS Office is not working with parents. School staff shared they are conscious 
about what they say because they worry that they are being recorded (especially with remote learning and 
being “in” students’ homes). Participants also voiced that they believe there are many families who 
appreciate special educators and the services their children are receiving and that a small, vocal group of 
parents are speaking on behalf of the community to the local media and at Board of Education meetings. 
Though Board of Education meetings allow for public comments from all, focus group participants believe 
that school staff are not able to speak openly about situations in their schools in response to parent 
concerns. They also largely remain silent out of respect for individual students. As such, the narrative is 
being told for them, leaving school staff to feel disparaged.  

Student Support 
Focus groups shared valuable feedback on a variety of topics regarding their experiences as parents of 
students with disabilities. This section provides a summary of this feedback specific to special education 
programs. 

Intervention and Evaluations 
There were several concerns raised in parent focus groups about the lack of interventions provided in the 
general education setting and the time it took to begin the evaluation process for students suspected of 
having a disability. These included: 

• Parents perceive they are “on their own” to work through the evaluation process and that they must 
pay for independent testing to move it forward. 

• Trust is eroded because the process for eligibility seems long and confusing. 

• Early intervention has not been prioritized. (If schools intervene earlier, there is a chance that 
students may not need as intensive supports later.)  

• Parents need more consistent communication from the District, at a level that everyone can 
understand, about what to expect in RTI and special education. Without this information, parents 
are not trusting that school staff are doing enough to help their child. 

• A belief that the District wants to have the smallest number of students evaluated as possible and 
is, therefore, delaying evaluations.  

One parent also described the confusion he felt after he took his son for a medical evaluation, only to learn 
that a medical diagnosis is not the same as an educational one. He hired an advocate at that point to help 
him navigate what supports are necessary in the school setting.  

Service Delivery  
Parent focus group participants also shared concerns about the delivery of special education supports and 
services. These included: 

• Families feel that the skillset of staff is limited for supporting students with disabilities, leaving them 
to consider private placements more readily. 

• Schools are ill equipped to handle students with significant sensory issues.  

• A perception exists that the bar for execution is low and that IEP goals are not ambitious. 
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• There is a belief that the quality of services is lacking, in particular for students who need a smaller, 
self-contained setting but do not have behavioral issues. 

One parent shared of her daughter: “The money that I’m spending on advocates and lawyers I’d rather 
spend on the additional learning and services for her. I just don’t think anyone’s interests are aligned. Why 
can’t her school have more options for her?” 

Parent Comments on Survey 
Parents also had the opportunity to share points of pride and areas for improvement in an open-ended 
question on the survey. The following themes emerged from the survey responses and are similar to the 
topics (listed above) identified in focus groups:122  

Points of Pride 

1. Caring, helpful, supportive, and attentive staff (55 percent of respondents) 

• “I felt that my concerns and knowledge regarding my child's strength and weaknesses were heard.” 
• “They help you in every step of the way with your child's needs.” 
• “The staff is approachable and always willing to help as needed! They also provide individual 

encouragement!” 
• “I believe staff and teachers did their very best to engage, evaluate and support my son to the 

fullest extent possible.” 
• “I was very impressed with the team of top botch professionals reviewing and assisting on his case.” 
• “Teachers have been very relatable and kept a good relationship with my child.” 

2. Responsiveness, including communication with parents and timely meetings (36 percent of 
respondents) 

• “I found the process to be very collaborative.” 
• “The communication has been very solid.  I do feel like I hear from her teachers often.  They give 

good feedback and suggestions.” 
• “Great communication with everything that is going on.” 
• “The team is great, really responsive.” 
• “I have access to the staff whenever I have any concerns. During our meetings, the team does a 

great job communicating. They are clear and precise.” 

3. Individualized supports are provided (33 percent of respondents) 

• “Using the correct tools (tech, etc.) so the students can manage a text or research information.” 
• “They understand my son and give him the proper support.” 
• “I believe out of classroom support is effective based on what I viewed during the 2 weeks of remote 

learning when in quarantine.” 
• “IEP is being followed.” 
• “Our school is very good at accommodating each child's individual needs.” 
• “I think it really helps addressing the extra time my child needs to learn.  It boosted his confidence.” 

 
122 Responses will not equal 100% as respondents, in most cases, identified more than one point of pride and area of improvement 
each. 
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• “The resource room has been a tremendous advantage.  The instruction, support and guidance 
that he receives there has been a huge help, academically and emotionally.” 

4. High expectations and respect for students as individuals (14 percent of respondents) 

• “I believe the special education staff have the best intentions for their students.  They work hard to 
build relationships with them and figure out the type of learner they are.” 

• “The teachers understand my child’s needs and tries different strategies to help them succeed.” 
• “My son is treated with respect and a valued team member of his own learning.” 
• “Service providers have been great with our daughter. They have taken the time to get to know her 

strengths and weaknesses. They have built a good foundational relationship and she trusts them.” 
• “Knowledgeable and knowing what every child needs. Their enthusiasm and dedication on their 

profession. They naturally love kids. 

5. Knowledgeable, competent staff (9 percent of respondents) 

• “The special education staff at my school are phenomenal. They are dedicated, caring and 
knowledgeable and genuinely care for my child and want him to succeed.” 

• “The teacher and staff are very well trained and are supportive.” 
• “Knowledgeable in terms of current special ed and psychological theory.” 
• “The staff is qualified to implement the IEP Progress.” 
• “Understands this population of students and works to make sure that the students are happy and 

learning.” 

6. Overall program satisfaction (8 percent of respondents) 

• “As a family we have been completely satisfied with our service here for our children.” 
• “Our family is satisfied with all support and all services provided.” 
• “The services offered were amazing, especially in elementary school for learning disabilities.” 

7. Progress on and rigor of IEP goals (4 percent of respondents) 

• “I'm always being updated about his progress.”  
• “Progress reports are delivered in a timely manner.” 
• “They are consistent with keeping the parents updated on the progress.” 

8. Identifying needs in a timely manner (4 percent of respondents) 

• “The services we have received for RTI have been excellent.” 
• “The testing was very thorough. The specialists and the special education teachers are very helpful 

to my child and obviously committed to helping my child learn.”  
• “I can only speak for my own child, but I feel like a plan was developed for him in a timely manner 

and the necessary steps put in place to carry out helping him be a better student.” 

Areas of Improvement 

1. Collaboration and communication between staff and parents (29 percent of respondents) 

• “As his parent, I have always been the one who reaches out to the school when my son's 
academic performance drops. I feel like no one is watching out for him.” 

• “I would love to have more regular contact- maybe weekly or monthly updates (could be billet 
points) on what is working well and what adjustments are needed).” 
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• “I really don't have good visibility to what the special education teacher is teaching my child on a 
daily basis (when he attends academic lab).” 

• “A more frequent touch base/progress mini report since we do not have face to face time w/ 
teachers.” 

2. Service delivery gaps or insufficiencies (26 percent of respondents) 

• “The special education teachers don't know how to modify the general education curriculum and 
my son's time in general education was a total waste.” 

• “Often feels like glorified babysitting. No learning.” 
• “Unfortunately, related service providers are often pulled for behaviors outside of the classroom or 

have to cancel her service times because of other more "important" situations. We know that this 
is NOT their fault.” 

• “If a SPED teacher is needed to attend a meeting there is no substitute and my daughter misses 
her services and usually there is no attempt to make up the time.” 

• “I have been disappointed with the accommodations of the classroom teachers.  They are not taking 
into account how my child learns best.  In fact, this year, they keep doing what makes my child turn 
off rather than embrace the learning.” 

3. Need for additional staff and resources (16 percent of respondents) 

• “We feel that they IEP service hours are written for what they can deliver given their manpower, so 
less than what the child needs.” 

• “Professionals have made comments about being short staffed so they cannot provide services as 
dictated on the IEP.” 

• “I think that they aren't enough teachers for all the students that are receiving services. The number 
of kids receiving services is on the rise yet staffing remains the stagnant.” 

• “I think there should be more SPED teachers available. There are times that kids are left without 
an aid when needed due to lack of staffing and that disrupts the rest of that child's class.” 

4. More training for staff (11 percent of respondents) 

• “General ed teachers need to be trained on the legal rights of a child in special education.”   
• “Teachers do not have any literacy or sped training and make assumptions of the potential of the 

students.  Sped kids are never pushed to reach their true potential.”   
• “All staff need more training in motivating students and handling their behaviors.” 

5. Limited transparency, concerns about trust, and fear of retribution (11 percent of respondents) 

• “Administrators can't always be trusted to follow the law.” 
• “I believe my specific school really excels by making children who struggle feel incompetent 

academically and socially. They are also skilled in the art of gaslighting and lying to parents, 
advocates and legal counsel. Bravo!” 

• “They do nothing good, except when you ran into a professional that cares and goes above and 
beyond. But when they do, they get into trouble with the administration.” 

• “Stop the decades long culture of fear, harassment and making children struggle.” 
• “Due to FEAR the staff holds back on what should be delivered.” 
• “I believe that the staff is held back from recommending services due to guidance from the central 

administration.” 

6. Progress on IEP goals and low expectations (11 percent of respondents) 
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• “They do not write goals well or measure them well.” 
• “The standards they set for my child were very low.” 
• “In our case there was obviously inadequate measures of growth as progress was documented as 

mastered and satisfactory when in reality that wasn't the case.” 
• “If you compare my child's IEPs over time, they do not make sense. My child's abilities appear 

inflated. There are items that she/he allegedly "mastered" which is clearly inaccurate.” 
• “I don't know how effective the services are in ensuring progress.” 

7. RTI not implemented or evaluations delayed (10 percent of respondents) 

• “I believe we wait too long to start services for these children. In order for them to get evaluated, 
they have to be failing and that is failing them!” 

• “Listen to parents.  I want my child tested and am pretty much being refused.” 
• “The school should be responsive to the needs of students and follow the law in regards to FAPE 

and ChildFind.  It would be way less expensive in the long run, and not make the relationship 
adversarial in nature.”   

• “Empower teachers to speak up about the child's needs. Listen to outside evaluators about student 
needs.” 

8. Advocacy and litigation (10 percent of respondents) 

• “It should not be a fight to get the support you need. In every meeting it feels like they want to take 
more support away and try to discredit the child's needs. It's always a fight.” 

• “Parents cannot be expected to expend thousands of dollars each year and endless hours and 
stress to ensure that their children's IEPs accurately reflect what was agreed and then more to 
ensure implementation while dancing around fears of retaliation for doing so.” 

• “It should never need to take 3.5 years and costs/arguments from the parents to fight for the right 
placement of their child.” 

9. Special education needs a complete overhaul (4 percent of respondents) 

• “Absolutely nothing done well. It is horrendous what they put our son and our family through.” 
• “So frustrated I can't think of anything good.  I am sure there are great things, but it's been so 

long...” 
• “Right now I cannot say there is anything being done well at all.  It is very, very concerning and 

worrying.” 

10. Support for twice exceptional learners (4 percent of respondents) 

• “There seems to be a belief that if your child is in advanced classes, that everything must be "fine" 
and the child doesn't need any help because they are already smart.” 

• “I am not sure the ALP screening accommodates the needs of very bright kids with high testing 
anxiety or not used to the testing process.” 

11. Support for students with dyslexia (4 percent of respondents) 

• “I was very unhappy with how long it took for my child to be evaluated for dyslexia. And once she 
was evaluated and given an IEP, I don't think she got enough specific reading instruction.” 

• “I think if the kids that specifically have dyslexia they all should have the same instruction and 
should be taught by someone who is trained in Orton Gillingham.” 

• “My child has dyslexia. The school didn't do absolutely nothing.” 
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Summary and Implications 
Under the current Superintendent’s leadership, outreach, and communication from GPS to support families 
of children with disabilities has continued to develop. Parents acknowledge improvement in GPS’s efforts 
to keep them informed. GPS’s parent organizations, Greenwich SEAC and the PTA Council’s SES and 2E 
committees, are engaged partners and want to be part of the solution. They provide families with 
information, resources, and an outlet to share their voice in GPS. Training and information sessions they 
conduct, as well as ones that GPS has offered in the past, are perceived of as helpful but parent awareness 
of these opportunities is uneven, especially when they are driven at the school level. 

GPS will need to develop a comprehensive plan focused on family engagement for parents of children 
receiving special education. This starts with setting a new, welcoming tone in the PPS Office and developing 
more forums for idea sharing, problem solving and support, improving responsiveness to concerns, and 
increasing training and materials available to parents. Quicky enacting the recommendations in this report 
will demonstrate that the District is committed to the improvements parents have long sought.  
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VI. PEER DISTRICT FINDINGS 
With input from the GPS Steering Committee, PCG selected eight peer districts to interview. Districts were 
selected based on size, location, and demographics. Six of the eight districts responded to the request for 
an interview. Responsive districts were in the northeastern part of the United States, spanning the following 
states: Massachusetts, Maryland, New York, and Pennsylvania. District staff participated in these interviews 
on the condition of anonymity. As such, districts will be referenced in this section by letter designations (A-
F). Key takeaways from this section for GPS are embedded in the Conclusion section of this report.   

Peer District Data123 
 A B C D E F 

District Size 12,765 2,039 3,625 7,069 3,159 15,256 

% Students with Disabilities 16.9% 17.6% 10% 16% 11% 15.8% 

% English Learners 6.0% 3.2% 1% 16% 5% 5% 

% Economically Disadvantaged 33.2% 5.4% 5% 57% 12% 45.2% 

# of School Buildings 17 5 6 9 5 29 

Least Restrictive Environment 
In General Education ≤80% Classroom 
In General Education Classroom ≤40% 
Separate Schools and/or Other Settings 

 
87.5% 
2.6% 
4.8% 

 
78.8% 
0.3% 
8.3% 

 
88.1% 
3.3% 
5.5% 

 
52.5% 
13.7% 
7.6% 

 
65.8% 
8.5% 

13.4% 

 
90.8% 
2.82% 
2.70% 

Role of Interviewees 
In four of the six districts, interviewed staff currently oversee special education services and supports. Titles 
ranged from Director of Special Education to Assistant Superintendent of Pupil Services to Director of 
Student Services. One participant had recently left her district position as the Assistant Superintendent and 
former Director of Special Education. Another participant was a superintendent. 

Continuum of Services and Staffing 
Each district constructs their programs to provide a continuum of services to students in grades K-12. As 
such, the information presented in this section is organized by district profile so the reader can understand 
the holistic approach each district has taken. These profiles focus on the configuration of instructional 
services and do not address the provision of related services, though they, too, are a part of special 
education services and supports in every district profiled here. 

District A 
Several years ago, District A embarked on a new approach to inclusive practices and shifted how students 
with IEPs both accessed the general education classroom and received specialized support. One of the 
main reasons for this was that students with significant behavior needs were appearing more frequently in 
schools, and teacher schedules did not have enough flexibility to address these student needs. Schedules 
had to be changed several times mid-year, prompting schools to request out-of-district placements or 

 
123 Pennsylvania (https://futurereadypa.org); Massachusetts (https://reportcards.doe.mass.edu); New York 
(https://data.nysed.gov/lists.php?start=65&type=district); Maryland 
(http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/about/Documents/DCAA/SSP/20162017Student/2016SPED.pdf; 
https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/f49c4bb1a9a74029ae974e6d6fd08b71_5) 

https://futurereadypa.org/
https://reportcards.doe.mass.edu)/
https://data.nysed.gov/lists.php?start=65&type=district
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/about/Documents/DCAA/SSP/20162017Student/2016SPED.pdf
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paraeducator support for these students. These were not sustainable solutions. As such, the district then 
created a steering committee/task force to create an inclusive practices plan. 

The first year was focused on school-based staff training. Teachers participated in a significant amount of 
training on the different models of collaborative teaching. Otherwise, the efforts would have “fallen flat.” Not 
a lot of the training was done upfront. There were some initial sessions, but the majority of it came through 
job-embedded coaching. The District also added at least one inclusion facilitator at every school (some 
secondary schools have more than one). These staff are focused on problem solving and troubleshooting 
with teachers. These positions are critical to helping teachers figure out how to serve students with IEPs 
within the general education classroom and not in rely on sending them to self-contained classes. 
Occasionally inclusion facilitators served as case managers for specific students in the building. These 
positions were conversions of positions previously dedicated to self-contained classes. The District took a 
“pull all of the strings at once” approach and dismantled self-contained classrooms so they could redirect 
these staff positions to inclusion facilitators. Additionally, the District invested in five new positions to provide 
the full school complement. District A does still have some self-contained classes; however, they are 
targeted to specific programming rather than grouping students by disability. They are still working on how 
to shift the remaining classes to function as a service rather than a placement. 

In addition to training and the creation of the inclusion facilitator role, the District also adopted other 
practices to support this roll out. They developed a Google Form to collect data on what principals were 
seeing in terms of collaborative teaching models and how effective those models were. This was not 
evaluative in nature; rather, it allowed school principals to keep track of what they were seeing in their 
schools to ascertain what was working well and what was not. The District also developed a written guide 
with clear expectations for teachers and schools and created a teacher exchange program so teachers 
could visit other schools to see best practices in action. There were guided notes, as well, so teachers could 
understand what to look for and expect to see on these visits.  

Two issues emerged as the District launched this work. One was around scheduling and planning time. As 
one interview participant shared: “There is no co-teaching without co-planning.” Each school had to 
redesign its schedule so that collaborative planning time for teaching pairs could be carved out, and the 
District established norms for how this time was to be used. The second challenge that emerged was around 
mindset. Not every principal was on board with inclusive practices at first. The administrative team spent 
significant time discussing how inclusion and access are civil rights, looking at disproportionality data, and 
challenging mindsets and assumptions about students. While the majority of teachers embraced these 
shifts, there remained an undercurrent of teachers and union representatives who were vocal in their 
opposition behind the scenes. The District has remained committed to this approach, though, and has 
started to interview teacher and principal candidates for their mindset and inclusive orientation. 

District B124 
Over the course of the past few years, District B has focused on building strong special education programs 
to support their continuum of services. This has meant redesigning their collaborative teaching model at 
the elementary, middle school, and high school levels to better support students with mild to moderate 
disabilities in accessing the general education curriculum and grade-level standards. The District previously 
used a pull-out model only, which resulted in fractured days for students and resulted in a high number of 
due process requests from families for out-of-district placements. Collaborative teaching and co-teaching 
were limited at the time. At the elementary school level, the District now provides reading, writing, math, 
and executive functioning through “push-in” (special education teacher provides support in the general 
education classroom) and “pull-out” (special education teachers provide support to students in a self-
contained, small group environment called a learning center) support. In middle school, special education 
teachers are generally assigned by content area and/or by grade so they can pair with general education 

 
124 District B provided an overview summary of these programs to PCG. 
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teachers to co-teach to the extent possible. The middle schools also offer learning centers for students who 
require specialized small group instruction. Assignments and class configurations change year to year. The 
high school follows a similar model; however, an academic strategy class is also available through the 
learning center. 

The District also developed the following specialized programs:  

Language Based Classrooms (LBC) Elementary (Grades 2-5)  
These classrooms are designed to provide direct, explicit instruction and specialized support in all subject 
areas to students with language-based learning disabilities. In addition to classroom instruction, students 
receive specialized, small group intervention based on individual needs. Providing students with 
opportunities for academic, social, and emotional success within a fully inclusive classroom are essential 
components of this program. The development of a positive attitude and the enhancement of self-
confidence are goals for each student, in addition to strengthening their reading, spelling, and written 
expression skills. 

Students in the LBC program are those identified with a language-based learning disability and who require 
specialized instruction, accommodations, and support throughout the school day in order to successfully 
participate in all subject areas. These students demonstrate significant weaknesses in receptive and/or 
expressive language skills; phonemic awareness and phonics skills; reading; spelling; and/or written 
expression and production. In addition to classroom instruction and support, students receive intensive, 
specially designed, multisensory intervention to address phonic-decoding and encoding skills, oral reading 
fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. Depending on individual needs, they may also receive 
intervention for reading comprehension, writing, and/or math.  

Research-based, specialized, multisensory methodologies are used to teach students to decode and 
comprehend language. Goals of instruction for students in the LBC are to strengthen and increase 
automaticity and fluency of reading and spelling skills, expand vocabulary knowledge, and enhance reading 
comprehension. 

Each LBC is led by a master’s level general education teacher and a special education teacher. These 
classes are co-taught, and the teachers have gone through co-teaching training together. All of the special 
education teachers, and some of the general education teachers, have been trained in the Orton-Gillingham 
Approach. The goal is to have no more than eight students with IEPs in each class of approximately 25 to 
27 students. This class is offered in two elementary schools. 

Language Based Classrooms (LBC) Middle School (Grades 6-8) 

The middle school LBC has a similar model to the elementary school classes. Students may receive 
instruction in a fully inclusive general education class or in a smaller group setting, depending on the 
student’s profile. 

Language Based Classrooms (LBC) High School (Grades 9-12) 

The high school LBC has a focus similar to the elementary and middle school programs and is specifically 
for students in grades 9-12. Depending on individual needs, students may receive intervention for reading 
comprehension, writing, and/or math. Students may also receive adult support in social studies and science 
classes. Academic strategies classes support the content areas as well as provide instruction in executive 
functioning skills and strategies. Students are also supported in transition planning for post-secondary 
goals. The LBC is led by a special education teacher. Students receive support within and outside of their 
classes to ensure application of learned strategies. 

ACCESS Program (Grades K-12) 
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ACCESS is a highly individualized program that serves students with complex academic, social, and 
behavioral needs. While this program was initially designed to serve students with autism, it has evolved to 
meet the needs of students with a broader range of profiles. Students are fully included in general education 
classes and may also receive small group instruction with a special educator outside of the classroom. The 
common goal for students in the ACCESS program is for them to participate fully in the school community. 
Staff provide a range of academic and behavioral supports to help students participate in the general 
education curriculum and in the classroom and school community.  

Students in the ACCESS program have complex learning profiles that necessitate an intensive level of 
support. Many have academic needs that require instructional accommodations and modifications. Some 
students also have behavioral challenges. Plans are developed to help staff provide consistent support and 
reinforcement and facilitate the student’s participation in all aspects of school. ACCESS classrooms are led 
by a special education teacher and learning assistants.  

Bridge Program (Grades 9-12) 

The Bridge Program is a therapeutic, highly specialized program that supports students with significant 
social and emotional needs who require a small, highly supportive program in order to access the curriculum 
and participate in the school community. A common goal of the Bridge program is to provide students with 
support to establish positive relationships so that they can develop the confidence and skills necessary to 
take academic and social risks, and to increase their independence. Students in Bridge benefit from small 
group academic support, access to clinical support services, and organizational and study skills instruction. 
Bridge is staffed by a special education teacher, counselor, learning assistant(s), and clinical intern(s). 
Students in Bridge have ongoing access to emotional and academic support throughout their day; wrap 
around support among school, home, and outside providers; ongoing case management between the 
Bridge staff and the student’s general education teachers; and transition support for both in school and 
postsecondary planning. 

G.O.A.L. Program (Grade 12 through Post-Graduate/Age 22) 

The Getting Organized for Academics and Life (G.O.A.L.) program is for high school students who are 
performing significantly below grade level. Students in the G.O.A.L. program often have intellectual and/or 
other disabilities that require all major content area instruction in a small group setting, separate from the 
regular education environment. The students need both a life skills component and a focus on functional 
academics. 

Students in the G.O.A.L. program require specialized instruction for academics, life skills, and independent 
living. This includes all aspects of transition planning (community, education, and employment). In addition 
to academic curriculum, students learn vocational and community skills in a small instructional setting. This 
program is available as needed, based on student needs and population. G.O.A.L is staffed by a special 
education teacher and learning assistants. 

COMPASS Program (Grades 6-12) 

The COMPASS program is a general education program designed to support students with their reentry to 
school after an extended absence or hospitalization. Supported by a counselor, COMPASS works with 
students, their teachers, parents, and outside service providers to form individualized program goals, 
identify progress markers, and ensure a collaborative approach to support services. While each student's 
time in COMPASS varies depending on several factors, students typically spend 6 to 8 weeks affiliated with 
the program. Students in COMPASS have access to emotional and academic support throughout their day; 
wrap around support among school, home, and outside providers; and ongoing case management between 
COMPASS staff and the student’s general education teachers. The program is staffed by a counselor, 
learning assistant(s), and clinical intern(s).  
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District C 125 

District C, like GPS, believes in having inclusive schools and described their elementary and middle schools 
as being “fully inclusive.” Though there is a learning center (resource room) to support students who need 
a smaller environment or targeted instruction, most students are in general education classes for the 
majority of the school day. The entire day of a student with an IEP is built around the context of being in the 
general education classroom with their peers. To achieve this, the District places more adult resources in 
general education classes to support students. This is done in several ways. In some cases, paraeducators 
provide personal assistance, sometimes for the full day, to students in all of their classes. District C also 
has consultant special education teachers who push into the general education classroom and lead small 
groups there. At the elementary level, there is one special education teacher assigned to support each 
grade. Ideally, District C would like to move from having a consultant model to having enough special 
education teachers to pair with general education teachers for co-teaching to occur all day. At times, 
students are pulled out for targeted instruction as well. There are more dedicated co-teaching pairs at the 
middle school, given the rigors of the classroom and the scheduling blocks. This is a high-cost, personnel-
intensive model; yet the District believes that students with disabilities are higher performing because of it.  

The only students with an IEP in a separate program are those in the Pathways program at the high school. 
These students take the alternate statewide assessment. There are some students in grades 3 through 8 
who also take the alternate assessment, but they, too, are included to the maximum extent possible in 
general education classes. The District is considering developing a Pathway-type program at the middle 
school level as well.  

The following is a description of each of the special education program options in more detail: 

Consultant Teacher Services allow students with disabilities to participate in a full-time general education 
program and receive services from a special education teacher for a designated period on identified days. 
Consultant Teacher Service may be direct, indirect, or a combination of both. Direct Consultant Teacher 
Services involves specially designed instruction (individualized or group) provided by a special education 
teacher to students with disabilities in general education classes. 

Integrated Co-teaching refers to the provision of specially designed instruction and academic instruction 
in a general education class to a mixed group of students with disabilities and nondisabled peers by a 
special education teacher and a general education teacher. The vision for integrated co-teaching services 
is for a general education teacher and a special education teacher to jointly provide instruction to a class 
to meet the diverse learning needs of all students in the class. The maximum number of students with 
disabilities receiving integrated co-teaching services shall not exceed 12 students. 

The Intensive Services Model is available to students throughout the school district in grades K through 
2 who have significant developmental disabilities and require highly specialized instruction and therapies 
outside the general education classroom for some portion of each day. Each day, intensive instruction and 
related services are provided for: early language development and communication; social relationships with 
other children and play; adaptive behavior in areas such as self-care, dressing and feeding; cognitive 
development; behavioral regulation; and physical development. 

Resource Room Services are supplemental in nature and are designed to remediate academic skill 
deficits and to develop the study skills and organizational skills needed to effectively manage the general 
education curriculum. The goal of the resource room program is to promote independence and self-
advocacy skills.   

The Transitional Support Program (TSP) is a flexible program providing regularly scheduled academic 
and therapeutic support to students with and without disabilities who are experiencing different levels of 

 
125 District C provided an overview summary of these programs to PCG. 
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emotional distress. Educational supports include: direct instruction of coursework, study skills, 
organizational help, and assistance related to learning difficulties. Therapeutic supports include: individual, 
small group, and family counseling. Intensive case management services for students are available and 
include: teacher consultation, in-class interventions, monitoring of student attendance, academic updates 
to students and families, individualized daily plans, consultation with private therapists, psychiatric 
consultation, and family meetings. Families become a component of the support plan designed for each 
student. The program's flexibility responds to a student's need, and can range from multiple contacts daily, 
to course instruction for one or more classes, to a student initiated "check-in." 

The Pathways Program is an inclusive educational program for students whose unique needs require 
more than just supported participation in the general education curriculum and program. The Pathways 
Program provides students specialized opportunities to engage in individually designed programs in their 
own community school. 

District D 
District D offers a broad continuum of services in order to meet student’s needs in the least restrictive 
environment. There are a variety of inclusive and self-contained options so that a student’s program can 
be tailored based on their individual needs. Students remain in their neighborhood schools to the extent 
possible. However, not all services are available in all buildings. Developing an integrated co-teaching 
model has been a District priority over the past several years. Over time, the District has been closing its 
self-contained classes and moving staff to a co-teaching approach. Co-planning time has been a barrier, 
especially at the secondary level; however, teachers are using technology tools like Google and Office 365 
to bridge this gap. The District philosophy is built on social justice and high expectations, as the District 
believes that students with disabilities deserve to be in general education classes accessing grade-level 
content to the maximum extent possible. Also, the data showed them that they cannot close the 
achievement gap with students remaining in self-contained classes most of their day.  

The following are descriptions of the various aspects of District D’s support model: 

Consultant Teacher Services 

Consultant teacher services provide direct and/or indirect services to students with disabilities within the 
general education classroom. Consultant teacher services are considered indirect when the support is 
provided to the general education teacher. The IEP must indicate the subject areas in which the student 
will receive consultant teacher services. Consultant teacher services are available in grades K through 8. 

Integrated Co-Teaching 

Integrated Co-Teaching (ICT) is the provision of specially designed academic instruction to students with 
disabilities alongside nondisabled peers. In an ICT classroom, the general education and special education 
teachers share responsibility for classroom instruction. Curriculum, materials, assignments, and 
assessments may be modified to meet the individual learning needs of all students. District D offers ICT 
classes in grades K and 1 and grades 7 through 11. Over the next five years, the District will be expanding 
ICT services to include all grades K through11. 

Resource Room Program 

The resource room program is a special education service that supports students with disabilities with 
specialized supplementary instruction, in a small group setting, for a portion of the school day. Resource 
room programs are for the purpose of supplementing the general education or special education classroom 
instruction and are offered at the high school level in grades 9 through 12. 

Special Class 
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Special Class is a class consisting of students with disabilities who have been grouped together because 
of the similarity of individual needs for the purpose of receiving specially designed instruction in a self-
contained setting. Students in a special class are receiving their primary instruction separate from their 
nondisabled peers. District D offers special classes in grades K through 12. At the elementary level, there 
are classes to support students with intensive language and learning needs, emotional challenges, and 
developmental delays. At the middle school level, the District provides self-contained classes in each of the 
content areas along with a continuation of classes for students with developmental delays and intensive 
language needs. In high school, classes are provided in math, English, social studies and science in grades 
9 through 12. Students can access all or some of the classes as necessary to meet their needs. In addition, 
there is a Therapeutic Support Program at the high school level for students whose emotional needs impede 
their progress in the general education setting. 

District E  
In addition to special programs for students with autism and behavior needs, there are several ways 
services are offered in District E.  

Consultant Teacher Services 

This is offered in two ways, direct and indirect. Direct services are those that a special education teacher 
provides directly to the student in his/her classroom. Indirect services are provided by a special education 
teacher by working with classroom teachers to support students in the general education classroom. 

Resource Room  

This is a “learning resource center” pull-out program. A student assigned to the resource room has no less 
than three hours of instruction per week. This may be received in combination with consultant teacher 
services for no less than three hours each week total. The special education teacher works on academic 
skills, strategies, and organization within the context of the curriculum. 

Integrated Co-Teaching 

Integrated Co-Teaching occurs when two or more certified teachers jointly deliver substantive instruction to 
a diverse, or blended, group of students in a single physical space. School personnel assigned to each 
class minimally include a special education teacher and a general education teacher. Co-teaching classes 
are available in all elementary schools but may not be at every grade. The following co-teaching models 
are used: 1) One teach, one observe; 2) Station teaching; 3) Parallel teaching; 4) Alternative teaching; 5) 
Teaming; and 6) One teach, one assist. At the middle school level, teachers are paired by grade and content 
area to provide co-teaching.  

District F  
Like District A, District F has placed considerable effort into designing an inclusive culture. The District 
believes that special education is a service, not a location or a placement. Within its state, District F has 
the highest percentage of students (88.6 percent) served in the general education classroom more than 80 
percent of the day, while 16.4 percent are served in general education between 40 and 79 percent of the 
day, and less than four percent are served in general education less than 40 percent of the day.  

Special education supports and services are provided both inside and outside the general education 
classroom. Inside the general education classroom, services are provided by both the special education 
teacher and the general education teacher. In collaborative classrooms, the general educator and the 
special educator are equally responsible for instruction, grades, discipline, and planning for all students. 
Outside of the general education classroom, a special educator provides students individual or small group 
instruction. The amount of service provided outside the general education setting is determined by the IEP 
team. The District has tried various models and attempted to remove the co-teaching model at one point. 
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An ideal ELA model for District F is for the special education teacher to not be in the general education 
classroom for the whole period. For example, special educators may be in the class for 60 minutes of a 90-
minute block so they can support multiple classrooms. 

The District also has several specialized programs, detailed below: 

Responsive and Individualized Structured Environment (RISE) 

In these multi-grade elementary classrooms, three special education and general education teachers work 
collaboratively to deliver both academic and behavioral instruction to students. The classroom typically 
consists of eight to 12 students. Students are from schools in the surrounding region and are placed by IEP 
teams in the RISE program to provide a temporary small group, highly structured setting to address targeted 
behaviors. Students begin in RISE and are gradually reintroduced to the general education setting as they 
are able to demonstrate appropriate targeted behaviors. Once students are integrated into the general 
education setting to the maximum extent possible, the IEP team reevaluates the placement and determines 
if it is appropriate to transition the student back to their home school. The model is the same at the middle 
school except for the number of teaching staff. In the multi-grade middle school classrooms, two special 
education and general education teachers work collaboratively to deliver both academic and behavioral 
instruction to students. 

There are two types of RISE programs:  

• RISE-C: This program serves students with significant communication needs and may also 
have behavior challenges. It is staffed by a full-time special education teacher, a full-time 
speech therapist, and a paraeducator. The program was created because the District wanted 
to reduce the number of students with significant communication needs being referred to non-
public schools.  

• RISE-B: This program was designed to be a short-term, 45-day placement for students with 
more significant behavior concerns.  

For students who take the alternate assessment (usually the determination is made at 3rd grade), many 
are served in the communication program. The majority of these students are served in the general 
education setting. The District trains elementary general education teachers to provide supports and 
services for students who take the alternate assessment. Special education teacher provides adaptations 
to the resources.  

Learning for Independence (LFI) 

The Learning for Independence (LFI) program provides students ages 18 to 21 the opportunity to develop 
the life skills necessary to function more independently in the community. It provides students who are 
working towards a Certificate of Completion a wide array of opportunities to develop the skills necessary 
for supported community-based employment as a postsecondary goal. 

Partnership Seat Program 

Partnership Seat Program provides an interim placement for students who exhibit significant emotional 
difficulties, with a short-term opportunity to receive intensive services (social skills instruction and 
counseling as needed) that will allow students to return to a less restrictive setting within their home school. 
In partnership with the District, this contracted program is able to provide a small and highly structured 
educational/therapeutic setting that includes individual and small group counseling sessions to address 
each student’s individualized social and emotional needs. Students who attend the partnership program 
have a greater opportunity for transitioning back to their home school with the appropriate supports and 
implementation of a more prescriptive behavior management program. This program began in the 2020-21 
school year. 
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Student Transition and Employability (STEP) Program 

The STEP program provides transition-aged youth with a range of disabilities throughout the county the 
opportunity to receive modified instruction based on competencies within the state career development 
framework in a dual enrollment program with a local technical school. STEP allows students to develop a 
range of employability skills in the following school-based work environments: screen printing, embroidery, 
and engraving. This program was designed for students with IEPs in high school. They spend the first 
period of their day at their high school and then leave to go to the tech center.  

Staffing 
Staffing was often mentioned by interview participants in the context of programming, in that resources 
were allocated to support specific programs, caseloads, or instructional approaches. Participants also 
mentioned practices their districts have adopted to plan for changes in student needs throughout the year.  

In District A, prior to the start of budgeting for the upcoming year, case managers complete a “student 
summary template” for each school. This spreadsheet template includes all students with IEPs in the 
building and lists each one’s individual amount and type of service. Principals can then sort this information 
to ascertain how they can develop a schedule (not based solely on blocks of time or specific classes) and 
allocate enough staff to address all needs. The special education central office staff then monitor monthly 
reports of student numbers, services required, and staffing throughout the school year so they can add 
additional teachers or paraeducators mid-year as needed. Adding staff is rare, but they have the fiscal 
support to do so as needed. 

District D has a similar projection system. The process starts in October of the prior year when teachers 
project, and document on a spreadsheet, where they believe their students will go to school the following 
school year. The special education central office staff monitor these numbers regularly. Given the attention 
to monitoring, it is rare that significant staffing adjustments need to be made mid-year. There is also an 
emphasis on doing “the right thing for children” as the driving factor, rather than money. 

The interview participant in District B acknowledged that special education staff try to make their “best 
guess” based on data to project staffing needs for the upcoming year. Changes do happen mid-year though, 
and the school board and superintendent are reportedly supportive of staffing additions when data justify 
the need. In order to plan for these needs, the special education department has adopted the practice of 
putting two to three paraeducator positions into the IDEA budget each year as placeholders. Since IDEA 
funds roll over year to year, they can either carry forward the money or release it at the end of the year for 
other purchasing needs.  

In District E, building coordinators, who support special education programs in schools, complete a matrix, 
looking at every student in the building, identifying their needs, and then determining scheduling. The 
average student to special education teacher ratios are 10:1 at the elementary level; 12:1 at the middle 
school level; and 13:1 at the high school level.   

Out of District Placements  
While all participants shared that some students from their districts attend out of district (OOD) placements 
and that this was expected when considering the full continuum of services, none of them thought that 
these numbers were too high given their District’s size. In three cases (Districts A, B, and D), there had 
been conscious efforts over several years to design and build in-house programs to decrease the number 
of out of district placements and to attract families back to the district. One interview participant said they 
had to “change the narrative that out of district was better.” The other two used similar language to describe 
the District’s intentional efforts to address this issue. As a result, many have also seen settlement 
agreements and requests for tuition for parentally placed students decrease. 
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Interview participants shared the following information about how their District plans for students with 
significant needs:  

• Appropriate Use of OOD Placements. The interview participant in District B said that the district 
sends students with the following significant needs to out of district placements: emotional 
disabilities requiring advanced mental health support, autism (mostly non-verbal students with 
behavioral needs), intellectual disabilities, and some multiple disabilities. In District E, some 
students with multiple disabilities and emotional disabilities attend a regional program, and a few 
are in residential placements. Overall, though, their numbers are low, and they have very few 
parental placements. District C has a similar situation, in that not many students attend out of district 
placements, and those who do are generally on the autism spectrum. The interview participant 
shared that District C has the lowest percentage of students enrolled in private schools in the 
region. District F has on average between 53 and 62 students in non-public placements. The 
interview participant noted that these numbers are appropriate for the size of the District and that 
most students with significant behavior concerns or autism attend a local program that the District 
contracts with a local provider to offer. The District also has 10 full-time “partnership seats” in a 
non-public setting for students requiring short-term (two weeks or less) intensive support. District 
D has a private school specializing in supporting students with language-based disabilities within 
its boundaries, and there are about 40 to 50 students unilaterally placed there annually. Only a 
handful were placed there through a due process agreement. The District expects these numbers 
to remain about the same annually given the proximity of this school. 

• High-Quality Programs. Several years ago, in District A, there were many disputes with parents 
around reading. The District then trained teachers in Wilson Reading, which decreased the 
requests from parents to send students to specialized programs outside of the district. There was 
a similar situation in District B, where the district decided to invest in teacher training specific to 
supporting students with dyslexia. Now they have strong programs so parents of students with 
dyslexia and other language-based disabilities want to stay in the district. District D also focused 
on building quality programs. This became a district-wide initiative after several principals visited 
out of district placements/private schools and were surprised at what they perceived as a lack of 
quality instruction. As a result, the principals wanted to bring students back to their schools. They 
began to work on building high-quality programs district-wide and to hire new teaching staff with 
intentionality to support this work. 

Multi-Tiered System of Supports and Special Education Referrals 
Overall, interview participants shared that their districts have had the tenets of an MTSS framework in place 
for many years, though variation still occurs between schools. In several districts, the interview participants 
said they use the term “child study team” or “instructional support team” to describe the problem-solving 
teams at the school level. There was a general sense that these teams are not consistent enough from 
school to school and that changing teacher beliefs was a large part of the challenge. One participant said 
teachers in her district believe of students: “If they are found eligible, they aren’t my problem anymore.” All 
participants conveyed they must routinely message that special education is not a “magic cure.” 

The following three themes emerged from these interviews regarding MTSS and special education referrals:  

• Data Use and Documentation. In District F, there is a belief that school teams do not use or review 
data frequently or consistently enough when considering moving students forward for special 
education evaluations. District D said that they lack consistent criteria on how long students should 
remain in an intervention cycle and what data to use as evidence of progress. Conversely, school 
administrators in District B attended Harvard University’s Data Wise Institute to learn best practices 
on what data to collect and how to collect it. In District E, elementary schools use an RTI plan 
document, with progress data contained therein, for each student at each tier. Middle schools and 
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high schools do not have specific written plans but have support classes of no more than 15 
students each built into the schedule.  

• Intervention Support. Several districts discussed how they approach screening and intervention 
support. Districts A and D conduct universal screenings and schedule students into interventions 
as needed. Similarly, District B has an intervention support model, with reading and math 
interventionists at the elementary level, that gets students additional support as soon as their 
teachers see them struggling. District D has universal screeners and interventions available in 
schools. District E focuses on reading and math at the elementary school level, with a specialist in 
every building to provide intervention support, and school teams monitor student progress closely 
using data. 

• Eligibility. In District B, four or five years ago, students were considered for a special education 
referral if they did not come into kindergarten already reading. The district has since implemented 
a phonics-based reading approach and has trained staff further on reading strategies and 
developmental expectations. District B is also in the process of reviewing data and evaluation 
practices to determine why students of color are found to be eligible for special education services 
at a higher rate. In District E, referrals for special education are not accepted unless there has been 
an intervention in place first. If a parent requests the evaluation, school principals meet with parents 
about pursuing an intervention plan first.  

On a final note, the participant from District D said that they are looking to “tighten up” the RTI framework 
to make it better and will be embarking on a comprehensive review of RTI practices in the coming year. 

Professional Development 
Participants cited both the successes they have had with delivering high-quality professional development 
in their districts, as well as the challenges they have encountered in ensuring all staff have adequate 
training. In all districts, participants described how professional development occurs year-round, ranging 
from half-day to full-day sessions throughout the school year at both the building and district levels to 
summer institutes. They all emphasized that ongoing staff professional development is critical to the growth 
and success of their students.  

Several districts mentioned that professional development is usually taught by teachers or other experts, 
such as central office curriculum content managers. A few talked about bringing outside experts in to hold 
specialized sessions, such as for restorative justice. District A said that having a learning coach team, 
consisting of teachers on special assignment (TOSAs) who provided coaching, mini-lessons, and modeling, 
was the most effective in terms of positively impacting teacher practice. One district noted how challenging 
it had been to work in partnership with their office of curriculum and instruction. As a result, professional 
development for special education and general education teachers was often fractured and inconsistent. 
District D hired elementary school instructional coaches who are charged with providing job-embedded 
coaching to teachers. All participants mentioned how their districts provide ongoing professional 
development opportunities on core content. Special education teachers can generally participate in these 
sessions alongside their general education peer teachers, and while this is positive, pulling them for 
specialized training is often complicated. 

Three districts discussed trainings specifically for paraeducators. District A provides 20 hours of 
paraeducator training annually, and District E provides training one day a year on behavior, de-escalation 
strategies, data collection, and characteristics of disabilities. District F provides training for paraeducators 
four times per year, which consists of modules specific to their role or area of need.  

In two districts, (A and E), the recent professional development focus has been on equity. One said that 
they had focused on special education and equity in the past, but that their focus now will be on culturally 
responsive teaching, racial inequities, and anti-bias training. 
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Several participants said their districts will likely continue to do more virtual and/or hybrid trainings in the 
future, given the ongoing pandemic and lessons learned from this past year. From District E, the interviewee 
said: “We have been working, working, working to keep ourselves in a holding pattern. We are very anxious 
to get back to a new normal next year to support staff again.”  

Family Engagement  
Interviewees shared a variety of feedback on family engagement in their districts, ranging from obstacles 
that prevented them from building relationships and/or growing a Special Education Parent Advisory 
Committee (SEPAC) in the past to strategies that improve family engagement.   

In terms of challenges, the interview participant from District A talked about how it took a conscious effort 
to broaden their SEPAC membership. Some parents had been hesitant to join it in the past because those 
leading it had a more adversarial approach and were engaged in litigation with the district, which alienated 
many parents. Litigation was also mentioned by the interview participant in District C as a roadblock to 
family partnership, sharing that district staff were often timid with families they knew were pursuing suits 
against the district or brought attorneys into the IEP conversation. The interview participant from District F 
said that while they have an organized SEPAC, membership is small, and they have difficulty getting more 
than 10 participants on average to attend monthly meetings. 

A few themes emerged as to how best improve family engagement. These included the importance of 
having an active and informed family resource center, focusing on growing the SEPAC in partnership with 
the District, and placing a concerted emphasis districtwide on building positive, collaborative relationships 
between school/district staff and families. Districts shared the following approaches to these areas: 

• Family Resource Center. Districts D, E, and F have family resource centers that support all 
parents, including those who have children with IEPs. In one district, the family resource center 
staff provide direct support for parents at IEP meetings when they request it (i.e., a parent can 
request that someone from the family resource center serve as an advocate). District D also has 
plans to expand wraparound support for families by opening mental health centers and food 
pantries in schools. 

• SEPAC. In District E, the SEPAC offers monthly presentations for parents, often done in 
conjunction with District staff. District B also has a very active SEPAC that coordinates information 
sessions for parents and has time to share and problem solve on each monthly agenda. In District 
C, the Parent Teacher Association (PTA), which reportedly is well-resourced and influential, has 
established subcommittees for special education, equity, and other topics. Parents there are also 
beginning to have conversations about starting their own SEPAC as well. 

• Relationship Building. The special education supervisor in District A holds routine meet and 
greets with parents and makes it a priority to respond to parents quickly. The associate 
superintendent in District D, who supervises the special education director, facilitates parent 
coffees five times per year and believes they have been helpful in allowing parents to feel heard. 
These meetings have no agenda, are designed to be listening sessions, and act as a pressure 
valve to allow parents to vent frustrations. The format also allows parents to share information with 
a more objective third party, rather than directly with the special education staff. These coffees 
were instrumental in defusing an issue at a school that could have escalated because of mistrust 
and rumor spreading, as the parents themselves helped develop a solution alongside the District 
staff. District C has made some structural changes so that parents do not feel they have to advocate 
so strongly, and staff feel they can have open conversations with parents. IEP teams there now 
consist of two psychologists (one building based and one district level) and two testing specialists. 
Administrators are not a part of these meetings unless there is a concern than warrants their 
attendance. District B credits the shift to virtual meetings during the COVID-19 pandemic for 
allowing much higher parent attendance at meetings and trainings. They have also recorded these 



Greenwich Public Schools 
Special Education Review 

 

 

Public Consulting Group  146 

sessions, which was a powerful way for parents who are non-native English speakers to engage at 
their own pace.  

Biggest Challenges in Special Education 
When asked about the biggest challenges specific to special education facing their districts, peer district 
interviewees shared a variety of issues: 

• The interview participant from District A said that working alongside the union required significant 
time and attention and that, ultimately, the partnership reached a stalemate around support for 
inclusive practices. 

• In District B, there are two pressing challenges. First, there has traditionally been an overreliance 
on paraeducators, and they are working on exit criteria checklists to support IEP team 
conversations about fading supports as appropriate. Second, the interview participant shared that 
mental health concerns among students, especially at younger ages, have been growing. One 
example shared was of a fourth grader recently hospitalized for anxiety. Additionally, ramping up 
mental health supports will be a central focus for next year due to of the COVID-19 pandemic. In 
preparation, District B has implemented Responsive Classrooms at the elementary level this year 
to relieve the pressure students feel, the goal being to make students feel happy and safe. They 
are also exploring other ways to support students who feel pressure from home that they “lost” a 
year and a half of school by re-messaging to students and families that the world lost this time as 
well.  

• The interview participant from District C cited the resource-heavy model of their special education 
programming as a challenge for sustainability. While best practice is to include students as much 
as possible, the expansion of inclusive practices may not be financially feasible.  

• The interview participant from District D shared that they continue to struggle with school staff 
mindset around inclusion and that co-planning at the high school level is a significant barrier to 
growing collaborative teaching. They are also continuing to focus on the science of reading, by 
helping teachers to understand how to identify potential gaps for each student, as well as IEP goal 
writing and progress monitoring. 

• In District E, the focus is on changing referral practices because of two factors: a state finding 
around overidentification, specifically white students with Other Health Impairments, and the recent 
increase in the number of external evaluations parents are producing. 

• The interview participant from District F said that staffing remains an obstacle. Finding qualified 
related service providers has been a challenge, and while contracting has been a solution, the 
inconsistency of providers has impacted programming. Also, due to budget constraints in prior 
years, inclusion coach positions were eliminated. There is concern that students with IEPs will be 
placed in more restrictive environments because general education teachers do not have the 
coaching support to make inclusive practices work. 
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTION STEPS 
PCG saw ample evidence that GPS has a solid foundation on which to build. GPS has many notable 
strengths, including its passionate and knowledgeable staff and its willingness to undertake this review and 
act on the recommendations as part of a continuous improvement cycle.  

The following recommendations are considered priority recommendations. Each are interrelated and will 
require a significant investment on the part of GPS to undertake. Implementation of these recommendations 
will set the foundation for all other action steps that emerge from this report. The action steps listed under 
each recommendation below are organized in a manner that provides a comprehensive view of the activities 
required to initiate change. Although components of the action steps can be implemented within a shorter 
timeframe, full-scale implementation of the recommendations may take three-to-five years. 

PCG has mapped the recommendations in this report to the Special Education Effectiveness Domains. 
Action steps corresponding to the recommendations are included below. 

Domains  Recommendations 

 

Delivering instruction and interventions within an 
inclusionary framework and with IEP fidelity, leading 

to increased access and progress in grade-level 
learning standards and reducing disproportionality 

1. Multi-Tiered System of Supports 

2. Universal Design for Learning 

3. Identification Practices and Disproportionality 
Monitoring 

4. IEP Development 

5. Inclusive Practices Planning, Guidance, and 
Implementation 

6. General Education Classroom Composition, 
Collaborative Teaching, and Co-Teaching 

7. Redesign and Rebrand Academic Labs 

8. Redesign and Rebrand Comprehensive 
Program Models 

9. Equity and Access to Advanced Placement 
for Students with Disabilities 

10. Twice Exceptional 

11. Special Education Transportation 

12. Assistive Technology 

13. Out of District Placements  

 

Supporting students with disabilities (including 
increased collaboration and ownership of school 
administrators and staff) and coordinating efforts 
with community organizations to improve results 

14. Inclusive Education Vision and Planning 

15. PPS Organizational Structure 

16. Cross-Departmental Collaboration 
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Increasing expectations of students with disabilities 
by presuming competence and incorporating 
culturally relevant, growth-oriented practices 

17. Academic Optimism and Growth Mindset 

18. Elevate Rigor 

19. Measure Instructional Beliefs and Practices 

 

 

Investing in people from recruitment to retirement to 
ensure highly qualified and effective staff have the 

skills/training needed to provide services and 
support to promote the success of diverse learners 

20. Professional Development 

 

Defining expectations for service delivery, resource 
allocation, and data management infrastructure to 

guide data-driven decisions 

21. Special Education Policy and Procedure 
Manual 

22. Transparent Staffing Allocation Model  

23. Out of District Placement Student Data and 
Financial Monitoring 

 

Embracing partnerships to make informed decisions 
and provide equitable opportunities for all students 

24. Enact Report Recommendations 

25. Family Friendly Guides 

26. Website 

27. Parent Trainings 

28. Family Engagement Vision 

 

Learning Environment and Specialized Services 
1. Multi-Tiered System of Supports 

• MTSS framework. Build on GPS’s current RTI and PBIS processes to develop a unified and 
clear structure of MTSS for academic achievement, positive behavior, and social/emotional 
growth (including enrichment) for all students. Create guides to explain how the intervention 
models, such as RTI, PBIS, etc., complement each other. 

• Districtwide leadership team. Develop an MTSS cross-departmental district-level leadership 
team, including senior leadership, school principals, and representatives from every 
educational unit (e.g., special education, Title I, bilingual, gifted, etc.). Schedule meetings at 
least monthly to review, update, operationalize, and monitor the fidelity of MTSS 
implementation. Establish comparable school-based leadership teams to oversee MTSS 
implementation at each school. 

• Expectations. Establish, communicate, support, and monitor clear expectations for MTSS, 
with clear lines of accountability and responsibility across departments and schools, aligning 
them with relevant standards and guidelines. 
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• Guard rails. Determine what expectations will be required district-wide and which will be a 
school-based decision. Incorporate the expectations into administrator, principal, teacher, 
paraprofessional, and related-service personnel evaluations.  

• School-based MTSS teams. Require all schools to operate a school-based MTSS team to 
support problem-solving, data-based decision making at all tiers to support academic 
advancement and positive behavior, and consistency between schools. Ensure principals 
schedule time for teams to implement the problem-solving process, meet and review progress 
monitoring and intervention data, be empowered, and be held accountable for adjusting school 
schedules to provide the necessary supports for all struggling students. 

• Written guidance. Create an electronic user-friendly, and accessible MTSS manual for school 
teams and for parents to understand the MTSS process and to document procedures/practices 
relevant to the management/operation of MTSS in GPS. Include protocol for collecting progress 
monitoring data and assessing student growth; what constitutes adequate progress and 
associated lengths of time to allow for progress, and requirements for initiating a special 
education evaluation when such progress is not shown. Ensure a common understanding and 
buy-in around the district for the need for MTSS, why and how it is implemented, what desired 
targets it is intended to meet, and what progress the division is making toward achieving the 
goals. Maintain the manual by updating it regularly as there are changes to policy or practice. 

• Electronic dashboard. Develop a transparent and widely accessible district-wide early 
warning dashboard to monitor student intervention data use and growth for academics and 
behavior to enable leadership at the central office and schools to review MTSS (RTI and PBIS) 
implementation and student growth, identify patterns, solve problems, and make data-informed 
decisions. Review and expand upon rubrics currently in use to have a universal set of 
documents that are relevant based on grade levels and types of schools. 

• Universal screening. Decide upon and purchase standard evidenced-based universal 
screening tools for academics, including dyslexia, and behavior and implement them 
throughout the district, with an initial focus at the elementary level. 

• Professional development. Provide MTSS professional development (inclusive of RTI and 
PBIS) for all school-based staff. Have central office staff develop turn around trainings for 
school-level staff, so a unified voice is heard throughout the district.  

• Equity. Provide training on the implications of race/ethnicity/language, socio-economic status, 
and culture constructs for MTSS teams when developing student intervention plans. 

2. Universal Design for Learning 
• Training. Provide clear guidance and mandatory training for all district and school leaders, and 

teachers on the principles of UDL and how these principles can be applied in the development 
of curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Leverage assistant principals and teachers who 
previously received UDL training to help guide training content based on their lessons learned 
and to actively support the training process. 

• Implementation. Use UDL principles consistently so that all students can access grade-level 
material and can help close achievement gaps between students with disabilities and their 
nondisabled peers. Consult with technology leaders and personnel about potential purchases 
and associated potential impact on their work. 
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3. Identification Practices and Disproportionality Monitoring 
• Tracking disproportionality in disability identification. At least quarterly, use the risk ratio 

to measure the identification rates of students with IEPs by race/ethnicity and other important 
indicators, such as language status, free and reduced lunch status, giftedness, etc., to identify 
any student group that it is two times more likely than peers to be identified as being over-
identified (i.e., risk ratios).  

• Tracking activity timeliness. Analyze timelines to assess if there are delays in providing 
interventions, delays in determining inadequate student progress, delays in initiating a special 
education evaluation (based on data), and evaluation completions.  

• Tracking school identification rates. Analyze longitudinal data to determine which schools 
may be identifying students with IEPs at a rate that is disproportionately higher than other 
schools.  

• Data review and hypotheses. With a cross-departmental group of leaders and staff, use this 
data to develop hypotheses for identified disproportionate risk ratios for any group of students, 
delays in the evaluation referrals and completions, and/or schools with disproportionately high 
new identification rates. 

• Follow-up action. Based on these hypotheses, develop any additional written guidance 
needed to clarify procedures and practices, consider any additional resources and strategies 
needed along with a written plan, if appropriate, and provide training to support implementation. 
For example, identification disproportionality training would include the implications of 
race/ethnicity/language, socio-economic status, and culture constructs for school-based teams 
when considering students for an evaluation.  

• Monitoring. Based on the areas of practice identified through the above activities, identify data 
to be collected and monitored, along with any practices to be monitored, to support consistent 
implementation across GPS and to identify schools needing additional support or intervention. 

4. IEP Development 
• Written procedures. Include in GPS’s written special education guidance standards and 

examples for IEP development processes that are appropriate and consistent across the 
district. Guidance would include but not be limited to Present Levels of Academic Performance 
(PLOP) and data use within; IEP goals; accommodations; and progress reporting. Include a 
procedure for discussing additional material and human resources than those currently 
available to meet a particular student’s needs, including those needed for students who would 
otherwise be placed out of district. 

• IEP goals. Ensure IEP goals are based on student needs identified within the PLOP ensuring 
that goals are not being created or influenced by district limitations within GPS’s current 
continuum of services. 

• Monitoring IEPs. Establish and implement a process for periodically reviewing student IEPs 
for their consistency with expected standards. Consider using a school-based process, which 
would include an impartial GPS facilitator to review, analyze and discuss IEPs with teachers 
and related service providers. 

• Electronic data repository. Study electronic data repositories to improve data collection ease 
and subsequent reporting of student data for quarterly IEP progress reporting to choose one 
that would meet GPS needs. 
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• Collaboration. Foster positive PPT collaboration by creating more planning time between 
general education and special education teachers; ensuring adequate time and coverage for 
staff participating in PPT meetings; and transparent processes around timelines, data, and 
information sharing with parents to enhance trust and partnership among all PPT members. 
Provide interpreters for parents who are non-native English speakers and translate IEP 
documents. 

5. Inclusive Practices Planning, Guidance, and Implementation 

• Inclusive education framework. Develop and use a structured framework/model that will help 
promote and support the implementation of best practices for inclusive education including the 
provision of high yield collaborative teaching, specially designed instruction and related 
services. As part of this process, consider the Recommendations 6 – 13 below. 

• Implementation guide. Develop a clearly articulated district/school implementation guide 
based on the inclusive education framework with expected guidance, procedures and 
practices. Determine the role of schools to adapt the framework to their unique needs versus 
GPS requirements. This process could also include GPS’s advance approval for a school to 
adapt the framework with deviations GPS defines as significant. 

• Scheduled time for collaboration. Establish written guidance for the use of inclusive master 
school schedules, which establish common planning time for collaborative teaching, co-
teaching, and other activities for general educators with special education and other personnel. 
Develop various scheduling models that schools could use and/or adapt. 

• Cross-department collaboration. Through intentional collaboration between interim PPS 
Chief and her leadership team, Director of Curriculum and Instruction, and Math and ELA 
content specialists; further study achievement and suspension gaps between students with 
IEPs and their typically developing peers on state standardized assessments, and between 
students with IEPs by race/ethnicity, English learner status, social economic status, gender, 
etc.  Use this information to inform discussions about improving GPS’s continuum of services, 
including making inclusive instruction more effective. 

6. General Education Classroom Composition, Collaborative Teaching and Co-
Teaching 

• General education classroom composition. Establish a maximum student classroom ratio 
for students with and without disabilities for general education and monitor the ratio to ensure 
these configurations are not “inclusion in name only” and do not comprise a majority of students 
with IEPs and 504 Plan taught solely by general education teachers.  

• Collaborative consultation. Draft guidance for collaborative and consultative teaching to 
support students with disabilities. Under this model, general educators along with one or more 
other educators (e.g., special educator, reading specialist, EL teacher, gifted/talented teacher) 
collaborate around the designing, delivering, monitoring, and evaluating of instruction in 
general education classes, with the general educator providing instruction. 

• Co-taught instruction. Draft guidance for the delivery of co-taught instruction based on the 
most effective model for instruction purposes and use of the special educator.126 Based on the 
developed guidance, provide intensive professional development and follow-up coaching and 
modeling to give co-teachers the information and support they need to be true partners in the 

 
126 See Marilyn Friend’s website, The Co-Teaching Connection for information about six models of co-teaching, retrieved from 
http://www.marilynfriend.com/approaches.htm, as well her home page with additional resources, retrieved from https://coteach.com/.  

http://www.marilynfriend.com/approaches.htm
https://coteach.com/
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planning and delivery of classroom instruction. Monitor implementation through classroom walk 
through activities that are guided by observation protocol for this purpose. 

• Professional development. Provide professional development on collaborative teaching, co-
teach to ensure teachers engage in a true instructional partnership. Provide planning time for 
general education and special educators and others to become true collaborative partners. 

7. Redesign and Rebrand Academic Labs 
• Rethink Academic Lab model. Reimagine and rebrand Academic Labs by providing written 

protocols for all grade levels for a flexible grouping model in which students with disabilities are 
provided intensive supplementary instruction in areas no longer covered by grade level core 
curriculum. For example, phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, math computation, etc. 
Ensure these classes have the materials students need to increase the trajectory of their 
learning in their particular area(s) of need. View this setting as an extension of classroom 
instruction for students with IEPs who need short bursts of additional time outside for these 
purposes to learn grade-level content.  

• Inclusive supplemental learning model. Consider staffing a learning model for students with 
and without disabilities with a general educator to supplement regular classroom lessons to 
introduce lessons with more intensity and reinforce what was taught.  

• Professional development. Provide professional development for teachers involved with 
these models so they understand their roles and can carry them out.   

8. Redesign and Rebrand Comprehensive Program Models 
• Analyze current comprehensive classes. Complete a deeper analysis of students, 

instruction, and materials in each of the current Comprehensive classes (area of disability, skill 
level, communication and other supports provided, assessment data, student-teacher-
paraprofessional ratios, etc.) to create an accurate description of who and what is taught. Also, 
for each class by Comprehensive intensity, assess student profiles that include their individual 
instructional needs, as well as progress they have made over the past school year.  

• Reconstruct instructional models. Based on this program review, analyze gaps in 
instructional needs, materials, assistive technology, student to adult ratios, etc., within and 
between current programs. Create and rebrand with new models that collectively address all 
individualized student needs and is flexible enough to maximize the receipt of grade-level 
content, interaction with nondisabled peers, and improve achievement and positive behavior 
along with social/emotional well-being. Continue to resist grouping students by disability label 
and instead rely on their learning needs regardless of disability nomenclature. Furthermore, do 
not limit resources to a particular instructional model. Instead allow for flexibility so learning 
materials and other resources are allocated based on student need and not dictated by a 
particular model. Document the models with written information to inform professional 
development and resource needs. 

• Professional development. Provide professional development for all personnel associated 
with the newly developed models of instruction. As part of the more generalized professional 
development specified in these recommendations, emphasize that in all circumstances it is not 
appropriate for students to be referred to by their placement name (e.g., “comprehensive” or 
“mildly comprehensive students,” etc.), as using such titles is not respectful and is stigmatizing. 
Instead, emphasize the use of “people first” language, where the emphasis is on students and 
not their placement.   
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9. Equity and Access to Advanced Placement for Students with Disabilities 
• Address barriers to equity and access. Develop a coherent plan across grade levels and 

schools to enable a higher proportion of potentially qualified students with disabilities to benefit 
from advanced academic studies/courses. As part of this process, consider teacher and parent 
input to analyze current barriers to access for students with disabilities and develop a plan to 
mitigate these challenges. 

• Written guidance and training. Provide written guidance and other information to IEP teams, 
school-based staff, and parents about how students with disabilities can access advanced 
placement courses, with appropriate supports and accommodations.  

• Track increased enrollment. Establish a goal and target to increase current enrollment of 
students with disabilities in advanced placement and other enrichment/advanced learning 
courses, and monitor enrollment data on a quarterly basis.  

10. Twice Exceptional 
• Identification as student who is gifted. Establish parameters for GPS’s identification of 

students who are to give clarity to students who are “twice exceptional,” i.e., students with 
disabilities who are gifted. Ensure that GPS’s usage of the gifted term aligns with state 
guidance and data reporting requirements.  

• Potential for gifted identification. Review records of students with disabilities for data to 
identify those with advanced aptitude or skills to support potential identification as a student 
who is gifted. 

• Guidance, training, and support. Provide schools with the guidance, training, and support 
necessary to better understand how to implement viable programming and strategies for twice 
exceptional students to: nurture the student’s potential; support development of compensatory 
strategies; identify learning gaps and provide explicit instruction; foster social and emotional 
development; and enhance their capacity to address their mixed ability needs. 

11. Special Education Transporation 
• Protocols. Develop protocols to provide clear delineation and communication between the 

Transportation Office and the PPS Office. Include a provision that requires the PPT meeting 
notice to include transportation personnel when non-routine transportation is likely to be 
discussed. Also, include a provision showing who would be responsible for sharing the PPT 
notice and meeting invitation to specified transportation personnel. Also, if transportation based 
on student disability needs is not clearly written and understood, include this information in the 
transportation protocol. 

• IEP required transportation. Clearly define the role of the Transportation Office as it relates 
to the PPS Office to ensure that once an IEP includes transportation services, the 
transportation personnel must implement the service regardless of whether they agree or 
disagree with the PPT decision. 

• Monitoring. Monitor the protocol to ensure it is implemented as intended.  

12. Assistive Technology  
• AT plan and quality indicators. Create, and implement with fidelity, an AT Plan and measure 

its overall success by using the Quality Indicators of Assistive Technology (QIAT), which is 
designed to assess overall quality of AT programming.  

• Professional development. Provide staff training on how AT (low and high-tech devices) can 
be used for a myriad of student needs. 
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13. Out of District Placements 
• Parent outreach. Talk with parents and PPT teams who sought or obtained an out of district 

placement to better understand their motivations and GPS program gaps.  

• School assessment. Visit or obtain other information about the most common out of district 
placements to ascertain how these resources are different from any currently available for any 
student in GPS schools. 

• Cost analysis. Consider the cost of out of district placements, including costs associated with 
transportation and complaint/due process resolutions, and how this money can be used instead 
to provide these and other resources within GPS schools. Use this information to develop the 
instructional models described in the above recommendations.  

Also see Recommendation #23, which pertains to monitoring of out of district placements. 

 

Leadership 
14. Inclusive Education Vision and Planning 

• Guiding vision and mission. Have the Board of Education and GPS management include 
effective inclusive education in their vision and mission.  

• Clear expectations. Either in the vision/mission or other document communicate to schools, 
parents, and the broader community that GPS expects and will take steps to ensure 1) students 
with disabilities make the greatest amount of progress possible in the general education 
curriculum (or modified curriculum per IEPs) through  rigorous and high quality standards-
aligned instruction, and specially designed instruction and interventions, along with 
differentiated instruction, accommodations, and modifications; and 2) partnerships with families 
are trusting and collaborative. 

• Strategic plan. Develop a long-range strategic plan based on the above recommendations as 
well as other relevant information. 

15. PPS Organizational Structure 
• Organizational structure. Reorganize the PPS Office by function, reducing the number of 

direct reports to the Chief and adding instructional coaching positions specifically designed to 
model/support use of high-quality inclusive practices and specially designed instruction by 
special educators. Either change the name of the department to one such as Specialized 
Instruction and Support Services or clarify the functions within the existing office so all are clear 
on its focus. 

16. Cross-Departmental Collaboration 
• Schedule collaborative meetings. Establish a schedule for routine, collaborative meetings 

between the PPS Office and other departments, e.g., English learners, with individuals 
necessary to share information, problem-solve, and resolve issues of mutual concern. Ensure 
all central office personnel who support schools meet to share information about common 
issues they can collectively address.  

• Collaborative work. Use these collaborative partnerships to establish consistent and 
integrative approaches to support improved instruction for various purposes by creating cross-
functional workgroups.  
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• Key performance indicators (KPIs). Set goals for all cross-departmental initiatives and 
establish KPIs with targets to measure the extent to which they are beneficial or require 
modification.  

High Expectations 
17. Academic Optimism and Growth Mindset 

• Communication of high expectations. Set high expectations both through establishing an 
inclusive vision (see recommendation #14 above) and through joint statements from the 
superintendent and Board of Education regarding the provision of rigorous instruction and 
supports and related services delineated in IEPs so students have the necessary tools they 
need to access high quality instruction.  

• Collaboration support. Guide the design of intentional structures and resources needed to 
help foster greater collaboration across disciplines, grade levels, and areas of specific 
expertise.  

• Monitoring. Develop and implement protocols for fidelity checks on IEP delivered versus 
prescribed instruction and services (e.g., co-teaching, instructional and testing 
accommodations/ modifications, specially designed instruction, related services, etc.).  

18. Elevate Rigor 
• Professional development. Ensure that all professional development designed and delivered 

elevates instructional rigor that is inclusive of students with disabilities. Focus information on 
best practices for motivating learners and setting high expectations, addressing UDL and 
differentiated instruction, progress monitoring, and mastery of learning. 

• Resources. Include how this information will be supported with necessary material and human 
resources. 

19. Measure Instructional Beliefs and Practices 
• Annual teacher survey. Conduct an annual survey to measure teachers’ instructional beliefs 

and the extent to which they understand presumed competence. Analyze results by school 
and teacher role.  

• School plans. Develop a plan protocol by which each school site would design instructional 
and support improvements to increase student achievement and positive behavior outcomes 
over time. 

Human Capital 
20. Professional Development 

• Plan. Develop a professional development plan based on the needs identified in this report 
targeted to different audiences, e.g., general educators, special educators, related service 
personnel, paraprofessionals, parents, etc.  

• Learning forward standards. Ground training in the Learning Forward Standards for 
Professional Learning127 and embed the following components:  

 
127 Retrieved from http://www.learningforward.org/standards#.UMvVD7Yt0kU     

http://www.learningforward.org/standards#.UMvVD7Yt0kU
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• Mandatory annual trainings. Because of the importance of principal and assistant 
principal leadership on special education matters and PPT meetings, establish a robust 
training plan for principals and other school-based administrators on areas of mutual 
informational needs specific to special education administration. Determine which 
trainings principals and other school-based administrators are required to attend each 
year and develop a process to ensure this happens.  

• Cross-functional teams. Cross-train individuals from different divisions/departments 
to maximize their knowledge and skills to leverage their collective resources to provide 
direct support, mentoring, coaching, and technical assistance to principals and 
teachers.  

• High quality trainers. Ensure that all trainers are knowledgeable and effective. 
Identify and use exemplary school-based staff in addition to others.  

• Access to differentiated learning. Differentiate professional learning according to 
each audience’s skills, experience, and needs. Have professional learning and 
technical assistance continue for new personnel and those needing additional support.  

• Multiple formats. Use multiple formats (e.g., videos, webinars, and narrative text) and 
presentation approaches (e.g., school-based, small groups). Continue to build out 
blended learning opportunities so that all staff can more easily access the content.  

• Exemplary implementation models. Identify and share district-wide best practices 
that demonstrate high expectations and effective implementation to ensure they 
include students with IEPs, ELLs, students who are twice exceptional, etc. Encourage 
staff to visit exemplary schools and set aside time for that to happen.  

Systems and Structures 
21. Special Education Policy and Procedure Manual  

• Red Book. Revise the existing Red Book into an interactive, web-based GPS special education 
manual to support user-friendly and transparent access to procedures/practices relevant to the 
management and operations of special education and to which school staff can be held 
accountable for implementing. Streamline resources so that school teams can easily access 
relevant information and use embedded hyperlinks to provide information for staff as needed. 
Update the manual on a routine basis. Include criteria, procedures, and practices for each area 
in the manual relevant to the implementation of these recommendations, e.g., criteria for child 
find; MTSS progress criteria to support the referral of students for special education 
evaluations; inclusive instruction; revised continuum of services; transportation protocol; etc.  

22. Transparent Staffing Allocation Model  
• Current staff allocation analysis. Conduct an in-depth analysis of staffing allocations to better 

understand how schools organize personnel (by grade, by subject, etc.) to provide services 
required in IEPs.  

• New allocation model. Create a workgroup with representatives from school and central office 
leadership (including principals, representative special and general educators, related services 
personnel, and PPS and Finance personnel) to develop a new, transparent funding model and 
assess the extent to which current personnel are available to support the intended outcomes 
of effective service delivery and the continued enhancement of inclusive practices.  

• Communicate model, address gaps with current staff, and review annually. Make the 
revised formula transparent and evaluate needed changes for the short and long term. Review 
on an annual basis.  
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23. Out of District Placement Student Data and Finances Monitoring 
• Monitor placements. Develop a system to monitor out of district placements, including number 

of students placed, number of years each placed, GPS school from which student was placed, 
reason for placement (e.g., need for more intensive instruction, behavior, etc.), trigger for 
placement (e.g., IEP-driven decision, settlement agreement, litigation requirement, etc.), 
placement contracts, and finances. Review data trends monthly. 

• Assess placements. Based on the data above, at least annually review trends and how GPS 
might reconfigure its human and material resources to provide PPTs better and more flexible 
in-district options for students and to give PPS leaders more options when considering 
settlement decisions and educational justifications for GPS placement to present during due 
process hearings. 

Family and Community Engagement 
24. Enact Report Recommendations 

• Implement and publicly report recommendation progress. In order to build community 
trust, implement the recommendations in this report and publicly report at least twice per year 
on progress made or obstacles/delays encountered. 

25. Family Friendly Guides 
• Parent information. Collaborate with school personnel, principals, other school-based groups, 

and local parent and advocacy groups representatives to develop a parent manual, including 
information and resource links that would be useful for parents in understanding the IEP 
process. Supplement it with one-page brochures to further access to this information. Also, 
ensure the information is accessible to parents with diverse linguistic needs and sensory 
limitations. 

• Parent friendly training. Plan face-to-face training and online modules to provide parents an 
understanding of the information in the manual. Ensure training is accessible to parents with 
diverse linguistic needs and sensory limitations.  

26. Website 
• Content. At least annually, review and update materials posted on the GPS website regarding 

special education instructional models, related services, and supplementary aids and services. 
Ensure this information is clearly accessible and comprehensive and accessible to parents with 
diverse linguistic needs and sensory limitations.  

27. Parent Trainings 
• Parent training plan. In consultation with representatives of parent support groups, develop a 

training plan for families in the areas of IEP process, role of the child study team, helpful hints 
for parents at home, and how families can take an active and collaborative role at IEP meetings. 

28. Family Engagement Vision 
• Collaborative vision. With representatives of parent support groups, preschool special 

education leaders who have earned high survey results in this area, as well as other GPS 
diverse representatives, have discussions about family engagement, specific to special 
education. Based on these discussions, create a core belief vision statement of agreed-upon 
ideals. Share it with other stakeholders to build family engagement support across the District.  
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From Strategy to Execution 
The secret to successful strategy execution is in translating strategies into actions. Further, tracking 
progress made on an organization’s strategy execution is integral to understanding whether it will reach its 
desired future state. From our experience, the most challenging part of a comprehensive program 
evaluation for a school district is moving from the recommendations to a concrete action plan, then to a 
change in practice. These steps require significant focus, in addition to organization, communication, and 
collaboration across departments. Implementing change across often siloed and independent departments, 
with differing priorities and reporting structures, requires out of the box thinking and a commitment to 
approaching issues and solutions in a new light. 
 
While there are different approaches that school districts take to managing this process, the most 
successful ones create a structure that is sustainable, with internal and external accountability measures 
and strong cross-departmental advocates. PCG recommends a five-step Strategy Execution process, 
which we have found results in grounded, sustainable change within an organization.  
 
PCG recommends that GPS address each component of our Strategy Execution Process in order to 
position the District to make lasting and impactful changes. 

Exhibit 83. PCG’s Strategy Execution Process 

 
Structure Milestones for Initiatives 

Action plans must include concrete, measurable milestones that can be assessed on a regular basis.  These 
milestones break down initiatives into manageable steps and timelines. This structure is essential, 
especially given the school year cycle and the urgency by which GPS would like to move these critical 
initiatives forward. At minimum, given the nature of the initiatives, progress toward milestones should be 
reviewed monthly through the 2021-22 and 2022-23 school years. 
 
Develop a Tracking System with KPIs 

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) must be established for each measurable milestone. Reviewing these 
KPIs will help GPS assess where each initiative stands. By monitoring these KPIs frequently, GPS will be 
able to assess barriers and adjust plans early in the process if needed.  It is often the case that defining 
metrics or KPIs is the step that allows teams to recognize challenges within the theory of action that 
undergirds their action plan. 
 
Communicate the Objectives  

To implement new policies and procedures, organizational changes, or new approaches, stakeholders 
need a solid grasp of the initiatives, the objectives, and the benefits the plan will bring to bear. 
Communicating progress made on each key initiative is equally important to ensuring continued support 
from those impacted by the changes, as well as the associated stakeholders.  
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Monitor Progress and Review Outcomes 

Action plans are more likely to succeed when staff are deeply involved with the implementation process 
and there are standing monthly status checks on progress made toward established objectives. It is also 
critical at this point to celebrate real progress and hold individuals who have not “delivered” accountable. 

Make Plan Adjustments as Necessary 

An action plan is not an unchangeable document. It is a fluid plan that should be revised and updated as 
the GPS environment changes and grows. Openness to revising the action plans will enable GPS to adjust 
to shifting fiscal and regulatory realities as well as changing priorities. If GPS’s core leadership team sees 
progress on certain initiatives falling short of expectations, a reevaluation of the original objectives and 
approach may be needed. However, it is also important to assess the causes of discrepancies between 
actual and planned results.  

  



Greenwich Public Schools 
Special Education Review 

 

 

Public Consulting Group  160 

APPENDIX 
A. GPS Staffing Ratios Compared to Other Districts128129 

 
 

128 Sue Gamm, Esq. compiled and continues to maintain this list. She grants PCG permission to use the data in reports. 
129 Districts collect and report data using different methods and different points of time, therefore student headcounts and staffing 
totals may vary.  

Agawam Public Schools MA 4,347 15.1% 656 39 16.8 111.5 100 6.6 43.5 15 43.7 289.8 3 218.7 1449.0

Alexandria City Public Schools VA 15,105 11.6% 1,754 162 10.8 93.2 151 11.6 100.0 28 62.6 539.5 20 89.0 766.8

Anchorage School Dist AK 48,154 14.1% 6,779 716.8 9.5 67.2 786.4 8.6 61.2 65 104.3 740.8 44.7 151.7 1077.3

Arlington Pub Sch VA 26,975 14.1% 3,811 415.7 9.2 64.9 270 14.1 99.9 36.6 104.1 737.0 37.9 100.6 711.7

Atlanta Public Schools GA 43,443 11.4% 4,950 431 11.5 100.8 224 22.1 193.9 65 76.2 668.4 22 225.0 1974.7

Austin Pub S D TX 84,676 9.5% 8,062 772.5 10.4 109.6 824 9.8 102.8 70.5 114.4 1201.1 34.6 233.0 2447.3

Baltimore City Publ Sch MD 82,824 15.5% 12,866 1,121 11.5 73.9 620 20.8 133.6 92 139.8 900.3 NA NA NA

Baltimore County P Sch MD 107,033 11.3% 12,127 1025.4 11.8 104.4 2305 5.3 46.4 187.5 64.7 570.8 85.3 142.2 1254.8

Bellevue SD WA 18,883 10.3% 1,947 82.7 23.5 228.3 118.6 16.4 159.2 17.4 111.9 1085.2 17.3 112.5 1091.5

Boston Public Schools MA 54,966 21.0% 11,534 1200 9.6 45.8 800 14.4 68.7 147 78.5 373.9 48 240.3 1145.1

Bridgeport CT 20,300 12.9% 2,618 204 12.8 99.5 254 10.3 79.9 25 104.7 812.0 33 79.3 615.2

Buffalo Public Schools NY 46,583 16.6% 7,744 753 10.3 61.9 439 17.6 106.1 109 71.0 427.4 62 124.9 751.3

Cambridge Publ Schools MA 6,000 20.0% 1,200 176 6.8 34.1 103 11.7 58.3 20 60.0 300.0 22 54.5 272.7

Carpentersville IL 19,844 15.8% 3,139 227 13.8 87.4 380 8.3 52.2 43 73.0 461.5 28 112.1 708.7

Chicago Public Schools IL 397,092 13.7% 54,376 4,649 11.7 85.4 4,228 12.9 93.9 390 139.4 1018.2 261 208.3 1521.4

Cincinnati Pub Schools OH 51,431 17.4% 8,928 457 19.5 112.5 801 11.1 64.2 62 144.0 829.5 57.7 154.7 891.4

Clark Cty School Dist NV 309,476 10.4% 32,167 2,247 14.3 137.7 1,346 23.9 229.9 299 107.6 1035.0 180 178.7 1719.3

Cleve Hts-UnivHtsCty OH 6,000 18.3% 1,100 83 13.3 72.3 58 19.0 103.4 7 157.1 857.1 8 137.5 750.0

Compton Unified SD CA 26,703 11.2% 2,981 126 23.7 211.9 118 25.3 226.3 5 596.2 5340.6 14 212.9 1907.4

D.C. Public Schools D.C 48,991 17.6% 8,603 669 12.9 73.2 653 13.2 75.0 90 95.6 544.3 78 110.3 628.1

Davenport Comm Sch IA 15,302 12.1% 1,857 188 9.9 81.4 287 6.5 53.3 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Deer Valley Unified SD AZ 36,086 9.1% 3,289 190 17.3 189.9 229 14.4 157.6 49 67.1 736.4 108 30.5 334.1

DeKalb 428 IL 6,249 14.1% 879 58 15.2 107.7 205 4.3 30.5 9 97.7 694.3 7.5 117.2 833.2

Denver Public Schools CO 78,352 11.7% 9,142 592 15.4 132.4 528 17.3 148.4 94 97.3 833.5 98 93.3 799.5

DesMoines Public Schls IA 31,654 15.3% 4,854 493 9.8 64.2 358.5 13.5 88.3 37.3 130.1 848.6 11.5 422.1 2752.5

Elgin U-46 IL 40,525 13.1% 5,304 252.8 21.0 160.3 288.5 18.4 140.5 71.9 73.8 563.6 20 265.2 2026.3

ESD 112 WA 13,764 14.4% 1,987 55 36.1 250.3 158 12.6 87.1 20 99.4 688.2 12 165.6 1147.0

Everett Pub Schools WA 6,100 17.2% 1,049 74 14.2 82.4 51 20.6 119.6 4 262.3 1525.0 5 209.8 1220.0

Fort Worth TX 79,885 7.7% 6,144 520 11.8 153.6 450 13.7 177.5 73 84.2 1094.3 31 198.2 2576.9

Greenville County SC 70,282 14.1% 9,894 463 21.4 151.8 376 26.3 186.9 93 106.4 755.7 25 395.8 2811.3

Greenwich CT 9,048 12.4% 1,124 125 9.0 72.4 142 7.9 63.7 26 43.2 348.0 30 37.5 301.6

Houston Indepen SD TX 200,568 8.7% 17,489 1,625 10.8 123.4 1,145 15.3 175.2 158 110.7 1269.4 NA NA NA

Kalamazoo Pub Schools MI 12,100 13.8% 1,667 70 23.8 172.9 79 21.1 153.2 15 111.1 806.7 NA NA NA

Kent Pub Schools WA 27,196 11.3% 3,069 148.7 20.6 182.9 318 9.7 85.5 32.3 95.0 842.0 25 122.8 1087.8

Kyrene School District AZ 17,910 8.6% 1,544 141 11.0 127.0 124 12.5 144.4 27 57.2 663.3 14 110.3 1279.3

Lake Washington WA 26,864 11.7% 3,145 155.1 20.3 173.2 241.5 13.0 111.2 32.6 96.5 824.0 24.7 127.3 1087.6

Lakota Local OH 18,500 9.7% 1,800 126 14.3 146.8 120 15.0 154.2 39 46.2 474.4 18 100.0 1027.8

LAUSD CA 521,880 12.7% 66,236 5,331 12.4 97.9 6,466 10.2 80.7 496 133.4 1051.2 514 129.0 1016.3

Lincoln NE 1,060 12.1% 128 21 6.1 50.5 21 6.1 50.5 5 25.6 212.0 2 64.0 530.0

Madison Pub Schls WI 27,185 14.0% 3,808 347 11.0 78.3 448 8.5 60.7 86 44.3 316.1 49 77.7 554.8

Marlborough Pub Sch NJ 4,835 24.8% 1,198 141 8.5 34.3 115 10.4 42.0 7 171.1 690.7 4 299.5 1208.8

Memphis City TN 110,863 15.0% 16,637 912 18.2 121.6 655 25.4 169.3 53 313.9 2091.8 58 286.8 1911.4

Miami-Dade FL 376,264 10.6% 40,012 2,500 16.0 150.5 1,226 32.6 306.9 209 191.4 1800.3 206 194.2 1826.5

Milwaukee WI 78,533 20.9% 16,406 1281 12.8 61.3 988 16.6 79.5 169 97.1 464.7 136 120.6 577.4

Montgomery Cty Sch AL 146,812 11.7% 17,226 1,588 10.8 92.5 1,398 12.3 105.0 293 58.8 501.1 97 177.6 1513.5

N. Chicago (in Dist.) IL 3,803 16.1% 614 39 15.7 97.5 27 22.7 140.9 8 76.8 475.4 5 122.8 760.6

Naperville 203 IL 17982 11.0% 1,978 150 13.2 119.9 237 8.3 75.9 33 59.9 544.9 22 89.9 817.4

New Bedford MA 12,692 20.9% 2,655 204 13.0 62.2 205 13.0 61.9 26 102.1 488.2 9 295.0 1410.2

Northern Valley RHSD NJ 2,303 17.8% 410 28 14.6 82.3 30 13.7 76.8 1 410.0 2303.0 3 136.7 767.7

Oak Park Sch Dist 97 IL 5,400 16.2% 875 78 11.2 69.2 90 9.7 60.0 14 62.5 385.7 8 109.4 675.0

Oakland Unified SD CA 33,312 16.2% 5,401 404 13.4 82.5 175 30.9 190.4 47 114.9 708.8 43.5 124.2 765.8

Pittsburgh Pub Schools PA 28,000 18.2% 5,096 359 14.2 78.0 252 20.2 111.1 40 127.4 700.0 16 318.5 1750.0

Portland Public Schools OR 46,596 14.0% 6,513 355 18.3 131.3 535 12.2 87.1 92 70.8 506.5 56 116.3 832.1

Prince William County Schools VA 90,930 10.1% 9,148 774 11.8 117.5 362 25.3 251.2 67 136.5 1357.2 32 285.9 2841.6

Providence RI 23,695 18.8% 4,460 340 13.1 69.7 339 13.2 69.9 40 111.5 592.4 28 159.3 846.3

Renton WA 14,343 14.7% 2,108 129 16.3 111.2 294 7.2 48.8 20 105.4 717.2 15 140.5 956.2

Rockford PS IL 28,973 14.0% 4,065 336 12.1 86.2 334 12.2 86.7 49 83.0 591.3 24 169.4 1207.2

Round Rock TX 43,000 7.7% 3,313 369 9.0 116.5 171 19.4 251.5 41 80.8 1048.8 29 114.2 1482.8

San Diego Unified SD CA 132,500 12.3% 16,300 1,100 14.8 120.5 1,300 12.5 101.9 196 83.2 676.0 129 126.4 1027.1

Saugus MA 3,012 15.3% 462 28 16.5 107.6 29 15.9 103.9 6 77.0 502.0 NA NA NA

Sch Dist of Philadelphia PA 168,181 20.0% 33,686 1,535 21.9 109.6 610 55.2 275.7 99 340.3 1698.8 100 336.9 1681.8

Scottsdale AZ 26,544 10.9% 2,891 246 11.8 107.9 230 12.6 115.4 39.4 73.4 673.7 28.4 101.8 934.6

Shelby County (Memphis) TN 114760 12.7% 14,556 852 17.1 134.7 768 19.0 149.4 55 264.7 2086.5 60 242.6 1912.7

St. Paul MN 38,086 18.8% 7,152 523 13.7 72.8 536 13.3 71.1 97 73.7 392.6 19 376.4 2004.5

Sun Prairie Area S Dist WI 6,656 10.5% 697 62 11.2 107.4 93 7.5 71.6 14 49.8 475.4 7 99.6 950.9

Tacoma Pub Schl WA 32,412 12.0% 3,894 172.5 22.6 187.9 223 17.5 145.3 33.6 115.9 964.6 27 144.2 1200.4

Tucson Unified SD AZ 56,000 14.5% 8,092 409 19.8 136.9 419 19.3 133.7 61 132.7 918.0 54 149.9 1037.0

Washoe County Dist NV 63,310 13.5% 8,551 472 18.1 134.1 325 26.3 194.8 77 111.1 822.2 37 231.1 1711.1

West Aurora SD IL 12,725 13.3% 1,688 120 14.1 106.0 101 16.7 126.0 21 80.4 606.0 13 129.8 978.8

Williamson Cty Schl TN 31,292 9.0% 2,824 213 13.3 146.9 400 7.1 78.2 34 83.1 920.4 23 122.8 1360.5

Worcester MA 24,825 20.8% 5,172 254 20.4 97.7 366 14.1 67.8 38 136.1 653.3 NA NA NA
Averages 14% 14.5 110.3 15.4 115.7 117.5 866.2 167.3 1,231.1
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Ratio Ratio 

 Sp
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Ed
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Agawam Public Schools MA 4,347 656 NA NA NA 8 82.0 543.4 3 218.7 3 218.7

Alexandria City Public Schools VA 15,105 1,754 24 73.1 629.4 19 92.3 795.0 4 438.5 1.5 1,169.3

Anchorage School Dist AK 43,443 4,950 30 165.0 1,448.1 58 85.3 749.0 12 412.5 3 1,650.0

Arlington Pub Sch VA 43,443 4,950 32.3 153.3 1,345.0 NA NA NA 24.4 202.9 5.8 853.4

Atlanta Public Schools GA 48,154 6,779 NA NA NA 112.8 60.1 426.9 21.9 309.5 7.8 869.1

Austin Pub S D TX 84,676 8,062 21 383.9 4,032.2 68 118.6 1,245.2 19 424.3 13 620.2

Baltimore City Publ Sch MD 82,824 12,866 193 66.7 429.1 78 164.9 1,061.8 20 643.3 5 2,573.2

Baltimore County P Sch MD 107,033 12,127 48.7 249.0 2,197.8 179.8 67.4 595.3 65.2 186.0 27 449.1

Bellevue SD WA 54,966 11534 NA NA NA 100 115.3 549.7 67 172.1 17 678.5

Boston Public Schools MA 18,883 1,947 4 486.8 4,720.8 13.2 147.5 1,430.5 5.3 367.4 5.3 367.4

Bridgeport CT 20,300 2,618 38 68.9 534.2 28 93.5 725.0 7 374.0 2 1,309.0

Buffalo Public Schools NY 46,583 7744 48.5 159.7 960.5 NA NA NA 75 103.3 29 267.0

Cambridge Publ Schools MA 6,000 1,200 16 75.0 375.0 0 NA NA 16 75.0 7 171.4

Carpentersville IL 19,844 3,139 36.5 86.0 543.7 27.5 114.1 721.6 22 142.7 6 523.2

Chicago Public Schools IL 404,151 50,566 355.7 142.2 1,136.2 334 151.4 1,210.0 115 439.7 35 1,444.7

Cincinnati Pub Schools OH 51,431 8,928 NA NA NA     NA NA NA 19 469.9 5 1,785.6

Clark Cty School Dist NV 309,476 32,167 NA NA NA 173 185.9 1,788.9 68 473.0 29 1,109.2

Cleve Hts-UnivHtsCty OH 6,000 1,100 7 157.1 857.1 5 220.0 1,200.0 2 550.0 1 1,100.0

Compton Unified SD CA 26,703 2981 1 2981.0 26,703.0 1 2981.0 26,703.0 1.5 1,987.3 0.5 5,962.0

D.C. Public Schools D.C 48,991 8,603 90 95.6 544.3 127 67.7 385.8 48 179.2 16 537.7

Davenport Comm Sch IA 15,302 1,857 NA NA NA 7 265.3 2,186.0 NA NA NA NA

Deer Valley Unified SD AZ 36,086 3,289 NA NA NA 37 88.9 975.3 19 173.1 4 822.3

DeKalb 428 IL 6,249 879 8 109.9 781.1 7 125.6 892.7 3.4 258.5 1.3 676.2

Denver Public Schools CO 78,352 9,142 74 123.5 1,058.8 77 118.7 1,017.6 25 365.7 12 761.8

DesMoines Public Schls IA 31,654 4,854 25.8 188.1 1,226.9 58.4 83.1 542.0 7 693.4 4.8 1,011.3

Elgin U-46 IL 13,764 1,987 NA NA NA 5 397.4 2,752.8 6 331.2 3 662.3

ESD 112 WA 40,525 5,304 56 94.7 723.7 59.5 89.1 681.1 25.2 210.5 4 1,326.0

Everett Pub Schools WA 6,100 1,049 2 524.5 3,050.0 11 95.4 554.5 2 524.5 3 349.7

Fort Worth TX 79,885 6,144 NA NA NA 106 58.0 753.6 16 384.0 10 614.4

Greenville County SC 70,282 9,894 20 494.7 3,514.1 132 75.0 532.4 14 706.7 4 2,473.5

Greenwich CT 9,048 1,124 15 74.9 603.2 23 48.9 393.4 1 1,124.0 NA NA

Houston Indepen SD TX 200,568 17,489 26 672.7 7,714.2 25 699.6 8,022.7 17 1,028.8 8 2,186.1

Kalamazoo Pub Schools MI 12,100 1,667 5 333.4 2,420.0 2 833.5 6,050.0 4 416.8 3 555.7

Kent Pub Schools WA 27,196 3069 2.2 1395.0 12,361.8 NA NA NA 12.8 239.8 4.8 639.4

Kyrene School District AZ 26864 3145 NA NA NA 23.6 133.3 1,138.3 19.3 163.0 3.3 953.0

Lake Washington WA 17,910 1,544 NA NA NA 4 386.0 4,477.5 2 772.0 2 772.0

Lakota Local OH 18,500 1,800 6 300.0 3,083.3 14 128.6 1,321.4 8 225.0 2 900.0

LAUSD CA 521,880 66,236 94 704.7 5,552.5 164 402.9 3,174.3 250 264.8 45 1,487.1

Lincoln NE 1,060 128 5 25.6 212.0 2 64.0 530.0 2 64.0 1 128.0

Madison Pub Schls WI 27,185 3,808 68 56.0 399.8 38 100.2 715.4 34 112.0 13 292.9

Marlborough Pub Sch NJ 4,835 1,198 9 133.1 537.2 10 119.8 483.5 4 299.5 2 599.0

Memphis City TN 110,863 16,637 55 302.5 2,015.7 68 244.7 1,630.3 11 1,512.5 9 1,848.6

Miami-Dade FL 376,264 40,012 NA NA NA 206 194.2 1,826.5 65 615.6 23 1,739.7

Milwaukee WI 146,812 17,226 NA NA NA NA NA NA 112 153.8 61 282.4

Montgomery Cty Sch AL 78533 16,406 140 117.2 561.0 101 162.4 777.6 30 546.9 13 1,262.0

N. Chicago (in Dist.) IL 5,400 875 12 72.9 450.0 8 109.4 675.0 7 125.0 1 875.0

Naperville 203 IL 17982 1978 27 73.3 666.0 29 68.2 620.1 4 494.5 3 659.3

New Bedford MA 12,692 2,655 67 39.6 189.4 30 88.5 423.1 11 241.4 3 885.0

Northern Valley RHSD NJ 2,303 410 3.7 110.8 622.4 3 136.7 767.7 NA NA NA NA

Oak Park Sch Dist 97 IL 3,803 614 10 61.4 380.3 NA NA NA 3.6 170.6 1.6 383.8

Oakland Unified SD CA 28,000 5,096 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Pittsburgh Pub Schools PA 33,312 5315 19 279.7 1,753.3 30.8 172.6 1,081.6 12 442.9 2 2,657.5

Portland Public Schools OR 46,596 6,513 10 651.3 4,659.6 NA NA NA 20 325.7 9 723.7

Prince William County Schools VA 90,930 9,148 4 2287.0 22,732.5 NA NA NA 22 415.8 9 1,016.4

Providence RI 23,695 4460 35 127.4 677.0 NA NA NA 11.5 387.8 4.5 991.1

Renton WA 14,343 2,108 0 NA NA 17 124.0 843.7 15 140.5 3 702.7

Rockford Pub S IL 28,973 4,065 26 156.3 1,114.3 32 127.0 905.4 12.5 325.2 4.5 903.3

Round Rock TX 43,000 3,313 NA NA NA 1 3313.0 43,000.0 10 331.3 3 1,104.3

San Diego Unified SD CA 132,500 16,300 NA NA NA 129 126.4 1,027.1 40 407.5 10 1,630.0

Saugus MA 3,012 462 4 115.5 753.0 5 92.4 602.4 2 231.0 1 462.0

Sch Dist of Philadelphia PA 168,181 33,686 NA NA NA 280 120.3 600.6 20 1,684.3 20 1,684.3

Scottsdale AZ 26,544 2,891 NA NA NA 31 93.3 856.3 13.8 209.5 3.8 760.8

Shelby County (Memphis) TN 114760 14556 66 220.5 1,738.8 79 184.3 1,452.7 29.22 498.2 12.84 1,133.6

St. Paul MN 38,086 7,152 92 77.7 414.0 33 216.7 1,154.1 36 198.7 12 596.0

Sun Prairie Area S Dist WI 6,656 697 8 87.1 832.0 1 697.0 6,656.0 5 139.4 2 348.5

Tacoma Pub Schl WA 32,412 3,894 NA NA NA 1.2 3245.0 27,010.0 19 204.9 11 354.0

Tucson Unified SD AZ 56,000 8,092 26 311.2 2,153.8 53 152.7 1,056.6 10 809.2 4 2,023.0

Washoe County Dist NV 63,310 8,551 NA NA NA 35 244.3 1,808.9 12 712.6 7 1,221.6

West Aurora SD IL 30,942 4,093 NA NA NA 37 110.6 836.3 22 186.0 5 818.6

Williamson Cty Schl TN 12,725 1688 19 88.8 669.7 7 241.1 1,817.9 11 153.5 7 241.1

Worcester MA 24,825 5,172 NA NA NA NA NA NA 12 431.0 5 1,034.4

Averages 327.5 2,751.6 327.5 2,962.0 420.2 1,033.0
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Rank % IEPs Special 
Educators

Paraeducators Speech/Lang 
Pathologists

Psychologists Social Workers Nurses Occupational 
Therapists

Physical 
Therapists

1 7.7% 6.1 4.3 25.6 30.5 25.6 48.9 64.0 128.0

2 7.7% 6.8 5.3 43.2 37.5 39.6 58.0 75.0 171.4

3 8.6% 8.5 6.1 43.7 54.5 56.0 60.1 103.3 218.7

4 8.7% 9.0 6.5 44.3 64.0 61.4 64.0 112.0 241.1

5 9.0% 9.0 6.6 46.2 77.7 66.7 67.4 125.0 267.0

6 9.1% 9.2 7.1 49.8 79.3 68.9 67.7 139.4 282.4

7 9.5% 9.5 7.2 57.2 89.0 72.9 68.2 140.5 292.9

8 9.7% 9.6 7.5 58.8 89.9 73.1 75.0 142.7 348.5

9 10.1% 9.8 7.9 59.9 93.3 73.3 82.0 153.5 349.7

10 10.3% 9.9 8.3 60.0 99.6 74.9 83.1 153.8 354.0

11 10.4% 10.3 8.3 62.5 100.0 75.0 85.3 156.2 367.4

12 10.5% 10.4 8.5 62.6 100.6 77.7 88.5 163.0 383.8

13 10.6% 10.8 8.6 64.7 101.8 86.0 88.9 170.6 449.1

14 10.9% 10.8 9.7 67.1 109.4 87.1 89.1 172.1 462.0

15 11.0% 10.8 9.7 70.8 110.3 88.8 92.3 173.1 523.2

16 11.2% 11.0 9.8 71.0 110.3 94.7 92.4 179.2 537.7

17 11.3% 11.0 10.2 73.0 112.1 95.6 93.3 186.0 555.7

18 11.3% 11.2 10.3 73.4 112.5 109.9 93.5 186.0 596.0

19 11.4% 11.2 10.4 73.7 114.2 110.8 95.4 198.7 599.0

20 11.6% 11.5 11.1 73.8 116.3 115.5 100.2 204.9 614.4

21 11.7% 11.5 11.6 76.2 117.2 117.2 109.4 209.5 620.2

22 11.7% 11.7 11.7 76.8 120.6 118.0 110.6 210.5 639.4

23 11.7% 11.8 12.2 77.0 122.8 123.5 114.1 218.7 657.1

24 12.0% 11.8 12.2 78.5 122.8 127.4 115.3 225.0 659.3

25 12.1% 11.8 12.3 80.4 122.8 133.1 118.6 231.0 662.3

26 12.1% 11.8 12.5 80.8 124.2 142.2 118.7 239.8 676.2

27 12.3% 12.1 12.5 83.0 124.9 156.3 119.8 241.4 678.5

28 12.4% 12.4 12.6 83.1 126.4 157.1 120.3 258.5 702.7

29 12.7% 12.8 12.6 83.2 127.3 159.7 124.0 264.8 723.7

30 12.7% 12.8 12.9 84.2 129.0 165.0 125.6 299.5 760.8

31 12.9% 12.9 13.0 95.0 129.8 188.1 126.4 309.5 761.8

32 13.1% 13.0 13.0 95.6 136.7 220.5 127.0 325.2 772.0

33 13.3% 13.1 13.2 96.5 137.5 249.0 128.6 325.7 818.6

34 13.5% 13.2 13.2 97.1 140.5 279.7 133.3 331.2 822.3

35 13.7% 13.3 13.3 97.3 142.2 300.0 136.7 331.3 869.1

36 13.8% 13.3 13.5 97.7 144.2 302.5 147.5 365.7 875.0

37 14.0% 13.4 13.7 99.4 149.9 311.2 151.4 367.4 885.0

38 14.0% 13.7 13.7 102.1 151.7 333.4 152.7 374.0 900.0

39 14.0% 13.8 14.1 104.1 154.7 383.9 162.4 384.0 903.3

40 14.1% 14.1 14.1 104.3 159.3 486.8 164.9 387.8 953.0

41 14.1% 14.2 14.4 104.7 165.6 494.7 172.6 407.5 991.1

42 14.1% 14.2 14.4 105.4 169.4 524.5 184.3 412.5 1,011.3

43 14.1% 14.3 15.0 106.4 177.6 651.3 185.9 415.8 1,016.4

44 14.4% 14.3 15.3 107.6 178.7 672.7 194.2 416.8 1,034.4

45 14.5% 14.6 15.9 110.7 194.2 704.7 216.7 424.3 1,100.0

46 14.7% 14.8 16.4 111.1 198.2 1,395.0 220.0 431.0 1,104.3

47 15.0% 15.2 16.6 111.1 208.3 2,287.0 241.1 438.5 1,109.2

48 15.1% 15.4 16.7 111.5 209.8 2,981.0 244.3 439.7 1,133.6

49 15.3% 15.7 17.3 111.9 212.9 NA 244.7 442.9 1,169.3

50 15.3% 16.0 17.5 114.4 218.7 NA 265.3 469.9 1,221.6

51 15.5% 16.3 17.6 114.9 225.0 NA 386.0 473.0 1,262.0

52 15.8% 16.5 18.4 115.9 231.1 NA 397.4 494.5 1,309.0

53 16.1% 16.8 19.0 127.4 233.0 NA 402.9 498.2 1,326.0

54 16.2% 17.1 19.0 130.1 240.3 NA 697.0 524.5 1,444.7

55 16.2% 17.3 19.3 132.7 242.6 NA 699.6 546.9 1,487.1

56 16.6% 18.1 19.4 133.4 265.2 NA 833.5 550.0 1,630.0

57 17.2% 18.2 20.2 136.1 285.9 NA 2,981.0 615.6 1,650.0

58 17.4% 18.3 20.6 136.5 286.8 NA 3,245.0 643.3 1,684.3

59 17.6% 19.5 20.8 139.4 295.0 NA 3,313.0 693.4 1,739.7

60 17.8% 19.8 21.1 139.8 299.5 NA NA 706.7 1,785.6

61 18.2% 20.3 22.1 144.0 318.5 NA NA 712.6 1,848.6

62 18.3% 20.4 22.7 157.1 336.9 NA NA 772.0 2,023.0

63 18.8% 20.6 23.9 171.1 376.4 NA NA 809.2 2,186.1

64 18.8% 21.0 25.3 191.4 395.8 NA NA 1,028.8 2,473.5

65 20.0% 21.4 25.3 262.3 422.1 NA NA 1,124.0 2,573.2

66 20.0% 21.9 25.4 264.7 NA NA NA 1,512.5 2,657.5

67 20.8% 22.6 26.3 313.9 NA NA NA 1,684.3 5,962.0

68 20.9% 23.5 26.3 340.3 NA NA NA 1,987.3 NA

69 20.9% 23.7 30.9 410.0 NA NA NA NA NA

70 21.0% 23.8 32.6 596.2 NA NA NA NA NA

71 24.8% 36.1 55.2 NA NA NA NA NA NA

 Avg. 14.0% 14.5 15.4 117.5 167.3 327.5 327.5 420.2 1033.0

Percentage of Students with IEPs of Total Enrollment & Students with IEPs to Staff Ratio in Ascending Order
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B. Universal Design for Learning Principles130 

  

 
130 CAST (2018). Universal Design for Learning Guidelines version 2.2. Retrieved from http://udlguidelines.cast.org  

http://udlguidelines.cast.org/
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C. PCG Team  
Matthew Korobkin, Project Leader and Special Education Subject Matter Expert 

Matthew Korobkin, a Senior Advisor for Special Education Services, brings strategic planning expertise at 
the state and district level in the areas of special education policy, compliance, operations, and instructional 
practice. Currently, Matthew focuses on supporting our national efforts in this field; performing special 
education program reviews as well as targeted reviews throughout the country; and working with other 
subject matter experts on thought leadership development. 

Prior to joining PCG, Matthew was the Special Education Officer for Strategic Planning and Evaluation in 
the Office of the Secretary of Education at the Delaware Department of Education. As a direct report to the 
Secretary of Education, Matthew advised a legislated Special Education Oversight Group comprised of the 
Governor, Co-Chairs of the General Assembly’s Joint Finance Committee, and cabinet secretaries from the 
Department of Education, Department of Health and Social Services, and the Department of Services for 
Children, Youth, and their Families.  Matthew has a Master of Science in Education degree from the 
University of Pennsylvania and a Bachelor of Arts degree in Industrial and Labor Relations from Cornell 
University. 

Dr. Jennifer Meller, Project Sponsor and Special Education Subject Matter Expert 

Dr. Jennifer Meller, an Associate Solutions Manager with PCG, leads the firm’s efforts in providing districts 
with comprehensive special education program evaluations and technical assistance in the areas of 
staffing, stakeholder engagement, compliance, finance, data use, and best instructional practices for 
students with disabilities. For over 20 years, she has worked extensively with states, districts, schools, and 
teachers on projects related to special education and inclusive education policy. Jennifer’s experience is 
built upon her practitioner-oriented background and education policy work in states across the US, including 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, and Washington. She also assists districts in 
several states with implementing procedurally compliant based special education technology systems and 
has designed and administered PCG’s national survey on the use of IEP systems. Jennifer served as the 
project manager for the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation on a data focused research engagement while at 
PCG and has managed a variety of projects for school districts that involve community and stakeholder 
engagement, data management and analysis, and process improvement. 

Prior to joining PCG, Jennifer worked in the School District of Philadelphia as a Special Projects Manager 
in the Office of Management and Budget, and Director of Operations in the Office of Specialized 
Instructional Services. In these roles, she focused on building programs that supported students’ social and 
emotional growth, implemented student-focused data management systems, supervised federal and state 
reporting, and oversaw several multi-million dollar federal grants. As part of this work, she led a team that 
provided technical assistance to more than 250 district and 70 charter schools in the Philadelphia area and 
managed over $200 million in local and grant funding. The Pennsylvania Department of Education’s Bureau 
of Special Education recognized her team’s efforts with a written commendation; the team also received 
recognition from other urban school districts. Jennifer previously served as a business development 
manager for Dale Carnegie Training, where she was responsible for creating a product line for children and 
teenagers. As part of this work, she taught public speaking and self-improvement courses for all ages. Dr. 
Meller earned an Ed.D. in Educational and Organizational Leadership and an MS.Ed. in Higher Education 
Management, both from the University of Pennsylvania. She received a B.A. in English from Dickinson 
College. 
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Dr. Jerry Petroff, Advisor 

Dr. Jerry Petroff serves as an advisor to PCG with a focus on classroom observations, instruction, and 
supports for special education teachers.  He is a Professor of Special Education, Language, and Literacy 
at The College of New Jersey (TCNJ) School of Education, Ewing, NJ.  Dr. Petroff is also the Executive 
Director of the Center on Sensory and Complex Disabilities at TCNJ.  In addition, Dr. Petroff is coauthor 
of Assistive Technology in the Classroom: Enhancing the School Experiences of Students with 
Disabilities – 2nd Edition (2012), Pearson.  Dr. Petroff received a Ph.D. from Temple University in 
Psychological Studies in Special Education.  He received a B.A. and M.A. from The College of New 
Jersey. 

Matthew Scott, Project Manager 

Matthew provides project support and coordination for a wide range of PCG Education clients. Mr. Scott 
brings 10 years of education management experience specializing in accreditation, strategic planning, 
program quality review, learning assessment processes, and education policy. Prior to joining PCG, 
Matthew spent 7 years as the Director of Institutional Effectiveness, Accreditation, and Regulatory Affairs 
for a specialized graduate school. In this capacity, he oversaw a portfolio of strategic growth and regulatory 
initiatives, including an initial institutional accreditation effort, new program development, enrollment 
management, and state approval processes. He began his career as a student advisor and leadership 
development professional for the University of the Pacific. He earned a M.A in Educational Administration 
and Leadership from the University of the Pacific, and a B.A. in Political Science from California State 
University, Long Beach 

 



 

 

 

 


