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Section I: Introduction
In the fall of 2013, Lake Forest District 115 and District 67 contracted with Dr. Elise Frattura to
conduct a comprehensive review of programs and services offered to students with disabilities
receiving special education. Dr. Elise Frattura is an Associate Professor and Department
Chairperson for the Department of Exceptional Education and Administrative Leadership in the
School of Education at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. Dr. Frattura researches and
publishes in the area of nondiscrimination law, integrated comprehensive services for all learners,
and the theoretical underpinnings of educational segregation. Dr. Frattura works with school
districts nationally and internationally to assist administrators and teachers in developing
comprehensive organizational structures to better meet the individual needs of all learners. Dr.
Frattura had been a K–12 public school administrator of student services and special education for
12 years. During that time, she functioned as an adjunct professor at University of WisconsinMadison, teaching courses related to diversity in elementary and secondary administration of
services for students who have typically been marginalized, especially those with disabilities. Dr.
Frattura has written educational articles in the area of administration and leadership in support of
inclusion for all learners and has developed the framework for Integrated Comprehensive Services
depicted in the following two books: Leading for Social Justice: Transforming Schools for All
Learners (2007) and Meeting the Needs of Students of All Abilities: How Leaders Go Beyond Inclusion
(2009).
This evaluation is premised on the evolution of best practice. That is, over the past 50 years, school
districts across the country have homogeneously grouped students into separate programs and
classrooms by ability and/or categorical label. Many districts have made significant strides in
moving away from such a model that denied students’ access to highly qualified instruction and
curriculum and perpetuated the use of remediation and practices of ability grouping. Such
practices are now connected to low achievement scores, especially for students with disabilities,
those of color, and students of poverty.
Historically, when constructing such programs, interventions, or tracked classrooms, district
administrators considered leveling as being effective for all learners, funding sources, legal
parameters, and space. Educators developed programs for students with disabilities by categories
(e.g. specific learning disabilities, cognitive disabilities, emotional behavioral disabilities).
Specialized classrooms and tracked classrooms became a more convenient way for adults to
provide services. In addition, school districts across the country often administered each special
program (e.g. ESL, at risk, special education) in isolation of each other, as if each program was an
island unto itself. Furthermore, programs within Special Education and Student Services (e.g.
programs for students with autism, cognitive disabilities) were often administered separately and
programs became bound by discipline-specific information (e.g. occupational therapy [OT],
physical therapy [PT], speech, and psychological evaluations) as well as legal terms and compliance
regulations. Most general education administrators, department heads, and directors believed or
assumed that they did not have the knowledge or skills in the area of special education and student
services. Hence, the silo of special education was created. Special education administrators were
assigned oversight of these specific special programs, and most often program quality monitoring
was completed in isolation of other such efforts within school districts. Therefore, each program
evolved as an individual island of support; that is, each program had its own referral system,
4
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evaluation system, eligibility criteria, service parameters, and exit criteria. For decades, support
personnel frantically attempted to bandage systemic wounds with isolated programs. In 2014,
across the country it is clear—this silo-based model is not working well in any district.1
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has consistently required school districts to
educate students with disabilities alongside their non-disabled peers to the maximum extent
appropriate, in the same schools and classrooms that they would attend if not disabled.
Furthermore, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation has required school district personnel to
confirm that students, including those with disabilities, are receiving instruction from highly
qualified, content-based teachers. School districts have responded to this legislation by moving
forward with inclusion practices often accomplished by moving students with disabilities back into
a system where they were not successful prior to meeting eligibility for special education. Other
school districts have found that effective, differentiated, co-planned, and culturally responsive
teaching by the content teacher can serve as the primary educational intervention through Tier 1 of
Response to Intervention (RtI).
RtI has provided an appropriate framework for districts across the country to begin taking steps
from program-driven, deficit-based models to proactive service delivery-based models where
students do not have to fail before their needs are met. A proactive service delivery-based model is
one in which general and special educators, interventionists, coaches, and content specialists share
their expertise and determine how a child learns; then, they provide instruction appropriate to the
learning needs in heterogeneous, cross-ability grouping patterns through large group, small group,
and 1:1 settings. Student performance is then measured using norm-reference (local and national)
and criteria-reference-based assessment practices to provide a continuous feedback loop. Thus, the
lines between curriculum and instruction and special education and student services become
blurred if not merged into one system.
Such a transformation, from a deficit-based program model to a proactive service delivery-based
model, is not easy or often smooth, but it is essential. District 115 is, as are many other school
districts across the country, experiencing challenges surrounding the low performance of students
with disabilities, as well as a significantly high rate of identification of students “qualifying” for
special education and Section 504. Other findings have revealed that not only students with
disabilities, but also students of poverty, experienced significant achievement gaps when compared
to their non-disabled peers.
Both qualitative and quantitative data was obtained from the District through focus groups and
requests for data, respectively. Obtaining reliable, consistent, quantifiable data in the area of
general demographics to assess how the District currently measures up to best practice was
challenging. Therefore, the evaluator’s ability to gain access to even more precise data was greatly
inhibited. It is worth noting that this type of data will be necessary as the District moves forward
toward the goals delineated in this report.
This report is premised on best practices to assist District 115 in support of an integrated proactive
service delivery model to promote academic and behavioral success for each and every learner.
1

Capper & Frattura (2009). Meeting the needs of students of all abilities: How leaders go beyond inclusion. Thousand Oaks, CA,: Corwin Press.
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Section II: Results
A. Demographic Data Analysis
As represented in Exhibit 1, there are 1,709 students in District 115; of the student population 304
students (17.8%) are eligible for special education. However, data from the district for special
education teacher caseloads (Exhibit 9) are conflicting. Exhibit 9 reports 16% of the students in
Lake Forest High School have disabilities. Such data confusion will need to be rectified. Only 1.2%
of the student population is African American, yet 45% of those students are identified with a
disability and thus are grossly overrepresented in special education. Students who are Hispanic
represent almost 2.6% of the student population and just over 24.4% are identified with
disabilities. Students of poverty represent 3.4% of the student population and 39.6% are identified
with a disability. The graduation rate for the District is 97% but is only 91% for students with
disabilities.
Exhibit 1: Demographics Relative to Disability
2013-2014 School Year
Data current as of 1/10/2014

District #

District %

Special
Education #

Special
Education %

All Students

1709

100%

304

17.8%

Female

842

49.3%

123

14.6%

Male

867

50.7%

181

20.9%

American Indian or Native American

0

0%

0

0%

Asian/Pacific Islander

66

3.9%

3

4.5%

Black/African American

20

1.2%

9

45.0%

Hispanic

45

2.6%

11

24.4%

Multiracial/Ethnic

26

1.5%

3

11.5%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

1

0.1%

0

0%

White

1551

90.8%

278

17.9%

All Students of Color

157

9.2%

26

16.6%

Linguistically Diverse

0

0%

0

0%

Low SES/Students of Poverty

58

3.4%

23

39.6%

Graduation Rate

97.1%

91.15%
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B. Qualitative/Focus Group Results
Data for the qualitative analysis was collected through focus groups. Focus groups are widely
recognized as an effective means of learning about people’s experiences and perspectives; they are
particularly effective in obtaining a breadth of information relative to a specific issue,2 enabling
participants to express themselves in an open and flexible process.3 The focus group interview
format was used to gather data to acknowledge the perceptions of special and general education
teachers, school psychologists, social workers, school principals, and the district office
administration. This format provided interviewees the opportunity to participate in either one or
more focus groups. Just fewer than one hundred District 115 staff and administrators were
interviewed through focus groups and 1:1 interviews.
1. What is working well for students with diverse learning needs, such as students with
disabilities, in Lake Forest High School?
2. What are the perceived challenges regarding students with diverse learning needs, such as
students with disabilities, in Lake Forest High School?
Interview and focus group data were coded with the research questions above in mind. Coding is a
systematic process whereby the data are analyzed “for regularities and patterns, as well as for
topics”.4 Given this coding process, all focus groups were asked what is going well and where are the
challenges, or hiccups? Few shared what was going well in regards to students with disabilities;
therefore, there is more information regarding the challenges and/or hiccups delineated in this
analysis.
According to Lincoln and Guba, “[S]teps should be taken to validate each [piece of information]
against at least one other source.”5 Steps might include a follow-up email from the participant for
clarification and/or a second method (i.e. review of policy and proceduresor of demographic data).
Participants discussed their views with one another as they responded to focus group questions.
An advantage of this process is that participants often helped each other recall details (such as the
culture of the District), or if they disagreed with another participant’s perspective, the focus groups
allowed for differing perspectives to surface. Individual interviews with key participants provided
the opportunity to ask follow-up questions to key issues that arose during focus group interviews.
In addition, information was obtained through district data, policies and procedures documents,
and other district documentation. One draw back to an evaluation completed in this manner is that
the major themes and subthemes are those that surfaced district-wide (as opposed to program
specific) and should be addressed.
Similar to District 67, as a result of the analysis of the qualitative data, the areas of focus
demarcated into the following four major themes:
2

Madriz, E. (2000). Focus groups in feminist research. In N. Y. Denzin, & Y. Lincoln (Eds.) Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 835–850).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. McLeskey J., & Waldron, N. L. (2000). Inclusive schools in action: Making differences ordinary. Alexandria, VA:
Association for Curriculum Development.
3 Krueger, R.A., & Casey, M. A. (2000). Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications
4
Bogdan, R., & Biklen, S. (2003). Qualitative research in education: An introduction to theory and methods (p. 161). Needam, MA: Allyn and Bacon.
5
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry (p. 283). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.
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Theme 1:
Theme 2:
Theme 3:
Theme 4:

Culture
Infrastructure
Process, Procedures, and Funding
Teaching and Learning

Within each theme, specific categories were recognized as subthemes. See Exhibit 2 below for
specific subthemes:
Exhibit 2:

Themes Based on District Focus Group and Quantitative Data Analysis

Culture
a.
b.
c.

Autonomy
Vision
Language

Infrastructure
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

District Office
Organizational
Structure
Tracking
Service Delivery
Speech and Language
Teaming Structures

Process, Procedures, and
Funding
a. Funding
b. Eligibility (Special
Education and Section
504)
c. Procedures

Teaching and Learning
a.
b.
c.

Response to Intervention and
Universal Design for Instruction and
Co-Planning
Students with Significant Disabilities
and Transition
Professional Development

Throughout the interviews it was clear that all staff and administrators are very interested in doing
their best to maintain high standards and to continue to be a District that families seek out. Staff
were clear about how hard everyone works to meet the needs of all learners through the different
programs and levels. They believe that they have very respectful and dedicated working
relationships with each other. The high school staff discussed their view that meeting eligibility for
special education or Section 504 does not have any negative connotations. Moreover, staff admired
how all students were accepting and supportive of each other, regardless of academic needs. In
summary, interviewees believed that everyone within District 115 is professional, dedicated, and
respectful.

8
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Theme 1: Culture
a. Autonomy
Current State:
District 115 has a culture of being “the best” which is premised on a very strong culture of
entrepreneurship and autonomy. Staff discussed that Lake Forest High School was nationally
ranked and ranked within the state (current search reflects that Lake Forest is ranked 24th in the
state by US News and World Report and 578 nationally). Many stated that the District has many
“skilled teachers. Most [teachers] have master’s degrees and some have Ph.D.s”.
Teachers stated that often times, they would go to a conference and “find a new way to do things
and were able to and even expected to bring that new practice back to the school.” In this way,
teachers took pride in the energy and creativity for their “grass roots” initiatives; although as one
teacher stated, “It does cause all kinds of scenarios that are often not connected.” Given such a
culture of autonomy, others stated, “Teachers are not used to a top-down structure as they have
never had one – and that they do not like it.” Teachers discussed the lack of a unified approach and
how although they believed a unified way of doing business to be a necessity, they were concerned
about being recreated by the district office. Yet, other teachers discussed the tremendous amount
of inconsistencies and the lack of unification. For example, there is strong support from the district
office for all teachers to teach all students. “Not all teachers have to teach all students in Level 1,”
according to the staff interviewed. In the end, staff believe that as the district moves forward, “trust
must be earned, not assumed.”
Oddly enough, the special education staff did not respond in such an empowered manner. Special
education teachers described a culture of marginalization for staff and students alike. Some stated
that there was a culture of “I don’t want my kids with those kids.” Special educators reported that
they do their best to work within the system but often do not feel empowered to do so.
Furthermore, teachers also discussed that there was a culture where students felt an extreme
amount of pressure and that the social emotional needs of students were very high.
There was a perception from many that the current administration “just want[s] to break things up
based on their previous experiences as administrators.” Many staff were upset that so many top
down directives were being implemented with so little time spent in their classrooms from the
district office administration.
Many believe that the new district office administrators are creating a culture of transparency in
support of high achievement for all learners through inclusion. However, others were clear that
such a vision was not an easy shift given the amount of “leveling in the District.” As one interviewee
stated, “We need to get real – be honest – go to the core of who we are and what are we doing. That
is, do we really believe all students can learn?” When interviewees were asked specifically, it was
clear that many did not view the current culture as one in which staff believed that all students
could learn to the same high standards. Moreover, interviewees described a culture where a
significant number of students were so advanced that other, typically performing students, “looked
like” they were underperforming. As one administrator stated, “We spend a lot of time, if not all our
9
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time, creating Band-Aids instead of systemic change. It is time now to take a significant look at how
we got here and what does that mean? What does our data say? Where should we go from here and
how?” One interviewee summed up their focus group discussion by stating, “We tend to do
superficial gloss-overs.” That being said, it seems that Lake Forest High School has become lost in
their own autonomy, to the point that the ground they are standing on is not common ground,
specifically in the area of vision, data, principles of practice, and proactive alignment to be
discussed throughout this report.
Future Considerations:
The mission of the District is: To inspire a passion to learn, the insight to know oneself, and the
courage to make a difference.
The goals of District 115 are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Provide a top quality education that engages and challenges every student to embrace
learning, grow intellectually, and achieve measurable academic progress.
Integrate a broad system of support for students into the culture, curriculum, and
activities of LFHS to foster personal growth, well being and civil responsibility.
Ensure the District's finances and facilities are well managed and that resources are
effectively used to support educational priorities.
Improve communication with stakeholders regarding the fiscal and operational
performance of the District.

There is currently a system of autonomy and independence within departments, across
departments, and within the school. Such a construct of autonomy should not impede unification
where the pockets of excellence grow and consistent procedural practices allow for efficiency and
effectiveness. Without such a system of unification, isolated educational silos continue to be
developed for perceived student deficits versus proactively addressing the systemic flaws.
The District office has the responsibility to be “the keeper of the whole.” The District leadership
must consistently move into such a position, albeit with care and respect. The need for a culture
shift is clear. The current culture forces fragmentation of services and procedures which
perpetuates a deficit model. It will be important for both the District and the District office to
clarify each of their roles with each other. The District should do so in a manner that allows for
shared decision making. The District office must unify their approach in support of both District 67
and District 115 as the keeper of the whole; in addition, they must as well as encourage an
entrepreneurial culture with all of its creativity supported by a unified vision.
Recommendations:
1.

Continue to support the District office in its work with constituents to set a vision of
proactive services for both District 67 and 115 in support for high quality educational
outcomes for each and every learner. That is, where “all” really means “all”.
10
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b. Vision
Current State:
There was a perception at the high school that the District office group addressing the vision
discussed in the previous section was a “super secret group working on the vision for the District,
but that they [high school staff] were not invited to the table.” When asked specifically about what
the vision of the District was, many teachers stated that the District had an agenda for the District
to look more like Rockville Centre. They also discussed the failed attempt to create changes in the
schedule which left a residual effect of anger and distrust and left many to wonder, “So now where
are we going with this audit.” Many believed that the District office wanted to see us “co-teach
more Level 1 classes.” Special educators did not know what the intent was but hoped that it would
include shared ownership in support of emotional wellness for all learners. Others hoped that the
District would consider different kinds of electives that have “slowly gone by the way-side.”
Consistent with District 67, many stated the vision from the District resembled that of the Rockville
Centre School District in New York. Teachers who visited Rockville discussed their experience in
New York as a great example, but were leery that it was too expensive and that the District would
never support such a staffing model. The interviewees who had visited Rockville Centre discussed
their experiences positively. Those who had not visited Rockville were more skeptical and
sometimes frustrated over how the process of invitation occurred where only a few people were
invited. Others mentioned a task force that meets and may be working on creating the vision and
mission of the District. Staff believed that the Rockville Centre example was expensive and many
were concerned that District 115 would not match the staffing models necessary in order to expect
the same outcomes. Many teachers expressed concern that District 115 would “Do it on the cheap.”
Overall, many teachers and administrators believed that the District office had a model of inclusion
in mind, but they were uncertain as to what that “model” would look like in reality, making the
teachers feel apprehensive as to what the future looked like regarding their roles and
responsibilities. Very few teachers discussed how such a model, a model that would limit the
number of tracks or tiers of instructional opportunities that are currently part of the District’s
framework, could be implemented and be successful.
In summary, many teachers believed that the District’s vision was changing and that they, as a
District, really needed to rethink how they were educating all students. The overall consensus
seemed to be that the days of creating different tracks were gone “with the exception of high
behavior and cognitive disabilities.”
Future Considerations:
According to Quinn (2004), “when uncertainty increases, so does the need for vision. In the face of
uncertainty and change, people need a meaning system that allows them to connect and move
forward in a productive way” (p. 136)6.
6

Robert Quinn (2004), Building the Bridge as You Walk On It
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The understanding from this evaluator is that both Districts must be on the same page moving
forward. That being said, a unified vision across District 115 and District 67 is essential. Most
importantly, it will be critical to have common principles of practice to attain such a vision.
Therefore, as the district office moves forward it will be important to incorporate the information
from this report with the findings from the Vision Task Force.
It is clear to teachers and administrators that the District office leadership is settling into their new
roles and is building momentum to move forward. As the District office moves forward, it will be
imperative to be specific and clear about the principles of practice adopted under a newly created
District vision. It is in this manner that the noise of uncertainly can be alleviated as it often causes
more stress than the actual implementation of a pragmatic plan. As one focus group participant
stated, “Our head is often noisier than the actual problem.”
Recommendation:
1.

Develop unified principles of practice, in support of high quality, inclusive educational
experiences for all learners. The following are example principles that have been helpful for
school districts elsewhere:











All instruction for all learners is premised on a rigorous core curriculum for all students.
All students are placed in regular classrooms, using principles of natural proportions –
small group spaces are available to all students.
The continuum of services allows for large group, small group, and 1:1 instruction based
on individual learning preferences.
Special and general educators are aligned to specific grade levels to share knowledge
and expertise with each other and with their students.
Special educators and general educators co-plan and co-serve through proactive
instructional practices for each and every learner - based on the principles of universal
instruction, curriculum, and assessment.
Using such principles of universal access—curriculum is differentiated based on the
needs of all students versus being developed and then adapted after the fact (which
often occurs in an inclusion model).
Personalized learning plans are developed for all learners to assist in defining the “how”
behind instruction.
Roles of all educators and administrators will evolve around the education of all
students through supporting these principles in a unified manner.

c. Language
Current State:
The amount of titles and descriptors used to define children within Districts 67 and 115 is
excessive. Across the board, all staff discussed the child by how the child had been classified. For
12

Frattura 2014

example “LRC students”, “Level 1 Kids”, “CP kids”, “Links kids”, “Enrichment groups”, etc. How
students are addressed matters. The practice of referring to students by their label sets a tone of
the perceived worth or value of each student. The current language in the system accentuates a
deficit-based perception as language usage can often assist in fueling positive perceptions or
negative perceptions.7 For example, the use of the word leveled – used to define a child’s place in the
system – intentionally reinforces negative or positive perceptions dependent upon “how high the
level is.”
Future Considerations:
The importance of all District personnel moving to person-first language cannot be understated.
That is, personnel in the District will describe children first and use any other descriptor second. A
useful video for this work is Paula Kluth’s “You’re Going to Love this Kid.” Kluth discusses the impact
of adult language and perceptions on student learning, especially students with autism, but her
work can also be applied to all students. Often times districts begin to practice person-first
language with the motto, all students are children first. In this manner, all educators start from a
premise of the “least harmful assumption.”8
Recommendation:
1.

Expect “person first language” of all employees in order to assist in the belief that students
are children first before their needs or type of service.9

7

How the Way We Talk can Change the Way We Work, Kegan & Lahey (2001)
Donnelan, 1980
9
http://www.inclusionproject.org/nip_userfiles/file/People%20First%20Chart.pdf
8
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Theme 2: Infrastructure
a. District Office Organizational Structure
Current State:
Leadership is important, but visionary leadership is essential in District 115. Staff described the
district office leadership as visionary, aggressive, and communicative, but also as disconcerting as
past practices were being interrupted. Focus groups were supportive but hesitant. Excited, yet
concerned. Intrigued and also confused. Administrators discussed the importance of being able to
honor the “pockets of excellence” while also being able to move the District to a better place
consistently for all learners. Many felt that “presently we are reactionary,” but that as a team they
were a participatory and service-based leadership team and [that they] look forward to getting to a
better place.”
Reflected in the current organizational structure for District 115 is a delineation of responsibilities
between student services, special education, and Response to Intervention (below in red). Duties
are divided among four different administrators and are separate from teaching and learning
(below in blue) at the district office, as well as, absent a common vision and principles of practice.
Exhibit 3:

Current Organizational Structure in District 115

Jim Thiel
Assistant Principal/Director of Student Services







Deans’ Office








Nursing Services

Counseling Services
Master schedule
Registration
Student Support Services/Programming
o
Psychologists (504 plans), Social
workers, Student Assistance
Program, Crisis Team
o
Residency/Homeless Coordinator
Transcripts
8th grade transition

Jim Sullivan
Director of Evaluation
Science and Business Department
Chair
 Non-tenured teacher evaluation
process
 Joint committees – SB7 and RIF
 Certified evaluation
documentation
 Curriculum Committee
 LFHS Foundation
 BOE Education Committee
 China Exchange Program

Giovanni Benincasa
Director of Curriculum and Instruction

Instructional Technology Initiatives

Professional Learning
o
Tech Training
o
Institute Days
o
Newberry Seminars

Formative Assessment and CCSS

Curriculum Committee

Mentor Program/New Faculty
Orientation/Faculty Best Practices

Senior Year Experiences

CTEI and Perkins grants

Library

Large-scale student programming

Testing – PLAN, PSAE, PSAT
Tech Campus
Intervention Services (RtI)
o
Enriched Study, online courses,
before/after school programs,
summer school, Illinois Virtual High
School

 Parent Seminars/Open House

14
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Tim Burkhalter
Athletic Director















Community education and feeder programs






Equipment upkeep and storage
Summer camp and intramurals
Trainers and equipment manager
Outside rentals and vendors

SALT (emotional wellness)
Athletic Code violations
Scheduling
Hiring, managing, and evaluating coaches
Coaches’ certifications
Lake County and NSC AD meetings
Uniform and team supplies ordering
Support staff and supervision scheduling
Team Moms
Booster Club and Football Dads’ Club
Legal issues, IHSA, and special projects

Board of Education communication
Chris Morehead
Assistant Athletic Director
Wellness/Health/Driver’s Ed Department Chair

Laura Clegg, John Maher,
Frank Lesniak, Michelene Tomek
Deans

Lauren Fagel
Assistant Supt. of Curriculum, Instruction,
Technology, and Assessment

 Student supervision and
discipline
 Attendance
 Event supervision/coordination
 Liaison with LFPD, LBPD, and
DCFS
 Handbook review
 Laura: standardized testing,
departmental goals and
professional dev for late-starts
and institute days, parking, study
hall, Fresh. Orientation
 John: security, drill coordination,
support staff coordination,
transportation including
bus/shuttle supervision
 Michelene: student activities,
theatre
 Frank: RtI
Department Chairs
Wendy Antrim - Art/Music
Kristen Carlson - English
Cornelius DuBose – Director of IT
Jim Gantt - Social Studies
Steve Johnson – Special Ed: Learning
Resource Class, SALP, STEP
Mary Kay Koerner – World
Language
Kim Kuhn – Special Ed: ELS/
Transition/ Applied Learning
Kerry Littel – Library/New Media/
Bookstore
Tom Meagher - Math/Applied Tech


Curriculum articulation

CCSS

Assessment reporting/data analysis

KTIs

Title I and II grants

Emotional Wellness/CKH

Special Education programming

Testing – AP

Tri-District Institute Day

My Learning Plan – Prof Dev
Andy Henrikson
Assistant Supt. of Human Resources









Staffing
Hiring
Evaluation – admin/non-cert.
Employee Relations/Counseling
Certification
SB7/PERA compliance
Substitute teachers
My Learning Plan – graduate coursework

For example, one assistant principal is responsible for student services and one dean is responsible
for RtI, while two different department chairs are responsible for special education. More
problematic than the division of responsibilities is the lack of clarity of the delineated
responsibilities and most importantly the lack of clarity on how the work ties together under an
agreed-upon vision and defined principles of practice. There seems to be a strong sense of
“dangling in waiting” for a district office administrator to tie all the work that is currently
distributed across many administrators together, yet at the same time there is not a district office
structure that supports District 115 in the area of student services and special education. District
115 administrators questioned whether they were the ones responsible for and able to delineate
major policy and procedures – or “would someone in District Office being doing that?” This results
in defaulting to managing concerns and providing temporary solutions which at best is chaotic and
from the outside looks as if District 115 is spinning in its own tornado.
A combination of responses occurred regarding recommendations for future services, as many
teachers were complimentary and appreciative of the support they received during Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) meetings. Others commended the superintendent for addressing the
disproportionality of students with disabilities in honors/advanced placement courses and for
15
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addressing how skewed the placement is in College Prep (CP) and/or Level 1 courses. However, in
general, everyone seemed reasonably skeptical of the special education evaluation or audit and
wondered why it was even important to have such a conversation.
Future Considerations:
Realigning the District’s infrastructure in support of teaching and learning for all students is
essential. However, realigning key players in support of K-12 curriculum, instruction, technology,
and assessment to Student Services and Special Education is even more important. Such a process
can be incorporated by enveloping Student Services into curriculum, instruction, technology, and
assessment, or by aligning the departments side-by-side as Teaching and Learning: Curriculum
Integration and Teaching and Learning: Student Services (inclusive of special education) for all
(See Options A and B). Locus of control is essential for all parties. Nonetheless, in the absence of
key administrators within the district office responsible for setting the vision and expectations for
students who truly require proactive services (over 25% of the students are identified with needs),
over 25% of the student population are recipients of reactive rather than pro-active and
appropriately rigorous educational experiences and opportunities.
Exhibit 4:

District Office Organizational Options

Option A:
Teaching and Learning
for All
(Deputy
Superintendent)

Teaching and
Learning:Curriculum
Integration

Technology Integration

Assessment

Teaching and Learning:
Student Services

Growth and Talent
Development (RtI)

Special Education

Student Services
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Option B:

Teaching and
Learning for All
(Deputy
Superintendent)

Curriculum
Integration

Growth and Talent
Development (RtI)

Special Education
and Student
Services

Assessment

With one high school and a shared District office, it will be important to clearly outline who is the
keeper of the whole when it comes to practices that proactively support the teaching and learning
of all students K-12. The realignment of the district office and of their associated support positions
towards better mirroring a teaching and learning for all model should also act as an appropriate
model for Lake Forest High School. A similar alignment under teaching and learning for all versus
the separate silos of support should be expected at the department and grade level as well. For
example (see Service Delivery), if special educators are aligned to the grade levels and to
departments within each grade level, then the special education department chairs should also be
aligned to grade levels. For example, one special education department chair may oversee
transition from 8th to 9th grade and from 9th to 10th grade while the other chair may oversee 11th
and 12th grade as well as the transition into post secondary options for all learners. A clearly
delineated position description for the special education department chairs must be created under
the agreed upon principles of practice in order to move beyond the management of needs and
towards visionary leadership.
Recommendations:
1.
2.
3.

Realign the district office with a clear message of Teaching and Learning for All.
Realign the Lake Forest High School Special Education Department Chairs to grade level
clusters to better provide proactive support.
Expect and support the Special Education Department Chairs in their move from positions
of management to positions of leadership for proactive services for all learners.
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B. Tracking
Current State:
Students with disabilities are typically assigned to College Prep, Social Academic Learning Program
(SALP), Level 1 classes, or to Life Skills classes. Many teachers felt unsure as to how to meet the
needs of a range of learners in any of the levels. As one teacher stated, “We have no idea how to
meet five different levels of students in a Level 1 class when we are by ourselves let alone any other
class.” Many discussed how the Level 1 classes are really “special education classes” taught by
general education teachers. Others added that no one wants to classify the Level 1 classes as special
education because special education teachers do not meet the criteria to teach content courses
under PI 34. Interviewees also discussed how Level 1 had been renamed frequently in order for
students to gain the appropriate credits and to ensure that colleges would accept the course as
meeting criteria [as courses in the area of special education do not meet criteria as a credit course
when not taught by a content specialist]. The response to student needs in the District appears to
be to create more silos to respond to deficits.
When asked what happens when a student does not do well in Level 1, many responded by stating
that students who do not do well are required to take summer school courses. However, summer
school Level 1 classes were described “as an utter and complete nightmare.” That is, students,
typically with disabilities, must complete a course in 24 days, attending six hours of class per day
which may or may not be co-taught. Other summer school general education classes did not have
any students with disabilities within them.
Most importantly, many interviewees did not believe that the current model was effective. That is,
many described how special educators become managers of student needs. Others stated that both
general and special educators are often not equipped to handle students with more severe
emotional disabilities who are often clustered into the Social Academic Learning Program (SALP)
or Level 1 classes. Many general educators reported frustration over needing to find the
appropriate special educator to obtain information regarding specific students as the alignment of
teachers across all grade levels makes it impossible to find the right teacher at the right time. In
addition, general educators mentioned that in any given week, they potentially work with more
than five different special education teachers. Other general educators stated that the special
education teachers do not address the issues in Level 1 classes until the student is failing “often just
reacting when we [general educators] need assistance.”
Sixteen percent (conflicting data in Exhibit 1 of 17.8%) of the student population has been
identified with disabilities. In spite of this, students with disabilities make up 56.4% of the students
in Level 1 classes, and only 12.1% of the students in College Prep courses, and 1.7% of the students
in Honors and Advanced Placement courses. Upon reviewing the range of students in each class,
teachers stated that there were often specific courses made up entirely (100%) of students with
disabilities. See Appendix B for more detail.
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Exhibit 5:

Students with IEP’s by Course Level

Similarly, an overrepresentation of students of poverty is clear within Level 1 courses, as 3.6% of
the District is of poverty but 11.3% are placed in Level 1 courses. Again, comparable to students
with disabilities, students of poverty are underrepresented in College Prep courses and Honors and
Advanced Placement courses.
Exhibit 6:

Percentage of Students by Socio-Economic by Course Level
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Future Considerations:
Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and Anderson (2010) through a macro analysis, determined that
school conditions, teachers, and classroom conditions have the greatest impact on student learning.
Represented in Exhibit 7 (in dark purple).
Exhibit 7: 10

Impact on Student Learning

In addition, as part of Leithwood et.al.’s analysis, they discussed that ability-grouping has had little
impact on student learning. The following is a short excerpt from their report:
At any point, during at least the last 50 years, a synthesis of available empirical
evidence would have suggested that students having difficulty at school, especially
those disadvantaged by their socioeconomic backgrounds, learn more when they are
working in heterogeneous rather than in homogenous ability groups.11 Relatively
high expectations for learning, a faster pace of instruction, peer models of effective
learning and curricula that are more challenging are among the reasons offered for
this advantage.
In spite of this evidence, over this same period, the vast majority of teachers and
administrators have enacted practices that separate students by ability; allowing for
the concentration of instructional resources on the same set of learning problems.
Many teachers have regarded implementing heterogeneous grouping practices in

10
11

Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom,& Anderson (2010)
Oakes, 1985,Yonezawa, Wells, and Serna, 2002
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classrooms as very difficult. Nevertheless, this is one of the rare examples of
professional “common sense” being just plain wrong!
Moreover, Dr. Jeannie Oakes (2000)12 is a professor emeritus at the UCLA who has completed
research on the effects of tracking for decades. The following are common and predictable
variables of tracking according to Oakes:
The intellectual performance of students is judged, and these
judgments determine placement with particular groups.
Classes and tracks are labeled according to the performance levels of
the students in them (e.g., advanced, average, remedial) or according
to students' postsecondary destinations (e.g., college-preparatory, vocational).
The curriculum and instruction in various tracks are tailored to the
perceived needs and abilities of the students assigned to them.
The groups that are formed are not merely a collection of different but
equally-valued instructional groups. They form a hierarchy, with the
most advanced tracks (and the students in them) seen as being on top.
Students in various tracks and ability levels experience school in very
different ways.
Two primary assumptions support tracking. First, there is an assumption that tracking promotes
overall achievement and second, there is an assumption that students who are less successful
academically will suffer instructionally and emotionally in courses with peers who are more
capable (Oakes, 2008). Many believe that tracking is the only instructional option and that it
provides differentiation to assist all students in being successful; however, the data does not
support such contention:
Although existing tracking systems appear to provide advantages for
students who are placed in the top tracks, the literature suggests that
students at all ability levels can achieve at least as well in heterogeneous
classrooms.
Students who are not in top tracks--a group that includes about 60% of
Senior High School students--suffer clear and consistent disadvantages from tracking.
Among students identified as average or slow, tracking often appears to retard academic
progress. Indeed, one study documented the fact that the lowered I.Q. scores of Senior
High School students followed their placement in low tracks.
Students who are placed in vocational tracks do not even seem to reap any
benefits in the job market. Indeed, graduates of vocational programs may be less
12

Jeannie Oakes (2000). Keeping Track, Part 1: The Policy and Practice of Curriculum Inequality in Equity Materials.
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employable and, when they do find jobs, may earn lower wages than other High School
graduates.
Most tracking research does not support the assumption that slow students
suffer emotional strains when enrolled in mixed-ability classes. Often the
opposite result has been found. Rather than helping students feel more
comfortable about themselves, tracking can reduce self-esteem, lower
aspirations, and foster negative attitudes toward school. Some studies have
also concluded that tracking leads low-track students to misbehave and
eventually to drop out altogether.
The net effect of tracking is to exaggerate the initial differences among
students rather than to provide the means to better accommodate them.
For example, studies show that senior high school students who are initially
similar in background and prior achievement become increasingly different
in achievement and future aspirations when they are placed in different
tracks (Oakes, 2008).
The tracking of students with disabilities to Level 1, SALP, and other classes is not only an
ineffective practice, it also exceeds the 30% per ILCS Section 226.730 State of Illinois regulations.
That is, no more than 30% of the students in any classroom should be identified with a disability.
However, many districts across the country support the importance of a representation of all
students through natural proportions of the District demographics. That is, at Lake Forest High
School, the student population in each classroom would not exceed 17% or be underrepresented of
students with disabilities.
Recommendation:
1.

Students with disabilities should be naturally proportioned across College Prep, Honors, and
Advanced Placement classes. Level 1 and SALP classes should be discontinued.

c. Service Delivery
Current State:
Exhibit 8 reflects the overrepresentation of students in Lake Forest High School with Specific
Learning Disabilities, Emotional Disabilities, and Other Health Impaired. This over-identification is
represented in comparison to the state average.
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Exhibit 8:

Percentage of Students by Disability

The average case load for special education teachers at Lake Forest Hgh School is one teacher to 14
students. Currently, special education teachers carry a caseload of students across all four grade
levels and typically by specific disability.
Exhibit 9:
Sch
ool

Current Service Delivery Structure

Grade & Disability

L
F
HS

Number of
Students

Number of
Students with
Disabilities

Percent of Students with
Disabilities

State
Perce
ntage

14.
1%

1664

268

16%

433

80

18%

Intellectual
Disability

1

.012%

6.55
%

Specific
Learning
Disability

43

54%

37.1
7%

Emotional
Disability

9

11%

7.1
6%

Other Health
Impairment

15

19%

6

08%

9.1
6%
6.1
5%

2

.025%

.61

9th

Autism
Orthopedic
Impairment

Number of Special
Education Teachers

18

Number of
Teacher
Assistants

9

Ratio of Students with
Disabilities to Staff by
School

1:14
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%
Sp&L

NA

4

.05%

65/64

15%

Specific
Learning
Disability

31

48%

37.
17%

Emotional
Disability

11

17%

7.1
6%

Other Health
Impairment

14

17%

Autism

3

.05%

Intellectual
Disability

1

Sp&L

3

.015%
*1 student case
manager is Sp&L
teacher

Vision
Impairment

2

.03%

51

14%

Specific
Learning
Disability

28

55%

37.
17%

Emotional
Disability

11

22%

7.1
6%

Other Health
Impairment

8

15%

9.1
6%

Intellectual
Disability

1

.019%

6.5
%

Orthopedic
Impairment

1

Sp&L

2

.019%
*1 student case
manager is Sp&L
teacher

72

17%

32

44%

20

28%

13

18%

1

.013%

Autism

2

.03%

Sp&L

3

.04%

10th

11th

12th
Specific
Learning
Disability
Emotional
Disability
Other Health
Impairment
Multiple
Disabilities

430

367

434

9.1
6%
6.1
5%
6.5
%

.40
%

.61
%

37.
17%
7.1
6%
9.1
6%
.79
%
6.1
5%
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Int Disability

1

.013%

As in most districts, location defines educational opportunity. As stated earlier in this report, the
culture of tracking is ingrained throughout Districts 115 and 67. There is a leveling structure in
place at each school. At Lake Forest High School, students with disabilities are primarily tracked
within Level 1, SALP, Learning Resource Center (LRC), or Life Skills classes. Focus groups discussed
that Learning Resource Centers were of questionable value academically. Many teachers reported
that as soon as a student is identified as being eligible for special education, the staff’s expectations
diminished. Staff were also concerned that they were not “staffed well enough” to have a proactive
service delivery model. General education teachers reported that special education teachers had
become managers and were not co-teachers.
Future Considerations:
The current model has a variety of systemic “hiccups” that need to be addressed:
1. The model does not glean the achievement results one would expect in District 115 (see gaps
delineated under Teaching and Learning).
2. Special education teachers are reacting to student needs versus planning proactive supports.
3. The model does not allow for co-planning or co-serving with general and special educators in
support of all students.
4. Special educators do not see all of their students on their caseloads daily.
5. Shared support does not occur within Tier 1, forcing an increase in referrals for special
education and over-identification in the areas of Specific Learning Disability (SLD), Emotional
Disability (EBD), and Other Health Impaired (OHI).
6. The model has become one of compliance hoops and minutes that does not equate to quality.
7. Less than .5% of the students with disabilities have intellectual disabilities, yet the gaps
between students with and without disabilities are significant.
8. Students with disabilities are educated in Level 1 courses and LRC, that is admittedly watered
down material and therefore provides less acceleration resulting in the student falling further
behind.
These “hiccups” happen across the country. Most importantly, the districts that are addressing
such concerns do so by meeting the needs of all learners in Tier 1. As stated in the Universal
Education Project study completed in Ohio:13
When participant districts began to review available disaggregated data regarding their student
populations, almost all of them recognized a marked distinction between regular education and
special education student achievement. In virtually all cases, these distinctions resulted from
inequitable access to the general curriculum. Growing directly out of paradigmatic shifts away
from separate educational experiences for students with divergent needs, curriculum and
instructional practices were changed to ensure all students gained equal access. These changes
were characterized by:

13

Silverman, Hazelwood, & Cronin (2010). Ohio Improvement Process White Paper
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Common professional development on core content for all teaching and coaching staff such
that special educators became both content and pedagogy specialists
Physically moving students onto common campuses (across grade-levels and among
students with and without disabilities)
Supporting classroom teachers to meet the needs of students, including coaching on literacy
strategies and interventions
Realignment of district administration to reflect the unification of regular education and
special education curriculum
Increased communication of district expectations for high levels of achievement among all
students
Standardization of curriculum and textbook adoption practices for all students, common
evaluation processes, and regular opportunities to practice high-stakes assessments
Co-planning among special and general education specialists, team-teaching, and strategic
coaching
Increased adoption of assistive technology designed to meet the needs of students across
ability levels
Accountability shared among all teaching staff for high levels of proficiency among all
students, regardless of ability

In order for continuity and consistency, the agreed upon principles of practice (discussed earlier in
this report) must be adhered to at the high school when setting up service delivery structures so
that staffing models are as predictable as possible for students, families, and educators. See
Appendix A for a more comprehensive article on proactive services.
Noticeably, those students who can synthesize the most information are the students who receive
the most cohesive instruction in District 115. The lack of cohesive alignment of adults (special and
general educators) for each grade-level often enables the most fragmented day for the students
who require the most comprehensive, cohesive, proactive support in Tier 1. The students who need
the most acceleration and instruction based on how they learn are the students in SALP, Level 1,
and LRC with replacement or “watered down” curriculum. Consistently, when students are not
successful within the current infrastructure, the infrastructure is not reviewed and another track
or section is created; this includes but is not limited to transition (‘trans’) classes in the areas of
math and reading for students placed in the SALP program.
To rectify this situation, schools across the country are aligning all specialists (special educators,
reading and math support, etc.) to grade level and department teams, in order to proactively
support all students in large group, small group, and one-to-one instruction, based on how the
students learn, through flexible learning groups.14 Such a proactive system of supports is grounded
in the understanding that special education (as well as other areas) is a service not a location.
Therefore, special educators are then organized in a cross-categorical manner, by grade level and
department (rather than by disability or program). Both special education and general education
teachers can better co-plan and work consistently to provide appropriate instructional supports to
each child in the general school environment, thus co-serve. Often when teachers are able to teach
14

www.movingyournumbers.org
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the same core content at the same time across classrooms, there is a greater opportunity to
collaborate, co-create, and co-plan lessons to better support heterogeneous flexible grouping
patterns. The District is well within projected staffing ratios to employ a comprehensive, proactive,
integrated service delivery model. Often when the model is set up in such a fragmented, deficitbased manner, staff do not feel like they have enough staff, as they are working against the
infrastructure. Therefore, the District is well positioned to be able to reallocate resources
accordingly in order to proactively serve all students and develop teacher capacity rather than
institutionalizing paraprofessionals as Band-Aids or replacements for rigorous instruction.15
Therefore, although staff are concerned about the staffing ratios, once they begin operating within
a true model of proactive support in Tier 1, fewer students will be identified (as they are truly not
eligible and they will get their needs met prior to requiring a referral due to how services are
offered in AP, Honors, and College Prep). Exhibit 10 reflects a possible staffing scenario, albeit not
perfect, it makes sense that as students are seniors they will need less direct support; therefore the
caseloads would be higher for special educators aligned to 12th grade. Such staffing would support
proactive services in a comparable manner to Rockville Centre as well as include students with
more significant needs. This model would also provide continuity with District 67 for a fluid K-12
integrated, proactive, comprehensive service delivery model.
Exhibit 10:
Scho
ol

Comparable to Exhibit 9 with the Potential Proactive Alignment of Staff

Grade & Disability

LF
HS

Number of
Students with
Disabilities

State
Perce
ntage

Number of Special
Education Teachers

14.
1

18

Number of
Teacher
Assistants

268

16%

433

80

18%

Intellectual
Disability

1

.012%

6.5
5%

Specific
Learning
Disability

43

54%

37.
17%

Emotional
Disability

9

11%

7.1
6%

Para
Support

Other Health
Impairment

15

19%

Autism

6

08%

9.1
6%
6.1
5%

Para
Support

Orthopedic
Impairment

2

025%

Sp&L

4

05%

CrossCategorical
10th

430

15%

31

48%

1:14

Para
Support

6
Aligned to
Departments

65/64

9

Ratio of Students with
Disabilities to Staff by
School

.61
%
NA

80

Specific
Learning
Disability

15

Percent of Students with
Disabilities

1664
9th

T
OT
AL

Number of
Students

3

Cross Categorical
Caseloads of 13:1

37.
17%
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Emotional
Disability

11

17%

Other Health
Impairment

14

17%

Autism

3

05%

Intellectual
Disability

1

Sp&L

3

015%
*1 student case
manager is Sp&L
teacher

Vision
Impairment

2

03%

T
OT
AL
Scho
ol

7.1
6%

Para
Support

9.1
6%
6.1
5%

Para
Support

6.5
%

.40
%
Aligned to
Departments 4

65

Grade & Disability

Number of
Students

11th

367

Number of
Students with
Disabilities

Percent of Students with
Disabilities

State
Perce
ntage

51

14%

Specific
Learning
Disability

28

55%

37.
17%

Emotional
Disability

11

22%

7.1
6%

Other Health
Impairment

8

15%

9.1
6%

Intellectual
Disability

1

019%

6.5
%

Orthopedic
Impairment

1

Sp&L

2

019%
*1 student case
manager is Sp&L
teacher

T
OT
AL

17%

32

44%

20

28%

13

18%

1

013%

Autism

2

03%

Sp&L

3

04%

Emotional
Disability
Other Health
Impairment
Multiple
Disabilities

Ratio of Students with
Disabilities to Staff by
School

Para
Support

Para
Support

Aligned to
Departments
4

72

Specific
Learning
Disability

434

Number of
Teacher
Assistants

Cross Categorical
Caseloads of 16:1

.61
%

51
12th

Number of Special
Education Teachers

3

2

Cross Categorical
13:1

37.
17%
7.1
6%
9.1
6%

Para
Support

.79
%
6.1
5%

Para
Support
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Int Disability

1

T
OT
AL

013%

72

Aligned to
Departments
4

2

Cross Categorical
18:1

Recommendation:
1.

Realign special education staff by grade-level (cross-categorically) and then by departments
to better provide proactive support and create grade-level/department teams.


High School Cross-Categorical Model of 1 teacher, 1 paraprofessional to 12 students



Additional paraprofessionals to support students who have specific needs and
require more individualized support

It will be important for the District to keep in mind that as teachers become more proactive
and successful in Tier 1, fewer and fewer students will qualify for special education,
reducing caseloads over the next two to three years.
d. Speech and Language
Current State:
High school special educators reported that “speech and Language caseloads are all over the
board– one person stated that one speech clinician has 40 students – while others have 7.” This
statement is true; however, there is also a difference in Full Time Equivalent (FTE). Therefore,
according to Exhibit 14 below, there is a discrepancy in caseloads from four to nineteen students. If
the caseloads are organized by significance, then this may work well for the District. If not, an
appropriate balance should be created.
Exhibit 11:

Speech and Language Caseload Data

2013-14
Speech and Language
Speech and Language
Speech and Language

Number of Students
Eligible for Speech and
Language
39
21
8

Number and FTE for
Speech and Language
Clinician
1.0
.6
.4

Caseload Ratio of Students
to Speech and Language
Clinician
1:39
1:35
1:20

Future Considerations:
There are 3 or 4 students who have been placed on special educator caseloads, but should be on
speech and language caseloads if the students are speech only students. The alignment of Speech
and Language Clinicians to general education classrooms would better provide the most proactive
language supports.
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Recommendation:
1.

Realign Speech and Language Clinicians to teacher teams (e.g. Language
Arts) to better provide more proactive support as a capacity building model.

e. Teaming Structures
Current State:
In order to move forward proactively across both Districts 67 and 115, providing high quality
services in an integrated and comprehensive manner for each and every learner, a district office
structure must be in place to set the vision, goals, and support.
In D115, there are two primary committees: the Principal’s Leadership Team (PLT) and the
Building Leadership Team (BLT)). In addition, the departments have a significant amount of
autonomy. Specific to special education, it was difficult for the evaluator to ascertain exactly how
the system was functioning. Special education teachers have cross-categorical caseloads but are
typically aligned by disability and do not participate in any department level meetings in the
content areas (outside of the Special Education Department).
Future Considerations:
The development of three types of teams or the transformation of current teams (See Appendix C
for more details) is often helpful in moving forward in a top-down and bottom-up manner. These
three essential teams are necessary in order to develop (or align the work under) a clear vision,
where all children receive the services they need to be successful the first time a new concept or
skill is provided.
Below is the delineation of the District-Wide Team, School-Based Team, and Grade-Based Team’s
primary responsibilities.
District-Wide Service Delivery Team is responsible for:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Defining/clarifying Principles of Practice
Aligning the District Mission, Vision, Strategic Plan to principles of practice
Collecting equity data for leveraging and evaluation purposes
Confirming attendance – all students attend the schools and classrooms they would
attend if not labeled or by parent choice
Developing an infrastructure at the District office that mirrors what we want to see
in the schools under Teaching and Learning for All Students
Realigning funding to support all students (co-mingle at the point of the child)
Providing the staffing allocation model (e.g. 1:10, 1:12, 1:14)
Revising all district and school policies relative to the Principles of Practice
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o Providing support to School Teams to move forward
o Aligning Human Resource practices to Principles of Practice
o Connecting to Technology Department
School-Based Service Delivery Teams are responsible for:








Defining/Clarifying Principles of Practice at the building level
Aligning the building plan with the Principles of Practice
Confirming all students are attending the schools and classrooms they would attend
if not labeled, or by parent choice
Determining service delivery model by aligning staff to grade level, unit, academy
Trouble shooting (e.g. new student moving in and staffing patterns, etc.)
Determining and providing appropriate professional development
Assisting with Grade-Level Team/Teacher Team scheduling and other needs

Grade-Based Teams are responsible for:









Determining how to support large group, small group, and 1:1 instruction
Developing schedules
Developing lesson plans based on how a child learns and on his/her needs
Intentionally sharing expertise for all instructional arrangements
Sharing in student assessment and progress monitoring
Sharing in professional development
Sharing in equity audit and evaluation practices
Understanding the different types of collaborative team arrangements – proactive
services is not co-teaching

Exhibit 12: Teams For Shared Decision-Making, Staff Design, and Student Support
for Proactive Integrated Services16

Leadership Team

School Leadership
Team

Grade/Department
Teams

16

See Appendix B for detailed article
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Often times, school districts across the country merge the work of these teams into their current
leadership and grade-level teams. In summary, a district-wide proactive service delivery model
addresses the needs of each and every student in a preventative manner. This proactive service
delivery model supports collaborative arrangements as well as an extensive increase in contentbased education. As documented, current state assessment results for students with disabilities
and the percentage of students identified as disabled are disturbing. Clearly, the current model is
not providing the District with the intended outcomes. Therefore, there is no choice but to
restructure a model in support of “all hands (general and special educators) on deck” at the core of
teaching and learning, beginning with the District-Wide Service Delivery Team and the SchoolBased Service Delivery Teams.

Recommendation:
1. Transform current teams or add Proactive Service Delivery Teams to the District (EC12/transition), School, and Department-Based Teams.
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Theme 3: Process, Procedures, and Funding
a. Funding
Current State:
Exhibit 13 delineates the cost for District 115 (1.5 million dollars) to send students with disabilities
“someplace else.” Of the 21 students receiving services in a school which he/she would not attend if
not disabled, none of the students have intellectual disabilities. However, it must be stated that this
evaluator also received conflicting data that there were 27 students tuitioned out of the District.
That being said, services for students with a range of disabilities should be available within the
District whether it is 21 or 27 students. In addition, special educators at the high school did not
feel that they had a viable department budget, especially relative to the budget allocated for
transition services.
Exhibit 13:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Delineated Cost of Students Attending Schools other than District 115

STUDENT

SCHOOL

AGE

DISABILITY

Student 1

North Shore Academy

18

ED

26,458.64

Student 2

North Shore Academy

16

ED

39,140.00

Student 3

North Shore Academy

16

LD

8,610.80

Student 4

North Shore Academy

17

OHI/LD

39,140.00

Student 1

Cove School

17

Sp&L

231.81

177

41,030.37

Student 2

Cove School

18

LD

391.17

177

69,237.09

Student 3

Cove School

19

LD

231.81

207

47,984.115

Student 4

Cove School

17

OHI

231.81

207

47,984.115

Student 5

Cove School

18

LD

231.81

207

47,984.115

Student 6

Cove School

15

OHI

231.81

177

41,030.37

Student 7

Cove School

16

LD

231.81

207

47,984.115

Student 1

Arlyn Day School

17

ED

241.97

200

48,394.00

Student 1

New Hope Academy

14

ED

201.58

204

41,122.32

Student 2

New Hope Academy

18

LD

201.58

204

41,122.32

Student 1

Connections

17

ED

222.23

176

39,112.48

Student 1

Felicity

17

ED

194.99

206

40,1115.94

Student 1

New England Center
for Children

21

Autism

405.62 (Tuition)
495.75 (R&B)

365

329,000.05

17

DAILY COST

ANNUAL COST
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18
Student 1

New Haven

17

ED

174.41 (Tuition)
276.50 (R&B)

248
265

144,176.18

Student 1

Grove School

17

OHI

398.59 (Tuition)
82.03 (R&B)

218
365

116,833.57

Student 1

Montcalm

18

ED

138.38 (Tuition)
160.27 (R&B)

226
365

89,772.43

Autism/LD

18025/qtr,
5950/summer
(Tuition)
483.24 (R&B)

365

254,432.60

19
20
21

Student 1

Bellefaire Monarch

20

1,600,664.82

b. Eligibility for Special Education and Section 504
Current State:
Many high schools across the country have few initial evaluations whereas Lake Forest High School
completed 21 to 50 initial referrals per year over the past five years. Fifty percent or more of the
students meeting eligibility are identified as Specific Learning Disability (SLD). Of the number of
students referred each year, 5% to 30% are identified as Section 504 eligible.
Exhibit 14:

Referral and Eligibility District-Wide

2009-10
Total Referred: 34
Number Found Eligible at High School 12

ASD

CD

EBD
9

HI

OHI
2

OI

SDD

SLD
1

TBI

VI

SP/L
1

504
6

2010-11
Total Referred: 50
Number Found Eligible at High School 12

ASD

CD

EBD
9

HI

OHI
2

OI

SDD

SLD
1

TBI

VI

SP/L

504
10

2011-12
Total Referred: 47
Number Found Eligible at High School 18

ASD

CD

EBD
9

HI

OHI
4

OI

SDD

SLD
5

TBI

VI

SP/L

504
5

2012-13
Total Referred: 21
Number Found Eligible at High School 13

ASD
2

CD

EBD
9

HI

OHI
1

OI

SDD

SLD
1

TBI

VI

SP/L
1

504
6

2013-14
Total Referred: 23*
Number Found Eligible at High School (*11
addl not yet staffed)

ASD

CD

EBD
4

HI

OHI

OI

SDD

SLD
2

TBI

VI

SP/L

504
6

Future Considerations:
The criteria for special education is very clear at the federal level as well as the state level. There
are two primary questions in determining a child’s eligibility under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA): 1) “Is the child eligible under at least one of the 13 disability areas (see
Appendix D for a list)” and 2) “Does the disability adversely affect the student’s educational
performance?” Therefore, a child may not be eligible based on the criteria set for any disability, or a
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child may have a disability, but it may be found that it does not adversely affect a child’s
educational performance.
According to Section 504, “No otherwise qualified individual with a disability in the United States,
as defined in section 706(8) of this title, shall, solely by reason of her or his disability, be excluded
from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance...” [29 U.S.C. §794(a), 34 C.F.R. §104.4(a)].
To be covered under Section 504, a student must be “qualified”(which roughly equates to being
between 3 and 22 years of age, depending on the program, as well as state and federal law, and
must have a disability) [34 C.F.R. §104.3(k)(2)].
As defined by federal law, “An individual with a disability means any person who: (i) has a mental
or physical impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activity; (ii) has a record of
such an impairment; or (iii) is regarded as having such an impairment” [34 C.F.R. §104.3(j)(1)].
Impairment, as used in Section 504, may include any disability, long-term illness, or various
disorders that “substantially” reduces or lessens a student’s ability to access learning in the
educational setting because of a learning-, behavior- or health-related condition. “It should be
emphasized that a physical or mental impairment does not constitute a disability for purposes of
Section 504 unless its severity is such that it results in a substantial limitation of one or more major
life activities”.17 Erin Dillon is a policy analyst, who has reviewed the over-identification of students
with disabilities. Dillon stated the following:
Added flexibility to NCLB's accountability for the performance of special education students
could mean that many of these misidentified students will not be required to reach gradelevel standards. But some researchers have argued that the increased prevalence of
students with disabilities, particularly in the broad "specific learning disabilities" category is
also a result of over-identification. Here, schools may improperly identify low-performing
students as learning disabled for a variety of reasons: to get additional state funding for
special education, to avoid accountability for these students because the special education
label has historically exempted these students from such measures, or more simply, because
the vague definition of a disorder leads to misidentification or because teachers are trying to
get additional help for struggling students…
But because the majority of special education students have disabilities that do not preclude
them from reaching grade-level standards there doesn't seem to be a need to rollback
NCLB's accountability measures for students with disabilities. To the contrary, doing so
could hurt such students by reducing schools' responsibility for ensuring that they are
taught to high standards.18
In so many ways, neither parents nor the District have many options based on how services are
currently arranged in the District. As one teacher said, “We have painted ourselves into a corner,
17
18

http://www.greatschools.org/special-education/legal-rights/868-section-504.gs
http://www.educationsector.org/publications/labeled-students-behind-nclbs-disabilities-designation
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now haven’t we?” That is, there really is no other choice in District 115 but to make children
eligible for special education or Section 504 if they struggle at all within general education.
Throughout the interviews, teachers referred to special education as a publically aided tutoring
support. However, clearly from the criteria delineated above, special education is not “tutorial
support”.
The District has a responsibility to maintain the “letter of the law” and that is to very clearly be able
to determine the difference between a child with an educational disability and a child without a
disability. Many districts view such general accommodations as part of a high quality educational
experience. It is just as wrongful to identify a child with a disability who is not disabled as it is to
not identify a child with a disability who does indeed have one. Therefore, it will be imperative for
the District to reassess their current service delivery structure instead of using special education
and Section 504 as a “catch all for additional support” as one teacher articulated the situation.
Recommendation:
1.

Provide clear guidelines for eligibility for special education and Section 504, and clearly
share with parents the importance of adhering to federal and state guidelines for eligibility,
coupled with a proactive service delivery model to better address how a child learns.

c. Procedures
Current State:
Teachers at Lake Forest High School discussed how most special education teachers supported
students in the Learning Resource Center (LRC). As stated in Theme 2: Infrastructure, the majority
of students are clustered into Level 1 classes, which have been called Basics Classes and Skills
Classes in the past. Freshmen are offered a double dose of English and writing (the course is
divided into two courses – and extended for the entire year). Both general and special educators
raved about the Level 1 classes and about how successful they were.
The gap between students with and without disabilities has decreased about 14% in the area of
reading but continues to reflect a gap of 33%. It is important to reiterate that only 1% of students
with disabilities have intellectual disabilities and often take the alternative assessment. Therefore,
the students reflected in Exhibits 15-17 all have average to above average intelligence.
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Exhibit 15:

Achievement by Disability – Reading

In the area of math, the gap between students with and without disabilities continues to be
significant and a bit more inconsistent, reflecting a decrease of less than 2% in the achievement gap
over eight years.
Exhibit 16:

Achievement by Disability – Math
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Across the country, students with disabilities often have less of a gap in comparison to their
nondisabled peers in the area of science, yet the gap at Lake Forest High School remains
commensurate with the areas of reading and math.
Exhibit 17:

Achievement by Disability - Science

Many teachers discussed the importance of maintaining Level 1 classes for “students to feel
comfortable and confident…in this way they can take chances and risks that they would not do in a
CP [or College Prep] class.” Others stated that there was “No way a Level 1 kid could make it in a CP
[College Prep] course. That is why I don’t know how inclusion will ever work…” In addition, many
teachers discussed the importance of having “more accurate leveling data so that they could better
track a child to the right level.” Little to no discussion occurred regarding the importance of holding
high standards and assisting students in being successful through differentiated acceleration.
Admittedly teachers discussed that students were over identified as having a Specific Learning
Disability, as portrayed in the previous section. Nevertheless, they still believed that these same
students needed to be tracked into Level 1. To that, teachers reported that “they try hard not to
water down the Level 1 classes, as they hold high expectations.” None of the Level 1 teachers were
involved in the visit to Rockville Centre and found the absence of being asked insulting, as they
believe it means that “they [the administration] are going to do away with their classes.”
Enriched Studies is a course that is considered Tier 2 at Lake Forest High School. Over 100 students
are accessing this course, but teachers believed they could take over 200 students. Sadly, they did
not see that such services should be completed within Tier 1, which would be the AP, Honors, and
College Prep Courses. Not to mention the question of how effective such tracking is for students
without disabilities? In the Enriched Studies course, students work on homework and then they
have their own curriculum around organization skills, etc. Many stated that “structures are needed
to allow more students to be successful.” The overall consensus was that if students were offered
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additional time within the Level 1 courses, even maturation, that their performance would increase.
In addition, there is a LINKS program for credit-deficient students in the basement of the high
school.
Future Considerations:
A proactive model of Response to Intervention (RtI) should be delivered through an Integrated and
Comprehensive Service (ICS) model.19 It is within this model that proactive services would be
delivered in the highest quality manner, seamlessly supporting students before they fail. Within
such a model, the Tiers of RtI are vital to the core of teaching and learning (Tier 1) through a
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) where students are not placed in separate locations for
instruction based on their ability. Many school leaders across the country acknowledge this
position to be the original intent of the RtI framework and therefore are implementing RtI in the
manner in which they believe it was initially developed.
Basham, et al. (2010) reinforces the importance of a comprehensive approach to RtI embedded in a
Universal Design for Learning model.20 See Appendix E for additional detail. Within this model, a
higher quality of instruction is provided in Tier 1 for all learners, thereby reducing the number of
students referred to Tier 2 for ability-grouped interventions. Frattura and Capper (2008) discuss a
proactive Integrated Comprehensive Service (ICS) delivery model to assist in realigning a range of
expertise to Tier 1 to better provide Universal Design for Learning to all students.
Many districts across the country have supported students with disabilities (or students who
receive services in Tier 3) by providing such services in the least restrictive environment alongside
their nondisabled peers (or Tier 1) as part and parcel of a proactive, integrated, and
comprehensive service delivery model. That being said, over the past two years, teachers and
administrators at Lake Forest High School have unintentionally created more segregation by
ability-grouping students in Tier 2 interventions, based on their misperception of the RtI
regulations. Through this practice, district personnel are finding that even more students with
disabilities are receiving “pull-out” instruction based on how Tier 2 interventions are implemented
through ability grouping.
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has consistently required school districts to
educate students with disabilities alongside their non-disabled peers, to the maximum extent
appropriate, in the same schools and classrooms that they would attend if not disabled.
Furthermore, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation has required school district personnel to
confirm that students, including those with disabilities, are receiving instruction from highly
qualified, content-based teachers. School districts across the country have responded to this
legislation by moving forward with inclusion practices.
Response to Intervention (RtI) was then introduced through IDEA to assist all educators in
providing appropriate interventions prior to determining a student eligible for special education.
Response to Intervention is grounded in collaboration across general and special education,
19

Frattura, E. and Capper, C. (2008). Leading for Social Justice. Corwin Press
A Comprehensive Approach to RTI: Embedding Universal Design for Learning and Technology
James D. Basham, Maya Israel, Janet Graden, Rita Poth and Markay Winston Learning Disability Quarterly 2010 33: 24
20
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culturally relevant curriculum and instruction, and high quality teaching for all learners. In this
manner, districts reinforce the RtI legislation as a framework where grade level teacher teams
establish high quality instructional practices at the universal level (often defined as Tier 1, general
education, or core instruction) in support of each learner. Grade level teams collaborate to support
culturally relevant instruction, curriculum, and assessment. A referral for special education, gifted,
or any other area is then considered when formal data demonstrates that a student is making
limited or advanced progress using high quality instruction and scientific, research-based
interventions within Tier 1.
RtI follows a number of core assumptions21:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

The educational system can effectively teach all children.
Early intervention is critical to preventing problems from getting out of control.
The implementation of a multi-tiered service delivery model is necessary.
A problem-solving model should be used to make decisions between tiers.
Research-based interventions should be implemented to the extent possible.
Progress monitoring must be implemented to inform instruction.
Data should drive decision-making.

More and more school leaders believe in the core RtI assumptions delineated above and support
the assumption that the educational system can effectively teach all students. Yet the majority, if not
all, school districts across the country have implemented RtI as part of a reaction to limited
instruction within Tier 1. This has led to an increased number of students receiving Tier 2
interventions, provided through a pull-out, skill development model, in lieu of creating a proactive,
integrated, and comprehensive model within Tier 1 (through Universal Design for Learning).
Therefore, early intervention is critical in preventing problems from getting out of control; it is
imperative to implement interventions in Tier 1, through Universal Design for Learning. By
following this model, all students will receive instruction based on how they learn best through the
use of appropriate and necessary supports provided within Tier 1, versus receiving instruction in a
manner that is ineffective for the student, and therefore becoming part of a reactionary model. In
the implementation of such models, a problem-solving model is used to assist grade level teams of
teacher experts (e.g. special, general, and title support) in making educational decisions regarding
instruction based on how a child learns and what he/she will need to learn next using the gradelevel standards. Within this model, the RtI tiered support is then based on the type of instruction,
rather than on the location of instruction, in order to implement research-based interventions to the
extent possible.
Recommendation:
1. Clearly define written (and digital) procedural guidelines for one comprehensive support
manual for Problem Solving, RtI, and Special Education within the core of instruction.

21

National Association of State Directors of Special Education. (2005). Response to intervention: Policy considerations and implementation. Alexandria, VA:
NASDSE, Inc
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Theme 4: Teaching and Learning
a. Universal Design for Instruction
Current State:
Little discussion occurred at the high school regarding the Common Core, common assessments,
differentiation, co-teaching, and co-planning. One conversation took place regarding Universal
Design for Learning at the evaluator’s insistence. That being said, teachers at the high school
discussed how team teaching changed at Level 1 classes, from one special educator and one general
educator (sometimes) to two general educators. Some teachers discussed how they never saw their
co-teacher. Others talked about how much they enjoyed co-teaching Level 1 classes as their
perception was that it was the “only way those disabled kids are going to be successful, so why
wouldn’t we do it.” Some teachers shared that the model shifted over funding concerns and the
perceived loss of department content teachers, while others stated that it was often difficult to coteach with a special education teacher as they did not know the content and often functioned as an
aide. One teacher asked, “Who is responsible for telling them how to teach?” General educators feel
like they’re doing the work alone.
All teachers agreed that there was no common planning time available unless they gave up their
lunch or other time to meet with their co-teachers to “adapt or water down curriculum”. Special
educators felt that they are good advocates for their students and that they work very well together.
Yet, they also said that they do often feel like “second class citizens – that makes them band
together more… instead of aligning with general education.” In summation, all teachers thought
that general and special education were “two very different worlds.”
Future Considerations:
Overall the District is currently functioning under an old mainstreaming/inclusion, when possible,
model. Clearly, teachers’ concerns reflected that in the absence of a unified vision, realigned
infrastructures under teaching and learning for all students, and procedures delineating the vision
of the District, things could get “messier”. Therefore, it will be essential to put those variables in
place while developing a capacity model. Through a capacity-building or shared expertise model,
teachers determine how a child learns, and then grade-level teams of teachers co-plan and co-serve
all students through heterogeneous-based large group, small group, and 1:1 flexible learning
groupings, for personalized instructional opportunities; thereby challenging the perception that
Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) can only be delivered by the special education teacher.
Special educators discussed their concerns of getting their “IEP minutes in every day” outside of
general education. When grade level teams can co-plan with the special educators, those minutes
can be incorporated into the daily planning. In this way, specially designed instruction (SDI) may
be delivered by the general educator, an instructional assistant, a therapist, and a special educator.
The important caveat in support of highly qualified teacher guidelines is that the instruction should
be co-planned by the content specialist and the special educator. In this manner, all experts are at
the table creating the instructional delivery for each student, including any specially designed
instruction. Such co-planning permits appropriate instructional practices that are specifically
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designed to be provided to a student with disabilities throughout the instructional day by the team
of educational professionals completing the co-planning, versus just during “pull-out or push in”
time by the special education teacher. The teacher teams share expertise and develop each other’s
capacity to better co-serve a range of different learners, thereby better serving all students.22
Therefore, students receive rich and high quality interventions through UDL as a Tier 2 and Tier 3
intervention, or even special education, all within Tier 1.23 The amount of transition time decreases
while instructional time and continuity increase when services are co-planned initially by general
and special educators rather than being differentiated after the fact.
Progress monitoring must be implemented to inform instruction through a continuous feedback loop,
allowing for immediate instructional changes to better serve each learner. High quality core
instruction paired with common formative and summative assessment, are components of a highquality instructional approach to learning. In this model, students are able to demonstrate their
understanding of information, given multiple opportunities and using a variety of assessment
techniques. Students are also able to determine how they can best show what they have learned.
UDL is a research-based framework, which suggests that a one-size-fits-all approach to curriculum
and instruction is not effective. UDL was inspired by universal design in architecture, where design
features initially created for individuals with disabilities have had unexpected benefits for the
general population (e.g. curb cut outs designed for wheelchair access have benefits for strollers,
rolling luggage, skateboarders, etc.). A concise definition of Universal Design for Learning was
provided by the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (HEOA):
The term Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is a scientifically valid framework for guiding
educational practice that provides flexibility in the ways information is presented, in the ways
students respond or demonstrate knowledge and skills, and in the ways students are engaged. UDL
accomplishes this while reducing barriers in instruction, providing appropriate accommodations,
supports, and challenges, and maintaining high achievement expectations for all students,
including students with disabilities and students who are limited English proficient [HEOA, P.L.
110-315, §103(a)(24)].24
Not unlike other districts, both Districts 67 and 115 have spent more time and energy on RtI as a
pull-out, remedial model for Tier 2. Tier 1, 2, and 3 should not only be implemented through a
Universal Design for Learning model but also defined as such. In this manner, the focus is on Tier 1
and data will drive decision-making. As McNulty and Hattie 25 have clarified, acceleration has the
greatest impact on student learning when compared to enrichment and ability-grouping. Therefore,
ability-grouping and enrichment have the smallest impact on student learning.

22

See http://www.cast.org/teachingeverystudent/toolkits/tk_procedures.cfm?tk_id=21
A Comprehensive Approach to RTI: Embedding Universal Design for Learning and Technology
James D. Basham, Maya Israel, Janet Graden, Rita Poth and Markay Winston Learning Disability Quarterly 2010 33: 24
24
http://sped.dpi.wi.gov/sped_udl
25
Hattie, 2009,2012; McNulty 2012
23
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The cycle of remediation, lower tracks, and “watered-down expectations” must be interrupted. In
order to interrupt this cycle, teachers must begin by planning their instruction around “how” a
child learns in Tier 1. By using a standards-based approach with the district-adopted curriculum,
teachers must be able to have the opportunity to co-plan for proactive, preventative instruction in
Tier 1, using heterogeneous, flexible learning groups, based on how children learn. It is in this
manner that teachers can release the dependency on remediation, ability-grouping, and pull-out
instruction which are ironically caused by the same practices. The following principles of practice
are offered in support of preventative decision-making by grade-level teams:









Instruction must be provided based on how a child learns, as the skill or topic is being
introduced for the first time, by using essential elements, grade level (or beyond)
standards, and the district’s curriculum.
Students must be able to show that they understand and/or are capable of the necessary
skill, through whichever manner they can demonstrate this most effectively
(performance-based assessments or common assessments that maintain the standard
through different modalities versus being leveled by ability).
Once a student understands a concept and/or is capable of a skill, they must have
opportunities to practice their new knowledge in ways that are not as comfortable or
that vary from their typical learning preference, including, but not limited to,
implementing/creating a setting in which the student is to demonstrate knowledge
using a standardized assessments. In this manner, it is clear to the educator that the test
is actually measuring student performance versus barriers with the assessment tool
itself.
Skill development for the majority of students is not linear – it is cyclical. Much research
has been completed on the importance of higher order thinking and the need to be
creative before a student can connect and apply concepts. That is, rigor only works when
it is relevant. Such instruction is often saved for the student who is perceived to be gifted
and/or talented or is in AP classes. What we know about such instruction must be
stressed, as “… it is high quality instruction that has a positive impact on student
learning.”26
Educators have been remediating for over a century, yet have little to no data that
proves this remediation effective, while there is plenty of data to show that it is
ineffective (our current achievement gaps). Therefore, it is essential to base acceleration
on how children learn and to understand non-linear means by using the principles of
Universal Design for Learning.

Such a position minimizes, if not eliminates, remediation, ability-grouping, and pull-out instruction
which fragments a student’s day, For the students who require the most synthesized and
comprehensive instructional opportunities, their instruction must replace remediation, abilitygrouping, and pull-out instruction with high quality instruction based on how the student learns
the first time around. Such changes need to occur at the classroom level (where students receive
instruction), the philosophical level (who is responsible for instruction), and the procedural level
(how will such an endeavor occur and be sustained). See Appendix F for a High School article on
UDL and Co-planning.
26

http://plpnetwork.com/2012/05/15/flipping-blooms-taxonomy/
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Other resources in the area of Universal Design for Learning
Dr. Todd Rose
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8WClnVjCEVM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4eBmyttcfU4
This is the UDL website -Dr. David Rose
http://www.cast.org/udl/
Other sources for UDL:
http://marylandlearninglinks.org/1021
CAST (Center for Applied Special Technology)
http://www.cast.org/udl/index.html
National Center for Universal Design for Learning
http://www.udlcenter.org/
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs Toolkit on Universal Design for
Learning
http://www.osepideasthatwork.org/UDL/intro.asp
A Parent Guide to Universal Design for Learning
http://www.ncld.org/images/stories/Publications/AdvocacyBriefs/ParentGuide
UDL/ParentsGuidetoUDL.pdf • Access, Colorado State University
http://accessproject.colostate.edu/udl/index.php
Video - UDL at a Glance
http://www.udlcenter.org/resource_library/videos/udlcenter/udl
UDL and Assistive Technology
http://community.strategictransitions.com/weblearn/UDL/udlfaq.pdf

Recommendations:
1. Place the District’s focus on expecting all teachers to provide Universal Design for Learning,
in order to accelerate learning for each student, based on how a child learns.
2. Develop a capacity building model at the service delivery level. That is, assigning teachers to
grade-level teams based on their complimentary strengths.
3. Use the grade-level/department teams to co-develop lessons, based on how children learn,
using large group, small group, and 1:1 instructional opportunities, in place of abilitygrouping and through principles of UDL. See Appendix G for a Sample Template.

44

Frattura 2014

c. Students with Significant Disabilities or Students Receiving Life Skill Instruction
There are three separate classrooms for Life Skills instruction for students with significant needs.
The students have access to laundry and cooking stations within the self-contained classrooms.
During a brief walk-through, this evaluator was shown an “applied student” placing labels on
envelopes with a “life skills student.” Clearly both students were referred to by a placement phrase
used within the District, but even more bothersome was that it was “real work” completed in a
segregated setting versus in a natural integrated setting where people with and without disabilities
were working. During the day of the visit, two students were out at a job in the community and
three were in Level 1 classes in the school which is very important.
Life skills instruction is considered to be “just a given.” That is, teachers did not talk about aligning
students with more significant needs into general education versus having them come from a selfcontained classroom to a general education room (which often perpetuates fragmentation and the
inability of the child with a disability to be an equal member of the learning community, rather just
a visitor).
A pocket of excellence in the area of special education was the success of vocational placements as
part of the transition services (versus program for students with more significant needs 18-21).
Transition teachers confirmed employment opportunities for six students at a range of different
supported and unsupported vocational sites, as well as independent living instruction and
recreational time. See Exhibit 18 for details.
Interestingly, what supports the success of the transition services are what we know to be high
quality indicators for all services: a unified mission, agreed upon principles of practice (the
transition teachers are using A Taxonomy for Transition Programming by Dr. Paula Kohler), a
unified alignment of staff, agreed upon data points for evaluation, etc. Such practices go hand-inhand with high quality integrated and comprehensive instruction based on the needs of each
learner.
Exhibit 18:
Student

Student 1

Outcomes of Students Receiving Transition Services

Exit Date

Vocational Outcome

6/13/2013

Paid job at Pasquesi's 5
hours per week. Works at
Jewel 18+ hours a week
Volunteers at Bernie's Book
Bank once a week,
Volunteers at church and
cleans there, Paid summer
job watering flowers at LB
Village Hall

Student 2

6/13/2013

Student 3

6/13/2013

Works at lake Forest College
in Food Service, Volunteers
at LF Hospital weekly
Paid job Sunset Foods 15-18
hrs. wk.

Independent
Living Outcome

Post School
Learning Outcome

Comments
Attends Church
weekly
Attends Our Place 2x
week
Health Club/walks
Family involvement
Stayed at home
Attending Our Place every week with lots
with parents, will day Program in
of events-big family
explore
Wilmette. Learned Transportationresidential in the to take train there
Parent drives, also
next few years
independently.
takes train or walks
Works out at Heath
Club
Has
Lives at Home
Attends Our Place
Home-based Waiver
Misericordia-Wait Community Social
TransportationList
events 2x Month
Parents drive or taxi
Lives at Home
Attends Our Place
Works out-Health
Continues to
and Social Events
Club or Home daily

45

Frattura 2014

explore options,
hard to find a
place that
supports her
diabetes
management
needs 24-7

Student 4

Student 5

Student 6

2x a month in LF

12/18/2013

Paid job 20-25 hrs. wk
Clerical/bookkeeping, Paid
clerical work 4 hrs. wk
Horsefeathers, Volunteer
Horsefeathers

Lives at Home
Will look at
options after
deciding on
college options

Attends monthly
social events 2x a
month
Attends
CROYA Youth
Center

1/31/2014

Paid Job Grafitti Grill8 hrs.
wk,
Extensive
Volunteer work: Feed My
Starving Children, LF Library
and Bernie's Book Bank
weekly

Lives at Home
Continues to
explore options
for apartment or
group home

Attends Our Place
2-3x a week for
social and
volunteer events

Paid Job Mariano's 20 plus
hours a week, Volunteer
Feed my starving Children
and Bernies Book Bank
Monthly

Lives at Home
Will consider
group home in a
few years,
perhaps modified
version of group
home

Attends Our Place
1-2 x per week
depending on work
schedule
Attends monthly
Community events
2x month in LF

3/12/2014

Involved in Church
Has Home-base
Waiver
TransportationFamily hired a
driver
Lake Bluff Health
Club walks or works
out daily
Community
involvement
including LF and LB
monthly social 2x
week
TransportationMom, taxi, walk
Health Club work
out 2x week in LB
Has home-based
waiver
Transportation-Is
driven by Mom or
carpools
Health Club with
personal trainer
weekly and also
works out on own
Participates in
NSSRA sports
Church-actively
involved weekly
Transportation,
parent driven

Future Considerations:
All students should attend the same schools and classrooms they would attend if not disabled. That
is, as the District moves toward an inclusive model, students with cognitive disabilities and autism
should be part of the plan from the onset. Proactive service delivery in an integrated manner within
District 115 should take on a different appearance than in Rockville Centre as the variables of every
district are different. Furthermore, the importance of life skills instruction is necessary but not at
the absence of academic instruction with nondisabled peers.
Using a balanced schedule or continuum of services on a horizontal axis by the individual needs of
each learner – school districts are better able to move from a pull-out and self-contained model, to
a proactive model where teachers are aligned to each grade and students may be involved in large
group, small group, and 1:1 instruction based on their individual needs. See Exhibit 19 below for a
traditional continuum of services, from the least restrictive to the most restrictive, by clustering
students into groups of needs/abilities.
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Exhibit 19:

Traditional Continuum of Services

In Exhibit 20, the continuum is turned on its horizontal access and allows for each learner to
experience large group, small group, and 1:1 based instruction based on their individual needs.
This allows for a continuum of services for each individual learner. See Appendix H for more detail
in serving students with significant disabilities.
Exhibit 20:

Continuum of Services Based on the Indivual Needs of Each Learner
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Recommendations:
1.

Provide appropriate professional development to better support and educate students with
significant disabilities who are under the age of 18, within both the community and school
environments, in an integrated manner by using the following principles of practice:








2.

Partial Participation
Natural Proportions
Functional Skills
Prioritization of Skills to Be Learned
Student and Family Preferences
Opportunities for Real Work
Determining the Most Appropriate Education

Measure effective transition to adult services by the ability of each student to enter
transitional support with a vocational position within the community and exit transitional
support with a balanced schedule of vocational, recreational, and supported apartment
opportunities.

d. Professional Development
Current State:
Teachers discussed their ability to attend a range of different professional development
opportunities, for which they were very thankful. Such opportunities were based on teacher
interest with little connection to the District vision or to principles of practice. Teachers reported
that often times the District’s core curriculum trainings were held without the inclusion of special
education teachers; this is often seen in districts where special education functions within a silo
from the district office into the schools.
Future Considerations:
To move forward in a healthy manner and for all students to learn within the core, all teachers
must receive comprehensive professional development that supports the District’s vision and
principles of practice in support of proactive services. When this occurs, all teachers will be part of
the professional development around curriculum (the Common Core), instruction (Universal
Design for Learning), and assessment practices (common assessments) to support all learners.
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Recommendation:
1.

Merge professional development in support of proactive integrated services through
practices of Universal Design for Learning to better assist all teachers in serving all
learners. Areas of focus may be, but not limited to for both general and special
educators:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Vision and Principles of Practice
Co-planning/Co-Serving
Core Curriculum
Universal Design for Learning
Common Assessments
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Section III: Summary of Recommendations
Theme 1: Culture
1.

Continue to support the district office, in its work with constituents, to set a vision of
proactive services for both District 67 and 115, in support for high quality educational
outcomes for each and every learner. That is, where “all” really means “all”.

2.

Develop unified principles of practice, in support of high quality, inclusive educational
experiences for all learners. The following are example principles that have been helpful for
school districts elsewhere:











3.

All instruction for all learners is premised on a rigorous core curriculum for all students.
All students are placed in regular classrooms, using principles of natural proportions –
small group spaces are available to all students.
The continuum of services allows for large group, small group, and 1:1 instruction based
on individual learning preferences.
Learning strategists and general educators are aligned to specific grade levels to share
knowledge and expertise with each other and with their students.
Special educators and general educators co-plan and co-serve through proactive
instructional practices for each and every learner - based on the principles of universal
instruction, curriculum, and assessment.
Using such principles of universal access—curriculum is differentiated based on the
needs of all students versus being developed and then adapted after the fact (which
often occurs in an inclusion model).
Personalized learning plans are developed for all learners to assist in defining the “how”
behind instruction.
Roles of all educators and administrators will evolve around the education of all
students through supporting these principles in a unified manner.

Expect “person first language” of all employees in order to assist in the belief that students
are children first, before their needs or type of service.27

Theme 2: Infrastructure
4.

Realign the district office with a clear message of Teaching and Learning for All.

5.

Realign the Lake Forest High School Special Education Department Chairs to grade level
clusters to better provide proactive support.

27

http://www.inclusionproject.org/nip_userfiles/file/People%20First%20Chart.pdf
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6.

Expect and support the Special Education Department Chairs in their move from positions
of management to positions of leadership for proactive services for all learners.

7.

Students with disabilities should be naturally proportioned across College Prep, Honors, and
Advanced Placement classes. Level 1 and SALP classes should be discontinued

8.

Realign special education staff by grade-level (cross- categorically) and then by departments,
to better provide proactive support and create grade-level/department teams.


High School Cross-Categorical Model of 1 teacher, 1 paraprofessional to 12 students



Additional paraprofessionals to support students who have specific needs and
require more individualized support

It will be important for the District to keep in mind that as teachers become more proactive
and successful in Tier 1, fewer and fewer students will qualify for special education,
reducing case loads over the next two to three years.
9.

Realign Speech and Language Clinicians to teacher teams (e.g. Language
Arts) to better provide more proactive support, as a capacity building model.

10.

Transform current teams or add Proactive Service Delivery Teams to the District (EC12/transition), School, and Department-Based Teams.

Theme 3: Process, Procedures, and Funding
11.

Provide clear guidelines for eligibility for special education and Section 504, and clearly
share with parents the importance of adhering to federal and state guidelines for eligibility,
coupled with a proactive service delivery model to better address how a child learns.

12.

Clearly define written (and digital) procedural guidelines for one comprehensive support
manual for Problem Solving, RtI, and Special Education within the core of instruction.

Theme 4: Teaching and Learning
13.

Place the District’s focus on expecting all teachers to provide Universal Design for Learning,
in order to accelerate learning for each student, based on how a child learns.

14.

Develop a capacity building model at the service delivery level. That is, assigning teachers to
grade-level teams based on their complimentary strengths.

15.

Use the grade-level/department teams to co-develop lessons, based on how children learn,
using large group, small group, and 1:1 instructional opportunities, in place of ability
grouping through principles of UDL. See Appendix G for a Sample Template.
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16.

Provide appropriate professional development to better support and educate students with
significant disabilities who are under the age of 18, within both the community and school
environments, in an integrated manner by using the following principles of practice:








Partial Participation
Natural Proportions
Functional Skills
Prioritization of Skills to Be Learned
Student and Family Preferences
Opportunities for Real Work
Determining the Most Appropriate Education

17.

Measure effective transition to adult services by the ability of each student to enter
transitional support with a vocational position within the community and exit transitional
support with a balanced schedule of vocational, recreational, and supported apartment
opportunities.

18.

Merge professional development in support of proactive integrated services through
practices of universal design for learning to better assist all teachers in serving all learners.
Areas of focus may be, but not limited to for both, general and special educators:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Vision and Principles of Practice
Co-planning/Co-Serving
Core Curriculum
Universal Design for Learning
Common Assessments
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Appendix A: From Programs to Services
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1.
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Appendix B: Percent of Students by Course by Level
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Lower Level Course Enrollment
Course

#of
Students

ENGLISH

IEP

IEP %

Range

Low
Income

Low
Income%

Students of
Color

Students of
Color%

57

49

86.00%

80%-100%

11

19.30%

12

21.10%

MATH

263

131

49.80%

40.9%-100%

26

9.90%

23

8.70%

SCIENCE

251

118

47.00%

30.2%-100%

24

9.60%

19

7.60%

81

70

86.40%

80%-94.4%

13

16.00%

10

12.30%

SOCIAL STUDIES

College Prep Course Enrollment

Course

#of
Students

IEP

IEP %

Range

ENGLISH 1

168

45

26.80%

ENGLISH 2

171

44

ENGLISH3

136

36

COMPOSITION

87

WRITING
AMERIC. LIT

Low
Income%

Students of
Color

Students of
Color%

13.3-%52.9% 7

4.20%

5

3.00%

25.70%

10.5-%34.6% 5

2.90%

7

4.10%

26.50%

9.5%-38.9%

9

6.60%

9

6.60%

21

24.10%

14.3%-33.3% 2

2.30%

3

3.40%

57

15

26.30%

9.5%-43.8%

2

3.50%

2

3.50%

26

6

23.10%

1

3.80%

1.00%

0%

GRAMMER

41

10

24.40%

22.7%-26.3% 3

7.30%

5

12.50%

JOURNALISM

15

7

46.70%

46.70%

13.30%

2

13.30%

INTER.ALGEB

95

17

17.90%

14.3%-20.8% 3

3.20%

2

2.10%

P/S GEOM TOTAL

115

11

9.60%

3.8%-16.7%

4

3.50%

5

4.30%

P/S GEOM ACC

141

3

2.10%

0%-8.7%

0

0%

6

4.30%

ADV. ALGEBRA

78

7

9.00%

7.1%-12.5%

3

3.80%

4

5.10%

ADV ALG ACEL

179

8

4.50%

0%-9.5%

1

6%

7

3.90%

TRIG STATS

61

18

29.50%

16.7%-36.8% 3

4.90%

5

8.20%

COL ALG TRIG

130

11

8.50%

3.8%-15.4%

2

1.50%

5

3.80%

PRE CALC

84

1

1.20%

0-8.5%

1

1.20%

2

2.40%

CALCULUS

121

7

5.80%

0%-12%

0

0.00%

6

5.00%

BIOLOGY 1

308

20

6.50%

0%-12.5%

6

1.90%

8

2.60%

ANAT & PHYS

45

2

4.40%

0%-8.7%

0

0.00%

2

4.40%

CHEM 1

223

17

7.60%

0%-20.8%

4

1.80%

8

3.60%

PHYSICS

181

10

5.50%

0%-13.1%

0

0.00%

8

4.40%

MAT SCI

81

23

28.40%

15.4%-37.5% 5

6.20%

8

9.90%

ENVIRON GEO

109

17

15.60%

8.3%-21.7%

2

1.80%

7

6.40%

ADV ENVIRO GEO

14

2

14.30%

2

19.30%

3

21.40%

AFRICA-AMER HIST

164

24

14.60%

6

3.71%

10

6.10%

ASIAN STUDIES

24

4

16.70%

1

4.20%

0

0.00%

LATIN AMER STUDIES

24

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

1

4.20%

MID EASTERN STUDIES

48

1

2.10%

0%-4%

0

0.00%

3

6.30%

WORLD CIV 1 CP

179

19

10.60%

0%-4.5%

4

2.20%

8

4.50%

WORLD CIV 2 CP

101

13

12.90%

8%-25%

3

3.00%

5

5.00%

US HIST CP

198

15

7.60%

0%-17.4%

11

5.60%

10

5.10%

8%-24%

Low
Income

2
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ECONOMICS

88

7

8.00%

4%-15%

1

1.10%

5

5.70%

SOCIOLOGY

48

12

25.00%

20.8%-29.2% 2

4.20%

5

10.40%

PSYCHOLOGY

62

19

30.60%

27.3%-36.8% 5

8.10%

6

9.70%

CONTEMP ISSUES

41

5

12.20%

5.6%-17.4%

1

2.40%

1

2.40%

FRENCH 1

16

3

18.80%

0

0.00%

1

6.30%

FRENCH 1 PLUS

7

1

14.30%

0

0.00%

1

14.30%

FRENCH 2

33

2

6.10%

2

6.10%

2

6.10%

FRENCH 3

19

1

5.30%

0

0.00%

2

10.50%

FRENCH 4

15

0

0.00%

1

6.70%

0

0.00%

FRENCH 5

16

0

0.00%

1

6.30%

1

6.30%

GERMAN 2

12

1

8.30%

1

8.30%

0

0.00%

GERMAN 3

4

1

25.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

SPANISH 1

37

15

40.50%

26.3%-55.6% 3

8.10%

4

10.80%

SPANISH 1 PLUS

43

2

4.70%

4.3%-5%

1

2.30%

1

2.30%

SPANISH 2

148

16

10.80%

0%-23.8%

1

0.70%

2

6.40%

SPANISH 3

140

3

2.10%

0%-8.3%

3

2.10%

6

4.30%

SPANISH 4

109

1

0.90%

0%-4.3%

1

0.90%

7

6.40%

SPANISH 5

63

2

3.20%

0%-5.9%

1

1.60%

3

4.80%

LATIN 1

40

5

12.50%

10.5%-14.3% 2

5.00%

2

5.00%

LATIN 2

54

7

13.00%

5%-20%

4

7.40%

1

1.90%

LATIN 3

28

2

7.10%

6.7%-7.7%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

LATIN 4

18

3

16.70%

0

0.00%

1

5.60%

MANDARIN 1

9

1

11.10%

1

11.10%

0

0.00%

MANDARIN 2

20

2

10.00%

0

0.00%

2

10.00%

MANDARIN 3

16

0

0.00%

1

6.30%

0

0.00%

MANDARIN 4

9

1

11.10%

0

0.00%

1

11.10%

MANDARIN 5

10

1

10.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

5.9%-6.3%

Honors Level Course
Enrollment
Course

#of
Students

IE
P

ENGLISH 1H

226

3

ENGLISH 2H

240

3

ENGLISH 3H

210

2

WRIT & JOURN H

24

0

HUM & LIT 1H

65

4

CREAT WRIT H

52

2

COMP & GRAM H

76

0

PS GEOM H

69

0

ADV ALG TRIG

74

3

MATH ANAL H

58

1

IEP
%
1.30
%
1.30
%
1.00
%
0.00
%
6.20
%
3.80
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
4.10
%
1.70
%

Range
0%4.3%
0%4.8%
0%4.2%
0%16.7%
0%6.3%

0%9.5%
0%5.6%

Low
Income

Low
Income%

Students of
Color

Students of
Color %

2

0.90%

5

2.20%

1

0.40%

5

2.10%

1

0.50%

3

1.40%

1

4.20%

1

4.20%

1

1.50%

2.01

3.10%

1

1.90%

1

1.90%

2

2.60%

2

2.60%

0

0.00%

1

1.40%

1

1.40%

4

5.40%

0

0.00%

1

1.70%
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AP CALC AB

71

1

AP CALC BC

39

1

AP STATS

48

4

MULT VAR CALC

7

0

AP COMP SCI H

26

1

AP COMP SCI 2H

8

0

AP BIO

25

2

AP ENVIRON

44

0

CHEM 1H

93

0

AP CHEM

57

0

AP PHYS B

40

1

AP PHYS C

23

0

WORLD CIV 1H

120

2

AP WLD HIST

65

1

AP EURO HIST

12

0

AP US HIST

81

0

AP ECON

82

1

AP POLY SCI

19

1

AP PSYCH

90

2

FRENCH 2H

44

1

FRENCH 3H

26

0

FRENCH 4H

26

0

AP FRENCH

18

0

GERMAN 2H

2

0

GERMAN 3H, 4H

11

0

SPANISH 2H

54

0

SPANISH 3H

43

1

SPANISH 4H

32

0

AP SPANISH

31

1

LATIN 2H

41

2

LATIN 3H

23

1

LATIN 4H

9

0

AP LATIN

16

0

1.40
%
2.60
%
8.30
%
0.00
%
3.80
%
0.00
%
8.00
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
2.50
%
0.00
%
1.70
%
1.50
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
1.20
%
5.30
%
2.20
%
2.30
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
0.00
%
2.30
%
0.00
%
3.20
%
4.90
%
4.30
%
0.00
%
0.00
%

0%4.2%
0%4.3%
0%17.4%

0%-4%

1

1.40%

2

2.80%

0

0.00%

3

7.70%

2

4.20%

1

2.10%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

2

7.70%

0

0.00%

1

12.50%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

1

2.30%

0

0.00%

1

1.10%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

1

2.50%

1

2.50%

0

0.00%

2

8.70%

0%4.3%

2

1.70%

2

1.70%

0%-5%

0

0.00%

2

1.70%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

2

2.50%

3

3.70%

4

4.90%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

2

2.20%

1

1.10%

0

0.00%

2

4.50%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

1

3.80%

0

0.00%

1

5.60%

1

5.60%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

1

1.90%

4

7.40%

0

0.00%

1

2.30%

2

6.30%

4

12.50%

0

0.00%

2

6.50%

0

0.00%

1

2.40%

0

0.00%

1

4.30%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0%5.3%

0%-8%
0%4.3%

0%-5%
0%6.7%
0%9.1%
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Appendix C: Teaming Structures

68

Frattura 2014

2.

69

Frattura 2014

70

Frattura 2014

71

Frattura 2014

72

Frattura 2014

73

Frattura 2014

74

Frattura 2014

Appendix D: State and Federal Eligibility Criteria
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Federal Disability Definitions Title 34: Education
PART 300—ASSISTANCE TO STATES FOR THE EDUCATION OF CHILDREN WITH
DISABILITIES

Sec. 300.8 Child with a disability
(a) General.
(1) Child with a disability means a child evaluated in accordance with Sec. Sec.300.304
through 300.311 as having mental retardation, a hearing impairment (including deafness), a speech or
language impairment, a visual impairment (including blindness), a serious emotional disturbance
(referred to in this part as ``emotional disturbance''), an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain
injury, an other health impairment, a specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, or multiple disabilities,
and who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services.
(2)(i) Subject to paragraph (a)(2)(ii) of this section, if it is determined, through an appropriate evaluation
under Sec. Sec.300.304 through 300.311, that a child has one of the disabilities identified in paragraph
(a)(1) of this section, but only needs a related service and not special education, the child is not a child
with a disability under this part.
(ii) If, consistent with Sec.300.39(a)(2), the related service required by the child is considered special
education rather than a related service under State standards, the child would be determined to be a child
with a disability under paragraph (a)(1) of this section.
(b) Children aged three through nine experiencing developmental delays. Child with a disability for
children aged three through nine (or any subset of that age range, including ages three through five), may,
subject to the conditions described in Sec.300.111(b), include a child—
1. (1) Who is experiencing developmental delays, as defined by the State and as measured by
appropriate diagnostic instruments and procedures, in one or more of the following areas:
Physical development, cognitive development, communication development, social or emotional
development, or adaptive development; and
2. (2) Who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services.
(c) Definitions of disability terms. The terms used in this definition of a child with a disability are defined
as follows:
(1)(i) Autism means a developmental disability significantly affecting verbal and nonverbal
communication and social interaction, generally evident before age three, that adversely affects a child's
educational performance. Other characteristics often associated with autism are engagement in repetitive
activities and stereotyped movements, resistance to environmental change or change in daily routines,
and unusual responses to sensory experiences.
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(ii) Autism does not apply if a child's educational performance is adversely affected primarily because the
child has an emotional disturbance, as defined in paragraph (c)(4) of this section.
(iii) (2)
(3)
A child who manifests the characteristics of autism after age three could be identified as having autism if
the criteria in paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section are satisfied.
Deaf-blindness means concomitant hearing and visual impairments, the combination of which causes
such severe communication and other developmental and educational needs that they cannot be
accommodated in special education programs solely for children with deafness or children with blindness.
Deafness means a hearing impairment that is so severe that the child is impaired in processing linguistic
information through hearing, with or without amplification that adversely affects a child's educational
performance.
(4)(i) Emotional disturbance means a condition exhibiting one or more of the following characteristics
over a long period of time and to a marked degree that adversely affects a child's educational
performance:
1. (A) An inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health
factors.
2. (B) An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers
and teachers.
3. (C) Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances.
4. (D) A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression.
5. (E) A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or school
problems.
(ii) Emotional disturbance includes schizophrenia. The term does not apply to children who are socially
maladjusted, unless it is determined that they have an emotional disturbance under paragraph (c)(4)(i) of
this section.
5. (5) Hearing impairment means an impairment in hearing, whether permanent or fluctuating, that
adversely affects a child's educational performance but that is not included under the definition of
deafness in this section.
6. (6) Mental retardation means significantly subaverage general intellectual functioning, existing
concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the developmental period,
that adversely affects a child's educational performance.
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7. (7) Multiple disabilities means concomitant impairments (such as mental retardation-blindness or
mental retardation-orthopedic impairment), the combination of which causes such severe
educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in special education programs solely for one
of the impairments. Multiple disabilities does not include deaf-blindness.
8. (8) Orthopedic impairment means a severe orthopedic impairment that adversely affects a child's
educational performance. The term includes impairments caused by a congenital anomaly,
impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis), and impairments from
other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputations, and fractures or burns that cause contractures).
9. (9) Other health impairment means having limited strength, vitality, or alertness, including a
heightened alertness to environmental stimuli, that results in limited alertness with respect to the
educational environment, that--(i) Is due to chronic or acute health problems such as asthma,
attention deficit disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart
condition, hemophilia, lead poisoning, leukemia, nephritis, rheumatic fever, sickle cell anemia,
and Tourette syndrome; and(ii) Adversely affects a child's educational performance.
10. (10) Specific learning disability--(i) General. Specific learning disability means a disorder in one
or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language,
spoken or written, that may manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations, including conditions such as perceptual
disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. (ii)
Disorders not included. Specific learning disability does not include learning problems that are
primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental retardation, of emotional
disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage.
11. (11) Speech or language impairment means a communication disorder, such as stuttering,
impaired articulation, a language impairment, or a voice impairment, that adversely affects a
child's educational performance.
12. (12) Traumatic brain injury means an acquired injury to the brain caused by an external physical
force, resulting in total or partial functional disability or psychosocial impairment, or both, that
adversely affects a child's educational performance. Traumatic brain injury applies to open or
closed head injuries resulting in impairments in one or more areas, such as cognition; language;
memory; attention; reasoning; abstract thinking; judgment; problem- solving; sensory, perceptual,
and motor abilities; psychosocial behavior; physical functions; information processing; and
speech. Traumatic brain injury does not apply to brain injuries that are congenital or degenerative,
or to brain injuries induced by birth trauma.
13) Visual impairment including blindness means an impairment in vision that, even with correction,
adversely affects a child's educational performance. The term includes both partial sight and blindness.
[Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1401(3); 1401(30)]
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/textidx?c=ecfr&sid=a8493b2e1c8d7bb90fca3eef0c28b3eb&rgn=div8&view=text&node=34:2.1.1.1.1.
1.36.7&idno=34
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Appendix E: A Comprehensive Approach to RtI
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Appendix F: High School Co-Planning/UDL Article
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Appendix G: Sample Co-Planning Template
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Reflective Planning Framework for Differentiating Instruction
Step 1:

Determine how each child learns and document based on specific content (Silver)

Step 2:

Identify key concepts, standards, guiding principles or essential questions, and desired outcomes.
Sample reflective question: What do I want students to know (e.g., concepts, facts, vocabulary words) and
understand (e.g. generalizations, links with prior knowledge or experiences) at the end of this unit?

Step 3:

Differentiate levels of student understanding
Sample reflective questions: Given the core concepts, relevant applications, key generalizations, and
critical skills that I want all students to learn, how can I extend the knowledge and skills for those students
ready to move further? How can I ensure that students needing a more basic level also receive enriching
opportunities to learn about the key concepts?

Step 4:

If relevant to your particular context, identify which essential standards might interface with the unit or topical
area.
Sample reflective questions: In context of the intended learning from this unit, how can I blend district
objectives and/or state standards?

Step 5:

Determine which skills are important for the students to learn, review, and apply.
Sample reflective questions: What do I want students to be able to do at the end of this unit? What new
skills will students need to learn for this unit? What opportunities are present for students to review and
apply skills they have already learned?

Step 6:

Select product options that will encourage students to apply their learning from the unit as well as integrate the
knowledge and skills from the unit previous knowledge and experiences.
Sample reflective questions: What kinds of products will allow students to demonstrate what they have
learned relative to the key concepts, principles or questions? What products would show integration and
applications? How can individual student strengths be used to guide demonstrations? How might student
choice be incorporated into product selection? In what ways can students best share what they have
learned?

Step 7:

Select formative and summative assessment approaches that can be used throughout the unit to provide helpful
feedback to both students and staff.
Sample reflective questions: How can I best assess what students already know about the topic? What
kinds of feedback do I want throughout the unit to help me determine the effectiveness of lessons and
activities? How can I best design assessment tools that will be sensitive to varied levels of student
proficiency? How can I actively involve students in self-assessment?

Step 8:

Given the range of student needs, abilities, strengths, and experiences, determine how students can best learn
about the identified concepts, principles, or essential questions.
Sample reflective questions: What activities can be used that will maximize student strengths, interests,
abilities, and experiences? What do students already know about this topic? What additional support needs
will some of the students have? How can the activities best accommodate those additional support needs?
How best can I group students for the activities in this unit?
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Adapted from York-Barr, Sommers, Ghere, Montie (2006). Reflective Practice to Improve Schools
Stage I: Student Learning Style: Math
(Refresher Reference: So Each May Learn – Harvey Silver)
Step 1:
Student

Interest

Learning Styles

Assessment Needs

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
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Stage II: Desired Results
Step 2: Standard: Relevant goals – (e.g., content standards, course or program objectives, learning outcomes) will
this plan address.

Step 3: Students will Understand:

What are the big ideas

What specific understandings about them are
desired

What misunderstandings are predictable?

Step 4: Essential Standards:

What proactive questions will foster inquiry,
understanding, and transfer of learning?

Step 5: Students will know:

What key knowledge and skills will students
acquire as a result if this unit?

What should they eventually be able to do as a
result of such knowledge and skill?

Step 6: Students will be able to:

What key knowledge and skills will students
acquire as a result if this unit?

What should they eventually be able to do as a
result of such knowledge and skill?

Stage III: Assessment Evidence
Step 7: Performance Task:

Through what authentic performance tasks will
students demonstrate the desired understandings?

By what criteria will performances of
understanding be judged

Step 7: Other Evidence:
Through what other evidence (e.g., quizzes, tests,
academic prompts, observations, homework, journals)
will students demonstrate achievement of the desired
results?
How will students reflect upon and self-assess their
learning?

Stage IV: Learning Plans for Heterogeneous Flexible Groupings
Step 8: Learning Plans
Based on the needs of the students in your class how will you group students?
What learning experiences and instruction will enable students to achieve the desired results?
How will the design:
W=Help students know Where the unit is going and What is expected? Hel the teacher know Where the
students are coming from (prior knowledge, interests)/
H= Hook all students and Hold their interests?
E= Equip students help them Experience the key ideas and Explore the issues (Use grade band content
standards)?
R= Provide opportunities to Rethink and Revise their understandings and work?
E=Allow students to Evaluate their work and its implications
T= Be tailored (personalized) to the different needs, interests, and abilities of students?
O= Be Organized to maximize initial and sustained engagement as well as effective learning?

Adapted from Understanding by Design
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Stage II: Desired Results
Step 2: Standard:

Step 3: Students will Understand:

Step 4: Essential Standards:

Step 5: Students Will Know:

Step 6: Students Will Be Able To:

Stage III: Assessment Evidence
Step 7: Performance Task:

Step 7: Other Evidence:

Stage IV: Learning Plans for Heterogeneous Flexible Groupings
Step 8: Learning Plans
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Appendix H: Students with Significant Disabilities
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Students with Severe Disabilities and Best Practice
Chapter from Frattura, E. & Capper, C. (2007) Leading for Social Justices: Transforming Schools for All Learners
Providing Access to High-Quality Teaching and Learning
Chapter 9
Students Who Significantly Challenge Our Teaching
We have found that students in our courses and educators with whom we work agree with the principles
and practices of ICS, until our attention turns to students who significantly challenge our teaching such as
those with severe physical and cognitive challenges. At that point, heads shake, utterances are mumbled out
of our range of hearing, while others outright take us to task and argue that students who significantly
challenge our teaching should not be part of the ICS conversation. Even educators who claim to work in socalled “inclusive” schools argue that their schools are inclusive, even though some of their students are
segregated from their peers for the majority of the school day.
Durtschi’s (2005) study of elementary school principals in one Midwestern state illustrates our
point. These principals were positive about inclusion in general (86.3%), and 98.9% stated that they
“support including students in general education classrooms.” However, these same principals drew the line
for students with severe disabilities. Nearly one-third (31%) of these principals supported separate schools
or classrooms for students with severe/profound disabilities. More than half of the principals (56.6%)
would oppose a law that required students with severe disabilities to be integrated with general education
students. More than 10% (12.8%) believed that students with severe disabilities are too impaired to benefit
from the activities of a regular school. In short, most educators agree with inclusive practices but only for
particular students in particular ways—a clear contradiction to inclusion (Chin & Capper, 1999).
Who are these students with severe disabilities? We draw from Dr. Lou Brown throughout this
chapter, as he was one of the first educators to assist families and school personnel in developing
appropriate services for students with significant disabilities in integrated school and community
environments. Since then, others have supported his concepts through universal access to curriculum, and
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“least harmful” assumptions (Donnellan, 1984). In 1988, Brown explained that students who comprise the
lowest intellectually functioning 1% of a particular chronological age are referred to as significantly disabled.
Often such measures of intellectual functioning are used to categorize people and make assumptions about
their needs. The phrase “significant or severe disabilities” should signify particular direct instructional
strategies for individual students. Instead, the label “severe disabilities” is used to isolate and categorize
students into subgroups of people who are denied rights and privileges.
For the past 20 years, many educators have been involved in a shift to provide an integrated
education for students with severe disabilities. If we define success by the number of students with a range
of disabilities attending general education schools, we have been reasonably successful at 96% (U.S.
Department of Education, 2002). What this statistic does not address, however, is that although more
students with a range of disabilities are provided an education in public schools, students who significantly
challenge our teaching continue to be placed in segregated environments or are not allowed to attend their
neighborhood school or school of choice. In this chapter, we examine the current state of education for
students with severe disabilities and principles in support of integrated education for these students.

Current State of Education for Students With Severe Disabilities
We know from research conducted over 20 years ago that students with severe disabilities need instruction
in four domains (community, vocational, recreational, and domestic), and that this instruction should occur
in the natural environment (the environment the activity naturally occurs within for individuals without
disabilities) or setting (Brown, 1988). Though students with severe disabilities are included in public
schools more often today, we see educators engage in five practices that severely diminish the potential of
these students.
First, many educators continue to believe that these students need to be warehoused in the “special
room” down the hall. Often, directors of student services and special education are actually relieved when
they have enough students with a particular label—for example, autism—that they can then cluster these

107

Frattura 2014

students in one classroom in a building with extra space, or better yet, in someone else’s school.
Relatedly, educators point with pride at their special classrooms with a washing machine and other
home furnishings constructed just for students with severe disabilities. We know, however, from research
that students with severe disabilities cannot take skills learned in segregated environments, like these
classrooms, and generalize these skills to other environments (Brown et al., 1983).
Third, schools continue to provide separate busses or transportation for students with severe
disabilities and take these students in isolated groups on community field trips. When we place people with
severe disabilities in groups with others who are only like themselves, we take away their individual
identities and dignity and deprive students without disability labels the opportunity to learn with and
develop friendships with students of all abilities.
Fourth, because it is sometimes difficult to plan individual employment opportunities for students
with severe disabilities, schools are resorting to teaching vocational skills to these students as a clustered
group within their buildings. We have heard educators claim they are engaged in inclusive practices while
also explaining they are preparing these students for segregated vocational sites after high school. This
practice again points to a contradiction in inclusion. Moreover, often these students are asked to complete
vocational tasks that would be demeaning for a peer without a disability to complete. In so doing, we elicit
pity for these students that in turn undermines their dignity and self-respect.
Finally, if a student with severe challenges is included in the general education classroom, he or she
is often assigned an individual teaching assistant, and then the child’s education becomes the responsibility
of the teaching assistant and general education classroom teacher, neither of whom may have seen the
child’s individualized educational plan, or may not be able to implement that plan. These ineffective,
unethical practices are initiated and continue because they are administratively convenient or
philosophically supported without regard for the quality of life of the individual student. None of these five
practices aligns with the principles of ICS.
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Principles and Practice in Support of Integrated Education for Students With Severe Disabilities
Research and practice has shown that it is possible to educate children with severe disabilities in the schools
and classrooms they would attend if not disabled. Here we describe 11 principles and practices that
educators must consider to support an integrated education for students with severe disabilities:
neighborhood schools, integrated classrooms, age-appropriate placements and activities, non-school and
community environments, partial participation, natural proportions, functional skills, prioritization of skills
to be learned, student/family preferences, opportunities for real work, and determining an appropriate
education.

Neighborhood Schools
Years ago, we wrote that students should attend their home or neighborhood schools, or those schools that
they would attend if not disabled (Brown et al., 1989) for three reasons. First, being able to attend one’s
home school is a basic civil right and is of benefit to all students. Students cannot learn to be comfortable
with peers who may appear different from them if they do not interact with each other on a daily basis.
Students will not learn compassion and the ability to make decisions that include all people if they are not in
proximity to all people.
Second, in their neighborhood school, students with severe intellectual disabilities may receive
community-based functional instruction in the environments where their families live. This will increase
their opportunities for using these skills in their natural environments.
Third, when children with severe intellectual disabilities attend the school they would attend if not
disabled, they have opportunities to interact with and form friendships with the same peers and families
that they will interact with in their own neighborhoods. The students and their families become part of the
larger school and neighborhood family network and the associated social activities. For example, if they play
with and go to school with their neighborhood peers, it is more likely these peers will invite students with
severe disabilities to birthday parties and other peer functions. Relatedly, attending their home school keeps
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families together. It is a travesty when one child in the family walks up the block to school, and the other
child must wait for a little yellow school bus to pick him up and take him to a school away from his home.

Integrated Classrooms
Within their home schools, students with severe intellectual disabilities must be based or enrolled in regular
education classrooms (Brown et al., 1989) with peers of similar age. This type of situation is not extreme or
radical if the goals for the students with severe disabilities are clear, and if natural and artificial supports are
clearly articulated and provided. We now know that such placements do not adversely affect non-disabled
students (Peterson & Hittie, 2003) and can in fact benefit all students.

Age-Appropriate Placements and Activities
Students with significant disabilities also need to be placed in age appropriate situations and activities for
their learning (Brown et al., 1979). That is, if a student is 15 years old, but functioning at a 3-year-old level,
this student needs to be placed with and engaged in similar activities to other 15-year-old students. Too
often, we see high school–aged students with severe disabilities placed in classrooms at the elementary or
middle school level out of administrative convenience. Or, as another example, we have seen middle or
elementary school–aged students with severe disabilities placed at the high school level when school
administrators attempt to group all students with severe disabilities in their school district together. These
students are placed in this age-inappropiate settings out of administrative convenience, not student need. It
is important for students with significant disabilities to be educated with their same-aged peers for three
reasons.
First, all students have a basic civil right, regardless of the severity of their disability, to be educated
with same-aged peers. Second, we can use the activities of same-age peers as a benchmark for teaching
content for students with significant disabilities. For example, if 15-year-old students are using an iPod
music device, then perhaps learning to use an iPod music device would become a means to achieve IEP goals
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for the 15-year-old with severe disabilities. As another example, if students from the high school forensics
club raise funds by selling concessions at a basketball game, then a high school student with significant
disabilities could participate as well, again completing tasks tied to his or her IEP goals. In contrast, having a
group of high school students, all with disabilities, running the high school concession stand would not be in
agreement with ICS principles, because this activity is not integrated with students with and without
disabilities. In addition, the number of students with disabilities participating in this activity at one time (in
this example, 100% of the students involved are labeled with a disability) is not a natural proportion of
students with disabilities. The number of students with disabilities actually participating should not exceed
the percentage of those same students in the entire school.
Third, being placed in age-appropriate environments can foster true friendships between students
with and without disability labels. These friendships can be nurtured both within the school and in the
students’ neighborhoods.
Brown et al. (1979) discusses four interrelated hypotheses that often prevent instruction that is age
appropriate. First, the mental age and chronological age discrepancy hypothesis—that is, educators
presumably determine a child’s mental age and then teach to that instead of the individual’s chronological
age. If, however, we teach the skills appropriate for a 3-year-old to a student who has a 3-year-old mental
age, but who is 18 years old chronologically, we will deny that individual a lifetime of opportunities to
belong because there will not be enough time for that student to “catch up” to an 18-year-old skill level.
A second hypothesis that prevents age-appropriate instruction is the earlier stage hypothesis—that
is, educators believe that they must teach skills to students with severe disabilities at a slower pace and in a
sequential order based on the developmental milestones of typical learners. Again, however, if educators
teach an 18-year-old student with a mental age of 3, based on this hypothesis, it will take them over 60 years
to teach this student, and the student may never proceed beyond the mental age of 5. Therefore, educators
must target skills that students with intellectual disabilities need and teach them in a way that these
students can acquire these skills within a reasonable time frame.
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A third hypothesis that mitigates against age-appropriate teaching is the “Not ready for” hypothesis.
This hypothesis assumes that we need to wait to teach particular skills until the student is mentally ready.
However, if we wait to teach functional skills to a person with severe disabilities until we deem them
capable by mental age standards, it will never happen.
Finally, the artificial approximation hypothesis suggests that educators teach approximations of a
skill out of the context of the activity and the appropriate environment. For example, if we teach someone to
cross a street in a classroom using artificial stop and go lights and then expect the student to be able to
generalize the approximations to a four-lane automated walk signal in the real world, we are placing that
individual in harm’s way. Not only have we wasted the student’s time, we have also denied him or her the
opportunity to learn in the natural environment.

Non-School and Community Environments
When educators understand that students with severe disabilities must be fully considered in the ICS
process, they often assume we mean that these students must spend 100% of their day within the general
education classroom, regardless of their age or needs. In fact, ICS does require that students with severe
disabilities spend 100% of their day in integrated education environments, but these environments include
both school and non-school settings.
Brown et al. (1983) agree that serving students with significant disabilities in age-appropriate
regular schools and classes they would attend if not disabled is necessary but not totally sufficient for an
effective education. Their education must also include access to integrated vocational, domestic,
recreation/leisure, and general community environments. Brown and colleagues contend that it is
necessary to take into consideration the learning needs of the student to determine the balance between
non-school activities and instruction in the child’s home school. As with all students, those with significant
disabilities require direct, individualized, longitudinal, comprehensive, and systematic instruction in a wide
variety of integrated environments.
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Brown et al. (1991) delineate factors to consider when determining time spent in regular education
classrooms and elsewhere. First, the number of environments in which a student with severe disabilities
spends time should be similar to the number of environments in which a non-disabled peer spends time.
These learning environments must provide a range of different learning opportunities and stimuli,
increasing the probability for skill acquisition with minimal support.
Second, the chronological age of the student is important to determine how much time should be
available for instruction, how much the student has to learn, and where are the most appropriate
environments and sub-environments for the student to learn specific activities and skills. In general, the
older the child, the more time the students should spend learning functional skills in the environments those
skills actually occur such as in the community.
Hence, students with severe disabilities may learn in a general education classroom some of the time,
but will learn in integrated environments with typical peers 100% of the time. Additional factors to consider
when deciding how much learning should occur in school and non-school environments are the skills a
student can learn; the amount of time the student has to learn them; and the student’s ability to generalize,
recoup, and retain information. These factors will help determine specifically what skills, activities, and
environments will maximize the student’s independence.
Usually, concrete, practical skills can be taught more effectively in a non-school environment than in
a school environment. However, community-based instruction must not be confined to occasional field trips.
When students with severe disabilities participate in a range of different field trips per week with little to no
attention to particular skill learning, then these trips are not of value. Community-based instruction is an
individually choreographed instructional technique to teach skills that are necessary for the student to be as
independent as possible as an adult.
Therefore, educators need to provide a balanced school and community schedule for a student with
significant disabilities. The older the individual, and the less they generalize, recoup, and transfer
information, the more opportunities they must have to receive instruction in the environments in which
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those activities actually occur. That is, a student at the elementary level with a significant disability may
spend a large part of their day in the general education classroom with instruction in the community
included as part of the typical third-grade curriculum and its community service projects. As the student
gets older, the student receives an increasing amount of instruction in the community—for example, during
the last periods of the day, three days a week, with a student without disabilities, perhaps as part of a
community service project.
To illustrate, we offer the case of Miguel, a high school student with severe disabilities. Miguel is on
the ninth-grade support teacher’s caseload. The grade-level support teacher and IEP team will examine the
individual needs of Miguel, and determine the skills he must learn to be independent and what skills and
activities are the most important for students in ninth grade to know. Given the age of Miguel and the
amount of time he has remaining in school, the staff may determine that Miguel will require community
instruction in the areas of banking, food prep, shopping, housecleaning, and public transportation. Other
information about Miguel includes the fact that, he likes U.S. History, especially information on wars.
Therefore, Miguel’s weekly schedule will include community instruction in the morning at an offcampus job site, completing food prep with one other student with whom he rides the city bus and then
returns to school for lunch and U.S. History. During the morning community instruction time, on Mondays,
Miguel receives instruction for shopping and banking. On Tuesdays, he receives instruction in housekeeping
at his own house. On Wednesdays and Fridays, he will visit the local health club to exercise and learn new
lifelong health habits with a non-disabled high school student involved in community service and one other
student with mild disabilities.
During the time Miguel is in history class, the general educator and grade-level support staff will develop
universal access to the curriculum—that is, the history curriculum will address the range of learner skills in
the classroom. Then, if necessary, adaptations may be made to address Miguel’s more specific needs. For
example, the instructional arrangements, the lesson format, teaching strategies, curricular and social goals
specific to the lesson, the instructional materials, the level of natural supports, the supervision

114

Frattura 2014

arrangements, and the physical and social aspects of the classroom can all be designed to support the
specific needs of Miguel (Udvari-Solner & Thousand, 1995).

Partial Participation
Sometimes, a student with a severe disability may not be able to fully participate in an activity with peers
who do not have a disability label. For this reason, educators may exclude the student with severe
disabilities from the activity. However, the principle of partial participation suggests that though a student
with severe disabilities may not be able to fully participate in an activity, he or she may be able to partially
participate, thus allowing the student to be included.
The ability to partially participate (Meyer, Peck, & Brown, 1991) in chronological age–appropriate
environments and activities is educationally more advantageous than exclusion from such environments
and activities. Students with severe disabilities, regardless of their degrees of dependence or levels of
functioning, should be supported to partially participate in a wide range of school and non-school
environments and activities. The kinds and degrees of partial participation should be increased through
direct and systematic instruction. Partial participation in school and non-school environments and activities
will result in a student learning more skills and thus gaining greater independence. Systematic, coordinated,
and longitudinal efforts must be initiated at a young age to prepare students with severe disabilities for
partial participation in as many environments and activities as possible with chronological age–appropriate,
non-disabled peers.

Natural Proportions
As we defined the term in Chapter 1, “natural proportion” means that the numbers of students of a
particular label or need in any school setting should reflect the numbers of such students in the overall
school setting. Students with severe intellectual needs comprise about 1% of the school population (Brown
et al., 1988). Therefore, we need to be cognizant of how many students with severe disabilities are clustered
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into one environment and ensure that no more than 1% of that setting is composed of these students.
Typically, if students with severe disabilities are not railroaded into institutions or “clustered educational
placements,” the proportions of students with and without disabilities will maintain a natural balance. When
such a natural balance occurs, people are treated, viewed, and respected as individuals and not as a group of
people to be circumvented and denied privilege (Brown, Udvari-Solner, Long, Davis, & Jorgensen, 1990).

Functional Skills
It is reasonable to expect that students with intellectual disabilities will acquire fewer skills during an
educational career than approximately 97% of their chronological-age peers. If such a relatively limited
number of skills are to be learned, it seems prudent that a reasonable proportion of these should be
“functional.” Functional skills are those that someone else would have to do for the individual with a
disability if he or she could not complete the activity on his or her own. For example, if a student with
disabilities does not learn to open the door to the school, the chances are that someone else will need to
assist. If a person with significant disabilities does not learn to wash the dishes, someone else will have to
wash the dishes. However, if a person with significant disabilities does not learn the capitals of all the states,
the chances are that no one else will have to learn the capitals for him or her. When considering what skills
to teach, it is important to balance functional skills with the individual’s interest, with the social importance
of the skill, and with the preparation for adulthood, as well as the recreational significance of the skill. For
example, if an individual does not swim, the chances are that no one else will have to swim for him or her;
however, the individual with the disability will gain much from the physical activity of swimming for lifelong
fitness.

Prioritization of Skills to Be Learned
Students with significant disabilities learn less than 99% of their peers, recoup less, retain less, and
generalize less. Therefore, educators must consider three factors when deciding which skills to teach
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students with severe disabilities that will result in as much adult independence as possible. First, educators
need to consider the number of skills that should be taught. Brown et al. (1983) state that there are
thousands of skills that can be acquired by others that either cannot be acquired by students with severe
intellectual disabilities or are extremely cost-inefficient when the return for educational investment is
considered. Completing long-division worksheets and memorizing multiplication tables or the presidents of
the United States are a few examples. Therefore, it is essential to look at the skills that will assist children
with significant disabilities to be productive members of society and help them as they become young adults
to be as independent as possible in the community, home, workplace, and when recreating. When teaching a
child with severe disabilities, the complexity of such skills must be minimized to increase independence.
A second consideration for teaching skills is the number and kinds of opportunities a student will have to
learn these skills. For example, making eggplant parmesan may be a wonderful skill to have, but if the
individual does not know how to make a sandwich for lunch, the Teen Living class that teaches how to cook
gourmet dishes may not be the most appropriate use of the student’s time. However, if in fact the high
school foods class is teaching survival cooking skills and the student has the opportunity to make everyday
foods in an integrated class, during instruction in a domestic environment, and at home in the evening, the
chances of acquiring the skills for those specific activities have now tripled in probability due to the increase
in opportunities. Students with severe disabilities must be provided opportunities to repeatedly practice
these skills in natural environments with meaningful performance criteria. Repeated practice is important,
as a student might not recoup a skill that was learned if it is used infrequently.
Accordingly, Brown (1988) cautions teachers about “time-determined progressions” or unit
instructional practices. That is, educators may decide, for example, that in February, student will learn
grocery shopping skills. However, students with severe disabilities may need teaching related to grocery
shopping to occur over a period of 3–5 years and at regular intervals throughout the year. This instruction
can progress from the most basic shopping patterns (following a picture list), to higher-order experiences of
developing a picture grocery list based on the items necessary for the projected meals for the week, to
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staying within a weekly budget based on the individual’s earnings.
A third consideration involves practicing the skill in the natural environment in which the skill is
needed. If we do not ensure such practice, we are expecting students who have the least ability to generalize,
to generalize across many different environments. The worse case example of this is teaching a student to
practice a skill in the isolation of the classroom, and then expecting that student to be able to use that skill in
a completely different natural environment. To repeat, the skills being taught must enhance the student’s
functioning within the school, home, community, work, and recreational environments.

Student and Family Preferences
Students with intellectual disabilities, like all students, are less successful at learning skills they are not
interested in than they are in learning skills in which they have a high level of interest. Given the importance
of the desire to learn and its relationship to motivation and determination, students with severe disabilities
and their families must have an opportunity to be involved in the decisions about what skills the students
will learn based on the students’ preferences.

Opportunities for Real Work
Educators often opt to place students with significant disabilities into segregated work crews or segregated
enclaves with other students with significant disabilities to acquire work experience and vocational skills.
Brown (1988) rejects these practices, and instead insists on the importance of placing students with
significant disabilities in work situations that reflect the natural proportions concept. Thus, enclaves and
crews are unnecessarily restrictive. Thus, when supporting students with disabilities at community
vocational sites, it is imperative to attend to natural proportions. As we previously discussed, because
approximately 1% of the individuals in society could be labeled with severe intellectual disabilities, student
learning environments, including vocational environments, should have a similar proportion of individuals
with severe disabilities. In addition, these environments require the presence of students without disability
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labels—that is, an individual without a disability should be within sight, hearing, and touch of a person with
a significant disability for the vocational environment to be defined as an integrated one.

Determining the Most Appropriate Education
To determine the most appropriate education for students with significant disabilities, Brown et al. (1983)
suggest using the ecological inventory and discrepancy analysis strategy. This inventory and strategy can
assist teachers, students, and parents to develop instructional goals, and to determine the most appropriate
skills, activities, and environments for students to reach those goals.
First, educators determine the activities and skills that a same-age, non-disabled peer would be
learning, as well as the environments where the same-age, non-disabled peer would be learning these skills.
These skill areas focus on five curricular domains: school, vocational, community, recreational, and domestic.
Second, educators then determine if the child with significant disabilities can perform any of these
skills independently. That is, the educator determines the discrepancies between the skills and activities
that a child without a disability is able to do and those that a child with a disability is capable of completing.
Then, the educator makes recommendations as to which skills, activities, and environments will be the
primary focus for that particular time period. Appropriate academic and functional objectives can then be
determined that are pertinent to the recommendations. It is essential during this process to keep in mind
the current and future learning environments that the individual will function within (Brown et al., 1983).

Conclusion
In schools and districts where the educational leaders believe in and implement Integrated Comprehensive
Services, students with severe disabilities are educated in the same classrooms, schools, and community
environments where they would be educated if not disabled. We have heard administrators say, “We
actually do Integrated Comprehensive Services in our district.” Then we ask, “Do you have students with
severe disabilities on the general education teachers’ caseloads at the grade level to receive a range of
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individualized integrated instruction?” Most often, administrators respond by saying, “Oh, well, we don’t do
it for our students with severe disabilities—they go to a special school or are clustered into special classes in
schools around our district.” If students with severe disabilities are segregated, then educators are only
perpetuating the notion that some students meet our criteria for belonging and other students clearly do not.
Some educators claim that they base their decision to segregate particular students on those
students’ “individual needs,” when in fact the decision is based on the degree of educator creativity and
willingness to do what it takes to include students based on the principles described in this chapter. For
example, we have witnessed students who have been placed in a segregated, self-contained classroom all
day, in a school that is not their home school, and the educators in this district claim the decisions are based
on the students’ needs. When the family of one of these students moved to a different district that practiced
ICS, this student attended the home school and received a balance of integrated school and community
instruction. As this example shows, it is not the extent of a student’s disability or individual student needs
that should determine the degree to which a student will be educated with his or her peers, but rather it is
educator creativity and will. If we want to provide integrated school and community instruction for a
student with severe disabilities, we will. We cannot claim to be “inclusive” or claim to be practicing ICS when
in fact we draw the line to only include particular students at particular times. We must move beyond
denying the civil rights of students with severe disabilities. We must walk our talk, and this means putting
into practice the principles in this chapter to ensure that literally every single student in the school
community, including students with severe disabilities, are full participating members of that school
community.
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