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I. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Located in Northern Virginia, Prince William County Public Schools (PWCS) is the second largest school division 

in the state, educating nearly 90,000 students from preschool through age 21 years. It is the 35th largest school 

district in the nation and serves students in nearly 100 PWCS managed school and education center facilities.1 

Prince William County is part of the Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Statistical 

Area2, and the school division is a member of the Washington Area Boards of Education.3 The PWCS school 

community is diverse, with the following demographic composition: Hispanic/Latino (34.1%), White (30.6%), Black 

or African American (20.4%), Asian (8.6%), Two or More Races (5.9%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (0.2%), 

and Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander (0.2%). English learners represent 34.1% of the population, and 12.2% 

of students receive special education services. Nearly half (45.3%) of enrolled students are economically 

disadvantaged.  

PWCS is recognized as one of the top performing school divisions in the state according to 2016-17 overall Reading 

and Mathematics assessment pass rates (in both cases matching or exceeding state averages), and has received 

a wide range of accolades from state and national organizations. Further, the Division offers a range of programs 

and services designed to address the complex educational, health-related, and social-emotional needs of its student 

population and to prepare all students with disabilities for postgraduate success. PWCS frequently attracts families 

who move to the area specifically for its reputable special education programming.  

Despite these successes, the achievement gap for students with disabilities (SWD) in PWCS has persisted. In the 

2016-17 school year, 52% of SWDs passed the Standards of Learning (SOL) in Reading, compared to the 84% 

pass rate of their non-disabled peers. The Mathematics SOL scores were similar: a 48% pass rate for SWDs and 

83% for all other students. Further, of the 53% of all students graduating with an Advanced Studies Diploma, just 

6% were SWD. Several of the goals and objectives in the Division’s 2016-2020 Strategic Plan, “A 20/20 Vision for 

a World-Class Education,” center on closing the achievement gap for all subgroups. Achieving these goals for all 

students will require essential changes to the academic and social-emotional services provided to students with 

disabilities. PWCS operates under a site based management model, which has a significant impact on the 

consistency of programming from school to school division-wide. As the Division begins to enact the 

recommendations in this report, serious consideration needs to be given to the level of autonomy schools can and 

should have when supporting programming for students with disabilities and how division-wide initiatives will be 

implemented with fidelity. 

In an effort to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the special education program and to develop an 

improvement plan that focus on improving educational outcomes for SWD, PWCS contracted with Public Consulting 

Group (PCG) in October 2017 to provide an in-depth analysis of the Division’s special education services, staffing, 

organizational structure, and processes. Over the course of this engagement, PCG conducted a review of PWCS’s 

special education data, held focus groups and interview sessions with a range of stakeholders, and visited several 

                                                      

1 All district data in this section was retrieved from the 2017-18 Profile of Excellence: 
https://www.pwcs.edu/UserFiles/Servers/Server_340140/File/About%20Us/ProfileofExcellence.pdf  
2 The Washington–Arlington–Alexandria, DC–VA–MD–WV metropolitan statistical area is used for statistical purposes by the United States 
Census Bureau and other agencies.   
Retrieved from: https://censusreporter.org/profiles/31000US47900-washington-arlington-alexandria-dc-va-md-wv-metro-area/  
3 The Washington Area Board of Education (WABE), previously known as the Metropolitan Area Boards of Education, was first established in 
1971 as a means for area school divisions to share information, study common problems, and enhance cooperation among educational 
organizations. Each year, the group surveys its members to publish the annual WABE Guide. This guide enables local school systems to learn 
about each other by reporting comparable information in a standardized format. In addition, the WABE Guide is meant to be used by citizens 
as a source for consistent, reliable educational data. Retrieved from: https://www.fcps.edu/about/budget/wabe-guide  

https://www.pwcs.edu/UserFiles/Servers/Server_340140/File/About%2520Us/ProfileofExcellence.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Census_Bureau
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Census_Bureau
https://censusreporter.org/profiles/31000US47900-washington-arlington-alexandria-dc-va-md-wv-metro-area/
https://www.fcps.edu/about/budget/wabe-guide
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schools. The following report provides an overview of the findings and details recommendations for programmatic 

improvements designed to drive programmatic efficiency and lead to better outcomes for students and families.  

Methodology 

In this review, PCG’s findings and recommendations related to programs, policies, and practices resulted from a 

comprehensive analysis of three data sources. Components included: Data and Document Analysis, Focus 

Groups and Interviews, and School Observations. These three components drew from a fourth component, the 

Research and Practice Literature, to inform the findings and recommendations. PCG used publicly available 

achievement and financial information to compare key PWCS statistics against local division, state and national 

data. Details of each component are included below. 

Data and Document Analysis 

Population Trends, Programs, and Achievement and Outcomes Analysis 

As part of this review, PCG analyzed special education population trends, programs, achievement and outcomes. 

Through analysis of assessment data, educational setting data, suspension data, and other indicators, the team 

compared student identification rates and outcomes by disability, ethnicity, gender, and other demographic 

variables. Data included in the report also compare students with IEPs to their nondisabled peers on several 

indicators.  

Population and program placement trends are significant equity indicators of the extent to which there is 

overrepresentation of any group in the special education population, and they also provide important information 

about the distribution of the special education population in placements that represent the least restrictive 

environment. Population trends were analyzed to show, where possible, changes over time by grade level/age, 

race/ethnicity, disability categories, level of service, and combinations of variables. Student performance data were 

analyzed to provide a comparative examination of performance by both students with and without disabilities. 

Staffing and Financial Analysis 

In partnership with the Council of the Great City Schools, PCG has compiled special education staffing ratios from 

over 70 school districts (very large to very small) nationwide. The Division’s staffing ratios were incorporated into 

these data to consider PWCS staffing information in a broader context. Staffing comparison data have been used 

to evaluate the extent to which staff roles, responsibilities, and training are aligned to PWCS’s expectations. PCG 

also reviewed school and Division wide budgets as part of the overall analysis. 

Document Review 

PCG reviewed over 260 documents for information related to division and school structures, programs, policies and 

practices. Documents reviewed were in the following general categories: 

• Organizational structure, staffing, and resource allocation 

• Description of academic programs, services, interventions, and activities 

• Documents regarding instruction and professional development 

• District procedures and guides, including improvement plans 

• Compliance and due process complaints 

• Fiscal information  

• Virginia Department of Education reports 
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• Measures concerning accountability 

Focus Groups and Interviews 

PCG began the project by conducting a 1-day onsite project kick off in November 2017, in which school and central 

office leadership teams and parent representatives participated in a Strengths/Weaknesses/Opportunities/Threats 

(SWOT) analysis. 

Then in December 2017, PCG spent three days onsite at the PWCS headquarters to conduct interviews and focus 

groups with over 250 stakeholders county-wide, including central office, and school-based leadership, special 

education teachers, general education teachers, related service providers, paraprofessionals, parents/families, and 

advocacy organizations. Approximately half of the focus groups were devoted to a student file review discussion, 

which used student evaluation and Individualized Education Program (IEP) documents as artifacts to provide 

additional insight into the alignment of policies and practices from the central office to school levels.  

No participants are personally referred to or quoted in the report, although school division position titles are 

referenced when necessary for contextual reasons.  

School Observations 

In January 2018, the PCG team returned for several more days to conduct observations at ten schools ranging from 

elementary, middle, and high schools. One K-8 school and an alternative school for students with behavioral 

disabilities were also included in the on-site visit. 

Research and Practice Literature 

PCG reviewed recent special education research to highlight best practices on several topics, including:  

• Organizational and financial structures, such as interdepartmental coordination procedures and staffing 

structures, that support effectiveness in large special education programs and school-based budgeting; 

• Special education referral and eligibility practices that support divisions in identifying students in a timely 

manner through an appropriate assessment process; 

• Instructional practices, including division policies and results, and the use of technology to facilitate 

maximum access to the general education curriculum; and 

• Appropriate progress monitoring to allow divisions to identify successes and adjust swiftly when students 

are not progressing. 

PCG also drew upon our own knowledge of other districts’ policies and procedures when making recommendations 

for best practice.  

Organization of Report 

The sections of this report align with the six major categories that have guided PCG’s study per the Division’s 

request. All areas of the report are focused on improving educational experience of students with disabilities that 

can lead to improving academic outcomes and post-secondary preparedness. 
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Category Guiding Questions Report Section 

Human Capital and Training 

 

To what extent does PWCS organize and utilize its human 

capital resources to provide adequate services for students 

with disabilities to support student learning outcomes?  

How are special education teachers recruited and retained?  

To what extent are they prepared to deliver high quality 

instructional services that meet the needs of students with 

disabilities?  

IV. Academic and 

Social Emotional 

Learning for Students 

with Disabilities 

V. Organization and 

Support Structures 

Compliance and Outcomes 

 

How has PWCS’s school and division leadership fostered a 

culture that is focused on improving outcomes and post-

secondary preparation?  

 

To what extent does PWCS meet the needs of students with 

disabilities and their families in the area of compliance with 

state and federal regulations? 

III. Characteristics of 

the PWCS Special 

Education Population 

IV. Academic and 

Social Emotional 

Learning for Students 

with Disabilities 

Continuum of Services 

 

How is the Division’s continuum of services organized to 

support FAPE?  

 

To what degree do students with disabilities have access to 

the general education curriculum? How are inclusive 

practices employed?  

IV. Academic and 

Social Emotional 

Learning for Students 

with Disabilities 

Budget and Resource 

Allocation 

 

How are funds budgeted, and what are the major cost 

drivers?  

 

Does PWCS allocate resources in a way that facilitates 

maximum return on division investment?  

VI. Fiscal 

Considerations 

Data and Record Keeping 

 

What methods does PWCS use to maintain accurate data 

and record keeping, and how effective are they?  

 

How does PWCS compare to other districts in the state 

and nationally on various indicators? 

III. Characteristics of 

the PWCS Special 

Education Population 

 
Family and Community 

Engagement 

 

To what extent does the SEAC comply with Virginia 

membership guidelines?  

 

What are the strengths and opportunities for 

improvement with respect to recruitment of SEAC 

participants and partnership with the Division? 

V. Organization and 

Support Structures 

 

For each of these areas, the report includes strengths, opportunities for improvement, and recommendations for 

change. Throughout this report, references are made to students receiving special education services. They will 

also be referred to as students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) or students with disabilities (SWDs). 

The terms are intended to be interchangeable.  
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PCG Foundational Approach 

PCG’s approach to its work with state, county, and division organizations is as a thought partner. That is, we act as 

an outside agent, with an objective perspective, who works alongside educational entities to identify challenges and 

provide recommendations for improvement. We follow a mixed methods Collaborative Program Evaluation model 

that is systematic, based upon both qualitative and quantitative research methods, and produces credible and valid 

data that proactively informs program implementation, determines gaps, and offers recommendations for the 

continued improvement of the program.4 We value the importance of developing trust, open communication, and 

fostering collaboration between the review team and program staff. 

Our philosophy for guiding the transformation of special education in schools and divisions is driven by the U.S. 

Department of Education’s Results Driven Accountability (RDA) framework and rooted in key tenets of the 

Schoolwide Integrated Framework Transformation (SWIFT) model. 

Results Driven Accountability 

In 2013, the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) recognized that the 

educational outcomes of children and youth with disabilities have not improved as much as expected even with 

intensive federal regulatory oversight and funding provided to address closing achievement gaps. The Department 

subsequently announced movement toward prioritizing improvement of outcomes for students with disabilities, from 

a one-size-fits-all, compliance-focused approach to general supervision to a more balanced system that looks at 

results and outcomes.5 This approach is consistent with the IDEA, which requires the primary focus of monitoring 

to be on improving educational results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities, and ensuring that 

states meet IDEA program requirements. RDA fulfills these requirements by bringing into focus the educational 

results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities while balancing those results with the compliance 

requirements of IDEA.6 When providing guidance to school divisions, PCG offers recommendations that strike this 

balance as well. 

Schoolwide Integrated Framework Transformation (SWIFT) Model 

Based on research related to the improvement of achievement and social/emotional outcomes for students with 

disabilities, the SWIFT model has received recognition by and support from OSEP.7 SWIFT refocuses existing 

traditional educational approaches to general and special education and expands inclusiveness for students 

covered by Title 1, those from low-income backgrounds and English Learners (ELs).  

According to researchers and practitioners at the University of Kansas, and as validated by members of the PCG 

review team’s experience working with divisions nationally, there are six critical issues facing public schools, 

especially chronically low-performing schools, which have suppressed academic and social/emotional outcomes 

for students and must be addressed to reverse this trend: 1) fragmented support "silos" and lack of family 

partnership with schools; 2) achievement gaps between subgroups of students based on social, language and/or 

disability characteristics; 3) lack of student engagement and behavior that impedes learning; 4) lack of 

implementation of both systems level and student-level evidence-based interventions with fidelity; 5) lack of 

                                                      

4 Donis-Keller, C., Meltzer, J., and Chmielewski, E. The Power of Collaborative Program Evaluation, A PCG Education White Paper, 2013. 
(http://www.publicconsultinggroup.com/education/library/index.html) 
5 April 5, 2012, RDA Summary, U.S. Department of Education at www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/osep/rda-summary.doc. 
6 Id. 
7 The SWIFT Center’s work was supported by a $24.5 million grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education 

Programs to support SWIFT implementation in states and school districts across the country and remains one of the leading frameworks for 

school improvement. See for more information see the SWIFT website at www.swiftschools.org. 

 

http://www.publicconsultinggroup.com/education/library/index.html
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knowledge sharing and resource availability; and 6) lack of sustainability and replication of successful schoolwide 

models of inclusive education. 

SWIFT’s five core domains for school and division improvement are backed by research and growing evidence that 

addressing the above six issues is critical for improving outcomes for SWDs. The domains include a Multi-Tiered 

System of Supports (MTSS), which provides interventions and support for students at varied levels of intensity and 

focuses on the importance of good first teaching, and a Universal Design for Learning curriculum and instruction. It 

aims to build school capacity to provide academic and behavioral support to improve outcomes for all students 

through equity-based inclusion. The domains, in detail, are: 

• Administrative Leadership. A deeply engaged administrative leadership that is committed to 

transformative inclusive education. 

• Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS). Use of MTSS where all academic and behavioral instruction is 

delivered through a schoolwide data-driven system utilizing universal design at all grade levels. 

• Integrated Educational Framework. A strong and positive school culture creates an atmosphere in which 

everyone feels like they belong. To the extent possible, all students participate in the general education 

curriculum and instruction and activities of their grade level peers. Schools embrace ways to redefine roles 

of paraeducators and teaching assistants to support all students.  

• Family/Community Partnerships. Family and community partnerships are formed and families are 

actively engaged in both the organizational makeup of the school as well as their child's education. 

• Inclusive Policy Structure & Practice. District-level support and integrated policy structure are fully 

aligned and remove barriers and misconceptions surrounding implementation. 

In addition, PCG emphasizes the need for intentional support that takes into consideration students’ linguistic and 

cultural diversity. Districtwide and schoolwide practices based on these components provide a practitioner-focused, 

research-based, and federally recognized approach to improving academic/social emotional outcomes for all 

students, including students with disabilities and other students who have not achieved at or above expected levels 

of proficiency.     
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II. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PWCS SPECIAL EDUCATION 
POPULATION 

This section provides context for special education programming by reporting special education prevalence rates 

based on various subgroups of students, including analysis by disability type, race/ethnicity, and gender. 

Specifically, it addresses data pertaining to the overall percentage of students with IEPs based on total student 

enrollment and disability area, comparisons to state and national data, and composition by race/ethnicity. This 

information provides an overall context for understanding the disparate characteristics of students who receive 

special education services. Data from the State Performance Plan (SPP) indicators are also presented to 

benchmark PWCS against state and national averages in specific areas. 

Throughout the report, PCG has used the most current data available. All national data are from the 2015-16 school 

year, which is the most up to date publicly available data set. In cases where comparisons are made to national 

data, 2015-16 PWCS and state data are used. When comparisons are made between PWCS and other Virginia 

school divisions, publicly accessible 2016-17 data from the VDOE website are used. For data displays that only 

include PWCS information, 2017-18 data are used. These data were provided to PCG in January 2018. 

State Performance Plan (SPP) and Results Driven Accountability (RDA) 

The United States Department of Education (USDE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has established 

State Performance Plan (SPP) requirements that include 17 indicators. Based on requirements set by OSEP, each 

state is required to develop annual targets and monitor Local Education Agency (LEA) performance on each 

indicator. The state must report annually to the public on its overall performance and on the performance of each 

of its LEAs according to the targets in its SPP. Both states and LEAs receive one of the following “determinations” 

annually: 1) meets the requirements and purposes 

of the IDEA; 2) needs assistance in implementing 

the requirements of IDEA; 3) needs intervention in 

implementing the requirements of IDEA; 4) needs 

substantial intervention in implementing the 

requirements of the IDEA. Annual determinations 

dictate the amount of oversight or monitoring a state 

or LEA may receive the following year. OSEP has 

been criticized in past years that the SPP indicators 

are heavily focused on compliance, and have limited 

focus on results for students with disabilities. As a 

result, in 2013, the Department announced its 

intention to change this practice and to include test 

scores, graduation rates, and post-school outcomes 

as the basis of the new “Results-Driven 

Accountability (RDA)” structure. The intent of RDA is 

to strike a balance between the focus on improved 

results and functional outcomes for students with 

disabilities, while still adhering to the compliance 

requirements of IDEA. RDA is designed to be 

transparent and understandable and to drive the 

improved academic and functional achievement for 

students with IEPs. 

The SPP indicator data collected take on additional 

importance now that OSEP has moved to the RDA framework, as there are points associated with both a “Part B 

IDEA Part B Indicators 

 
• Indicator 1: Graduation Rate 

• Indicator 2: Dropout Rate 

• Indicator 3: Assessment (Participation and 

Performance) 

• Indicator 4: Rates of Suspension 

• Indicator 5: Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), Age 

6-21 

• Indicator 6: Preschool LRE, Age 3-5 

• Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes 

• Indicator 8: Parent Involvement 

• Indicators 9, 10: Disproportionate Representation Due 

to Inappropriate Identification 

• Indicator 11: Timely Initial Evaluations 

• Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition 

• Indicator 13: Secondary Transition 

• Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes 

• Indicators 15, 16: Dispute Resolution 

• Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan 
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Compliance Matrix” and a “Part B Results Driven Accountability Matrix.” Taken together, these scores constitute an 

RDA Determination and conclude whether divisions and, ultimately states, meet IDEA requirements. 

In the following sections, longitudinal SPP data are presented, alongside state targets, for select indicators. 

Additional data are presented in these three categories:  

• Special Education Demographics 

• Achievement Data for Students with IEPs 

• Educational Setting Data for Students with IEPs 

Special Education Demographics 

Overall Rates for Students with Disabilities 

Based on 2015-16 state reported data8,11.7% of PWCS students ages 3-21 have an IEP, compared to 13.2% of 
those across the state and 13.2% nationally.9  
 
As reflected in Exhibit 1, the percentage of PWCS students with IEPs remained the same (11.4%) for the 2013-14 
and 2014-15 school years, with a small uptick to 11.7% in the 2015-16 school year. For the past five years, PWCS’s 
percentage of students with disabilities has trended below state and national averages. 
 
Exhibit 1. Percentage of PWCS Students with IEPs Compared to State and National Incidence Rates, 2013-
14 to 2015-16 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      

8 State data retrieved from: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/child_count/index.shtml 
9 National data retrieved from: https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/ 

11.4% 11.4%
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12.7% 12.7%
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10.0%

10.5%

11.0%

11.5%

12.0%

12.5%

13.0%

13.5%

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
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PWCS and Comparable Division Incidence Rates 

PWCS’s 2016-2017 disability incidence rate was 12.0%, which is higher than the rates for Alexandria City (11.5%), 

Loudon (11.4%) and Manassas Park City (11.9%), Stafford County (10.1%), and Virginia Beach City (11.4%) but 

lower than the rates for Arlington (14.2%), Fairfax (13.9%), Falls Church (14.0%), Manassas City (12.2%), and 

Fauquier County (13.8%).  

Exhibit 2. PWCS IEP Rates Compared to Other Virginia School Divisions and State (ages 3-21), 2016-17 
 

13.1%

14.2% 13.9% 14.0% 13.8%
12.2%11.5% 11.4% 11.9% 12.0%11.4%

10.1%

Division Incidence Rate State Incidence Rate
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Overall Incidence Rates by Primary Disability Area 

As is reflected in the exhibit below, compared to the state and nation, PWCS has a higher rate of autism (12.7%) 

than the state’s 11.6% and the nation’s 9.2%. The division’s rate of intellectual disabilities (5.3%) is similar to the 

state’s 5.4% but lower than the nation’s 6.4%. PWCS’s rate of other health impairment disabilities is 15.1%, which 

is lower than the state’s 19.7% but higher than the nation’s 13.6%. The Division’s rate of speech and language 

disabilities is 18.0%, higher than the state’s 14.4% but lower than the nation’s 20.0%. 

Exhibit 3. Percentage of PWCS Students by Disability Area Compared to State and Nation (ages 3-21), 2015-
1610 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      

10 The area of “other” incorporates the following disability areas: sensory, physical, neurological, and multiple disabilities. 

Autism
Developmental

Delay
Other

Emotional
Disturbance

Intellectual
Disabilities

Other Health
Impairment

Specific Learning
Disability

Speech or
Language

Impairment

Division 12.7% 7.2% 2.9% 5.3% 5.3% 15.1% 33.5% 18.0%

State 11.6% 7.1% 3.8% 5.6% 5.4% 19.7% 32.5% 14.4%

Nation 9.2% 6.5% 4.6% 5.2% 6.4% 13.6% 34.4% 20.0%
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5.0%
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Overall Incidence Rates by Race/Ethnicity 

The information below reflects data for PWCS students who receive special education services, by race/ethnicity, 

to consider the extent to which there is disproportionality.  

As evidenced in the exhibits below:  

• Of the total Black or African American population in the division, 14.5% has an IEP. 

• Of the total White population, 13.2% has an IEP. Similarly, 13.2% of the population identified as Two or 

more races has an IEP. 

Exhibit 4. Percent of PWCS Students with IEPs (age 3-21) by Race/Ethnicity Compared to Division Overall, 

2017-1811 

 

Of the total population, Hispanic students represent 34% of the population, and represent 32% of students with 

IEPs. White students represent 30% of the population, and 32% of students with IEPs. Black students represent 

20% of the student population, and represent 24% of students with IEPs.  

Exhibit 5. Percent of PWCS Students with IEPs (Age 3-21) by Race/Ethnicity, 2017-1812 

 

                                                      

11 Data for Race/Ethnicity exhibits are from PWCS, provided to PCG in December 2017. 
12 Id. 
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Exhibit 6. Percentage of PWCS Students (Age 3-21) by Disability Area and Race/Ethnicity, 2017-201813 

 

In many cases, the prevalence of disability types varies by race. Key differences, displayed in the exhibit above, 

include: 

• White students represent 35.9% of students with Autism and only 23.3% of those with Intellectual 

Disabilities and 25.8% of those with Specific Learning Disabilities. White students are more often identified 

with an Emotional disability (37.6%) or under the category Other Health Impairment (40.0%) than other 

race/ethnic groups.  

• Black or African American students are more often identified with Emotional (30.2%) or Intellectual 

Disabilities (30.8%). 

• Over 40% of students classified with a Specific Learning Disability are Hispanic. Additionally, over 38% of 

Hispanic students have either a sensory, physical, neurological, or multiple disabilities.  

Disproportionate Representation in Special Education by Race/Ethnicity 

States must collect and examine data to determine whether significant disproportionality on the basis of race and 

ethnicity is occurring in the state, or its school divisions, with respect to the identification, placement, and discipline 

of students with disabilities. These data are collected and reported under Indicators 4, 9, and 10 of the State 

Performance Plan (SPP).  

For Indicators 9 and 10, the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) determines disproportionate representation 

of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification 

through a two-level process: Level One: Data Analysis, and Level Two: Review of Policy, Procedure and Practice. 

If a school division is identified in the Level One analysis for over-representation, the Division is required to review 

                                                      

13 The area of “other” incorporates the following disability areas: sensory, physical, neurological, and multiple disabilities. 
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individual student records for the racial/ethnic groups identified. This record review requires use of a checklist that 

allow the school division to identify any violations of procedural or regulatory requirements related to the 

identification of students as a student with a disability. This process allows the USDE to determine whether the 

percentage of students of a given subgroup in special education was the result of inappropriate identification. Based 

on the State’s 2017 Special Education Performance Report, PWCS was found to be in compliance with Indicators 

9 and 10.14 

Risk Ratios by Race/Ethnicity and Disability  

As noted by Bollmer et. al, one of the most useful tools in the area of disproportionate identification and placement 

of racial/ethnic groups in special education “is the risk ratio, which compares one racial/ethnic group's risk of 

receiving special education and related services to that of all other students.15” The risk ratio can be used to 

calculate disproportionality at both the state and division levels. Though calculations can vary depending on the 

type of data being analyzed, the risk ratio tool tells us how the risk for one racial/ethnic group compares to the risk 

for a comparison group.16  

While the VDOE has not found PWCS to be disproportionate in the identification of students with disabilities in any 

specific racial/ethnic groups, PCG conducted a risk ratio analysis to measure these factors. This tool can be used 

to inform ongoing analysis and monitoring.  

Generally, a risk ratio greater than 1.0 or a racial/ethnic group indicates over-representation, while a risk ratio less 

than 1.0 indicates under-representation. While no racial group was at risk for over-identification, White students 

were less likely than their peers in other racial/ethnic groups to be identified in any disability category. 

Exhibit 7. Risk Ratios by Race/Ethnicity and Disability, 2017-1817 

 

                                                      

14 Retrieved from the VDOE’s 2014 State Performance Plan Revision: 

http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/state_performance_plan/2014_revision.pdf  
15 Bollmer, J. Bethel, et al. (2007). Using the Risk Ratio to Assess Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education at the School-District 
Level. The Journal of Special Education, Vol 41, Issue 3, pp. 186 – 198. 
16 Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Special Education: A Multi-Year Disproportionality Analysis by State, Analysis Category, and Race/Ethnicity, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of Education, February 2016. 
17 Data for Race/Ethnicity exhibits are from PWCS, provided to PCG in December 2017. 
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Overall Incidence Rates for EL Students 

According to 2017-18 data, 26.1% of students in PWCS are English Learner (EL) students.18 Of that number, 

approximately 13% have an IEP. The majority of EL students with IEPs (47.7%) are those with a Specific Learning 

Disability. Another 16.1% of this population has a Speech/Language Impairment. 

Exhibit 8. EL Students by Disability, 2017-1819 

 
 

Overall Incidence Rates by Grade 

Exhibit 9. Number of Students (Age 3-21) Receiving Special Education Services by Grade, 2013-14 to 2017-

18 

 

                                                      

18 Profile of Excellence, 2017- 18 
19 Data for Race/Ethnicity exhibits are from PWCS, provided to PCG in December 2017. 
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Over the past four years, the number of students receiving special education services has generally followed the 
same trends. In all four years, there was a decrease in the number of students receiving special education services 
between PK and K. The total spikes again in grades 3, 4, 5, before trending down for grades 7-12+, except for the 
increase seen in 12+ for the 2017-18 year.  

Overall Incidence Rates by Gender 

Overall, 68% of all PWCS students with IEPs are male and 32% are female. These percentages are equivalent to 

the national data, wherein roughly two-thirds of students served under the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) are boys (67%).20 

Exhibit 10. Percent of PWCS Male vs. Female Students with IEPs (Age 6-21), 2017-18 

 
 

Exhibit 11. Percent of PWCS Male vs. Female Students with IEPs (Age 6-21) by Disability, 2017-1821 

  

                                                      

20 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Office of Special Education Programs, 25th Annual 
(2003) Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, vol. 1, Washington, D.C., 2005. 
21 Other includes: DB, DD, HI, MD, OI, TBI, VI 
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Male students comprise the majority of all disabilities categories. They constitute 85.5% of the overall students with 

Autism, 72.8% of students with an Emotional Disturbance, and 73.3% of those with a Health Impairment.  

Achievement Data for Students With IEPs 

The Department’s Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) vision for RDA was for all accountability 

components to be aligned to supporting states in improving results for students with disabilities. This approach is 

consistent with IDEA, which requires that the primary focus of the federal program be on improving educational 

results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities, along with meeting IDEA requirements. RDA fulfills 

these requirements by focusing both on outcomes for students with disabilities and on the compliance portions of 

the law.22 

According to its State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR), Virginia is implementing ED’s 

Results Driven Accountability (RDA) priorities by using all indicators (compliance and performance) to make 

determinations. The state’s required State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) focuses on the graduation rates of 

students with disabilities, specifically those identified with a Specific Learning Disability (SLD), Other Health 

Impairment (OHI), Emotional Disability (ED), and/or Intellectual Disability (ID).  

Beginning in 2015, the U.S. Department of Education developed a compliance determination rating based on the 

RDA described earlier. Two matrices were used for this purpose, with 50 percent of the ratings based on results 

and 50 percent based on compliance, with districts and states receiving an overall RDA determination.23 The 

Division has received an RDA determination of “Meets Requirements” for the past three years, with an 87.5% score 

for 2013-14; an 83% score for 2014-15, and an 80% score for 2015-16. 

Achievement Outcomes for Students with IEPs (Ages 3-5)  

One of the indicators in Virginia’s SPP relates to the achievement of young children with disabilities in three areas: 

appropriate behavior, acquisition and use of knowledge and skills, and positive social/emotional skills. In each of 

these three areas, calculations are made on the percentage of children in the following two areas: (1) children who 

entered an early childhood program below developmental expectations for their age but who have substantially 

increased developmentally by age six when they exit a program, and (2) children functioning within expectations by 

age six or have attained those expectations by the time they exit the program.   

Summarized below are the Division’s performance ratings in three categories for each of the two areas (substantially 

increased skills and functioning within standards). The percentages of children meeting standards and each of the 

state’s targets are shown in the exhibit below.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      

22 April 5, 2012, RDA Summary, U.S. Department of Education at www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/osep/rdasummary.doc  
23 For a full explanation of ED’s methodology, see How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act in 2015: Part B http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2015/2015-part-b-how-determinations-made.pdf 
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Exhibit 12. Outcomes for Preschool Students with Disabilities: Indicator 7a- Positive social-emotional skills 
(including social relationships), PWCS and State Targets, 2013-14 to 2015-1624 
 

 
 

Exhibit 13. Outcomes for Preschool Students with Disabilities: Indicator 7b- Acquisition and use of 
knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy), PWCS and State 
Targets, 2013-14 to 2015-16 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      

24 http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/special_ed_performance/index.shtml  
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Exhibit 14. Outcomes for Preschool Students with Disabilities: Indicator 7c- Use of appropriate behavior 
to meet their needs, PWCS and State Targets, 2013-14 to 2015-16 

2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016

% entered below age expectations % functioning within age expectations

 Division Performance 63.1% 64.4% 58.1% 84.8% 86.2% 84.5%

 State Target 90.5% 90.6% 90.7% 64.8% 64.9% 65.0%
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Substantially Increased Skills 

Achievement Outcomes for Students with IEPs (Ages 6-21) 

The first area reviewed pertains to student achievement on the statewide Standards of Learning (SOL) assessments 

in reading and in math. Data compare the performance of PWCS students with IEPs to those without IEPs and the 

achievement gap over time.  

For PWCS children who entered an early childhood program below developmental expectations for their age but 
who substantially increased developmentally by age six when they exited the program, the following statistics 
describe 2015-16 rates of PWCS children meeting standards to state targets based on the state’s SPP report. 

a. Acquisition/Use of Knowledge/Skills. 76.4% met standards, which was 13.4 percentage points below
the state’s target.

b. Positive Social/Emotional Skills. 89.6% met standards, which was 4.1 percentage points below the
state’s target.

c. Appropriate Behavior to Meet Needs. 58.1% met standards, which was 32.8 percentage points below
the state’s target.

The Division did not meet the state target in 2013-14, 2014-15, or 2015-16 for these categories. 

Functioning Within Age Expectations 
For children who were functioning within expectations by six years of age or had attained those expectations by 
the time they exited the program, the following data compare the percentages of children in PWCS meeting the 
standards in 2014-15 to state performance target percentages for that year.     

a. Acquisition/Use of Knowledge/Skills. 67.4% met standards, which was 13.4 percentage points below 
the state’s target.

b. Positive Social/Emotional Skills. 49.4% met standards, which was 2.7 percentage points above the 
state’s target.

c. Appropriate Behavior to Meet Needs. 84.5% met standards, which was 19.6 percentage points above 
the state’s target.

Aside from the 2013-14 school year, the Division has consistently met the state target for these categories. 
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Reading 
 

Grade 3. PWCS students without IEPs have performed at nearly the same rate as the state average for students 

without disabilities. Students with IEPs in PWCS have scored higher than the state average each year, with a nearly 

8 percentage point difference in 2016-17. The achievement gap between students with disabilities and those without 

is evident by the 30+ percentage point difference in each of the years. 

Exhibit 15. Grade 3 Reading, 2013-2014 to 2016-2017 

 

Grade 8. Similar to the Grade 3 trends, PWCS students without IEPs have performed at nearly the same rate as 

the state average for students without disabilities over time. Students with IEPs in PWCS have scored nearly the 

same as the state rates in grade 8 however. PWCS’s 2016 average was approximately 2 percentage points higher 

than the state’s rate. The achievement gap is more pronounced in grade 8. In 2016-17, the achievement gap 

between students with disabilities and those without was nearly 50 percentage points.  

Exhibit 16. Grade 8 Reading, 2013-14 to 2016-2017 
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Grade 11. Similar to the Grade 3 trends, PWCS students without IEPs have performed at nearly the same rate as 

the state average for students without disabilities over time. Students with IEPs in PWCS have scored nearly the 

same as the state’s rate. PWCS’s 2016-17 average was approximately 2 percentage points higher than that state’s 

rate. 

Exhibit 17. Grade 11 Reading, 2013-14 to 2016-17 

 

Math 
 

Grade 3. Similar to the trends in reading scores, PWCS students without IEPs have performed at nearly the same 

rate as the state average for students without disabilities. Aside from the 2015-16 school year, PWCS students with 

IEPS have outperformed the state average. The achievement gap between students with disabilities and those 

without in PWCS has widened, from nearly 28 percentage points in 2013-14 to 33 points in 2016-17. 

Exhibit 18. Grade 3 Math, 2013-14 to 2016-17 
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Grade 8. As was demonstrated in the previous exhibits, PWCS students without IEPs have performed at nearly the 

same rate as the state average for students without disabilities. In the 2016-17 year, PWCS students with IEPS 

scored at a nearly identical rate to the state average. The achievement gap between students with disabilities and 

those without in PWCS stayed fairly consistent over time, averaging nearly 30-35 percentage points. 

Exhibit 19. Grade 8 Math, 2013-14 to 2016-17 

 

Grade 9. Students with disabilities have scored lower than their non-disabled peers in Algebra I for the past several 

years. Prince William students with disabilities, however, have continued to improve their scores, surpassing the 

state average for students with disabilities in 2016-17 by 1.6 percentage points. 

Exhibit 20. Grade 9 Algebra 1, 2013-14 to 2016-17 
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Grade 10 Geometry. Similar to Algebra I, students without disabilities have outpaced their non-disabled peers in 

Geometry I for the past several years. Prince William students with disabilities have scored higher than the state 

average for students with disabilities over this time period. 

Exhibit 21. Grade 10 Geometry, 2013-14 to 2016-17 
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Graduation and Drop Out Rates 

Graduation Rates of PWCS Students with IEPs and Those Without Compared to State Averages 
Each year, from 2013 to 2017, PWCS 4-year graduation rate for its students in general education has trended 

slightly higher than the state average. Similarly, PWCS’s students with disabilities have graduated at a higher rate 

than the state average as well. The only exception to this trend was in 2014, where the Division rate was lower than 

the state rate.  

Exhibit 22. Percent of PWCS and State Students with and without an IEP Graduating from High School in 

2013-1725 

 

Graduation Rates of PWCS Students with Disabilities Compared to Other Virginia School Divisions 

In 2017, PWCS graduated a slightly higher percentage of students with an IEP, at 88.7%, than the state average 

of 87.1%. PWCS’s rate was higher than Manassas City’s rate of 77.8% but lower than the other comparable districts.  

Exhibit 23. Percent of Students with IEPs at PWCS and Comparable Divisions Graduating from High School, 

201726 

 

 

                                                      

25 Source: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/statistics_reports/graduation_completion/cohort_reports/index.shtml 
26 Data source: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/statistics_reports/graduation_completion/cohort_reports/index.shtml 
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Dropout Rate of Students with IEPs Compared to Students Without IEPs and State Averages 
 

Exhibit 24. Dropout Rate of Students with IEPs Compared to Students without IEPs and State Averages, 

2013-1727 

 

PWCS’s drop-out rates for students with disabilities in 2013 was 11.5%, higher than the state average of 10.3%. 

The Division’s rate was higher in 2014 and 2015 as well but decreased below the state average in 2016 and 2017. 

PWCS students without disabilities had a lower drop-out rate than those with disabilities each year from 2013-2017. 

Exhibit 25.  Drop-out Rate of Students with IEPs at PWCS and Comparable Divisions, 201728 

 

Compared to other school divisions, PWCS had a higher dropout rate of 10.3% in 2017 than Alexandria City at 

7.5%, Arlington at 4.3%, Fairfax at 7.7%, Falls Church at 0.0%, Loudoun at 3.5%, Manassas Park at 0.0% Stafford 

County at 9.4%, Fauquier County at 4.1%, and Virginia Beach City at 7.9%. The Division had a lower rate than 

Manassas City at 11.1%. 

                                                      

27 Data source: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/statistics_reports/graduation_completion/cohort_reports/index.shtml 
28 Id. 
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Exhibit 26. Indicator 14. Postsecondary Outcomes 

Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school were: 

 

Educational Setting Data for Students with IEPs 

The data in this section reflect the educational settings of PWCS school-aged students overall, by disability areas, 

and race/ethnicity. In addition, division data are compared to state and national data, and State Performance Plan 

(SPP) targets for the three educational setting categories monitored by USDE’s Office of Special Education 

Programs and VDOE for students age 6-21. The USDE also requires each state to monitor and set targets in their 

SPP for educational settings in which students with IEPs, age 3-5, are educated. The national indicator for 

monitoring early childhood (EC) educational settings requires an analysis of data by the extent to which children 

are in a regular early childhood setting, or placed/receiving services in a separate location.  

When reviewing the exhibits below, it is important to consider how data for students served by the Northern Special 

Education Regional School Program (NOVA) are reported.29 The VDOE includes students by “responsible” or home 

school division in their data reports, even though these students are receiving their education through the NOVA 

program in PWCS schools. For example, even though Manassas City reports students in the Separate Settings 

educational environment category, these students are served in PWCS schools. Analysis related to the instructional 

implications of placement practices is found in Chapter IV. Academic and Social-Emotional Well-Being of Students 

with Disabilities. 

                                                      

29 Prince William County acts as the fiduciary agent to the Northern Virginia Special Education Regional School Program (NOVA). Regional 
programs were developed in 1987 in Virginia so that school divisions could pool their resources to provide appropriate programming for 
students with severe needs in a cost efficient manner. The number of students who require private day placements is lower due to the use of 
the Regional program to meet students’ needs. Today, the NOVA program serves students with a range of disabilities (i.e., Autism, Emotional 
disability, Hearing impairment, Multiple disabilities, Severe disability, and Traumatic brain injury) from across 5 school divisions. These include: 
Prince William County Public Schools; Manassas City Public Schools; Manassas Park City Schools; Spotsylvania County Public Schools; and 
Stafford County Public Schools. 
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Overall Educational Setting Data for PWCS and State  

Exhibit 27. Percentage of Students (Age 3-5) by Educational Setting for PWCS & SPP Targets, 2013-14 to 

2015-1630 

 

Exhibit 27 shows the percentages of three- to five-year-old children with disabilities educated for the majority of time 

in a regular early childhood setting and children who are educated in a separate setting. 

Longitudinal data from the past three years indicates PWCS students with disabilities are educated less frequently 

in a regular early childhood program and more frequently in a separate setting. The Division has not met the state 

targets during this time period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

30 Data retrieved from State Performance Plan public reports: 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/special_ed_performance/index.shtml. Note: Data reported align to the federal 
reporting categories for preschool. These do not include all reported preschool educational environment categories. 
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Exhibit 28. Percentage of Students (Age 6-21) by Educational Setting for PWCS & SPP Targets, 2013-14 to 

2015-1631 

 

Longitudinal data from 2013-14 to 2015-16 indicates PWCS students with disabilities are educated more frequently 

in an inclusive general education setting and less frequently in separate settings. Over this three-year span, PWCS 

has slightly increased the percentage of students being educated in an inclusive setting, and decreased the 

percentage of students in separate settings. However, PWCS has not met state targets for students served in an 

inclusive setting over this time period. 

• General Education Setting more than 80% of the time. PWCS’s 2013-14 rate of 61.2% is lower than the 

state target of ≥68.0%. While PWCS had a slight uptick in this percentage for the 2015-16 school year to 

62.7%, the Division did not meet the state target (≥69.0%) for that year. 

 

• General Education Setting less than 40% of the time. Since 2013-14, PWCS has consistently had 

around 12.0% of students being served in general education less than 40% of the time. The Division had a 

slightly higher rate (12.3%) than the state target (≤12.0%) in 2013-14, and met the state target of ≤12.0% 

in 2014-15. 

 

• Separate Setting. Over the three-year time period, PWCS’s percent of students served in a separate 

setting has decreased from 4.0% to 3.6%. Though the Division has not met the state target over this time, 

the decline in number of students served in a separate setting should be noted.32 

Comparable School Divisions: Percentage of Students by Educational Settings 

The following exhibit reflects the percent of PWCS students with IEPs, as compared to other divisions, in general 

education classes by the three monitored educational settings: 1) students with IEPs served in general education 

more than 80% of time; 2) students with IEPs served in general education less than 40% of the time; and, 3) those 

served in separate settings. 

                                                      

31 Data retrieved from State Performance Plan public reports: 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/special_ed_performance/index.shtml. Note: Data reported align to the federal 
reporting categories for preschool. These do not include all reported preschool educational environment categories. 
32 These data only include PWCS students. They do not include students from other school divisions who attend PACE East and West.  
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• General Education Setting more than 80% of the time. Of the divisions benchmarked, PWCS has a 

higher percentage of students in this setting (62.7%) than Arlington (59.7%), Fairfax (54.6%), and 

Manassas City (55.0%)but less than the state target of ≥69.0%. 

 

• General Education Setting less than 40% of the time. Two divisions, Loudoun at 12.8% and Manassas 

City at 20.1%, have a higher percentage than PWCS’s 12.1%.  

 

• Separate Setting. PWCS falls in the middle range of comparable divisions for students served in separate 

settings. Only three of the 10 comparable divisions have rates less than the state target of 3.0%: Loudoun 

at 1.1% and Manassas City.33 

Exhibit 29. Percentage of Students by Educational Setting (Age 6-21) for Comparable Divisions, 2015-1634 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

33 These data only include PWCS students. They do not include students from other school divisions who attend PACE East and West. 
34 Data retrieved from State Performance Plan public reports: 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/special_ed_performance/index.shtml. 2015-16 is the most current information 
available for these comparisons. 
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Educational Setting by Disability Area 

The exhibit below provides data on the PWCS students by disability area and educational setting.  

• General Education Setting more than 80% of the time. Students with primary disabilities of the following 

are educated at a higher percentage in the full inclusion setting than the overall PWCS average of 62.7%: 

Hearing Impairments (73.6%); Orthopedic Impairments (75.0%); Other Health Impairment (73.7%); Specific 

Learning Disability (71.2%); Speech/Language Impairment (98.6); and Visual Impairment (85.3%).  Primary 

disabilities of Autism, Intellectual Disability; Multiple Disabilities and Traumatic Brain Injury all have a lower 

percentage of students educated in this setting than the PWCS average. Only 1.9% of students with an 

Intellectual Disability are educated in general education more than 80% of the time. In addition, just over a 

third of students with Autism are educated in this full inclusion setting.   

 

• General Education Setting less than 40% of the time. A majority of students with an Intellectual Disability 

(75.7%) are served in this setting, and slightly more than a third of students with Autism (34.2%) spend less 

than 40% of their time in regular education. Only 1.9% of students with a Specific Learning Disability, and 

roughly 6% of students with a Health Impairment are served in this setting.   

 

• Separate Setting. No students at PWCS with a primary Hearing Impairment, Orthopedic Impairment, or 

Visual Impairment are served in a separate setting. Disability types with the highest percent of students in 

a separate setting are Emotional Disturbance (22.8%) and Multiple Disabilities (4.6%). 

 

Exhibit 30. Percentage of PWCS Students (Age 6-21) by Disability Area and Educational Setting, 2017-1835 

  

                                                      

35 Data provided to PCG in January 2018. These data only include PWCS students. They do not include students from other school divisions 
who attend PACE East and West.  
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Percentage of Students by Disability Category: Division, State, and National Comparisons in Inclusive 
Settings 

The exhibit below provides data on the PWCS students by disability area and the two most inclusive educational 

settings: ≥80% and 40-79%. 

Exhibit 31. Percentage of PWCS Students (Age 6-21) with SLD, OHI, and ED by Educational Setting 2017-

1836 

 

• Emotional/Behavior Disability. Compared to the state and national rates, PWCS educated a substantially 

lower percentage of students with emotional and behavioral disabilities in the general education setting for 

more than 80% of the time. The PWCS rate is 39.1% compared to 48.0% and 47.0% in the state and nation 

respectively.  

 

• Health Impairments. Nearly three quarters (73.7%) all PWCS students with Health impairments are 

educated in general education for more than 80% of the time. This is a higher rate than the state and 

national rate at 69.2% and 65.5% respectively.  

 

• Specific Learning Disability. PWCS students with SLD are educated at a slightly higher rate (71.3%) in 

the full inclusion setting (more than 80% of the time) than the state rate of 70.7% or the national rate of 

69.5%.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      

36 Division data 2017-18 provided to PCG January 2018 

State and National Data FFY 15: https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2015B/publicView?state=VA&ispublic=true 
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Exhibit 32. Percentage of PWCS Students (Age 6-21) with Autism, MD, and ID by Educational Setting 2017-

1837 

 

• Autism. Compared to the state and nation, PWCS has less students with Autism being educated in the 

general education classroom for 80% of the time. However, PWCS has more students educated in the 40-

79% setting at 27.2% than the state at 22.8% or nation at 18.1%. 

• Multiple Disabilities. The PWCS rate (18.3%) of educating students with Multiple Disabilities for more than 

80% of the time in general education is less than the state’s rate of 66.1% but higher than the nation’s 

13.1%. Additionally, PWCS has a lower rate of students being educated in the 40-79% setting than the 

state (19.9%) and national (16.5%) rates. 

• Intellectual Disability. Of PWCS students with an Intellectual Disability, 1.9% are educated at a 

substantially lower rate in general education for 80% or more of the time compared to 11.1% and 16.3% in 

the state and nation respectively. In addition, PWCS has a lower percentage of students being educated in 

the 40-79% setting. The Division’s percent is 20.7, while the state’s percent is 30.4 and the nation’s percent 

is 26.5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

37 Division data 2017-18 provided to PCG January 2018 

State and National Data FFY 15: https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2015B/publicView?state=VA&ispublic=true 
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Separate Settings  

The exhibit below shows the percent of PWCS students with disabilities who are educated in separate settings, 

disaggregated by disability type. Students with a primary disability of Emotional Disturbance, Autism, and Other 

Health Impairment constitute the largest portion of students being educated in separate settings with 55.9%, 25.4%, 

and 11.3% respectively. Students with Multiple Disabilities and an Intellectual Disability represent a smaller portion 

of the students in a separate setting.  

The state target for the Separate Settings category for 2017-18 was 2.5%. PWCS’s rate was 2.3%, which is lower 

than the state target. 

Exhibit 33. Percentage of PWCS Students (Age 6-21) with Disabilities by Disability in Separate Settings, 

2017-1838 

 

Exhibit 34.  Percentage of PWCS Students (Age 6-21) with Disabilities by Separate Setting, 2017-1839 

This exhibit shows, of students with disabilities placed in a separate setting, where they are being educated. The 

vast majority (61.3%) are served in a public separate school. In PWCS, students in PACE East and PACE West 

are included in this setting category.  

 

                                                      

38 Division data 2017-18 provided to PCG January 2018. 
39 Id. 
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Educational Setting by Race/Ethnicity 

White students with disabilities have the highest rate of inclusion in the general education setting for more than 80% 

of the time at 71.1%, followed by Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino, and American 

Indian/Alaskan Native 69.2%, 67.3%, 64.7% respectively. Black/African American students with disabilities, at 

55.1%, are included in this setting less than the PWCS average of 62.7%. Black/African American students with 

disabilities, at 3.1%, and those who identify as 2 or more Races, at 3.62%, have the highest percentages of students 

educated in separate settings. 

Exhibit 35. Percentage of PWCS Students with Disabilities (Age 6-21) by Race and Educational Setting, 

2017-18  
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III.   MULTI-TIERED SYSTEM OF SUPPORTS 

Intervention Framework 

Overview 

The provision of instruction/interventions and support to students within a framework of Multi-Tiered System of 

Supports (MTSS) improves educational outcomes for all students, including those with Section 504 and IEP plans, 

and these and others who are ELL and/or gifted/talented.40 The framework focuses on prevention and the early 

identification of students who may benefit from instructional and behavioral interventions, as well as acceleration 

that remove barriers to learning.41 When implemented as intended, MTSS leads to increased academic 

achievement by supporting rigorous core instruction and strategic/targeted interventions, and improved student 

behavior. Furthermore, the framework has been successfully used to support a reduction in disproportionate special 

education referrals of students based on race, gender, or English Learner subgroups.  

Reflecting on the growing recognition of MTSS as a system wide framework for supporting student achievement 

and positive behavior, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), includes MTSS as a permissible usage of Title I 

funds. The Act defines MTSS as “a comprehensive continuum of evidence-based, systemic practices to support a 

rapid response to students’ needs, with regular observation to facilitate data-based instructional decision-making.”42 

MTSS provides an overall framework for structuring and coordinating the provision of core instruction along with 

the additional behavioral supports, such as behavior modifications or mental health supports, some students require 

so that all are successful. MTSS is centered on a tiered system of support, where every student receives high 

quality core instruction, known as Tier 1. Some students need supplemental instruction, which is referred to as Tier 

2, and a small cohort of students receive the most intensive intervention and supports, known as Tier 3. Movement 

among these tiers should be fluid. A student with acute needs does not need to progress through the tiers to get 

individualized support, and a student who needs extra support should not miss general instruction that is provided 

in Tier 1.  

Under the MTSS framework, core instruction is evidence-based, rigorous and of high quality. By utilizing a universal 

design for learning system, learning differences are considered proactively rather than reactively. The instruction is 

culturally relevant and linguistically appropriate, and is implemented with integrity for all students. The framework is 

based on a presumption that some students require additional instruction in order to achieve grade level standards. 

Increasingly intensive tiers of academic and social/emotional support are targeted to meet student needs based on 

data-based problem-solving and decision-making; instruction is adjusted to continually improve both student 

performance and the rate at which it progresses. Furthermore, the process is used to assess (using student 

responses to the instruction) the effectiveness of the tiered instruction/interventions being implemented. Many 

states have established intervention systems that align to the core tenets of the MTSS process and branded them 

accordingly. In Virginia, MTSS has been adopted as the Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports (VTSS).  

Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports (VTSS) 

As noted on the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) website: VTSS “is a data-driven decision making 

framework for establishing the academic, behavioral and social-emotional supports needed for a school to be an 

                                                      

40 See the Council of the Great City School’s document, Common Core State Standards and Diverse Students: Using Multi-Tiered Systems of 
Support that outlines the key components of an integrated, multi-tiered system of instruction, interventions, and academic and behavioral 
supports needed by school districts in the implementation of the Common Core State Standards. The document is applicable also to school 
districts in states that have not adopted these standards. 
41 MTSS reflects the merger of response to instruction/intervention (RTI2), which typically focuses on academic achievement, and a system 
used to focus on improving positive behavior support. 
42 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as reauthorized in 2015. 
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effective learning environment for all students.”43 The VTSS approach is systemic, requiring the use of evidence-

based, system-wide practices that are implemented with fidelity, and frequent progress monitoring to enable 

educators to make sound, data-based instructional decisions for students.   

VTSS’s theory of action (pictured below) assumes that the process of integrating data, practices, and systems will 

positively affect student outcomes. The essential elements of an effective VTSS framework with a school division 

and school are: 

• Aligned organizational structure 

• Data-informed decision-making 

• Evidence-based practices 

• Family, school, and community partnerships 

• Monitoring student progress, including universal 

screening 

• Evaluation of outcomes and fidelity 

School divisions in Virginia are supported by Virginia 
Tiered Systems of Supports Research and 
Implementation Center at the Virginia Commonwealth 
University Center for School-Community Collaboration 
(VTSS-RIC). The Training and Technical Assistance Center (TTAC) at George Mason University provides the 
majority of support and training for VTSS.44  

The goal of VTSS-RIC is to “build state and local capacity for sustained tiered system of academic, behavioral, 

social-emotional supports that are responsive to the needs of all students.”45 The center offers professional learning 

and on-site coaching to school divisions across the Commonwealth. In 2015, six schools within PWCS were part of 

a VTSS cohort: Leesylvania Elementary, Dale City Elementary, Fred Lynn Elementary, Godwin Middle, Lake Ridge 

Middle, Piney Branch Elementary, and Potomac Middle.46 PWCS is currently listed as a participating division on the 

VTSS-RIC website. PWCS has adopted VTSS division-wide with the expectation that all schools will implement it 

to address the academic and behavioral needs of students with proactive interventions.  

 
Division Context  

Central Office Leadership and Guidance 

The OSE has been charged with the responsibility for providing guidance, professional development, and 

implementation support for VTSS. OSE collaborates with other offices such as the Office of English Learner 

Programs and Services and the Office of Student Services to develop and deliver professional development and to 

support schools with the implementation of VTSS. It was reported by focus group participants that previous Division-

wide trainings have focused on Tiers 2 and 3 and how to use targeted interventions. However, over the last two 

years, the Division has shifted its focus to Tier 1 support, reframing the importance of “good first instruction.” As a 

part of this shift, the Office of Student Learning and Accountability initiated the Coordinated Services and Support 

work group, which brings together various staff for monthly training on best instructional practices and how to 

provide coaching to teachers. Additionally, this school year the Division started an inter-disciplinary literacy plan to 

highlight the role that all staff have in supporting literacy. 

                                                      

43 http://www.doe.virginia.gov/support/virginia_tiered_system_supports/index.shtml 
44 https://ttac.gmu.edu/ 
45 https://vtss-ric.org/ 
46 http://www.doe.virginia.gov/support/virginia_tiered_system_supports/cohorts/index.shtml 
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PWCS appears to integrate four intervention frameworks— Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS), MTSS, 

VTSS, and Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS)— into one overarching initiative. This is evidenced by 

how its resources are organized on the OSE website (under the section “CEIS/MTSS/VTSS/PBIS”) and by the OSE 

central office staff assigned to support them. Many documents listed under the resource section of 

CEIS/MTSS/VTSS/PBIS site were primarily training documents such as Power Point presentations. Some   

documents were from previous years and, in some instances, the links provided were not functional. Most of the 

resources that were listed on the website dealt with PBIS. There were no guidance documents found on the OSE 

website or on the internal PWCS staff site about how MTSS is, or should be, implemented, how it is fits within the 

Division’s intervention structure, or clear direction about the intent of CEIS, MTSS, VTSS, or PBIS. Documentation 

provided on the OSE website, and those provided to PCG as part of this review, reinforce the notion that these 

intervention frameworks are often described interchangeably. One power point reviewed cited the “Intervention 

Process.” Another resource was titled “Prince William County Public Schools Multi-Tiered System of Supports 

(MTSS) Self-Assessment Template.” A third was a memo to principals about “VTSS.” Focus groups echoed that 

various terminology is used but that there is little to no clear consistent guidance or standard processes to ensure 

a systemic approach.  

As listed on the OSE 2017-18 central office organizational chart, there is: 

• One Supervisor of Specialized Instruction who has the following responsibilities: Clusters 4 & 7, CEIS, 

PACE West, CEIS Specialists, MTSS/PBIS, and ED/LD 

• One CEIS Professional Development Specialist/VTSS/MTSS/PBIS Coordinator  

• One CEIS Reading Specialist 

While it is advantageous to have connection points between staff supporting these important initiatives, creating an 

effective intervention and pre-referral system requires a dedicated division-level leadership team with a clear focus 

on implementing, with fidelity, a seamless and integrated framework that is clear to both central office leadership 

and school leadership teams. In districts with robust MTSS structures, this district-wide leadership team is driven 

from the Chief Academic Office, provides a clear vision for schools, has representation from various contributing 

offices (e.g., Student Support Services, Special Education, Curriculum and Instruction, English Learners, etc.), and 

establishes how the district’s intervention framework should consistently operate. The current structure in PWCS 

must be revised for the Division to reach its ambitious academic goals for all students. 

School-Based Implementation  

According to PWCS focus group participants, all schools have some tiered intervention support system in place 

and generally have a structured intervention assistance team (IAT). This team, while called by various names in 

schools across the Division, generally consists of teachers and administrators, along with school nurses, 

psychologists, counselors, social workers, speech/language pathologists, and other professionals as needed. The 

team is charged with identifying strategies and interventions to meet the needs of struggling learners. Schools report 

using an intervention assistance team (IAT) process to identify students who need interventions to decrease 

discipline referrals and increase academic progress. 

Focus group participants indicated that the level, quality, and fidelity of implementation varies, often dramatically, 

from school to school. Practices are inconsistent and school dependent. Some went so far as to say that the 

supports provided to struggling students are inequitable, based on which school the student attends, and on the 

leader of the building. In some schools, research-based interventions are routinely used and valued. In others, this 

is not the case. Given these inconsistencies between interventions provided at schools, it was reported that students 

receiving Tier 2 or 3 intervention support often regress further when they transition to another PWCS school.  

The Division reportedly has several systems in place for identifying, implementing, documenting, and tracking 

interventions and related student outcomes data. Examples provided include: Branching Minds (in CEIS schools 

only), AIMSweb, and SWIS; however, not all schools have the same tools. As a result, intervention progress 

monitoring data are not consistently collected or easily shared between schools. Parents report that there is not 



 
 

Comprehensive Special Education Review April 2018 

 

   
40 

  

  
 

enough communication with them about the interventions their children are receiving in school and progress made 

on them. 

Focus group participants requested a more systematic approach that would support knowledge sharing related to 

interventions and that would better facilitate the consistent collection of data and progress monitoring. There 

appears to be a consensus that school personnel would welcome leadership and training, and that PWCS students 

would benefit from the implementation of a clearly articulated, comprehensive research-based and integrated 

framework. Further, they would welcome consistent procedures, structures, training, intervention resources and 

financial models to support Division-wide implementation.  

Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS) 

IDEA and Disproportionality 

As cited on the U.S. Department of Education website, CEIS “are services provided to students in kindergarten 

through grade 12 who are not currently identified as needing special education or related services, but who need 

additional academic and behavioral supports to succeed in a general education environment.”47 The goal of CEIS 

is to reduce the over-identification of students as disabled and in need of special education services through a 

positive, proactive approach. Under IDEA 2004, certain activities qualify as CEIS, such as professional development 

for teachers and other staff on delivering scientifically-based academic and behavioral interventions or for the use 

of adaptive and instructional software. Divisions can voluntarily set aside up to 15% of their federal IDEA funds for 

CEIS activities. If, however, a state identifies significant disproportionality based on race or ethnicity in a district, 

with respect to the identification of children as children with disabilities, the identification of children in specific 

disability categories, the placement of children with disabilities in particular educational settings, or the taking of 

disciplinary actions, the district must use 15% of IDEA funds for comprehensive CEIS for children in the district, 

particularly, but not exclusively, for children in those groups that were “significantly over-identified.”48 

Over the past several years, PWCS has been found non-compliant by VDOE for the disproportionate representation 

of students with disabilities (indicators 4a and 4b) as it relates to disciplinary practices. The chart below shows that 

aside from 2011-12, PWCS was found out of compliance with at least one of these indicators. 

Exhibit 36. Indicators 4a and 4b, 2009-10 to 2015-1649 

  Indicator 4a: Suspension/Expulsion Indicator 4b: Suspension/Expulsion 

  Significant discrepancy in the rate of 

suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in 

a school year for 

children with IEPs 

Identified with significant discrepancy, by race or 

ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions 

of greater than 10 days in a school year for children 

with IEPs 

2009-10 Yes Yes 

2010-11 Yes No 

2011-12 No No 

2012-13 No Yes 

2013-14 Yes Yes 

2014-15 Yes Yes 

2015-16 Yes Yes 

                                                      

47 https://www2.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/ceis_pg3.html 
48 Id. 
49 The 2015-16 school year data are the most current publicly available information. 
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As a result, PWCS has been required to set aside CEIS funding. Though there was a common understanding that 

the Division was required to set aside CEIS funds because of a disproportionality finding, focus group participants 

were unclear about what prompted it. Some thought it was about a Department of Justice finding, while others knew 

it had generated from the VDOE’s special education division. Few knew its origin was in the data reported for State 

Performance Plan Indicators 9 and 10 or that the non-compliant status could potentially change in the future. 

According to public records on the VDOE website, PWCS has voluntarily set aside 15% of IDEA funds for CEIS for 

the 2017-18 school year. The Division believed the set aside has been mandatory for at least the past several years 

and is in the process of clarifying its status with the VDOE.  

In addition to setting aside the CEIS monies, the Division has created weekly data reports on discipline and 

suspension rates by racial/ethnic group and IEP status. Principals and central office administrators have access to 

these reports. Recently, interactive dashboards have been developed that depict this information in a visual format. 

At the middle school level, this topic was the focus of the summer middle school conference held in August 2017. 

Additionally, the Associate Superintendent for Middle Schools discusses these data with principals on a quarterly 

basis. 

CEIS Activities  

According to the 2017-2018 CEIS plan submitted to the VDOE, the focus of the CEIS program for this school year 

will be to:  

• Provide intensive interventions in reading, math, and/or behavior by the CEIS specialists, teachers, and/or 

other specialists and with progress monitoring completed by CEIS staff on a weekly or bi-weekly basis; 

• Modeling and coaching of intensive Tier 2 and 3 interventions to identified staff members and school-wide 

professional development, and; 

• Implementation of research-based practices to build the infrastructure needed for multi-tiered systems of 

support to include PBIS, problem solving techniques, data compilation, progress monitoring, analysis, and 

the development of student intervention plans.  

It is anticipated that 900 students will be served. Students new to the program will be selected using a variety of 

progress monitoring tools and based on the tiered intervention structure by each CEIS school. Students who 

received services during the 2016-17 school year will continue in the program until sufficient progress has been 

made to exit the student to Tier 1.  

The Division committed $2.1M to personnel charged with carrying out CEIS activities, as reported in the PWCS 

IDEA CEIS 2017-18 Budget Narrative.50 Staffing consists of 25.51 FTEs, including: 0.51 FTE CEIS Intervention 

Specialist to support rising kindergarten students  

• 1.0 FTE CEIS Reading Specialist 

• 1.0 FTE Rebound Teacher  

• 1.0 FTE ED Teacher 

• 1.0 FTE CEIS Professional Development 

• 19.0 FTE CEIS Specialists 

• 2.0 FTE ED Teacher Assistants 

An additional $82.3k was committed to materials and supplies, specifically: instructional supplies for the Sunrise 
Program supporting rising kindergartens, instructional supplies and testing materials for the Rebound program for 
at-risk elementary students who demonstrate behavior challenges; and the instructional reading program, Wilson 
Reading. 

                                                      

50 The IDEA 2017-18 budget narrative provided to PCG listed the staff detailed here, including 1 Rebound Teacher. 
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The 19 CEIS specialists are widely reported as the “face” of CEIS in schools, charged with reducing the number of 

students referred to special education and supporting students in Tiers 2 and 3 around explicit reading instruction. 

OSE staff use a rubric annually to determine where CEIS staff will be allocated. It was reported that the rubric is 

used as a baseline however, and that principals’ requested continuation of CEIS support can supersede the rubric 

determination. Since the initiation of CEIS Specialist position several years ago, these staff have generally 

supported the same schools. The majority are dedicated to one school full time, though several are split between 

two or three schools. Approximately 30 schools receive direct CEIS Specialist support. 

CEIS staff provide coaching support for teachers and routinely conduct progress monitoring for the cohort of 

students they are supporting using AIMSweb for academic interventions and the SRS scale or Check in/Check out 

(as part of SWIS) for behavior. In some schools, they use Branching Minds, a technology platform, to track 

intervention plans and progress data. They also monitor risk ratio data for each school on a quarterly basis. The 

CEIS team, which include OSE representatives, meets monthly with principals to review referrals for special 

education evaluation, the rate of eligibility for special education, and achievement and discipline data. Another key 

focus area for the CEIS Specialists is the fidelity of the development and implementation of functional behavioral 

assessments (FBA).  

The Division has recently undergone an internal review of the efficacy of the CEIS. Among other findings, the report 

concluded that “there were no meaningful relationships between the addition of a CEIS Specialist at the school and 

changes in overall behavior referral patterns or exclusionary discipline referrals.”51 There were also no meaningful 

relationships between CEIS and academic outcomes in reading and math. 

Given this information, the question as to the voluntary vs. mandatory status of the CEIS set aside and the length 

of time that these funds have been committed, PWCS needs to take a serious and in depth look at the intent and 

use of the CEIS dollars, specifically how they are structured to support schools. Funds must have a significant 

impact on reducing inappropriate disciplinary practices for students with IEPs to be considered successful. If the 

funds are not meeting the intended outcomes, or demonstrating a direct and measurable impact on preventing and 

further reducing disproportionality, the Division needs to redesign the initiative and allocate funds in different ways. 

How this redesign happens will be dependent upon the CEIS funding set aside is voluntary or mandatory. 

Regardless, this is an area that warrants further attention.  

Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 

Universal Design for Learning (UDL) provides an approach based on neuroscience and cognitive science and a 

framework for front-loading instructional design to reach a wider range of learners, including students with IEPs.52 

UDL provides a common, district-wide foundational set of practices that align with the districts’ beliefs and vision 

and mission statements about the role of the teacher, how students learn best, and the purpose of education. UDL 

provides all educators a common set of understandings and language and practices for designing and implementing 

instruction that engages learners and proactively anticipates and responds to diversity in learners. Furthermore, 

UDL helps educators think strategically about their current practices and provides a framework to expand their 

thinking about planning and varied ways to engage students, present new learning, and facilitate the learning 

process.  

UDL is firmly grounded in the belief that every learner is unique and brings different strengths and weaknesses to 

the classroom. Traditional curricula are “one-size-fits-all,” designed to meet the needs of a “typical” student. As a 

result, any student that falls outside this narrow category is presented with a host of barriers that impede access, 

participation, and progress in the general curriculum.53 UDL can make instruction more accessible to all students 

                                                      

51Virginia Tiered Systems of Support: Data Analysis 2016-17. Draft report, December 2017. 
52 National Center on UDL. UDL Guidelines- Version 2: Research Evidence. http://www.udlcenter.org/research/researchevidence 
53 http://www.ldonline.org/article/13002/ 
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when used in designing the district’s curriculum, scope and sequence, pacing, lesson plans, and assessments. 

There are three main learning guidelines: multiple means of engagement-the why of learning, multiple means of 

representation-the what of learning, and multiple means of action and expression-the how of learning. 

 
Exhibit 37. Universal Design for Learning Guidelines54  
 

 
 

Division Practices 

Based on focus group discussions, UDL does not appear to be a widely understood or implemented concept in 

PWCS, though OSE, in conjunction with other offices, has conducted trainings on the topic in the past. Participants, 

from a variety of roles, were generally not familiar with UDL and often confused it with tiered intervention support. 

It was briefly described by assistive technology specialists as a way to adapt or provide technology for some 

students and viewed as synonymous with augmentative communication devices. 

When implemented consistently across a division such as PWCS, UDL has the potential to improve educational 

outcomes for all students, including those with disabilities. As Strangeman, Hitchcock, Hall, and Meo, et al. note, 

“poor performance may reflect curriculum disability rather than student disability.”55 As the Division develops its plan 

to improve the academic achievement of students with disabilities and revisits access points to the core curriculum, 

UDL should be considered a key lever. The Division should engage in division-wide training to support the full scale 

                                                      

54 CAST (2018). Universal Design for Learning Guidelines version 2.2. Retrieved from http://udlguidelines.cast.org  
55 http://www.ldonline.org/article/13002  

http://udlguidelines.cast.org/
http://www.ldonline.org/article/13002
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adoption of UDL and explore ways in which technology tools can be used to support teachers. Providing all students 

equal access and participation in the general education curriculum will lead to improved progress overall.  

Recommendations 

1. MTSS.56 Build on PWCS’s VTSS, CEIS, and PBIS process and curricular frameworks to develop/implement a 

unified and clear structure of Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) for academic achievement, positive 

behavior, and social/emotional growth (including enrichment) for all students.57  

a. Establish a division-wide framework for the implementation of MTSS, including a written description and 

guidelines, for students in grades kindergarten through 12 performing below grade level standards.58 

Decide upon the name of the framework and create guides to explain how the intervention models such as 

PBIS, CEIS, etc. complement each other.  

b. Develop internal and external materials that explain the connection between MTSS, VTSS, and other 

intervention models and the research base for following a structured intervention process. Create an 

electronic user-friendly and accessible MTSS manual for school teams and for parents to understand the 

MTSS process and to document procedures/practices relevant to the management/operation of MTSS in 

PWCS. Ensure a common understanding and buy-in around the division for the need for MTSS, why and 

how it is implemented, what desired targets it is intended to meet, and what progress the division is making 

toward achieving the goals. Maintain the manual by updating it regularly as there are changes to policy or 

practice. 

c. Create a division-level MTSS leadership team, including the Division’s central leadership staff, school 

principals, the Director of Special Education, etc., and representatives from every educational unit (e.g., 

Title I, bilingual, gifted, etc.). Establish standards for division-wide and school-based instructional leadership 

teams regarding the use of problem-solving and data-based decision making at all tiers to support academic 

advancement and positive behavior; and supplement teams as needed to support teachers and students.  

d. Establish standards for division-wide and school-based instructional leadership teams regarding the use of 

problem-solving and data-based decision making at all tiers to support academic advancement and positive 

behavior; and supplement teams as needed to support teachers and students.  

e. Establish standards for the use of MTSS for referring students for special education evaluations and using 

results as part of the process for determining the existence of a specific learning disability, and any other 

disability areas as permitted by state law/regulations. As part of this process, consider research showing 

the use of MTSS to reduce racial/ethnic disproportionality in the identification and suspensions of students 

with disabilities.  

f. Include in the Division’s system of accountability measurable expectations for implementing the core 

curriculum and MTSS framework. Establish, communicate, support, and monitor clear expectations and 

“non-negotiables,” establishing clear lines of accountability and responsibility across departments and 

schools, aligning them with relevant standards and guidance. Incorporate the expectations into 

administrator, principal, teacher, paraprofessional aides, and related-service personnel performance 

evaluations. Have schools incorporate activities into their school improvement plans that would enable them 

to meet these expectations.  

g. Consider the fiscal implications of enabling schools to retain special education staff to provide interventions 

for all students if the need for these teachers is reduced because of lower incidence rates for students with 

                                                      

56 In order to simplify these recommendations, we are using the term MTSS. PWCS may choose to use VTSS as the overarching description. 
Per this recommendation, the Division will need to determine the appropriate term for future use. 
57 This information includes components that are based on the Literacy Education for All, Results for the Nation Act (LEARN Act), H.R. 2272, 
which if passed would authorize state grants to improve birth through grade 12 literacy.  
58 Response to Intervention/Multi-tiered Systems of Support (RTI/MTSS) Guide developed by the RTI Committee of the Inclusion Action Group 
Project led by the New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education (NJCIE)( http://njcie.org/wp-content/uploads/Part-1-NJ-RTI-MTSS-Guide-
Introduction.pdf). 

 

http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=h112-2272&tab=summary
http://njcie.org/wp-content/uploads/Part-1-NJ-RTI-MTSS-Guide-Introduction.pdf
http://njcie.org/wp-content/uploads/Part-1-NJ-RTI-MTSS-Guide-Introduction.pdf
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IEPs. Provide examples of how schools can use funds to support MTSS implementation. Consider how the 

flexible use of allowable funds under Title I of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and Coordinated 

Early Intervening Services (CEIS) funds under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) may 

be used to support MTSS.59  

h. Develop an expedited two-to-three-year division-wide MTSS implementation plan. As part of this planning 

process, consider how each school will have access to a consistent set of effective evidence-based 

interventions to meet the needs of most students and access to additional interventions for students with 

additional needs.  

 

2. Universal Design for Learning. Provide clear guidance and training for all Division teachers on the principles 

of UDL and how principles can be applied in the development of curriculum, instruction and assessment. When 

instruction is designed up front using UDL principles, individual learning needs are often mitigated and this can 

help teachers be more open to and positive about the possibility that they can support a wide array of learners. 

Consider the use of text to speech technology tools and software so that all students have additional access 

points to the curriculum. A greater understanding and implementation of UDL can make learning accessible to 

all students and can help close achievement gaps between students with disabilities and their non-disabled 

peers. 

 

3. Disproportionality. Continue to monitor the discipline and suspension rates of students with IEPs in a 

racial/ethnic subgroup to ensure that it is not at least two times more likely than peers to be identified as being 

over-identified, (i.e., risk ratios). Analyze longitudinal data to determine which schools may be suspending 

students with IEPs at a higher rate and provide training on alternative methods (such as Restorative Justice). 

Benchmark suspension rates by race/ethnicity in the areas of concern, and expand the focus of quarterly data 

reviews to include elementary and high schools. Twice yearly, track whether the use of MTSS and CEIS funds 

are reducing racial/ethnic disparities in these areas. Monitor the results of PWCS activities to determine if they 

are having any impact on disciplinary practices for students with IEPs, and to take follow-up action as 

appropriate. Use district-wide and school-based Instructional Leadership Teams for this purpose. 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

59 Implementing RTI Using Title I, Title III, and CEIS Funds; Implementing RTI Using Title I, Title III and CEIS Funds: Key Issues for Decision-
makers at www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/rti.html. 

http://www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/rti.html
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IV. ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT AND SOCIAL EMOTIONAL 
WELL-BEING OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 

This section of the report is devoted to results, on how PWCS is supporting teaching and learning for students with 

IEPs and how the Division provides specialized instruction, related services, and supplementary aids/services that 

enable students with disabilities to receive the educational benefits to which they are entitled.  

While compliance indicators remain important, under the new Results-Driven Accountability (RDA) framework, the 

federal Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has sharpened its focus on what happens in the classroom 

to promote educational benefits and improve outcomes and results for students with disabilities. This change is 

based on data showing that the educational outcomes of America’s children and youth with disabilities have not 

improved as expected, despite significant federal efforts to close achievement gaps. The accountability system that 

existed prior to the new one placed substantial emphasis on procedural compliance, but it often did not consider 

how requirements affected the learning outcomes of students.60 This shift is having a great impact in guiding the 

priorities of special education department nationwide, including in PWCS. Districts need both to raise the level of 

and access to high levels of rigor, and also to generate a culture of academic optimism. 

These issues have become even more significant with the March 27, 2017 U.S. Supreme Court decision in Endrew 

F. v. Douglas County School District.61 In this decision, the Court updated its prior standard for determining a school 

district’s provision of an appropriate education for students with disabilities. The Endrew case centered on the 

importance of establishing ambitious and challenging goals that enable each student to make academic progress 

and functional advancement, and advance from grade to grade. Progress for a student with a disability, including 

those receiving instruction based on alternate academic achievement standards, must be appropriate in light of 

his/her circumstances. Furthermore, yearly progress must be more demanding than the “merely more than de 

minimus” standards that had been used by some lower courts. For children with disabilities, receiving instruction 

that aims so low would be tantamount to “sitting idly . . . awaiting the time when they were old enough to ‘drop 

out.’”62 The Court made it clear that IDEA demands more. The recommendations in this report serve to bolster the 

OSE’s recent shift toward improving instructional outcomes. 

Early Childhood Supports and Services 

…[M]ost 3- to 5-year-olds with disabilities learn best when they attend preschools alongside their age-mates 

without disabilities to the greatest extent possible. These settings provide both language and behavioral 

models that assist in children’s development and help all children learn to be productively engaged with 

diverse peers.63 

Studies have shown that when children with disabilities are included in the regular classroom setting, they 

demonstrate higher levels of social play, are more likely to initiate activities, and show substantial gains in key 

skills—cognitive skills, motor skills, and self-help skills. Participating in activities with typically developing peers 

allows children with disabilities to learn through modeling, and this learning helps them prepare for the real world. 

Researchers have found that typically developing children in inclusive classrooms are better able to accept 

differences and are more likely to see their classmates achieving despite their disabilities. They are also more aware 

of the needs of others. The importance of inclusive education is underscored by a federal requirement, which 

requires that the extent to which young children (three to five years of age) receive the majority of their services in 

                                                      

60 April 5, 2012, RDA Summary, U.S. Department of Education at www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/osep/rdasummary.doc. 44 Id. 
61Retrieved from https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/16pdf/15-827_0pm1.pdf      
62 id. 
63 California’s Statewide Task Force on Special Education, One System: Reforming Education to Serve ALL Students, March 2015, retrieved 
from http://www.smcoe.org/assets/files/about-smcoe/superintendentsoffice/statewide-special-education-task-
force/Task%20Force%20Report%205.18.15.pdf. 

https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/16pdf/15-827_0pm1.pdf
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regular early childhood programs, i.e., inclusively or in separate settings, be included as a state performance-plan 

indicator.   

Program options for preschool children with IEPs in PWCS include: 1) an instructional setting within the Division 

that has 8 students with disabilities with 4 typically developing students, 2) Head Start, and 3) services provided at 

home, 4) in day care settings, primarily for students who only qualify for speech and language therapy. There is no 

requirement in the state for universal public preschool education, which presents a challenge for PWCS in attempts 

to create enough integrated general education settings for preschoolers with disabilities to participate. As show in 

the previous section, PWCS has not met SPP Indicator 6 for students educated the majority of time in regular early 

childhood programs for the past several years. 

Focus group participants expressed concern that sometimes preschool students are placed in a self-contained 

classroom for more severely disabled students because there is no “middle ground,” and, conversely, students who 

need a lot more individualized services are placed in programs that are intended for higher functioning students. It 

was also reported that when reevaluations done prior to kindergarten exit students from services, they are often re-

eligible following challenges during the kindergarten year. 

Supporting Instruction and Inclusion in the General Education Setting 

For students with disabilities to improve their academic achievement and reduce the achievement gap with their 

nondisabled peers, they need to be included in the core curriculum and receive evidence-based interventions that 

are targeted and implemented with fidelity.64 As discussed earlier, PWCS’s inclusion rates fall short of the state 

targets and of several comparable surrounding school divisions. Additionally, schools within PWCS vary with 

respect to the extent to which students are educated in general education classes, and the extent to which special 

and general educators co-teach to educate these students. The variance ranges from a very high degree of 

inclusivity where almost all students are educated within general education classes to very little inclusiveness.  

Overall, focus group participants recognized the value of including students with IEPs in general education learning. 

There is a consensus that PWCS is committed to inclusive educational opportunities for students. There also seems 

to be a growing recognition by focus group participants that general education classes provide the best setting for 

almost all students with IEPs to receive instruction in the core curriculum.  Both special education and general 

education focus group participants echoed this mindset. 

Feedback from focus group participants was mixed regarding the extent to which students are provided access to 

general education classes, and the sufficiency of support teachers and students are provided. As with most school 

districts, there are schools that are viewed as being highly inclusive and supportive and those that are not. 

Participants agreed that principals set the tone for the extent to which their schools practice effective inclusive 

practices. There was consensus that general and special educators need more guidance and training regarding the 

provision of instruction that is rigorous and aligned to the state standards in a way that enables students with IEPs 

to learn the material and to demonstrate what they have learned.  

Division administrators note that inclusion remains a challenging area, despite training done several years ago, and 

that it is inconsistently carried out in schools. There does not appear to have been ongoing training in this area due 

to the compliance focus for the Division over the past several years. Many staff indicated that challenges to 

expanding inclusion are not about a willingness to embrace students with disabilities but more about the logistics 

of meeting service delivery minutes and having tools to make inclusive practices work. Case managers are most 

concerned about counting minutes and lose sight of how support happens or how instruction could most effectively 

be delivered to align with student need in the general education classroom. Based on classroom observations 

performed by PCG, additional division-wide training is warranted and would be an invaluable investment.     

                                                      

64 IDEA regulation at 34 CFR 300.320 
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Inclusive Practices, Co-Teaching, and Collaboration 

Co-teaching is available to varying degrees in schools around the Division. There are not as many co-teaching 

teams now as in previous years following the shift to focus on service minutes. In order to meet the minute 

requirements on IEPs, special education teachers are “pecking” in and out of classrooms through more of a consult 

model to serve individual students rather than partnering with general education teaching partners to collaboratively 

teach and plan lessons. However, the Division has recently begun more training on effective co-teaching and 

collaboration across departments at the central office.   

It is expected that time is dedicated within the master schedule for co-planning; however, teachers report that in 

reality planning takes place before and after school. Focus groups also reported that the ratio of students with 

disabilities to students without disabilities is disproportionate, in that many classes have more than 50% of students 

with IEPs, making it difficult for teachers to adequately meet the needs of students who are functioning multiple 

grade levels below enrolled grade. There also inconsistent approaches to how scheduling for students with 

disabilities occurs in each building; some prioritize this and others do not. School based staff, including principals 

and teachers, say that guidelines for an effective co-teaching model are needed. Lack of special education teachers 

with expertise in teaching in the core content areas and in teaching reading to students who are multiple grade 

levels behind are areas of concern, especially at the high school level. This arrangement leads to the special 

education teacher taking on a teaching assistant role in co-teaching partnerships.  

Configuration of PWCS Special Program & Services 

Self-Contained Classes 

Approximately 12% of students receive special education services for the majority of their school day in a separate 

class for students with disabilities (i.e., less than 40% of their time in general). The Division has self-contained 

programs for students with moderate to significant disabilities in the areas of Autism, Intellectual Disability, Multiple 

Disabilities, and Emotional/Behavioral disabilities. Focus group participants said there was a need for more 

programs and services for students with Autism who are at higher functioning levels, and for students with 

disabilities who are learning English. They expressed concern that there was a lack of consistency and continuity 

of programs, services, and resources from school to school and one level to the next. It was reported in focus 

groups (and observed by the PCG team at some schools), that self-contained classes often lack the rigor of other 

classrooms and that communication devices, especially for non-verbal students, are either unavailable, ineffective, 

or not used. 

While all schools provide specially designed instruction for students with learning disabilities, services for students 

with moderate to significant disabilities are only available at certain schools. According to Division staff, schools 

generally volunteer to host self-contained special education programs. The location of self-contained programs is, 

therefore, not always informed by student needs. Frustration was expressed among these staff that some buildings 

have many programs while others have none. There was also concern that the process for adding a class or opening 

a program is different every year, with no strategic vision or Division-wide committee looking at equities between 

buildings.  

The following chart is a comparison of self-contained program locations from the 2014-15 to the 2017-18 school 

year. While there could have been some variances of program numbers during the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school 

years, this chart is meant to illustrate program locations across the Division and the fluidity of these changes over 

time. The movement of programs could, in part, be attributed to student demographics shifts as students age up 

and move to the next level school. However, this warrants closer examination as to the underlying reason for the 

opening and closing of classes across 51 schools during this timeframe and the need for a stronger strategic vision 

for how and where classes are located. Changes in program locations demand significant attention from both school 

and central office personnel with regards to individual student planning, planning curriculum, intervention support, 
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records transfers, classroom materials, etc., time that may otherwise be used to provide coaching support for 

teachers, or on other efforts that drive high quality instruction.  

Exhibit 38. Self-Contained Class Comparisons by School, 2014-15 to 2017-1865 
 

  2014-15 2017-18 
# 

Change   

School Level AUT ED 

ID 
Mil
d 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr AUT ED 

ID 
Mild 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr 

2014-15 
to 2017-

18 

Wilson ES Central           0     2 2 1 5 5 

Colgan High           0 2   1 1   4 4 

Covington-
Harper 

ES Western             3         3 
3 

Wood ES Western           0   3       3 3 

Bull Run Middle   1   1   2 2 1 1 1   5 3 

Potomac Middle 1 1   1 1 4 3 2     2 7 3 

Featherstone ES Eastern           0 2         2 2 

Glenkirk  ES Central 3     1   4 3   1 2   6 2 

Piney Branch ES Western             2         2 2 

Victory ES Western       2   2 2   1 1   4 2 

Patriot High 3 2 1 1 1 8 4 2 2 1 1 10 2 

Stonewall 
Jackson 

High 2 2 2 1   7 4 1 3 1   9 
2 

Beville Middle 2 1 1   1 5 2 2 1   2 7 2 

Gainesville Middle 1 0       1 2   1     3 2 

Bel Air ES Central   1 1     2 1 2       3 1 

Belmont ES Eastern 2         2 2   1     3 1 

Chris Young ES Western           0         1 1 1 

Enterprise ES Central     1     1 2         2 1 

Haymarket  ES Central 1         1 2         2 1 

Kilby ES Eastern     1     1     1 1   2 1 

Lake Ridge ES Eastern         1 1   1     1 2 1 

Marshall ES Central           0     1     1 1 

Minniville ES Central 1         1 2         2 1 

Montclair ES Central 2         2 3         3 1 

Neabsco ES Central 1         1 2         2 1 

Freedom High 4 1 3 2 2 12 5   3 3 2 13 1 

Gar-Field High 1 1 3     5 3 1 2     6 1 

Osbourn Park High   2 2 1 1 6 1 3 1 1 1 7 1 

Woodbridge High   2 2     4 2 1 2     5 1 

Benton Middle 1 1 1     3 1 1 2     4 1 

Hampton Middle                 1     1 1 

Lake Ridge Middle   0 1 1   2 1 1 1     3 1 

                                                      

65 Schools that do not have any self-contained programs were omitted from this list. Wilson and Colgan are new schools; both opened in the 
2016-17 school year. Hampton was previously called Godwin; the name change occurred in 2016. 
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  2014-15 2017-18 

# 
Chang

e   

School Level AUT ED 

ID 
Mil
d 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr AUT ED 

ID 
Mild 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr 

2014-15 
to 2017-

18 

Marsteller Middle 2 0 1   1 4 1 1 2   1 5 1 

Saunders Middle 2 1   1   4 3 1   1   5 1 

Woodbridge Middle 2 0 1 1   4 3   1 1   5 1 

The Nokesville Trad/ K-8 2         2 3         3 1 

Alvey ES Western 2   2   1 5 2   2   1 5 0 

Antietam ES Eastern 2     2   4 2     2   4 0 

Ashland ES Central 2       2 4 2       2 4 0 

Bennett ES Western 2 1       3 2 1       3 0 

Bristow Run ES Western 2         2 2         2 0 

Coles ES Central   1       1   1       1 0 

Ellis ES Western 1       1 2 2         2 0 

Fitzgerald ES Central       2   2       2   2 0 

Henderson ES Central     2     2     2     2 0 

Kerrydale ES Central   2       2   2       2 0 

King ES Central       1   1       1   1 0 

Loch Lomond ES Western 2 1       3 3         3 0 

Occoquan ES Eastern 2         2 2         2 0 

Old Bridge ES Eastern 2   1     3 2   1     3 0 

Penn  ES Central 3 1       4 3 1       4 0 

Rockledge ES Eastern 2         2 2         2 0 

Rosa Parks ES Central 2         2 2         2 0 

Signal Hill ES Western 2     1 1 4 2     1 1 4 0 

Sudley ES Western     1 1   2     2     2 0 

Swans Creek ES Eastern 2 1       3 2 1       3 0 

Triangle ES Eastern 2 1 2     5 2 1 2     5 0 

Westridge ES Eastern 2         2 2         2 0 

Williams ES Eastern 2 2       4 2 2       4 0 

Potomac High 1 1 2 2   6 2 1 2 1   6 0 

Fred Lynn Middle 1 1 1     3 1   1 1   3 0 

Graham Park Middle   2 1     3 1 1 1     3 0 

Parkside Middle 2 1 1 1 1 6 2 1 1 1 1 6 0 

Reagan Middle 2 0       2 2         2 0 

Stonewall Middle 1 1 1     3 1 1 1     3 0 

PACE East  
Special 
Education 

  15       15 
  

15       15 
0 

Porter 
Traditional 

Trad/ K-8 2         2 2         2 
0 

Buckland Mills ES Western 3         3 2         2 -1 

Cedar Point ES Western 2 1 2     5 2   2     4 -1 

Dale City ES Central     2 1 1 4     2   1 3 -1 
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  2014-15 2017-18 

# 
Chang

e   

School Level AUT ED 

ID 
Mil
d 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr AUT ED 

ID 
Mild 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr 

2014-15 
to 2017-

18 

Gravely ES Western 2         2 1         1 -1 

Leesylvania ES Eastern 3   2   3 8 3   2   2 7 -1 

McAuliffe ES Central 3   1 2   6 3     2   5 -1 

Mountain View ES Western 1 2       3   2       2 -1 

Battlefield High 2 2 1 1   6 3 1   1   5 -1 

Rippon Middle 2 1 1 1   5 2   1 1 0 4 -1 

Forest Park High 2 2.5 2 1 2 9.5 2 1 2 1 2 8 -1.5 

Yorkshire ES Western     2     2           0 -2 

Brentsville High 2 1 2     5 1   2     3 -2 

Hylton High 4 2 1 1   8 3 1 1 1   6 -2 

Godwin Middle   1 1     2           0 -2 

PACE West  
Special 
Education 

  16       16 
  

14       14 
-2 

  102 75.5 52 30 20 279.5 137 70 58 31 22 318 38.5 

  2014-15 2017-18 # Change   

School Level 
AU
T ED 

ID 
Mild 

ID 
Mod 

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr AUT ED 

ID 
Mild 

ID 
Mod  

ID 
Sev 

Total/ 
Yr 

2014-15 to 
2017-18 

Wilson ES Central           0     3 1   4 4 

Colgan High           0 2   1 1   4 4 

Featherston
e 

ES Eastern           0 2         2 
2 

Bull Run Middle   1   1   2 1 2   1   4 2 

Patriot High 3 2 1 1 1 8 4 2 2 1 1 10 2 

Woodbridg
e 

Middle 2 0 1 1   4 3 1 1 1   6 
2 

Potomac Middle 1 1   1 1 4 2 2     2 6 2 

Gar-Field High 1 1 3     5 3 1 3     7 2 

Glenkirk  ES Central 3     1   4 3     2   5 1 

Marshall ES Central           0     1     1 1 

Haymarket  ES Central 1         1 2         2 1 

Neabsco ES Central 1         1 2         2 1 

Lake Ridge ES Eastern         1 1   1     1 2 1 

Belmont ES Eastern 2         2 2   1     3 1 

Tyler 
ES 
Western 

          0 1         1 
1 

Chris 
Young 

ES 
Western 

          0   1       1 
1 

Loch 
Lomond 

ES 
Western 

2 1       3 3 1       4 
1 

Wood 
ES 
Western 

          0   1       1 
1 

The 
Nokesville 

Trad/ K-8 2         2 3         3 
1 

Osbourn 
Park 

High   2 2 1 1 6 1 1 1 2 2 7 
1 
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Beville Middle 2 1 1   1 5 2 1 1   2 6 1 

Gainesville Middle 1 0       1 1 0 1     2 1 

Hampton Middle   1 1     2   1 2     3 1 

PACE West  
Special 
Education 

  16       16   17       17 
1 

Potomac High 1 1 2 2   6 2 1 2 2   7 1 

Ashland ES Central 2       2 4 2       2 4 - 

Coles ES Central   1       1         1 1 - 

Dale City ES Central     2 1 1 4     2   2 4 - 

Enterprise ES Central     1     1 1         1 - 

 

From the 2014-15 to the 2017-18 school year, there were: 

• 1 school that added 5 classes 

• 1 school that added 4 classes66 

• 4 schools that added 3 classes 

• 8 schools that added 2 classes 

• 22 schools that added 1 class  

• 31 schools with no class changes 

• 9 schools that lost 1 class 

• 1 school that lost 1.5 classes 

• 5 schools that lost 2 classes 

The following chart shows class concentrations for the 2017-18 school year.  

Exhibit 39. Self-Contained Class Concentration by School Level, 2017-1867 
 

# of self-
contained 

classes 

# of schools Type of School 

1 6 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools  

2 22 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools 
K-8 Schools 

3 17 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools 
High Schools 
K-8 Schools 

4 10 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools  

5 10 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools  
High Schools 

6 5 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools 
High Schools 

7 4 Elementary Schools 
Middle Schools  
High Schools 

                                                      

66 This school (Colgan) opened in the 2016-17 school year. 
67 Schools that do not have any self-contained programs were omitted from this list. 
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8 1 High Schools 

9 1 High Schools 

10 1 High Schools 

13 1 High Schools 

14 1 PACE 

15 1 PACE 

 

Aside from the PACE schools, the highest concentration of self-contained classes is at the high school levels. 

Division leaders report that there is a philosophy and expectation of inclusion of students with disabilities. They 

expressed concern though that when placement of students in self-contained classes is needed it is often based 

on the availability of space and not always based on what is best for the student’s needs. As a result, there are 

students with a wide range of instructional needs that are placed together in large numbers making it difficult for 

teachers and instructional assistants to provide quality instruction. 

Separate Schools 

PACE, an in-division program for students with significant emotional disabilities, serves around 100 students in two 

separate buildings on the west and east sides of town. It is a regional program, managed by PWCS, and part of a 

cooperative agreement with other school divisions.68 Two Administrative Coordinators from OSE manage 

placements at PACE East and PACE West and work with school teams to make sure comprehensive FBAs have 

been completed, and BIPs implemented before IEP teams consider this restrictive placement. Division staff see this 

therapeutic program as a resource when students with emotional disabilities are not meeting with success in the 

traditional school setting. Though the goal of this program is to equip students with tools and coping strategies to 

reenter a traditional school, some students complete their high school courses at PACE. The dedicated transition 

coordinator at PACE facilitates work experiences inside and outside the school as well as helps students enroll in 

college courses.  

Out of District Placements 

Approximately a quarter of students placed in a separate setting, either by the division, parents, or the state’s foster 

care system, are in private/non-public schools. Most students placed out of district have autism, emotional/behavior 

disorders, and/or an intellectual disability. Division personnel report that there is an increase in out of district 

placement since the closing of Independent Hill, an in-district program. However, out of district placements are 

closely monitored and that IEP teams consider a range of options prior to making the determination that an out of 

district placement is needed. 

Comprehensive Child Study is a team of social workers who report to the OSE and provide community connections 

to families. There are 6 full time positions with 50 cases each among 17 schools including alternative schools. They 

also serve as the administrative coordinator for private day schools and for students parentally placed in private 

schools. Their goal is to provide community based supports so students to do better in school. The school social 

workers are the first line of support and they in turn seek assistance from Child Study social workers when more 

intensive assistance is needed. The school social workers are a referral source for the teams, and they 

collaboratively address mental health, trauma, sex trafficking, and adult mental health issues. Child Study social 

workers take cases to family assistance planning team (FAPT) and meet with a community collaborative team to 

                                                      

68 As mentioned earlier in the report, Prince William County acts as the fiduciary agent to the NOVA program. Today, the NOVA program 
serves students with a range of disabilities (i.e., Autism, Emotional disability, Hearing impairment, Multiple disabilities, Severe disability, and 
Traumatic brain injury) from across 5 school divisions. These include: Prince William County Public Schools; Manassas City Public Schools; 
Manassas Park City Schools; Spotsylvania County Public Schools; and Stafford County Public Schools. 
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staff cases with them. Child Study social workers say that they are being well utilized, and keep seeing high referrals. 

They expressed concern that not being able to secure sufficient funding from FAP is hampering their ability to do 

their work, and that there is not enough time to follow up on cases. 

Specially Designed Instruction, Supplementary Interventions, and Curricular Supports 

In order for all students, including those with IEPs, to meet high academic standards and fully demonstrate their 

knowledge and skills in reading, writing, speaking, listening and mathematics, their instruction must be flexible, yet 

challenging, and incorporate scaffolds and accommodations to overcome potential learning barriers. It is essential 

that curriculum be designed to enable all students to successfully access and engage in learning without changing 

or reducing instructional goals. Implementing such a balanced mix of appropriate supports while maintaining the 

integrity of the curriculum can be challenging, but needed to support diverse learners.  

It must also be remembered that the “I” in IEP stands for individualized and that the rate of learning for students 

with disabilities may be different, but not less. These students often need more time to master concepts through 

specialized approaches that are proven to be effective based on their instructional needs, measured performance, 

and recognized disability. While PWCS is beginning to acknowledge the persistent achievement gap between 

students with disabilities and their non-disabled peers through the transparent sharing of data and frank 

conversations, focus group participants shared that they do believe schools are focused on putting the 

“individualized” back into the IEP. There is a renewed sense of urgency to drive student achievement and 

personalize learning forward - but that this work needs a strategic vision to guide it. 

As has been mentioned throughout this report, site based management has had a significant effect on special 

education management and programming. Every program in a school is dependent upon that school’s leadership 

team and their training, experience, and approach to educating students with disabilities. It was reported that some 

schools willingly embrace students with disabilities and purchase specialized interventions and curricular materials 

for them. Others take a more reserved approach to inclusion and toward learning or supporting evidence-based 

approaches to differentiating instruction to meet students’ needs. The consistent theme that focus groups 

participants shared was that programs are, in fact, inconsistent.  

Specially Designed Instruction and Supplementary Academic Interventions 

There was a general feeling among focus group participants that elementary schools provide small group and 

individualized support in reading and mathematics. This is not necessarily available once they transition to 

secondary schools. Students reportedly are pulled out of class for reading or math interventions or for specialized 

support from a special education teacher. Yet teachers shared that they feel that if the goals for support are aligned 

with instruction in the general education class, specially designed instruction and services could be better provided 

within the general education setting. 

Focus group participants reported that staffing ratios for meeting the needs of students with learning disabilities is 

currently not optimum and needs to improve because one teacher cannot meet the needs of students across 

multiple grade levels in an effective manner. They say that prescribing the number of instructional minutes of service 

in the IEP has made it difficult for teacher time to be used effectively as the teacher moves from class to class to 

meet the required time. Student needs are not adequately met, schedules are not coherent and the flow of 

instruction in the general education classroom is impacted. 

Not surprisingly, given the Division’s collective emphasis on compliance the past several years, few focus group 

conversations addressed strong instructional practices in schools, the important roles that special education and 

general education teachers play in accelerating students’ learning, or OSE’s role in guiding this work. Some ideas 

were shared however. Schools that have narrowed the achievement gap are those that have special education 

teachers who deliver strong content knowledge and excel at providing individualized accommodations for students. 

Also, when students are “primed,” in that they are given a preview of the lesson by the special education teacher 
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before the material is introduced in the general education class (rather than after as a remediation), they tend to 

grasp the material more readily. These best practices are school specific, however, and not practiced in all schools. 

They are also influenced by staffing shortages and lack of teacher training. 

Division leaders expressed the need for greater alignment, common language, common goals, and consistency 

between the curriculum, interventions, and the IEP. They felt that understanding the role of the curriculum in meeting 

standards of learning and the IEP is an area in need of improvement to address the achievement gap between 

students with disabilities and their non-disabled peers. It is the perception of school leaders that fear of parent 

complaints, due process hearings, and compliance drive the work of OSE with solutions that are often shortsighted.  

Curricular Materials 

The Standards of Learning (SOL) for Virginia Public Schools establish minimum expectations for what students 

should know and be able to do at the end of each grade or course in English, mathematics, science, history/social 

science and other subjects. The SOL serves as the general education curriculum for all students in Virginia.  The 

Virginia Alternate Assessment Program (VAAP) is designed to evaluate the performance of students with 

significant cognitive disabilities who are working on academic standards that have been reduced in complexity 

and depth. This content is derived from the Standards of Learning (SOL) and is referred to as the Aligned 

Standards of Learning (ASOL). Aligned Standards of Learning serve as the academic statements of skill that will 

drive the academic curriculum for students with significant cognitive disabilities. These skills were chosen directly 

from Virginia’s Standards of Learning (SOL).  

PWCS Office of Special Education purchases various tools to support teachers in providing instruction in the 

curriculum. This includes reading programs, math programs, social skills programs, and a variety of other 

materials to support learning. Some of these materials, such as the Assessment for Basic Learning and Language 

(ABLLS) kit, have been purchased for all schools in the Division to keep at their school. Other materials are 

loaned to school staff on an as needed basis.  It was noted that often schools will borrow the materials and t hen 

if they are successful for the student(s), will purchase them to have permanently at their school.   

School staff expressed a lack of resources at their schools, such as software subscriptions, sensory materials for 

students with severe autism, supplies for cooking class for life skills, paper for changing table, smart boards in the 

self-contained classes, and access to the gym for APE teachers. Inconsistency of resources between schools was 

also noted as an issue. 

The Transitional Work Skills Curriculum (TWSC) is a pre-vocational and vocational skills program that was been 

developed by PWCS and has been piloted in seven schools in the Division. It will be implemented Division-wide in 

2018-19.  TWSC is organized into nine pre-vocational and eight vocational domains, and includes a task analysis to 

track progress. 

Related Services 

Related services provided include speech/language therapy, occupational therapy (OT), physical therapy (PT), 

adapted physical education (APE), assistive technology (AT) and transportation. Staff report that high 

workload/caseload, lack of space, and lack of sufficient resources are barriers to their effectiveness in meeting the 

needs of students. Resources such as software subscriptions, sensory materials for students with severe autism, 

supplies for cooking class for life skills, paper for changing table, smart boards in the self-contained classes, access 

to the gym for APE teachers are examples provided of the lack of sufficient resources. Inconsistency of resources 

between schools was also noted as an issue. 

Many focus group participants shared their concerns with the current transportation system. Parents reported that 

there are not enough staff on buses and that communication with them is limited. Though there is a transportation 

“app,” there was a common belief that it does not work. Staff reported that transportation is a key factor in driving 

placements for students. 
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Behavior 

The Division spent a great deal of resources on the FBA/BIP training series, manual and process. There is a very 

strong pro-active and de-escalation component to this training.   

Behavior specialists and school psychologists report that although they are doing more training on behavior 

management, they still see lots of suspensions and not enough behavior intervention plans (BIP). There is a general 

perception that mental health issues have escalated in the county without a commitment of necessary training, 

personnel, or resources. Principals, in particular, requested more help and “bag of tricks,” such as de-escalation 

techniques, to help with behavior issues within their schools. The Division has four behavior specialists which 

provide behavior support for the Division, not just for special education. As the Division works on VTSS expansion, 

the role of, and number of available, behavior specialists to serve the entire population should be considered. 

Assistive Technology  

According to school based and central office staff, the Division’s assistive technology (AT) resource center is 

“embarrassingly small,” has minimal support, and is unstructured, especially given the size of the Division. The 

Division currently has 1 AT coordinator, who completes all AT evaluations and is responsible for managing, 

ordering, and delivering devices. There is a perception that there is a limited central office budget specific to devices. 

To date, the Division has used the train-the-trainer approach and trained teams of related service providers to 

conduct assessments on students. There is a general feeling that many staff in OSE and in schools are 

knowledgeable about AT. 

Site based management has significant implications when it comes to AT. In some schools, all students have iPads 

so those with disabilities have greater access to apps or tools to help with communication and other needs. In other 

schools, it is a struggle to find resources to support an iPad, even if the device was purchased centrally and set up 

by OSE staff. Under this structure, students cannot take a device to another school when they transfer or transition 

to the next level (from elementary to middle school, for example). This often leaves students, for a period of time, 

without devices to which they have grown accustomed and contributes to the notion that AT is disproportionately 

distributed and used across the Division.  

AT is an area that is currently under review with the new OSE leadership. Current Division policy does not allow for 

students to take their devices home. Conversations are underway though to determine how to update and change 

this rule. They are also reviewing current practices and conducting “audits” of AT usage (both low and high tech) to 

better understand how teachers are using devices and what support they need to expand. The “audits” have started 

in the autism and intellectual disability self-contained classes. Staff also talked about the need to develop a more 

organized central lending library for devices and a better inventory/tracking system for purchased devices. 

Further, OSE has created an Augmentative Alternative Communication (AAC) Professional Learning Community 

Plan (PLC), to be enacted during the 2017-18 and 2018-19 school years. The outcome of this initiative is to increase 

professional knowledge and implementation of research-based methods and strategies in the area of augmentative 

and alternative communication in order to improve students’ educational performance in all areas. The plan has two 

parts.  

Part 1 includes a 4-part series of AAC professional development, focused on the following topics: 

o 1) general AAC information for speech language pathologists, occupational therapists, and special 

education teachers on using Core Vocabulary and providing Visual Supports 

o 2) training on High Tech student-specific devices 

o 3) training on Low Tech devices 

o 4) communication in the classroom 
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Part 2 includes the implementation of communication supports and devices so that student need is met for each 

student in the teacher’s classroom. The AAC PLC Team members review current student needs/progress with 

special educators every three months. 

Progress Reporting and Monitoring  

Some staff reported that progress reporting, including a narrative, is required every 4.5 weeks; other school based 

staff did not share this understanding. Progress notes are tracked in EdPlan to ensure they are completed. Several 

participants cited site based management as a challenge to making sure progress reporting is done. If a principal 

does not require it, or hold staff accountability for completing reports, they do not get done. In light of the Endrew 

case, ensuring there is a consistent, well understood, and adhered to policy around progress monitoring is critical.  

Progress monitoring tools, such as Aimsweb or other tools such as Easy CBM, are provided by OSE to schools at 

no cost. Progress monitoring data from these tools are used to inform progress reporting. 

Post-Secondary Transition 

Transition services are provided through the student’s IEP. Transition specialists are assigned to schools and work 

with community organizations, link students with college, conduct transition fairs with employers and 

colleges/universities, facilitate work-based community training, do assessments, develop partnerships with about 

150 businesses, and help students advocate for themselves. The annual transition fair draws an attendance of 450-

500 participants and has break-out sessions on Medicaid, attending college, supported employment, etc. 

Additionally, the Division employs vocational evaluators who provide functional and situational assessments. 

Transition Specialists reportedly work well with schools that call for help and with colleges and agencies. Although 

students are not leading their own IEP meetings, they are encouraged to take an active role in these meetings. 

They use the “I’m Determined” curriculum for self-advocacy.69 Additionally, PWCS has created The Transitional 

Work Skills curriculum. It is currently being piloted in 7 schools and will be available in all schools next year. School 

based staff report that the transition resources provided by OSE are coordinated and helpful, yet because of site 

based management they still struggle to develop a robust program for students who are 18-22 years old. If students 

stay in high school for these additional 3-4 years, they often repeat the same courses that they previously took 

because it is up to the school to create its own post-secondary program. Since schools manage their own 

programming and funding, they often do not have the resources to create a full-scale program for the few students 

in their building. Staff referenced nearby school divisions that have employment centers for students who have 

already completed the alternate state assessment requirements. These centers provide employment coaching, and 

support for students who can travel independently to job sites. Instead of having this programming be site 

dependent, PWCS should consider creating a centrally organized and managed program for this specific student 

population.  

Recommendations 

4. Build a System-wide Culture of Academic Optimism. The one goal that virtually everyone shares for schools 

is the academic achievement of students, including those with IEPs. Consider the research base of academic 

optimism that demonstrates how some neighborhood schools are high-performing, while others are not, and 

build upon PWCS’s foundation already in place.70 Provide an aligned message about the philosophy and 

expectations for the achievement of students receiving special education services from the Superintendent, 

Level Superintendents, Director of Special Education, etc.  

                                                      

69 The I’m Determined project is a state-directed project funded by the Virginia Department of Education that focuses on providing direct 
instruction, models, and opportunities to practice skills associated with self-determined behavior. Retrieved from 
https://www.imdetermined.org/. 
70 Academic Optimism of Schools (http://www.waynekhoy.com/collective-ao.html). 

http://www.waynekhoy.com/collective-ao.html
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5. Results Driven Accountability. Establish a division-wide system of Results Driven Accountability to support 

PWCS’s mission to provide each and every student with an exemplary college preparatory education so they 

can succeed in college, career, and life; and goals for each and every student to reach/exceed academic 

proficiency, and to eliminate the achievement gap. Shift from a focus on process and compliance to student 

outcomes with a greater sense of urgency. The gap between students with disabilities and students without 

disabilities needs to be widely understood across the Division at all levels so that they can be involved in 

determining solutions.  

a. Unrelenting focus on instruction. Clearly communicate to schools and the broader community that 

a key tenet of the Special Education Department moving forward is to ensure that students with 

disabilities make progress on functional and academic outcomes.  

b. Continue Tracking Achievement/Growth for Students with IEPs. Continue tracking the 

achievement of students with IEPs in the Division’s Strategic Plan and in the electronic data warehouse 

(DART – Data Analysis and Reporting Tool). This action is consistent with the federal Office for Special 

Education Programs intent to make test scores, graduation rates, and post-school outcomes the basis 

of “Results-Driven Accountability,” and reinforce PWCS’s high expectations for each and every student. 

Ensure school level data continue to be readily available to school leaders and collaboratively develop 

and implement a plan to support them in improving these outcomes. 

c. Data Use. Address ways in which the various quantitative and qualitative data components included in 

these recommendations and the state performance indicators for special education will be collected 

and assessed as part of PWCS’s overall and school specific system of accountability.  

d. Professional Learning.  Provide training and professional learning opportunities for principals and 

other personnel so that they have the information they need to successfully support the principles of 

RDA. For every recommendation that PWCS plans to implement, which requires the 

development/revision of expectations, procedures, instruction, etc., ensure that sufficient differentiated 

professional learning is designed and provided consistent with national standards. 

e. Strategic Plan. Establish a two to three-year strategic plan for OSE with specific, measurable goals 

and outcomes focused on RDA. Develop a framework in which there are standards of expected 

implementation at each school to ensure consistency and fidelity. Embed critical components of this 

plan within the Division’s strategic plan. 

 

6. Preschool Students with Disabilities. Focus efforts to expand the capacity of the preschool programs for 

students with disabilities on providing more inclusive placement options, including providing services and 

supports to children in community-based early care/child care programs. 

 

7. Implement Frameworks for Inclusive Practices Training and Coaching. Expand upon and strengthen the 

following four school wide evidenced-based practices that when implemented by both general and special 

education teachers will begin to establish the foundational pillars throughout the school’s instructional day that 

will provide the access and supports necessary for students with disabilities to be successful in an inclusive 

environment: 

a. Develop written guidelines on inclusive practices that provide clear expectations and directions to 

all and provide an institutionalized record to which all staff, including new teachers, can refer. 

b. Provide consistent, on-going professional development.  
c. Develop supportive structures that allow effective co-teaching teams to create efficiency and 

investment in partnership. 
d. Provide guidance on when, where, and a minimum time for how often co-teaching teams should 

collaborate. 
e. Provide information on how teams can expand inclusive opportunities for students while still 

accounting for service delivery minutes. 
f. On a monthly basis, review data and the extent to which students of varying disabilities can be 

moved to less restrictive settings and continue monitoring the appropriate placement for them.  
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8. Program Placement. To address the concern that there is inequity in the location of self-contained programs 

across the Division’s schools, establish a cross-departmental committee with representatives from Facilities, 

Special Education, Finance, Transportation, the Superintendent’s Office and others (such as school principals), 

to assess how and where special education programs should be located across the Division. Meet at least 

quarterly to review current program locations and new class requests. Create guidelines and expectations for 

schools so there is a clear master plan and understanding of how decisions for selecting locations are made 

based on student needs. 

 

9. Viable Curriculum for Students Taking the Alternate Assessment. Ensure that students who are on the 

alternate curriculum aligned with alternate achievement standards have a consistent, viable, division-wide 

K-12 curriculum that is implemented with fidelity. This curriculum can be supplemented with other district 

developed curriculum for specific areas such as transition. Conduct an audit of each school’s materials and 

resources to make sure staff have the tools they need.   

10. Communication Devices. Ensure that students who are non-verbal consistently have an appropriate 

communication system or device readily available to them by continuing implementation of the AAC plan. 

Devices can be low or high tech, such as a laminated language board or a dedicated speech generating device. 

Consistent, division-wide access and use of dedicated communication systems is crucial for non-verbal 

students to express their needs, wants, emotions, learning, opinions, and knowledge. It allows them to interact 

with the people around them meaningfully and independently.  

11. Assistive Technology. Increase the capacity of the Division’s assistive technology program by hiring another 

(1 FTE) qualified assistive technology professional.  In addition, to extend the capacity of the Division’s assistive 

technology programming, employ a division-wide, team-based framework such as the Student, Environments, 

Tasks, and Tools (SETT).71 In addition, measure the overall success of the Division’s assistive technology plan 

by utilizing the Quality Indicators of Assistive Technology (QIAT), a framework designed to assess the overall 

quality of AT programming.  

12. Parent and Family Engagement. Enhance communication with parents/families by improving the 

PWCS/Special Education websites and actively partnering with SEAC. Use the PWCS’ website as a 

mechanism for keeping stakeholders aware of the Division’s activities that address the implementation status 

of this report’s recommendations, as well as other initiatives, enhancements and changes for delivering special 

education services.  

 

13. Progress Monitoring. Ensure staff understand the expectations around progress reporting and revise 

protocols as needed. Create a monitoring system and follow up mechanism when staff are not completing 

progress reporting as legally required. 

 

14. Transportation. Review the current process for communication with parents regarding transportation.  Assess 

if the transportation app is sufficiently meeting the needs of parents.  

 

15. Post-Secondary Transition. Develop a team of stakeholders to expand the transition program for students 

with IEPs. With the very low national employment rate72 for individuals with disabilities, the provision of highly 

effective transition support is critical. Gather stakeholders with expertise in the area of post-high school 

                                                      

71 SETT is a framework that gives IEP teams a scaffold to work-through when considering assistive technology for a student. 
When IEP teams work through such a process, it empowers IEP teams to use an informed, research based problem-solving 
process and extends the bandwidth of the AT consultant. 
72 United States Department of Labor, May 2012: 69.5 percent for individuals with disabilities compared to 20.7 for those without disabilities.  
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transition activities and review the Division’s current program and how it may be improved and expanded.73 As 

part of transition planning, help students with disabilities develop self-advocacy and self-determination skills by 

participating in and leading their IEP meetings. Develop relevant and age appropriate programming options for 

students with disabilities that continue their education at PWCS beyond age 18. Organize this program centrally 

so that resources can be pooled and schools are not responsible for creating viable options on their own for 

only a handful of students. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

73 For more information, see: Evidence-Based Practices and Predictors in Secondary Transition: What We Know and What We Still Need to 
Know, National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (www.nsttac.org/sites/default/files/assets/pdf/.../ExecsummaryPPs.pdf). 
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V. ORGANIZATION AND SUPPORT STRUCTURES 

This section provides information about PWCS’s support for the teaching and learning of students with IEPs. It 

addresses the following areas: Organizational Structures and Accountability, Effective Use/Management of 

Personnel, Parent Support and Engagement, Data and Technology, Professional Development, and Procedural 

Matters. 

Organizational Structures and Accountability 

Division Overview 

Mission and Organization 
 
Through its mission statement, PWCS defines itself as a Division “Providing a World-Class Education.”74 As the 

second largest division in the Commonwealth of Virginia, PWCS is a complex organization led by an engaged 

school board and a hands-on, long-time superintendent, Dr. Steven Walts. PWCS is governed by eight School 

Board members who are each elected to four-year terms. One member represents each of the county’s seven 

magisterial districts, with a board chair that serves at-large. Over the years, the Board has been engaged on issues 

around special education staffing and budget. The Division’s strategic plan, “A 20/20 Vision for a World-Class 

Education: FY 2016-2020,” reflects its commitment to equity, access, and inclusion for all students with numerous 

references to students with disabilities and other subgroup populations.  

Dr. Walts reports directly to the board. He works closely with the Deputy Superintendent, Mr. Keith Imon, to oversee 

the day-to-day division operations. In addition to the Superintendent and Deputy Superintendent, the executive 

leadership of PWCS includes the following positions:  

• Associate Superintendent, Communications and Technology Services  

• Associate Superintendent, Human Resources  

• Associate Superintendent, Student Learning and Accountability 

• Associate Superintendent, Finance and Support Services  

• Associate Superintendents for Schools: 

o Central Elementary 
o Eastern Elementary 
o Western Elementary 
o Middle School 
o High School 

In PWCS, principals report to the Associate Superintendents of Schools aligned to their school level and, in the 

case of the elementary schools, geographic location.  

School Leadership and Site Based Management 
 
PWCS operates under a site-based management (SBM) philosophy whereby individual division sites (schools) and 

their respective building principals have significant budgetary and programmatic autonomy, including for special 

education. PWCS has operated under SBM since 1990.75 Under this model, principals are given significant 

autonomy on the hiring of school employees, the development of school-based programs, and budgeting – including 

                                                      

74 https://www.pwcs.edu/cms/one.aspx?pageId=664755 
75 Gauch, 2011 
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the spending of special education dollars, and are held accountable for successfully meeting goals and objectives. 

Traditionally in the United States, SBM has aimed to involve parents and teachers in decision making; improve 

decisions through devolution from central office to the site and increase job satisfaction and professionalization of 

teachers and enhance student performance76. Based on our assessment, PWCS’ SBM also was designed around 

those goals. 

Office of Special Education  

Mission and Organization 

The Office of Special Education (OSE), housed within the Student Learning and Accountability Department, is 

charged with ensuring that students with IEPs have a free and appropriate education. The OSE’s stated vision is:  

“All students will have an equal opportunity to learn.”77 The mission statement is: “to support schools as they provide 

an equal educational opportunity for all students.” With a responsibility that requires the consistent implementation 

of federal and local mandates, OSE is tasked with important, yet sometimes competing, responsibilities – respecting 

the site based leadership within each school while also promoting practices to improve the outcomes of students 

with disabilities and ensuring the consistent adherence to the law.  

OSE is under the leadership of Dr. Michelle Roper, Director of the Office of Special Education. Dr. Roper is new to 

this role. She was made acting director on July 1, 2017 and began the role as permanent director in October 2017. 

However, she is a veteran special education teacher with a background in Autism as well as Applied Behavior 

Analysis. Dr. Roper’s predecessor in the Director role served in that capacity for approximately 10 years.  

At the time of the focus group and interview sessions, Dr. Roper had only officially been appointed to her position 

for several weeks. However, all participants expressed confidence in her leadership ability and style, stated support 

for the changes she was already beginning to institute, and were optimistic as to the future of the Department. 

Interviews consistently voiced excitement and hope around the new special education director. In particular, they 

shared Dr. Roper had already started to put systems in place to get ongoing feedback from schools; that she is 

building a new climate and culture; and that she is responsive. Furthermore, principals reported that Dr. Roper is 

supporting schools with instruction. Additionally, principals reported that in addition to the help desk, they know how 

to get in touch with the OSE director. Dr. Roper reports to the Associate Superintendent for Student Learning and 

Accountability. 

OSE Staffing 

The OSE Director has 13 direct reports: 9 Supervisors, 1 Executive Secretary, 1 Technology Support Specialist, 

and 1 Finance Officer, and 1 Bookkeeper. Supervisors have a variety of oversight responsibilities. Seven of the 

nine supervisors have a combination of cluster support and specific programmatic responsibilities within their 

portfolios. Each cluster has one Administrative Coordinator assigned to it, with wide range duties for program and 

school support oversight.  

Administrative Coordinators are responsible for: coaching or struggling teachers, spending time in classrooms 

modeling instruction, supporting classroom management, facilitating changes in placements, and compliance 

support to schools, among other duties. They conduct monthly meetings with schools and provide support to new 

teachers on strategies, problem solve with teams, and perform compliance audits. Administrative coordinators also 

provide OSE phone support, rotating to answer questions from individual sites that call into the central OSE office 

for support. Furthermore, they manage a lending library and send materials to schools upon request. There are 

also several Administrative Coordinators assigned to specific programs division-wide. FTE staffing varies greatly 

                                                      

76 Guerra, Jackson, Madsen, Thompson, & Ward, 1992 
77 Document with OSE vision and mission statement provided to PCG 
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between supervisory units, depending upon the scope of responsibilities they have and the number of field-based 

staff assigned. 

 Supervisor Title Supervisor Duties Staff FTEs 

1 Supervisor of Eligibility • Clusters 1 & 12 

• PACE East 

• Psychology and Diagnostic 

Evaluations  

• Handle with Care 

• Hearing Impairment Program 

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrative Coordinators (3) 

• Psychologists (47) 

• Diagnosticians (10) 

Total: 61 

2 Supervisor of Specialized 

Instruction 

 

• Clusters 4 & 7 

• CEIS, PACE West 

• MTSS/PBIS 

• ED/LD                  

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrative Coordinators (2) 

• CEIS Professional Development 

Specialist & VTSS/MTSS and PBIS 

Coordinator (1) 

• CEIS Reading Specialist (1) 

• CEIS Specialists (19) 

Total: 24 

3 Supervisor of Specialized 

Instruction 

 

• Cluster 2 & 9 

• Professional Learning 

• Class-Based ESY 

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrative Coordinators (2) 

Total: 3 

4 Supervisor of Special 

Education Regional Program 

 

 

 

 

• Clusters 3 & 6 

• Sp.Ed. Data/EdPlan 

• Transition 

• Medicaid 

• Transportation 

• Parent Resource Center 

• Mutual Location ESY 

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrative Coordinators (3) 

• Parent Resource Specialist (1) 

• Data Tech/EdPlan (1) 

• Data Technician/Medicaid (1) 

• Regional Bookkeeper (1) 

• Office Assistant (1) 

• Vocational Evaluator (1) 

• Evaluator Assistant (1) 

Total: 11 

5 Supervisor of Specialized 

Instruction 

 

• Clusters 8 & 11 

• Hearing Impairment Program 

• Sign Language Interpreting 

• Vision Impairment Program 

• Speech Language Impairment 

• Inclusive Practices 

 

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrative Coordinators (4) 

• Vision Itinerants (12) 

• Speech/Lang. Impairment (76) 

• Hearing Itinerants (12) 

• Sign Language Interpreters (30) 

• Lead SLP (2) 

Total: 137 

6 Supervisor of Specialized 

Instruction 

 

• Clusters 5 and 10 

• Orthopedic Impairment 

• Assistive Technology 

• Behavior Support 

• Autism and Intellectual Disability 

Support 

• Adaptive Physical Education (APE) 

• Occupational Therapy (OT) 

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrative Coordinators (5) 

• Behavior Specialists (4) 

• Autism Itinerants (11) 

• APE Teachers (8) 

• OTs (22) 

• PTs (11) 

• Certified OT Assistant (1)  
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• Physical Therapy (PT) • Licensed PT Assistants (2) 

• Behavior Support (4) 

Total: 69 

7 Supervisor of Compliance • Due Process, State Complaint, 

Mediation 

• Procedural Manuals/Forms 

• Random Audits 

• OCR 

• Section 504 

• Secretary (1) 

• Administrator Coordinators (4) 

Total: 5 

8 Supervisor of Specialized 

Instruction 

 

• Cluster 13 

• Molinari 

• Adult Detention Center 

• George Mason Univ. Cohort 

• FAPT 

• Comprehensive Child Study 

• Residential/Private Placement 

• New Directions 

• New Dominion 

• REBOUND 

• Secretary (2) 

• Administrative Coordinators (3) 

• Adult Detention Center (2) 

• Molinari (2) 

Total: 9 

 

9 Supervisor of Preschool • Cluster 14 

• Preschool Programs 

• Child Find 

• Administrative Coordinators (2) 

• Bookkeeper (1) 

• Office Assistant (1)  

• Educational Specialists (5) 

• Inclusive Placement Opportunities for 

Preschoolers (11) 

Total: 20 

 
The OSE Director runs weekly meetings for Supervisors and Administrative Coordinators. Focus group participants 
shared that there is a strong, collaborative relationship between these staff and that overall the office works well 
together to support schools. School personnel stated that these staff members are generally responsive to school 
needs and go above and beyond to support specific student cases.  
 

Supervisors and Administrative Coordinators appear to be limited in their influence however – they can support 

schools and school leaders on program matters, compliance, and best practices; however, they cannot direct school 

leaders on special education matters or mandate compliance with required initiatives. This is especially problematic 

when population demands require new special education programs/classes to open. Supervisors and 

Administrative Coordinators rely on a willing network of principals to accept these new classes and often must 

negotiate with principals to agree to house the new class/program. This has led to disproportionate numbers of 

special education programs/classes in some schools (see Chapter IV for more detail on program placement).  

Although they play a critical role in supporting schools (especially schools whose leaders make it clear they want 

to be supported), by not having authority over site-based special education programming matters; the present OSE 

central office structure is confusing to school based staff and ineffective in its expectation that staff can oversee so 

many disparate initiatives. Other site based school districts of PWCS’ student population and geographical size use 

a central office staffing model that promotes strong instructional and subject matter expertise while also allowing 

for a greater focus on delegated, regional leadership. OSE should consider redesigning its organizational chart and 

functional duties to align to not only meet compliance requirements but to drive strategic improvements in outcomes 

at the school level.  
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The following graphic is meant to serve a redesign framework for the OSE organization. While not all positions 

(such as secretarial staff and school based staff) are listed, this is meant to show how a new organizational structure 

could provide direct support to schools, while still spearheading and driving instructional outcomes and compliance.  

 

There are some important differences to note in this structure. For one, MTSS and PBIS are not under the OSE 

umbrella. If MTSS/VTSS/PBIS are to become viable, division-wide initiatives, the leadership and management of 

them need to be cross-departmental and led from the Student Learning office under a new department. At this point, 

until PWCS obtains clarity on its CEIS status and use of funds, it should remain under OSE.  

Cluster and School 
Support 

 

Division-Wide Instructional 
Initiatives 

Operations 

 

Supervisor for Elementary 
 

2 Administrative Coordinator, East  
 

2 Administrative Coordinator, West  
 

2 Administrative Coordinator, Central  
 

Supervisor for Eligibility  
 

Psychology and Diagnostic Evaluations, 
Handle with Care, CEIS 

 
(3 Administrative Coordinators) 

Supervisor for Compliance 

Due Process, State Complaint, 

Mediation; Procedural Manuals/Forms; 

Random Audits; OCR; Section 50478 

(3 Administrative Coordinators) 

Supervisor for Middle Schools 
 

3 Administrative Coordinators 

Supervisor for Inclusive Practices 
and Professional Learning 

 
Division-wide PD, George Mason Univ. 

Cohort, Learning Disability (LD) and 
Emotional Disability (ED) support 
 
(3 Administrative Coordinators) 
 

Supervisor for Data and Technology 

Medicaid, Data Tech/EdPlan 
Sp.Ed. Data/EdPlan, Transportation, 

Finance 
 

(1 Administrative Coordinators) 
 

Supervisor for Alternative and 
Specialized Programs 

 
PACE East, PACE West, 

Residential/Private Placement, Molinari, 
Adult Detention Center, Comprehensive 

Child Study (CCS), Foster Care and 
Family Assessment and Planning Teams 
(FAPT), New Directions, New Dominion, 

REBOUND 
 
(2 Administrative Coordinators) 
 

Supervisor for Related Services 
 

Assistive Technology, Sign Language 
Interpreting, Speech Language 
Impairment, Adaptive Physical 

Education (APE), Occupational Therapy 
(OT), Physical Therapy (PT) 

 
(4 Administrative Coordinators) 

 

Supervisor for High Schools 
 

3 Administrative Coordinators 

Supervisor for Low Incidence 
Programming 

 

                                                      

78 PCG recommends keeping Section 504 under OSE at this point in time; however, future consideration should be given to moving this 
function into the Office of Student Services. 
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Hearing Impairment, Vision 
Impairment,79 Orthopedic Impairment, 

Autism and Intellectual Disability Support 
 

(4 Administrative Coordinators) 
 

Supervisor for Child Find 
and Preschool 

 
Child Find, Inclusive Placement 

Opportunities for Preschoolers (IPOP) 
 

(2 Administrative Coordinator) 
 

Supervisor of Community 
Engagement and Supports 

 
Transition, Mutual Location and 
Classroom Based ESY, Parent 

Resource Center 
 

(2 Administrative Coordinators) 

 

In this arrangement, there would be three units within OSE.  

Unit 1: Cluster and School Support. Supervisors and Administrative Coordinators would be aligned to the Level 

Superintendents. This would allow for stronger, coordinated support to schools and for coordination with school 

walk-throughs, etc. Within this arrangement, Administrative Coordinators would spend significant time in schools 

providing coaching support to teachers and support IEP teams with cases that require them. Since this role is a 

“generalist” position, requiring broad knowledge about many topics, this team will need to coordinate closely with 

staff in the other OSE strands to problem solve issues, provide viable solutions, and bring specialized resources to 

schools as needed.  

Unit 2: Division-Wide Instructional Initiatives. Supervisors and Administrative Coordinators in this unit provide 

expertise on a macro level, in that they provide the vision for specific initiatives and ensure consistency of 

implementation across the Division.  

Unit 3: Operations. This unit focuses on the operational duties required to sustain viable special education 

programs, including finance, data, and technology initiatives.  

In order to enact this revised organization chart, OSE will require additional staff. The illustration above shows how 

OSE could be reorganized; this model would require the addition of several supervisors and Administrative 

Coordinators. OSE has attempted to revise its organizational chart in the past, but without additional staff, has been 

unable to move away from the hybrid model currently in use. The current staffing levels will not allow OSE to 

separate staff into distinct units; this proposed change in structure and addition of staff will allow OSE to organize 

in a way that supports, and gives increased emphasis to, an instructional focus. OSE staffing issue was also 

discussed in the Division’s recent staffing study. That study concluded that OSE in PWCS was under the levels 

seen in other school divisions. While OSE may be able to consolidate some duties under fewer personnel, it must 

be stated that OSE cannot drive necessary outcomes improvement without a change in how schools are supported 

and programs support organized.  

                                                      

79 PWCS may also want to consider moving hearing impairment and vision impairment functions under the related services area. Additional 
review needs to be conducted internally in order to determine the best placement for these functions with the Division context.  
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OSE and Decision-making Authority 

IDEA and other state and federal special education regulations require schools and school districts to create legal 

and bureaucratic structures that drive consistent and desired policies. It has been noted that SBM and special 

education policy have fundamentally different assumptions. SBM assumes local school autonomy while special 

education policies were “constructed with traditional governance and bureaucratic assumptions for top-down 

control, tight coupling, and accountability.”80 These conflicting assumptions exist in PWCS. 

OSE is charged with providing students with disabilities a free and appropriate education in the least restrictive 

environment as defined in the Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004 as well as Virginia code. However, day-to-

day oversight of special education funds, teachers, personnel management, and staff development falls to principals 

and associate principals. Both in PWCS, as well as nationally, one of the greatest tension-points between SBM and 

special education administrators often happens at the principal and/or assistant principal’s level. On one hand, 

schools and school leaders want support from OSE on program, policy, and compliance matters. On the other hand, 

these same leaders want to maintain their autonomy. To compound matters, many of the school leaders charged 

with making site based special education decisions often lack any formal special education training, special 

education credentialing, or special education teaching experience.     

In PWCS, it is clear that OSE is seen as a support to schools but cannot control uniformly implemented special 

education policies, practices, and procedures or require schools to abide by guidance they provide. The challenges 

that PWCS faces as it relates to special education and SBM are not uncommon. Studying a district similar to PWCS, 

Marshall and Patterson noted that “…clarity about [special education] decision-making authority was undermined; 

controversies, ambiguities, and confusions about special education were managed or resolved in a range of 

different ways; and with SBM, the site’s ability to ensure standardized treatment and equity was undermined.”81  

To assist principals and school leaders on special education matters, OSE communicates state and federal policy 

mandates via monthly school leader meetings. At these meetings, Dr. Roper and OSE supervisors share policy 

guidance to share out to principals and assistant principals, with an expectation they share this information with 

teachers in their building. Topics of these meetings include trainings on matters related to policy, such as VDOE 

notices, information on compliance such as transition, training on disability categories per IDEA, special education 

transportation, compensatory education, and program audits.  In addition, OSE cluster Administrative Coordinators 

have monthly cluster meetings with all of the schools in their respective clusters—attendees of these meetings often 

include principals and assistant principals. OSE also provides a wide range of training options for school staff and 

provides support for IEP meetings to school teams. 

Despite these efforts, focus group participants consistently indicated ambiguity around special education training 

options, resources, and policy mandates. They indicated a desire for OSE to provide more oversight and 

management of programing, site by site. Interviews with teachers, related service providers, and school leaders 

consistently raised the following questions, in synthesis:  

• Who is in charge of special education: building principals or OSE?   

• Who is responsible for implementing consistent use of student resources? 

• Who is responsible for overseeing special education mandates coming from the state? 

• Who is responsible for making sure that programs are equitably funded? 

• Who has responsibility for assuring equity, quality, and staff development? 

                                                      

80 Marshall, C. and Patterson, I. (2002). 'Confounded policies: Implementing site-based management and special education policy reforms'. 
Educational Policy, 16(3), 351—86 
81 Marshall, C. and Patterson, I. (2002). 'Confounded policies: Implementing site-based management and special education policy reforms'. 
Educational Policy, 16(3), 351—86 
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Almost all groups interviewed shared frustration over the variation between special education programs across the 

division.  This frustration was most pronounced by educators whose roles required them to travel across the division 

– related service providers, transition providers, and CEIS personnel. All parties also made it clear that too many 

site-based dilemmas affecting a group or groups of students within a site were left for sites to manage. They shared 

the sentiment that OSE involvement was inconsistent and confusing to understand. Principals indicated they knew 

who to contact when there were special education issues; however, staff reporting to principals did not share those 

feelings. 

Though some site leaders and division administrators spoke to the benefits of the flexibility that comes with SBM, 

the vast majority of focus group participants, representing staff at various levels and positions, as well as parents 

of students with disabilities, expressed concern about the unintended consequences of a decentralized system of 

schools with the autonomy to select their own methods and resources for providing special education services and 

instruction in core content areas. They worried that the result of this level of local control has caused inefficiencies, 

inequities, and ineffectiveness of services and support from central office, fragmentation and duplication of effort 

leading to escalating costs and inconsistent practices around the Division. 

Intersections between the Office of Special Education and the Office of Student Services 

In PWCS, OSE intersects with the Office of Student Services (OSS).  Both office directors report to the Associate 

Superintendent for Student Learning and Accountability; however, they serve different functions. OSS intersects 

with special education as it relates to counseling and social work-related matters for students with disabilities. In 

particular, OSS personnel: attend intervention team meetings and participate in developing interventions and 

strategies for students who are experiencing social, emotional, and/or behavioral issues that are impacting their 

learning; prepare social history reports for the social-cultural component of initial and triennial student referrals for 

special education and attend multi-disciplinary eligibility team meetings; provide IEP individual special education 

counseling for students; and participate in team development of Functional Behavioral Assessments and Behavioral 

Intervention Plans for students. Having special education responsibilities housed in both OSE and OSS is 

particularly precarious for school psychologists, diagnosticians and social workers who serve on IEP teams.  These 

staff, predominately field-based, have to manage their workloads while also reporting, either formally or informally, 

to OSE and/or OSS. 

Effective Use/Management of Personnel  

Recruitment and Hiring 

According to school leaders and PWCS administrators, recruitment and hiring for special education teachers is 

particularly challenging. Student enrollment drives hiring, and since projections are done in the spring for the 

previous school year, staffing needs at the start of the school year may be different.  

The budget office does a reconciliation of student enrollment and staffing at the end of September. At times, through 

this analysis, it is determined that schools require additional staff in order to meet service delivery requirements for 

the year. However, by late September it is difficult to hire prime candidates, as many top prospective teachers have 

already secured employment elsewhere. It was reported that schools that wait until the end of September run into 

challenges with having to hire long-term substitute teachers or hire teachers with provisional licensure. While 

principals do have the authority to “over-hire” special education teachers during the school budget process, they 

must make the financial commitment to these positions out of their other school funds.  

In the focus groups, several staff mentioned the use of provisionally licensed teachers. However, these data show 

the problem is not as pervasive as how staff may perceive it: in the 2015-16 school year, there were 52 provisional 

special education licenses issued; and in the 2016-17 school year there were 59 provisional special education 

licenses issued, all because of staffing challenges.   
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Retaining Qualified and Effective Staff 

Retaining qualified and effective staff is key to the success of any school division, especially one as large and 

diverse is PWCS. In focus groups, some teachers and school leaders indicated that when staffing changes occur 

as a result of student population shifts, the changes, especially in September and October, are keenly felt by special 

educators just as they are getting to know their students. Additionally, they indicated that when staff are transferred, 

it may be to another school across the Division – potentially over an hour away from where they presently work.   

Other new staff indicated a strong desire for increased mentoring and induction opportunities with fellow special 

education teachers. This was especially strong among educators of low incidence students. And, among several 

people in focus groups, there was confusion among staff about relevant and meaningful professional development 

opportunities, especially for staff who work with students who have low incidence disabilities.  

PWCS may want to consider division-wide professional learning communities (PLCs) that are specific to special 

education teachers. These PLCs should include other special education teachers from nearby schools and provide 

teachers an opportunity to network, learn, and professionally grow.  If there is limited time to conduct PLCs, or there 

are challenges with getting from one school to another, the Division may want to consider conducting these PLCs 

virtually using a video web conferencing tool such as Skype. 

Division-wide Site Based Staffing 

In PWCS, principals have the authority to establish the number of employees and the areas in which those 

employees work as long as the cost for those employees remains within the specific dollar amount allocated. In 

addition, principals have the final authority to recommend the names of individuals to the Human Resources Director 

for personnel vacancies in their building, though it was reported that recent collaborative efforts between HR and 

OSE have focused on partnering for recruitment and hiring. In addition, special education teachers directly report 

to principals or assistant principals. They are evaluated by principals or assistant principals, and professional 

development recommendations are made by principals or assistant principals.  In addition, instructional assistants 

are also hired and evaluated by principals and assistant principals. Consistent with SBM principles, principals have 

the responsibility to determine how to allocate positions to align with the school’s annual goal statement, program 

plan and budget.82 

Special Education and Related Services: Personnel Ratios and Support 

Each PWCS school site has staff, based on student need and determined by principals, to support the provision of 

special education and related services. Teaching and learning for students receiving special education services are 

impacted by school-district staffing patterns. Virginia state code, through its Standards of Quality (SOQ), requires 

divisions to maintain very specific caseload requirements. In this section, information is provided that compares 

PWCS staffing ratios to other school districts; other information relevant to their roles; and recruitment to fill staff 

vacancies. It does not, however, provide caseload comparisons to other school divisions, as this information is not 

publicly available. 

Information used to compare PWCS staff ratios to other school districts was provided through a survey conducted 

by the Urban Special Education Leadership Collaborative, which was supplemented by data from reviews 

conducted independently, or with the Council of Great City Schools and Public Consulting Group.83 Data from 69 

other school districts provide a general understanding of districts’ staffing levels in the following areas: special 

educators, instructional assistants, speech/language pathologists, psychologists, social workers, nurses, 

occupational therapists, and physical therapists. See Appendix C for detailed information for each surveyed school 

                                                      

82 Gauch, 2011; Kelly, 1990 
83 Sue Gamm, Esq. compiled and continues to maintain this list. She grants PCG permission to use the data in reports. 
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district. The data do not give precise district comparisons, and the results need to be used with caution. At times, 

district data are not uniform (e.g., including or excluding contractual personnel) and are impacted by varying levels 

of private and public placements, where personnel outside a district provide special education/related services to a 

group of district students. However, these data are the best available and are useful to better understand staffing 

ratios for school districts. PWCS has provided detailed staff ratios by school for special educators, speech/language 

pathologists, psychologists, counselors, occupational therapists, and physical therapists. When informative, 

relevant information is referenced below.  

Special Education Teachers and Instructional Assistants   

This section provides information about PWCS special education teacher and instructional assistant ratios 

compared to other school districts, and feedback about their availability and use. 

Comparison of Staffing Ratios 

As reported in Appendix C, PWCS has an overall average of 11.8 students with IEPs (including those with 

speech/language needs only) for each special educator. This average is lower than the 15.0-student average of all 

districts in the survey, ranking PWCS as 22nd among the 69 school districts. PWCS has an overall average of 17.2 

students with IEPs for each instructional assistant, which is higher than the all-district average of 15 students, 

ranking PWCS as 47th of the 69 responding districts.  

Exhibit 40. Average Number Students with IEPs for Each Special Educator and Instructional Assistants 
 

Areas of Comparison Special Educators Instructional Assistants 

Number of PWCS Staff FTE 774 533 

PWCS Student w/IEP-to-Staff Ratios 11.8:1 17.2:1 

All District Average Ratios 15:1 15:1 

PWCS Ranking Among Districts84 22nd of 69 reporting districts 47th of 69 reporting districts 

 
Instructional assistants (IAs) are available to provide support to students in the general education and special 

education settings. IAs reported they advocate for their students, research curriculum content and strategies, and 

attend professional development courses offered on their own time. They also reported limited professional 

development opportunities and an expectation that they perform tasks that, such as behavior strategies, that they 

have received no training on. Staff and leaders at every level expressed concern about poor pay, work conditions, 

and little break/lunch time for IAs. IAs wish to be included in cluster coordinator meetings, and recommend autism 

awareness for cafeteria staff, transportation staff, and for all school personnel. 

There is also a strong perception across numerous focus groups that IAs are inconsistently placed because of a 

lack of guidance from OSE. Furthermore, some schools have strict protocols about assigning paraprofessionals 

only if the need is determined by the IEP team; other schools, however, assign IAs to students with disabilities 

whether or not the need is articulated in the IEP.  

Related Service Providers 

This section provides information about PWCS special education teacher and instructional assistant staffing ratios 

compared to other school districts, and feedback about their availability and use. 

 

                                                      

84 Ranking begins with districts having a low average number of students to one staff person. 



 
 

Comprehensive Special Education Review April 2018 

 

   
71 

  

  
 

 

 

 

 

Comparison of Staffing Ratios 

Staffing ratios and other data regarding related-services personnel are summarized below. 

Exhibit 41. Ratios of Students with IEPs to Staff for Related Service Providers 
 

Related Service Areas Psychologists Speech/ 

Language 

Pathologists 

Social 

Workers 

OTs PTs 

Number of PWCS Staff FTE 47 83 40 22 9 

PWCS Students w/IEP-to-Staff  194.6:1 110.2:1 228.7:1 415.8:1 1,016.4:1 

Average of All District Ratios 

(Students w/IEP-to-Staff) 

169:1 114:1 295:1 410:1 1,028:1 

PWCS Ranking 44th of 63 

reporting 

districts 

44th of 68 

reporting 

districts 

31st of 46 

reporting 

districts 

43rd of 67 

reporting 

districts 

43rd of 67 

reporting 

districts 

• Psychologists. There is one division psychologist for an average of 194.6 students with IEPs compared 

to the surveyed district average of 169 students, ranking PWCS as 44th of the 63 reporting districts.  

• Speech/Language Pathologist. There is one division speech/language pathologist (SLP) for an average 

of 110.2 students with IEPs compared to the surveyed district average of 114 students, ranking PWCS as 

44th of the 68 reporting districts.  

• Social Workers. There is one division social worker for an average of 228.7 students with IEPs compared 

to the surveyed district average of 295 students with IEPs, ranking PWCS as 31st of the 46 reporting 

districts.  

• Occupational Therapists (OT). There is one division OT for an average of 415.8 students, compared to 

the surveyed District average of 410 students, ranking PWCS as 43rd of the 67 reporting districts. 

• Physical Therapists. There is one division physical therapist for an average of 1,016 students, which is 

less than the surveyed district average of 1,028 students, ranking PWCS as 43rd of the 67 reporting districts. 

The following is feedback provided by various focus group participants relevant to speech/language services and 

occupational therapy.   

Speech/Language, Occupational Therapy, and Physical Therapy Services  

Related service providers expressed concerns over the lack of assistive technology supports that relate to their 

respective discipline – providing for the speech, fine motor, and gross motor access needs of their students.  Focus 

groups suggested inconsistencies in how assistive technologies are used and supported; that only one assistive 

technology consultant supports the entire division; and there are inconsistent policies about the transition of 

assistive technologies from home to school and school to school throughout the Division. 

From focus groups, it was also clear that site based management is concern for itinerant staff, with staff having 

frustrations about inconsistencies with evaluations, case managing documentation, and interventions. Concerns 

were also expressed about professional development opportunities for occupational therapists and physical 

therapists who share they have to use their own resources to pay for professional certifications. The Division does 

pay for some certificates in the critical needs areas such as for speech/language pathologists.  
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In addition, there was significant concerns by all staff that related service regarding caseloads. There is a shared 

belief that caseloads do not account for workload tasks (such as report writing and Medicaid documentation) or 

differences in types of students, in particular the severity of a student’s needs. OSE document contradicts this 

however so additional communication about how staffing decisions are made and resources aligned to schools may 

be warranted.  

Psychologists 

During focus groups, staff including psychologists expressed concerns around the overall caseloads. Among the 

Division, there were concerns that psychologists are unable to address the therapeutic needs of students because 

much of their time is consumed by writing evaluations. There were also concerns about how psychologists support 

the IEP process, with a belief that psychologist diagnosticians focus their time on elementary school, initial IEP 

meetings.   

 

Parent Support and Engagement 

Parent Resource Center 

The Parent Resource Center (PRC) is presently in transition, following the change in OSE leadership and the 
addition of a PRC coordinator who is new to the position. The coordinator is looking to expand the PRC’s program 
opportunities for families. Presently the PRC hosts workshop and provides families with information and resources 
(i.e., online, VDOE supports, parent guides). The PRC has a new website to better serve families. The PRC is not 
presently hosting parent support groups. 
 
The PRC coordinator also attends all SEAC meetings and serves as a consultant, as needed, to the SEAC.  PRC 
partnered with the SEAC to create a 1-page handout, and the PRC hopes to continue such partnerships.  The PRC 
was recently awarded a $5,000 grant from VDOE to initiate an awareness campaign. This information campaign 
will include posters, post cards, and other materials to better engage and make families aware of the PRC offerings.  

 
Interviews with parents within PWCS offered a mixed understanding of what the PRC and how to utilize it.  Some 

parents had never heard of the PRC, whereas others had, but had concerns about sharing information with the 

PRC because it is part of the school division. 

PWCS Special Education Advisory Committee 

The Prince William County Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC) was created in response to a 

requirement in the Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with Disabilities in Virginia. This 

regulation requires that every school division in the state must have a SEAC (8 VAC 20-81-230 D). Based on our 

review of the SEAC website,85 its calendar, its minutes, and its membership roster, the PWCS SEAC is in 

compliance with 8 VAC 20-81-230 D.  

Members of the PWCS SEAC indicated that they are working to reinvigorate the mission of the advisory council.  

They indicated that in the past meetings would occur but little would happen thereafter. They are presently forming 

three subcommittees: (1) the creation of a special education parent teacher organization; (2) partnering with the 

Parent Resource Center; (3) evaluating site based management and special education. They indicated that there 

are seven new members and that the VDOE recently visited the SEAC to conduct a ‘SEAC 101.’  They also indicated 

that last year the bylaws were reviewed by a county attorney to confirm their alignment with state regulatory 

requirements.  Last year, the SEAC partnered with PRC, ARC Circle of Support, the Transition Fair, and the I Am 

                                                      

85 https://www.pwcs.edu/cms/one.aspx?pageId=756961 

https://www.pwcs.edu/cms/one.aspx?pageId=756961
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Determined initiative. Members voiced concern that they are required to prepare an annual report to school board; 

however, they do not get input or feedback from the board after submission. 

Some interviewed parents were not aware that the SEAC existed and what its purpose is.  In addition, some parents 

were confused with SEAC’s role versus the PRC’s role. 

Data and Technology 

EDPlan 

PWCS uses EdPlan EasyIEP to electronically case-manage their IEPs. Overall, feedback about EDPlan was 

positive. Staff reported that the system gets better every year as it continues to expand. There were general 

requests to add more forms to the system. Specifically, behavior specialists and school psychologists reported that 

they would like to see the functional behavior analysis (FBA) included in EdPlan, as they report the current form is 

complicated and not very user friendly. (OSE staff reported that this change is in development and will be released 

in Fall 2018.) Other staff reported that the process PWCS uses around entering student transportation information 

into EdPlan is cumbersome – requiring a Form 40-40 to be signed, submitted electronically, faxed into EdPlan, 

approved by OSE, and submitted to Office of Transportation. Staff questioned whether the process could be easier 

and if EdPlan could be part of that solution. 

Professional Development 

Quality teaching in all classrooms and skilled leadership in all schools will not occur by accident. It requires the 

design and implementation of the most powerful forms of professional development. High quality professional 

development must be sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused (not one-day or short-term workshops or 

conferences) to have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction and the teacher’s performance in the 

classroom. Research reports that elementary school teachers who received substantial professional development—

an average of 49 hours—boosted their students’ achievement by about 21 percentile points.86 

Yet, most professional development today is ineffective. Though districts, including PWCS, spend a considerable 
amount of time and resources on arranging workshops for teachers and other staff, research has shown that 
programs that were less than 14 hours had no impact on student achievement or on teaching practices.87 Recent 
studies have concluded that effective professional develop adheres to the following principles: 

• The duration of professional development must be significant and ongoing to allow time for teachers to 
learn a new strategy and grapple with the implementation problem.  

• There must be support for a teacher during the implementation stage that addresses the specific challenges 
of changing classroom practice. 

• Teachers’ initial exposure to a concept should not be passive, but rather should engage teachers through 
varied approaches so they can participate actively in making sense of a new practice. 

• Modeling has been found to be a highly effective way to introduce a new concept and help teachers 
understand a new practice 

• The content presented to teachers shouldn’t be generic, but instead grounded in the teacher’s discipline 
(for middle school and high school teachers) or grade-level (for elementary school teachers).88 

                                                      

86 Reviewing the evidence on how teacher professional development affects student achievement. Issues & Answers. REL 2007-No. 033. 
Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Southwest Regional Educational 
Laboratory, October 2007. Findings based on nine studies that meet What Works Clearinghouse standards. 
87 Gulamhussein, A. (2013). Teaching the Teachers: Effective Professional Development in an Era of High Stakes Accountability. National 
School Boards Association, Center for Public Education. 
88 Id. 
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Effective professional development requires a change in teacher practice, not just exposure to a concept or 
methodology, in order to affect student learning. As OSE develops a longer term and universal professional learning 
plan geared toward improving student outcomes, implementation of these principles will be paramount. 

Areas of Professional Development 

Focus group participants report OSE conducts a wide variety of workshops and trainings. PWCS professional 

development opportunities are predominately face-to-face and occur during the school day, with limited follow up 

to implementation or coaching support on the topic. Some webinars have been offered after school, but participation 

has been low. The Division would like to explore more ways to do job embedded PD. In PWCS, special education 

teachers, related services, psychologists, and instructional assistants have access to an online internal course 

catalogue. Many of the courses provided through this catalogue are special education focused and are developed 

by OSE.  

There is a roster of required trainings that administrators, general education teachers, and special education 

teachers must attend. These trainings were developed by OSE and can be face-to-face, online, or blended. Topics 

are as follows: 

Class  Title  Target Audience Required to Attend 

ADM 

602 

Disciplining Students with Disabilities Administrators  Administrators who 

serve as Designees 

SPE 

137 

Explicit Reading Instruction, The Orton-Gillingham 

Approach 

All Levels N/A 

SPE 

143 

VTSS/PBIS SWIS Training (CICO) VTSS School Teams fulfilling 

SWIS Readiness. 

School Teams using 

SWIS through PBIS 

SPE 

150 

The Special Education Process and Instruction for 

General Educators 

K-12 Teachers General 

Educators 

N/A 

SPE 

313.1 

Special Education Compliance Update Meetings-

ELEMENTARY STAFF 

Elementary Educators and 

Administrators. 

One elementary 

administrator per 

building 

SPE 

313.2 

Special Education Compliance Update Meetings-

SECONDARY STAFF 

Middle and High Educators 

and Administrators. 

One secondary 

administrator per 

building 

SPE 

440 

Maintaining Compliance: Legal Issues in Special 

Education 

All Levels N/A 

SPE 

510 

SRA - Corrective Reading - Initial Training Grades 3-12 Teachers N/A 

SPE 

514 

SRA - Number Worlds Grades K-5 Teachers N/A 

SPE 

515 

SRA - Reading Mastery - Initial Training Grades K-2 Teachers N/A 

SPE 

518 

SRA Direct Instruction: Language for Learning Grades K-3 Teachers N/A 

SPE 

521 

Language for Thinking Grades 2-12 Teachers N/A 



 
 

Comprehensive Special Education Review April 2018 

 

   
75 

  

  
 

SPE 

540 

Administrator/Leadership Session on Implementation of 

Direct Instruction 

Administrators N/A 

SPE 

606 

Visual Phonics Teachers of the Deaf and 

Hard of Hearing, Speech-

Language Pathologists, 

Educational Sign Language 

Interpreters and Special 

Educators. 

N/A 

SPE 

626 

The IEP Process and Implementation Special Education Providers 

and Administrators 

All Administrators 

who serve as 

Designees and 

Special Educator 

Providers 

SPE 

634 

The Roles and Responsibilities of the IEP Administrator Special Educators that serve 

as Administrators at IEP 

meetings and All 

Administrators. 

Special Educators 

that serve as 

Administrators at IEP 

meetings and All 

Administrators who 

serve as Designees. 

SPE 

702.3 

Special Education Compliance for "NEW" 

Administrative Designees 

Administrators that have not 

previously attended the 

Administrator Designee 

Training. 

Administrators who 

serve as Designees 

that have not 

previously attended 

the Administrator 

Designee Training. 

SPE 

738.2 

Completing the Functional Behavior Assessment and 

Behavior Intervention Plan 

Administrators, 

Psychologists, Social 

Workers, Special Education 

Teachers, Guidance 

Counselors, Preschool 

Special Education Teachers, 

and General Education 

Teachers. 

Special Education 

Teachers and 

Administrators  

SPE 

738.3 

Managing a Special Class for Students with Autism and 

Intellectual Disabilities 

Administrators, 

Psychologists, Social 

Workers, Special Education 

Teachers, Guidance 

Counselors, Preschool 

Special Education Teachers, 

and General Education 

Teachers. 

Special Education 

Teachers, 

Administrators and 

Teacher Assistants 

that work with 

students with Autism. 

SPE 

738.4 

Completing the Functional Behavior Assessment and 

Behavior Intervention Plan Level 2 

Everyone that completed 

SPE 738.2 (Completing the 

Functional Behavior 

Assessment and Behavior 

Intervention Plan). 

N/A 
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SPE 

740 

Handle with Care Initial Certification Teachers and Administrators 

who work with students that 

need behavior de-escalation 

and possible physical 

restraint. 

Teachers and 

Administrators who 

work with students 

that need behavior 

de-escalation and 

possible physical 

restraint. 

SPE 

742 

Handle with Care (HWC) Recertification People that are SPE 740 

(Handle with Care Initial 

Certification) certified and are 

within one year of their last 

certification. 

People that are SPE 

740 (Handle with 

Care Initial 

Certification) certified 

and are within one 

year of their last 

certification who want 

to maintain their 

certification. 

SPE 

764 

The Virginia Alternate Assessment Program (VAAP) Special Educators Grades 3-

12 that work with students 

with ASOL Curriculum. 

N/A 

 

Focus group participants indicated an inconsistent understanding of available special education professional 

development opportunities outside of the required trainings. Furthermore, during the interviews with related service 

providers, there were concerns about a lack of specific training available for them. There were also inconsistencies 

among which specialists received reimbursement for credits required to maintain their professional certification 

(e.g., psychologists are required to attend NASP trainings, but there are inconsistent practices around 

reimbursement). It was also apparent that many teachers were not aware of specific trainings available for their site 

upon request, such as professional development on autism and transition.  

Collaboration 

Focus groups reported there is collaboration between the OSE and OEL in the areas of professional development 

for the instruction of EL students with disabilities, compliance, the eligibility and interventions manual, and VTSS. 

Mental health/social-emotional services and dyslexia are areas of collaboration with the Office of Student Learning. 

The Office of Professional Learning is working with the OSE on effective models of co-teaching, VTSS, and CEIS, 

and OSMAP collaborates on discipline, alternative programs, disproportionality in discipline, and restorative justice.  

Training Teams  

Within OSE, professional development is spearheaded by training teams. The purpose of these teams is to ensure 

that OSE staff are equally sharing in the responsibility of creating PD as well as allowing OSE staff to develop 

training in areas where they may have deep subject matter expertise. 

These teams consist of Supervisors and Administrative Coordinates and are organized around the following topics: 

Eligibility; IEP; 504; Discipline; FBA/BIP; Autism/ID; Assistive Technology; Accessible Instructional Materials; 

Instructional; SRA; EdPlan; VAAP; and Transition Work Skills. School staff did not have an understanding that these 

teams existed or how to seek their support.  

Interviews indicated inconsistent training materials available to teachers in reading instruction, math instruction, 

classroom management, and differentiated instruction. The majority of these materials are procured on a site-by-

site basis, and there is little to no sharing among the sites.   
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Areas of Need 

Focus group participants expressed the need for greater alignment, common language, common goals, and 

consistency between the curriculum and the IEP. They felt that understanding the role of the curriculum in meeting 

standards of learning and the IEP is an area in need of improvement to address the achievement gap between 

students with disabilities and their non-disabled peers. It is the perception of school leaders that fear of parent 

complaints, due process hearings, and compliance drive the work of OSE with solutions that are often shortsighted. 

They expressed concern that multiple factors such as special education teachers not being qualified to teach core 

content areas, no common planning time for co-teachers, no model for scheduling special education teachers to 

meet more than the minutes prescribed in the IEP, and goals not aligned with learning targets all lead to poor 

student outcomes. Sustained and ongoing professional development in these areas is needed in order to address 

these significant issues and impact student learning. 

Aside from additional training for school based staff, there is also a need for professional development opportunities 

for Administrative Coordinators and Supervisors. These staff are expected to provide high quality PD to schools 

and serve as resource for them, but without receiving an abundance of training themselves, they will not be able to 

perform this role effectively. A recent change this year has been that the OSE leadership now allows up to a $500 

reimbursement for training for all coordinators and supervisors.   

Procedural Matters 

Standard Operating Procedures 

Focus group participants shared that the primary driver for OSE over the past 10+ years has been on compliance. 

To that end, OSE has established several mechanisms, such as standard operating procedures and best practice 

guides, to ensure staff understand compliance requirements and are kept up to date on them. Though OSE is in 

the process of striking a healthier balance between compliance and instructional outcomes, the structures 

established should be maintained to prevent any procedural issues in the future. This proactive approach is 

centered on addressing issues before they arise.  

PWCS has a supervisor within OSE who is responsible for handling the Division’s due process matters, state 

complaints, mediations, OSE procedural manuals, forms, random audits, US Department of Education Office of 

Civil Rights (OCR) matters, and Section 504 matters. This unit oversees the standard operating procedures (SOP) 

guide that govern special education and is responsible for updates to it. The SOP is available to all staff on the 

Division’s intranet site and is updated annually. There is currently no public, or parent, version of this guide. 

Random Compliance Audits 

Annually, PWCS performs a random audit process, using a comprehensive rubric consisting of approximately 

twenty-eight review areas.89 Thirteen of these areas are focused on compliance and the IEP, and the remaining 

fourteen areas are focused on students with disabilities who are English Learners. In 2015-16, PWCS randomly 

audited 1,472 files; 333 were EL and 55 were 504 Plans. School administrators and staff are aware that these 

audits occur; however, there was generally little understanding from focus group participants of what kinds of 

internal corrective action planning occurred as a result of the audits.  The results are shared with the school 

administration, the level associates, and reviewed at Update. The purpose of Update is for the administrator in each 

building to turn-key the information to their building. This year audit results are being shared as they are completed 

instead of at the end of the year.   

                                                      

89 The number of review areas varies each year. 
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There are benefits and costs to a division-led audit process. Engaging in a rigorous self-audit gives the Division an 

increased understanding of strengths and deficiencies as it relates to the IEP. However, an audit of this size can 

only be effective if the Division subsequently engages in a process to share-out what the findings are as well as a 

public corrective action plan that includes relevant stakeholders. 

Dispute Resolution, Complaints/Due Process 

As part of the IDEA, families and students are afforded due process rights in the event they believe they are not 

receiving a free and appropriate education in the least restrictive environment. Families and students can submit a 

complaint to the state department of education, which then is investigated. They may also request mediation, a 

process in which a neutral third-party mediator works to problem-solve with the family and the school division.  

Furthermore, families may choose to file a due process complaint, a legal process through which the family’s 

arguments are heard by a hearing officer who acts as a judge. In addition to IDEA due process rights, families may 

also file a complaint with the US Department of Education Office of Civil Rights. Many of these complaints focus on 

the rights of students receiving 504 Plans under Section 504 of the Americans with Disabilities Act; however, other 

issues regarding civil rights may also be relevant through this channel. 

In addition to these processes, PWCS has other dispute resolution practices. One of these is the Central Office 

Review (COR). Through this process, a team other than the IEP team reviews issues that may be in dispute and 

provides families with an opportunity to express concerns following the review. This new team conducts a file review 

and subsequently creates a recommendation letter which is sent to the school and parent. The COR process also 

addresses items outside of the IEP, including communication plans for staff and parents, frequency of data meetings 

at the parent’s request, and identifying family resources. The follow up letters always state that if any of the COR 

recommendations are related to IEP, the IEP team should convene to consider these items. The parent is then 

provided an opportunity to meet with a member of the COR team to follow through at any future IEP, eligibility, or 

FBA meetings.  

Another dispute resolution practice is one initiated by the school and is known as the School Case Review (SCR). 

It is a problem solving process through which a school-based team, other than the IEP team, reviews the student 

file, discusses issues in dispute, and develops recommendations. The Division reports that these problem solving 

processes are opportunities for parents to be heard when they feel “stuck” or need a new team of people to assist 

them. The process is reportedly effective in resolving 95%+ of parent concerns.  

Though the high resolution rate is notable, this process requires time and may be moving important conversations 

away from the IEP team meeting table. Additionally, conducting meetings relating to a student’s IEP outside of an 

IEP meeting and without the entire IEP team or key members such as a child’s parents is a discouraged practice 

and counter to the definition of an IEP team in IDEA. As such, PWCS may want to weigh the costs and benefits of 

its COR and SCR processes and continue to engage VDOE for feedback on it.  

PWCS internally monitors its special education complaint process by looking at the following categories: (1) state 

complaint; (2) mediation; (3) due process; (4) Office of Civil Rights complaints90; (5) school case review; and (6) 

central office review. In the 2015-16 school year, there were three state complaints, three mediations, and no due 

process hearings. In the 2016-17 school year, there were five state complaints, 11 mediations, and three due 

process hearings with two of those hearings being withdrawn. 

Of the PWCS interval processes, in the 2015-16 school year there were four school case reviews and 29 central 

office reviews; in the 2016-17 school year there were seven school case reviews and 28 central office reviews.  All 

of the central office reviews resulted in recommendation letters. 

                                                      

90 OCR complaints are handled by the US Department of Education Office of Civil Rights.   
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Reviewing OCR complaints at PWCS, in the 2016-17 school year there were no OCR complaints. However, in the 

2015-16 school year there were 11 OCR complaints. Of those, four ended with resolution agreements, one was 

unfounded, and the remainder of these are being monitored or are awaiting response. 

In Virginia as a whole, the number of due process complaints decided by hearing officers is low, relative to other 

states in the region. In the 2016-17 school year, there were eight hearings with decisions in Virginia; in the 2015-

16 school year, there were also eight hearings. In the 2016-17 school year, there were 28 central office reviews, 

and no school case reviews.  And in the 2015-16 school year, there were 29 central office reviews and four school 

case reviews.   

Recommendations 

16. Special Education Standards. From the Superintendent’s Office, empower the Director of Special Education 

with the authority to lead the Division’s special education programming. Such authority means the Special 

Education Director is in charge of special education for the division; he/she is responsible for implementing 

equitable and consistent use of resources, overseeing and implementing special education mandates coming 

from the state, ensuring that the program is adequately and equitably funded and for supporting schools with 

sufficient and appropriate staff development. Additionally, the Director should have the license to initiate and 

lead mandatory site or division-wide programming and direct special education decisions at the site-level. When 

there are compliance challenges or opportunities for improvement, the Director of Special Education should 

have the authority to assist the principals of each site and, when necessary, overrule the principal on matters 

related to special education operations, policy, and finance. The Division must be clear about the role of central 

office in supporting the learning of students receiving special education: schools must be responsible and 

accountable for the teaching and learning process while the OSE’s role is to provide adequate resources, clear 

guidance and professional development, and support schools in the consistent and effective implementation of 

programs and services.  

17. OSE Organization. Reorganize the OSE into three functional units: Cluster and School Support, Division-Wide 

Instructional Initiatives, and Operations. Conduct a further in-depth review of staffing duties to determine how 

many additional staff are required to fulfill the intent of the reorganization appropriately and advocate for funding 

to support them. Move the MTSS/VTSS and PBIS functions out of OSE and create a separate organizational 

structure for this critical area with a Director that reports to the Associate Superintendent of Student Learning 

and Accountability. Keep the responsibility of CEIS under OSE until further analysis can be done. 

 

18. Professional Learning. To effectively address the recommendations in this report, plan a differentiated 

professional learning program for all affected educators, paraprofessionals, assistants, etc. by infusing learning 

opportunities that are ongoing and job-embedded and proven to support changes in teacher practice. As part 

of this planning process, consider the following provisions.  

a. National Standards. Have the professional learning activities be consistent with national Learning First 

standards 91 and current research about effective professional learning.92  

b. High Quality and Rigorous Instruction. Provide professional learning opportunities for principals and 

teachers on what it means to provide rigorous instruction aligned with rigorous academic standards to 

ensure better outcomes for students with disabilities beyond high school. 

c. Cross-Functional Training. Initiate cross-functional training of administrators and other school 

                                                      

91 National Staff Development Council, Designing Powerful Professional Development for Teachers and Principals, Dennis Sparks at 
www.learningforward.org/news/sparksbook/sparksbook.pdf. The document at pages 1-2 to 1-4 links a variety of national research-based 
reports summarizing the importance of professional development for teachers and parents. 
92 Tooley, M. and Connally, K. (2016). No Panacea: Diagnosing What Ails Teacher Professional Development Before Reaching for Remedies. 
Education Policy. 
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support groups from every educational division to expand their knowledge and ability to support school-

based personnel.  

d. Paraprofessionals/Assistants. Provide professional learning opportunities for paraprofessionals/ 

assistants in a differentiated and targeted manner for the types of personnel and students they support 

and determine how and when the training will be offered to enable paraprofessionals/assistants to 

attend. For further information, refer to Paraprofessionals: The “Sous-Chefs of Literacy Instruction.”93  

e. Interschool Collaboration. Establish ways for personnel to share across schools their successful 

practices and to brainstorm solutions. Identify demonstration schools of excellence, use exemplary 

school-based personnel as trainers, provide informal common time for guided discussion and to explore 

use of technology tools such as Wiki, Google, etc.  

f. Parent Involvement. With parent stakeholder and representative groups, consider how training will be 

made available for families/caregivers to reinforce activities that will support the learning, 

social/emotional skills, and positive behavior of their children.  

g. Communication & Feedback. Establish timely communication/feedback processes to share solutions 

to implementation barriers. Several problem areas are likely to require targeted groups of 

knowledgeable people to resolve issues as they arise. For example, schools often have difficulty 

providing services with existing staff and/or current practices and would benefit from feedback from 

individuals able to analyze the situation, and give meaningful suggestions for instruction and use of 

staff (as well as between special and general educators). 

 

19. Special Education Manual. Create an interactive, web-based PWCS special education manual to support 

user-friendly and transparent access to procedures/practices relevant to the management/operation of special 

education.     

a. Public Access. Provide public access to the manual by posting the document on the PWCS special 

education webpage, and provide links to available on-line resources. Train staff on it and regularly 

update it with current information and resources. 

b. Content. Include criteria, procedures and practices for each area relevant to the implementation of 

these recommendations, e.g., criteria for child find; referring students for a special education evaluation; 

inclusive instruction for preschool children; support for on-going needs of preschool children and 

school-aged students who are referred but are not evaluated or not qualified for services; expectations 

and tools to facilitate communication to teachers regarding the IEP-specified needs of students in each 

of their classes; participation of general education teachers in IEP meetings; role of various IEP 

participants and general/special education personnel in various circumstances, etc.  

c. Collaboration with Stakeholders. Collaborate with preschool personnel, principals, other school-

based groups, and SEAC representatives to consider information and resource links that would be 

useful for each relevant group to include in the manual. 

d. Parents/Families. In collaboration with local parent and advocacy groups, plan face-to-face training 

and on-line modules to provide parents an understanding of the information in the manual. If feasible, 

publish a modified document appropriate for parents and supplement it with one-page brochures to 

further access to this information. Ensure training is accessible to parents with diverse linguistic needs 

and sensory limitations.  

20.  School and Central Office Reviews. Assess the extent to which these processes are meeting intended 

outcomes. Expand the use of facilitated IEP meetings and seek out additional training on it as necessary. 

  

                                                      

93 http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/TEC0740%281%2956-62.pdf. 

http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/TEC0740%25281%252956-62.pdf
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VI. FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS 

As with all school districts across the country, the area of special education in PWCS has experienced expanding 

costs. Due to the economic recession over the past few years and the growing student population in PWCS, the 

Division has had to carefully manage its resources while aiming to maintain quality programming. The following 

exhibits reflect fiscal data pertaining to special education spending.   

Special Education Expenditure Funding Overview 

Special education in PWCS accounts for a significant share of the Division’s total annual budget. In the 2016-17 

school year, PWCS expended $112,825,53994 on special education, approximately 11.5% of its annual operating 

budget; of that, $13,618,296 was federally funded through the Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004, Part B 

Section 611 funding (Ages 6-21); $349,532 was IDEA, Part B Section 619 (preschool special education and child 

find); $18,225,774 is state revenue through Virginia’s Standards of Quality (SOQ) allocation; and $24,090,886 is 

regional school revenue to PWCS for support of regional special education tuition.95 96 

Over the past five years, PWCS’ total special education expenditures have grown 9.6% ($9,890,380) and 1.9% on 

an average annual basis while federal revenues supporting special education have remained flat. As depicted in 

exhibit 42 below, for the 2016-17 school year, the largest special education expenditures for the Division were in 

the categories disability of Learning Disabled; Autistic; Preschool Special Ed; Emotional Disabilities and Intellectual 

Disabilities Mild.9798 

Exhibit 42. Special Education Expenditures by Category 2016-2017 99 

 

                                                      

94 This does not include monies expended on the Northern Virginia Special Education Regional School Program (NOVA) and administrative 
costs of NOVA.  PWCS acts as a fiduciary agent to NOVA, a program for students in the region with low incidence disabilities. In the PWCS 
annual budget book, NOVA is included in the special education budget.  
95 To gain a more accurate understanding of how dollars are spent, much of the budget section focuses on year-end expended monies versus 
budgeted special education funds. 
96 This was information was provided in a file by the PWCS finance office and the FY18 PWCS Budget Book, page 96. 
97 This excludes monies expended on NOVA. 
98 Data in this exhibit was submitted to PCG from PWCS, spreadsheet titled ‘SPED Expenses by fiscal year and dept FY13-18’ 
99 This exhibit excludes the NOVA program and associated administrative costs. 
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Administrative Costs 

PWCS has seen very modest increases in special education administrative costs.  Administrative costs include but 

are not limited to the OSE Director; Supervisors; two psychologists; secretarial/book keeping; OSE staff health 

insurance contributions and retirement; and professional services. Between FY14 to FY16, administrative expenses 

increased by $661,107.100 101 Given the size of PWCS, the Division’s overall administrative budget is lean. 

Exhibit 43. Office of Special Education Administrative Costs 2016-2017102 103 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                      

100 This information came from the FY18 PWCS Budget Book, p. 163. 
101 This increase may be lower than noted, as expenditures for PWCS’ IEP management system have been pulled from different fund codes 
for different fiscal years. 
102 This exhibit excludes the NOVA regional program and associated administrative costs. 
103 Data for this exhibit comes from the PWCS FY18 Budget Book, p. 163, Fund Code 140 
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Student Programming 

Programming for students in the Specific Learning Disability category, Autism category, and Preschool Special 

Education (e.g., Developmental Delay) category have seen the most increases in annual expenditures. These 

increases in PWCS’ preschool, autism, and learning disabled populations are depicted in the graphic below.  

Exhibit 44. Expenditures by Disability Category (Increases over $1M) 2013-2017104 

 

PWCS acts as a fiduciary agent to the Northern Virginia Special Education Regional School Program (NOVA).  This 

program serves students from PWCS, Manassas City Public Schools, Manassas Park City Schools, Spotsylvania 

County Public Schools, and Stafford County Public Schools who have the disability categories of autism, emotional 

disability (including students who attend PACE), hearing impairments, multiple disabilities, severe disabilities, and 

traumatic brain injuries. 

NOVA participating divisions pay tuition to the Northern Virginia Special Education Regional Program vis-à-vis 

PWCS for their regional students. Although costs for this program continue to rise in a manner consistent with 

enrollment, since the 2014-15 school year, the program has had an end of year fund balance of over $3M.105 PWCS 

attributes its lower private day school enrollment numbers to its use of the program. NOVA participating divisions 

do not receive SOQ dollars for the students attending school through the NOVA program. Instead, the state provides 

funding to each division to support the tuition payments that are made to NOVA. This arrangement does not exist 

for every locality in Virginia and, as a result, has recently come under review by both non-participating localities and 

the VDOE.  PWCS is currently the biggest participant in the Regional School programs across the state.  It is PWCS’ 

expectation that beginning in fiscal year 2018, the Division will begin a process by which the revenue that supports 

tuition payments to NOVA will be reduced by approximately $3 million per year.  Over the next three to five years 

this revenue stream will shrink by as much as $19 million putting pressure on the PWCS General Fund budgets. 

A significant explanation for PWCS’ special education cost drivers is largely attributable to student growth. Over the 

past four years, PWCS overall population of students with IEPs has grown by over 1,000 students. In particular, the 

SLD population has grown from 3,184 to 3,597 (an increase of 413 students), the Autism population has grown 

                                                      

104 Data in this table comes from PWCS administration in a file called ‘SPED Expenses by fiscal year and dept FY13-18’ 
105 This information came from the FY18 PWCS Budget Book, p. 164. 
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from 1,085 to 1,365 (an increase of 280 students), and the number of students with a developmental delay has 

increased from 653 to 772 students. 

Exhibit 45. PWCS Incidence Rates 2013-14 to 2016-17 

 

Needs-Based Funding 

Description 

In PWCS, special education is funded using a needs-based system, both on a per-pupil as well as per-section 

basis106. Following how enrollment-count is categorized at the Virginia state-level, the Division uses a two-tiered 

system based on one of two handicapping categories: (1) Level I or “resource programs” and (2) Level II or “self-

contained programs.” Within each level are specific levels that denote grade as well as “resource programs” that 

account for a student’s disability category, in addition to other specific programmatic elements, such as related 

services. 

                                                      

106 If a child with a category of ED (emotionally disturbed) is at level II, they are funded on a per-pupil basis; however, with that same category 

at the elementary and middle school levels, it is funded per-section.  A child with a category of LD (learning disability) level I and II are both 

funded on a per pupil basis with the per pupil amount decreasing incrementally from elementary to middle to high school.   

In addition, level I students may be case managed by teachers of level II classes.  For example, if a school has six level II students with autism 
spectrum disorder and seven level I students with ASD, two will be moved from the level I funding category to the level II funding category.  
Funding is based on IEPs and the program of primary service.  

 

Funding for sections uses state class-size caps set forth in code through Virginia Standards of Quality (SOQ). 
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Some school based special education instructional supports are centrally funded. They include: Adapted Physical 

Education, K-3 Gifted Education, Teachers for the Hearing Impaired, Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy, and 

Speech & Language Impaired. Curriculum materials for students with disabilities are funded at the school level with 

exceptions. For example, in some cases, students with assistive technology (assigned to them) have that funded 

through the school; whereas in other cases, that is paid for with central office special education funds. The same is 

true for materials and equipment used by occupational therapists and physical therapists. 

There is a concern among Division leaders and special educators in the field that resources allocated for special 

education students do not always reach them. Special education staff report that there are not enough adults 

(teachers and/or aides) to support instruction and inclusion, little storage for equipment, a lack of work space 

conducive to learning, a sufficient budget for students’ assistive technology needs, and services for students with 

visual impairments. 

The Division’s funding formula for special education was another area of concern raised during interviews. School 

leaders felt that they were not able to hire sufficient and high quality personnel early enough to staff their schools, 

had to settle for those who were not able to get contracts in other school districts, and/or sometimes could not fill 

open positions, having to rely on long term substitute teachers. The Finance Office works with schools to use special 

education dollars efficiently; however, there is a feeling that their role is to curb costs and only keep schools in 

compliance with the law. There is also a feeling among school leaders that OSE has little input into the development 

or oversight of the department’s budget and expenditures. The OSE does, however, have control over how it takes 

allocations for each of its budgets and allocates the resources provided.   

Process and Timeline  

To calculate student funding, allocations are sent, at a minimum, three times a year: (1) Proposed (February for the 

following school year); (2) Adopted (May for the following school year), and (3) Revised (September 20th numbers).  

At the September 30th reconciliation, budgets are adjusted based on actual student enrollment.  Each school's 

enrollments are individually reviewed by school principals. Often, discussions take place about individual students 

with extraordinary needs when making funding decisions.   

It is reported that the hiring of teachers may start as early as January and move into the summer however, it was 

also reported that a significant number of special education teacher hires are happening late – as late as September 

30.  Principals and Directors are responsible for monitoring enrollment and for hiring as needed. Principals also 

determine when postings for special education positions are to be publicly posted. Teachers, principals, and other 

division administrators explained that the present financial timeline can sometimes inhibit the Division’s ability to 

attract new special education teachers. In particular, it is reported by administrators that hiring challenges arise 

when student populations increase for a particular school or program mid-year. When mid-year growth takes place 

within PWCS, funding is provided to allow the school to be in compliance with regard to the VAC. However, finding 

a permanent, high quality candidate to fill the position mid-year is not always feasible. 

Accountability 

Under site based management, school principals are responsible for spending the dollars they receive from the 

division, including the funds allocated for students with disabilities.  Given this spending is happening at the building 

level, there are differences in how special education funds are spent. Without a transparent and routine approach 

to monitoring special education fund usage at a school level, funds could be either over-expended, under-expended, 

or spent on personnel and materials outside of special education.     

In PWCS, the OSE does not direct the special education dollars to individual sites – this includes the spending, 

monitoring of the spending, and overall fiscal accountability for state, local, and federal special education dollars.  

Instead, these dollars are funneled from the Finance office to individual school sites. The Finance Office indicates 

that special education dollars are to be spent in a manner that is compliant with IDEA’s maintenance of effort 

requirements; however, this is an area that could present significant risk if not routinely monitored. Working within 
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the structure of site-based management, PWCS will need to determine how to create a comprehensive approach 

to monitoring these funds more closely, particularly in schools in which outcomes for students with disabilities are 

not improving. 

In PWCS, principals, not OSE, also can choose if they want a low incidence program in their school or not (e.g., 

Autism programming). Focus group participants reported that because of the geographical location of some specific 

programming, some students have to attend a school that is out of their catchment area. Per recommendations 

earlier in this report, PWCS will need to further explore how program placement decisions are made.     

CEIS Set-Aside  

As explained in Chapter III: MTSS, PWCS has been required by VDOE to set-aside 15% of its total IDEA 

entitlement, a total of approximately $2M per year, for coordinated early intervening services (CEIS).  PWCS has 

continued to set aside these dollars, though these dollars were listed as a “voluntary set aside” on the VDOE 

website. PWCS needs to examine how these funds are currently being spent and the impact they are having on 

reducing disproportionate disciplinary practices.   

Recommendations 

21. Special Education Fiscal Officer. Hire a 1.0 FTE Special Education Fiscal Officer who works within OSE and 

reports to the Director of Special Education, and serves as a liaison to the Finance Office. Such a person should 

possess a background in both special education operations and compliance as well as school finance. The 

intent of this position is to provide programming and fiscal support to schools around their special education 

budget and monitor use of special education expenditures at the school level.   

 

22. Special Education Funding Model. Conduct an in-depth analysis of the current funding model to determine 

how special education funding is currently being allocated to and used in schools and what gaps schools believe 

they have with staffing for effective service delivery. Charge the Special Education Fiscal Officer with leading a 

workgroup with representatives from school leadership, level superintendent leadership, and Special Education 

and Finance leadership to evaluate the current funding model and propose alternatives. As part of this effort, 

explore staffing models known to promote inclusive practices (such as Student Based Budgeting) and quality 

services in addition to ensuring compliance. Explore how PWCS might be able to take advantage of the new 

Student-Centered Funding Pilot Programs recently announced by the US Department of Education.107 Make 

the staffing formula/guidelines public once the formula has been developed with input from stakeholders.  

 

23. Funding Accountability. Increase site-based accountability of special education resources. Require that all 

site based special education expenses be approved by the proposed Special Education Fiscal Officer. Should 

a site be spending its special education dollars in a manner that is inconsistent with local, state, and federal 

guidelines, the OSE should have the authority to re-direct the funds for a more appropriate use. 

a. Expend Special Education Funding. Require that all sites expend their allocated special 

education resources each year per guidelines. 

b. Hiring Timeline. Explore ways in which PWCS can hire special education teachers based on 

projected student counts. Conduct a trend analysis to determine which schools routinely require 

additional teaching staff in the fall. Investigate how PWCS can hire a “pool” of teachers who can 

be deployed in the fall when enrollment projections demonstrate the need to hire additional 

teachers. 

 

                                                      

107 https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/scfp/studentcentered.html 
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24. CEIS Funding. Determine the status of the CEIS requirement and assess how funds could be used more 

effectively to produce improved student outcomes and reduce disciplinary referrals.  
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VII. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Multi-Tiered System of Supports  

1. MTSS.108 Build on PWCS’s VTSS, CEIS, and PBIS process and curricular frameworks to develop/implement a 

unified and clear structure of Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) for academic achievement, positive 

behavior, and social/emotional growth (including enrichment) for all students.109  

a. Establish a division-wide framework for the implementation of MTSS, including a written description and 

guidelines, for students in grades kindergarten through 12 performing below grade level standards.110 

Decide upon the name of the framework and create guides to explain how the intervention models such as 

PBIS, CEIS, etc. complement each other.  

b. Develop internal and external materials that explain the connection between MTSS, VTSS, and other 

intervention models and the research base for following a structured intervention process. Create an 

electronic user-friendly and accessible MTSS manual for school teams and for parents to understand the 

MTSS process and to document procedures/practices relevant to the management/operation of MTSS in 

PWCS. Ensure a common understanding and buy-in around the division for the need for MTSS, why and 

how it is implemented, what desired targets it is intended to meet, and what progress the division is making 

toward achieving the goals. Maintain the manual by updating it regularly as there are changes to policy or 

practice. 

c. Create a division-level MTSS leadership team, including the Division’s central leadership staff, school 

principals, the Director of Special Education, etc., and representatives from every educational unit (e.g., 

Title I, bilingual, gifted, etc.). Establish standards for division-wide and school-based instructional leadership 

teams regarding the use of problem-solving and data-based decision making at all tiers to support academic 

advancement and positive behavior; and supplement teams as needed to support teachers and students.  

d. Establish standards for division-wide and school-based instructional leadership teams regarding the use of 

problem-solving and data-based decision making at all tiers to support academic advancement and positive 

behavior; and supplement teams as needed to support teachers and students.  

e. Establish standards for the use of MTSS for referring students for special education evaluations and using 

results as part of the process for determining the existence of a specific learning disability, and any other 

disability areas as permitted by state law/regulations. As part of this process, consider research showing 

the use of MTSS to reduce racial/ethnic disproportionality in the identification and suspensions of students 

with disabilities.  

f. Include in the Division’s system of accountability measurable expectations for implementing the core 

curriculum and MTSS framework. Establish, communicate, support, and monitor clear expectations and 

“non-negotiables,” establishing clear lines of accountability and responsibility across departments and 

schools, aligning them with relevant standards and guidance. Incorporate the expectations into 

administrator, principal, teacher, paraprofessional aides, and related-service personnel performance 

evaluations. Have schools incorporate activities into their school improvement plans that would enable them 

to meet these expectations.  

g. Consider the fiscal implications of enabling schools to retain special education staff to provide interventions 

for all students if the need for these teachers is reduced because of lower incidence rates for students with 

                                                      

108 In order to simplify these recommendations, we are using the term MTSS. PWCS may choose to use VTSS as the 
overarching description. Per this recommendation, the Division will need to determine the appropriate term for future use. 
109 This information includes components that are based on the Literacy Education for All, Results for the Nation Act (LEARN 
Act), H.R. 2272, which if passed would authorize state grants to improve birth through grade 12 literacy.  
110 Response to Intervention/Multi-tiered Systems of Support (RTI/MTSS) Guide developed by the RTI Committee of the 
Inclusion Action Group Project led by the New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education (NJCIE)( http://njcie.org/wp-
content/uploads/Part-1-NJ-RTI-MTSS-Guide-Introduction.pdf). 

 

http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=h112-2272&tab=summary
http://njcie.org/wp-content/uploads/Part-1-NJ-RTI-MTSS-Guide-Introduction.pdf
http://njcie.org/wp-content/uploads/Part-1-NJ-RTI-MTSS-Guide-Introduction.pdf
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IEPs. Provide examples of how schools can use funds to support MTSS implementation. Consider how the 

flexible use of allowable funds under Title I of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and Coordinated 

Early Intervening Services (CEIS) funds under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) may 

be used to support MTSS.111  

h. Develop an expedited two-to-three-year division-wide MTSS implementation plan. As part of this planning 

process, consider how each school will have access to a consistent set of effective evidence-based 

interventions to meet the needs of most students and access to additional interventions for students with 

additional needs.  

 

2. Universal Design for Learning. Provide clear guidance and training for all Division teachers on the principles 

of UDL and how principles can be applied in the development of curriculum, instruction and assessment. When 

instruction is designed up front using UDL principles, individual learning needs are often mitigated and this can 

help teachers be more open to and positive about the possibility that they can support a wide array of learners. 

Consider the use of text to speech technology tools and software so that all students have additional access 

points to the curriculum. A greater understanding and implementation of UDL can make learning accessible to 

all students and can help close achievement gaps between students with disabilities and their non-disabled 

peers. 

 

3. Disproportionality. Continue to monitor the discipline and suspension rates of students with IEPs in a 

racial/ethnic subgroup to ensure that it is not at least two times more likely than peers to be identified as being 

over-identified, (i.e., risk ratios). Analyze longitudinal data to determine which schools may be suspending 

students with IEPs at a higher rate and provide training on alternative methods (such as Restorative Justice). 

Benchmark suspension rates by race/ethnicity in the areas of concern, and expand the focus of quarterly data 

reviews to include elementary and high schools. Twice yearly, track whether the use of MTSS and CEIS funds 

are reducing racial/ethnic disparities in these areas. Monitor the results of PWCS activities to determine if they 

are having any impact on disciplinary practices for students with IEPs, and to take follow-up action as 

appropriate. Use district-wide and school-based Instructional Leadership Teams for this purpose.  

Academic and Social Emotional Well-Being of Students with Disabilities  

4. Build a System-wide Culture of Academic Optimism. The one goal that virtually everyone shares for schools 

is the academic achievement of students, including those with IEPs. Consider the research base of academic 

optimism that demonstrates how some neighborhood schools are high-performing, while others are not, and 

build upon PWCS’s foundation already in place.112 Provide an aligned message about the philosophy and 

expectations for the achievement of students receiving special education services from the Superintendent, 

Level Superintendents, Director of Special Education, etc.  

 

5. Results Driven Accountability. Establish a division-wide system of Results Driven Accountability to support 

PWCS’s mission to provide each and every student with an exemplary college preparatory education so they 

can succeed in college, career, and life; and goals for each and every student to reach/exceed academic 

proficiency, and to eliminate the achievement gap. Shift from a focus on process and compliance to student 

outcomes with a greater sense of urgency. The gap between students with disabilities and students without 

disabilities needs to be widely understood across the Division at all levels so that they can be involved in 

determining solutions.  

                                                      

111 Implementing RTI Using Title I, Title III, and CEIS Funds; Implementing RTI Using Title I, Title III and CEIS Funds: Key Issues for Decision-
makers at www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/rti.html. 
112 Academic Optimism of Schools (http://www.waynekhoy.com/collective-ao.html). 

http://www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/rti.html
http://www.waynekhoy.com/collective-ao.html
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a. Unrelenting focus on instruction. Clearly communicate to schools and the broader community that 

a key tenet of the Special Education Department moving forward is to ensure that students with 

disabilities make progress on functional and academic outcomes.  

b. Continue tracking Achievement/Growth for Students with IEPs. Continue tracking the achievement 

of students with IEPs in the Division’s Strategic Plan and in the electronic data warehouse (DART – 

Data Analysis and Reporting Tool). This action is consistent with the federal Office for Special 

Education Programs intent to make test scores, graduation rates, and post-school outcomes the basis 

of “Results-Driven Accountability,” and reinforce PWCS’s high expectations for each and every student. 

Ensure school level data continue to be readily available to school leaders and collaboratively develop 

and implement a plan to support them in improving these outcomes. 

c. Data Use. Address ways in which the various quantitative and qualitative data components included in 

these recommendations and the state performance indicators for special education will be collected 

and assessed as part of PWCS’s overall and school specific system of accountability.  

d. Professional Learning.  Provide training and professional learning opportunities for principals and 

other personnel so that they have the information they need to successfully support the principles of 

RDA. For every recommendation that PWCS plans to implement, which requires the 

development/revision of expectations, procedures, instruction, etc., ensure that sufficient differentiated 

professional learning is designed and provided consistent with national standards. 

e. Strategic Plan. Establish a two to three-year strategic plan for OSE with specific, measurable goals 

and outcomes focused on RDA. Develop a framework in which there are standards of expected 

implementation at each school to ensure consistency and fidelity. Embed critical components of this 

plan within the Division’s strategic plan.  

6. Preschool Students with Disabilities. Focus efforts to expand the capacity of the preschool programs for 

students with disabilities on providing more inclusive placement options, including providing services and 

supports to children in community-based early care/child care programs. 

 

7. Implement Frameworks for Inclusive Practices Training and Coaching. Expand upon and strengthen the 

following four school wide evidenced-based practices that when implemented by both general and special 

education teachers will begin to establish the foundational pillars throughout the school’s instructional day that 

will provide the access and supports necessary for students with disabilities to be successful in an inclusive 

environment:  

a. Develop written guidelines on inclusive practices that provide clear expectations and directions to 

all and provide an institutionalized record to which all staff, including new teachers, can refer. 

b. Provide consistent, on-going professional development.  
c. Develop supportive structures that allow effective co-teaching teams to create efficiency and 

investment in partnership. 
d. Provide guidance on when, where, and a minimum time for how often co-teaching teams should 

collaborate. 
e. Provide information on how teams can expand inclusive opportunities for students while still 

accounting for service delivery minutes. 
f. On a monthly basis, review data and the extent to which students of varying disabilities can be 

moved to less restrictive settings and continue monitoring the appropriate placement for them.  
 

8. Program Placement. To address the concern that there is inequity in the location of self-contained programs 

across the Division’s schools, establish a cross-departmental committee with representatives from Facilities, 

Special Education, Finance, Transportation, the Superintendent’s Office and others (such as school principals), 

to assess how and where special education programs should be located across the Division. Meet at least 

quarterly to review current program locations and new class requests. Create guidelines and expectations for 
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schools so there is a clear master plan and understanding of how decisions for selecting locations are made 

based on student needs. 

 

9. Viable Curriculum for Students Taking the Alternate Assessment. Ensure that students who are on the 

alternate curriculum aligned with alternate achievement standards have a consistent, viable, division-wide 

K-12 curriculum that is implemented with fidelity. This can be supplemented with developed curriculum for 

specific areas such as transition. Conduct an audit of each school’s materials and resources to make sure staff 

have the tools they need. 

 

10. Communication Devices. Ensure that students who are non-verbal consistently have an appropriate 

communication system or device readily available to them, by continuing implementation of the AAC plan. 

Devices can be low or high tech, such as a laminated language board or a dedicated speech generating device. 

Consistent, division-wide access and use of dedicated communication systems is crucial for non-verbal 

students to express their needs, wants, emotions, learning, opinions, and knowledge. It allows them to interact 

with the people around them meaningfully and independently. 

11. Assistive Technology. Increase the capacity of the Division’s assistive technology program by hiring another 

(1 FTE) qualified assistive technology professional.  In addition, to extend the capacity of the Division’s assistive 

technology programming, employ a division-wide, team-based framework such as the Student, Environments, 

Tasks, and Tools (SETT).113 In addition, measure the overall success of the Division’s assistive technology plan 

by utilizing the Quality Indicators of Assistive Technology (QIAT), a framework designed to assess the overall 

quality of AT programming.  

 

12. Parent and Family Engagement. Enhance communication with parents/families by improving the 

PWCS/Special Education websites and actively partnering with SEAC. Use the PWCS’ website as a 

mechanism for keeping stakeholders aware of the Division’s activities that address the implementation status 

of this report’s recommendations, as well as other initiatives, enhancements and changes for delivering special 

education services.  

 

13. Progress Monitoring. Ensure staff understand the expectations around progress reporting and revise 

protocols as needed. Create a monitoring system and follow up mechanism when staff are not completing 

progress reporting as legally required. 

 

14. Transportation. Review the current process for communication with parents regarding transportation.  Assess 

if the transportation app is sufficiently meeting the needs of parents.  

 

15. Post-Secondary Transition. Develop a team of stakeholders to expand the transition program for students 

with IEPs. With the very low national employment rate114 for individuals with disabilities, the provision of highly 

effective transition support is critical. Gather stakeholders with expertise in the area of post-high school 

transition activities and review the Division’s current program and how it may be improved and expanded.115 As 

part of transition planning, help students with disabilities develop self-advocacy and self-determination skills by 

participating in and leading their IEP meetings. Develop relevant and age appropriate programming options for 

students with disabilities that continue their education at PWCS beyond age 18. Organize this program centrally 

so that resources can be pooled and schools are not responsible for creating viable options on their own for 

only a handful of students. 

                                                      

113 SETT is a framework that gives IEP teams a scaffold to work-through when considering assistive technology for a student. When IEP 
teams work through such a process, it empowers IEP teams to use an informed, research based problem-solving process and extends the 
bandwidth of the AT consultant. 
114 United States Department of Labor, May 2012: 69.5 percent for individuals with disabilities compared to 20.7 for those without disabilities.  
115 For more information, see: Evidence-Based Practices and Predictors in Secondary Transition: What We Know and What We Still Need to 
Know, National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (www.nsttac.org/sites/default/files/assets/pdf/.../ExecsummaryPPs.pdf). 
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Organization and Support Structures  

16. Special Education Standards. From the Superintendent’s Office, empower the Director of Special Education 

with the authority to lead the Division’s special education programming. Such authority means the Special 

Education Director is in charge of special education for the division; he/she is responsible for implementing 

equitable and consistent use of resources, overseeing and implementing special education mandates coming 

from the state, ensuring that the program is adequately and equitably funded. and for supporting schools with 

sufficient and appropriate staff development. Additionally, the Director should have the license to initiate and 

lead mandatory site or division-wide programming and direct special education decisions at the site-level. When 

there are compliance challenges or opportunities for improvement, the Director of Special Education should 

have the authority to assist the principals of each site and, when necessary, overrule the principal on matters 

related to special education operations, policy, and finance. The Division must be clear about the role of central 

office in supporting the learning of students receiving special education: schools must be responsible and 

accountable for the teaching and learning process while the OSE’s role is to provide adequate resources, clear 

guidance and professional development, and support schools in the consistent and effective implementation of 

programs and services.  

17. OSE Organization. Reorganize the OSE into three functional units: Cluster and School Support, Division-Wide 

Instructional Initiatives, and Operations. Conduct a further in-depth review of staffing duties to determine how 

many additional staff are required to fulfill the intent of the reorganization appropriately and advocate for funding 

to support them. Move the MTSS/VTSS and PBIS functions out of OSE and create a separate organizational 

structure for this critical area with a Director that reports to the Associate Superintendent of Student Learning 

and Accountability. Keep the responsibility of CEIS under OSE until further analysis can be done. 

 

18. Professional Learning. To effectively address the recommendations in this report, plan a differentiated 

professional learning program for all affected educators, paraprofessionals, assistants, etc. by infusing learning 

opportunities that are ongoing and job-embedded and proven to support changes in teacher practice. As part 

of this planning process, consider the following provisions.  

a. National Standards. Have the professional learning activities be consistent with national Learning First 

standards 116 and current research about effective professional learning.117  

b. High Quality and Rigorous Instruction. Provide professional learning opportunities for principals and 

teachers on what it means to provide rigorous instruction aligned with rigorous academic standards to 

ensure better outcomes for students with disabilities beyond high school. 

c. Cross-Functional Training. Initiate cross-functional training of administrators and other school 

support groups from every educational division to expand their knowledge and ability to support school-

based personnel.  

d. Paraprofessionals/Assistants. Provide professional learning opportunities for paraprofessionals/ 

assistants in a differentiated and targeted manner for the types of personnel and students they support 

and determine how and when the training will be offered to enable paraprofessionals/assistants to 

attend. For further information, refer to Paraprofessionals: The “Sous-Chefs of Literacy Instruction.”118  

                                                      

116 National Staff Development Council, Designing Powerful Professional Development for Teachers and Principals, Dennis Sparks at 
www.learningforward.org/news/sparksbook/sparksbook.pdf. The document at pages 1-2 to 1-4 links a variety of national research-based 
reports summarizing the importance of professional development for teachers and parents. 
117 Tooley, M. and Connally, K. (2016). No Panacea: Diagnosing What Ails Teacher Professional Development Before Reaching for 
Remedies. Education Policy. 
118 http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/TEC0740%281%2956-62.pdf. 

http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/TEC0740%25281%252956-62.pdf
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e. Interschool Collaboration. Establish ways for personnel to share across schools their successful 

practices and to brainstorm solutions. Identify demonstration schools of excellence, use exemplary 

school-based personnel as trainers, provide informal common time for guided discussion and to explore 

use of technology tools such as Wiki, Google, etc.  

f. Parent Involvement. With parent stakeholder and representative groups, consider how training will be 

made available for families/caregivers to reinforce activities that will support the learning, 

social/emotional skills, and positive behavior of their children.  

g. Communication & Feedback. Establish timely communication/feedback processes to share solutions 

to implementation barriers. Several problem areas are likely to require targeted groups of 

knowledgeable people to resolve issues as they arise. For example, schools often have difficulty 

providing services with existing staff and/or current practices and would benefit from feedback from 

individuals able to analyze the situation, and give meaningful suggestions for instruction and use of 

staff (as well as between special and general educators). 

19.  Special Education Manual. Create an interactive, web-based PWCS special education manual to support 

user-friendly and transparent access to procedures/practices relevant to the management/operation of special 

education.  

a. Public Access. Provide public access to the manual by posting the document on the PWCS special 

education webpage, and provide links to available on-line resources. Train staff on it and regularly update 

it with current information and resources. 

b. Content. Include criteria, procedures and practices for each area relevant to the implementation of these 

recommendations, e.g., criteria for child find; referring students for a special education evaluation; inclusive 

instruction for preschool children; support for on-going needs of preschool children and school-aged 

students who are referred but are not evaluated or not qualified for services; expectations and tools to 

facilitate communication to teachers regarding the IEP-specified needs of students in each of their classes; 

participation of general education teachers in IEP meetings; role of various IEP participants and 

general/special education personnel in various circumstances, etc.  

c. Collaboration with Stakeholders. Collaborate with preschool personnel, principals, other school-based 

groups, and SEAC representatives to consider information and resource links that would be useful for each 

relevant group to include in the manual. 

d. Parents/Families. In collaboration with local parent and advocacy groups, plan face-to-face training and 

on-line modules to provide parents an understanding of the information in the manual. If feasible, publish a 

modified document appropriate for parents and supplement it with one-page brochures to further access to 

this information. Ensure training is accessible to parents with diverse linguistic needs and sensory 

limitations.  

 
20. School and Central Office Reviews. Assess the extent to which these processes are meeting intended 

outcomes. Expand the use of facilitated IEP meetings and seek out additional training on it as necessary.  

Fiscal Considerations 

21. Special Education Fiscal Officer. Hire a 1.0 FTE Special Education Fiscal Officer who works within OSE and 

reports to the Director of Special Education, and serves as a liaison to the Finance Office. Such a person should 

possess a background in both special education operations and compliance as well as school finance. The 

intent of this position is to provide programming and fiscal support to schools around their special education 

budget and monitor use of special education expenditures at the school level.   
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22. Special Education Funding Model. Conduct an in-depth analysis of the current funding model to determine 

how special education funding is currently being allocated to and used in schools and what gaps schools believe 

they have with staffing for effective service delivery. Charge the Special Education Fiscal Officer with leading a 

workgroup with representatives from school leadership, level superintendent leadership, and Special Education 

and Finance leadership to evaluate the current funding model and propose alternatives. As part of this effort, 

explore staffing models known to promote inclusive practices (such as Student Based Budgeting) and quality 

services in addition to ensuring compliance. Explore how PWCS might be able to take advantage of the new 

Student-Centered Funding Pilot Programs recently announced by the US Department of Education119. Make 

the staffing formula/guidelines public once the formula has been developed with input from stakeholders. 

 

23. Funding Accountability. Increase site-based accountability of special education resources. Require that all 

site based special education expenses be approved by the proposed Special Education Fiscal Officer. Should 

a site be spending its special education dollars in a manner that is inconsistent with local, state, and federal 

guidelines, the OSE should have the authority to re-direct the funds for a more appropriate use. 

a. Expend Special Education Funding. Require that all sites expend their allocated special education 

resources each year per guidelines. 

b. Hiring Timeline. Explore ways in which PWCS can hire special education teachers based on projected 

student counts. Conduct a trend analysis to determine which schools routinely require additional teaching 

staff in the fall. Investigate how PWCS can hire a “pool” of teachers who can be deployed in the fall when 

enrollment projections demonstrate the need to hire additional teachers. 

 

24. CEIS Funding. Determine the status of the CEIS requirement and assess how funds could be used more 

effectively to produce improved student outcomes and reduce disciplinary referrals.  

 

 
 

 

 
 

  

                                                      

119 https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/scfp/studentcentered.html 
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VIII. APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Division Data Reviewed 

1. Demographics – For all PWCS students (with & without IEPs), the number of: 

a. Students by race/ethnicity 

b. Students by grade level 

c. Students by school 

2. Students who are English Language Learners 

3. Demographics - The number of all PWCS students w/IEPs & by disability areas: 

4. The number of all PWCS students w/IEPs by race/ethnicity 

5. The number of all PWCS students w/IEPs who are English Language Learners 

6. Performance - Percentage of students with/without IEPs meeting/exceeding proficient standard in reading 

and math SOL for 2013-2017.  

7. Graduation - Number of students with/without IEPs who graduated with a regular diploma. 

a. By race/ethnicity 

b. By disability areas 

8. Drop-Out - Number of students with IEPs who have dropped out of school. 

a. By race/ethnicity 

b. By disability areas 

9. Suspensions/Dismissals/Expulsions - For students with/without IEPs, number suspended for total school 

days last school year. 

10. Educational Settings (least restrictive environment) - For all students with IEPs. Using the federal 

educational setting criteria, e.g., students w/IEPs in general education setting 80% or more of the time, 

between 40-80% of the time, less than 40% of the time, special schools (public & private), provide student 

count. 

11. Staffing - Number of FTE staff (including contractual) in the following areas: 

a. Special Education Teacher 

b. Paraprofessionals 

c. Psychologists 

d. Social Workers 

e. Nurses 

f. Occupational Therapists 

g. Physical Therapists 

12. PWCS CEIS 17-18 Plan Approval  

13. EEE Presentation on intervention process 

14. What is PBIS - document 

15. School Counselor Presentation - What is PBIS, Dec 7th 

16. SWIS Presentation July 2017 

17. CEIS October Staff Meeting 

18. CEIS December Staff Meeting 

19. CEIS August Staff Meeting  

20. SMS Hidden Bias 

21. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda - River Oaks – September 2017 

22. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda - Vaughn – September 2017 

23. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda – Yorkshire – September 2017 

24. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda – Beville – September 2017 

25. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda – Belmont – September 2017 

26. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda - Dale City – September 2017 

27. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda – Dumfries – September 2017 
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28. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda – Fitzgerald – September 2017 

29. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda - Fred Lynn – September 2017 

30. CEIS/VTSS Principal’s Meeting Agenda – Kerrydale – September 2017 

31. Prince William County - TFI Division Report 

32. Prince William County Schools vtss Self Assessment 

33. Best practice Guidelines: Interpreter Use When Evaluating Students Who Are Suspected to Have a 

Disability, 4.2013 

34. Best practice Guidelines: Request for Central Office Special Education Evaluation or Reevaluation, 4.2013 

35. 2017-18 CEIS Budget Form 

36. 2017-18 CEIS VA Plan July 31, 2017 

37. High School Summit - Graduation Requirements and Post-Secondary Planning for Students with an IEP 

presentation 

38. Transition Documents to DW 

39. Vocational Skills Program Presentation- June 13, 2017 

40. Presentation: Managing a Special Class for Students with Autism and Intellectual Disabilities- November 

2015 

41. Recommended Materials for a Classroom for Students with Autism - List 

42. Presentation: Completing the FBA BIP Process - July 2017 

43. Community-Based Instruction (CBI) Program Manual 2017-18 School Year 

44. Best practice Guidelines: Guidelines for Acceptable Use of Adapted Seating, 4.2013 

45. Best practice Guidelines: Considering More Restrictive Placements Such As Center Based Programs, and 

Public Separate Schools for Students with Disabilities, 7.2013 

46. Best practice Guidelines: Using Translated Special Education Forms, 7.2014 

47. Best practice Guidelines: ESY est Practices 

48. ESY Progress 

49. Discipline Presentation - April 2016 

50. Best practice Guidelines: APE July 2015 

51. Best practice Guidelines: Sensory  

52. PWCS- classroom suggestions 

53. PWCS- classroom checklist 

54. Presentation: Assistant Principal Leadership Academy, year 1, October 2017 

55. ESY Home-Based Homebound 

56. Sensory Processing Skills Functional Checklist  

57. Individual sensory suggestions document 

58. IEP Manual 

59. 2014-15 Chart of Class Locations 

60. 2016-17 Chart of Class Locations 

61. 2017-18 Chart of Class Locations  

62. 2015-16 Chart of Class Locations  

63. FBA BIP Manual, April 2015: Completing the Functional Behavior Assessment and Behavior Intervention 

Plan 

64. Form – Behavior Intervention Plan/ Form BIP-1 12.2014  

65. Behavior Intervention Plan/ Notification of Behavior Intervention Plan Receipt/ Form BIP-2, 12.2014 

66. Behavior Intervention Plan/ Notification of Behavior Intervention Plan Receipt/ Form BIP-3, 12.2014  

67. Behavior Intervention Plan Follow Up/ Form BIP-4, 12.2014  

68. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Summary of Student Behavior/ Form FBA-1, 12.2014  

69. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Form FBA-2, 12.2014 

70. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Data Collection: Antecedent Behavior Consequence (ABC) Chart/ Form 

FBA-3, 12.2014  

71. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Data Collection: Frequency Chart/ Form FBA-4, 12.2014 

72. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Data Collection: Latency Chart/ Form FBA-5, 12.2014  
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73. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Data Collection: Duration Chart/ Form FBA-6, 12.2014 

74. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Data Collection: Time Sampling Chart/ Form FBA-7, 12.2014  

75. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Data Collection: Peer Comparison Time Sampling Chart/ Form FBA, 

12.2014 

76. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Indirect Data Collection: Student Interview/ Form FBA-9, 12.2014 

77. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Indirect Data Collection: Parent Interview/ Form FBA-10, 12.2014 

78. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Indirect Data Collection: Teacher Interview/ Form FBA-11, 12.2014 

79. Functional Behavior Assessment/ Indirect Data Collection: Student Preference Assessment/ Form FBA-12, 

12.2014 

80. 504 Manual, rev 2013 

81. Form: 15-05 Fine Gross Motor Screening 11.2014 

82. Form: 15-07 SLI60 Day Enrollment Screening 11.2014 

83. Form: 15-10 Summary Screening Results 11.2014 

84. Form: 15-15 Screening Parent Letter 11.2014 

85. Form: 15-20a,b. Management of Record 2.24.2016 

86. Form: 20.00 Parent Contact Log. 11.2014 

87. Form: 20.01 Initial Referral 3.2016 

88. Form: 20.02 Student Data Sheet 11.2014 

89. Form: 20.03 Behavior Concerns 11.2014 

90. Form: 20.04 English Language Learners 11.2014 

91. Form: 20.05 Meeting Documentation 11.2014 

92. Form: 20.08 Student Intervention Record Sheet 11.2014 

93. Form: 25-05 abc Ref Review Consent 07.2014 

94. Form: 20.06 Recommendation 03.2016 

95. Form: 20.07 a,b.Student Intervention Plan 11.2014 

96. Form: 25-10 Min Required Areas To Be Evaluated 09.2017 

97. Form: 25.15 Admin Track Special Education Evals 

98. Form: 30-15a,b.EducAssmntSpchLangEval07.2014 

99. Form: 30-17 Indicators Language Function 07.201 

100. Form: 30-18 Pre-School Teacher Assessment Speech Language Eval 07.2014 

101. Form: 30-19 Pre-School Par Checklist Speech Language 07.2014 

102. Form: 30-20 a,b,c Voice Referral Form 07.2014 

103. Form: 30-25a,b.TeacherEdReport 07.2014 

104. Form: 30-30a.InstrCompletEvalReport 07.2014 

105. Form: 30-30EvaluationReportForm 07.2014 

106. Form: 35-45a,bEligGroupSum 07.2014 

107. Form: 35-50 Eligibility Letter 07.2014 

108. Form: 40-10 IEP Meeting Agenda 07.2014 

109. Form: 40-05 12.2015 (Meeting Notice and Invitation) 

110. Form: 40-09ParContMtgPartic 07.2014 

111. Form: 40-10 Summer Serv 07.2014 

112. Form: 40-11 PWN Consent 07.2014 

113. Form: 40-12 IEP.PLP. 07.2014 

114. Form: 40-13 IEP.Transition Services 07.2014 

115. Form: 40-14 IEP.Transition Services 07.2014 

116. Form: 40-15 IEP.Annual Goals 07.2014 

117. Form: 40-15a IEP. Annual Goals Objectives 07.2014 

118. Form: 40-16 IEP Program Supports 07.2014 

119. Form: 40-16aIEP Eligibility For Alt Formats 11.2014 

120. Form: 40-17.IEP.StateAssessment 07.2014 

121. Form: 40-17.IEP.VaSubstituteEvalPrgm 07.2014 
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122. Form: 40-17d IEP.VAAP Critieria 07.2014 

123. Form: 40-17e.IEPCalculator Accommodation 07.2014 

124. Form: 40-17g Credit Accommodations 07.2014 

125. Form: 40-18DivisionwideAssessandAssurances 07.2014 

126. Form: 40-19 IEP Special Factors 07.2014 

127. Form: 40-20 IEP Placement 07.2014 

128. Form: 40-34 Amendment Par Cont Mtg Partic 12.2015 

129. Form: 40-35 Amendment Summ Serv 12.2015 

130. Form: 40-36 Amendment PWN Consent 12.2015 

131. Form: 40-37 IEP.Progress Report 07.2014 

132. Form: 40-40ab IEP Special Transportation 06.20.2016 

133. Form: 40-46 IEP Transfer of Rights 07.2014 

134. Form: 40-47 IEP Exit Summary 07.2014 

135. Form: 40-48 IEP Educational Guardian 07.2014 

136. Form: 40-49 IEP Transfer Students 07.2014 

137. Form: 60-10Recordof Due Process for File 

138. Form: 65-05 Blue Sheet Documentation 04.2015 

139. Form: 65-10 Notificaftion OSE Student Changing Schools Parent Revocation Consent 07.2014 

140. Form: 65-15 Guidelines for Submitting Forms 07.2014 

141. Form: 75-05 a,b,c, Educational Surrogate 07.2014 

142. Form: 75-15 Contracted Services Request 01.2015 

143. Form: 75-20 Pattern Analysis Form 01.2016 

144. Form: 75-22 MDR Form 07.2014 

145. Form: 75-22a MDR Checklist 07.2014 

146. Form: 75-25 Ten Day Removal EduServices 03.2016 

147. Form: 75-30 PWN 07.2014 

148. PWCS VTSS Principals' News Update 

149. PRC Document - Parents As Partners Oct 2017 

150. PRC Document - Parent Rights in Dispute 10.2015 

151. IEP PRC Handouts 

152. PD Daily Sample 

153. PD Site 

154. PWCS Intranet - Staff communities 1  

155. PWCS Intranet - Staff communities 2 

156. List: OSE Organizational Chart 2017-18 Nov 2017 

157. List: Schools by Cluster, Supervisors, and Coordinators 2017-18 August 2017 

158. List: School Assignments 2017-18 Alpha by school  

159. 2017-18 OSE Departmental Meeting 

160. List: OSE Training Teams 

161. List: Required Training 

162. List: Special Education Instruction and Compliance Update Meetings 2017-18 

163. Best practice Guidelines: Private Consultants in PWCS Classrooms, 10.2016 

164. Procedural Manual  

165. Provisional license data 

166. State regulations staffing 

167. Budgeted vs. Filled FTE 2017-12-19 

168. PRC Sub Grant Award 

169. Parent Resource Center Grant 

170. Financial Data: SPED revenue vs. expenses, 2013-2018 

171. Financial Data: MOE projections yr over yr 

172. Financial Data: SPED Expenses by fiscal year and dept FY 13-18 
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173. Financial Data: SPED funding 

174. 4FY2018P School Allocation Files 

175. AAC PLC Plan 

176. Presentation: More than a Class! A Classroom Community – August 2017 

177. Attendee List: Explicit Reading Instruction course  
178. Presentation: SPE 150 revised 10.6.17 
179. Best practice Guidelines: Consensus and Dissent During the IEP Process 
180. Best practice Guidelines: Parent Revocation of Consent for Special Education and Related Services 
181. Best practice Guidelines: Records Management: Test Protocols 
182. Discipline Manual  
183. Documentation of Instruction samples 
184. Eligibility Manual 
185. October 2017 folder 

a. Cluster Meeting Versions 1-4 
b. Copy of Special Education Data Verification  
c. ELP Assessment Participation Criteria 2017-18 Rev 09.20.17 
d. ELP Assessment Participation Interface Preview 
e. Extended School Year Teachers Needed 
f. My Day ES with target bxs 
g. My Day ES with target bxs Spanish 
h. My Day HS 
i. My Day HS Spanish 
j. My Day HS with points- Spanish 
k. My Day HS w- Target Behaviors 
l. Oldie but Goodie with weekend supplement 
m. Oldie but Goodie Spanish 
n. Request for 17-18 Extended School Year Teachers 
o. Summer Evaluation Activity 
p. Tier Placement Handout PAPER ACCESS 2.0 Tests 2017-18 rev.1 
q. Update October 2017 

186. Presentation: Special Education Compliance and Instruction Update Meeting October 2016 
187. Presentation: Special Education Compliance and Instruction Update Meeting August 2016 
188. Best practice Guidelines: Classroom Observations 
189. Sept 137 update 
190. PW Summer 2016 Equity (003) 
191. July 11 2017 VTSS 
192. EEE 8 1 17 Equity in Education  
193. Check-in Check-out Presentation November 6, 2015 
194. CurrentSPE262IEP Training 11 August 2017 
195. Form: 10.2.17 SPE34IEP Admin Designee 
196. Form: 75-35 Consent Release of Non-Medical Info 07.2014 
197. Form: 90-00 SP Code Of Fed Reg Service Plans 07.2014 
198. Form: 90-05 SP Meeting Notice and Invitation 07.2014 
199. Form: 90-10 SP Parentally Placed Private School Students Pg1 07.2014 
200. Form: 90-12 SP PLOP 07.2014 
201. Form: 90-13 SP Annual Goals 07.2014 
202. Form: 90-15SP Placement And Assurances 07.2014 
203. Form: 90-37 SP Progress Rpt 07.2014 
204. Form: 90-46 SP Transfer of Rights 07.2014 
205. Form: 90-50 SP Parent Letter Resident 07.2014 
206. Form: 90-51 SP Parent Letter Non Resident 07.2014 
207. Form: 504-1 Referral 07.2014 
208. Form: 504-2 Eval Notice Consent 07.2014 
209. Form: 504-3 Eligibility Summary 07.2014 
210. Form: 504-6 Procedures 07.2014 
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211. Form: 504-10 Safe Guards Rights 08.2017 
212. Form: ESY 1ESY Case Manager Checklist 07.2014\ 
213. Form: ESY2 Progress Report 07.2014 
214. Form: HB1.HomebasedHBoundService Schedule 03.2016 
215. Form: HB2.HomebasedHBoundProvision Log 03.2016 
216. Form: HB3.HomebasedHBoundCommunic Log 03.2016 
217. Form: MED-1Consent Medicaid 07.2014 
218. Form: MED-2Parent Notification 07.2014 
219. Form: MED-3 Parent Consent Billing 07.2014 
220. Parent Want to Know 2017 
221. PRC SEAC flyer 2017 
222. 2017PEATC Workshop Descriptions (REV August 2017) 
223. ALL Cover Pages OSESOP12.2015 
224. Case Manager Cover Page OSESOP 12.2015 
225. Case Manager OSE Procedure 12.2015 
226. Central Evaluation Eligibility Procedure SOP12.2015 
227. Compensatory Special Education Services SOP12.2015 
228. Contracted Services Request SOP12.2015 
229. COR SOP 12.2015 
230. Due Process Checklist Draft 19Jan2016 
231. Ensuring Cluster and Program To Schools 12.2015 
232. Forms: Change Add Delete OSESOP12.2015 
233. HELP Desk SOP 12.2015 
234. Independent Educational Evaluations SOP 12.2015 
235. Out of District DSS Placement PWCS SOP 12.2015 
236. Placement Comparison 12.29.15 
237. Protocol Disagree OSES School SOP 12.2015 
238. Private Day by PWCS 12.2015 
239. Private School Placement Par FAPE SOP12.2015 
240. Random Comp Audits SOP 12.2015 
241. Request Central Eval Eligibility SOP 04.2015 
242. Res Hosp For FAPE OSE SOP 12.2015 
243. Res Hosp For NonFAPE Residential OSE SOP Jan 2015 
244. School Case Rev SOP 12.2015 
245. Staff Meetings OSE Revised 12.2015 
246. State Complaint Process SOP 01. 15 2016 
247. State Mediation Overview brochure 
248. State Mediation Overview SOP 04.2016 
249. Student Records 12.2015 
250. Surrogate Parent SOPO 12.2015 
251. Timeline Out of District Placement 12.2015 
252. Transportation SOP 4.2016 
253. Professional Development: Explicit Reading Instruction Course Catalog  
254. Audit Form 2015-16 Final_10.06.15 
255. Audit Form 2015-16 Final_11.02.15 
256. Audit Form 2016-17 Final_10.17.16 
257. Audit Form 2017-18 Final_10.04.17 
258. Audit Guide Doc2016-17 Final 10.17.16 
259. Audit Guide Doc2017-18 Final 10.04.17 
260. Random Compliance Audit Results: Division Summary 
261. SY 2015-16 DATA COR-MED-SC-DP-REDACTED 
262. SY 2016-17 DATA COR-MED-SC-DP-REDACTED 
263. SY 2017-18 DATA COR-MED-SC-DP-REDACTED 
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Appendix B. PCG Team Members 

Dr. Jennifer Meller, a Senior Consultant for PCG Education, brings expertise at the district level in the areas of 

data use, fiscal policy, and operational effectiveness as applied to special education, behavioral health, and school 

health services. She has a strong background in understanding the organizational policies and practices essential 

to support the instructional needs of students with disabilities and has worked with numerous districts across the 

county delivering special education consulting services. She has 15 years of experience in project management, 

training, and educational policy and has managed a variety of projects for PCG Education that involve 

community/stakeholder engagement, data management, and process improvement. She has served as a subject 

matter expert on nearly a dozen full scale and targeted special education reviews nationally and served as the 

project manager for a research engagement with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation designed to inform the 

Foundation’s Data Team about current educational trends and develop a strategy for future investments. Prior to 

joining PCG Education, Jennifer was the Director of Operations in the School District of Philadelphia’s Office of 

Specialized Instructional Services, where she focused on implementing student-focused data management 

systems, oversaw several multi-million dollar federal grants, and was responsible for policy and compliance. This 

work received written commendation from the Pennsylvania Department of Education (Bureau of Special 

Education) and recognition from other urban school districts. Jennifer earned an Ed.D. in Educational and 

Organizational Leadership and a MS.Ed. in Higher Education Management, both from the University of 

Pennsylvania. She also has a B.A. in English from Dickinson College.  

 

Sowmya Kumar, Subject Matter Expert, has a systemic and student-centered approach to implementing programs 

and services for students who are at risk for learning due to disabilities, poverty, and limited language acquisition. 

She has a track record of improving programs and outcomes through continuous improvement planning based on 

data analysis and frequent monitoring of progress. Ms. Kumar is a proponent of balancing compliance monitoring 

with improving outcomes for students through targeted professional development, clear and accessible operating 

guidelines, aligned resources and ongoing coaching, mentoring, and support. She has conducted program reviews 

for special education, bilingual education, and federal title programs at the state, regional and national levels. 

 

In her 38-year career, Ms. Kumar has served in a variety of roles in New York, New Jersey and Texas at the school, 

district, and regional levels. For the last seven years, she was the Assistant Superintendent of Special Education 

for the Houston Independent School District, the seventh largest school district in the nation, ensuring quality 

services for students with disabilities under Section 504 and special education. She was an Education Specialist at 

Region 4 Education Service Center in Houston for thirteen years where she focused on developing products and 

providing professional development and technical assistance around school improvement, interpreting and 

implementing federal laws and state policies, funding, and state and federal accountability. Prior to moving to 

Houston, she served as Director of Special Services in Hackettstown, New Jersey for six years, and in teaching 

and educational diagnostician roles in a few other school districts in New York and New Jersey. 

 

Ms. Kumar has a B.A in Chemistry from Queens College and an M.A in Special Education/Supervision and 

Administration from Teachers College, Columbia University.  

 

Matthew Korobkin, a Senior Advisor for PCG Education, provides internal and external leadership and expertise 

in matters of special education policy, compliance, operations, and instructional practice across the Northeast 

region. He actively leads and participates in the design, development, and delivery of special education services 

and technology solutions to support teachers, district leaders, and state administrators as they work to solve 

complex special education challenges. Prior to joining PCG, Matthew was the Special Education Officer for Strategic 

Planning and Evaluation in the Office of the Secretary of Education at the Delaware Department of Education. As 

an appointee and direct report to the Secretary, Matthew advised a legislated Special Education Oversight Group 

comprised of the Governor, Co-Chairs of the General Assembly’s Joint Finance Committee, and cabinet secretaries 

from the Department of Education, Department of Health and Social Services, and the Department of Services for 

Children, Youth, and their Families. Prior to his work in Delaware, Matthew supported the State Director of Special 
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Education at the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. He spent the first three years 

of his career in the classroom, working as a certified teacher and assistive technology specialist at a residential 

school for students with disabilities and the FLLAC Educational Collaborative, a public education service agency in 

Massachusetts. Matthew earned a M.S.Ed. in Education Policy from the University of Pennsylvania and a B.S. in 

Industrial and Labor Relations from Cornell University. He also holds a Certificate of Graduate Study in Assistive 

Technology from the California State University. Matthew holds teaching certificates in K-12 Instructional 

Technology in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and K-12 Special Education in the State of Delaware. He also 

maintains an Assistive Technology Professional (ATP) credential from the Rehabilitative Engineering and Assistive 

Technology Society of North America (RESNA). 

 

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

PWCS Staffing Ratios: Special Education Teacher, Paraprofessional, Speech-Language Therapist, and Psychologist 

 

Incidence

Ratios for Special Educator, 

Paraeducator, Speech/Lang, and State

Psychologist
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Psychologist
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d
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e

To:

A
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Agawam Public Schools MA 4,347 15.1% 656 39

 

16.8 111.5 100 6.6 43.5 15 43.7 289.8 3 218.7 1449.0

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

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

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

Arlington Pub Sch VA 21231 13.9% 2952 343 8.6 61.9 262 11.3 81.0 38 77.7 558.7 22 134.2 965.0

Austin Pub S D TX 84676 9.5% 8,062 772.5 10.4 109.6 824 9.8 102.8 70.5 114.4 1201.1 34.6 233.0 2447.3

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

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

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

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

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

Buffalo Public Schools NY 46,583 16.6% 7744 753 10.3 61.9 439 17.6 106.1 109 71.0 427.4 62 124.9 751.3

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

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

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

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

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

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

Compton Unified SD CA 26,703 11.2% 2981 126 23.7 211.9 118 25.3 226.3 5 596.2 5340.6 14 212.9 1907.4

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

DesMoines Public Schls IA 31,654 15.3% 4,854 493

D.C. Public Schools D.C 48,991 17.6% 8,603 669

Davenport Comm Sch IA 15,302 12.1% 1,857 188

Deer Valley Unified SD AZ 36,086 9.1% 3,289 190

Denver Public Schools CO 78,352 11.7% 9,142 592

ESD 112 WA 13,764 14.4% 1,987 55

Elgin U-46 IL 40,525 13.1% 5,304 252.8

Everett Pub Schools WA 6,100 17.2% 1,049 74

Fort Worth TX 79,885 7.7% 6,144 520

Greenville County SC 70,282 14.1% 9,894 463

Houston Indepen SD TX 200,568 8.7% 17,489 1,625

Kalamazoo Pub Schools MI 12,100 13.8% 1,667 70

Kent Pub Schools WA 27,196 11.3% 3,069 148.7

Lake Washington WA 26,864 11.7% 3,145 155.1

Kyrene School District AZ 17,910 8.6% 1,544 141

Lakota Local OH 18,500 9.7% 1,800 126

LAUSD CA 521,880 12.7% 66,236 5,331

Lincoln NE 1,060 12.1% 128 21

Madison Pub Schls WI 27,185 14.0% 3,808 347

Marlborough Pub Sch NJ 4,835 24.8% 1,198 141

Memphis City TN 110,863 15.0% 16,637 912

Miami-Dade FL 376,264 10.6% 40,012 2,500

Milwaukee WI 78,533 20.9% 16,406 1281

Montgomery Cty Sch AL 146,812 11.7% 17,226 1,588

Naperville 203 IL 17982 11.0% 1978 150

New Bedford MA 12,692 20.9% 2,655 204

Oak Park Sch Dist 97 IL 5,400 16.2% 875 78

N. Chicago (in Dist.) IL 3803 16.1% 614 39

Oakland Unified SD CA 33312 16.2% 5401 404

Pittsburgh Pub Schools PA 28,000 18.2% 5,096 359

Portland Public Schools OR 46,596 14.0% 6,513 355

9.8 64.2

12.9 73.2

9.9 81.4

17.3 189.9

15.4 132.4

36.1 250.3

21.0 160.3

14.2 82.4

11.8 153.6

21.4 151.8

10.8 123.4

23.8 172.9

20.6 182.9

20.3 173.2

11.0 127.0

14.3 146.8

12.4 97.9

6.1 50.5

11.0 78.3

8.5 34.3

18.2 121.6

16.0 150.5

12.8 61.3

10.8 92.5

13.2 119.9

13.0 62.2

11.2 69.2

15.7 97.5

13.4 82.5

14.2 78.0

18.3 131.3
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NA
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293
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111.1
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96.5
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133.4
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171.1

313.9

191.4
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62.5

76.8

114.9

127.4

70.8

848.6
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NA
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833.5

688.2

563.6

1525.0

1094.3
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1269.4

806.7

842.0

824.0

663.3

474.4

1051.2
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2091.8
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501.1

544.9

488.2
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475.4
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16
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422.1

110.3
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30.5

93.3

165.6

265.2

209.8

198.2

395.8

NA

NA

122.8

127.3

110.3

100.0

129.0

64.0

77.7

299.5

286.8

194.2

120.6

177.6

89.9

295.0

109.4

122.8

124.2

318.5

116.3

2752.5

628.1

NA

334.1

799.5

1147.0

2026.3

1220.0

2576.9

2811.3

NA

NA

1087.8

1087.6

1279.3

1027.8

1016.3

530.0

554.8

1208.8

1911.4

1826.5

577.4

1513.5

817.4

1410.2

675.0

760.6

765.8

1750.0

832.1

Prince William County Schools VA 90,930 10.1% 9,148 774 11.8 117.5 533 17.2 170.6 83 110.2 1095.5 47 194.6 1934.7

Providence RI 23,695 18.8% 4460 340

Renton WA 14,343 14.7% 2,108 129

Rockford Pub S IL 28,973 14.0% 4,065 336

Round Rock TX 43,000 7.7% 3,313 369

San Diego Unified SD CA 132,500 12.3% 16,300 1,100

Saugus MA 3,012 15.3% 462 28

Sch Dist of Philadelphia PA 168,181 20.0% 33,686 1,535

Scottsdale AZ 26,544 10.9% 2,891 246

Shelby County (Memphis) TN 114760 12.7% 14556 852

St. Paul MN 38,086 18.8% 7,152 523

Sun Prairie Area S Dist WI 6,656 10.5% 697 62

Tacoma Pub Schl WA 32,412 12.0% 3,894 172.5

Tucson Unified SD AZ 56,000 14.5% 8,092 409

Washoe County Dist NV 63,310 13.5% 8,551 472

Williamson Cty Schl TN 31,292 9.0% 2,824 213

West Aurora SD IL 12,725 13.3% 1688 120

Worcester MA 24,825 20.8% 5,172 254

Averages 14%

13.1 69.7

16.3 111.2

12.1 86.2

9.0 116.5

14.8 120.5

16.5 107.6

21.9 109.6

11.8 107.9

17.1 134.7

13.7 72.8

11.2 107.4

22.6 187.9

19.8 136.9
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13.3 146.9
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20.4 97.7

15 111
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1048.8

676.0

502.0

1698.8
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918.0
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NA

100
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NA
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114.2
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NA

336.9

101.8

242.6

376.4

99.6

144.2

149.9

231.1

122.8

129.8

NA

169

846.3

956.2

1207.2

1482.8

1027.1

NA

1681.8

934.6

1912.7

2004.5

950.9

1200.4

1037.0

1711.1

1360.5

978.8

NA
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PWCS Staffing Ratios: Social Worker, Nursing, Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy 
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Worker Nursing (School/RN, etc.) Occupational Therapy Physical Therapy

Ratios for Social Workers, 
State

Nurses, OTs & PTs Ratio 

Agawam Public Schools MA 4,347 656 NA NA
Alexandria City Public Schools VA 15,105 1,754 24 73.1
Atlanta Public Schools GA 48,154 6,779 NA NA

Anchorage School Dist AK 43,443 4,950 30 165.0
Arlington Pub Sch VA 21,231 2,952 15 196.8
Austin Pub S D TX 84,676 8,062 21 383.9
Baltimore City Publ Sch MD 82,824 12,866 193 66.7

To
ta

l S
tu

Baltimore County P Sch MD 107,033 12,127 48.7 249.0
En

ro
ll

Boston Public Schools MA 18,883 1,947 4 486.8
Bellevue SD WA 54,966 11534 NA NA

Bridgeport CT 20,300 2,618 38 68.9
Buffalo Public Schools NY 46,583 7744 48.5 159.7

  T
o

ta
l S

p
e

Cambridge Publ Schools MA 6,000 1,200 16 75.0
Carpentersville IL 19,844 3,139 36.5 86.0

Chicago Public Schools IL 404,151 50,566 355.7 142.2
Cincinnati Pub Schools OH 51,431 8,928 NA NA
Clark Cty School Dist NV 309,476 32,167 NA NA

N
u

m
b

er
Cleve Hts-UnivHtsCty OH 6,000 1,100 7 157.1

Compton Unified SD CA 26,703 2981 1 2981.0
DeKalb 428 IL 6,249 879 8 109.9
DesMoines Public Schls IA 31,654 4,854 25.8 188.1
D.C. Public Schools D.C 48,991 8,603 90 95.6

 

Davenport Comm Sch IA 15,302 1,857 NA NA
Sp

ed
Deer Valley Unified SD AZ 36,086 3,289 NA NA
Denver Public Schools CO 78,352 9,142 74 123.5
ESD 112 WA 40,525 5,304 56 94.7
Elgin U-46 IL 13,764 1,987 NA NA
Everett Pub Schools WA 6,100 1,049 2 524.5
Fort Worth TX 79,885 6,144 NA NA

Greenville County SC 70,282 9,894 20 494.7
Houston Indepen SD TX 200,568 17,489 26 672.7
Kalamazoo Pub Schools MI 12,100 1,667 5 333.4
Kent Pub Schools WA 27,196 3069 2.2 1395.0

Lake Washington WA 17,910 1,544 NA NA
Kyrene School District AZ 26864 3145 NA NA
Lakota Local OH 18,500 1,800 6 300.0
LAUSD CA 521,880 66,236 94 704.7

Lincoln NE 1,060 128 5 25.6
Madison Pub Schls WI 27,185 3,808 68 56.0
Marlborough Pub Sch NJ 4,835 1,198 9 133.1
Memphis City TN 110,863 16,637 55 302.5
Miami-Dade FL 376,264 40,012 NA NA
Milwaukee WI 146,812 17,226 NA NA
Montgomery Cty Sch AL 78533 16,406 140 117.2

Naperville 203 IL 17982 1978 27 73.3
New Bedford MA 12,692 2,655 67 39.6
Oak Park Sch Dist 97 IL 3,803 614 10 61.4
N. Chicago (in Dist.) IL 5,400 875 12 72.9

Oakland Unified SD CA 28,000 5,096 NA NA
Pittsburgh Pub Schools PA 33,312 5315 19 279.7
Portland Public Schools OR 46,596 6,513 10 651.3

To:

NA 8
629.4 19
NA 112.8

1448.1 58
1415.4 30
4032.2 68
429.1 78

2197.8 179.8
4720.8 13.2

NA 100

534.2 28
960.5 NA
375.0 0
543.7 27.5

1136.2 334
NA     NA
NA 173

857.1 5

26703.0 1
781.1 7

1226.9 58.4

544.3 127

NA 7
NA 37

1058.8 77

723.7 59.5

NA 5
A

ll
3050.0 11

NA 106

3514.1 132
7714.2 25

2420.0 2
N

u
m

b
er

12361.8 NA

NA 4
NA 23.6

3083.3 14
5552.5 164

212.0 2
399.8 38
537.2 10

2015.7 68

NA 206

NA NA
561.0 101

666.0 29
189.4 30
380.3 NA
450.0 8

NA NA
1753.3 30.8
4659.6 NA

Ratio 

82.0
92.3
60.1

85.3
98.4

118.6
164.9

67.4
147.5
115.3

93.5
NA
NA

114.1

151.4
NA

185.9
220.0

2981.0
125.6
83.1
67.7

265.3
88.9

118.7

89.1
397.4
95.4
58.0

75.0
699.6
833.5

NA

386.0
133.3
128.6
402.9

Sp
Ed

64.0
100.2
119.8

244.7
194.2

NA
162.4

68.2
88.5
NA

109.4

NA
172.6

NA

To: Ratio 

543.4 3 218.7
795.0 4 438.5
426.9 21.9 309.5

749.0 12 412.5
707.7 20 147.6

1245.2 19 424.3
1061.8 20 643.3

595.3 65.2 186.0
1430.5 5.3 367.4
549.7 67 172.1

725.0 7 374.0
NA 75 103.3
NA 16 75.0

721.6 22 142.7

1210.0 115 439.7
NA 19 469.9

1788.9 68 473.0
1200.0 2 550.0

26703.0 1.5 1987.3
892.7 3.4 258.5
542.0 7 693.4
385.8 48 179.2

2186.0 NA NA
975.3 19 173.1

1017.6 25 365.7

681.1 25.2 210.5
2752.8 6 331.2
554.5 2 524.5
753.6 16 384.0

532.4 14 706.7
8022.7 17 1028.8
6050.0 4 416.8

NA 12.8 239.8

4477.5 2 772.0
1138.3 19.3 163.0
1321.4 8 225.0
3174.3 250 264.8

530.0 2 64.0
715.4 34 112.0
483.5 4 299.5

1630.3 11 1512.5
1826.5 65 615.6

A
ll

NA 112 153.8
777.6 30 546.9

620.1 4 494.5
423.1 11 241.4

NA 3.6 170.6
N

u
m

b
er

675.0 7 125.0

NA NA NA
1081.6 12 442.9

NA 20 325.7

 

Sp
Ed

3
1.5
7.8

3
6

13
5

27
5.3
17

2
29
7
6

35
5

29
1

0.5
1.3
4.8
16

NA
4

12

4

3
3

10

4
8

3
4.8

2
3.3
2

45

1
13
2
9

23

61
13

3
3

1.6
1

NA
2
9

N
u

m
b

er Ratio 

218.7
1169.3
869.1

1650.0
492.0
620.2

2573.2

449.1
367.4
678.5

1309.0
267.0
171.4
523.2

1444.7
1785.6
1109.2
1100.0

5962.0
676.2

1011.3
537.7

NA
822.3
761.8

1326.0
662.3
349.7
614.4

2473.5
2186.1
555.7
639.4

772.0
953.0
900.0

1487.1

128.0
292.9
599.0

1848.6
1739.7
282.4

1262.0

659.3
885.0
383.8
875.0

NA
2657.5
723.7

 

Sp
Ed

Prince William County Schools VA 90,930 9,148 40 228.7 2273.3 NA NA NA 22 415.8 9 1016.4

Providence RI 23,695 4460 35 127.4
Renton WA 14,343 2,108 0 NA
Rockford Pub S IL 28,973 4,065 26 156.3

Round Rock TX 43,000 3,313 NA NA
San Diego Unified SD CA 132,500 16,300 NA NA
Saugus MA 3,012 462 4 115.5
Sch Dist of Philadelphia PA 168,181 33,686 NA NA

Scottsdale AZ 26,544 2,891 NA NA
Shelby County (Memphis) TN 114760 14556 66 220.5
St. Paul MN 38,086 7,152 92 77.7
Sun Prairie Area S Dist WI 6,656 697 8 87.1

Tacoma Pub Schl WA 32,412 3,894 NA NA
Tucson Unified SD AZ 56,000 8,092 26 311.2
Washoe County Dist NV 63,310 8,551 NA NA
Williamson Cty Schl TN 12,725 1688 19 88.8

West Aurora SD IL 30,942 4,093 NA NA
Worcester MA 24,825 5,172 NA NA

Averages 295

677.0 NA
NA 17

1114.3 32

NA 1
NA 129

753.0 5
NA 280

NA 31
1738.8 79
414.0 33
832.0 1

NA 1.2
2153.8 53

NA 35
669.7 7

NA 37
NA NA

2401

NA
124.0
127.0

3313.0
126.4
92.4

120.3

93.3
184.3
216.7
697.0

3245.0
152.7
244.3
241.1

110.6
NA

332

NA 11.5 387.8
843.7 15 140.5
905.4 12.5 325.2

43000.0 10 331.3
1027.1 40 407.5
602.4 2 231.0
600.6 20 1684.3

856.3 13.8 209.5
1452.7 29.22 498.2
1154.1 36 198.7
6656.0 5 139.4

27010.0 19 204.9
1056.6 10 809.2
1808.9 12 712.6
1817.9 11 153.5

836.3 22 186.0
NA 12 431.0

3005 410

4.5
3

4.5

3
10

1
20

3.8
12.84

12
2

11
4
7
7

5
5

991.1
702.7
903.3

1104.3
1630.0
462.0

1684.3

760.8
1133.6
596.0
348.5

354.0
2023.0
1221.6
241.1

818.6
1034.4
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PWCS Percent of Students with IEPs of Total Enrollment & Students with IEPs to Staff Ratio in Ascending Order 
 

 

Percentage of Students with IEPs of Total Enrollment & Students with IEPs to Staff Ratio in Ascending Order

Rank % IEPs Special Educators Paraeducators
Speech/Lang

Psychologists Social Workers Nurses
Occupational 

Therapists

Physical 

TherapistsPathologists

1 7.7% 6.1 4.3 25.6 30.5 25.6 58.0 64.0 128.0
2 7.7% 6.8 5.3 43.7 54.5 39.6 60.1 75.0 171.4
3 8.6% 8.5 6.1 44.3 64.0 56.0 64.0 103.3 218.7
4 8.7% 8.6 6.5 46.2 77.7 61.4 67.4 112.0 241.1
5 9.0% 9.0 6.6 49.8 79.3 66.7 67.7 125.0 267.0
6 9.1% 9.5 7.1 57.2 89.0 68.9 68.2 139.4 282.4
7 9.5% 9.6 7.2 58.8 89.9 72.9 75.0 140.5 292.9
8 9.7% 9.8 7.5 59.9 93.3 73.1 82.0 142.7 348.5
9 10.1% 9.9 8.3 60.0 99.6 73.3 83.1 147.6 349.7

10 10.3% 10.3 8.3 62.5 100.0 75.0 85.3 153.5 354.0
11 10.4% 10.4 8.5 62.6 101.8 77.7 88.5 153.8 367.4
12 10.5% 10.8 8.6 64.7 109.4 86.0 88.9 163.0 383.8
13 10.6% 10.8 9.7 67.1 110.3 87.1 89.1 170.6 449.1
14 10.9% 10.8 9.7 70.8 110.3 88.8 92.3 172.1 462.0
15 11.0% 11.0 9.8 71.0 112.1 94.7 92.4 173.1 492.0
16 11.2% 11.0 10.2 73.0 112.5 95.6 93.3 179.2 523.2
17 11.3% 11.2 10.3 73.4 114.2 109.9 93.5 186.0 537.7
18 11.3% 11.2 10.4 73.7 116.3 115.5 95.4 186.0 555.7
19 11.4% 11.5 11.1 73.8 117.2 117.2 98.4 198.7 596.0
20 11.6% 11.5 11.3 76.2 120.6 123.5 100.2 204.9 599.0
21 11.7% 11.7 11.6 76.8 122.8 127.4 109.4 209.5 614.4
22 11.7% 11.8 11.7 77.0 122.8 133.1 110.6 210.5 620.2
23 11.7% 11.8 12.2 77.7 122.8 142.2 114.1 218.7 639.4
24 12.0% 11.8 12.2 78.5 124.2 156.3 115.3 225.0 659.3
25 12.1% 11.8 12.3 80.4 124.9 157.1 118.6 231.0 662.3
26 12.1% 12.1 12.5 80.8 126.4 159.7 118.7 239.8 676.2
27 12.3% 12.4 12.5 83.0 127.3 165.0 119.8 241.4 678.5
28 12.7% 12.8 12.6 83.1 129.0 188.1 120.3 258.5 702.7
29 12.7% 12.8 12.6 83.2 129.8 196.8 124.0 264.8 723.7
30 12.9% 12.9 12.9 84.2 134.2 220.5 125.6 299.5 760.8
31 13.1% 13.0 13.0 95.0 137.5 228.7 126.4 309.5 761.8
32 13.3% 13.1 13.0 95.6 140.5 249.0 127.0 325.2 772.0
33 13.5% 13.2 13.2 96.5 142.2 279.7 128.6 325.7 818.6
34 13.7% 13.3 13.2 97.1 144.2 300.0 133.3 331.2 822.3
35 13.8% 13.3 13.3 97.3 149.9 302.5 147.5 331.3 869.1
36 13.9% 13.4 13.5 97.7 151.7 311.2 151.4 365.7 875.0
37 14.0% 13.7 13.7 99.4 154.7 333.4 152.7 367.4 885.0
38 14.0% 13.8 14.1 102.1 159.3 383.9 162.4 374.0 900.0
39 14.0% 14.1 14.4 104.3 165.6 486.8 164.9 384.0 903.3
40 14.1% 14.2 14.4 104.7 169.4 494.7 172.6 387.8 953.0
41 14.1% 14.2 15.0 105.4 177.6 524.5 184.3 407.5 991.1
42 14.1% 14.3 15.3 106.4 178.7 651.3 185.9 412.5 1011.3
43 14.4% 14.3 15.9 107.6 194.2 672.7 194.2 415.8 1016.4
44 14.5% 14.8 16.4 110.2 194.6 704.7 216.7 416.8 1034.4
45 14.7% 15.2 16.6 110.7 198.2 1395.0 220.0 424.3 1100.0
46 15.0% 15.4 16.7 111.1 208.3 2981.0 241.1 431.0 1104.3
47 15.1% 15.7 17.2 111.1 209.8 244.3 438.5 1109.2
48 15.3% 16.0 17.3 111.5 212.9 244.7 439.7 1133.6
49 15.3% 16.3 17.5 111.9 218.7 265.3 442.9 1169.3
50 15.5% 16.5 17.6 114.4 225.0 386.0 469.9 1221.6
51 15.8% 16.8 18.4 114.9 231.1 397.4 473.0 1262.0
52 16.1% 17.1 19.0 115.9 233.0 402.9 494.5 1309.0
53 16.2% 17.3 19.0 127.4 240.3 697.0 498.2 1326.0
54 16.2% 18.1 19.3 130.1 242.6 699.6 524.5 1444.7
55 16.6% 18.2 19.4 132.7 265.2 833.5 546.9 1487.1
56 17.2% 18.3 20.2 133.4 286.8 2981.0 550.0 1630.0
57 17.4% 19.5 20.6 136.1 295.0 3245.0 615.6 1650.0
58 17.6% 19.8 20.8 139.4 299.5 3313.0 643.3 1684.3
59 18.2% 20.3 21.1 139.8 318.5 693.4 1739.7

60 18.3% 20.4 22.1 144.0 336.9 706.7 1785.6
61 18.8% 20.6 22.7 157.1 376.4 712.6 1848.6
62 18.8% 21.0 23.9 171.1 395.8 772.0 2023.0

63 20.0% 21.4 25.3 191.4 422.1 809.2 2186.1
64 20.0% 21.9 25.4 262.3 1028.8 2473.5
65 20.8% 22.6 26.3 264.7 1512.5 2573.2
66 20.9% 23.5 26.3 313.9  1684.3 2657.5
67 20.9% 23.7 30.9 340.3 1987.3 5962.0

68 21.0% 23.8 32.6 596.2
69 24.8% 36.1 55.2

 Avg. 14.0% 14.6 15.4 113.5 168.9 235.0 226.4 409.6 1027.6
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