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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The objective of the Special Education Review is to assist Bridgeport in providing summary information and
recommendations on processes, resource allocation, communication and educational benefit provided to
students with disabilities. This mixed method approach gathered and analyzed qualitative and quantitative data
from state and local documents, IEP benefit reviews, in-depth student reviews, parent surveys, classroom
observations, and staff and parent focus interviews.
The final report, entitled Bridgeport Special Education Review, is organized into four independent, but
mutually supportive analyses, each containing an evaluation question posed by the Bridgeport Board of
Education on the results/findings. This format allows for each inquiry to be discussed independently, or when
taken together, readers can look at the district special education as a whole. Recommendations are provided in
a strategic action plan format. Bridgeport administrators have begun working on the action plan and there
progress is reflected in the “status” column.
The first analysis examined special education allocation of resources. Data was reviewed on special education
and pupil personnel services, the staffing allocation model, staff assignments, scheduling/supervision of special
education services at the school level and special education expenditures. Bridgeport’s resources for special
education are somewhat lower than the DRG I average and per pupil expenditure is $2,000 less than the DRG
average. The way resources are utilized has created problems in compliance with legal mandates, quality of
program and services and communication. Organization of special education administrators, staff hiring
practices, inconsistently applied and monitored processes, inadequate clerical staff, and lack of qualified
special education staff in temporary assignments cause resources to be expended ineffectively. We do
commend the district for developing more district wide programs, but they need to provide them with
sufficient resources. The district has under billed for Medicaid over the past years due to a variety of factors. In
addition, the district only receives funding for special education from two grants and there may be additional
special education funding available through grants and private contributions. The district utilizes a staffing
model to determine staff/student ratio. Given the responsibilities, such as duties and testing that the special
education and related services staff perform and the limitations in using paraprofessionals, the ratio may not be
realistic. Paraprofessionals receive little to no professional development and instructional materials and
technology are not consistently adequate to meet the needs of the students. The district spends a significant
amount of money on out-of-district placements and in-district self-contained programs. This money should be
reallocated to provide resources to students in the general education setting, thereby reducing placement in the
more expensive restrictive placements.
The second analysis reviewed the effectiveness and efficiency of special education processes such as
Planning and Placement Team and identification. Findings indicate that the special education processes are not
effective and efficient or adhered to with fidelity, as evidenced by timelines not consistently met, services not
provided per the IEP and inconsistent practices for monitoring of student IEPs and performance and programs.
Discrepancies in processes for identification, collaboration, and intervention services differed across the 16
schools, with varying degrees of effectiveness. Annual reviews were not consistently held in compliance with
timeline requirements and staff does not consistently maintain, update and revise student information in the
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special education data system. The district has purchased new IEP software, but for it to be useful, staff must
enter their information and special education administrators must monitor. This is also true for Medicaid
billing. Most important, due to the way special education administrators are allocated, the processes regarding
paperwork, staff hiring and supervision, legal timelines and quality instruction are inconsistent and generally
ineffective.
The third analysis considers impact of the learning environment on the educational benefit of students with
disabilities. Evidence from IEP reviews, verification review, observations, and performance data indicate that
overall, the district is not consistently providing educational benefit to the students with disabilities. A number
of staff indicate that they are not able to meet the hours of service on the IEP due to other responsibilities.
Additional concerns include poorly developed IEPs, low CMT and CAPT scores, frequent staff changes, use of
non-certified special education teachers as substitutes, lack of administrative oversight, limited
paraprofessional responsibilities due to contractual requirements, lack of appropriate training, and insufficient
materials and clerical staff. The district relies heavily on programs that are more restrictive (out-of-district
placements and self-contained classrooms). Resources to support the students in the general education classes
are limited, so students are over identified and when identified, they quickly go into more restrictive settings.
Transition services are limited and currently the district does not provide an 18-21 year old community based
program, resulting in more out-of-district placements. The SOAR/Aim programs have potential to meet student
needs, but inconsistency in staffing, insufficient resources, and curriculum cause challenges in meeting student
needs. The ASD programs appear to be better organized and equipped with staff, instructional materials, and
professional development opportunities.
The final analysis examines the effectiveness of communication with parents, staff and the community.
There was little evidence of planned collaboration among staff. Staff indicate that it’s done “on the fly”.
Building special education and related services staff indicate that communication with Special Education
Central Office is inconsistent and sometimes it is difficult to reach them. The transition programs do not
maximize the community businesses and organizations to provide transition services.
Recommendations for Three Year Strategic Plan
This report provides specific recommendations that can be used to support a three year strategic plan focusing
on the goals described below and other goals, as issues emerge. The successful completion of these goals will
require strong leadership with a sense of urgency. We recommend that a stakeholder’s group be used for the
implementation phase. Community members, businesses, parents, staff and administrators should be included
in this group. The district may want to consider an outside consultant to facilitate the meetings and monitor
progress. We strongly encourage the district to make the necessary changes to the special education
organizational structure first, as administrative oversight and accountability for outcomes is key to the plan’s
success. In the recommendation section of this report we have provided a one year action plan that will guide
the districts work. The plan includes activities, person(s) responsible, dates due and status. Each year the
district should update the plan and present it to the superintendent. The action plan will support successful
outcomes on the following goals:
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Goal 1: Improve administrative oversight, coordination and processes of special education through a Zoned
Organizational Structure.
Goal 2: Increase instructional impact through enhanced IEP development, implementation of specially
designed instruction, professional development, and hiring of high quality staff.
Goal 3: Expand transition services.
Goal 4: Define and expand service delivery options for special education students in general education.
Goal 5: Increase funding and maximize special education resources.
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INTRODUCTION
Background Information
On May 13, 2014, the Bridgeport Board of Education awarded CREC the contract to provide a comprehensive
special education study to look at all areas of the special education program as defined by four evaluation
questions. A program review is a broad investigation that considers a variety of data sources. Its purpose is to
provide feedback that can be used to direct program change, validate program progress, or, as in many cases,
both. This review was conducted by eight Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) consultants from May
2014 to August 2014.
Evaluation Questions
The Bridgeport Board of Education posed the following four questions for this review:
1. Are allocated resources utilized effectively and efficiently to meet the needs of the special
education population? This should include organization of special education and pupil personnel
services, the staffing allocation model, staff assignments and scheduling/supervision of special
education services at the school level.
2. Are the processes used by special education and related services effective, efficient and adhered to
with fidelity? Are students being identified appropriately, referrals for evaluation to determine
eligibility made timely and progress monitored? Is the PPT process being adhered to:
a. Does the IEP address the individual needs of the student and detail special education and
related services?
b. Are services detailed in the student IEP delivered in accordance with the IEP
requirements?
c. Are annual reviews scheduled and held in compliance with the appropriate timeline?
d. Does the PPT team obtain parental consent to conduct evaluations?
e. Are reevaluations to determine eligibility or continues eligibility for special education and
related services scheduled and held in compliance within the appropriate timeline?
f. Is the PPT team comprised of an administrator, regular education teacher, special
education teacher, parent and pupil personnel?
g. Do PPT team members maintain, update and/or revise student information in the special
education data system?
3. To what extent are special education students receiving educational benefit from the programs and
continuum of services provided by the Bridgeport Public Schools, and in particular the newly
created in-house programs for students (i.e. AIM and SOAR)?
4. To what extent is the communication with stakeholders both within and outside the system
effective in meeting the needs of students requiring special education?
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Methodology
A variety of data were collected and analyzed in order to answer the evaluation questions (See Table 1).
Documents and Reports
 Aggregate and disaggregate trend data at the state, DRG, and local level regarding special education
 District budget, staffing, in-district and out-of-district placement information
 Reports from the district and state on state indicators from the State Performance Plan (SPP)
 Student achievement data
 Staff caseloads and staff and student schedules
 Individual Education Plans (IEPs)
Student IEP Review
A representative sample of 36 student IEPs were selected and reviewed utilizing established protocol designed
to assess educational benefit and compliance to state and federal laws. See Appendix A for protocol and
demographics.
In-depth Student Review
The 36 special education students from 16 district schools whose IEPs were reviewed were selected for indepth reviews. These students were observed in classrooms, their work reviewed, programs and services were
verified and their parent(s) and staff interviewed.
Observation of Classrooms
A total of 32 observations were conducted in 16 district schools to assess the learning environment for
inclusion and instructional practices, school/classroom climate, and implementation of the IEP. Observations
of a variety of classroom settings included co-taught classes, general and special education classes, and
specialized programs.
Individual and Group Focus Interviews
Input from the following 85 stakeholders was obtained through individual and focus group interviews
conducted May 2014 through August 2014. Interview participants include:
 Five parents of students receiving special education who were selected for in-depth review.
 80 building and central office staff, including paraeducators, administrators, special education and
general education teachers, and related services staff.
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Table 1: Matrix of Key Questions with a Cross-Walk of Data

1. Are allocated resources utilized effectively and efficiently to meet the needs of
the special education population? This should include organization of special
education and pupil personnel services, the staffing allocation model, staff
assignments and scheduling/supervision of special education services at the school
level.
2. Are the processes used by special education and related services effective,
efficient and adhered to with fidelity? Is the PPT process being adhered to?
Are students being identified appropriately, referrals for evaluation to determine
eligibility made timely and progress monitored?
 Does the IEP address the individual needs of the student and detail special
education and related services?
 Are services detailed in the student IEP delivered in accordance with the
IEP requirements?
 Are annual reviews scheduled and held in compliance with the appropriate
timeline?
 Does the PPT team obtain parental consent to conduct evaluations?
 Are reevaluations to determine eligibility or continued eligibility for
special education and related services scheduled and held in compliance
within the appropriate timeline?
 Is the PPT team comprised of an administrator, regular education teacher,
special education teacher, parent and pupil personnel?
 Do PPT team members maintain, update and/or revise student information
in the special education data system?

IEP/ In-Depth
Student Review

Classroom
Observations

District and
State Data

Focus
Interviews

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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3. To what extent are special education students receiving educational benefit from
the programs and continuum of services provided by the Bridgeport Public Schools,
and in particular the newly created in-house programs for students (i.e. AIM and
SOAR)?
4. To what extent is the communication with stakeholders both within and outside
the system effective in meeting the needs of students requiring special education?

X

X

X

X

36 IEP and InDepth Reviews

32 classroom
observations
included a variety
of educational
settings including:
co taught classes,
special education
classes, SRBI
intervention
groups, preschool,
SOAR. AIM, and
ASD classes in 16
of the district
schools.

X

X

X
80 staff and 5
parents were
interviewed
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RESOURCE ALLOCATION
Allocation of special education resources was assessed by reviewing the special education and IDEA budget
and the percent allocated from the district budget for special education, staff ratios and caseloads, prevalence
rate, out-of-district expenditures, classroom observations, IEP reviews, parent survey responses, and focus
interviews.
Exhibits









Cost Trends Analysis, Fiscal Years 2010-2014
o ED001 expenditure breakdown
o Percent total district spending
o Per pupil spending
o Tuition costs
o Transportation costs
Spending Mix Comparison, Fiscal Years 2011-2013
Grant Funding Trends
District Comparison: Total Costs and Enrollment, Fiscal Years
2011-2013
District Comparison: Transportation Costs
District Comparison: Tuition Costs
DRG I Disability Prevalence Trends

Question 1
Resource Utilization

Are allocated resources utilized effectively and
efficiently to meet the needs of the special education
population? This should include organization of
special education and pupil personnel services, the
staffing allocation model, staff assignments and
scheduling/supervision of special education services at
the school level.

In-depth
Student
Review

Classroom
Observations

District
and
State
Data

X

X

X

Focus
Interviews

X
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FINDINGS
Finding 1: Special Education Spending
A five year trend analysis of Bridgeport’s special education costs was conducted (Tables 2-9). Findings are as
follows:
 The total special education spending in Bridgeport increased at a compound growth rate (CGR) of
3.4%/year over the five years between FY10-14.
o The number of special education students increased at a CGR of 1.6%, while the average cost/student
grew at a CGR of 1.8%, yielding the 3.4% total.


The growth rate in total special education spending is substantially higher than comparable overall district
spending during the four-year period between FY10-13 (CGR = 0.8%/year).



The total $8.5m net increase in special education spending between FY10 and FY14 results from:
o Employee benefits (+$4.0m)
o Transportation (+$3.4m)
o Non-certified salaries (+1.7m)



The total special education spending in Bridgeport as a percent of overall district spending averaged 22.6%
during FY10-13, slightly below the DRG I average of 23.1% over the same period and higher than the
state average.



Average Bridgeport spending per special education student was $23.7k/student between FY11-13, which is
~2k/student less than the DRG I average of $25.7k/student during that time period.



Relative to the DRG I average, Bridgeport generally allocated more of its total special education spending
to internal personnel and tuition, and less to transportation, purchased services, instructional supplies, and
equipment.



Total tuition costs for special education students served out-of-district ranged between $15.9mm to
18.3mm annually between FY10-14, generally reflecting fluctuation in enrollment.
o Average tuition per students ranged between $59.7k in FY12 to a high of $69.8k this past year (FY14).
This range falls below the DRG I average tuition of ~$72k between FY11-13.



Transportation spending for Bridgeport special education students averaged $3.4k/student between FY1013, or 12% of total special education spending. This is the lowest per-student spending rate in DRG I.
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Table 2: Bridgeport Special Education Cost Trend Analysis

Certified Personnel
Non-Certified
Personnel
Employee Benefits
Special Ed Tuition
Special Ed
Transportation
Purchased Services
Instructional
Supplies
Other
Supplies/Materials
Property Services
Equipment
TOTAL

2009/10
20,505,096

Annual Special Education Expenditures
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
22,195,240
20,907,958
20,996,771

2013/14
20,868,443

CGR
0.4%

7,544,802
5,399,417
17,464,221

7,464,912
7,776,604
18,202,250

9,151,849
9,019,979
18,274,379

10,153,879
9,213,821
15,905,846

9,172,222
9,377,771
16,539,653

5.0%
14.8%
-1.3%

5,695,466
1,015,485

6,444,923
1,133,345

6,223,025
1,138,153

7,527,168
1,218,302

9,082,327
1,180,273

12.4%
3.8%

184,586

27,117

5,961

300,824

207,758

3.0%

0
205,576
26,853
$58,041,502

58,203
237,395
33,131
$63,573,120

67,568
170,435
29,522
$64,988,829

10,718
0
11,253
$65,338,582

22,469
0
23,506
$66,474,422

NA
NA
-3.3%
3.4%
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Table 3: Total Special Education Spending as a % of Total District Spending

Total District
Amount
% Special Ed
Spending

2009/10

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

CGR

281,235,577

289,575,130

279,631,632

287,886,998

NA

0.8%

20.6%

22.0%

23.2%

22.7%

NA

NA

Table 4: Per Pupil Special Education Spending Trends

Total Special Ed
Students
Average
$/Student

2009/10

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

CGR

2,638

2,665

2,735

2,785

2,815

1.6%

$22,002

$23,855

$23,762

$23,461

$23,614

1.8%

Bridgeport’s tuition budget covers the costs of special education students who are placed by the district, parents and/or outside agencies, including students
who may be homeless or placed by the juvenile justice system. The cost of tuition can be for the school year only or also include an extended year. In
addition, some student’s cost can include the cost of room and board if placed by the district in a residential facility. Bridgeport pays tuition to
approximately 100 out of district schools.
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Table 5: Special Education Tuition Cost Trends

SpEd Students
in OD Schools
Current
Expenditures
$/Pupil

2009/10

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

CGR

258

291

306

249

237

-2.1%

17,464,221
$67,691

18,202,250
$62,551

18,274,379
$59,720

15,905,846
$63,879

16,539,653
$69,788

-1.3%
0.8%

Table 6: Special Education Transportation Cost Trends

SpEd Pupils on
SpEd Vehicles
Current
Expenditures
$/Pupil

2009/10

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

CGR

2,219

2,225

2,219

2,219

N/A

N/A

7,006,493
$3,158

7,728,788
$3,474

7,408,298
$3,339

8,196,054
$3,694

9,082,327
N/A

6.7%
N/A

A comparative review detailed in Table 7 indicates that Bridgeport’s percent of students with disabilities placed by the district in out-of-district placements
decreased from 10.13% in 2010-11 to 7.98% in 2013-14. This reduction was purposeful, as a result of the development of the SOAR/AIM in-district programs.
The percent of students placed in out-of-district placements has increased from .79% to 1.67%.
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Table 7: Comparative analysis 2010 - 2013

DRG District
Bridgeport School
District
Bridgeport School
District
Hartford School
District
New Britain School
District
New Haven School
District
New London
School District
Waterbury School
District
Windham School
District
Bridgeport School
District
Bridgeport School
District
Hartford School
District
New Britain School
District
New Haven School
District
New London
School District
Waterbury School
District
Windham School
District

Placing
Entity
LEA
LEA
LEA
LEA
LEA
LEA
LEA
LEA
Other
Party
Other
Party
Other
Party
Other
Party
Other
Party
Other
Party
Other
Party
Other
Party

School
Year

Total
Special
Education

2010-11

2665

2013-14

3047

2010-11

3014

2010-11

1467

2010-11

2126

2010-11

577

2010-11

2869

2010-11

553

2010-11

2665

2013-14

3047

2010-11

3014

2010-11

1467

2010-11

2126

2010-11

577

2010-11

2869

2010-11

553

Total
Placed
OOD

% Placed
OOD

270

10.13

243

7.98

359

11.91

111

7.57

175

8.23

50

8.67

160

5.58

28

5.06

21

0.79

51

1.67

8

0.27

15

1.02

57

2.68

*

*

27

0.94

8

1.45
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Table 8: Special Education Cost Comparison, DRG I, FY2010-11
Bridgeport

Hartford

New Britain

New Haven

New London

Waterbury

Windham

DRG I

Certified Personnel

22,195,240

21,479,566

11,870,306

23,159,595

4,615,764

20,495,354

4,127,205

107,943,030

Non-Cert Personnel

7,464,912

8,187,920

6,946,141

3,352,751

1,565,969

10,641,240

1,534,773

39,693,706

Employee Benefits

7,776,604

10,050,614

4,008,195

9,331,897

1,475,635

17,239,599

1,697,604

51,580,148

Staff sub-total

37,436,756

39,718,100

22,824,642

35,844,243

7,657,368

48,376,193

7,359,582

199,216,884

Tuition

18,202,250

31,286,157

11,333,240

15,414,526

3,071,156

6,134,032

3,860,016

89,301,377

Transportation

6,444,923

17,219,108

3,722,075

5,780,117

1,373,182

5,100,747

958,196

40,598,348

Purchased Services

1,133,345

878,519

543,099

4,125,615

1,771,308

4,170,238

525,733

13,147,857

Instructional Supplies

27,117

386,567

181,589

29,258

98,346

270,301

24,005

1,017,183

Other Supplies

58,203

69,642

19,058

630,286

6,328

1104323

17,662

1,905,502

Property Services

237,395

9,410

0

444,264

7,495

51,026

1,955

751,545

Equipment

33,131

135,253

66,515

64,537

11,668

249,984

4,423

565,511

All Other

0

2,970,479

15,105

884,980

0

1,478

0

3,872,042

Other Sub-total

1,489,191

4,449,870

825,366

6,178,940

1,895,145

5,847,350

573,778

21,259,640

Special Ed Total

63,573,120

92,673,235

38,705,323

63,217,826

13,996,851

65,458,322

12,751,572

350,376,249

Total District Expenditures

289,575,130

389,832,010

144,727,425

344,538,182

49,750,717

263,238,696

52,537,374

1,534,199,534

% Special Ed of Total Expend

22.0%

23.8%

26.7%

18.3%

28.1%

24.9%

24.3%

22.8%

# Special Ed students

2,665

3014

1467

2126

577

2869

553

13,271

$/Student

23,855

30,748

26,384

29,736

24,258

22,816

23,059

26,402
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Bridgeport, like most districts, contracts with consultants and organizations to perform a variety of direct services such as independent evaluations, therapy,
consultation or program services. Table 8 indicates that over the past three years, there has been an increase of $273,675.
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Table 9: Expenditures

DRG District
Bridgeport School District
Bridgeport School District
Hartford School District
New Britain School District
New Haven School District
New London School District
Waterbury School District
Windham School District

School
Year
2009-10
2013-14
2009-10
2009-10
2009-10
2009-10
2009-10
2009-10

Special
Education
Expenditures
58,041,502
65,991,968
85,691,741
41,757,375
59,168,531
12,695,068
61,308,028
13,878,482

% Total
Expenditures
Used for SpEd
20.6
28.5
22.2
29.8
17.8
25.7
23.8
27.5

Table 9 provides a comparison of Bridgeport special education expenditures to that of the DRG average. Bridgeport is
spending less on equipment, transportation, purchased services, and materials and more on tuition, salary and benefits
than the DRG average (Table 10). Purchased services includes consultant and assessment fee. Bridgeport contracts
with approximately 75 different private consultants and facilities to perform a variety of direct services, such as
independent evaluations, therapy, consultation or program services. Bridgeport’s costs for these services have
increased from $1,096,456 in 2011 to $1,370,131 in 2013-14. Still, their costs are less that the DRG average.

Table 10: Special Education Spending Mix
Fiscal Year 2011-13 (Three-Year Average)
Bridgeport
Total Salary Benefits
60.3%
Tuition
27.0%
Transportation
10.4%
Purchased Services
1.8%
Supplies Materials
0.2%
Property Services
0.2%
Equipment Other
0.04%
100.0%

DRG I
57.6%
26.0%
11.7%
3.4%
0.5%
0.2%
0.7%
100.0%
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Table 11: Special Education Transportation Costs

District
Bridgeport

Hartford

New Britain

New Haven

New London

Waterbury

Windham

Special Education Transportation Cost Trends
Expenditure
2010/11
2011/12
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
2,225
2,219
Total Expenditures
7,728,788
7,408,298
$/Pupil
$3,474
$3,339
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
1,569
1,667
Total Expenditures
16,388,069 15,458,572
$/Pupil
$10,445
$9,273
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
442
450
Total Expenditures
3,721,886
4,369,200
$/Pupil
$8,421
$9,709
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
890
865
Total Expenditures
5,775,451
6,265,530
$/Pupil
$6,489
$7,243
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
229
234
Total Expenditures
1,371,341
1,398,404
$/Pupil
$5,988
$5,976
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
990
1,080
Total Expenditures
5,077,961
5,316,673
$/Pupil
$5,129
$4,923
SpEd Pupils on SpEd Vehicles
154
157
Total Expenditures
958,196
875,717
$/Pupil

$6,222

$5,578

2012/13
2,219
8,196,054
$3,694
1,484
14,905,596
$10,044
363
4,367,785
$12,032
825
6,468,709
$7,841
220
1,420,218
$6,456
1,088
5,184,274
$4,765
181
1,039,735
$5,744

Bridgeport’s special education expenditures have increased nearly 10% in a six-year period since 2007-08. The
steady increase in special education expenditures during the four-year period between 2007-08 and 2010-11 was also
at a higher rate than DRG districts and the state.
The estimated budgetary expenditures for special education in 2013-14 are approximately 28% of the total district
budget. In 2007-2008, the districts expenditures for special education were 19.7% of the district budget, which was
lower than the 21.86% of its DRG districts, and 20.5% of the state budget.
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Table 12: Comparative Analysis DRG I

2013
-14
2012
-13
2011
-12
2010
-11
2009
-10
2008
-09
2007
-08

Bridgeport
Special
Education
Total

% Change

% of
Bridgeport
Budget

% of DRG
Budget
average

% of State

Bridgeport
District Total

PK-12
District

DRG

State

$65,991,968

1%

28.5%

Unavailable

Unavailable

.54%

Unavailable

Unavailable

Unavailable

Unavailable

$64,988,829

2.23%

Unavailable

Unavailable
Unavailable
22

$231,789,252

$64,338,582

Unavailable
Unavailable
23

$289,575,000

14,238,000

15,277,00

Unavailable
Unavailable
14,140,000

$63,573,120

Unavailable

22

23

22

Unavailable

Unavailable

Unavailable

$58,041,502

Unavailable

21

24

22

$281,236,000

13,878,000

14.956,000

Unavailable
13,780,000

$53.868,037

Unavailable

20

22

21

$276,780,000

13,458,000

14,300,000

13,386,000

$52,806,344

Unavailable

20

22

21

$268,421,000

12,869,000

13,885,000

12,805,000

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Budget
Total special education grants in Bridgeport (excluding ARRA) have decreased by ~$1.2mm, divided between
declines in federal IDEA awards (<$0.5>mm) and state ECS and Agency Placements (<$0.7mm>) (Table 13). Grants
fund 16% of total special education spending in Bridgeport. This decrease in IDEA funding is expected to continue
over the next few years.
Table 13: Bridgeport Special Education Grant Funding Trends
Fiscal Year

Grant
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

IDEA 611

$5,002,037

$5,033,670

$4,858,564

$4,778,536

$ 4,506,074

IDEA 611 ARRA

$2,113,179

$3,834,005

$

$

$

IDEA 619

$157,975

$162,304

$217,719

$166,253

$138,215

IDEA 611 ARRA

$

$236,882

$

$

$

ECS/AP

$5,149,125

$5,715,487

$5,050,465

$4,526,810

$4,414,047

Total w ARRA

$12,422,316

$14,982,348

$10,126,748

$9,471,599

$9,058,336

Total w/o ARRA

$10,309,137

$10,911,461

$10,126,748

$9,471,599

$9,058,336

% of total SpEd spending:

-

-

-

-

15.7%
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Medicaid Billing
The district Medicaid billing from 2003 to 2013 was reviewed (Table 14). Bridgeport has the potential to receive one
to 1.5 million dollars in Medicaid revenue annually. Based on the student population and the Medicaid eligibility rate
the district has been under billing. The reduced billing may be a result of a variety of factors such as: not billing for
all services, staff not inputting their time in the IEP easy software system, and lack of parental consent. Overall, there
does not seem to be an effective system of monitoring the billing to ensure that all eligible services are claimed.
Table 14: Bridgeport Medicaid Reimbursement Revenue
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

$676,540 $593,993 $925,593 $670,805 $609,900 $836,937

2010
$815,018

2011

2012

$835,236 $595,024

2013
Not
available
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Finding 2: Staffing
The district utilizes a staffing assignment model based on the number of student IEP hours. Since 2010 special
education staff have been reduced from 158.6 to 143.1 in 2013, although the number of special education hours and
the number of students have increased (Table 15). Speech and language clinicians have increased while special
education teachers, psychologists, social workers and guidance staff have decreased. Table 16 compares special
education teacher ratio to other DRG I districts. The ratio in 2010 was lower but comparable in 2013. The number of
paraprofessionals has increased by 63 since 2010 and Bridgeport expends more on non-certified staff than districts in
DRG I, with the exception of Hartford. The ratio of special education student to paraprofessional is 9.49.
Table 15: Staffing 2010 - 2013
SEDAC
Year

Special
Educatio
n Hours

Special
Education
Students

Special
Education
Teachers

Hours
Per
Sped
Teacher

Psychologists

Social
Workers

Speech
Language
Clinicians

Guidance

Total
Support
Staff

2010

31940.98

2899

213

149.96

36

44

28.6

50

158.6

2011

32856.04

2960

206

159.50

33

36

26.6

44.8

140.4

2012

33011.51

3010

201

164.24

33

38

27.4

40.2

138.6

2013

34132.26

3047

207

164.89

33

39

31.6

39.5

143.1
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Table 16: Bridgeport Staffing (SEDAC data)

DRG District

School
Year

Bridgeport School
District
Bridgeport School
District
Hartford School
District
New Britain School
District
New Haven School
District
New London School
District
Waterbury School
District
Windham School
District

201011
201314
201011
201011
201011
201011
201011
201011

Number of
Students
with
Disabilities
Minus
OOD

Number of
Special
Education
Teachers

Special
Education
Students
per SpEd
Teacher

Number of Special
Education
Paraprofessionals

2374

215.5

11.02

227

10.46

2753

213.5

12.89

290

9.49

3014

180.9

16.66

272

11.08

1467

117.8

12.45

152

9.65

2126

184.4

11.53

146

14.56

577

39.4

14.64

22

26.23

2869

198.2

14.48

293.99

9.76

553

42.4

13.04

40

13.83

Special Education
Student per
Paraprofessional

Table 17: DRG Staffing Per SSP 2011-12
DRG Staffing
Per SSP
2011-12
# Students
# Free/Reduced Lunch
# Spec Ed In-district
Teachers and Instructors
Paraprofessional
Instructional Assistants
Counselors, Social
Workers, and School
Psychologists

Bridgeport

Hartford

New
Haven

New
Britain

New
London

20,125
19,945
2,452
225.0

20,879
18,757
2,817
189.9

20,555
14,163
2,198
213.15

10,144
8085
1,497
119.5

2,961
2,572
470
41.33

239.0

189.9

152.0

150.0

30.14

115.0

94.0

111.99

57.79

18.6
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School Nurses
District - Central Office
Administrators,
Coordinators, and
Department Chairs
School Level
Administrators,
Coordinators, and
Department Chairs

25.9

67.0

30.85

24.0

6.0

22.0

36.0

30.0

13.5

7.0

70.0

98.0

85.0

20.0

15.08

Central Office Special Education Staff
The special education administrative structure consists of an Executive Director of Specialized Instruction who
supervises a Director of Psychology, Director of School Social Work, and Director of Speech/Language/Hearing, and
two Supervisors of Special Education (one assigned to the Autism Spectrum Disorder Classrooms and the other
assigned to schools as needed). In addition, there are three teachers on special assignment. One is Transition
Coordinator, another the out-of-district Facilitator and the third is Curriculum Specialist. An Ombudsperson provides
behavior support. This organizational structure provides fragmented leadership and management. The Executive
Director indicated that the current structure is a result of lay-offs of administrators in the previous administration and
the union requiring that the Directors should only be responsible for a disciplinary area, such as social work. In focus
interviews the Directors indicated that they also provide out-of-district facilitation and that they do not have sufficient
time to monitor IEPs for timelines and quality. Even if they did monitor the IEPs, most Directors would not be
looking at the entire IEP, only the part that pertains to their discipline. A theme from interviews with the
administrators and teachers on assignment was that it was not possible to do all that was required of them across the
many district schools. We would concur that the current central office structure requires staff to travel to too many
places and only address part of the issues in each school. It does not provide the school, school administrators, school
staff, or special education students with the attention and support that they need. When we discuss processes, it will be
apparent that the current organizational structure is not sufficient to monitor the various special education processes.
Finding 3: Materials and Equipment
The district spends less on materials and equipment than the DRG average. There was evidence of the lack of
instructional materials and assistive technology when visiting classrooms and interviewing staff. This was particularly
apparent in the resource rooms and SOAR/AIM classrooms.
Finding 4: Professional Development and Collaboration Time
Bridgeport has provided professional development training to special education teachers, psychologists and social
workers on a variety of topics, mostly related to new legal requirements such as bullying. Although the district offered
IEP process training to some teachers, we saw limited evidence of application. Training on transition and specially
designed instruction was not evident. Paraprofessionals have received no training unless they are in the ASD program.
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Summary Findings and Recommendations on Resource Allocation
The first analysis examined special education allocation of resources. Data was reviewed on special education and
pupil personnel services, the staffing allocation model, staff assignments, scheduling/supervision of special education
services at the school level and special education expenditures. Bridgeport’s resources for special education are
somewhat lower than the DRG I average and per pupil expenditure is $2,000 less than the DRG average. The way
resources are utilized has created problems in compliance with legal mandates, quality of program and services and
communication. Organization of special education administrators, staff hiring practices, inconsistently applied and
monitored processes, inadequate clerical staff, and lack of qualified special education staff in temporary assignments
cause resources to be expended ineffectively. We do commend the district for developing more district wide
programs, but they need to provide them with sufficient resources. The district has under billed for Medicaid over the
past years due to a variety of factors. In addition, the district only receives funding for special education from two
grants and there may be additional special education funding available through grants and private contributions. The
district utilizes a staffing model to determine staff/student ratio. Given the responsibilities, such as duties and testing
that the special education and related services staff perform and the limitations in using paraprofessionals, the ratio
may not be realistic. Paraprofessionals receive little to no professional development and instructional materials and
technology are not consistently adequate to meet the needs of the students. The district spends a significant amount of
money on out-of-district placements and in-district self-contained programs. This money should be reallocated to
provide resources to students in the general education setting, thereby reducing placement in the more expensive
restrictive placements.
Recommendations below have been inserted into the Action Plan in the Reports Recommendation Section.
1. Implement a six zone organizational structure with a zone special education administrator and office
support staff assigned to each zone.
2. Increase revenue by seeking out additional grant and business based funding and ensure all eligible
Medicaid reimbursements are submitted.
3. Use additional Medicaid funds to purchase instructional materials and assistive technology.
4. Develop a plan to find and retain “hard to find” special education staff.
5. Reduce duties of itinerant special education staff and increase planning time for general and special
education staff to meet.
6. Provide ongoing professional development aligned with national paraeducators standards to
paraprofessionals.
7. Provide ongoing professional development on writing IEPs, specially designed instruction, Assistive
Technology, co-teaching, and inclusion.
8. More resources available to support in-district programs and implement an 18-21 year old Community
Program.
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PROCESSES FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Data from the following sources were collected and analyzed.
Ed Benefit &
In-depth
Student
Review

District
and State
Data

Focus
Interviews

X

X

X

2. Are students being identified appropriately, referrals
for evaluation to determine eligibility made timely and
progress monitored?

X

X

X

3. Is the PPT process being adhered to:
 Does the IEP address the individual needs of the
student and detail special education and related
services?
 Are services detailed in the student IEP delivered
in accordance with the IEP requirements?
 Are annual reviews scheduled and held in
compliance with the appropriate timeline?
 Does the PPT team obtain parental consent to
conduct evaluations?
 Are reevaluations to determine eligibility or
continues eligibility for special education and
related services scheduled and held in
compliance within the appropriate timeline?
 Is the PPT team comprised of an administrator,
regular education teacher, special education
teacher, parent and pupil personnel?
 Do PPT team members maintain, update and/or
revise student information in the special
education data system?

X

X

X

Question 2
Organizational Structure and Processes

1. Are the processes used by special education and
related services effective, efficient and adhered to with
fidelity?

Classroom
Observations

X
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FINDINGS
Finding 1: Special Education Prevalence Rate
Student enrollment in the district decreased by approximately 300 students since 2008, while the number of students
receiving special education services in-district remained consistent, as did the percentage in the district, DRG and
state. The percentage of students receiving special education services in-district was higher by 1% over state average,
and lower than DRG average by 1% in 2011-12.
Table 18: Enrollment: PreK - 12 Students Receiving Special Education Services In-district
District
Enrollment

2011-12
2010-11
2009-10
2008-09

20,125
20,174
20,133
20,448

# SWD
Receiving
Services
Bridgeport
2,452
2,443
2,464
2,427

% SWD
Receiving
Services
Bridgeport
12.2
12.1
12.4
11.9

% SWD
Receiving
Services
DRGI
13.3
13.0
13.0
12.7

% SWD
Receiving
Services
State
11.5
11.4
11.4
11.4

The numbers and percentages in each area of disability have remained constant for the district, DRG and state from
the last four years. The greatest number of students were identified on Learning Disabilities, followed by Speech and
Language. Greatest growth of students identified is in the Autism category. Students with disabilities are permitted to
remain in public schools until the age of 21. If the number of students with Autism continues to increase at the same
rate, there will be a significant impact the resources needed to provide quality services and programs.
Table 19: Disability Count District Percent DRG Percent State Percent 2012
Disability 2012
Autism
Learning Disability
Intellectual Disability
Emotional Disturbance
Speech Impairment
Other Health Impairment*
Other Disabilities**
Total

Total
Numbers
188
967
125
257
431
402
365
2,735

Bridgeport
%
0.9
4.5
0.6
1.2
2.0
1.9
1.7
12.7

DRG
%
1.1
5.1
0.8
1.4
2.3
2.5
1.3
14.4

State
%
1.2
3.9
0.4
1.0
2.1
2.2
1.0
11.7

The processes for identification for the 36 students reviewed varied, depending upon the student/school. The SRBI
process appears limited and evidence suggests that students move quickly into special education and then into more
restrictive settings.
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Finding 2: Processes for IEP Compliance
Of the 36 students that were reviewed for IDEA compliance, compliance with IDEA requirements for referral
timelines, identification process, and IEP accuracy ranged from 20% to 59%. The district did have the required team
members 95% of the time. Evaluations and parent/guidance consent were completed on time 80% of the time. Twenty
percent of the students did not have a current IEP and 58% of the students were not receiving the services indicated on
their IEP. Fifty-eight percent of the students did not have effective and efficient use of resources. For example,
substitute teachers did not have special education certification, there was lack of instructional materials and
inadequate assistive technology. Overall, based on all data from the IEP reviews, observations, and focus interviews
only 39% of the 36 students were viewed as receiving educational benefit from their special education program and
services. Certainly, the compliance with process and IDEA regulations was instrumental in this determination (Table
20).
Table 20: IEP Compliance Summary
Item
For IEP Review
The referral process was timely? (for newly
identified students)
The student was identified using IDEA
guidelines? (Multi-disciplinary report, etc.)
The IEP addresses the individual needs of the
student and details special and related services?
The PPT team was comprised of an
administrator, regular education teacher, special
education teacher parent and pupil services
staff?
The current IEP was completed accurately and
completely? (can be found in IEP Easy)
Parent/guardian consent was received within the
appropriate timeline? (IEP Easy)
Evaluation was completed within the
appropriate timeline? (IEP Easy)
A current IEP was developed for the student?
(IEP Easy)

Yes=1 No=0
60%

40%

50%

50%

25%

75%

99%

1%

41%

59%

80%

20%

80%

20%

80%

20%

Comments

Speech guidelines and multidisciplinary reports were missing
See comments from SERC rubric

Still in draft form, inconsistencies
in IEP, essential information
missing

IEPs were still in the proposal
phase well past 10 days after the
PPT
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Based on school visits, written information,
focus interviews with staff and parent, please
answer the questions below
The services detailed in the student IEP are
delivered as indicated in the IEP.

67%

33%

Resources (staff PD, technology, instructional
materials, space) are utilized effectively and
efficiently to meet the needs of the student.

42%

58%

There is evidence of effective communication
with stakeholders regarding the student.

67%

33%

There is evidence of effective instruction that
meets the needs of the student.

47%

53%

Overall, based on all data from IEP Reviews
(SERC and CREC protocol), observations,
focus interviews, this student is receiving
educational benefit from his/her program.

39%

61%

Evidence- include observations,
interviews with staff and parents,
review of schedules
Staff indicated they were not
meeting 2 student’s hours directly,
3 students had substitute teachers
for extended period of time, some
students in self-contained classes
and IEP shows gen ed.
Self-contained program does not
have a “cool down” location for
students, availability of appropriate
materials and technology varies.
Life skills classes do not have
supplies for cooking, laundry,
money for field trips.
PPT notices inconsistent, staffing
changes makes communication
difficult. One teacher who started
in April had not spoken to parents
by June.
In the self-contained ASD
classrooms, effective instruction
was noted.
Specially designed instruction,
poor IEP development, inadequate
materials
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A review of the IEP Easy reports also indicated significant problems with overdue timelines. We studied the overdue
items for all special education students in the 16 schools selected and found that 23 students were past due for
evaluations, 7 for eligibility determination and 173 for parent consent (Table 21). Staff indicated that the IEP Easy
system was very difficult to use, they had no time to input the information and in some cases to do the tests.
Table 21: Bridgeport Compliance Status 6-20-14
OVERDUE
School

Bassik High School
Bryant School
Harding High School
Luis Monoz Marin School
Central High School
Waltersville School
Skane Center
Read School
Beardsley School
Barnum School
John Winthrop School
Hallen St. School
Paul Laurence Dunbar School
Jettie Tisdale School
Edison School
Thomas Hooker School
Total for Selected Schools

Parent /
Guardian
Consent

P

Most Recent
Evaluation

23
2
4
3
5
4
1
0
0
5
1
1
2
2
1
1
55

23
2
4
3
5
4
1
0
0
5
1
1
2
2
1
1
55

26
4
6
4
5
5
7
0
0
4
1
1
3
1
1
1
69

T
3
2
2
1
1
1
6

1

17

E

P

IEP

Blank

23
2
4
3
4
4
1

41
11
24
19
4
11
23
7
6
16
5
1
5
22
2
2
199

30
9
20
18
4
9
23
7
6
14
4

4
1
1
2
1
1
1
52

T

1
1
1

P
11
2
3

1

2
1
1

4
1
20
1
2
2
1
171
4 24
Various (almost
all stop signs
were blank)

178
178
203
23 7 173 712
Total for All Bridgeport Schools
(Including Selected Schools)
Red Represents the Out of Compliance Stop Signs used in the EasyIEP System
The student is Eligible and has an IEP/ISP/IFSP, but is now past due to have a new one written and is
Blank=
now out of compliance.
The student has been determined Eligible for IFSP or Special Education but is past due for their reT=
evaluation and is out of compliance.
Student has been referred (and may have Parental Consent to Evaluate). The student is now past due to
E=
receive their initial Eligibility determination and is out of compliance.
Student has been referred or is eligible, but is past due to receive parental consent to evaluate. The student
P=
is now out of compliance.
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Summary of staff responses regarding IEP process.
a) Are you able to meet the hours and services on the student’s IEP? If not, why? Staff indicated that on paper it
looks like they are meeting student’s IEP needs, however, given extra duties, SRBI responsibilities, large
caseloads, student attendance, evaluations, IEP meetings, and limited use of paraprofessionals, they are not,
especially the itinerant Speech and Language Pathologists. Some buildings have had staffing changes that
have impacted the ability to provide services to students.
b) Do you have sufficient resources to meet the student’s IEP goals? Related service staff indicated that they
received adequate training. Special education teachers did not feel they received enough training, particularly
in the areas of Assistive Technology. Special education teachers felt that paraprofessionals don’t receive
beneficial training. SLPs indicated that they meet with large numbers of students in groups and they need
more SLPs. Job coaches are needed to monitor students at worksites. One teacher and a paraprofessional go
out with 11 students because of paraprofessional union requirements. Staff indicated that they need more
Smartboards, need coverage for teachers to attend PPTs, need extra copies of student texts.
c) How are you assessing and monitoring student progress? Most staff indicated informal data collection. Some
input into EasyIEP. ASD classrooms had direct evidence of data collection and progress monitoring. The
other classes did not. Aimsweb, benchmarks, Lexia, and biweekly formative assessments were indicated by
staff as used. Although staff indicate use of data, it was not evidenced in the files.
d) How do you and how often do you communicate with the parents? Other staff in the school? All staff reported
good communication with parents, mostly via email. Staff indicated communication is on the fly, with no set
times to do so. High school staff indicated some communication problems between building administration,
guidance and central office special education. Many teachers reported that communication with central office
special education is poor with emails and calls not returned. A concern about frequent changes and inaccurate
parent contact information was voiced.
e) Are you entering your student services into the EasyIEP database in a timely and efficient manner? Most say
that they are trying to enter in a timely manner, but the system is often down and challenging to use, they
received very little training, and IEPs can be sent out late due to all of this and the fact that they do their own
mailing. Although there is a big push from Central Office, it is not happening because: students transfer in
without records and there is a delay in discovering students are identifies and require services; students not in
attendance; not accessible for services and testing; parents do not respond to PPT notices or attend PPTs;
shortage of staff; large caseloads; and no time no clerical help.
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Finding 3: Planning and Placement Team Meetings (PPT) and Implementation of IEP.
The following data were taken from the Compliance Status section of EasyIEP on 6/20/2014.
1) Of most concern is the number of “Overdue” students in the 16 selected schools. 171 of these students are
eligible and already have an IEP/ISP/IFSP, but are now past due to have a new IEP written, 24 have been
referred or are eligible, but are past due to receive parental consent to evaluate, and four are eligible for IFSP
or Special Education, but are past due for their re-evaluation.
2) The total number of “Overdue” students that were out of compliance for all schools listed in the EasyIEP
system (including the selected schools) was 712.
3) The total number of students with a “Warning” status for the 16 chosen review schools was 15, and for all
schools (including the selected schools) was 36.
In focus interviews with building special education and related services staff in the 16 schools that CREC visited, staff
indicated that in some cases the IEPs were not done on time and the IEP Easy system did not have the correct
information. The district will be moving to another IEP software program this coming year and administration is
hoping that the system will be easier to use. Generally, the special education administrators indicated that they are not
reviewing which IEPs are past due because they do not have sufficient time.
Some middle school and high school staff indicated that they were not able to meet the hours and services indicated
on student IEPs because of limited staff, caseloads too large and students not in attendance. Elementary staff indicated
that on paper it looks like they are meeting student IEP needs, however because of extra duties, SRBI responsibilities,
evaluations, IEP meetings, most staff indicate that they are not. This seemed especially true for the itinerant Speech
and Language Pathologists. Staff also indicated that staffing changes and substitute teachers also presents a challenge
in meeting IEP obligations.
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Summary Findings and Recommendations on Special Education Processes
The second analysis reviewed the effectiveness and efficiency of special education processes such as Planning and
Placement Team and identification. Findings indicate that the special education processes are not effective and
efficient or adhered to with fidelity, as evidenced by timelines not consistently met, services not provided per the IEP
and inconsistent practices for monitoring of student IEPs and performance and programs. Discrepancies in processes
for identification, collaboration, and intervention services differed across the 16 schools, with varying degrees of
effectiveness. Annual reviews were not consistently held in compliance with timeline requirements and staff does not
consistently maintain, update and revise student information in the special education data system. The district has
purchased new IEP software, but for it to be useful, staff must enter their information and special education
administrators must monitor. This is also true for Medicaid billing. Most important, due to the way special education
administrators are allocated, the processes regarding paperwork, staff hiring and supervision, legal timelines and
quality instruction are inconsistent and generally ineffective.
The following recommendations have been inserted into the Action Plan in the Recommendations section of this
report.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Formalize student data collection and progress monitoring process.
Regular review of all IEPs for compliance and educational benefit by special education zone administrators.
Implement an electronic IEP system that is user friendly and monitor staff use.
Monitor identification of student with Autism Spectrum Disorder to ensure the percent identified does not
grow beyond DRG and state averages.
5. Using the Action Plan provided in this report, work with a stakeholder group for assistance with
implementation. The Action Plan should be a yearly living document, with special education administrators
adding goals and activities as the district progresses. Progress updates on the action plan should be provided
to the superintendent quarterly.
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EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT
The examination of educational benefit for students with disabilities is determined by systemic and individual student
quality indicators such as: student outcome and accountability, instruction, curriculum, collaboration, communication,
inclusive culture, utilization of staff, progress monitoring, IEP development, transition, positive behavior support, and
continuum of services.
Data from the following sources were collected and analyzed.

Question 3
Educational Benefit

IEP &
In-depth
Student
Review

Classroom
Observations

District
& State
Data

Focus
Interviews

X

X

X

X

4. To what extent are special education students receiving
educational benefit from the programs and continuum of
services provided by the Bridgeport Public Schools, and in
particular the newly created in-house programs for students
(i.e. AIM and SOAR)?

FINDINGS
Finding 1: Student Suspension, Graduation, Drop Out, Incident Data
General Education Data
Since the majority of special education students spend most of their time in general education classrooms, the quality
of the general education program has a significant effect on the successful learning experiences of students with
disabilities. General education data indicate that:
 Minority enrollment is over 91%
 Bridgeport offers consistently fewer instructional hours at the high school level than the DRG and State
averages
 Instructional hours at elementary school has decreased over the last four years and is less than the DRG and
State averages
 The percentage of teachers in-district who have greater than or equal years for teaching experience and
masters degrees than the DRG and State averages
 Class sizes are greater than DRG and State averages
Student Dropout Rates
Bridgeport’s annual dropout rates for all students 14-21 years old have remained double or triple the state average for
the last seven years.
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The Annual Performance Reports from the state indicate that Bridgeport did not meet the target in decreasing the
dropout rate for the three years between 2010 and 2012. Although Bridgeport decreased its dropout rate in 2009-10
from 6.1% to 36% in 2011-12, the state target for decreasing the dropout rate for 2011-12 was set at 15%.
Bridgeport’s dropout rate for students with disabilities is approximately 50% higher than the state average, and
slightly higher than comparable schools in the DRG.
Table 22: Annual Dropout Rate Source: Strategic School Profile Data
Bridgeport
All
students

State
All
students

2.8

Bridgeport
Students
with
Disabilities
Data not
available
7.1

State
Students
with
Disabilities
Data not
available
5.1

9.5

3.0

8.0

3.9

2008-09

6.1

4.1

6.1

4.1

2007-08

Data not
available
Data not
available
Data not
available

Data not
available
Data not
available
Data not
available

5.8

3.5

DRG Range
Students
with
Disabilities
Data not
available
Data not
available
Data not
available
Data not
available
5.1 - 6.7

2011-12

7.8

2.6

2010-11

8.6

2009-10

6.4

2.8

3.7 – 5.6

7.3

3.8

4.5 - 5.3

2006-07
2005-06

Table 23: Special Education Student Dropout Rate

2011-12
2010-11
2009-10
2008-09
2007-08

Bridgeport

State Target

IDEA Determination

35.9
35.8
6.08
Data not
available
Data not
available

15.0
15.4
4.0
Data not
available
Data not
available

Did not meet state target
Did not meet state target
Did not meet state target
Data not available

# Bridgeport SWD
who Dropped out
Data not available
Data not available
67
48

Data not available

51
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Graduation Rates
Graduation with a regular high school diploma is defined as receipt of Connecticut’s approved state issued diploma. It
should be noted that Connecticut does not exit these students with a diploma until completion of all appropriate IDEA
transition services because receipt of the diploma disqualifies these students from IDEA (Connecticut State
Regulations; Section 10-76d-1(a)(7)). Per Strategic School Profile Data, the graduation rate for all students in
Bridgeport decreased by 10% between 2006 and 2011. This decrease is comparable to the decrease in graduation rates
across the state. Bridgeport’s graduation rate for all students has consistently remained at approximately 20%, lower
than the state average over time.
Table 24: Graduation Rate for All Students
Year
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006

Bridgeport % /
Total Grads
60.5
55.5
65.8
69.8/964
71.2/1,063
70.6/834

State% /
Total Grads
82.7
81.8
91.3
92.1/38,419
92.6/37,551
92.1/36,222

Table 25: Graduation Rate for Students with Disabilities who Graduated with a Standard Diploma
Year
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006

# of
Bridgeport
Data not
available
100
83
92

%
Bridgeport
36.4

%
State
62.4

36.4
66.9
67.1
61.5
46.5

62.5
81.0
81.4
77.2
73.5

The graduation rate for students with disabilities increased by 20% over a four year period between 2006 and 2009,
compared to the state average which increased by only 8%. In contrast, the number of students with disabilities who
graduated with a standard diploma in the subsequent two years, 2010 and 2011, decreased to 36.4%, which is 50%
less than the state average. Per data from Annual Performance Report, Bridgeport did not meet the state target for
increasing its graduation rate for students with disabilities with a standard diploma during the three-year period, 20092011.
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Table 26: Increase Graduation Rate for Students with Disabilities with a Standard Diploma
Year

Bridgeport

2010-11
2009-10
2008-09

36.4
36.4
66.94

State
Target
85%
85%
75%

IDEA Determination
Did Not Meet state target
Did Not Meet state target
Did Not Meet state target

Discipline, Incidents, and Suspensions
Trends for the State of Connecticut for the last five years indicate that the total number of In and Out-of-School
Suspensions and Expulsions was reduced by 14%; the number of Out-of-School Suspensions has been reduced by
39% and the number of In-School Suspensions has increased by 8%.
Bridgeport’s percentage of incidents considered serious increased by 10% from 33% in 2006-07 to 43.6% in 2011-12.
During the same period, the state percentages increased 4%. When Bridgeport is compared to the state average, the
percentage of incidents considered serious was 11% higher in 2010.
Table 27: Serious Incidents and Days Sanctioned

Bridgeport
Average Number
of Days
Sanctioned

State
Number of
Serious
Incidents

Bridgeport
Number of
Serious Incidents

Bridgeport
Percentage of
Incidents
Considered Serious

2010-11

5,504

43.6

2.2

43,236

32.5

2009-10

4,556

46.8

2.3

45,413

30.6

2008-09

4,840

42.1

2.3

48,644

28.5

2007-08

4,438

40.7

2.5

48,454

28.0

2006-07

4,935

33.0

2.7

50,347

28.4

School
Year

State
Percentage of
Incidents Considered
Serious
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Table 28: 10+ Days Out of School Suspension Rate
Per the Annual Performance Report, Bridgeport is currently making progress in decreasing the number of out of
school suspensions greater than 10 days, but is still 26% higher than state target.
Bridgeport
3.96
4.54
5.96

2012-2013
2011-2012
2010-2011

State Target
1.0
1.0
1.0

Determination
Making Progress toward State Target
Did Not Meet State Target
Did Not Meet State Target

Finding 3: Early Childhood Outcomes
Early childhood special education as defined by the federal law known as the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) is for 3-, 4- and 5-year-old children with disabilities who require special education. Data on preschool
children who entered the preschool program below age expectations, the percent who substantially increased their rate
of growth by the time they exited the program are detailed in Table 29.
Table 29: Early Childhood Growth Rate
Skill Area

Positive
SocialEmotional
Skills
Use of
Knowledge
and Skills
Appropriate
Behaviors
to Meet
Needs

09-10
Bridgeport

State
Target

107
Students

10-11
Bridgeport

State
Target

114
Students

52.2

56%

76.7

62.6

11-12
District
Data
40%

State
Target

Did Not
Meet
Target

43.6%

56%

Did Not
Meet
Target

59%

Met
Target

62.3%

59%

Met
Target

70.5

595

48%

Met
Target

35.0%

4.%

Did Not
Meet
Target

51.1%

48%

56%

Did
Not
Meet
Target
Met
Target
Met
Target

Data on the percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations by the time they exited the
program are described below (Table 30, Age expectations upon exit from program).
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Table 30: Age Expectation upon Exit

Positive SocialEmotional Skills

09-10
State
District Target
Data
34.6% 52.%

Did Not
Meet
Target

10-11
State
District Target
Data
33.3%
52%

Use of Knowledge
and Skills

15.0%

31.%

Did Not
Meet
Target

14.0%

31%

Appropriate
Behaviors to Meet
Needs

23.4%

24.%

Did Not
Meet
Target

11.4%

24%

Did
Not
Meet
Target
Did
Not
Meet
Target
Did
Not
Meet
Target

11-12
District
Data
31.9

State
Target
52%

Did Not
Meet
Target

13.5%

52%

Did Not
Meet
Target

25.5

24%

Met
Target

There are serious and ongoing concerns according to the State’s Annual Performance Report Indicator 7 (Measuring
Early Childhood Outcome Progress). In 2011-2012, Bridgeport students did not meet the target to use knowledge and
skills, appropriate behaviors to meet needs, and growth in positive social-emotional skills by the time they exited the
program for three consecutive years. In addition, students are approximately 20% lower that state targets for
functioning within age expectations by the time they exited the program for three consecutive years in positive socialemotional skills and use of knowledge and skills.
Table 31: ECO - Acquisition and Use of Knowledge and Skills (AUKS) - Progress Outcomes

District
Name

School
Year

Number
of
Students
Tested

Did Not
Make
Progress
(A)

Made Progress
Not Close to Made Progress Reached Age Maintained Age
Same Age Peers Close to Same Level of Same Level Growth
(B)
Age Peers (C) Age Peers (D)
(E)

Bridgeport

2010-11

114

3.5

34.2

47.4

14.9

0.0

State

2010-11

2,454

0.6

30.6

37.0

14.5

17.3

Bridgeport

2009-10

107

0.0

20.6

64.5

11.2

3.7

State

2009-10

2,647

1.1

28.3

36.9

15.1

18.7
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Table 32: ECO - Action to Meet Needs (AMN) - Progress Outcomes

District
Name

Made Progress
Number of
Did Not
Not Close to
Made Progress
Students
Make
Same Age Peers Close to Same
Tested
Progress (A)
(B)
Age Peers (C)

School
Year

Bridgeport 2010-11
State

2010-11

Bridgeport 2009-10
State

2009-10

Reached Age Maintained Age
Level of Same Level Growth
Age Peers (D)
(E)

114

4.4

57.9

25.4

10.5

1.8

2,454

0.6

44.9

29.7

14.0

10.8

107

0.0

32.7

43.9

15.9

7.5

2,647

1.1

41.7

30.9

13.7

12.5

Table 33: ECO - Positive Social Emotional Skills (PSR) - Progress Outcomes

District
Name

School
Year

Bridgeport 2010-11
State

2010-11

Bridgeport 2009-10
State

2009-10

Made Progress
Number of
Did Not
Not Close to
Made Progress
Students
Make
Same Age Peers Close to Same
Tested
Progress (A)
(B)
Age Peers (C)

Reached Age Maintained Age
Level of Same Level Growth
Age Peers (D)
(E)

114

6.1

40.4

19.3

15.8

18.4

2,454

2.5

28.0

15.6

21.3

32.7

107

2.8

37.4

25.2

18.7

15.9

2,647

2.8

27.6

15.9

20.4

33.3

Finding 4: Individual Education Plans
Individual Education Plans
A representative sample of 36 IEPs was randomly selected for review to determine if they were reasonably calculated
to ensure educational benefit and were in compliance with IDEA regulations. The IEP Rubric (Appendix A) used to
measure the quality of IEP development for students assessed the following five categories:
 Gap Analysis of Present Level of Performance
 Levels of Support: Supplemental Instruction, Accommodations, and Modifications
 IEP Goals and Objectives
 Types of Support and Placement
 Compliance
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The IEP Rubric defines 14 indicators needed for quality IEP development, which are measured using a range of
points reflecting the following: promising practice, progressing, emerging and unacceptable. The scores from each
indicator can be totaled for a Category Score. Table 34 provides the total scores of the IEPs reviewed, by category.
Overall, a total of all areas for all IEPs reviewed provided a score of “Unacceptable”, indicating that overall, the IEPs
reviewed had no or very little connection with the general education curriculum. The IEPs focused on special
education programming and services and often over‐supported the student. The IEPs appeared to be isolated and
unconnected between gap analysis, goals, and services. Goals and objectives seem to have been written for specific
special education programs versus addressing unique needs. The determination of service seems to be set for
implementation of programs versus individualized supports. The IEPs are written in vague and unclear language that
makes it difficult to understand what needs to occur to implement the IEP.
Results in the four categories were all unacceptable, with the areas of Gap Analysis of Present Level of Performance
and Goals and Objectives having slightly lower scores than the other two areas. Factors such as school, disability, or
grade did not appear to impact the results among the 36 IEPs reviewed.
Table 34: District Average IEP Review Scores
Category

Total Average
Score

Interpretation

Comments

Gap Analysis of
Present Level of
Performance

1.1
Unacceptable

Skane and Beardsley schools provided
appropriate/current data on page 4 and 5:
for all schools the impact statements
were minimal and did not reflect
specially designed instruction. Barnum
did not provide any correct levels of
performance. High schools no
assessments were indicated, present
level vague or missing and impact
statements generic. Poor relationship
between disabilities and educational
impact and determination of specially
designed instruction. Students in life
skills had general statement for concern
as “needs teacher and para support”.

Levels of
Support

1.8
Unacceptable

A score of 1is unacceptable indicating
that there are one or more of the
following concerns with the assessment
process: the process does not use the
age-appropriate assessments or
curriculum; there are very little or no
technically reliable assessments used;
and/or the assessment process is very
narrow in scope and does not meet the
standards for comprehensive
assessment. The assessment process is
disability-driven with little to no
reference to the general education
curriculum. Information recorded is
superficial, very vague, and maybe
comparative to peers.
A score of 0-3 is Unacceptable. There is
no alignment between the gap analysis
and specially designed instruction. The
supplemental instruction,
accommodations/assistive technology
tend to feel more like a checklist or a set
program of items provided for many
students rather than individualized to
needs. They are recorded with little or
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Goals and
Objectives

.74
Unacceptable

Supports and
Services

1.5
Unacceptable

no details on when, how, and where they
are to be implemented. The plan
includes little or no description of
supports that are needed to support
educators in implementation. The design
of the supplemental instruction replaces
the core general education instruction or
is not present in the plan. The design of
accommodations/assistive technology is
not connected to any barriers or is not
present in the plan. Modifications are
relied upon heavily throughout the plan
and even replace the use of
supplemental instruction and
accommodations.
A score of 0-1 is unacceptable. There is
one or more of the following concerns
with the goals and objectives: They are
not written in measurable and
observable language: they are vague;
and/or there are no real measures that
could track growth. The goals and
objectives are not aligned with the
general education curriculum.
Supplemental instruction,
accommodations/assistive technology,
and modifications, if used, are not
connected to goals.
A score of 1 is Unacceptable.
The IEP is focused on segrated
programming, services, and/or settings.
The services and supports are not
aligned to the IEP goals, and it appears
that the services and special education
programming are driving how the goals
were written. There is overreliance on
paraprofessionals, special education
teachers, and student support services
professionals to implement the IEP with
very little if any mention of general
education teachers. The IEP uses
contrived tasks for learning. IEP goals
and services appear isolated from one
another and there is evidence they are
not related or connected to one another.
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Finding 5: Curriculum and Instruction
Student Achievement
Data from the Connecticut State Department of Education, Bureau of Pupil Services State Annual Performance
Reports (APR), CMT/CAPT reports for 2008 – 2012, and District reports (Appendix B) were analyzed and the
following trends were identified:
CMT
In 2012, the percentage of students who met state goal on CMT scores for Reading, Writing and Mathematics ranged
from 23.3% to 49.3% for Bridgeport students, while the State averages ranged from 59.2% to 79.8%. Bridgeport
students scored nearly 30% lower than the state average on all CMT tests. Writing scores for all students across all
grades are consistently in the 30% range. Math scores for all students are consistently under 40% across all grades.
Reading scores increase steadily as students move through the grades in elementary school, reaching the highes level
of 49% in grade 7 during the 2011-12 school year.
CAPT
In 2012, the percentage of students who met state goal on CAPT scores for Reading, Writing, Mathematics and
Science ranged from 8.3 to 21.4 while the state averages ranged from 47.1 to 63. Less than 9% of all Bridgeport
students reach goal in CAPT reading and 10% in Math and Science. Bridgeport scored approximately 40% lower
than the state averages on all CAPT tests.
There is a dramatic drop in students reaching goal from grade 8 (45%) to grade 10 (8.3%).
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Table 35: CMT Scores

CMT
Gr 3

Gr 4

Gr 5

Gr 6

Gr 7

Gr 8

Rdg
Writing
Math
Rdg
Writing
Math
Rdg
Writing
Math
Science
Rdg
Writing
Math
Rdg
Writing
Math
Rdg
Writing
Math
Science

CAPT
Gr 10

Rdg
Writing
Math
Science

District
11-12
23.3
30.9
33.0
28.4
33.4
32.5
32.3
37.8
40.0
25.8
44.4
38.4
40.2
49.3
31.3
35.9
44.5
32.3
34.6
27.3
District
11-12
8.3
21.4
10.2
10.5

State
11-12
59.2
62.7
66.5
64.1
65.3
68.0
67.6
68.1
71.6
63.9
74.1
67.4
69.3
79.8
65.6
68.1
76.8
68.3
67.2
61.9
State
11-12
47.5
63.0
49.2
47.1

District
10-11
22.5
29.7
27.3
25.8
33.2
29.7
25.4
36.2
40.1
22.6
46.6
41.6
45.4
49.6
25.3
37.8
43.2
29.1
30.7
25.2
District
10-11
10.5
21.1
10.3
10.7

State
10-11
58.4
61.1
63.0
62.5
65.5
67.0
61.4
66.8
72.5
59.9
76.0
65.2
71.3
77.8
58.9
68.4
74.7
64.8
66.6
63.1
State
10-11
44.7
61.2
49.5
47.0

District
09-10
24.6
32.2
27.0
26.0
35.6
32.3
24.6
40.2
39.9
19.4
49.2
40.0
49.4
46.8
27.1
36.8
38.7
28.1
30.4
25.2
District
09-10
9.9
21.4
10.1
8.5

State
09-10
57.0
58.3
62.4
59.9
63.6
67.0
61.8
68.2
72.4
59.4
74.9
65.9
70.7
77.4
61.2
68.5
73.3
62.6
67.3
62.8
State
09-10
45.9
59.6
48.7
45.3

Students with disabilities in Bridgeport have not met state targets for an annual yearly progress for a proficiency from
2009-2012 in both CMT and CAPT reading and math. As indicated by the annual performance report, students with
disabilities scored under 35% over a 3-year period on CMT reading; under 40% on math over a 3-year period. On the
CAPT, students with disabilities scored under 21% in reading over a 3-year period, and in math under 13% over a 3year period.
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Table 36: CAPT Scores

Rdg

District
11-12
34.8%

State
Target
89%

Math

20.9%

91%

CAPT
Rdg

District
11-12
20.9

State
Target
91%

Math

12.7%

90%

CMT

AYP Not
Achieved
Did not
meet target
Did not
meet target

Did not
meet target
Did not
meet target

District
10-11
29.1%

State
Target
89%

33.8%

91%

District
10-11
16.9%

State
Target
91%

10.3%

90%

AYP Not
Achieved
Did not
meet target
Did not
meet target

Did not
meet target
Did not
meet target

District
09-10
30.0%

State
Target
79.9%

39.4%

82%

District
09-10
15.1%

State
Target
81%

9.4%

80%

AYP Not
Achieved
Did not
meet target
Did not
meet target

Did not
meet target
Did not
meet target

In-Depth Student Review
Thirty six students, representing various disability categories and grade levels were selected for an in-depth review
that included IEP review, observations of the student in class, verification of program and services aligned with IEP,
review of student’s work and schedule, and interview with staff, parents, and student (as appropriate). A protocol
was used to determine if the student received educational benefit from their programs (Appendix C). Results are
described in Table 18. Overall, less than 50% of the students had evidence that IDEA and state timeline requirements
were met.
Classroom Observations
Thirty-two observations of general education and special education classrooms were conducted across 16 of the
district schools to assess the learning environment for inclusion and instructional practices, school/classroom
climate, and implementation of the IEP. There was evidence of best practices in instruction such as:
 The ASD classrooms seemed to have more support in materials and training, although discrepancies
across schools occurred in the level of training and behavioral assistance. Teachers reported that they
felt their paraprofessionals needed more training and that they were responsible for doing so, which
wasn’t always effective. Additionally, they felt that the paraprofessionals especially needed basic
training in terms of the ASD population and the reasons for the support being provided. Teams still
did not have common planning time but since they are self-contained classrooms, staff and related
service professionals communicate when students are seen. However, teachers reported that related
services have a hard time completing IEP hours. Assistive Technology was limited.


The two self-contained classrooms at Tisdale had a large number of students. Teachers reported
issues with paraprofessionals, paraprofessional training, as well as paraprofessional accountability.
One classroom in particular seemed very mixed in terms of disability with inappropriately grouped
students. Students with Intellectual Disability were grouped with students with behavioral disorders.
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No specially designed instruction was noted in the majority of the classroom observations, regardless
of setting, except for the ASD classrooms.
Overall Assistive Technology was not in evidence.
Life skills program offer minimal inclusion.
Limited co-teaching evidenced.
No evidence of Positive Behavior Intervention Supports.
Paraprofessionals not providing needed supports, independent strategies.
A number of students in self-contained classrooms could have done well in a less restrictive setting.
AIM and SOAR classes lacked certified teachers and consistent behavior programs.
Finding 6: Transition Services

The transition plans for students with disabilities in Bridgeport do not meet the criteria for educational benefit.
Secondary transition services that CREC observed were limited and worksites were not providing experiences
individualized to each child. Staff have received limited professional development on transition. The district does not
provide an 18 to 21 year old program for students and so they send these students to out-of-district placements at
additional cost. These out of district placements are partially responsible for the district not meeting state target for
least restrictive environment.
Finding 7: Continuum of Services and Inclusive Culture
Bridgeport provides classrooms for students with autism spectrum disorder (ASD), intellectual disabilities, and
emotional disturbance. The SOAR and AIM classes are new to the district and provide K-12 classrooms for students
with emotional challenges. Evidence from the 16 schools that we visited, from the IEP reviews, from the state
information on placement and time with nondisabled peers indicates that Bridgeport tends to place students in more
restrictive environments. Hence, resources are used on out-of-district placements and self-contained classes, limiting
the resources that should be available for students in the general education environment or less restrictive
environments. This causes over identification of students and placement of students in more expensive and sometimes
inappropriate restrictive environments. Bridgeport has not met state targets to increase student with disabilities’
placement in general education classes (24% greater than state target) and to decrease placement in separate schools
or settings (4.5% greater than state target) for three consecutive years (Table 37). Placement requests for students to
attend the AIM and SOAR programs have risen to over five per week. The process for meeting student needs in the
least Restrictive Environment is not effective.
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Table 37: Placement and Time with Nondisabled Peers (TWNDP) per APR

Increase Gen Ed
Class Placement

District State
11-12 Target
46.45% 70.0%

Decrease Separate
Class Placement

7.93%

6.0%

Decrease
Placement in
Separate Schools,
Residential or other
Settings

10.54%

6.0%

AYP Not
Achieved
Did not
meet
target
Did not
meet
target
Did not
meet
target

District State
10-11 Target
47.62% 70.0%

7.40%

6.0%

10.28%

6.0%

AYP Not
Achieved
Did not
meet
target
Making
Progress

District State
09-10 Target
47.24% 79%

Did not
meet
target

8.25%

6%

10.12%

6.%

AYP Not
Achieved
Did not
meet
target
Did not
meet
target
Did not
meet
target

Bridgeport has consistently provided less inclusion time for its students with disabilities than their DRG and State
averages. Half of all identified students with disabilities spent more than 80% of their time with non-disabled peers
for the three consecutive years. Approximately 20% of students spent 40% of their day in a segregated setting.
Observations indicate that general special education teachers are not using best practices such as Universal Design
for Learning and Co-teaching to provide a rich supportive general education environment.
Table 38: 2009 - 2013
School
Year

2011
-12
2010
-11

Students
with
Disabilities

TWNDP

TWNDP

TWNDP

79.1 100%

40.1 79%

0 – 40%

2,735 T

48.2%
1319

34.4%
940

49.3%

49%
1293

2452 D
2,900 T

TWNDP

TWNDP

Separate
School

Residential
Facility

Parentally
Placed in
Private
School

27.4%
476

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

30.8%

9.6%

9.6

0.6

9.6

0.6

0.0

33.4%
881

17.6%
464

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

Data
unavailable

2,443 D
2009
-10
2,464 D
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Summary of Findings and Recommendations on Educational Benefit
The third analysis considers impact of the learning environment on the educational benefit of students with
disabilities. Evidence from IEP reviews, verification review, observations, and performance data indicate that overall,
the district is not consistently providing educational benefit to the students with disabilities. A number of staff indicate
that they are not able to meet the hours of service on the IEP due to other responsibilities. Additional concerns include
poorly developed IEPs, low CMT and CAPT scores, frequent staff changes, use of non-certified special education
teachers as substitutes, lack of administrative oversight, limited paraprofessional responsibilities due to contractual
requirements, lack of appropriate training, and insufficient materials and clerical staff. The district relies heavily on
programs that are more restrictive (out-of-district placements and self-contained classrooms). Resources to support the
students in the general education classes are limited, so students are over identified and when identified, they quickly
go into more restrictive settings. Transition services are limited and currently the district does not provide an 18-21
year old community based program, resulting in more out-of-district placements. The SOAR/Aim programs have
potential to meet student needs, but inconsistency in staffing, insufficient resources, and curriculum cause challenges
in meeting student needs. The ASD programs appear to be better organized and equipped with staff, instructional
materials, and professional development opportunities.
The following recommendations have been included in the Action Plan in the Recommendations section of this
report.
1. Math, reading, and writing skills need to be improved through teacher training in content areas especially
designed instruction.
2. Special education administrators need to form a data team for each zone to review student data from the
various schools and make recommendations for adjustments in curriculum and instruction.
3. Zone special education administrators provide ongoing instructional feedback from classroom observations
and data analysis.
4. Provide training and monitor IEPs for educational benefit.
5. Special education and building administrators share supervisory responsibilities including classroom
observations and goal setting.
6. Review how paraprofessional used and work with paraprofessional union and building administrators to
ensure that paraprofessionals are used effectively.
7. Each zone special education administrator completes an inventory of resources and purchase needed
instruction materials and equipment.
8. Improve resources available to SOAR/AIM.
9. Conduct a review of early childhood program to determine why state targets are not met.
10. Enhance SRBI interventions and student progress monitoring.
11. Expand transition services by developing more community-based opportunities, obtaining a vehicle for
transporting students, implementing an 18-21 year old program, professional development on transition and
improving transition plans.
12. Define and expand service delivery options for special students and decrease amount of time students are in
self-contained and out of district programs.
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COMMUNICATION
Effective and efficient communication and collaboration are important indicators of a successful special education
program. These two areas can have a significant effect on the quality of instruction and opportunities for enhanced
student learning. We reviewed how staff members interact with each other, with parents, and with the community.
Data from the following sources were collected and analyzed.
Question 4
Communication and Collaboration
4. To what extent is the communication
with stakeholders both within and outside
the system effective in meeting the needs of
students requiring special education?

IEP and Indepth
Review

Classroom
Observations

X

X

District and
State Data

Focus
Interviews

X

FINDINGS
Finding 1: Special and General Education Staff
Observations of classrooms and focus group interviews revealed that the general and special education staff have
limited opportunities to meet together to discuss curriculum instruction and individual student performance. Use of
co-teaching is limited also. This may account for the rush to put students in more restrictive settings. Staff indicated a
desire to work more closely together, but time constraints are a challenge.
Finding 2: Central Office and Building Staff
Building staff report some frustration in contacting Central Office special education administrators. The way
administrators are assigned does not lead to effective communication.
Finding 3: Parents
Small samples of parents were available for interview. Parent and staff interviews indicated that communication is
typically by phone or in person. The district has had few due process hearings, but this may be an indicator of the
parent’s knowledge than the quality of the program. Some substitute teachers indicated that 2-3 months have gone by
and they have not contacted parents.
Finding 4: Community
We did not see evidence of community involvement with the special education programs, particularly with regard to
transition services and resource procurement.
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Summary of Findings & Recommendations on Communication
The final analysis examines the effectiveness of communication with parents, staff and the community. There was
little evidence of planned collaboration among staff. Staff indicate that it’s done “on the fly”. Building special
education and related services staff indicate that communication with Special Education Central Office is inconsistent
and sometimes it is difficult to reach them. The transition programs do not maximize the community businesses and
organizations to provide transition services.
The following recommendations are part of the Action Plan in the Recommendation section of this report.
1. Develop a community resource guide that can provide community resources such as work sites, funding
or expertise.
2. Zone administrators meet regularly of special education staff to review data on student progress and
provide professional development and revised processes.
3. Develop and implement procedures for parent contract (i.e. within two weeks of school beginning, all
parent will be contacted.)
4. Build staff collaboration time into schedules.
5. Enhance co-teaching opportunities through scheduling and professional development.
6. Special education and building administrators share staff observation and supervisory responsibilities.
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Recommendations and Action Plan
On the following page we have provided a strategic plan for 2014-2015 that details specific actions, persons
responsible and due dates for each of the five goals. We have been pleased that the district administrators, through the
leadership of the superintendent have already begun work on some of the activities, such as paraprofessional training,
IEP and specialized instruction professional development, implementation of a zoned organizational structure,
alternate route to certification for special education teachers and monitoring IEPs.
This action plan should be used as a living document that is reviewed at each special education meeting. Staff should
be free to add additional goals and activities as they are accomplished. Updates on the plans outcomes and progress
should be shared with the superintendent regularly. A stakeholder group would meet three to four times a year to
assist the district in implementation of the plan. If used correctly, this plan will help the district move from a reactive
special education system to a proactive system. The following goals are detailed in the Action Plan.
Goal 1: Improve administrative oversight, coordination, and processes of the special education department through a
zoned organizational structure and implementation of district-wide procedures.
Goal 2: Increase instructional impact through enhanced IEP development, implementation of specially designed
instruction, professional development, and hiring and supervision of high quality staff.
Goal 3: Expand transition services.
Goal 4: Define and expand service delivery options for special education students in general education and decrease
amount of time students are in out of district and in self-contained placements.
Goal 5: Increase revenue and maximize resources.
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Division Name(s):
Year:

of

1

Special Education
3

New Initiative:

X

Yes

No

Initiative #

1

Title:

Organizational Structure and Processes

Goal(s):

Improve administrative oversight, coordination, and processes of the special education department through a zoned organizational structure and
implementation of district-wide procedures.

Measurable Objectives/Actions

Person
Responsible

Measurement

Create 6 zones that will each have six schools
within geographic proximity of each other.

Superintendent and
Director
Specialized
Instruction

Staff each zone with a special education
administrator and office support person.
Develop job responsibilities for
administrators and office staff.

Superintendent
and Director of
Specialized
Instruction

Develop and implement standards for IEP
timelines and monitoring, staffing assignments,
service hours, entrance and exit from programs,
and budget that will be used by each zone
administrator and update procedures manual.

Superintendent And
Director of
Specialized
Instruction

Standards
developed and
used in each zone

Provide a full continuum of services in each
zone with emphasis on supports in the general
education classroom.

Superintendent and
Director SPED

Evidence of
full continuum

Regular zone meetings and professional
development with special education and
related services staff.

Special Ed
Administrators

Resource(s)

Month
Due

Status

4 Zones
established
2014-5 and 2
zones 2015-16

Special education
administrators

August
2014 and
2015

Staff assigned

Funds
from Medicaid to
provide office
staff

Each zone (3.8 FTE) assigned a special
education administrator; to consult with
September principals on a weekly basis. Office/support
2014
staff will be centralized for each zone and
special education administrator

SPED
administrators.
Outside consultant

November
2014

Special education
administrators

December
2014

PD and meeting
calendar

Money for PD

Ongoing

Four zones created in September and
operational

COMPASS (special education paraprofessionals),
CPI, IEP Direct, The Blueprint (special education
teachers), etc.; increased meetings (weekly);
training with Shipman & Goodwin for
administrators throughout the year
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Measurable Objectives/Actions
Form an Action Group of business partners,
parents, school personnel, and community
members to assist in the implementation of the
action plan.

Person
Responsible
Director of
Specialized
Instruction

Measurement

Minutes of
meetings

Resource(s)

Consultant to
facilitate meetings

Month
Due

Status

Three
meetings;
December,
March, and
June
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Division Name(s):
Year:

of

1

Special Education
3

New Initiative:

X

Yes

Initiative #

Title:

Educational Benefit

Goal(s):

2

No

Increase instructional impact through enhanced IEP development, implementation of specially designed instruction, professional development,
and hiring and supervision of high quality staff.

Measurable Objectives/Actions

Person
Responsible

Measurement

Each Zone administrator will review their Zone’s
IEPs for timeliness, accuracy, least restrictive
environment and educational benefit (use SERC
rubric). Unacceptable IEPs will be returned to be
corrected. Training of staff using the SERC rubric
should be provided in the fall 2014.

January 2015 the
Director of
Special
Instruction will
conduct a review
Zone administrators
of randomly
selected
IEPs.100% should
meet criteria for
a well-crafted IEP

Share supervisory duties between zone
administrator and building administrator of all
special education and related services staff.

Goal meetings,
Zone administrators observations and
and building
final end of the
administrators
year meeting are
shared

Work with colleges and/or AARC to recruit and
train high quality special education staff for
temporary and permanent work.

Director of
Specialized
Instruction, HR
Director

All special
education staff
working
in Bridgeport are
certified in the area
that they teach.
Staff turnover is
reduced

Resource(s)
Time to train
administrators and
staff on IEP
development. A
train the trainer
model using an
established
curriculum for IEP
development

Administrator time

Month
Due

September
2014 and
ongoing

Status

Plan in place for audit/review by zone
administrators. Supervisor finalization
of IEPs to confirm compliance

September
2014 and
Ongoing

Payment of some of
the coursework
should
January
be covered by
2015
teacher
contract

District is recruiting and funding 5-10 current
certified teachers to support through the
CREC special education cross-endorsement
program. Consulting with Sacred Heart who is
developing a ‘cross-endorsement’ program
for regular education teachers who are
currently certified – will become sped
certified through classwork and participation in
ESY.
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Measurable Objectives/Actions

Person
Responsible

Measurement

Resource(s)

Month
Due

Director of
Specialized
Instruction, HR
Director

Written guidelines
on use of
paraprofessional
and training of
staff

HR director and
Paraprofessional
union

October
2014

Each Zone administrator completes an inventory
of resources such as space, instructional
materials and assistive technology that is used in
their zone and using the budget standards begin
to order needed materials and equipment.

Zone
administrators

List of needed
items, in priority
order and
evidence of
ordering

Funds for
instructional
materials and
equipment

January
2015

Each Zone administrator observes the SOAR and
AIM classes in their Zone and then meet
together to discuss what improvements are
needed (use recommendations from CREC
report as a guide).

Zone
administrators

Implementation
of best practices

Possibly a
behavior
consultant

November
2014

Develop and implement best practices for Early
Childhood programs by first conducting a
review.

Director of
Specialized
Instruction
Zone
administrators

Implementation
of review
recommendations

Early Childhood
consultant

February
2015

Director of
Specialized
Instruction Zone
administrators

Professional
Development
provided IEPs
reflect education
benefit and
specifically
designed
instruction
observed

Training materials

Spring
2015 and
ongoing

Review how paraprofessionals are used and
work with the paraprofessional union to ensure
that paraprofessionals are allowed to work with
students when the teacher is out of the room.

Provide training to special education and related
staff on writing IEPs and implementing
specially designed instruction.

Status

Plan in place for audit/review by zone
administrators

Therapeutic Facilitator added to each SOAR
class and administrator monitor

Certification training to occur in Spring –
Training staff begins Spring 2015
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Measurable Objectives/Actions

Person
Responsible

Strengthen ability of teachers to provide quality
education in general education environment
through professional development and technical
assistance in Universal Design for Learning and
other strategies such as co-teaching.

Director of
Specialized
Instruction
Zone administrators

Enhance SRBI interventions and student
progress monitoring.

Director of
Curriculum,
Director of
Specialized
Instruction
Zone
administrators

Zone administrators form data team to review
student data and make recommendations to
enhance student performance in reading, writing,
and math

Director of
Curriculum,
Director of
Specialized
Instruction
Zone
Administrators

Measurement
Observations of
teachers using
UDL
principles

Resource(s)

UDL support

Month
Due

Status

Fall 2015

A detailed calendar for special education
professional development will be disseminated to
staff by October 31

Revamped SRBI Model with AIMSweb testing
and intervention planning based on
formative assessment –progress monitoring as
the student moves through the tiers

Improved CMT,
CAPT, and
benchmark scores
in academics

Data team

January
2015
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Division Name(s):

Special Education

Year:

3

of

1

New Initiative:

X

Yes

Initiative #

Title:

Transition Services Goal(s)

Goal(s):

3

No

Expand transition services.

Measurable Objectives/Actions
Develop and use more community based
opportunities to a broader range of students with
disabilities.
Obtain vehicle to take student to and from work
placements and community placements.

Develop and implement an 18-21 year old
program.

Provide professional development in the area of
secondary transition, age appropriate transition
assessments, and transition IEP development.

Person
Responsible

Measurement

Resource(s)

Month
Due

List of community
based
opportunities that
are used

Community
organizations and
businesses

January
2015

Vehicle obtained
and used

Transportation
companies to
donate a vehicle

January
2014

Transition
Coordinator and
Director of Special
Instruction

10 students
currently in out of
district programs
returned to the
district programthe district should
realize a savings
of at least
$100,000 in the
first year

Space for the
program, a teacher
and job coaches,
vehicle

Plan
developed
January
2015
Implemented Sept
2015

Transition
Coordinator and
Director of Special
Instruction and
zone admin

Quality of
transition
IEP improved and
inclusion of
transition skills in
all areas of
educational
program

Funds for PD

January
2015

Transition
Coordinator and
Director of Special
Instruction
Transition
Coordinator and
Director of Special
Instruction

Status
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Division Name(s):
Year:

of

1

Special Education
3

New Initiative:

X

Yes

Initiative #

Title:

Least Restrictive Environment

Goal(s):

4

No

Define and expand service delivery options for special education students in general education and decrease amount of time students are in
out of district and in self-contained placements.

Measurable Objectives/Actions

Person
Responsible

Measurement

Resource(s)

Month
Due

Reallocate staff use to support a more inclusive
model by requiring a certain percent of each
special education and related services staff day
be in the general education classroom (the
district should determine a standard percent).

Director of Special
Instruction and
Zone administrators

Staff allocated
time is in
accordance with
guidelines

Work day analysis

December
2014

Provide definitions, parameters for co-teaching
and supported classrooms and in-service staff.

Director of Special
Instruction and
Zone administrators

Dates of in-service

Outside inclusion
consultant

October
2015

Train certified and non-certified staff on
inclusive practices, co- teaching, writing
inclusive goals, specially designed instruction.

Director of Special
Instruction and
Zone administrators

Evidence of
training and who
attended

Funds for presenter

Ongoing
through
May 2015

Embed collaboration time into staff schedules.

Director of Special
Instruction and
Zone administrators

Inclusion
consultant

October
2014

Provide professional development on inclusion,
roles and responsibilities, instructional and
behavioral strategies, and legal ethical issues to
paraprofessionals in a comprehensive systemic
way. This can be accomplished through a train
the trainers approach.

Director of Special
Instruction and
Zone
administrators

Paraprofessional
training curriculum

June 2015,
2016

Staff schedules
have collaboration
time and it is
being used
effectively
Year 1,6 hours of
training for each
paraprofessional,
Year two, 12
hours of training

Status

15 staff will be certified in Blueprint –
Spring 2015

15 staff to be certified in Compass training. 2
modules provided to paraprofessionals by June
2015
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Division Name(s):
Year:

of

1

Special Education
3

New Initiative:

X

Yes

Initiative #

Title:

Resource Allocation

Goal(s):

5

No

Increase revenue and maximize resources.

Measurable Objectives/Actions
Purchase Medicaid software, require staff to input
information and monitor billing to ensure that
Bridgeport is billing for all eligible services.
Establish an incentive program for staff to receive
funds for instructional materials when they do a
good job of entering information.

Person
Responsible
Director of
Specialized
Instruction and
Business Manager

Month
Due

Measurement

Resource(s)

Billing increases
to 1 to 1.5 million
in a year

Software Medicaid
expert

September
2014

September
2015

PPT part time clerks at each school.

Supt and Director
of Specialized
Instruction

Part time PPT
Clerks at each
school

Funding for clerks.
Use money saved
from bringing
students back from
out of district or
Medicaid funds

Eliminate duties for special education and related
staff that travel to various schools.

Director of Special
Instruction and
Zone
administrators

Additional time
for itinerant staff
to spend in
inclusive
settings

Building Principals

December
2015

Reassign special education administrators and
office staff to 6 zones. A phase in process would
be 4 in 2014-5 and 2 more in 2015- 16.

Supt and Director
of Specialized
Instruction

6 assignments

Give discipline
specific
administrators a
zone add office
staff as needed

Ongoing
through
June 2016

Find and apply for grants and find private funders.

Grant office and
Director of
Specialized
Instruction

Additional
funding of
$50,000 to
support programs

Staff time to find
and write proposals

September
2015

Status

Software purchased

Four zones and administrators assigned
September 2014
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Appendix Contents
A:

IEP and In-depth Review Protocol and Results

B.

Focus Group Interview Demographics

C.

Bridgeport Staffing Model

D.

Bridgeport Professional Development
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Appendix A - IEP and In-Depth Student Review Demographic
Grade Level
Pre-K-2
K-3
1st- 4
2nd-4
3rd-2
4th- 4
5th- 2
6th- 4
7th-2
8th-1
9th-1
10th- 3
11th-4
Total- 36

Number of Students Reviewed: 36
Disability
SLI- 6
DD- 2
SLD-7
ID- 5
ASD- 5
ED- 3
MD- 3
OHI-ADHD- 2
VI- 1
Other -2

Total 36

Ethnicity
Caucasian-3
Hispanic- 16
African American- 7
Unknown- 10

Total 36

Dates of Visits and Schools

School
Bassik HS
Bryant School
Harding HS
Luis Munoz Marin
School
Central High
School
Watersville School
Skane Center
Read School
Beardsley School
Barnam School
Winthrop School

Date and Time
June 4th AM
June 4th PM
June 2nd AM
June 2nd PM

Hallen St. School
Dunbar School
Jettie Tisdale
School
Edison School

May 29th PM
June 10th AM
June 10th PM

Hooker School

June 13th PM

June 4th AM
June 4th PM
June 3rd AM
June 3rd PM
June 10th AM
June 10th PM
May 29th AM

June 13th AM
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IEP Review Analysis
Quality Level

Score

Promising
Practice

8‐9

Progressing

5‐7

Emerging

2‐4

Unacceptable

0‐1

Interpretation
The assessment process is driven by examining how the student performs within the general education curriculum. The assessment process explicitly
identifies barriers that affect access to, participation in, and progress in the general education curriculum. The unique needs of the student are specifically
isolated and defined. There a number of assessment tools used that can serve to continuously monitor student progress over time. The information in the
IEP is recorded clearly with specific statements that are useful and explicitly lead to the development of the specially designed instruction.
The assessment process contains a comprehensive examination of how the unique profile of the student compares to the general education curriculum.
There is a mix of assessment tools and types used to determine areas of strength and need, but the recorded information can appear disjointed. The
information flows logically, and is predictable as to what the IEP goals should contained based on this information.
The assessment process relies heavily on standardized assessments and with a focus on aspects of the disability. The assessment process references
the general education curriculum or assessments, but does not provide a full picture of how well the student is performing in the general education
curriculum. The information recorded provides some broad understandings, but is vague.
There is one or more of the following concerns with the assessment process: the process does not use the age‐appropriate assessments or curriculum;
there are very little or no technically reliable assessments used; and/or the assessment process is very narrow in scope and does not meet the standards for
comprehensive assessment. The assessment process is disability‐driven with little to no reference to the general education curriculum. Information
recorded is superficial, vague, and maybe comparative to peers.
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Scoring for Levels of Support: Supplemental Instruction, Accommodations, Modifications
1.8 out of 15 Total Score for Levels of Support
Quality Level

Promising
Practice

Progressing

Emerging

Unacceptable

Scores

12‐15

Interpretation
There are explicit links between the specific barriers and gaps isolated in the gap analysis and the selected specially designed instruction. The
supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology are supported by solid research that indicates success in promoting progress
in the general education curriculum. They are recorded with very specific details on when, how, and where they are to be implemented. The
plan includes specific supports that are needed to support educators in implementing the plan with fidelity. The design of the supplemental
instruction expands the core general education instruction and has the potential to close instructional gaps. The design of
accommodations/assistive technology removes environmental and instructional barriers. The plan supports the student’s independent use of
accommodations/assistive technology. Modifications are only as necessary, if at all. The plan clearly outlines how modifications are used to
close instructional gaps, rather than increase them.

8‐11

There is alignment between the gap analysis and the selected specially designed instruction. The supplemental instruction,
accommodations/assistive technology are supported by research that indicates potential growth in the general education curriculum. They are
recorded with general details on when, how, and where they are to be implemented. The plan includes general supports that are needed to
support educators in implementation. The design of the supplemental instruction is clearly in addition to the core general education instruction
and will support learning and growth for a student aligned with the general education curriculum. The design of accommodations/assistive
technology supports the removal of environmental and instructional barriers. The plan supports the student’s use of accommodations/assistive
technology to participate in instruction and socially. Modifications are used sparingly, if at all.

4‐7

There is loose alignment between the gap analysis and specially designed instruction. The supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive
technology are logical in their use to support growth and learning. They are recorded with vague or unclear details on when, how, and
where they are to be implemented. The plan includes vague description of supports that are needed to support educators in implementation.
The design of the supplemental instruction is in addition to the core general education instruction. The design of accommodations/assistive
technology provides some the removal of environmental and instructional barriers. The plan lists how the student can use the
accommodations/assistive technology. Modifications, if listed, are throughout the plan.

0‐3

There is no alignment between the gap analysis and specially designed instruction. The supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive
technology tend to feel more like a checklist or a set program of items provided for many students rather than individualized to needs. They
are recorded with little or no details on when, how, and where they are to be implemented. The plan includes little or no description of
supports that are needed to support educators in implementation. The design of the supplemental instruction replaces the core general
education instruction or is not present in the plan. The design of accommodations/assistive technology is not connected to any barriers or is
not present in the plan. Modifications are relied upon heavily throughout the plan and even replace the use of supplemental instruction and
accommodations.
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Scoring for IEP Goals & Objectives
0.74 out of 9 Total Score for Goals and Objectives
Quality Level

Promising
Practice

Progressing

Score

8‐9

5‐7

Emerging

2‐4

Unacceptable

0‐1

Interpretation
The goals and objectives are written in specific, measurable, and observable language. There are clear and specific details as to the
design and delivery of the instruction in terms of what, when, and how. There are clear, specific, and observable details of how the
student will demonstrate his or her learning. There are clear measures to track growth from a baseline to a specific target. These
measures use methods and tools that can track growth daily, weekly, or at least monthly using a progress monitoring graph. The
goals and objectives are driven by the general education curriculum. Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology,
and modifications, if used, are embedded within goals and provide explicit details of when and how they are used.
The goals and objectives are written in specific, measurable, and observable language. There are general details as to the design and delivery
of the instruction in terms of what, when, and how. There are general details of how the student will demonstrate his or her learning. There
are measures to track growth to a specific target. These measures use methods and tools that can track growth at least monthly. The goals and
objectives are aligned with the general education curriculum. Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and
modifications, if used, are embedded within goals.
The goals and objectives are written in measurable and observable language. There are vague details as to the design and delivery of the
instruction in terms of what, when, and how. There are vague details on how the student will demonstrate his or her learning. There are
measures that could track growth. These measures use methods and tools that can note growth at least quarterly. The goals and objectives are
loosely aligned with the general education curriculum. Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications, if
used, are connected to goals.
There is one or more of the following concerns with the goals and objectives: they are not written in measurable and observable language;
they are vague; and/or there are no real measures that could track growth. The goals and objectives are not aligned with the general education
curriculum. Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications, if used, are not connected to goals.
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Expert Solutions

1.5 out of 9 Total Score for Supports and Services
Quality Level
Promising
Practice

Scores

8‐9

Progressing

5‐7

Emerging

2‐4

Unacceptable

0‐1

Interpretation
The focus of the IEP is general education, even if more restrictive settings are needed. The services and supports are driven by the IEP
goals. For each goal area, highly qualified certified staff are used to provide the instruction, with a strong presence of general education‐
certified content experts being actively involved in the implementation of the IEP. There is a sense of collective partnership among a team
of educators. The tone of the IEP is the use of authentic learning occurring in the natural environments for that learning. The IEP reflects a
comprehensive, flexible plan that is driven by the student’s needs and promoting progress in the general education curriculum.
General education is referenced throughout the IEP, even if more restrictive settings are needed. The services and supports are connected to
the IEP goals. For each goal area, highly qualified certified staff are used to provide the instruction, which include a presence of general
education certified content experts. There is evidence of a team approach to the implementation of the IEP. The IEP includes the use of
authentic learning occurring in the natural environments for that learning. The IEP reflects a comprehensive plan that is driven by the
student’seducation
needs. is loosely referred to in the IEP. The services and supports are aligned to the IEP goals. For each goal area, certified staff
General
are used to provide the instruction, although there is overreliance on special education teachers and student support services professionals.
The IEP uses a focus of special education programming and controlled tasks and settings for learning. The IEP reflects a plan that feels
disjointed in the scope of the goals and services.
The IEP is focused on segregated programming, services, and/or settings. The services and supports are not aligned to the IEP goals, and it
appears that the services and special education programming are driving how the goals were written. There is overreliance on
paraprofessionals, special education teachers, and student support services professionals to implement the IEP with very little if any mention
of general education teachers. The IEP uses contrived tasks for learning. IEP goals and services appear isolated from one another and there
is evidence they are not related or connected to one another.
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The Overview
Connecticut’s State Education Resource Center (SERC) has developed an Individualized Education Program (IEP) Rubric that measures the quality of IEP development for
students with disabilities in the following categories:





Gap Analysis of Present Level of Performance
Levels of Support: Supplemental Instruction, Accommodations, and Modifications
IEP Goals and Objectives
Types of Support and Placement

The IEP Rubric defines fourteen indicators needed for quality IEP development. The rubric is designed to be analyzed holistically as well as in the four categories and their
individual indicators. A school data team can analyze the data in a variety of ways to discern trends in practices, which can be used to inform professional learning and systemic
strategic planning. The rubric is constructed on the premise that all students are entitled to the general education curriculum within the least restrictive environment, and
therefore the design of an IEP is focused on student outcomes based in the general education curriculum. Supports operate on a continuum specifically targeted to meet the
unique needs of a student. The purpose of the rubric is to provide educators and families a means to assess the quality of an IEP by shifting the IEP from a mere list of legal or
compliance tasks to an instructional tool that can be used to guide teams of people in how to support a student in achieving the same general education standards as
nondisabled peers.

The Quality Levels
SERC’s IEP rubric has four levels of measure: promising practice, progressing, emerging, and unacceptable. The highest level, promising practice, is the measure of quality that
promotes genuine access, participation, and progress in the general education curriculum and settings, while actively supporting the unique needs of a student. High
expectations are set for each student, and the IEP actively seeks to close academic gaps. Since educational practices are continuously evolving, promising practice purposefully
denotes an endless ceiling of quality. Progressing is the measure of quality by which an IEP supports educational benefit to facilitate a student’s access to, participation in, and
progress in the general education curriculum and settings. The IEP incorporates the elements of effective instructional practices into the design of how supports are organized
and implemented. Emerging is the measure of quality by which the IEP meets a low threshold of compliance and educational benefit. The IEP is often missing critical elements
needed to support its use as an instructional plan. The IEP also focuses on “special education” as a separate support system, rather than an embedded support system within
the context of the general education curriculum. Unacceptable is the measure that generally does not meet even the basics of procedural compliance for an IEP or merits any
educational benefit.

The Scoring
SERC’s IEP Rubric uses an analytical rubric scoring method. A range of points are used to score each indicator: 3) promising practice, 2) progressing, 1) emerging and 0)
unacceptable. Each indicator is scored and then totaled within each of the four category areas for a category score. The four category scores are then totaled for a single score.

The Training of Scorers
Using this tool with fidelity requires scorers to be trained. The training provides scorers with a working knowledge of the content of the rubric and the technical knowledge to
use the instrument with reliability. The training sessions include a process for calibration of scorers that estimates their inter‐rater reliability as a means to check for fidelity. For
further information on the training process, contact Kimberly Mearman, Ph.D,, Assistant Director for Program Development & Research/Program Evaluation, SERC, at (860) 632‐
1485, ext. 289 or at mearman@ctserc.org.
© State Education Resource Center. All rights reserved. This work, including all materials, text, and graphics, are protected by U.S. and International Copyright laws. This work may be copied, distributed, and transmitted,
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Gap Analysis of Present Le vel of Perf ormance
Indicator 1
The IEP uses comprehensive general education‐driven assessments and benchmarks to isolate and target specially designed instruction to address missing concepts, skills, or
strategies that assist students in making progress in general education.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The assessments are not based on the
 The assessments are based on
 The assessments are based on
 The assessments are based on the age‐
age‐appropriate grade‐level general
the age‐appropriate grade‐level
the age‐appropriate grade‐level
appropriate grade‐level general
education curriculum.
general education curriculum.
general education curriculum.
education curriculum.
 The assessments are not technically
 The assessments are technically
 The assessments are technically
 The assessments are technically sound
sound or reliable.
sound and reliable.
sound and reliable.
and reliable and provide continuous
monitoring information.
 The IEP uses a narrow scope of
 The IEP uses an assessment
 The IEP uses a comprehensive
 The IEP uses a relevant, comprehensive
assessments.
process mostly reliant on
assessment process, including
assessment process driven by general
standardized assessments.
general education curriculum‐
education curriculum‐based assessments,
based assessments and
district‐wide formative and summative
standardized assessments.
assessments, and standardized
assessments.

The
assessment
process
uses
a

The assessment process focuses on
 The assessment process uses only
 The assessment process makes
standardized assessments, making no
references to general education
mix of general education
general education assessments,
assessments and standardized
supplemented with additional
reference to general education or does
assessments, but relies on
not use a comprehensive assessment
standardized assessments that
assessments to determine the
assessments that can isolate and
determine the unique needs of the
process to determine the unique needs
determine the unique needs of
unique needs of the student.
student related to the disability.
of the student.
the student.
 There is no evidence of a comparative
 There is little evidence of a
 There is extensive evidence of a
 There is some evidence of a
analysis between the demands of the
comparative analysis between
comparative analysis between
comparative analysis between the
demands of the general education
the demands of the general
the demands of the general
general education standards and the
education standards and the
standards and the unique needs of the
unique needs of the individual student.
education standards and the
unique needs of the individual
unique needs of the individual
individual student.
student.
student.
 There are no or very vague statements of  There are general statements of
 There are specific statements of the
 There are specific statements of
the student’s present level of
student’s present level of performance as
the student’s present level of
the student’s present level of
performance as it aligns to the
performance as it relates to the general
performance as it relates to the
it specifically relates to the student’s
general education curriculum.
access to, participation in, and progress
education curriculum.
general education curriculum.
in the general education curriculum.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3

© State Education Resource Center. All rights reserved. This work, including all materials, text, and graphics, are protected by U.S. and International Copyright laws. This work may be copied, distributed, and transmitted,
but this work may neither be used for commercial purposes nor altered, transformed, or built upon. The work must be cited as: State Education Resource Center (SERC), Middletown, CT. Any deviation from these
conditions requires express permission from SERC.

3

Indicator 2
The IEP contains explicit statements determining the student’s strengths as related to the student’s progress in the general education curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 There are no or vague, superficial
 There are general statements
 There are general statements
 There are explicit statements about the
statements about the student’s
about the student’s strengths
about the student’s capacity and
student’s capacity and strengths to
strengths.
related to academic learning.
strengths to participate and
participate and progress in general
education curriculum.
progress in general education
curriculum.
 There are no statements about how  There are vague statements about
 There are statements about the student’s
 There are general statements
the student can participate in the
the student’s strengths and how
about how the student can be
strengths that can be useful to a general
general education settings or
the student can participate in
education teacher in understanding how the
successful in general education
curriculum.
general education settings.
curriculum.
student can progress in general education
curriculum.
 The student’s strengths have no
 The student’s strengths have no
 The student’s strengths are
 The student’s strengths are relative to how
he or she can participate in general
relationship to the general
relationship to general education
relative to how he or she can
education curriculum, instruction,
curriculum, instruction, or
participate in general education
education curriculum and are not
or environment and are
environment and are not
comparative to peers.
curriculum and are not
comparative to peers.
comparative to peers.
comparative to peers.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 3
The IEP has an explicit statement of how the dynamic between manifestation of the student’s disability and general education curriculum, instruction, or environment
affects access to, participation in, and progress in the general education curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The assessment process lists
 The assessment process
 The assessment process generally
 The assessment process specifically isolates
concerns, but is not necessarily
determines concerns related to
lists manifestations of the disability.
the manifestations and the instructional and
related to the disability.
the disability.
environmental barriers of the disability.
 The assessment process states that  The assessment process states
 The assessment process specifically states how
 The assessment process states how
the disability in and of itself affects
how the disability affects
the manifestations of the disability
the manifestations of the disability interact
access to, participation in, and/or
access to, participation in,
affect access to, participation in,
with environmental and instructional barriers
progress in the general education
and/or progress in the general
to access, participate, and/or progress in the
and/or progress in the general
curriculum.
education curriculum.
education curriculum.
general education curriculum.
 There is a vague statement of the
 There is a vague statement of
 The statement of impact connects to  The statement of impact explicitly leads the
impacts related to the disability
how the disability impacts
IEP in the determination of the specially
specially designed instruction listed
itself and/or services needed.
participation and progress in
designed instruction.
in the IEP.
the general education
curriculum.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3
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Scoring for Gap Analysis of Present Level of Performance


/9 Total Score for Gap Analysis
Quality Level

Score

Promising
Practice

8‐9

Progressing

5‐7

Emerging

2‐4

Unacceptable

0‐1

Interpretation
The assessment process is driven by examining how the student performs within the general education curriculum. The assessment process explicitly
identifies barriers that affect access to, participation in, and progress in the general education curriculum. The unique needs of the student are
specifically isolated and defined. There a number of assessment tools used that can serve to continuously monitor student progress over time. The
information in the IEP is recorded clearly with specific statements that are useful and explicitly lead to the development of the specially designed
instruction.
The assessment process contains a comprehensive examination of how the unique profile of the student compares to the general education
curriculum. There is a mix of assessment tools and types used to determine areas of strength and need, but the recorded information can appear
disjointed. The information flows logically, and it is predictable as to what the IEP goals should contained based on this information.
The assessment process relies heavily on standardized assessments and with a focus on aspects of the disability. The assessment process references
the general education curriculum or assessments, but does not provide a full picture of how well the student is performing in the general education
curriculum. The information recorded provides some broad understandings, but is vague.
There is one or more of the following concerns with the assessment process: the process does not use the age‐appropriate assessments or curriculum;
there are very little or no technically reliable assessments used; and/or the assessment process is very narrow in scope and does not meet the
standards for comprehensive assessment. The assessment process is disability‐driven with little to no reference to the general education curriculum.
Information recorded is superficial, very vague, and maybe comparative to peers.
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Levels of Support: Supplemental In struction, Accommodations, Modifications
Indicator 1
Based on the gap analysis and areas of need, direct supplemental instruction is designed to address missing skills, concepts, or strategies that will assist the student in
participating and making progress in the general education curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The gap analysis does not list skills,
 The gap analysis vaguely
 The gap analysis states the
 The gap analysis specifically isolates the student’s
concepts, and/or strategies.
lists skills, concepts, and/or
student’s missing skills, concepts,
missing skills, concepts, and/or strategies that are
strategies.
and/or strategies that are needed
needed to participate or make progress in the
to participate or make progress in
general education curriculum.
the general education curriculum.
 The IEP states instruction on  The IEP states instruction on skills,
 The IEP states explicit instruction on skills,
 The IEP states instruction on skills,
concepts, and/or strategies that do
skills, concepts, and/or
concepts, and/or strategies that
concepts, and/or strategies that directly connect
strategies that loosely aligns
not align with the gap analysis or
aligns with the gap analysis.
with the gap analysis.
does not state any instruction on
with the gap analysis.
skills, concepts, and/or strategies.
 The IEP states instruction
 The IEP states instruction for skills,
 The IEP states instruction for skills,
 The IEP states instruction for skills, concepts,
concepts, and/or strategies that is
for skills, concepts, and/or
concepts, and/or strategies that is
and/or strategies that expands the methods and
instead of the core general
strategies that is in addition
in addition to the core general
intensity of the core general education
education curriculum.
to the core general
education curriculum and expands
curriculum, explicitly connected to closing the
education curriculum.
learning for the student.
gaps, and expands the depth of instruction and
learning for the student.
 The IEP states supplemental
 The IEP states supplemental  The IEP states supplemental
 The IEP states supplemental instruction that is
instruction that is not sound.
instruction that is sound.
instruction that is sound, evidence‐
sound, evidence‐based practice and strongly
based practice and likely to result
connected to student progress in the general
in student progress.
education curriculum.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3

© State Education Resource Center. All rights reserved. This work, including all materials, text, and graphics, are protected by U.S. and International Copyright laws. This work may be copied, distributed, and transmitted,
but this work may neither be used for commercial purposes nor altered, transformed, or built upon. The work must be cited as: State Education Resource Center (SERC), Middletown, CT. Any deviation from these
conditions requires express permission from SERC.

7

Indicator 2 A
Based on the gap analysis and areas of need, accommodations are designed to assist the student in access to, participation in, and making progress in the general education
curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The gap analysis does not
 The gap analysis vaguely
 The gap analysis generally states
 The gap analysis specifically isolates barriers for the
state barriers for the
states barriers for the student.
barriers for the student to participate or
student to participate or make progress in the
student.
general education curriculum.
make progress in the general education
curriculum.
 The IEP states
 The IEP states
 The IEP states accommodations that
 The IEP states explicit accommodations that
accommodations that do
directly connect with the gap analysis.
accommodations that loosely
align with the gap analysis.
not align with the gap
align with the gap analysis.
analysis.
 The IEP does not provide
 The IEP provides vague details  The IEP provides general details on how,  The IEP provides specific details on how, when,
details on how, when, how
on how, when, how often,
when, how often, and to what degree
how often, and to what degree accommodations
often, and to what degree
and assistive technology will be used in instruction
and to what degree
accommodations and assistive
accommodations will be
accommodations will be used
technology will be used in the general
of the core general education curriculum explicitly
used.
by educators.
education curriculum and/or settings.
connected to access to the general education
curriculum.
 The IEP does not state how
 The IEP states how the
 The IEP states how the student will use
 The IEP states how the student will learn to use the
the student will use the
accommodations independently to participate
student will use the
the accommodations to participate in
accommodations.
accommodations.
the general education curriculum.
meaningfully in the general education curriculum.
 The IEP states
 The IEP states
 The IEP states accommodations that are  The IEP states accommodations that are sound,
accommodations that are
evidence‐based practice and strongly connected to
accommodations that are
sound, evidence‐based practice.
not sound.
sound.
student progress in the general education
curriculum.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 2 B
Based on the gap analysis and areas of need, assistive technology is designed to assist the student in access to, participation in, and making progress in the general education
curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice


The gap analysis does not state
barriers for the student.





The IEP has no statements, other than
the check box, that demonstrate that
assistive technology was considered
not necessary or that the gap analysis
infers that assistive technology is
needed to address the barriers.





The IEP states assistive technology
that does not align with the gap
analysis.
The IEP does not provide details on
how, when, how often, and to what
degree assistive technology will be
used.





The IEP does not state how the
student will use the assistive
technology.



The IEP states the use of assistive
technology that is not sound.

The gap analysis vaguely states
barriers for the student.



The gap analysis generally states
barriers for the student to
participate or make progress in the
general education curriculum.



The gap analysis specifically isolates
barriers for the student to participate or
make progress in the general education
curriculum.



The IEP has specific statements that
demonstrate that assistive technology
was considered not necessary and that
the gap analysis clearly demonstrates
that assistive technology is not needed
to address the barriers.

The IEP states explicit assistive
technology that directly connects with
the gap analysis.
The IEP provides specific details on how,
when, how often, and to what degree
assistive technology will be used in
instruction of the core general education
curriculum explicitly connected to access
to the general education curriculum.
The IEP states how the student will learn
to use the assistive technology
independently to participate
meaningfully in the general education
curriculum.
The IEP states the use of assistive
technology that is sound, evidence‐
based practice and is strongly connected
to student progress in the general
education curriculum.

 The next one is marked as Not Applicable if there is assistive technology used
The IEP has vague inferences that
demonstrate that assistive
technology was considered not
necessary or that the gap analysis
infers that assistive technology is
not needed to address the
barriers.



The IEP has general statements that
demonstrate that assistive
technology was considered not
necessary and/or that the gap
analysis demonstrates that assistive
technology is not needed to address
the barriers.

 The next four are marked as Not Applicable if there is no assistive technology used




Majority of the elements = 0

The IEP states assistive technology
that loosely aligns with the gap
analysis.
The IEP provides vague details on
how, when, how often, and to
what degree assistive technology
will be used by educators.



The IEP states assistive technology
that aligns with the gap analysis.









The IEP states how the student
will use the assistive technology.



The IEP provides general details on
how, when, how often, and to what
degree assistive technology and
assistive technology will be used in
the general education curriculum
and/or settings.
The IEP states how the student will
use the assistive technology to
participate in the general education
curriculum.



The IEP states the use of assistive
technology that is sound.



The IEP states the use of assistive
technology that is sound, evidence‐
based practice.







Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2





Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 3
Based on the gap analysis and areas of need, modifications are designed to assist the student in access, participation, and making progress in the general education
curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The gap analysis does not state areas
 The gap analysis vaguely
 The gap analysis generally states
 The gap analysis specifically isolates areas
where the general education content
states areas where the
areas where the general education
where the general education content or
content or standards need to be
or standards need to be adjusted.
general education content
standards need to be adjusted in order for
or standards need to be
adjusted in order for the student to
the student to participate and make progress
participate or make progress in the
adjusted.
in the general education curriculum.
general education curriculum.
 There is general evidence that the use  There is strong evidence that the use of
 There is little or loose
 There is no evidence that the use of
of supplemental instruction and
supplemental instruction and
evidence that the use of
supplemental instruction and
accommodations, including assistive
supplemental instruction
accommodations, including assistive
accommodations are used before the
and accommodations are
technology, are used before the need
need for modifications, the IEP almost
technology, are used before the need for
used before the need for
for modifications, and modifications
exclusively relies on modifications as
modifications, and modifications are few,
modifications that loosely
are few and used only because they
targeted, and used only because they are
the specially designed instruction,
align with the gap analysis.
are necessary and align with the gap
and the modifications do not align
absolutely necessary to close gaps in the
analysis.
with the gap analysis.
general education curriculum that directly
connect with the gap analysis.

 The next two are marked as Not Applicable if there are no modifications used


The IEP does not state how, when,
how often, and to what degree the
modifications will be used.



The IEP provides vague
details on how, when, how
often, and to what degree
the modifications will be
used by educators.



The IEP provides general details on
how, when, how often, and to what
degree the modifications will be used
in the general education curriculum.





The IEP states modifications that are
not sound and/or do not relate to the
general education curriculum.



The IEP states modifications
that are sound and connect
with the general education
curriculum.



The IEP states modifications that are
sound, “promising practice”
connected to progress in the general
education curriculum.





Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2

The IEP provides specific details on how,
when, how often, and to what degree the
modifications will be used in instruction of
the core general education curriculum,
explicitly connected to making progress in the
general education curriculum.
The IEP states modifications that are sound,
“best practice” and are strongly connected to
student progress in the general education
curriculum.



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 4
The IEP states supports that are needed for school personnel to implement the supplemental instruction, accommodations, and modifications.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice


The IEP does not state
supports that are needed for
school personnel to
implement the IEP.



The IEP vaguely states
supports that are needed for
school personnel to
implement the IEP.





The supports for personnel
are not connected to the
supplemental instruction,
accommodations, and
modifications.



The supports for personnel are
vaguely connected to the
supplemental instruction,
accommodations, and
modifications.





Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1

The IEP generally states supports,
such as consultation, professional
learning, or indirect student supports
that are needed for school personnel
to implement the IEP.
The supports for personnel are
connected to the supplemental
instruction, accommodations, and
modifications.



Majority of the elements = 2



The IEP specifically states supports, such as
consultation, professional learning, or indirect
student supports that are needed for school
personnel to implement the IEP.



The supports for personnel are explicitly connected
to the supplemental instruction, accommodations,
and modifications with explicit connections as to
how those supports provide for the student’s
progress in the general education curriculum.



Majority of the elements = 3
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Scoring for Levels of Support: Supplemental Instruction, Accommodations, Modifications


/15 Total Score for Levels of Support
Quality Level

Scores

Promising
Practice

12‐15

Progressing

8‐11

Emerging

4‐7

Unacceptable

0‐3

Interpretation
There are explicit links between the specific barriers and gaps isolated in the gap analysis and the selected specially designed instruction. The
supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology are supported by solid research that indicates success in promoting progress in the
general education curriculum. They are recorded with very specific details on when, how, and where they are to be implemented. The plan includes
specific supports that are needed to support educators in implementing the plan with fidelity. The design of the supplemental instruction expands
the core general education instruction and has the potential to close instructional gaps. The design of accommodations/assistive technology
removes environmental and instructional barriers. The plan supports the student’s independent use of accommodations/assistive technology.
Modifications are only as necessary, if at all. The plan clearly outlines how modifications are used to close instructional gaps, rather than increase
them.
There is alignment between the gap analysis and the selected specially designed instruction. The supplemental instruction,
accommodations/assistive technology are supported by research that indicates potential growth in the general education curriculum. They are
recorded with general details on when, how, and where they are to be implemented. The plan includes general supports that are needed to support
educators in implementation. The design of the supplemental instruction is clearly in addition to the core general education instruction and will
support learning and growth for a student aligned with the general education curriculum. The design of accommodations/assistive technology
supports the removal of environmental and instructional barriers. The plan supports the student’s use of accommodations/assistive technology to
participate in instruction and socially. Modifications are used sparingly, if at all.
There is loose alignment between the gap analysis and specially designed instruction. The supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive
technology are logical in their use to support growth and learning. They are recorded with vague or unclear details on when, how, and where they
are to be implemented. The plan includes vague description of supports that are needed to support educators in implementation. The design of the
supplemental instruction is in addition to the core general education instruction. The design of accommodations/assistive technology provides some
the removal of environmental and instructional barriers. The plan lists how the student can use the accommodations/assistive technology.
Modifications, if listed, are throughout the plan.
There is no alignment between the gap analysis and specially designed instruction. The supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive
technology tend to feel more like a checklist or a set program of items provided for many students rather than individualized to needs. They are
recorded with little or no details on when, how, and where they are to be implemented. The plan includes little or no description of supports that
are needed to support educators in implementation. The design of the supplemental instruction replaces the core general education instruction or
is not present in the plan. The design of accommodations/assistive technology is not connected to any barriers or is not present in the plan.
Modifications are relied upon heavily throughout the plan and even replace the use of supplemental instruction and accommodations.
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IEP Goals & Obje ctives
Indicator 1
IEP goals and objectives are: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time Specific.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
 IEP goals and objectives are
 IEP goals and objectives are written
 IEP goals and objectives are written in
not written in observable and
in observable and measurable
observable and measurable language
measurable language.
language.
that defines what the student will
learn and the conditions for the
instruction.
 IEP goals and objectives use
 IEP goals and objectives do not  IEP goals and objectives use
have defined mastery of
appropriate criteria of measurement
appropriate criteria of measurement
learning that encompasses a
and broad methods of assessment
and methods of assessment that
specifically measure the learning as
scope of growth over the
that measure the learning as defined
defined in the IEP goals and
course of one year.
in the IEP goals and objectives.
objectives.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2





Promising Practice
IEP goals and objectives are written in
observable and measurable language that
explicitly defines what the student will
learn and the conditions for the instruction.
IEP goals and objectives use specific and
appropriate criteria of measurement and
methods of student progress monitoring
that specifically measure the learning as
defined in the IEP goals and objectives.



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 2
IEP goals and objectives detail specific conditions for learning, a statement of how the student will demonstrate the learning, and a performance measure that is relevant to
this demonstration of learning.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 IEP goals and objectives are not
 IEP goals and objectives are written  IEP goals and objectives are written
 IEP goals and objectives are written with
written with details as to where,
with vague or missing details as to
with general details as to where,
explicit details as to where, when, how,
when, how, how often, and to
where, when, how, how often, and
when, how, how often, and to what
how often, and to what degree the IEP
what degree the IEP goals and
to what degree the IEP goals and
degree the IEP goals and objectives
goals and objectives will be implemented.
objectives will be implemented.
objectives will be implemented.
will be implemented.
 IEP goals and objectives do not
 IEP goals and objectives provide
 IEP goals and objectives provide
 IEP goals and objectives provide explicit
details about the conditions under which
provide details about the
vague details about the conditions
general details about the conditions
conditions under which the goal
under which the goal and
under which the goal and objectives
the goal and objectives will be taught and
and objectives will be taught and
objectives will be taught and
will be taught and implemented.
implemented.
implemented.
implemented.
 IEP goals and objectives provide
 IEP goals and objectives provide explicit
 IEP goals and objectives do not
 IEP goals and objectives provide
provide details on how the
vague details on how the student
general details on how the student
details on how the student will perform or
will perform or demonstrate the
demonstrate the skills, concepts, or
student will perform or
will perform or demonstrate the
skills, concepts, or strategies.
strategies.
demonstrate the skills, concepts,
skills, concepts, or strategies.
or strategies.
 IEP goals and objectives have
 IEP goals and objectives have defined  IEP goals and objectives have clearly
 IEP goals and objectives do not
use specific and appropriate
defined mastery of learning loosely
mastery of learning based on present
defined definition of mastery of learning
based on present level of
level of performance and specific
based on baseline assessment and
criteria of measurement or define
targeted, well‐defined, specific
performance and benchmarks that
benchmarks that encompasses a
methods of assessments that
benchmarks that encompasses a robust,
encompasses an achievable scope
measure the learning as defined
relevant and achievable scope of
of growth over the course of one
relevant, and achievable scope of growth
in the IEP goals and objectives.
growth over the course of one year.
over the course of one year.
year.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 3
IEP goals and objectives use specially designed instruction to directly support access to, participation in, and progress in the general education curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 IEP goals and objectives
 IEP goals and objectives are
 IEP goals and objectives are aligned
 IEP goals and objectives are driven by the age‐
do not use the age‐
loosely aligned with the age‐
with the age‐appropriate grade‐level
appropriate grade‐level general education curriculum.
appropriate grade‐level
appropriate grade‐level
general education curriculum.
general education curriculum.
general education
curriculum.
 The IEP goals and
 The IEP goals and objectives
 The IEP goals and objectives connect
 The IEP goals and objectives directly connect the
loosely connect the specially
objectives do not connect
the specially designed instruction with
specially designed instruction with the gap analysis by
the specially designed
designed instruction with the
the gap analysis and connect with the
isolating the barriers, missing skills, concepts, and
gap analysis.
instruction with the gap
barriers, missing skills, concepts, and
strategies that need to be taught in order for the
analysis.
strategies.
student to make progress in the general education
curriculum.
 The supplemental instruction is  The supplemental instruction is
 The supplemental instruction is explicitly described in
 IEP goals and objectives
broadly described in the IEP
do not capture any clear
described in the IEP goals and
the condition for learning and/or the student’s
goals and objectives.
or specific supplemental
objectives.
demonstration of learning.
instruction.
 IEP goals and objectives
 Accommodations loosely
 Accommodations are located in IEP
 Accommodations are specifically embedded in IEP
connect with IEP goals and
do not capture any clear
goals and objectives.
goals and objectives as conditions for learning and/or
objectives.
the student’s demonstration of learning.
or specific
accommodations.

The next one is marked as Not Applicable if there are no modifications used


IEP goals and objectives
do not capture any clear
or specific modifications.



Majority of the elements = 0



Modifications, if needed, are
loosely described in the IEP
goals and objectives.



Majority of the elements = 1



Modifications, if needed, are described
in the IEP goals and objectives.



Majority of the elements = 2



Modifications, if needed, are explicitly described in
the conditions for learning and/or the criteria for
measurement of learning.



Majority of the elements = 3

© State Education Resource Center. All rights reserved. This work, including all materials, text, and graphics, are protected by U.S. and International Copyright laws. This work may be copied, distributed, and transmitted,
but this work may neither be used for commercial purposes nor altered, transformed, or built upon. The work must be cited as: State Education Resource Center (SERC), Middletown, CT. Any deviation from these
conditions requires express permission from SERC.

15

Scoring for IEP Goals & Objectives


/9 Total Score for IEP Goals & Objectives
Quality Level

Score

Promising
Practice

8‐9

Progressing

5‐7

Emerging

2‐4

Unacceptable

0‐1

Interpretation
The goals and objectives are written in specific, measurable, and observable language. There are clear and specific details as to the design and
delivery of the instruction in terms of what, when, and how. There are clear, specific, and observable details of how the student will demonstrate his
or her learning. There are clear measures to track growth from a baseline to a specific target. These measures use methods and tools that can track
growth daily, weekly, or at least monthly using a progress monitoring graph. The goals and objectives are driven by the general education curriculum.
Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications, if used, are embedded within goals and provide explicit details of
when and how they are used.
The goals and objectives are written in specific, measurable, and observable language. There are general details as to the design and delivery of the
instruction in terms of what, when, and how. There are general details of how the student will demonstrate his or her learning. There are measures
to track growth to a specific target. These measures use methods and tools that can track growth at least monthly. The goals and objectives are
aligned with the general education curriculum. Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications, if used, are
embedded within goals.
The goals and objectives are written in measurable and observable language. There are vague details as to the design and delivery of the instruction
in terms of what, when, and how. There are vague details on how the student will demonstrate his or her learning. There are measures that could
track growth. These measures use methods and tools that can note growth at least quarterly. The goals and objectives are loosely aligned with the
general education curriculum. Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications, if used, are connected to goals.
There is one or more of the following concerns with the goals and objectives: they are not written in measurable and observable language; they are
vague; and/or there are no real measures that could track growth. The goals and objectives are not aligned with the general education curriculum.
Supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications, if used, are not connected to goals.
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T ypes of Support & P lace ment
Indicator 1
Special education service hours and site of service delivery are designed to assist the student in making progress in the general education curriculum.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The IEP does not provide
 The IEP provides some evidence
 The IEP provides evidence that the
 The IEP provides strong evidence that the
evidence that the general
that the general education setting
general education setting is
general education setting is considered the first
education setting is
is considered.
considered.
placement option.
considered.
 The IEP goals and objectives
 The IEP goals and objectives are
 The IEP provides evidence that the
 The IEP provides strong evidence that the IEP
are not appropriately aligned
appropriately aligned with the
IEP goals and objectives were used to
goals and objectives drive the service delivery
with the service delivery.
service delivery.
make decisions about service
options.
delivery options.
 The IEP provides general evidence
 The IEP does not provide
 The IEP provides some evidence
 The IEP provides strong evidence that the
evidence that it examines the
that the focus for the IEP is to
that it will include supports for the
primary focus for the IEP is to provide supports
include supports for the student to
use of supports for the
student in relation to the general
for the student to achieve general education
be successful in the general
education curriculum.
curriculum standards.
student in relation to the
education curriculum.
general education
curriculum.
 There is evidence that highly
 There is evidence of
 There is evidence that certified
 There is strong evidence that highly qualified
qualified certified educators are used
overreliance on non‐certified
educators are used to provide
content experts and certified educators are used
to provide instruction for the general
staff or that special education
instruction for the general
to provide instruction for the general education
education standards and have shared
staff are to provide
education standards and have
standards and have active responsibility in
responsibility in implementing the
instruction for the IEP.
shared responsibility in
implementing the IEP as part of that general
IEP.
implementing the IEP.
education instruction.



Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 2
Supports and services are provided in a manner that focuses on authentic learning that occurs in the natural settings and under the natural conditions that are typical for any
student of the same‐age peer group.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice


The IEP provides evidence that the
goals and objectives are written to
meet the elements of a “special
education program.”



The IEP provides evidence that
the focus of services is to
provide support to meet the
student’s IEP goals and
objectives.



The IEP provides evidence that the
focus of services is to provide support
in the student’s general education
setting and/or the natural settings or
under natural conditions where the
type of learning specified in the IEP
typically occurs for nondisabled peers.





The IEP provides evidence that the
focus of implementation of the IEP
goals and objectives uses contrived
and tightly controlled elements of
learning opportunities, materials,
tasks, and supports for learning or
relies heavily on a program script for
learning.



The IEP provides evidence that
the implementation of the IEP
goals and objectives have few
elements of authentic learning
opportunities, materials, tasks,
and supports for learning.



The IEP provides evidence that the
instruction and implementation of the
IEP goals and objectives use some
elements of authentic learning
opportunities, materials, tasks, and
supports for learning.





Majority of the elements = 0



Majority of the elements = 1



Majority of the elements = 2

The IEP provides strong evidence that
the primary focus of services is to
provide support in the student’s general
education setting and/or the natural
settings or under natural conditions
where the type of learning specified in
the IEP typically occurs for nondisabled
peers.
The IEP provides strong evidence that
the instruction and implementation of
the IEP goals and objectives actively use
authentic learning opportunities,
materials, tasks, and supports for
learning.



Majority of the elements = 3
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Indicator 3
The IEP organizes all supports and services in a comprehensive, flexible, coherent manner that focuses on the student achieving general education standards.
Unacceptable
Emerging
Progressing
Promising Practice
 The IEP reflects that
 The IEP reflects that various
 The IEP reflects that various types of
 The IEP reflects that all of the determined supports
various types of
types of supports and services
supports and services share
and services share a sense of collective responsibility
supports and services
share common themes across
responsibility for implementing the
for implementing the IEP as one comprehensive plan.
are isolated and
IEP goals and objectives.
same IEP goals and objectives.
disjointed from one
another.
 IEP goals and objectives  IEP goals and objectives relate
 IEP goals and objectives connect with
 IEP goals and objectives interconnect and are
do not relate to one
to one another.
one another to provide a
interdependent with one another to provide one
another.
comprehensive plan.
comprehensive and coherent plan.


There is evidence that
the IEP provides
services that support
separate and isolated
programs.


Majority of the elements= 0



There is evidence that the IEP
provides services that support
the scope and sequence of the
general education instruction,
while supporting the student’s
unique needs.


Majority of the elements = 1



There is evidence that the IEP provides
flexible services that mirrors the scope
and sequence of the general education
instruction, while providing effective
responses to the student’s unique
needs.


Majority of the elements = 2



There is strong evidence that the IEP provides a
flexible service plan that flows with the scope and
sequence of the general education instruction, while
providing real‐time, effective responses to the
student’s unique needs as they could grow and
change over the course of the year.


Majority of the elements = 3
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Scoring for Types of Support & Placement


/9 Total Score for Supports & Services
Quality Level

Scores

Promising
Practice

8‐9

Progressing

5‐7

Emerging

2‐4

Unacceptable

0‐1

Interpretation
The focus of the IEP is general education, even if more restrictive settings are needed. The services and supports are driven by the IEP goals. For
each goal area, highly qualified certified staff are used to provide the instruction, with a strong presence of general education‐certified content
experts being actively involved in the implementation of the IEP. There is a sense of collective partnership among a team of educators. The tone of
the IEP is the use of authentic learning occurring in the natural environments for that learning. The IEP reflects a comprehensive, flexible plan that is
driven by the student’s needs and promoting progress in the general education curriculum.
General education is referenced throughout the IEP, even if more restrictive settings are needed. The services and supports are connected to the IEP
goals. For each goal area, highly qualified certified staff are used to provide the instruction, which include a presence of general education certified
content experts. There is evidence of a team approach to the implementation of the IEP. The IEP includes the use of authentic learning occurring in
the natural environments for that learning. The IEP reflects a comprehensive plan that is driven by the student’s needs.
General education is loosely referred to in the IEP. The services and supports are aligned to the IEP goals. For each goal area, certified staff are used
to provide the instruction, although there is overreliance on special education teachers and student support services professionals. The IEP uses a
focus of special education programming and controlled tasks and settings for learning. The IEP reflects a plan that feels disjointed in the scope of the
goals and services.
The IEP is focused on segregated programming, services, and/or settings. The services and supports are not aligned to the IEP goals, and it appears
that the services and special education programming are driving how the goals were written. There is overreliance on paraprofessionals, special
education teachers, and student support services professionals to implement the IEP with very little if any mention of general education teachers.
The IEP uses contrived tasks for learning. IEP goals and services appear isolated from one another and there is evidence they are not related or
connected to one another.
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The Overall Score


/42 Total Score
Quality Level

Scores

Promising
Practice

37‐42

Progressing

22‐36

Emerging

8‐23

Unacceptable

0‐7

Interpretation
The IEP is driven by the general education curriculum and provides only necessary specially designed instruction or services. There is a clear use of
the continuum of supports and services that moves from general education to more restrictive special education. The gap analysis explicitly identifies
the environmental and instructional strengths, barriers, and gaps. The flow of the IEP explicitly links the gap analysis to targeted supplemental
instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications. The IEP goals and objectives are written in language that allows for clear
instruction. The assessments used throughout the IEP can be used to easily track student progress at least monthly from a specific baseline to a
specific set of targets. The supports and services are designed to implement the IEP with fidelity and the intentions of closing gaps and addressing
barriers. The IEP is written in very clear and precise language that allows for any educator or family member to fully understand what needs to occur
on a daily basis without the need for any further clarification.
The IEP is closely aligned with the general education curriculum. There is a continuum of supports and services that moves from general education to
more restrictive special education. The gap analysis identifies the environmental and instructional gaps. The flow of the IEP links the gap analysis to
supplemental instruction, accommodations/assistive technology, and modifications. The IEP goals and objectives are written in language that leads
instruction. The assessments used throughout the IEP can be used to track student progress at least quarterly. The supports and services are
designed to implement the IEP with fidelity. The IEP is written in language that is clear enough for an educator or family member to understand what
needs to occur.
The IEP is loosely connected with the general education curriculum. It is unclear if a continuum of supports and services is used, or the IEP seems to
flow from special education to general education. The gap analysis is vague and provides only broad understanding of the gaps. The flow of the IEP is
disjointed and choppy from gap analysis to goals to services. The IEP goals and objectives are vague and broad. The IEP is not always clear for
educators or family members.
The IEP has no or very little connection with the general education curriculum. The IEP seems to focus on special education programming and
services and may over‐support the student. The IEP appears isolated and unconnected between gap analysis, goals, and services. Goals and
objectives seem to have been written for specific special education programs versus addressing unique needs. The determination of service seems to
be set for implementation of programs versus individualized supports. The IEP is written in vague and unclear language that makes it difficult to
understand what needs to occur to implement the IEP.
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Expert Solutions
Bridgeport IEP Educational Benefit and Compliance Verification
Student
Grade level

Program (if applicable)
Disability

School
Ethnicity

Primary Language

CREC Review Team Member
Item
Yes=1
For IEP Review
The referral process was timely? (for newly identified students)
4
The student was identified using IDEA guidelines? (Multi-disciplinary
7
report, etc.)
The IEP addresses the individual needs of the student and details
8
special and related services?
The PPT team was comprised of an administrator, regular education
12
teacher, special education teacher parent and pupil services staff?
The current IEP was completed accurately and completely? (can be
7
found in IEP Easy)
Parent/guardian consent was received within the appropriate timeline?
5
(IEP Easy)
Evaluation was completed within the appropriate timeline? (IEP Easy)
8
A current IEP was developed for the student? (IEP Easy)
8
Total IEP review point (out of possible 8)
Based on school visits, written information, focus interviews with
staff and parent, please answer the questions below
The services detailed in the student IEP are delivered as indicated in
8
the IEP.

Resources (staff PD, technology, instructional materials, space) are
utilized effectively and efficiently to meet the needs of the student.

2

No=0
2
2

Comments

Speech guidelines missing-1
Multi-disciplinary report missing-1

6
2
7

Five completed after the annual date, one still in
draft form.

1
5
3

6

12

IEPs in proposal stage past 10 days after PPT.
Evidence- include observations, interviews
with staff and parents, review of schedules
Three of the students had non-certified substitute
teachers for an extended period of time.
Five Staff indicated they were not meeting
recommended service hours in IEP.
Availability of material varied, no cool down
space in school for self-contained class.
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There is evidence of effective communication with stakeholders
regarding the student.

2

12

There is evidence of effective instruction that meets the needs of the
student.

2

8

TOTAL Points from visit, data review and interviews out of 4
TOTAL POINTS from both IEP review and other, out of 12
Overall, based on all data from IEP Reviews (SERC and CREC
protocol), observations, focus interviews, this student is receiving
educational benefit from his/her program.

Assistive technology missing.
Staffing changes make communication difficult.
One teacher started in April and still had not
spoken to the parent.
Little data on student performance available
Effective instruction in ASD classrooms
evidenced.

2, 1
5, 3
28

Instructions for IEP Reviews:
We will be looking at two areas during the IEP review: Compliance and Educational Benefit. You will complete the SERC IEP Rubric and the top
half of the IEP Educational Benefit and Compliance Verification form on each student IEP that you review. Because you will then be visiting the
school to verify if the student is receiving the services detailed in the IEP, I recommend that you print out the IEP and bring it with you to the school
or have a way to access it from your electronic device. Answers to some questions can be obtained in EasyIEP. Select the “Student” tab, then
“Advanced Student Search.” The necessary information can be found in the “Compliance Status” section by selecting the appropriate check boxes.
Instructions for School Visits:
You will review all students for whom an IEP review was completed. Each school visit should take 2-3 hours to observe and verify two students.
You will complete the bottom half of the IEP Educational Benefit and Compliance Verification as a result of the data gathered in the school visit.
1). When you arrive at the school, ask for the schedules of the students that you will be reviewing. You will also ask for the schedules of the special
education and related services staff that work with the student and all special education and related services staff caseloads with student names. An
email has gone out to the building administrators notifying them that we will be asking for student and staff schedules, but please email each
principal in advance to let them know what you will be doing and what information you will need. The only information that you will not give them
in advance is the name of the two students that you are reviewing.
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2). You will observe the student in at least one class and speak to the special education and related services staff and general education teacher,
whenever possible. This information will be used to help you complete the bottom section of the Compliance/Verification Form. Please make sure to
include the evidence used that brought you to the conclusion. Questions you can ask staff are below, but also feel free to add other questions as you
see fit that will help you to answer the question: Is this student receiving educational benefit and is the district in compliance with legal mandates?
a) Are you able to meet the hours and services on the student’s IEP? If not, why?
b) Do you have sufficient resources to meet the student’s IEP goals?

c) How are you assessing and monitoring student progress?
d) How do you and how often do you communicate with the parent? Other staff in the school?

e) Are you entering your student services into the EasyIEP database in a timely and efficient manner?

Parent Questions:
You will need to interview via phone, the parents/guardians of the students that you are reviewing. Please ask their case managers to contact them
beforehand to inform them that you will be calling them to ask some questions regarding their child’s progress. Below are the questions you will ask.
a) Do you feel your child’s IEP is meeting his or her educational needs?
b) Do you feel all special education services identified in your child’s IEP have been provided?
c) Do you feel general education and special education teachers make accommodations and modifications as indicated in your child’s IEP?
d) Do you feel data on my child’s progress is used to inform instruction and that data is shared with me.
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e) Do you feel you are given the opportunity to talk to your child’s teacher on a regular basis to discuss your questions and concerns?
f) Do you understand what is discussed at meetings to develop your child’s IEP?
g) Do you feel that your concerns and recommendations at meetings are valued?
h) Overall, are you satisfied with your child’s programs and services?
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Appendix B - Focus Interview Demographics
Parents:
Five parents of in depth students were interviewed via phone.
Staff from 16 schools and central office were interviewed and represented the following disciplines:
Staff
General education teacher
Special education teacher
Central Office Administrator
Building Administrator
Teachers on Special Assignments and
Ombudsperson
Related Services
Paraeducators
Director Business Services
Special Education Central Office Support
Total

Number
16
27
7
4
4
18
1
1
2
80
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Appendix C - Staffing Model
BRIDGEPORT SCHOOL DISTRICT
School-based Budgeting

STAFFING MODEL

2013-14
subject to budget availability

Category
●

Position

Grades

Descriptor

Allocation Standard (Formula)

SPED Teacher

Self-contained Classes
●

Self-contained Teachers

●

Special education paras

Elementary Schools
Low
Incidence/Autism
1 Teacher: 2 paraprofessionals: 8-10 students
The second paraprofessional in the classroom is supplemental, to
provide support and reading/mathematics intervention.

. Special Education Para
Inclusion Classes
●
●
●

Inclusion Students

Students are included in General Education classes.
Elementary: 1 teacher per 130 - 180 IEP student hours per week

Resource Teachers
Resource
Paras
Programming

Elementary: 1 SPED para per 180 IEP student hours per week
Average Group Size = 7-10 students
Teacher's schedule includes time for evaluation, assessment and PPTs.
In groups with IEP students, size under 10, group size may be increased up
to 10 to accommodate GE students for intervention/prevention, in line
with the district's SRBI model, depending upon student needs.

●

SPED Teacher
Middle Schools
Self-contained Classes

Medically
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●

Self-contained Teachers

●

Special education paras

●

Self-contained
Teachers
Special education
paras

●

Self-contained
Teachers

●

Fragile/Functional
Education

2 Teachers: 4 paraprofessionals: 26-28 students

Autism

1 Teacher: 2 paraprofessionals: 8-14 students

AIM Classes

1 Teacher: 2 paraprofessionals: 8 students

High Schools
Inclusion Students

●

Resource Coordinator

●

SPED Resource
Teacher

Two instructional modes, as per
IEP:
One (1) Resource Teacher (as Coordinator)

Self-contained Class <= 15
students

# students x 3 S/C periods/day (average)

(taught by SPED teacher)

TR: 5 periods x 15 students/period

Inclusion in regular GE Class
(up to 29)

Students are counted for seats in GE classes.

All Schools
Special Education Para
Psychological Services
Social Worker Services

Individual

As mandated by the student's IEP
Caseload: 1:95 students (mandated services)
Caseload: 1:65 weighted units (pre-referral, evaluation &
mandated)
Weighted Units = (Resource + Functional Education) x .75 +
(ASD + Behavior) x 2
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Based on the
Integrated Model
of Service
Delivery

Speech/Language Services

Caseload: Autism: 1:30 students
As mandated by the student's IEP

Occupational Therapy

●

Caseload: Mild to Moderate: 1:75 students

Support Services
Guidance Counselor
Elem

0, .2, .4, or .6 (0, 1, 2, or 3 days/week), depending upon size & need

PK-6
Pk-8

HS

If register < 475

.8 Counselor (4 days/week)

If register >= 475

One (1) Counselor

Register/325

One (1) Counselor per 325 students

Attendance Intervention Liaison
Elem

Two (2) Liaisons provide services to all elementary schools

HS

One (1) position/high school - Bassick, Central, Harding

In-School Suspension Officer
Elem

PK-6

Pk-8

If register < 400
If register, 401499

0

If register < 400
If register, 401499
If register, 500724

0

If register >=725

1

0.4

0.4

The Office of Student Support Services will provide
additional support to schools, as needed, by assigning
"floater" In-School Suspension Officers, for
temporary periods, based on need.

0.6
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One (1) position/high school - Bassick, Central, Harding

HS
Nurse
Elem

Nurse

Services based on school size & need

HS

Nurse Educator

One (1) position per high school - Bassick, Central, Harding

Magnet HS Campus

Nurse

School-based Health Center + nurse services part-time

● Paraprofessionals

Mandated

Elem
Only

Prekindergarten Classes

Prescribed

Kindergarten Classes

Prescribed

Bilingual/ESL

One (1) PK paraprofessional per PK teacher. Connecticut
Department of Public Health regulations mandate that there be no
more than 10 children to an adult in a PK classroom.
One (1) Kindergarten paraprofessional per two (2) classes.
Support for English language learners, based on assessed need
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Appendix D - Professional Development
Date

Intendended Audience

08/27/13

Special Education Teachers

11/01/13
12/01/13
12/15/13
03/15/13

Small Group Special Education Teachers
Small Group Special Education Teachers
Special Education Teachers
Small Group Special Education Teachers

PD Topic

• Handling SpEd Challenges - AM
• New SpEd Regulations - PM
• The IEP Process
• The IEP Process
• SBAC
• Data Analysis & Interpretation

CAPS Training
Autism Teachers
VB-MAPP Assessment protocol training-4 sessions
Autism Teachers
Data Collection-2 sessions
Autism Teachers
Visual strategies-2 sessions.
Autism Teachers
Autism Teachers
Functional behavioral assessments/writing behavior intervention plans-1session
Psych
8/26/2011
Evidence Based Practice: Standards for Behavior Progress Monitoring
11/8/2011
Integrating with AIMSweb/Progress Monitoring
5/7/2011
ADHD Assessment Tools and Practice LD Guidelines and SRBI
8/24/2012
Using Excel and Integrating Psychological Services to Meet the Needs of all Children (NASP #1043)
8/27/2012
Development of Psychological Services Department Goals and Mission Statement
8/27/2012
SRBI/SAT Training
11/6/2012
Psychological evaluations and recommendations for studnets with behavioral challenges; NASP approved
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11/6/2012
3/20/2013
8/27/2013
8/28/2013
3/20/2013

CT State Department of Education Student Success Plans
Assessing School Risk-Tools for Responding to Student Conduct
Ethics for School Psychologists and Legal updates (NASP #1043)
School Psychologists role in Common Core Standards (NASP #1043)
Assessing School Risk: Tools for Responding to Student Conduct (NASP #1043)

5/21/2013
Review of Revised ED Guidelines and case study (NASP #1043)
6/21/2013
Review of revised ED guidelines: Case Study
9/27/2013
Ethics for School Psychologists and legal updates
11/5/2013
Current Best Practices in School Psychology; NASP # 10434
11/5/2013
Progress Monitoring : A Professional Approach (Interns with social work and psychology)
There has been no district provided OT professional development - the OT's find training, submit form for reimbursement and their supervisor approves.
Social workers
Date
08/27/12
10/17/12
12/19/12
04/10/13
08/27/13
10/09/13
11/05/13
01/08/14
03/19/14

Training
Group Collaboration
ADHD Workshop
Bullying In schools
Mandated Reporter Training
Suicide Prevention
Check IN/Check Out Progress Monitoring System
Progress Monitoring: A professional Approach
De-escalating Negative Student Behavior
Mandated Reporter Training
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