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Executive Summary 

DRAFT Study of RTI & Special Education for the 

Baltimore County Public Schools 

 
The Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) contracted with the Public Consulting 

Group (PCG) to provide a comprehensive assessment of the district’s special education 

services. The report reflects a thorough examination of the overall effectiveness and 

efficacy of BCPS’ Response to Intervention (RtI), special education policies, procedures, 

and practices. 

The report is organized by six major sections:  

I.  Response to Intervention 

II. Special Education Demographics & Referral/Eligibility for Services 

III. Achievement of Students with IEPs  

IV. Teaching & Learning for Students with IEPs 

V.  Support for Teaching & Learning  

VI. Accountability for Desired Results 

Embedded in each section are descriptions of effective BCPS’ policies, procedures, and 

practices, as well as recommendations designed to improve the academic performance 

and social/emotional outcomes of students with disabilities, who as a group have lagged 

behind their typically developing peers. PCG’s goal is to assist the district in taking a 

series of actions that are challenging but intended to help produce a world-class education 

for every BCPS student. Overall recommendations with detailed provisions for 

implementation are provided at the end of the report.  
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h  Language 

Executive Summary 

The  Baltimore  County  Public  Schools  (BCPS)  contracted  with  the  Public  Consulting  Group  (PCG)  to 
provide a comprehensive assessment of the district’s special education services. The assessment involved 
an examination of the overall effectiveness and efficacy of BCPS special education policies, procedures 
and practices.  

The PCG team thanks the many  individuals who contributed to this review of BCPS’s special education 
services. Their efforts were critical  to our ability  to obtain a broad and detailed understanding of  the 
system  so  that we  could present  the best possible proposals  for  improving  special education  for  the 
District’s  students.  PCG  would  like  to  thank  Debra  Brooks  and  Kalisha  Miller  for  their  guidance, 
collaboration and candor. This review would also not have been possible without the contributions of 
Cindy Whitcomb, Pat Colohan, Vicki Sappe, Shawnda Johnson, Connie Dean, Sharon Floyd, Pam Weitz, 
Maureen Hartlieb, Sam Kratz, Stephen Cowles, Mike Goodhues, and Jean Considine.  PCG was impressed 
by the thorough and proactive response we received for our many requests.   

PCG thanks the many BCPS staff members with whom we met. Their passion for the work they do was 
evident through their comments and earnest feedback. They work passionately to support children with 
disabilities and ensure the District serves these students in the best possible manner. We also thank the 
parents who took time out of their busy schedules to provide us with meaningful and important data.   

Methodology	
This  review was  based  on  triangulated  data  from  three  sources  to  arrive  at  integrated  findings  and 
recommendations  related  to  programs,  policies,  and  practices,  and  the  implications  for  student 
outcomes.   

PCG’s  review approach was multidimensional, emphasized  the participation of multiple  stakeholders, 
and involved both quantitative and qualitative data collection approaches. Components included:  

• Analysis of student outcomes data  

• Interviews and focus groups with a select sample of District and school personnel 

• Case studies of student records with special educators from multiple schools 

• BCPS and state documents   

• Staff surveys 

This  study  also  compared  BCPS’s  special  education  demographics  and  student  outcomes  to  similar 
districts. PCG utilized several sources to identify comparable district practice, including team member’s 
knowledge of other district’s policies and procedures and publically available information.  

Outcomes	Analysis		
The following data and trends were assessed: 

• Student  Demographics.  Demographic  trends  for  students  with  disabilities  by  a  variety  of 
characteristics,  including  grade/grade  level,  disability  categories,  race/ethnicity,  Englis
Learners, etc. 

• Educational  Settings. Rates of  studen

 

ts with disabilities placed  in  various educational  settings by 
grade, race/ethnicity, and other variables. 
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l, etc. 

d related service providers. 

  

ent 

• Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) reports 

c   f  t r o

presenting  schools at  the preschool, elementary, middle and high  school  levels, and 
special centers.  

 (20%), paraprofessionals 
(8%), administrators (13%), related service providers (17%), and other (10%).   

sses  for most of  the  school day; 
students in special center schools; and students at White Oak School. 

This report is organized by six major sections:  

 & Referral/Eligibility for Services 

  

• Student Achievement. Student performance data  for students with/without disabilities over  time, 
by grade leve

• Student  Personnel  Ratios.  Student/personnel  ratios  for  special  education  teachers, 
paraeducators/assistants, an

Document	Review	
Documents  were  reviewed  and  analyzed  for  information  related  to  District  and  school  structures, 
programs,  policies  and  practices.  Data  and  documents  reviewed  were  in  the  following  general 
categories: 

• Quantitative data
• Description of services and activities 

 and professional developm• Documents regarding accountability
• District procedures and guides 

Interviews	&	Focus	Groups	
PCG a quired an extensive amount o information  for  this  s udy  through  Inte views and  f cus groups 
with  over  200  central  office  and  school‐based  administrators,  clinicians,  specialists, 
paraeducators/assistants,  other  school‐based  personnel,  parents  and  parent/advocacy  organizations. 
The PCG team met with the Superintendent of Schools, over 30 principals and over 30 special education 
specialists, psychologists, speech/language pathologists, nurses, social workers, physical therapists and 
occupational therapists. In addition, focus groups included special and general education teachers, and 
paraeducators  re

Staff	Surveys				
PCG collaborated with the District to disseminate a survey to school personnel to receive feedback on 
various  aspects  of  general  education  interventions  and  special  education  services.    The  survey 
respondents represented all grade levels and programs.  Of the 1006 respondents, personnel areas were 
represented at the following rates: general educators (32%), special educators

Case	Studies	
In April 2012, PCG  visited BCPS  for  two days  to  conduct eight  case  study  sessions with  school‐based 
personnel.    Student  records  were  reviewed  for  the  following  groups:  elementary, middle  and  high 
school students educated  in general education classes for most of the school day; elementary, middle 
and high  school  students  educated  in  separate  special education  cla

Organization	of	the	Report		

I. Response to Intervention   

II. Special Education Demographics

III. Achievement of Students with IEPs
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nts with IEPs 

   

 recommendations with detailed provisions for implementation are provided at the end 

Education Programs  (IEPs) or  students with disabilities. 
be interchangeable.  

 a high regard  for services and support  for students with disabilities. This data shows the 

Exhibit 1. Percentage of Personnel & Perceptions of Services for Students with Disabilities & Expectations for Them 

IV. Teaching & Learning for Stude

V. Support for Teaching & Learning

VI. Accountability for Desired Results 

Embedded in each section are descriptions of effective BCPS policies, procedures, and practices, as well 
as areas of  concern  that were used  to  formulate  specific  recommendations designed  to  improve  the 
academic  performance  and  social/emotional  outcomes  of  students with  disabilities, who  as  a  group 
have lagged behind their very high performing peers. PCG’s goal is to assist the District in taking a series 
of  actions  that  are  challenging but  intended  to help produce  a world‐class education  for every BCPS 
student. Overall
of the report.  

Throughout this report, reference is made to students receiving special education services. They will also 
be  referred  to as  students with  Individualized 
The terms are intended to 

Summary	of	Strengths		
Across focus groups there was a high regard for BCPS’s special education services, and a perception that 
families move to Baltimore County because of the excellent reputation of these services. Further, there 
was widespread appreciation for the professional development, access to data, and technical assistance 
provided by Office of Special Education (OSE) personnel. Exhibit 1 reflects BCPS personnel survey results, 
which reflect
following: 

 Effectiveness. An  impressive 84% of 900  survey  respondents agreed  that  their  school has overall 
highly effective programs/services for students with disabilities.1   

 Expectations.  Of  823  respondents,  85%  disagreed  that  teachers  have  too  high  expectations  for 
students with disabilities and 77% disagreed that expectations were not high enough.  

Agree/Strongly Agree Disagree/Strongly Disagree

19%

10%

84%

77%

85%

15%

Teachers in school do NOT have high enough expectations 
for students with disabilities. (N=823)

Teachers in school have TOO HIGH expectations for 
students with disabilities. (N=823)

Overall, school has highly effective programs/services for 
students with disabilities. (N=900)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
 

                                                            
1 Throughout this report, the terms agreed and disagreed includes those who strongly agreed or strongly disagreed 
with survey items. 
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I  had sources for effective help both within and outside their schools 
 

n addition, 80% agreed that they
when encountering problems with a student's behavior or academic progress. Additional BCPS successes
and achievements are noted below and detailed throughout this report. 

Overall Areas of Strength 

• Long history of interdisciplinary approaches for school staff and Student Support Services personnel to 
support student achievement. 

• Merger of Student Support Services Department with OSE. This merger brings Student Support Services 
within the realm of instruction, enables related service providers to have a unified reporting structure with 
special education, and should facilitate communication and collaborative work. 

• Development of a “premier and unique” curriculum that will be based on a digital platform to house and 
host instructional resources for teachers and students, allowing for differentiated instruction. 

• Timely evaluations. 100% of BCPS students were evaluated by mandated timeframes during 2011‐12. 100% 
of students exiting from Part C Infant and Toddler services received an IEP by their 3rd birthday.  

• More inclusive educational opportunities. There is a belief that BCPS is providing more inclusive educational 
opportunities for students than in the past and more that special educators are supporting them in the 
general education setting.  

• The Guide for Inclusive Education is an excellent, rich and research‐based document that includes detailed 
and substantive information about a variety of issues. 

• BCPS supports students with IEPs in a variety of community work experiences. The College Connection 
located on the Essex campus of the Community Colleges of Baltimore County is an example of an innovative 
program. 

• Professional development. Most staff agreed that professional development offered by the district has 
helped them better support the learning of students with IEPs.  

• Collaborative partnerships. There appears to be a collaborative working partnership between OSE and 
numerous other areas such as academics, law, fiscal, transportation, and technology.  

• Knowledgeable OSE supervisors appear to be attuned to their schools’ need, and respected by the teachers 
with whom they work.    

• OSE personnel are interested in learning pedagogy applicable to content curricular areas to support 
professional development activities.  

• OSE/Transportation regularly scheduled meetings. Scheduling of regular meetings have helped 
communication between OSE and the transportation department regarding constraints the department 
must work under when transporting students with IEPs.  

• A significant amount of data are accessible to administrators.  Reflecting this capability, the BCPS report 
received by the PCG team were detailed and provided in an expeditious manner. 

• Overall positive view. Survey respondents reflected an overall positive view of the District’s services to 
students with IEPs.   
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he below chart highlights PCG’s key  findings and high  level action steps  for BCPS, organized by  topic 
area.   Following each section of the full report, PCG provides detailed recommendations to address the 

ific action steps.  In addition, at the end 
of this report all of the recommendations are listed together for ease of review. 

Key Findings and Recommendations 

T

relevant concerns. Each of these recommendations includes spec

 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS & PROPOSED ACTION STEPS 

Topic Area  Key Findings   Action Steps 

Response to 
Intervention 

• BCPS does not have a comprehensive 
document that provides local operating 
standards for the implementation of RtI. The 
BCPS Teaming Model and the PowerPoint 
documents focus on the SST process and 
never reference RtI by name. 

• Recognizing the importance of core 
curriculum, BCPS has a focus on effective 
first instruction.  

• Focus group participants had the following 
varied reports regarding the extent to which 
students with IEPs could participate in RtI 
interventions with students without IEPs. 

• Schools use various but inconsistent 
methods for maintaining academic and 
behavior data for students. 

• Build on current elements in place 
to develop/implement a framework 
of multi‐tiered system of supports 
(MTSS) for academic achievement, 
positive behavior, and 
social/emotional growth (including 
enrichment) for all students. 

Referral/  • Students in foster care are much more like • Review and revise local eligibility ly 
to be identified in the area of ED.  

• BCPS’s overall rate for students with IEPs 
(11.4%) is smaller than rates at the state 
(12.1%), nation (13.1%), and for surveyed 
urban scho

Eligibility for  criteria and target activities/assess 
Services  data for high‐risk disability areas. 

ol districts (12.9%). However, 
various focus group participants perceived 
that there are students identified as having a 
disability who, with early intervention and 
support, may not need special education 
services.  

• Focus group participants expressed concerns 
that BCPS’s criteria for SLD were not based 
on an RtI framework and MDSE’s RtI 
Guidance for determining eligibility.  

Inclusivity  • There is a growing recognition that general  • Establish a vision and expectation 
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS & PROPOSED ACTION STEPS 

Topic Area  Key Findings   Action Steps 

education classes provide the best setting 
for almost all students with IEPs to receive 
core instruction. 

• Focus group participants supported a 
configuration of services that would enable 
more students to remain in their home 
schools, assuming the schools received the 
resources needed to meet student needs.  

• Concerns about co‐teaching were varied: 
high caseloads, use of paraeducators, 
general education teacher of one of record. 

for BCPS whereby almost all 
children and youth with IEPs will be 
educated alongside their 
nondisabled peers and plan for an 
integrated service model designed 
to improve the educational 
outcomes for all students. 

 

Early Childhood   • BCPS has a limited number of seats for three • Increase the capacity for educating  
and four year olds without disabilities in 
their early 

young children with IEPs along with 
childhood programs. The District 

does not house Head Start programs. 
Capacity issues have impacted both the 
inclusion of children with IEPs in regular EC 
programs, and the availability of special 
programs 

• Focus group participants indicated that the 
transition to early childhood programs

their typical peers, and improve 
their achievement outcomes. 

 has 
been challenging for some children and their 
families given the different foci of the two 
programs (i.e., IFSP to IEP).  

Access to 
Advanced 
Coursework 

• Data revealed that between 2007‐08 and 
2011‐12 school years, the number of 
advanced courses with enrolled students 
with IEPs increased from 163 to 224. There 
was a corresponding steady increase in the 
number of students with IEPs enrolled 
during this period of time: 1141 to 1943.  

• Magnet schools and programs are viewed as 
having programs of high interest for 
students but that they are selective and are 
less accessible to students with IEPs.  

• Enable schools to increase the 
education of students with IEPs in 
general education/accelerated 
classes, and magnet 
schools/programs, with instruction 
aligned with the Common Core 
State Standards and principles of 
MTSS.  

 

Post‐secondary  • 52.49% of students with IEPs graduated 
from high sch

• Improve postsecondary school 
Transition    ool, 29.01 percentage points 

below the SPP’s 81.5% target.  

• Some focus group participants suggeste

transition outcomes for students 
with IEPs.  

d 
that students with IEPs need more access to 
credit recovery to reach the high graduation 
target rate.   
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS & PROPOSED ACTION STEPS 

Topic Area  Key Findings   Action Steps 

• MSDE data show that BCPS’s dropout rate 
has increased from 2009‐10 (5.81%) to 
2011‐12 (6.93%). The 2011‐12 rate was 3.66 
percentage points higher than the state 
performance plan target.  

• Focus and case study group participants 
raised the following issues that are related 
to transition services and activities: Access 
to High School Magnet Programs, Completer 
Courses, Support for Diploma‐bound 
Students, and Community‐based Work. 

OSE 
Collaboration 

• OSE and Student Support Services staff 
members indicated that they work to

• Enhance collaboration between OSE 
gether 

to provide professional development and 
they communicate regularly.   

• OSE works with Curriculum and Instruction 
(C&I), which enables OSE personnel to 
understand curricular standards and 
content, and how to support instructional 
implementation. The following few areas o

and other departments to leverage 
resources and expertise. 

f 
concern were reported: School Visits, 
Communication & Inclusivity, and Training. 

• Positive feedback was provided about the 
collaboration and communication between 
the fiscal representatives of C&I and OSE.  

Transportation  • Transportation routes are typically under • With OSE and transportation,  90 
minutes one way. Some may exceed that 
time frame; the longest route is two ho

review current transportation 
urs.  

• Assignments based on transportation routes 
are perceived to overly restrict placement 
options for students. However, long bus 
rides are not conducive to learning. 

• Reportedly, all studen

policies for students with IEPs. 

ts with IEPs who 
receive transportation as a related service is 
transported on a special bus, regardless of 
whether the IEP specifies that personnel are 
needed to assist the student during 
transportation.  

Organization of  • One focus group participant reported that 
during the 2012‐13 a school had its sixth

• Maximize coordination and 
OSE and   

specialist in nine years. 
collaboration between special 

Student  education and student support 
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS & PROPOSED ACTION STEPS 

Topic Area  Key Findings   Action Steps 

Support  services staff.  • There was some concern that additional OSE 
support is necessary for teachers of students 
with challenging behavior. Current staff is 
viewed as spending a disproportionate 
amount of their time on student be

Services   

havior 
and instructional support is negatively 
impacted.  

•  It is estimated that about 50 percent of the 
specialists’ time relates to compliance, and 
there is a desire to focus more on 
instruction.  

• Related services under the OSE structure 
and student support services units remain 
separate even though both have personnel 
that include support for students with 
disabilities as related services providers.  

Staffing Ratios,  • There is significant variation across the 
district regarding personnel designated to 
serve as an IEP chairperson, and there is 
concern they do not have sufficient time to 
devote to this role and its related 
responsibilities. 

Caseloads & 
Support 

• In most elementary schools the assistant 
principal (AP) is designated to be the IEP 
chairperson. There were numerous concerns 
regarding the use of an AP for this purpose: 
Expertise, Responsibilities, Additional 
Support, Turnover. 

• Based on all available data, 
including a review of personnel 
ratios and caseload data included in 
the PCG study, ensure that ratios, 
caseloads and support for students 
meets BCPS expectations regarding 
the provision of specially designed 
instruction/related services are 
reasonably capable of being met. 

IEP 
 

• There are varying accounts regarding the 
amount of time it takes to prepare a draft of 
an initial IEP or annual IEP. The time ranges

•   OSE,  school,  legal  and With
Development technology  representatives, 

 
reported were from 15 minutes

consider various aspects relevant to 
 to two, four, 

or five hours. 

• There were also varying acco

the  development  of  IEPs  to  make 
the process more efficient.  

 unts regarding 
how pertinent information from the IEP can 
be shared for the many students with IEPs 
teachers see during the day.  

• Issues were raised about the development 
of several IEP components. 

• Some focus group participants had a 
perception that Student Information System 
(STARS) does not “talk” to TIENET, and that 

Public Consulting Group    Page 8 
 



FINAL REPORT 
Evaluation of BCPS Services for Students with Special Needs 
August 2013 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS & PROPOSED ACTION STEPS 

Topic Area  Key Findings   Action Steps 

insufficient data migration requires special 
educators to duplicate data entry into 
TIENET.  

Fiscal Matters  • From FY2006 to FY2012, special education 
expenses increased by 23.8% ($28,887,000) 
although the number of students with IEPs 
decreased by ‐5.9% (834 students).  

• There is a perception that OSE program 
managers have become more fiscally aware. 
OSE and C&I fiscal personnel meet on a 
regular basis to ensure that fiscal data is 
reported correctly and funds are used in 
appropriate ways.  

• The following issues were raised that are 
relevant to either expenditures or revenue: 
Personnel, Private Day Placements, IEP 
Team Decision‐Making, Third Party Billing, 
and Infants & Toddlers Program. 

• Various recommendations, if 
implemented, would enable BCPS 
to reallocate costs and provide 
improved instruction and support 
for students with IEPs. Take steps to 
ensure that documentation for all 
Medicaid eligible services and 
revenue is fully realized. 

Leadership, 
Planning, 
Professional 
Learning & 
Accountability 

• There was a strong consensus that the 
accountability paradigm for educating 
students receiving special education needs 
to change, and that the charge must come 
from the Board, Superintendent, and the 
collective BCPS leadership.  

• Concerns were expressed that principal 
walkthrough protocols were not sufficiently 
specific to assess the extent to which 
students with IEPs are effectively educated 
in general education classes. 

• Schools with a more inclusionary vision and 
practices are reportedly asked to educate 
more students with IEPs because of their 
success, and because the home school is less 
inviting.  

• Charge the deputy 
superintendent with oversight 
responsibility for the 
development/implementation of 
MTSS; and increased inclusivity and 
improved educational outcomes for 
students with IEPs.  

 

Special  • There was an expressed need for a single 
comprehensive manual that is user friendly,

•  a single standard operating Develop
Education   

provides information that is clear, and that 
provides for a single message. In the 
absence of such a document, OSE pe

procedural manual (Manual) for 
Manual  special education that includes the 

procedural issues included in other 
rsonnel 

sometimes provide inconsistent infor
recommendations.  

mation.   
• OSE developed the 2011 IDEA Procedural 

Manual (IDEA Manual). The Manual has no 
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table of contents, contains a series of 
individual components that are not 
numbered consecutively, and is not 
comprehensive.  

 



PCG Education
Special Education Audit Services for the 
Baltimore County Public Schools 

September  2013



Special Education

• The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is the law 
guaranteeing services and supports to children with disabilities 
throughout the nation. 

• IDEA ensures that children with disabilities receive a “free 
appropriate public education” (FAPE).  

• Schools provide students who are eligible (have a disability) with 
specialized instruction and supports that address their academic  
and social/emotional needs in their least restrictive environment 
(LRE).

2



Baltimore County Students

• Baltimore County Students
• 106,927 (September 30, 2012)
• 108,442 (projected for 2013 - 2014)

• Baltimore County Students with Individual Education Program 
(IEPs) 
• 13,718 (September 30, 2012) 
• 13,706 (projected 2013 - 2014)

3



PCG Education Background

• Over 4,400 school district clients in the 
continental U.S. and its territories, Canada, the 
European Union, and New Zealand.

• 37 offices in the U.S., Montreal, London, and 
Lodz, Poland, with over 300 PCG Education 
professionals.

4

PCG Education provides financial, 
operational, technology, and academic 
support services to school districts, 
state departments of education, and 
foundations around the world.



PCG Education Team

• Anna d’Entremont, Project Manager

• Sue Gamm, Esq., Subject Matter Expert

• Jennifer Meller, Ed.D., Subject Matter Expert

• Kathryn Hennigan, Project Support
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Purpose of the Study

To assess data and information regarding the 
effectiveness and efficacy of BCPS’ special education 
policies, procedures and practices, and student 
outcomes.  

To evaluate the extent to which research-based 
interventions are provided to students when they first 
exhibit academic achievement and/or social/emotional or 
behavioral issues.

6



1. Outcome Analysis 
2. Organizational & Program Analysis
3. Research & Practice Literature

PCG’s Approach

7

Data Collection Activities: 
•Document Review
•Interviews/Focus Groups
•Staff Surveys
•Case Studies



Overall Areas of Strength

Merger of the Department of Student Support Services with 
the Office of Special Education (OSE)

New curriculum on digital platform

Increased academic proficiency for students with IEPs

“Guide to Inclusive Education”

Community work experiences
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Personnel Survey

• Effectiveness
• 84% survey respondents 

agreed that their school has 
highly effective services for 
students with disabilities.  

• Expectations
• 85% disagreed that teachers 

have too high expectations for 
students with disabilities. 

9

19%

10%

84%

77%

85%

15%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Teachers in school do NOT have high enough expectations 
for students with disabilities. (N=823)

Teachers in school have TOO HIGH expectations for students 
with disabilities. (N=823)

Overall, school has highly effective programs/services for 
students with disabilities. (N=900)

Agree/Strongly Agree Disagree/Strongly Disagree



Task Areas   

Special Education Manual
Referral/Eligibility for Services
IEP Development
Inclusivity
Postsecondary Transition
Early Childhood
Access to Advance 
Coursework
Interdepartmental 
Collaboration

Transportation
Organization of Office of 
Special Education and Student 
Support Services
Staffing Ratios, Caseloads, 
and Support
Fiscal Matters
Leadership, Planning, 
Professional Learning, and 
Accountability
Multi-Tiered System of Support
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Special Education Manual

Key Findings

• Need for a single comprehensive manual that is user friendly, provides clear 
information, and provides for a single message. In the absence of such a document, 
Office of Special Education (OSE) personnel sometimes provide inconsistent 
information.

11

Develop a single Standard Operating Procedural Manual 
(SOPM) for special education that includes the procedural 
issues included in other recommendations.

Action 
Step



Referral/Eligibility for Services
Key Findings

• Overall rate for students with Individual Education Program (IEPs ) (11.4%) smaller 
than the state (12.1%), nation (13.1%), and surveyed urban school districts (12.9%).

• Concerns that criteria for Specific Learning Disability (SLD) not based on an 
Response to Intervention (RtI) framework and MDSE’s RtI Guidance. 

12

Review and revise local eligibility criteria and target 
activities/assess data for high‐risk disability areas.   

Action 
Step



IEP Development

Key Findings

• Varying accounts regarding how pertinent information from the IEP can be shared for the 
many students with IEPs that teachers see during the day.

• Perception that Student Information System (STARS) does not “talk” to Technology for 
Improving Education (TIENET), and that insufficient data migration requires special 
educators to duplicate data entry into TIENET. 

13

With OSE, school, legal, and technology 
representatives, consider various aspects relevant to 
the development of IEPs to make the process more 
efficient. 

Action 
Step



Inclusivity  

Key Findings

• Growing recognition that general education classes are the best setting for almost all 
students with IEPs to receive core instruction.

• Support for a configuration of services that would enable more students to remain in 
their home schools, assuming the schools received the resources needed to meet 
student needs.

14

• Establish a vision and expectation for BCPS whereby 
almost all children and youth with IEPs will be 
educated alongside their nondisabled peers, and plan 
for an integrated service model designed to improve 
the educational outcomes for all students.

Action 
Step



Postsecondary Transition 

Key Findings
• Graduation rates for students with IEPs below target:  

• State Target - 85.5%
• All Students in BCPS - 83.83%
• Students with IEPs - 58.53%

• More access to credit recovery needed to reach graduation target rate.

15

Improve postsecondary school transition outcomes for 
students with IEPs. 

Action 
Step



Early Childhood

Key Findings

• Limited number of inclusive opportunities for three- and four-year olds with disabilities 
in their early childhood programs.

• Capacity issues have impacted inclusion of children with IEPs in regular EC 
programs, and availability of special programs.

16

Increase the capacity for educating young children 
with IEPs along with their typical peers, and improve 
their achievement outcomes. 

Action 
Step



Access to Advanced Coursework

Key Findings

• Increase in students with IEPs enrolling in advanced courses, but overall still low.
• Magnet schools and programs viewed as having programs of high interest for 

students, but that they are selective and are less accessible to students with IEPs.

17

Enable schools to increase the education of students with 
IEPs in general education/accelerated classes, and magnet 
schools/programs, with instruction aligned with the Common 
Core State Standards and principles of Multi‐Tiered Systems 
of Support (MTSS). 

Action 
Step



Interdepartmental Collaboration

Key Findings

• OSE and Department of Student Support Services staff work together to 
provide professional development and communicate regularly.

• Positive feedback provided about the collaboration between the fiscal 
representatives of Curriculum and Instruction (C&I) and OSE.

18

Enhance collaboration between OSE and other 
departments to leverage resources and expertise.

Action 
Step



Transportation

Key Findings

• Transportation routes are typically under 90 minutes, one way; the longest route is 
two hours.

• Assignments based on transportation routes overly restrict placement options.

19

With OSE and transportation, review current 
transportation procedures for students with IEPs. 

Action 
Step



Organization of OSE and Student Support Services

Key Findings

• Additional OSE support necessary for teachers of students with challenging behavior. 
• About 50 percent of the specialists’ time relates to compliance.

20

Maximize coordination and collaboration between 
special education and student support services staff. 

Action 
Step



Staffing Ratios, Caseloads, and Support

Key Findings

• Significant variation across the district regarding personnel designated to serve as an 
IEP chairperson and concern they do not have sufficient time to devote to this role.

• In most elementary schools, the assistant principal is designated as IEP chairperson. 
Numerous concerns: Expertise, Responsibilities, Additional Support, Turnover.

21

Review data to ensure that ratios, caseloads, and 
support for students meets BCPS expectations regarding 
the provision of specially designed instruction/related 
services are reasonably capable of being met. 

Action 
Step



Leadership, Planning, Professional Learning, and 
Accountability

Key Findings

• Strong consensus that the accountability paradigm for educating children and youth 
receiving special education needs to change, and that the charge must come from 
the Board, Superintendent, and collective BCPS leadership.

• Concerns that principal walkthrough protocols were not sufficiently specific to assess 
the extent to which students with IEPs are effectively educated in general education 
classes.

22

Charge the Chief Academic Officer with oversight 
responsibility for the development/implementation of 
MTSS; and increased inclusivity and improved educational 
outcomes for students with IEPs. 

Action 
Step



Fiscal Matters

Key Findings

• From FY 2006 to FY 2012, special education expenses increased by 23.8% 
(28,887,00) although the number of students with IEPs decreased by -5.9% (834 
students).

• Issues raised: Personnel, Private Day Placements, IEP Team Decision-Making, Third 
Party Billing, and Infants and Toddlers Program

23

Implement recommendations to reallocate costs and 
provide improved instruction and support for students 
with IEPs. Take steps to ensure that documentation for 
all Medicaid‐eligible services and revenue is fully 
realized. 

Action 
Step



Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS)

Key Findings

• No comprehensive  Response to Intervention (RtI) manual.
• Schools use various but inconsistent methods for maintaining academic and behavior 

data for students.

24

Build on current elements in place to 
develop/implement a framework of a Multi‐Tiered 
System of Support (MTSS) for academic achievement, 
positive behavior, and social/emotional growth for all 
students.

Action 
Step



Next Steps

• Developed a compliance manual that was shared with the case 
managers and IEP chairs.

• Revising the criteria for Specific Learning Disability (SLD) to be 
aligned with federal and state disability definitions.

• Collaborating with the Department Information Technology. 
• “One system”

25



Next Steps

• Services vs. Programs
• Provide a continuum of services for students receiving special education 

services in their home schools.

• School Counseling is now housed with the Office of Special 
Education.
• Provide access to blended instruction.

• Developed a comprehensive strategic five-year plan aimed at 
strengthening excellence and equity in the delivery of services for 
children birth-to-five.
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Next Steps

• Collaboration with the Magnet Office to ensure students receiving 
special education services have access to magnet programs.

• Merging of Special Education and Student Support Services.

• Scheduled quarterly meetings with the Office of Transportation to 
discuss student placements.

• Partner with the Office of Transportation to present at IEP chair  
trainings.

27



Next Steps

• Review and revise current staffing practices. 

• Collaborate with Curriculum and Instruction on the development of a 
Multi-tiered System of Supports. 

• Provide guidance and support to IEP teams regarding data-driven 
decision making.

28
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INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to a request for proposals, the Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) selected the Public 
Consulting Group (PCG) to provide a comprehensive assessment of the District’s special education 
services. Beginning with initial discussions with District leadership in March 2013, the PCG team has 
collected and assessed data and information regarding the effectiveness and efficacy of BCPS special 
education policies, procedures and practices, and student outcomes. In addition, PCG’s study included 
the area of Response to Intervention (RtI) to assess the extent to which research-based interventions 
are provided to students when they first exhibit academic achievement and/or social/emotional or 
behavioral issues. 

Background 

From the Chesapeake Bay to the Maryland–Pennsylvania Line, Baltimore County covers 640 square 
miles (including 28 square miles of water) that wraps around and does not include Baltimore City. The 
County’s more than 800,000 residents live in suburban, rural, and urban neighborhoods. BCPS is the 3rd 
largest district in Maryland, and 26th largest school system in the U.S. In 2012-13, BCPS enrolled 
107,033 students, including 12,179 (11.4%) with disabilities. Since 2007-08, enrollment has grown by 
2,319 students, but the number of students with disabilities has remained about the same.  

According to its website, BCPS had a general operating budget of $1.5 billion for the 2012-13 school 
year. The District operates 173 schools, including 108 elementary schools, 31 middle schools, 29 high 
schools, and 5 special schools.1 As an employer of about 18,783 individuals, including almost 8,800 
classroom teachers, BCPS is one of the largest employers in the region.  

The BCPS website notes the many awards the District has earned for academic achievement, and high 
achievement of students. A few examples include:  

 A higher percentage of students participating in Advanced Placement classes (13% in 2008 to 18% in 
2012);  

 By the end of Grade 12, 89% of all students passed the high school assessment in Algebra/Data 
Analysis, 85% in Biology, and 87% in English. 

 In 2012, higher rates of English Language Learners were proficient in reading (69%) and math (77%) 
on statewide assessments. These rates represent 11 and 12 percentage point gains, respectively, 
since 2008.2 

 More than half of all BCPS traditional and magnet high schools have been named among the 
nation's top high schools. 

 June 2013’s Education Week recognized BCPS for having the second highest graduation rate among 
the nation's largest school districts.  

 In September 2012, the Schott Foundation recognized the District for having the fourth highest 
graduation rate for African American males among the nation's large school districts.   

                                                           
1
 http://www.bcps.org/system/  

2
 Students who received ESOL (English for Speakers of Other Languages) services for one to three years are 

included. 

http://www.bcps.org/system/
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Most notable for the purposes of this review, none of the website highlights reference any 
achievements of students with disabilities. Nevertheless, across focus groups there was a high regard for 
BCPS’s special education services, and a perception that families move to Baltimore County because of 
the excellent reputation of these services. Further, there was widespread appreciation for the 
professional development, access to data, and technical assistance provided by Office of Special 
Education (OSE) personnel. Exhibit 1 reflects BCPS personnel survey results, which reflect a high regard 
for services and support for students with disabilities. This data shows the following: 

 Effectiveness. An impressive 84% of 900 survey respondents agreed that their school has an overall 
highly effective programs/services for students with disabilities.3   

 Expectations. Of 823 respondents, 85% disagreed that teachers have too high expectations for 
students with disabilities and 77% disagreed that expectations were not high enough.  

Exhibit 1. Percentage of Personnel & Perceptions of Services for Students with Disabilities & Expectations for Them 

 

In addition, of 846 survey respondents, 80% agreed and only 19% disagreed that they had sources for 
effective help both within and outside their schools when encountering problems with a student's 
behavior or academic progress. Along with issues representing opportunities for improvement, 
additional BCPS successes and achievements are detailed throughout this report. 

Methodology 

This review was based on triangulated data from three sources to arrive at integrated findings and 
recommendations related to programs, policies, and practices, and the implications for student 
outcomes. 

The first component involved the longitudinal analysis of student outcomes, achievement trends, and 
growth patterns at the elementary, middle, and high school levels (Outcome Analysis). The second 
component focused on the systemic organizational and program factors that have an impact on 
program effectiveness and special needs student outcomes (Organizational and Program Analysis). The 
analyses conducted for these two components drew from the third component–the Research and 

                                                           

3 Throughout this report, the terms agreed and disagreed includes those who strongly agreed or strongly disagreed 

with survey items. 
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Practice Literature–which identifies the organizational factors, the program elements and practices, and 
the implementation conditions associated with program effectiveness and positive student outcomes. 

PCG’s review approach was multidimensional, emphasized the participation of multiple stakeholders, 
and involved both quantitative and qualitative data collection approaches. Components included:  

 Analysis of student outcomes data  

 Interviews and focus groups with a select sample of District and school personnel 

 Case studies of student records with special educators from multiple schools 

 BCPS and state documents   

 Staff surveys 

Another important component of this study was the comparison of BCPS’s special education 
demographics and student outcomes to similar districts. PCG utilized several sources to identify 
comparable district practice, including team member’s knowledge of other district’s policies and 
procedures and publically available information. For example, the following data and trends were 
assessed: 

 Student Demographics. Demographic trends for students with disabilities by a variety of 
characteristics, including grade/grade level, disability categories, race/ethnicity, English Language 
Learners, etc.  

 Educational Settings. Rates of students with disabilities placed in various educational settings by 
grade, race/ethnicity, and other variables. 

 Student Achievement. Student performance data for students with/without disabilities over time, 
by grade level, etc. 

 Student Personnel Ratios. Student/personnel ratios for special education teachers, 
paraeducators/assistants, and related service providers. 

Document Review 

A voluminous amount of documents were reviewed and analyzed for information related to District and 
school structures, programs, policies and practices. Data and documents reviewed were in the following 
general categories: 

 Quantitative data  

 Description of services and activities 

 Documents regarding accountability and professional development 

 District procedures and guides 

 Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) reports 

More specific information about data and documents is provided at Appendix B and Appendix C. 

Interviews & Focus Groups 

PCG acquired an extensive amount of information for this study through Interviews and focus groups 
with over 200 central office and school-based administrators, clinicians, specialists, 
paraeducators/assistants, other school-based personnel, parents and parent/advocacy organizations. 
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The PCG team met with the Superintendent of Schools, over 30 principals and over 30 special education 
specialists, psychologists, speech/language pathologists, nurses, social workers, physical therapists and 
occupational therapists. In addition, focus groups included special and general education teachers, and 
paraeducators representing schools at the preschool, elementary, middle and high school levels, and 
special centers.  

Staff Surveys    

PCG collaborated with the District to disseminate a survey to school personnel to receive feedback on 
various aspects of general education interventions and special education services.  

Survey Items 
PCG drafted survey questions drawn from research and practice literature in special education. BCPS 
representatives reviewed the questions to verify their relevance and to add items as appropriate. The 
survey included 5-point rating scales, yes/no questions and open-ended text areas.  

Survey Process 
The District worked collaboratively with the PCG team to facilitate a survey process that would result in 
the highest possible rate of return. In order to encourage a high level of participation, all potential 
participants were informed of the purpose of the survey and provided with instructions for accessing the 
survey online. The 1006 survey respondents represented grade levels and programs in the following 
proportions: pre-kindergarten (3%), elementary (48%), middle school (18%), high school (24%), 
alternative programs (1%), and all grades (7%). Of the 1006 respondents, personnel areas were 
represented at the following rates: general educators (32%), special educators (20%), paraprofessionals 
(8%), administrators (13%), related service providers (17%), and other (10%).   

Case Studies 

In April 2012, PCG visited BCPS for two days to conduct eight case study sessions with school-based 
personnel.  Student records were reviewed for the following groups: elementary, middle and high 
school students educated in general education classes for most of the school day; elementary, middle 
and high school students educated in separate special education classes for most of the school day; 
students in special center schools; and students at White Oak School. 

Each focus group, which was facilitated by a PCG team member, comprised school staff from several 
schools at the same grade level. The staff member having knowledge about a particular student 
provided background about the student’s characteristics and needs, and the other participants provided 
feedback based on the student’s record and oral presentation. A note taker from PCG recorded answers 
to key questions.   

Overall, the focus group participants and other District representatives provided positive feedback to 
the case study review process, and many said that the process provided a helpful way of looking at 
student records. Several suggestions were offered regarding how BCPS could utilize aspects of the case 
study review process to look at student records in a meaningful way included:  

 Having cross-program case studies, e.g., including teachers from various programs and schools;   

 Having coordinators lead reviews for challenging cases at their own schools; and 

 Conducting refresher trainings using case studies as a professional development opportunity. 
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Student Record Confidentiality 

To protect the confidentiality of personally identifiable student information, PCG complied with the 
Institutional Review Board’s procedures, the Common Rule, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy 
Act, the Health Insurance Portability Act, and other state, local, and federal rules for the protection of 
such confidentiality. The company’s Security and Confidentiality Policy for Protected Data is fully 
described in Appendix A.   
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Organization of the Report  

This report is organized by seven major sections:  

I. Response to Intervention  

II. Special Education Demographics & Referral/Eligibility for Services 
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III. Achievement of Students with IEPs  

IV. Teaching & Learning for Students with IEPs 

V. Support for Teaching & Learning  

VI. Accountability for Desired Results 

Embedded in each section are descriptions of effective BCPS policies, procedures, and practices, as well 
as areas of concern that were used to formulate specific recommendations designed to improve the 
academic performance and social/emotional outcomes of students with disabilities, who as a group 
have lagged behind their very high performing peers. PCG’s goal is to assist the District in taking a series 
of actions that are challenging but intended to help produce a world-class education for every BCPS 
student. Overall recommendations with detailed provisions for implementation are provided at the end 
of the report. In addition, the report provides an explanation of frequently used terms (Appendix F) and 
a list of acronyms (Appendix G).  

Throughout this report, reference is made to students receiving special education services. They will also 
be referred to as students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) or students with disabilities. 
The terms are intended to be interchangeable.  
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I. Response to Intervention 

In June 2008, the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) published guidance for school 
districts to establish a tiered instructional approach to support the achievement of all students in 
Maryland public schools, in particular those students not demonstrating grade level content mastery. 
The document, A Tiered Instructional Approach to Support Achievement for All Students – Maryland’s 
Response to Intervention Framework (MSDE RtI Guidance), presents 

A framework for a nationally recognized process for implementing instruction with 
fidelity, based upon a student’s response to scientific, research-based instructional 
programs and interventions. This strategic framework includes screening of all students, 
identifying specific learner needs, providing appropriate instruction aligned with 
identified needs and closely monitoring student progress to determine the need for any 
instructional adjustments. With the implementation of these processes, Maryland 
educators can continuously refine educational practices to ensure all students achieve 
or exceed performance standards. 4 

MDSE’s Response to Intervention (RtI) document explains that Maryland school systems are 
implementing research-based and tiered interventions as part of their school improvement process. RtI 
helps to identify targeted students in need of prioritized, intense instruction to address their lack of 
demonstrated mastery in meeting grade level expectations or Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) targets. It 
also builds upon Maryland’s requirement that school systems have coordinated programs of pupil 
services5 based on a team model, e.g., Student Support Team.  As reflected in RtI literature, MSDE 
identified the following seven essential components of the RtI process: 

 Universal screening; 

 Problem-solving/decision-making practices; 

 Tiered levels of implementation of high-quality instruction/intervention; 

 Progress monitoring; 

 Fidelity of implementation; 

 Family involvement; and 

 Considerations for English Language Learners. 

Universal Design for Learning 
The first tier of RtI includes universal interventions for all students, and the provision of high-level core 
and differentiated instruction. Universal Design for Learning (UDL) makes differentiated instruction 
more manageable because it addresses the needs of diverse learners from the outset, which reduces 
the need for individual accommodations and after-the-fact re-teaching that can be time consuming. UDL 
implementation encompasses proactive, good teaching practices, including options for presenting 
information, combined with multiple options for action, expression and engagement. In recognition of 
the value of UDL, on May 4, 2010, Governor O’Malley signed the UDL bill establishing a Statewide Task 

                                                           
4
 http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-

6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf 
5
 COMAR 13.A.05.05 

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf
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Force to Explore the Incorporation of UDL Principles into Maryland's Education Systems.6 The following 
year, MSDE accepted recommendations of the Task Force’s Universal Design for Learning (UDL) as a 
Framework for Supporting Learning and Improving Achievement for All Learners in Maryland, 
Prekindergarten Through Higher Education.7 As reported in the report:  

Teachers cannot accomplish the implementation of UDL principles alone. Local school 
system staff need to provide support by looking for new ways to design and deliver 
flexible digital materials to teachers, to re-examine the distribution of technology 
devices in classrooms, and to collaboratively approach the evaluation and selection of 
new resources, textbooks and core materials to ensure that there is a range of options 
that meets the varied needs of all students.  

When students are motivated and have access to the tools and content of learning, it is 
logical to expect improvements in educational outcomes. Combined with *MDSE’s RtI 
Guidance+, … UDL has the potential to impact the following:  

 Numbers of students requiring special education services,  

 Number of students dropping out of school,  

 Number of gifted and talented students who are not engaged in current learning activities,  

 Number of accommodations needed during instruction and assessment, and  

 The amount of time teachers spend individualizing instruction.  

PCG reviewed BCPS’s leadership for RtI and how the District has addressed the seven essential RtI 
components, including the use of UDL, through written standards, procedures, and practices. This 
information is summarized below. 

RtI Leadership 

According to the 2008 BCPS Teaming Model: Student Support Team (Teaming Model) document, BCPS 
has a long history of interdisciplinary approaches for school staff and Student Support Services 
personnel to support student achievement and safe, orderly school environment. 8  These 
interdisciplinary approaches have evolved over time into the BCPS Teaming Model, which is supported 
by the Student Support Team (SST). The SST is used to combine the knowledge and competencies of 
school staff and Student Support Services personnel to address complex problems of individual 
students, groups of students, and schoolwide concerns. The SST model is designed to address concerns 
at multiple levels of prevention, early intervention, and more intensive intervention within the school.   

The SST process is driven by personnel from the Student Support Services Department, which according 
to its website, has as its focus: prevention and intervention programs and services to support schools, 
students, and parents by addressing the cognitive, behavioral, social, emotional, health, safety, and 
alternative education needs of all students to maximize student achievement.9 At the time of PCG’s 
study, the Student Support Services Executive Director reported directly to the Deputy Superintendent, 
and was in the same reporting unit as the Assistant Superintendents, Chief Accountability Officer, and 
                                                           
6
 (HB 59/SB 467), 

7
 http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/40C0E913-3A05-42E7-9627-

93CB24597D6A/28188/A_Route_for_Every_Learner_Report_NSG_032511_w.pdf  
8
 Code NO. PS 107, January, 2008 (BCPS Teaming Model) 

9 http://www.bcps.org/offices/sss/ 

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/40C0E913-3A05-42E7-9627-93CB24597D6A/28188/A_Route_for_Every_Learner_Report_NSG_032511_w.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/40C0E913-3A05-42E7-9627-93CB24597D6A/28188/A_Route_for_Every_Learner_Report_NSG_032511_w.pdf
http://www.bcps.org/offices/sss/
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Chief Human Resource Officer. Under this organizational structure, Student Support Services was 
housed apart from the Curriculum and Instruction Department with an Executive Director that reported 
through the Chief Academic Officer (CAO), who reports to the Deputy Superintendent. According to the 
Curriculum and Instruction website, the department provides vision, leadership, and expertise in the 
development of curricular and instructional initiatives; and includes the areas of special education, 
gifted and talented, English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), and professional development.10 
Recently, the Student Support Services Department merged with OSE whose Executive Director now 
leads the Office of Special Education and Student Support Services.  This merger brings Student Support 
Services within the realm of instruction, enables related service providers (e.g., psychologists, social 
workers) to have a unified reporting structure with special education, and should facilitate 
communication and collaborative work. 

With this transfer, it is important that BCPS not create the impression that any aspect of the RtI process 
is driven by special education or related personnel. With the rigor of the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS) and related assessments, it is important that the RtI process be visibly associated with the Deputy 
Superintendent, to whom the Assistant Superintendents also report. This association and visible 
oversight is necessary to ensure that as teachers are being challenged to shift their pedagogy for the 
Common Core, the RtI framework for Multi-Tiered System of Supports is embedded in written 
documents and training related to support teaching and first learning for every student, including those 
with diverse learning needs. 

RtI Procedures 

BCPS does not have a comprehensive document that provides local operating standards for the 
implementation of RtI. The District provided the PCG team with the following documents, including two 
PowerPoint presentations, which it has used to communicate elements of RtI for school-based 
personnel: 

  BCPS Teaming Model 

 The Student Support Team: Procedures, Student Plans, and Role of Chairpersons PowerPoint for 
New Administrators’ Academy, July 17, 2012 (New Administrators’ Academy) 

 SST Training for SST Chairs PowerPoint of Sept. 25, 2012 (SST Chairs) 

The BCPS Teaming Model includes information about the following areas: 

 Teams & Tiered Intervention. The document includes a description of teams supporting three tiers 
of academic and behavioral interventions. It does not include any standards for interventions at 
each of the three tiers, such as those described by the MSDE RtI document.  

 SST Process. In addition to the SST referral process, the document includes reasons for an SST 
referral, and examples of SST outcomes.  

 SST Participants. Detailed information is provided about required and optional SST participants and 
their roles. Parents are listed as individuals who may be invited by the SST chairperson. Parents are 
required to be invited only when a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) or behavior intervention 

                                                           

10 https://www.bcps.org/offices/curriculum_and_instruction/ 

https://www.bcps.org/offices/curriculum_and_instruction/
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plan (BIP), and Section 504 is discussed.11  By contrast, the Florida Department of Education’s 
Guiding Tools for Instructional Problem Solving RtI states that problem-solving teams at the 
individual student level should always include the parents of the student.12 Although the MDSE RtI 
document does not include any information about team participants, the Florida model is based on 
best practices that are inclusive of parents. 

 Plans & Review. Information is provided about Student Support Plans and progress review meetings 
to determine the extent to which academic and behavioral goals are met.  

 Section 504 & SAP. The Section 504 process, which is governed by the SST, is described in general 
terms. Also, information is provided about the Student Assistance Program (SAP) for students with 
at risk behavior related to alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs.  

The BCPS Teaming Model and the PowerPoint documents focus on the SST process and never reference 
RtI by name. Limited (or no) standards were provided for the seven essential components of the RtI 
process referenced by MSDE and identified in RtI literature. Further, no information was written 
regarding the use of universal design for learning.  

BCPS RtI Practices 

Highlights of BCPS RtI practices are summarized below and are based on feedback by focus group and 
case study participants and survey respondents. In some cases, this information is supplemented by 
written information provided by the District. 

Tier 1 – Core Curriculum & Universal Interventions 

The first tier of instruction and intervention presumes that the core curriculum is rigorous, evidence-
based, aligned with CCSS, culturally relevant and linguistically appropriate, and implemented as 
intended for every student. The Common Core State Standards require individuals to have a deep 
understanding of academic content and the ability to apply that academic knowledge and skills. To get 
students ready to meet these standards, school districts and schools need to provide not only higher 
quality instruction, but also instruction that is more integrated across subject areas than ever before, 
and differentiated to address diverse student needs.13 This diversity includes students with disabilities 
receiving special education services.    

First Instruction & Digital Platform 
Recognizing the importance of core curriculum, BCPS has a focus on effective first instruction. Through a 
partnership with edCount, the District is developing for the 2013-14 school year a “premier and unique” 
curriculum that will begin with English/ Language Arts (ELA) through the 6th grade that will be based on a 
digital platform to house and host instructional resources for teachers and students. The platform will 
facilitate multiple pathways for effective first instruction, embed assessments that can be reviewed by 
the teacher, and provide differentiated instruction for all students. Instructional pathways will allow 

                                                           
11

 Page 8. 
12 http://www.florida-rti.org/_docs/gtips.pdf 
13

 Council of the Great City Schools’ Common Core State Standards and Diverse Urban Students: Using Multi-Tiered 
Systems of Support (2012) at 
http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-
a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257 

http://www.florida-rti.org/_docs/gtips.pdf
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teachers to arrange flexible groups, and to accelerate, enrich and scaffold instruction.  It is expected that 
students will have direct access to the curriculum and learning resources on individual mobile devices, 
which supports an Universal Design for Learning environment. Under a three-to-five year plan, 
instruction will be available via this platform in all curricular areas and for all grades. Some focus group 
participants shared concerns that they are not adequately prepared to utilize the platform for the 
coming school year.    

General Preparation for CCSS-Aligned Instruction 
Generally, professional development to support instruction aligned with the Common Core State 
Standards began in earnest during the 2012-13 school year with the change in BCPS leadership.  

 Perceptions about Preparation. Focus group participants had varied perceptions about the extent 
to which all teachers are equipped for this purpose, most depending on the extent to which school 
administrations have supported the effort. Some participants felt very prepared, representing 
schools that used every department, faculty meeting, and professional development days to focus 
on this issue. Other participants felt unprepared, representing schools with little if any access to 
training.  

 Training Process. Case study participants reported that school principals and a teacher from each 
grade attended three days of training during the summer of 2012 to receive information about the 
new standards, and they shared the information with school personnel using a “train the trainer” 
model. Focus group participants expressed some concern that all trainers did not have a deep 
understanding of the standards and how teachers could provide aligned instruction; that 
inconsistent information was being communicated; and that there continued to be unanswered 
questions. Reportedly, additional CCSS professional development has been provided during the 
summer of 2013 to provide more opportunities for learning.    

 Personnel Evaluation Training. Complicating the CCSS training effort has been the need for schools 
to use professional development time to focus on the qualitative portion of the new personnel 
evaluation instrument, which BCPS piloted in 2012-13.  

Differentiated Instruction 
Of 823 staff members responding to the survey, 543 (66%) agreed that general educators need more 
focused professional development on differentiated instruction; only 26% disagreed.  

CCSS-Aligned Instruction Preparation for Students with Disabilities  
Focus group and case study participants had varied perceptions regarding the extent to which they feel 
prepared to provide instruction aligned with the common core for students with IEPs.     

 Inclusive Instruction. Some focus group participants reported that resource special educators were 
included in CCSS training activities, and that these teachers shared this information to special 
education chairs. OSE was viewed as a good partner for this training effort. Others reported that 
professional development for various content areas were not inclusive of students with IEPs, that 
special educators were not included, and there was no mention about differentiated instruction to 
meet the needs of students with disabilities. 

 Core Content. As an example of the challenge special educators (and teachers of English Language 
Learners, ELLs) may have is the 2014-15 school year change for the Algebra Data and Analysis class, 
which has a slower-paced Algebra curriculum. According to case study participants, this class has 
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been offered only to students with IEPs and students receiving ELL services. Beginning with the 
2015-15 school year, the class will no longer be available.  

 Separate Class Instruction. Some focus group participants reported that in all special education 
programs, except for students in the Communication and Learning Support (CLS) and Functional 
Academic Learning Skills (FALS), students receive instruction based on the common core; and that 
special educators in those programs have received training along with content area general 
educators, and alone as special educators. There are significant concerns, however, that special 
educators for students who are educated in separate classes have not received sufficient targeted 
training to provide their students instruction aligned with CCSS and the differentiation strategies 
students need to access relevant knowledge and skills.  

Interventions, Data & Problem-Solving 

Generally, focus group participants had an awareness of RtI, the use of interventions, progress 
monitoring, and problem solving. Some recognized the concepts but indicated that the process was not 
referred to by name.  There was a consensus that RtI is used more to support English language arts at 
the elementary school level because this is where the initiative began and where more intervention 
programs are available. There does not seem to be as much support at the middle and high school levels 
or in the area of math.  

Academic Interventions 
Although the Curriculum and Instruction Division has provided some guidance for the use of reading 
interventions, there is no overall support for the purchase of intervention programs; the decision to 
purchase interventions is made at the school level. Focus group participants reported that only Title I 
and third party billing funds are available to purchase interventions. Some teachers in schools without 
funding to purchase programs have developed their own interventions. Some schools have funded a 
coach class model with pullout services; reportedly, the success of this model varies. Also, on a school-
by-school basis, teachers share web-based resources.  

Positive Behavior Intervention & Support 
All District schools are expected to use the BCPS Positive Behavior Planning Guide to develop a positive 
behavior plan in the School Improvement Plan.14 About 78 schools practice the full use of the research-
based positive behavior intervention and support (PBIS) framework, which includes less than half of the 
District’s 174 schools and programs. These schools benefit from MSDE’s support of PBIS and the 
District’s training opportunities, e.g., Interventions to Address Challenging Behavior in the Classroom 
(July 2012), Changing Behaviors 2.0 Implementing Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (December 2012), 
and PBIS Team Leader and Coach Training (December 2012).  

According to a Systematic Academic and Behavior Planning Supports Classroom Instruction PowerPoint 
that was presented during the October 2012 National PBIS Leadership Forum (2012 National Forum 
ppt), the District’s PBIS framework includes the essential components of the MSDE RtI framework, such 
as universal screening, three tiers of increasingly intensive interventions, and progress monitoring. 
Further, the process is evaluated for fidelity through the use of the School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET), 
Implementation Phases Inventory (IPI), and Benchmarks of Quality (BOQ). As referenced above, no 

                                                           
14

 Systematic Academic and Behavior Planning Supports Classroom Instruction presentation at the 2012 National 
PBIS Leadership Forum, October 2012 
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other documents reviewed contained information about universal screening to identify proactively 
students who are underachieving academically. While schools may use Maryland State Assessment 
(MSA) and other data for this purpose on an ad hoc basis, the absence of standards and guidance for 
this purpose hinders student progress. 

Progress Monitoring   
Schools use various but inconsistent methods for maintaining academic and behavior data for students, 
e.g., data binders, tracking systems, watch lists, etc. They use data, such as MSA, and teacher reports. 
The Student Support Plan form is used to document a student’s areas of concern, goals, interventions, 
persons responsible for implementation, and methods of monitoring.  Outcomes are measured by: goal 
achieved, progress made, or no progress. Also, the form documents with a “yes” or “no” whether the 
interventions are implemented consistently. There is no obvious space nor requirement reflected on this 
form to indicate that intervention providers are to document with data any progress made by the 
student. Data are reviewed at the school and central office levels to assess the impact of PBIS on office 
referrals, suspensions, etc. However, of the 823 staff survey respondents, 63% agree and only 21% 
disagree that general and special educators need a toolkit of progress monitoring tools and training. 

Problem Solving 
According to the BCPS 2012 National Forum PowerPoint, STTs in PBIS schools follow the literature-based 
problem-solving model of: defining the problem, problem analysis, implementing the plan, and 
evaluating progress. However, other printed material for PBIS or SSTs did not refer to information about 
the use of the problem-solving model to review the response of students to interventions. 

Relationship Between RtI & Special Education 

Although RtI is rooted in general education, the following special education issues interrelate with RtI: 
referral of students for special education evaluations; use of RtI for identifying students with specific 
learning disabilities (SLD); and the involvement of students with IEPs in the RtI process.  

Special Education Evaluation Referrals 
According to various BCPS documents, a student is referred for a special education evaluation when 
(s)he has not responded adequately to Tier 1 and Tier 2 interventions.15 The MDSE RtI Guidance at page 
18, however, provides for the referral of students who do not respond with sufficient progress to Tier 3 
interventions:   

Tier 3 interventions can result in successful progress that makes Tier 1 or Tier 2 
instruction appropriate for the individual student. If sufficient progress does not occur, 
continued implementation of Tier 3 instructional interventions and supports may be 
warranted, or the student’s achievement data may indicate a need for consideration of 
special education services by an Individualized Education Program (IEP) team. 

Furthermore, the MDSE RtI Guidance states this standard even more clearly at page 35: 

After the provision of targeted Tier III instruction, interventions, and supports with daily 
progress monitoring, data indicates Tier III is insufficient to increase the student’s rate 
of learning and skill acquisition to a level comparable to peers.   

                                                           
15

 In addition, the student is suspected of having a disability and is need of specially designed instruction/services. 
New Administrators’ Academy, SST Chairs training document. 
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BCPS’s special education procedures were silent regarding this issue. Some focus group participants 
expressed concern that with the increased rigor of CCSS assessments and principal evaluations based in 
part on student achievement that referrals for special education evaluation will dramatically increase. 
The implementation of RtI with fidelity and clear standards for special education referrals based on the 
MDSE RtI Guidance document is necessary to avoid this outcome.   

Using RtI to Identify Students with a Specific Learning Disability & Specially Designed Instruction Need 
MSDE’s RtI Guidance indicates that school districts are not required to identify but to have the option of 
identifying a specific learning disability (SLD) based on a child’s response to scientific, research based 
intervention. In addition, MSDE does not require use of the so-called IQ discrepancy model of 
identification. Written documents provided to the PCG team did not contain any standards or guidance 
about BCPS’s use of RtI to identify a student with SLD; it appears that the District has chosen not to 
utilize this progressive research-based practice.  

 A special education eligibility form for the area of SLD appears to rely on the traditional IQ discrepancy 
model as it contained detailed provisions for documenting any evidence of a cognitive processing 
disorder in six specific areas, and whether this disorder has resulted in a student’s inadequate 
achievement in one or more of eight area, e.g., basic reading skills.16 However, this criteria does not 
appear to be clearly aligned with the MSDE RtI Guidance that states at page 36:  

At a minimum, patterns of a student’s strengths and weaknesses in performance, 
achievement, or both, relative to age, State-approved grade level standards or 
intellectual development should be evaluated in terms of the level of performance, the 
degree of variation among strengths and weaknesses, the frequency of such variation 
across individuals, and the relevance to identification of a specific learning disability. 

Additional information about BCPS’s process for determining whether a student has a specific learning 
disability is provided in Section II’s Referral, Evaluation & Eligibility under procedures and practices. 

RtI & Students with Disabilities 
Focus group participants had the following varied reports regarding the extent to which students with 
IEPs could participate in RtI interventions with students without IEPs. 

 Speech/Language Only. Students receiving speech/language services only were perceived as the 
sole group of students with IEPs who could participate in RtI interventions. 

 Students in BLS Program. Students in a Behavior Learning Support (BLS) program were excluded 
from participating in a Fundations intervention class. 

 Inclusive Interventions. In some cases, inclusion special education teachers provide instruction in 
Fundations and/or Wilson Reading for students with/without IEPs.    

None of the written material provided to the PCG team included information on this topic. MDSE’s RtI 
Guidance, however, provides clear guidance on this topic, which is that students with disabilities will 
receive RtI-based interventions unless otherwise indicated in an IEP.  

The premise of this document is that all students in Maryland can achieve high 
standards, and when a tiered instructional approach within a response to intervention 
framework is implemented with fidelity, it will help achieve this goal. (Page 6) 
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 https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=Eligibility%20form  

https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=Eligibility%20form
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All students, including students with an individualized education program (IEP), will have 
access to any instructional or intervention programs made available through the tiered 
instructional approach in alignment with their IEP. (Page 6) 

Parents and other stakeholders can expect that a student identified with a disability will 
receive instruction within general education as appropriate through the tiered 
instructional approach unless otherwise indicated in their individualized education 
program (IEP). (Page 8) 

The only exception to this general rule is that students with IEPs may not receive RtI services that are 
funded with IDEA funds used for early intervening services.17 

Relationship Between General Ed Interventions & Referral for Evaluations (Survey Responses) 
Of 900 survey respondents reflected in Exhibit 1a, a large 81% agreed that school personnel made 
significant attempts to meet student unique needs through general education interventions before 
initiating a referral for a special education evaluation. A smaller 59%, however, disagreed that a lack of 
sufficient reading intervention support is NOT a major reason for the referral of students for special 
education evaluations; and a smaller percentage (55%) disagreed about a lack of sufficient intervention 
support in the area of math.   

Exhibit 1a. Survey Responses: Relationship Between General Education Interventions and Referral for Evaluations 

 

Need for More Guidance (Survey Responses) 
As reflected in Exhibit 1b, survey respondents indicated a need for more guidance in the following areas. 

 Of 900 respondents, 74% for a more systemic referral process and a broader array of interventions 
prior to a referral for a special education evaluation; 

 Of 823 respondents, 53% for use of positive behavior supports for students with behavioral issues, 
and to select and use intensive reading (50%) and math (53%) interventions for students achieving 
below grade level. 

 

                                                           
17

 34 CFR §300.226’s early intervening services are “…for students in kindergarten through grade 12 (with 
particular emphasis on students in kindergarten through grade three) who are not currently identified as needing 
special education or related services, but who need additional academic and behavioral support to succeed in a 
general education environment.” Office of Special Education Programs, January 2007 
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Exhibit 1b. Survey Responses: More Guidance for Systemic Referral Processes and General Education Interventions 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. MTSS. Build on current elements in place to develop/implement a framework of multi-system of 
supports (MTSS) for academic achievement, positive behavior, and social/emotional growth 
(including enrichment) for all students.18 As referenced in Blueprint 2.0’s first goal regarding World-
class Teaching and Learning at E1, develop a comprehensive, consistent, systemwide plan that 
integrates student support services, ESOL services, special education services, and other services to 
better meet students’ needs.19 To the maximum extent possible, integrate processes for academic, 
social/emotional, and positive behavior support so that the whole child is considered for support.  

a. Framework. Establish a Board of Education policy and comprehensive framework for the 
implementation of MTSS, including a written description and clear standards, for all students 
(including those who have IEPs/504 plans, who are gifted/talented or are English language 
learners) in prekindergarten through 12th grade. Embed implementation of and professional 
learning for the Common Core State Standards within the MTSS framework.20 

b. MSDE RtI Guidelines. Use the comprehensive MSDE RtI Guidelines21 to establish and describe 
written expectations for the following seven essential components and relevant documentation 
to support fidelity of implementation:  

 Universal screening, including tools for its consistent use. 

                                                           
18 

The term MTSS is used to reflect the current reference in the literature for use of a comprehensive multi-tiered 
system of supports that incorporate academic and behavior supports. 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.   
19

 http://www.bcps.org/blueprint/goalOne.htm 
20

 Council of the Great City Schools’ Common Core State Standards and Diverse Urban Students: Using Multi-Tiered 
Systems of Support (2012) at 
http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-
a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257 
21

 http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-
6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf 
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http://www.bcps.org/blueprint/goalOne.htm
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf
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 Problem-solving/decision-making practices. 

 Tiered levels of implementation of high-quality instruction/intervention (based on a 
foundation of first learning and UDL), including involvement of students with IEPs and their 
interaction with nondisabled students for interventions.  

 Progress monitoring, including consistent tools for its use.  

 Fidelity of implementation, including documentation that interventions are appropriate for 
students’ areas of need and were provided as intended. 

 Family involvement. 

 Considerations for English Language Learners (ELLs). 

c. Instructional Leadership Teams. Have district-wide and school-based Instructional Leadership 
Teams for problem-solving and data-based decision making at all tiers to match instructional 
(academic and behavior) resources to student needs and support academic advancement and 
positive behavior; and supplement teams as needed to support teachers.22  

d. MTSS Use for Referral/Eligibility for Specially Designed Instruction. Clarify standards for the 
use of MTSS as a basis for referring students for special education evaluations, using the MDSE 
RtI Guidance document described above. Use MTSS results as part of the process for 
determining the existence of a specific learning disability, and any other disability areas 
allowable through local criteria. As part of this consideration, consider research showing the use 
of MTSS to reduce racial/ethnic disproportionality in the identification of students with 
disabilities.23  

(See Recommendation 12 related to leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability.) 

  

                                                           
22

 New Teacher Teams to Support Integrated Comprehensive Services at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=%20New%20Teacher%20Teams%20to%20S
upport%20Integrated%20Comprehensive%20Services.pdf; 
23

 http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10128  

https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=%20New%20Teacher%20Teams%20to%20Support%20Integrated%20Comprehensive%20Services.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=%20New%20Teacher%20Teams%20to%20Support%20Integrated%20Comprehensive%20Services.pdf
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10128
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II. Special Education Demographics & Referral/Eligibility for Services    

This section assesses special education demographics, along with data and issues regarding the referral 
of students for special education evaluations and making eligibility determinations.  

Special Education Demographics 

Information in this subsection summarizes a variety of demographic data for BCPS students with 
documented disabilities. In addition to data for all BCPS students, data are summarized for BCPS 
students with IEPs who are ELLs and/or in foster care. When available, BCPS data are compared to 
students at the state and national levels, and with a group of surveyed urban school districts. In 
addition, data is analyzed by disability areas and by race/ethnicity. This information provides an overall 
context for understanding the various characteristics of students who receive special education services. 

Overall Rates for Students with IEPs   

Overall, 11.4% of BCPS students had an IEP for the 2012-13 school year. As reflected in Exhibit 2a, this 
rate has been relatively steady since the 2007-08 school year.24 

Exhibit 2a. Percentage of BCPS Students with IEPs: 2007-08 to 2012-13 

 

BCPS IEP Rates Compared to State, Nation & Urban School Districts 
BCPS’s 11.4% rate of students with an IEP is smaller than rates at the state (12.1%) and nation (13.1%), 
and for surveyed urban school districts (12.9%).25 (Exhibit 2b). 

Exhibit 2b. Percentage of Students with IEPs: BCPS, State, Nation & Surveyed Urban School Districts 

 

                                                           
24

 Unless stated otherwise, all BCPS data provided by the District to the PCG team.  
25

 Sources. State/national data provided by U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, unless 
otherwise noted. http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_048.asp. The urban school districts 
responded to a survey conducted by the Urban Special Education Leadership Collaborative, as supplemented by 
data submitted to PCG and to the Council of the Great City Schools during respective special education reviews. 
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BCPS IEP Rates Compared to Seven Other Largest Maryland School Districts 
Compared to the seven largest school districts in Maryland, BCPS’s state reported rates for the 2011-12 
school year was 11.8%, which was smaller than Anne Arundel’s 16.2%, Baltimore City’s 15.7% and 
Hartford’s 12.3%; and larger than the remaining four districts (Montgomery’s 11.2%, Prince George’s 
11.1%, Frederick’s 10.1%, and Howard’s 8.6%). As reflected in Exhibit 2c, BCPS’s elementary grade level 
rate of 6.2% is second only to Baltimore City’s rate of 7.2%; and Howard’s low high school rate of 2.4% is 
the only district rate lower than BCPS’s 2.9%.26   

Exhibit 2c. Rates of Students with IEPs of All Students by Grade Levels 

 

BCPS Rates of All Students with IEPs by Grade Level Compared to Seven Other Largest Maryland 
School Districts 
When considering only students with IEPs, BCPS has the highest rate of students (53%) at the 
elementary school level than the other seven largest school districts. At the middle school grade level, 
BCPS shares the highest rate of 24% with Prince George’s County, Baltimore City, and Hartford. At the 
high school level, BCPS’s 25% rate is the lowest of all the other districts.27 (Exhibit 2d.)  

Exhibit 2d. Percentages of All Students with IEPs by Grade Levels 

 

                                                           
26

 http://msp.msde.state.md.us/  
27
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ELLs 
The following data pertain to the percentage of ELLs with IEPs; with IEPs who are ELLs; and all BCPS 
students who are ELL. (Exhibit 2e) 

 Percent of ELLs with IEPs. Between the 2007-08 and 2012-13 school years, a much smaller 
percentage of ELLs had an IEP compared to all BCPS students with IEPs (see Exhibit 2a). The 6.6% 
rate for ELLs with an IEPs in 2012-13 was about the same as the previous school years, except for 
2009-10’s unusually high 8.3% rate.  

 Comparison of Rates for Students with IEPs who are ELLs and BCPS Students who are ELLs. In 
2012-13, a smaller percentage of all students with IEPs were ELLs (2.3%) than the percentage of all 
BCPS who were ELLs (3.8%). The rates were less disparate in 2012-13 than they were in 2007-08 and 
2008-09.   

Exhibit 2e. Percentage of ELLs with Documented Disabilities & All BCPS ELLs 

 

Students in Foster Care 
Since 2008-09, when 32.5% of students in foster care had IEPs, the rate has slowly decreased to 2012-
13’s rate of 27.1%. (Exhibit 2f) Nationally, it is estimated that 30% to 40% of youth in foster care have 
IEPs.28 Reportedly, most BCPS students in foster care are placed in group homes by the County by the 
Maryland Department of Human Resources, and many of the students have a disability identified by a 
prior school district. 

Exhibit 2f. Percent of Students in Foster Care with IEPs 

 

                                                           
28

 Youth with Disabilities in the Foster Care System: Barriers to Success and Proposed Policy Solutions National 
Council on Disability, February 26, 2008 at 
http://www.aypf.org/publications/documents/ncd96_FosterYouth_w_cover.pdf.  
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Incidence Rates by Primary Disability  

Exhibit 2g and 2h provide data regarding students by primary areas of disability for all BCPS students, 
ELLs, and students in foster care.    

All BCPS Students with IEPs 
BCPS’s rates of students with IEPs by primary disability areas are comparable to those at the state 
and/or nation.29 There is some disparity in the areas of autism (10%, 9% and 7%, respectively; and 
intellectual disability (3%, 5% and 7%, respectively).  

Exhibit 2g. Percentage of Students with IEPs: BCPS, State & Nation 

 

Primary Disability Areas for all BCPS, Students in Foster Care & ELLs 
As reflected in Exhibit 2h, the proportion of students by primary disability varies significantly for all BCPS 
students compared to those in foster care and ELLs. The most noteworthy differences are summarized 
below. 

 Emotional Disability. A much higher percentage of students in foster care have an emotional 
disability (35%) compared to BCPS; interestingly, no ELLs have been identified as having this 
disability. 

 Specific Learning Disability. While all BCPS and ELLs have typical rates for a specific learning 
disability (33% and 35%, respectively), students in foster care have a low rate of 17%.  

 Speech/Language Impairment.  A very low percentage of students in foster care are identified as 
having a speech/language impairment (4%) compared to BCPS (33%) and ELLs (35%).  

 Intellectual Disability. A much higher rate of students with IEPs in foster care are identified as 
having an intellectual disability (10%), compared to all BCPS students and ELLs  (3% and 2%, 
respectively).       

 Developmental Disability. A disproportionately large percentage of ELLs with IEPs are identified in 
the area of DD (13%) compared to BCPS students and ELLs (8% and 5%, respectively). This high rate 

                                                           
29

 The following acronyms are noted in the exhibits: SLD (specific learning disability); S/L (speech/language); OHI 
(other health impairment); DD (developmental disability); ED (emotional disturbance); and ID (intellectual 
disability). The “other” category includes: vision impairment, hearing impairment, orthopedic impairment, blind 

SLD S/L OHI Autism DD ED ID Other 

BCPS 33% 19% 15% 10% 8% 7% 3% 4% 

State 31% 19% 16% 9% 9% 7% 5% 5% 

Nation 36% 22% 12% 7% 6% 6% 7% 5% 

0% 

5% 

10% 

15% 

20% 

25% 

30% 

35% 

40% 



                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  22 

may be related to a lack of confidence regarding the extent to which language acquisition is making 
it difficult to diagnose a more specific disability area. 

Exhibit 2h. Percentage of Students with IEPs by Major Disability Areas: All BCPS, Students in Foster Care and ELLs
30

 

 

Incidence Rates by Race/Ethnicity 

The information below reflects data for BCPS students, students in foster care and ELLs who receive 
special education services, by race/ethnicity and by grade level.   

All Disability Areas  
The rates for all students with IEPs by race/ethnicity are comparable to the overall rates of BCPS 
students by race/ethnicity. (Exhibit 2i) This comparability includes students at the preschool, 
elementary, middle and high school levels.   

Exhibit 2i.  Percentage of All Students with/without IEPs by Race/Ethnicity & by Grade Level 

 

                                                           
30

 The area of “other” incorporates the following disability areas: deaf, blind-deaf, hearing impairment, multiple 
disability, orthopedic impairments, vision impairment, and traumatic brain injury. 

SLD S/L HI Autism DD ED ID Other  Other 

All BCPS 33% 19% 15% 10% 8% 7% 3% 4% 1% 

Foster Care 17% 4% 21% 2% 5% 35% 10% 7% 2% 

ELLs 35% 36% 7% 5% 13% 0% 2% 2% 1% 

0% 

5% 

10% 

15% 

20% 

25% 

30% 

35% 

40% 

44% 42% 
33% 37% 

45% 44% 43% 40% 46% 42% 

39% 45% 

42% 
41% 

36% 40% 42% 50% 41% 51% 

7% 
6% 

11% 9% 8% 7% 6% 
6% 

5% 
4% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

All IEP All IEP All IEP All IEP All IEP 

All BCPS Preschool Elementary Middle High 

White Black Hispanic Asian Multiple 



                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  23 

Risk Ratio for Four Common Disability Areas by Race/Ethnicity & Students in Foster Care 
Risk ratios are a common measure that reflects the likelihood that students in one racial/ethnic group is 
more likely than peers in all other groups to have a specific characteristic. Typically, a risk ratio of two or 
more, i.e., two times more likely than peers, reflects a disparity for overrepresentation; and a ratio of 
0.25 or less reflects a disparity for underrepresentation. 

 All BCPS Students with IEPs. All BCPS students with IEPs have risk ratios under “2” in the disability 
areas for specific learning disability, other health impairment, intellectual disability and emotional 
disturbance; only Asian students with a health impairment have a very low risk ratio (0.24).  

 Students with IEPs in Foster Care. Students in foster care are much more likely to be identified in 
the areas of ED (9.58 for black students; and 8.03 for white students); and intellectual disability 
(2.89 for black students). (Exhibit 2j) 

Exhibit 2j. Risk Ratios for Students with SLD, OHI, ID & ED & Foster Care (FC); n at least 10 (2012-13) 

 

Percent of Students with IEPs & Number of Students in Foster Care by School  

As shown below, the percentage of BCPS students with IEPs and the percentage of students in foster 
care with IEPs vary significantly by grade level and by school.  

Percentage of Students with IEPs & In Foster Care by Grade School Level 
Exhibit 2k reflects the proportion of students with IEPs for all BCPS students and for students in foster 
care vary by grade level. For all students with IEPs and those in foster care, percentages are highest at 
the preschool level (18% and 35%, respectively). This rate is a function of the less universal nature of 
preschool. The proportion of all students with IEPs is fairly consistent across all three school-age grade 
levels, and there is a little more variation for students in foster care: elementary (11% and 25%, 
respectively); middle (12% and 30%, respectively); and high (10% and 27%, respectively).  
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Exhibit 2k. Percentages of BCPS Students with IEPs & Students in Foster Care with IEPs by Grade Level     

 

Elementary Schools 
Exhibit 2l reflects the distribution of all BCPS and foster care students with IEPs across the elementary 
schools.  

 Students with IEPs. Elementary schools have 4% to 27% students with IEPs. Four schools have 
between 4% and 6% students with IEPs; 37 schools have between 7% and 10%; 45 schools have 
between 11% and 15%; 16 schools have between 16% and 19%; and 5 have between 21% and 27%.  

 Students in Foster Care. Generally, elementary schools have few students in foster care, with 
numbers ranging from zero to four: 66 schools have no students; 24 schools have one student; 10  
schools have two students; 5 schools have three students; and 4 schools have four students.  

Exhibit 2l. No. of Elementary School Students in Foster Care with IEPs & Percent of Students with IEPs by School 

 

Middle Schools 
Exhibit 2m reflects the distribution of students for BCPS’s 27 middle schools.  

 Students with IEPs. Middle schools have between 4% and 20% students with IEPs. One school’s rate 
is only 4% students; 7 schools have between 5% and 10%; 13 schools have between 11% and 15%; 
and 6 have between 16% and 20%.  
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 Students in Foster Care. Middle schools have 0 to 13 students in foster care. Six schools have 0 
students; 16 schools have between 1 and 5 students; and 5 schools have between 6 and 13 
students.  

The school with the largest number of students in foster care with IEPs (13) has a small 8% overall rate 
of students with IEPs.  

Exhibit 2m. Number of Middle School Students in Foster Care with IEPs & Percent of Students with IEPs by School 

 

High Schools 
Exhibit 2n reflects the distribution of students for BCPS’s 24 high schools. 

  Students with IEPs. High schools have between 1% and 24% students with IEPs. Five schools have 
1%, 2%, 3%, 4%, and 5% each. Eight schools have between 7% and 10%; 7 schools have between 
11% and 16%; and 4 schools have between 16% and 24%. 

 Students in Foster Care. High schools have 0 to 20 students in foster care. Four schools have 0 
students; 12 schools have between 1 and 4 students; 5 schools have between 7 and 11 students; 2 
schools have 16 students; and 1 has 20 students.  

The school with the largest number of students in foster care with IEPs (20) has a very small 4% overall 
rate of students with IEPs.  

Exhibit 2n. Number of High School Students in Foster Care with IEPs & Percent of Students with IEPs by School 
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Referral, Evaluation & Eligibility for Special Education Instruction 

The National Research Council (NRC) has issued two reports regarding special education and disparities 
by race/ethnicity. In its second 2002 report, Minority Students in Special and Gifted Education,31 the 
Council concluded:   

The same child can perform very differently depending on the level of teacher support, 
and aggressive behavior can be reversed or exacerbated by effective or ineffective 
classroom management.  In practice, it can be quite difficult to distinguish internal child 
traits that require the ongoing support of special education from inadequate 
opportunity or contextual support for learning behavior. 

The NRC study found: 

 Interventions appropriate for the general education classroom to improve reading instruction and 
classroom management reduce the number of children who fail at reading or are later identified 
with behavior disorders.  

 Universal screening tools and processes are available to early identify students at risk for later 
reading and behavior problems.  

 The effectiveness of early intervention in both areas has been demonstrated to be considerably 
greater than the effectiveness of later, post failure intervention.  

Although MSDE found no BCPS policies, procedures or practices related to any misidentification of 
students, the NRC study provides insight for the reduction of racial/ethnic disproportionality, and for 
research-based general education instruction and early identification of students needing special 
education services. 

The information in this section pertains to: data for referrals, evaluations and special education eligibility 
determinations; and policies and practices for these areas. A common theme of focus group participants 
related to concerns about general education students who do not appear to be progressing 
academically and/or have social/emotional needs, and may have a possible need for special education 
services. The concerns vary for preschool and school-aged students. 

Data: Referral, Evaluation & Eligibility   

The data in this subsection concern the referral, evaluation and eligibility of students for special 
education by grade and disability area.  

Of 2011-12 Completed Initial Evaluations, Percent Found Eligible for Special Education 
Of the 3,439 students referred for a special education evaluation, 3,329 (96.8%) received a completed 
evaluation. Exhibit 2o reflects the number of completed evaluations and percentage found eligible for 
special education services by grade. These data show the following: 

 Completed Evaluations. By far, the largest number of evaluations completed by grade pertains to 
preschool children (976), comprising 29% of all evaluations. Between preK and 3rd grade the number 
peaks and valleys with a high of 393 in preK and a low of 231 in 1st grade. The 3rd grade high of 324 
drops to 84 in 6th grade, which remains relatively steady until 10th, 11th, and 12th grade with 

                                                           
31
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respective low numbers: 45, 26, and 8. This pattern is discussed further below under “Early 
Identification.” 

 Percent Eligible. Overall, 72% of students with a completed evaluation are eligible for services. This 
percentage ranges from rates in the 70s between preschool (PS) and 2nd grade. The percentage 
begins to decline in 3rd grade (69%) to 8th grade’s low of 45%. The percentages of eligible students 
range from 58% to 63% during the high school years. With more careful screening of evaluation 
referrals, the eligibility rates could be higher. This early effort would eliminate unnecessary 
evaluations for students and unnecessary paperwork, and enable evaluation/eligibility meeting 
personnel to devote more time to supporting teaching and learning.  

Exhibit 2o. Number of Initial Completed Evaluations & Percent Eligible for Special Education  

 

Timely Evaluations 
According to 2011-12 data reported by MSDE in the District’s Annual State Performance Plan/Annual 
Progress Report (SPP/APR), 100% of BCPS students were evaluated by mandated timeframes. Also, 
100% of students exiting from Part C Infant and Toddler services received an IEP by their 3rd birthday.  

Early Identification 
For the 2011-12 school year, 81% of all students were found eligible for special education (1,901 
students) by the end of 3rd grade. (Exhibit 2p) However, of the 916 children found eligible between 
kindergarten and 3rd grades, fewer were identified in 1st grade (167) than in 2nd (227) and 3rd (222) 
grades.  

Exhibit 2p. Number and Percentage of Students Found Eligible for Special Education: Grades PS to 3
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The comparatively low first grade identification rate may reflect a practice that waits until the 
achievement of young children falls significantly below their peers before initiating intervention through 
a referral for special education services. This “wait to fail” model makes it harder for students when they 
are older to demonstrate success with targeted and more intensive specialized instruction/ 
interventions. The data in Exhibit 2q is reflective of this concern. Until first grade, almost all of the 
disabilities identified are in the area of speech/language and developmental disability. Although it 
makes sense to avoid categorizing children prematurely, most students are not identified initially as 
having a specific learning disability until second and third grades (33 children in each grade.)  

Exhibit 2q. Number of Students Eligible for Special Education by Major Disability Areas & Grade 

 

Procedures & Practices 

As referenced above, BCPS’s overall rate for students with IEPs (11.4%) is smaller than rates at the state 
(12.1%), nation (13.1%), and for surveyed urban school districts (12.9%). Nevertheless, various focus 
group participants perceived that there are students identified as having a disability who, with early 
intervention and support, may not need special education services. The following information is based 
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Child Find & Communication 
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students, unless there is information showing that the child has significant needs, the school having 
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attends – conducts the evaluation. Concerns were expressed about the communication process in these 
circumstances between child find personnel, parents and schools. Reportedly, BCPS personnel do not 
screen the children; instead information is provided to the child’s parent, which does not always provide 
an accurate reflection of needs.  

Eligibility Determination  
Only for two disability areas does OSE’s Eligibility Determination form provide for detailed 
documentation of a student’s disability and eligibility for special education: SLD and developmental 
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delay.32 The process would benefit from clear local criteria for every disability area.  

Focus group participants expressed concerns that BCPS’s criteria for SLD were not based on an RtI 
framework and MDSE’s RtI Guidance for determining eligibility. In addition, there was a perception by 
some focus group participants that school psychologists control the eligibility process. The Eligibility 
Determination form has contributed to this perception because it requires a psychologist’s verification 
of SLD based on the presence of a cognitive processing disorder. However, BCPS’s IDEA Implementation 
Manual at Eligibility, page 10, cites federal law and clearly states that the determination of eligibility is a 
group decision: 

Determination of Eligibility 
Upon completion of the administration of assessments and other evaluation measures: 
(1) A group of qualified professionals and the parent of the student determine whether 
the student is a student with a disability, as defined in 34 CFR 300.8, in accordance with 
34 CFR 300.306(b) and the educational needs of the child.   

There was also a perception that psychologists will “go out of their way” not to identify a student as 
having autism, and would rather apply the disability areas of SLD or OHI. However, data shows that BCPS 
has a higher rate of identifying students in the area of autism (10%), than the state (9%) and nation (7%). 
On the other hand, the District’s rates are smaller than the state or nation for the areas of SLD and OHI.     

Comprehensiveness of Evaluation & Communication of Results with Parents 
Exhibit 2r reflects staff survey responses regarding the comprehensiveness of evaluations and the extent 
to which evaluation results are shared. These responses reflected that of 900 respondents, a high 80% 
agreed that the special education evaluations are shared and provide meaningful insights into the 
educational needs of students; and 81% agreed that evaluations are sufficiently comprehensive to 
identify student specific strengths and needs. 

Exhibit 2r. Survey Responses Re: Comprehensiveness of Evaluation & Sharing Results with Parents 

 

Summer Evaluations 
Concerns were expressed that schools are asked to conduct special education evaluations over the 
summer but are not provided additional funds to pay personnel to conduct the evaluations.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

2. ELIGIBILITY FOR SPECIALLY DESIGNED INSTRUCTION. Review and revise local eligibility criteria and 
target activities/assess data for high-risk disability areas.  

a. Screening for Special Education Evaluations. Establish the use of screening materials for all 
children and youth referred for an evaluation when there is insufficient data or other 
information to support a belief that the child has a disability. Establish a protocol to ensure 
there is effective communication with local schools that will evaluate any students referred from 
a central location.  

b. Criteria for Eligibility. Review local criteria to operationalize state disability definitions to 
determine whether a student has an impairment under IDEA and eligible for special education 
services. In addition to the area of a specific learning disability, establish criteria that are clear 
and measureable. To the extent possible, consider during the evaluation and eligibility 
determination process the extent to which MTSS is used with fidelity, and data showing the 
student’s response to research-based academic and behavioral interventions.  

1) Documentation. Revise the Eligibility Determination form to align with any new criteria, and 
remove the psychologist’s verification signature to reaffirm that eligibility is a group 
determination. If there are concerns that an IEP team may determine a student’s eligibility 
without justification, establish other means for quality control, such as reviewing samples of 
evaluation/eligibility documentation when patterns of data are of concern; an 
administrative review process to determine whether a student’s eligibility complied with 
BCPS requirements; etc. 

2) Assess Data. Monitor the results of BCPS referrals, evaluation completions and eligibility 
determinations to determine if the screening activities are reducing the number of 
evaluations that do not result in eligibility; and the MTSS process is helping to identify early 
children eligible for special education services. Use district-wide and school-based 
Instructional Leadership Teams for this purpose. (See Recommendation 12.e. regarding data 
collection.) 

c. Summer Evaluations. When schools need to conduct summer special education evaluations, 
ensure they have the funds necessary to carry out this activity.   

(See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability, 
and Recommendation 12 regarding the development of written special education procedures.)  
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III. Achievement of Students with IEPs 

The United States Department of Education (USDE) has established a State Performance Plan (SPP) with 
requirements that include 20 indicators. Based on requirements set by USDE, each state is required to 
develop annual targets and monitor school district performance on each indicator. Of the 20 indicators, 
15 are applicable to school districts and the remaining 5 are applicable to states. Of the 15 district 
indicators, 6 are considered to be “compliance” in nature: suspension/expulsion, racial/ethnic 
disproportionality for special education overall and for 6 disability areas; timely evaluations; preschool 
timely services; and transition services. The remaining indicators are considered to be “performance” in 
nature, e.g., high school graduation; high school dropout; statewide assessment performance; etc. 
States are required to make an annual “compliance’ determination for each district and take 
enforcement action, if necessary, based on specific IDEA provisions. Some states have chosen to 
consider the performance indicators to be compliance in nature and they monitor districts accordingly. 

In response to concerns that the state performance plan indicators’ heavy focus on compliance has 
narrowed focus on results for students with disabilities, the federal Office of Special Education Programs 
(OSEP) announced its intention to change this practice. Under a new proposal, OSEP will include test 
scores, graduation rates, and post-school outcomes as the basis of a new “Super-indicator” that is 
aligned with “Results-Driven Accountability.”33 Although specific details are not yet available, OSEP’s 
director has reported that the agency will be using performance results in 2013-14 when assessing state 
performance. Once the process is clarified, states will apply the federal model to school districts.  

In the following sections, BCPS achievement data are analyzed for both early childhood and school-aged 
students with IEPs. For young children, data are provided for SPP achievement outcomes; and for 
school-aged students, data is provided for statewide assessments, graduation rates and dropout rates. 
These data sets will take on additional importance as states move to implement OSEP’s Results Driven 
Accountability framework. 

Early Childhood Outcomes on SPP Achievement Indicators  

One of the indicators in the State Performance Plan pertains to the achievement of children 3 through 5 
years of age in three areas: positive social/emotional skills; acquisition and use of knowledge and skills; 
and use appropriate behavior to meet their needs. In each of these areas, data are calculated for the 
percentage of students meeting standards in two areas:    

 Growth. Entering early childhood program below age expectations and substantially increasing their 
rate of growth by age six or at the time they are exiting the program; and 

 Age Expectations. Functioning within age expectations by age six or when exiting the program. 

Exhibit 3a illustrates the percentage of BCPS early children education students with IEPs who met the six 
standards for school years 2009-10 through 2011-12, and targets for 2011-12. Overall, a higher 
percentage of BCPS children met standards in all six areas in 2009-10 than in the following three school 
years. This result could be a function of the assessment process and its measurement. In 2011-12, BCPS 
children were close to meeting state targets in two areas for children who exited the program: 

                                                           
33

 http://dataserver.lrp.com/DATA/servlet/DataServlet?fname=04182013-PartBproposedAPRtable-
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acquisition/use of knowledge/skills; and appropriate behavior to meet needs. More detailed 
information for each of the six areas is provided below. 

Substantial Growth 
For children entering the early childhood program below age expectations and making substantial 
growth by the time they exited the program, the following data compares the percentage meeting the 
standard in 2011-12 to state targets for that year: 

 Positive Social/Emotional Skills. 62.3% of the children met the standard, which is 5.0 percentage 
points below the 67.3% target.   

 Acquisition/Use of Knowledge/Skills. 61.3% met standards, which is 6.3 percentage points below 
the 67.6% target.   

 Appropriate Behavior to Meet Needs. 58.3% met standards, which is 4.4 percentage points below 
the 62.7% target.   

Functioning within Age Expectations 
For children functioning within age expectations by the time they exited the program, the following data 
compares the percentage meeting the standard in 2011-12 to state targets for that year.  

 Positive Social/Emotional Skills. 67.4% of the children met the standard, which is 5.1 percentage 
points below the 72.5% target.   

 Acquisition/Use of Knowledge/Skills. 57.1% met standards, which almost met the state’s 58.3% 
target.   

 Appropriate Behavior to Meet Needs. 64.1% met standards, which also almost met the state’s 
65.2% target.  

Exhibit 3a. Percentage of Early Childhood Children with IEPs Meeting Performance Standards: 2009-10 to 2011-12 
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Performance of School-Aged Students on Statewide Assessments  

The information in this section pertains to the achievement of school-aged students on statewide 
assessments in reading and in math. Data compare the performance of BCPS and state students with 
IEPs; and BCPS students with/without IEPs over time, and their achievement gap.   

MSA Reading Achievement 

Percentage of State/BCPS Students with IEPs Meeting Reading Standards 
As reflected in Exhibit 3b, the percentage of BCPS students with IEPs meeting MSA standards was higher 
than their statewide peers in four grades (3rd, 4th, 5th, and 10th); lower in two grades (6th and 7th), and the 
same in one grade (8th). The BCPS rates were highest in 4th grade (75.9%), and lowest in 7th grade 
(44.7%).34   

Exhibit 3b. Percentage of BCPS and State Students with IEPs Meeting Reading Standards 

 

Achievment Gap Between BCPS Students with/without IEPs  
Exhibit 3c below reflects by elementary, middle and high school, the percentages of all students and 
students with IEPs meeting reading standards in 2007-08 and 2011-12, and the state performance plan 
target for 2011-12. These data show that elementary school students with IEPs are closer to meeting the 
SPP target than are high school students, and that the percentage of middle school students meeting 
standards are the lowest of the three grade level students. This pattern is the same for all BCPS 
students. More specific data for the 2011-12 school year are summarized below. 35 

 Elementary Schools. 77.8% of students with IEPs met reading standards, which was 8.1 percentage 
points below the SPP’s 85.9% target, and 13.4 points below the 91.2% of all BCPS students meeting 
standards. 

 Middle Schools. 55.4% of students with IEPs met standards, which was 30.2 percentage points 
below the SPP’s 85.6% target, and 27.4 points below the 82.8% of all BCPS students meeting 
standards. 

 High Schools. 66% of students with IEPs met standards, 13.5 percentage points below the SPP’s 
79.5% target, and 7.8 points below the 87.3% of all BCPS students meeting standards. 

                                                           
34

 2012 Maryland Report Card at http://mdreportcard.org/MsaResults.aspx?PV=1:3:03:AAAA:2:N:0:1:1:1:0:1:1:1:3  
35

 BCPS elementary, middle and high school level data provided by the District to the PCG team. 
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Exhibit 3c. Percentages of All Students & Special Education Subgroup: 2007-08 & 2011-12 

 

Growth for BCPS Students with/without IEPs 
In  2011-12, a larger percentage of all BCPS students and students with IEPs met reading standards than 
in 2007-08. At every grade level, more students with IEPs increased their proficiency rates than did all 
BCPS students. By far, high school level students achieved more growth than students at the elementary 
and middle school levels. (Exhibit 3d) 

 Elementary Schools. Students with IEPs increased their proficiency rate by 4.7 percentage points, 
compared to all BCPS students’ 3.9 points.  

 Middle Schools. Students with IEPs increased their proficiency rate by 8.3 percentage points, 
compared to all BCPS students’ 4.5 points.  

 High Schools. Students with IEPs increased their proficiency rate by 24.5 percentage points, 
compared to all BCPS students’ 7.3 points. 

Exhibit 3d. Percentage Points of Growth for All Students & Students with IEPs from 2007-08 to 2011-2012.   
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Comparison of BCPS to Seven Largest Maryland School Districts: Percentage of Students with IEPs 
Meeting Reading Standards 
Of the eight districts compared for 2011-12, BCPS has the highest rate (73.6%) of students with IEPs 
meeting reading standards at the 3rd grade, the sixth-highest rate (44.7%) at the 7th grade, and the fifth-
highest rate (53.4%) on the high school English assessment.36 

Exhibit 3e. Percentage of Students with IEPs Meeting Reading Standards by Grade for Eight Largest MD Districts 

 

MSA Math Achievement 

Percentage of State/BCPS Students with IEPs Meeting Math Standards 
The percentage of BCPS students with IEPs meeting MSA standards was higher than their statewide 
peers in four grades (3rd, 4th, 5th, and 10th); and rates were lower in three grades (6th, 7th, and 8th). The 
BCPS rates were highest in 4th grade (72.1%), and lowest in 8th grade (31.5%).37   

Exhibit 3f. Percentage of BCPS and State Students with IEPs Meeting Math Standards 
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Achievment Gap Between BCPS Students with/without IEPs  
Exhibit 3g reflects by elementary, middle and high schools, the percentages of all students and students 
with IEPs meeting math standards in 2007-08 and 2011-12, and the state performance plan target for 
2011-12. As with reading, these data shows that elementary school students with IEPs are closer to 
meeting the SPP target than are high school students, and that the percentage of middle school 
students meeting standards are the lowest of the three grade level students. This pattern is the same for 
all BCPS students. More specific data for the 2011-12 school year are summarized below.  

 Elementary Schools. 75.3% of students with IEPs met math standards, which is 9.2 percentage 
points below the SPP’s 84.5% target, and 15.9 points below the 91.2% of all BCPS students meeting 
standards. 

 Middle Schools. 49.8% of students with IEPs met math standards, which is 28.8 percentage points 
below the SPP’s 78.6% target, and 26 points below the 75.8% of all BCPS students meeting 
standards. 

 High Schools. 69.7% of students with IEPs met math standards, which is only 4 percentage points 
below the SPP’s 73.7% target, but 19 points below the 88.7% of all BCPS students meeting 
standards. 

The extent to which a higher rate of students with/without IEPs met standards in 2011-12 than in 2007-
08 is described in the subsection below. 

Exhibit 3g. Percentages of All Students & Special Education Subgroup: 2007-08 & 2011-12 

 

Growth for BCPS Students with/without IEPs 
A larger percentage of all BCPS students and students with IEPs met math standards also in 2011-12 
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 High School. Students with IEPs increased their proficiency rate by 20.9 percentage points, 
compared to all BCPS students’ 6.0 points. 

Exhibit 3h. Math: Percentage of Students with/without IEPs: 2007-08 & 2011-12 

 

Comparison of BCPS to Seven Maryland School Districts: Percentage of Students with IEPs Meeting 
Math Standards 
Of the eight districts compared for 2011-12, BCPS had the highest rate (70.1%) of students with IEPs 
meeting math standards at the 3rd grade and the sixth-highest rate (44.4%) at the 7th grade; and the 
sixth-highest rate (50.3%) on the high school Algebra assessment.38 

Exhibit 3i. Percentages of Students with IEPs Meeting Math Standards by Grade for Eight Largest MD Districts 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Recommendations designed to increase the achievement of students with IEP are contained in the 
other sections. 
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IV. Teaching & Learning of Students with IEPs  

For states like Maryland that have adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), rigorous grade-
level expectations have been established for instruction in English language arts (ELA) and math. These 
standards identify the knowledge and skills students need to be successful in college and/or careers. A 
fundamental CCSS goal is the promotion of a culture of high expectations for all students. In a statement 
regarding the application of the Common Core to students with disabilities, the authors reinforce the 
inclusionary intent of CCSS:  

Students with disabilities … must be challenged to excel within the general curriculum 
and be prepared for success in their post-school lives, including college and/or careers.” 

These common standards provide an historic opportunity to improve access to rigorous 
academic content standards for students with disabilities.39    

The authors recognize that students with IEPs have a disability that significantly hinders their abilities to 
benefit from general education. As such, they require supports and accommodations to meet high 
academic standards and to fully demonstrate their conceptual and procedural knowledge and skills in 
ELA (reading, writing, speaking and listening) and math. These supports and accommodations should 
ensure that students receive access to multiple means of learning and opportunities to demonstrate 
knowledge, but retain the rigor and high expectations of the Common Core State Standards, and include 
the following elements: 

 Instruction and related services designed to meet the unique needs of these students and to enable 
them to access to the general education curriculum; 

 IEP annual goals aligned with and chosen to facilitate their attainment of grade-level academic 
standards; 

 Teachers and specialized instructional support personnel who are prepared and qualified to deliver 
high-quality, evidence-based, individualized instruction and support services; 

 Instructional supports for learning that are based on the principles of Universal Design for Learning 
(UDL), which foster student engagement by presenting information in multiple ways and allowing 
for diverse avenues of action and expression;40 

 Instructional accommodations that reflect changes in materials (e.g., assistive technology) or 
procedures that do not change the standards but allow students to learn within the CCSS 
framework.   

In a continuing effort to improve their instruction for students, including those with disabilities, BCPS 
has commissioned the following independent studies over the last decade: 

 October 2012 Curriculum Mini-Audit, Internal Review  

 February 2007 Curriculum Management Audit, Phi Delta Kappa International  

                                                           
39

 http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-to-students-with-disabilities.pdf  
40

 UDL is defined as “a scientifically valid framework for guiding educational practice that (a) provides flexibility in 
the ways information is presented, in the ways students respond or demonstrate knowledge and skills, and in the 
ways students are engaged; and (b) reduces barriers in instruction, provides appropriate accommodations, 
supports, and challenges, and maintains high achievement expectations for all students, including students with 
disabilities and students who are limited English proficient.” by Higher Education Opportunity Act (PL 110-135). 
See http://www.udlcenter.org/.  

http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-to-students-with-disabilities.pdf
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 BCPS Evaluation of Special Education by Lou Barber & Associates (Barber Report), May 2004 

Throughout this report, the Barber Report is referenced when relevant to the subject under discussion 
to compare District changes or continuation of practices.  

Preschool Services  

This section provides data regarding the extent to which children three to five years of age are educated 
in various educational settings and various aspects of their educational program.   

Background Data 

To provide a context for the preschool setting, the following information is reviewed for this group of 
children.  

Evaluations & Eligibility  
During the 2011-12 school year, a very high proportion of children were first identified as having a 
disability when they were of preschool/prekindergarten age. That school year, 1,280 (38%) initial 
evaluations were completed, and 985 (77%) children were identified as needing special education 
services. Of all children and youth found eligible that school year, 42% were in preschool/ 
prekindergarten grades.  

Achievement 
As discussed earlier, the State Performance Plan (SPP) measures exit outcomes for three through five 
year olds in three areas: positive social/emotional skills, acquisition/use of knowledge/skills, and 
appropriate behavior to meet needs. These outcomes are measured for two groups of children with 
IEPs: those functioning within age expectations; and those that began school below age expectations 
and made substantial growth. In these six areas, between 67.45% and 57.1% of BCPS children met 
standards. None of these rates met the relevant SPP target; the rates were closest for students 
functioning within age expectations for acquisition/use of knowledge/skills (targets of 57.1%, 58.3%, 
respectively); and for appropriate behavior to meet needs (targets of 64.1%, 65.2%, respectively). 
Exhibit 4a compares the six rates to their respective targets.  

4a. Rates for Preschool Children with IEPs Meeting Standards Compared to SPP Targets 
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Educational Setting Data 
The USDE requires each state to monitor and set targets in their SPPs for educational settings in which 
students with IEPs are educated. The national indicator for monitoring early childhood (EC) educational 
settings for children with IEPs who are three to five years of age 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. District data for these areas from the 2011-12 BCPS SPP/APR are described below and 
illustrated in Exhibit 4b. 

 Regular EC Programs Majority of Day. 59.7% of BCPS’s young children with IEPs are in the regular 
EC program for the majority of the day. Although the SPP does not have a target for this setting for 
the benchmark 2011-12 year, the BCPS rate almost meets the 2012-13 minimum target of 60.2%.  

 Separate Class or School. 21.8% of BCPS’s children with IEPs are in separate classes or schools, 
which is lower than the 2012-13 school year maximum target.  

Although BCPS is meeting or almost meeting state targets for this area, when children with IEPs are 
educated in general education, and receiving the interventions and related services they require to 
succeed, they have more opportunities to model, communicate and interact with their typically 
developing peers. As discussed further below, there are several issues that appear to be restricting 
access of more young children to EC classes. 

Exhibit 4b. Percentage of Early Childhood Students with IEPs in Regular & Separate Classes/Schools 
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BCPS provides services for families of children birth through 36 months of age who have, or may have, 
developmental disabilities, delays, or special health needs through the Infant and Toddler Program. The 
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District provides services in collaboration with the Baltimore County Department of Health, Baltimore 
County Department of Social Services and other public and private agencies. These services are provided 
at five locations, including two BCPS schools.  

By federal law (IDEA, Part C), BCPS provides infant and toddler services in the child’s natural 
environment, which may include his/her home. As of February 1, 2010, BCPS began implementing 
Maryland’s Extended Individual Family Services Plan (IFSP) Option. This option allows families of Part C 
children eligible for preschool special education services the choice to continue to receive services 
through an IFSP until the child turns four years of age, or to begin receiving services through an IEP.   

Focus group participants indicated that the transition to early childhood programs has been challenging 
for some children and their families given the different foci of the two programs. While the IEP focuses 
on a child’s educational needs, the IFSP focuses on the child and family, and the services a family needs 
to help them enhance the development of their child. BCPS personnel involved with these children and 
families are considering how the transition process can be improved to minimize difficulties.   

Services for Preschool Children with Disabilities 

In addition to supporting infants and toddlers, BCPS has the following services and programs for young 
children with IEPs: 

 Inclusive Education  

 Early Childhood Learning Support (ECLS) preschool 

 Functional Academic Learning Skills (FALS)  

 Communication & Learning Support (CLS)   

 Learning Support for Deaf & hard of Hearing (LSD/HH)  

Capacity & Opportunities for Further Inclusivity 
Based on feedback from focus group participants, BCPS has a limited number of seats for three and four 
year olds without disabilities in their early childhood programs. The District does not house Head Start 
programs. Capacity issues have impacted both the inclusion of children with IEPs in regular EC programs, 
and the availability of special programs. Both of these issues can have a significant impact on learning. 

 Inclusivity. The extent to which children with IEPs in special programs can spend part of their day in 
regular early childhood programs is limited when the EC programs are full to capacity. This also 
impacts the extent to which a newly identified child with an IEP can be placed for the majority of 
his/her day in a regular EC class. There was an expressed need for increased collaboration to ensure 
that BCPS’s youngest learners are included in general education classes as early as possible with 
adaptations and professional development for general and special educators.   

 Placement in Special Programs. When special programs are filled to capacity, children with IEPs 
must be placed where space is available, which may be off regular transportation routes.  

 Movement of Programs. When schools are over capacity, prekindergarten and special education 
programs have been moved to other schools with classroom space available. Transition for young 
children, particularly for those with disabilities who have difficulty with transition, may negatively 
impact their readiness for learning. 

Blueprint 2.0 at 1.D. has as a goal the strengthening and expansion of EC, and providing equitable access 
by adjusting program locations as needed and increasing inclusive opportunities. Although the Blueprint 
at 4.D.1. calls for a long-range plan to modernize facilities and address increasing student enrollment, it 
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is not clear that this plan is intended to include the growing preschool needs that may not be addressed 
solely by adjusting program locations. There is some concern that there is a “vague awareness” only of 
this issue, and the anticipated increase in special education evaluation referrals (discussed below) and 
growing population of young children with IEPs.  

Referrals for Special Education Evaluations 
Focus group participants expect an increase in referrals of young children for special education 
evaluations because of a new federal grant related to Race to the Top that includes a provision for 
pediatrician screenings. While this initiative is designed to identify more students with disabilities at 
younger ages, there is also concern that the number of false positive screenings may swamp personnel.  

Educational Settings for Students with IEPs 

The data in this section reflect the educational settings of BCPS school-aged students overall, by 
disability areas, ELLs, and race/ethnicity. In addition, District data are compared to state and national 
data, and state performance plan targets.  

Overall Educational Settings for BCPS, State & Nation 

Overall, between 2008-09 and 2012-13, the percentage of students with IEPs educated in various 
settings has remained fairly constant.  

 80-100% of Time. Between 2009-10 and 2012-13, 66% of BCPS students were educated in general 
education classes at least 80% of the time; in 2008-09 the rate was 65%. 

 41-79% of Time.  During the five-year period, the percentage of students educated in general 
education classes between 79 and 40% steadily increased from a low of 12% in 2008-09 to a high of 
14% in 2012-13.  

 0-40% of Time. In 2012-13, only 12% of BCPS students were educated in general education classes 
less than 40% of the time. This rate has steadily decreased from a high of 15% in 2008-09. 

 Separate Schools. Between 2009-10 and 2012-13, 7% of BCPS students were educated in separate 
schools, one percentage point lower than 2008-09’s 8% rate.  

Exhibit 4c. Number of Students in General Education Settings & Separate Day Schools (2008-09 to 2012-13) 
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Comparison to State, Nation & SPP Target 
When considering the three educational settings included in the State Performance Plan, BCPS met the 
2011-12 SPP target for all settings except for the most restrictive separate day, residential and 
home/hospital setting.41 

 80-100% of Time.  63.71% of BCPS students were educated in general education classes at least 80% 
of the time, higher than both the SPP’s 62.62% minimum target and the nation’s 61.08% rate. The 
District rate, however, was less than the state’s 67.12% rate. 

 0-40% of Time.  Only 12.94% of BCPS students were educated in general education classes less than 
40% of the time, less than the SPP’s 15.26% maximum target, and the state (13.66%) and national 
(14.05%) rates.  

 Separate Schools, Residential Facilities & Home/Hospital. BCPS’s 7.36% rate was more than the 
SPP’s maximum 6.32% target, and state (7.02%) and national (3.30%) rates. 

Exhibit 4d. Percentage of Students by Educational Setting for BCPS, State, Nation & SPP Target 

 

Comparable School Districts: Percentage of Students in General Education Setting by Time   
Of all the compared school districts, all eight districts have more than half of the students with IEPs age 
6 to 21 years of age placed in the general education setting 80% or more of the time. Exhibit 4e reflects 
the percent of students with IEPs in general education classes by the three settings measured through 
the SPP.42  

 Inside General Ed Class 80% or more of the day. At least 50% of the students in all eight districts 
benchmarked are in the general education setting at least 80% of the time. BCPS has the fifth-
highest percentage, with 63.7% of BCPS students in this educational setting. Four districts have rates 
ranging from 70% to 84%).    

 Inside General Ed Class less than 40% of the day. 12.9% of BCPS students with IEPs spend their time 
in this setting, with only 0-39% of time spent with nondisabled peers. Only two districts (Prince 
George’s County and Baltimore City) have higher rates for students in this setting.    

                                                           
41

 District and SPP Target data provided by BCPS: March 21, 2013 letter from MDOE providing BCPS annual data on 
SPP/APR Part B Indicators. There is no SPP target for time in general education 40-60% of the time. Federal and 
state data are from Fall 2011, Data Accountability Center, Table B3-2 
http://www.ideadata.org/arc_toc13.asp#partbLRE;  
42

 http://mdideareport.org/ 
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 Separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements. BCPS has 7.3% of 
students with IEPs placed in the most restrictive setting. Prince George’s County and Baltimore City 
are the only districts with higher rates for students in this setting.  

Exhibit 4e. Percentages of Students with IEPs by Educational Settings for Comparable Districts, & State Averages/ 
Targets  

 

Educational Settings by Various Populations 

The composition of students with IEPs varies considerably by their primary disability, race/ethnicity, ELL 
status and foster care status, and by grade. 

By Primary Disability  
The information below summarizes educational setting data for students based on groups of their 
primary disabilities. 

 S/L, SLD & OHI. Students in three disability areas (speech/language-S/L, specific learning disabilities- 
SLD, and other health impairments-OHI) comprise 85% of all students educated inclusively in general 
education classes at least 80% of the time. They also comprise 65% of students educated between 
40 and 80% of the time in general education; 26% of all students educated in separate classes most 
of the time (in general education less than 40% of the time); and 10% of students educated in 
separate schools.  

 Autism, ED, ID & Other. Students with the remaining disability areas (autism, emotional 
disturbance-ED, intellectual disability-ID, and other43) comprise only 15% of students educated at 
least 80% in general education classes, 35% of students educated 39-79% of the time in general 
education classes; 74% in separate classes; and 90% of students educated in separate school.  

Exhibit 4f provides specific information regarding the percentage of time students with these primary 
disability areas are placed in the four educational settings.  
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Exhibit 4f. Percentage of BCPS Students by Educational Setting & Primary Disability    

 

By Disability & Race/Ethnicity, ELL Status & Foster Care Status 
The information below summarizes and compares educational setting data for students based on their 
race/ethnicity, ELL status and foster care status. (Exhibit 4g) 

 Race/Ethnicity 

- 80-100% of Time. A larger percentage of American Indian students (74%) are educated in 
general education more than 80% of the time compared to students who are white and Hispanic 
(69%), Asian (66%), and black (64%).  

- 0-40% of Time. Rates for students educated in general education classes 40% or less of the time 
varies only by 3 percentage points: 11% (white students) to 15% (Asian students).  

- Separate Schools. Race/ethnicity rates of students placed in separate schools vary only by 3 
percentage points: 5% (Hispanic students) to 8% (Asian and white students).  

 ELLs. Of all the subgroups analyzed, students with IEPs who are ELLs are educated most inclusively. 
A high 81% of them are in general education classes at least 80% of the time, only 9% are in these 
classes less than 40% of the time, and none of them are in separate schools.  

 Foster Care. Of all the subgroups analyzed, students in foster care are educated in general education 
classes the least amount of time. Only 41% of them are in general education classes at least 80% of 
the time, 21% are in these classes less than 40% of the time, and a high 11% are in separate schools. 
This configuration is most likely related to the social/emotional issues associated with children and 
youth in foster care, especially those in group home settings.  

Exhibit 4g. Percentage of BCPS Students by Educational Setting & Race/Ethnicity, and ELL & Foster Care Statuses 
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By Grade 
As reflected in Exhibit 4h, the percentage of students educated in general education classes and in 
separate day schools varies by grade; inclusivity decreases as the grade increases.  

Exhibit 4h. Percentage of BCPS Students by Educational Setting & Grade 

 

 80-100% of Time. For students educated in general education at least 80% of the time, the rates 
increase from kindergarten (76%) to 1st grade (80%), and then steadily drop: the rates vary from 75% 
to 76% in grades 3 through 5; and drop to 61% and 62% in grades 7 through 9; and continue to drop 
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with no particular pattern. Excluding 12th grade (20%), the highest rate of 17% is at kindergarten and 
7th grade. The descending rates and corresponding grades are: 15% (2nd grade), 13% (1st grade), 12% 
(3rd and 11th grades), 11% (4th, 5th, and 8th grades), 10% (6th grade), and 8% (10th grade). 

 Separate Schools. The highest rates for students educated in separate day schools are at the 8th 
through 12th grades (8%, 6%, 10%, 11%, and 20%, respectively). In the earlier grades, the rates range 
from a low of 3% (1st grade) to a high of 5% (4th, 5th and 7th grades).  

Support for School-Aged Students with IEPs to Achieve in General Education Classes 

The 10 year long National Longitudinal Transition Study-2 (NLTS 2) documented the characteristics, 
experiences, and outcomes of a nationally representative sample of more than 11,000 youth who were 
ages 13 through 16 and were receiving special education services in grade 7 or above when the study 
began in 2001. The study found that while more time spent in general education classrooms was 
associated with lower grades for students with disabilities, students who spent more time in general 
settings scored closer to grade level on standardized math and language tests than did students with 
disabilities who spent more time in separate settings.44  
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 Review of Special Education in the Houston Independent School District, Thomas Hehir & Associates Boston, 
Massachusetts, page 25.  
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A little less than 90% of all students with IEPs in tested BCPS grades participate in the MSA. For students 
with disabilities to improve their academic achievement and reduce the achievement gap with their 
nondisabled peers, they need to be involved in, progress in the core curriculum, and receive evidence-
based interventions that are targeted and implemented with fidelity.45 With the increased rigor of the 
CCSS and the aligned Spring 2015 state assessments, this need is greater than ever.  

Overall, focus group participants recognized the value of including students with IEPs in general 
education learning. There is a consensus that BCPS is providing more inclusive educational opportunities 
for students and more special educators are supporting them in the general education setting. There 
also seems to be a growing recognition that general education classes provide the best setting for 
almost all students with IEPs to receive instruction in the core curriculum. Of 900 staff survey 
respondents, a high 87% agreed that students with IEPs are placed in the least restrictive environment.  

BCPS Guide for Inclusive Education 

In recognition of the importance of inclusive education for students with disabilities to reach higher 
levels of achievement and social/emotional growth, BCPS published The Guide for Inclusive Education.46 
The guide is an excellent, rich and research-based document that includes detailed and substantive 
information about a variety of issues. The document is arranged by the following four areas: inclusion; 
collaboration and co-teaching; differentiated instruction and universal design for learning; and 
assessment. In addition, there is an appendix of useful information. Two topics addressed in the book 
(components of and quality indicators for effective inclusive education) are provided below to provide a 
context for this subject.  

Components of Effective Inclusive Education 

 A philosophy that placement of students with disabilities begins in the general education setting 
with age-appropriate peers. 

 An interdisciplinary team planning approach for the ongoing provision of supports and the delivery 
of instruction. 

 An instructional method that utilizes strategies that teach concepts and engage all students in the 
learning process. 

 An attitude that the administration and faculty accept “ownership” for the success or failure of all 
students within their school community.47 

Quality Indicators for Inclusive Education 

 School administrators clearly support and actively participate in providing leadership, guidance, and 
policies consistent with an inclusive philosophy. 

 School Improvement Plans address school-based needs for including students with disabilities. 

 All students receive instruction within an age-appropriate general education curricular framework. 

 Teachers differentiate instruction for a variety of learners’ needs by incorporating visual, tactile, and 

                                                           

45 IDEA regulation at 34 CFR 300.320 
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https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_[f
inal_copy].pdf  
47

 Page 3, From: All Inclusive: A Collaborative Effort from the MSDE, Division of Special Division of Special 
Education, and Early Intervention Services and the Maryland Coalition for Inclusive Education  
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kinesthetic materials and experiences. 

 Teachers plan accommodations for students with disabilities, based on their IEP, and incorporate 
those accommodations into lesson plans and everyday instruction. 

 Teachers use evidence-based instructional practices that are based on individual student learning 
styles and needs. 

 General educators, special educators, and related service providers have time for collaborative 
planning. 

 The roles and responsibilities of teachers and other staff are clearly defined. 

 Instructional teams use a student-centered approach to planning and solution-finding strategies to 
solve problems. 

 Students with disabilities receive most, if not all, of their special education and related services (e.g., 
physical therapy, occupational therapy, and speech/language therapy) within the general education 
classroom, based on their Individual Education Program (IEP). 

 All staff view the instruction of students with disabilities as a shared responsibility between special 
and general educators.48 

PCG Team Feedback 
BCPS’s Guide for Inclusive Education includes substantive information about various issues raised by 
focus group participants that are reported below. This feedback provides BCPS opportunities for 
improvement. 

 Awareness of Document. PCG’s data and information request asked specifically for information 
pertaining to initiatives and information about the District’s placement and support of students in 
the general education classroom with appropriate support and services, including co-
teaching/collaborative instruction and scheduled time for teachers/paraprofessionals to collaborate. 
In response, BCPS did not provide PCG a copy of The Guide for Inclusive Education and no focus 
group participants mentioned this document or provided any information that reflected any 
awareness of this document. The PCG team became aware of this valuable asset only when 
reviewing the Sample Summer Academy coursework and finding on the last seventh page the 
course, Special Education – Guide for Inclusive Education Workshop. The two-day course for general 
and special educators indicated that it was based on the District’s recently updated Guide for 
Inclusive Education, which was designed to assist teachers in their efforts to facilitate student 
achievement utilizing effective instructional strategies, best practices, and decisions. With this new 
information, PCG requested and received quickly an electronic copy of the document. Given the 
above, PCG is concerned that The Guide for Inclusive Education has not been broadly disseminated 
and that there is a too limited awareness of its availability and contents.  

 On-line Availability. Based on a search of BCPS’s website and the Internet in general, The Guide for 
Inclusive Education was not available. This omission further limits the document’s overall 
availability, ability to be revised based on fast growing research and evidence-based practices, quick 
access to topics of interest, and access to live electronic links provided in the document.  

 Content. Two areas of The Guide for Inclusive Education merit further attention. 
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- Common Disability Characteristics & Instructional Approaches. The document provides an 
excellent description of the characteristics and instructional approaches for students commonly 
included in general education: learning disabilities, autism, attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder, emotional disabilities, mild intellectual disabilities, and twice exceptional. While these 
students are commonly included, the absence of other student groups undermines the 
importance for their inclusion and attention to their instructional needs. Such groups include 
students with moderate/severe cognitive disabilities, hearing disabilities, and visual disabilities. 
Also, because of their unique circumstances and needs, consideration should be give to students 
with disabilities who are ELLs and/or in foster care. 

- Multi-tiered System of Supports. The document includes valuable information regarding the 
use of the multi-tiered positive behavioral interventions and supports for students with 
challenging behavior, and the inclusion of students with IEPs in this system of supports. 
However, there is no mention of how students with IEPs having academic needs are supported 
within a broader system of multi-tiered supports.  

Standards & Practices Impacting Effective Inclusive Education & Student Achievement   

OSE’s IDEA Implementation Manual includes regulatory requirements pertaining to the placement of 
students with disabilities. Although, as mentioned above, The Guide to Inclusive Education has excellent 
information about inclusive education practices, the Manual did not have information on this issue, 
including systemwide expectations or standards for school-based observations. The only goal in 
Blueprint 2.0 related to inclusive instruction pertained to early childhood. (Blueprint 2.0 at goal 1, D. 2.). 

Generally, inclusive instruction has been successful when school administration and grade level teams 
are supportive. Reportedly, little school-based support is available from OSE because of other 
demanding responsibilities. 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. There was a consensus, however, that general 
and special educators need more guidance and training regarding the provision of instruction that is 
rigorous and aligned to the CCSS in a way that enables students with IEPs to learn the material and to 
demonstrate what they have learned. With this approach, more students with IEPs would be more 
adequately prepared to attend a two- or four-year college, and career training programs. According to 
846 staff member survey respondents, 64% agreed and 30% disagreed that general educators are 
provided with sufficient information and support to meet the needs of students with IEPs in their 
classrooms.   

Focus group and case study participants provided specific, thoughtful and informative feedback 
regarding practices that impact the use of effective inclusive practices and support increased 
achievement for students with IEPs: co-teaching, special educator’s content knowledge, interventions, 
accommodations, collaboration, scheduling, and progress monitoring. Both groups agreed that 
principals set the tone for the extent to which their schools practiced effective inclusive practices, and 
when this is not done, “inclusion feels like a dumping ground.” 

Co-Teaching 
MSDE defines co-teaching as a collaborative partnership between a generalist and a specialist who share 
accountability and ownership for planning and delivering instruction/assessment to all students within a 
classroom environment. According to research cited in BCPS’s Guide for Inclusive Education at page 29, 
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students in co-taught classes have higher grades in core courses and attend more school days than 
those in pullout programs. Teachers perceived that co-taught students improve their overall academic 
performance, and that co-teachers engage in more active instruction, learn different strategies from one 
another, and are more easily able to differentiate instruction in the classroom. To support the 
appropriate use of co-teaching, MDSE established a Co-Teaching Framework that specifies components 
for enhanced instructional practices and greater access to the general education curriculum for students 
with disabilities. 49 MDSE suggests that an extended use of this tool would be to embed the essential co-
teaching components into strategic planning at the district and school levels to address the needs of all 
learners. 

The use of co-teaching was the most frequently mentioned strategy by focus group participants for 
supporting students with IEPs within general education classes, and most students are viewed as 
benefiting from this model; however, the model is not viewed as being implemented consistently with 
fidelity. The participants provided varying feedback about their use of and experiences with co-teaching. 
Although the feedback was anecdotal, it provides some context for informing district practices. 

 Positive Experiences. Of those focus group participants who co-taught, about half reported having 
successful experiences and improved student academic achievement, positive behavior, and oral 
communication. This was true for students identified as ED and students with autism. In these and 
other circumstances, it was perceived that the model was enabling students to close the 
achievement gap. In some cases, special educators have formed flexible groups in the general 
education class that include students with/without IEPs. According to the teachers, this process 
enables students with IEPs to be provided instruction without any negative perceptions, and the 
flexible grouping facilitates differentiated instruction. One case study participant was especially 
enthusiastic about this instructional method: “I am now [viewed as] the science person in my 
building.  All of the teachers have access to me. We have three tiers of instruction going on in any 
class—self-contained students, the average group, and the high level group. I truly co-teach.  It’s 
WORKING!” 

 General Concerns. The concerns about co-teaching were varied and formed no specific pattern; 
however, they reflected themes reported by focus group participants in other school districts and 
worthy of consideration. For example: 

- High Caseloads. Less co-teaching occurs when schedules or caseloads are not conducive or to 
support co-teaching. Some teachers reported going into general education classes to support 
some students on their caseloads, but with 25 students it is not possible to do so for all 
students. In some cases, the special educator resorts to providing the general educator lesson 
plans for those students.  

- Use of Paraeducators. In some cases the term co-teaching is used incorrectly to describe 
general education classes in which a paraeducator support students with IEPs.   

- Teacher of Record. For general education classes, the general educator must be the teacher of 
record. In some cases, this has led the “second” special educator to have a role that is more like 
an assistant, and causes some students to view the special educator in lower regard.   
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 Survey Group Respondents. Of the 846 staff members who responded to the survey, 51% agreed 
and 32% disagreed that general and special educators follow established standards for co-teaching 
or collaborative instruction. 

Core Curricular Content Knowledge of Special Educators 
For effective co-teaching, special educators must have a strong content knowledge about the curricular 
area being taught. When that does not happen, the special educator is less able to differentiate and 
support instruction. Few special educators are perceived as having such content knowledge; when they 
do, they have been valued members of the educational team, and have helped to improve overall 
instruction. In one high school, each core area has a special educator that is content certified and 
remains with students for four years. This model enables the special educators to know well the 
students and their parents.  

Interventions 
While some focus group participants perceived that students with disabilities receive excellent 
interventions, even without purchased programs, others do not think they are receiving the 
interventions they need to close the achievement gap, especially in the area of reading.  

 Intervention Programs. Purchased interventions have included the highly regarded Language! and 
Wilson Reading. Some reported that Language! will no longer be available next year. There does not 
appear to be any systemwide expectations regarding evidence-based interventions to which all 
students with IEPs would have access based on their identified specific needs. 

 Summer School. Students with IEPs who do not meet extended school year criteria may not attend 
BCPS’s summer school program when they are passing with modified grading criteria but are 
achieving substantially below grade level.   

Accommodations 
Various issues were raised regarding the use of accommodations and their provision to students with 
IEPs: 

 Use of Paraprofessionals. In many cases, paraprofessionals provide accommodations.50 Some 
perceive that they would be more effective with sufficient appropriate training. For example, some 
paraprofessionals take notes for students during class; however, their notes are not always 
comprehensive and understandable.  

 Alignment of Accommodations to Need. At the middle school level, personnel view students who 
articulate from elementary schools as having more accommodations than are necessary and able to 
be provided on a consistent basis. For various reasons, e.g., parental preference, it is difficult to 
remove them from IEPs. Personnel believe that there is a need to have a better process for 
determining need for accommodations and identifying those that will enable students to be 
prepared for postsecondary education and living.  

 Off-Grade Level Text. One common way of differentiating instruction is by providing students text 
at an off-grade reading level. While this may be effective for students to practice reading 
independently and to increase fluency, there is concern that too much reliance on this practice will 
not provide students access to rich and more rigorous grade level text. When this text is above 
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students’ instructional reading levels, instruction must be supplemented and differentiated in other 
ways to enable them to benefit. For example, close reading and chunking text in small passages 
may aid comprehension.  

 Math.  Similarly, in the area of math, there is concern that special educators are teaching students 
“tricks” for solving problems instead of letting them use the inquiry process to learn, which is 
essential to the CCSS.  

Collaboration 
There was a wide disparity between focus group teachers who were able to find time to collaborate with 
other teachers/paraprofessionals, and those who were not able to find such time. There was a 
consensus, however, that when teachers are able to collaborate and co-plan, co-teaching and inclusive 
instruction works. With collaboration, co-teachers were able to change leads for instruction, 
communicate about student needs, plan lessons, review assessment results, etc. At least some 
administrative support was viewed as a critical component for this process. Without such planning time, 
it was reported that educators resort to less effective email communication; special educators are 
unaware of general education class lessons; and general/special educators may have different 
understandings of instructional purposes, assessment results, etc.  

 Examples of Collaboration. Focus group and case study participants shared various models for 
collaboration. 

- One school received a Race to the Top grant that is supporting after school collaboration and 
co-planning.  

- The use of creative methods for sharing and documenting use of accommodations, including 
printing accommodations on sticker labels and circling them when used; and using stamps the 
principal purchased with boxes to check off usage. These methods were viewed as simple ways 
to communicate between teachers and with parents, and would address the concern some 
expressed that the use of accommodations are documented inconsistently, and communicating 
about their usage.   

- At other schools, staff members indicated that they used creative means to find planning time, 
including volunteering to stay after school. However, after school meetings are not effective 
when teachers have day care issues, etc.  

 Wiki. OSE maintains a Special Education Wiki, which allows teachers to collaborate through a 
common website. Some case study participants perceived it to be underutilized but that it has 
helpful information. The Wiki is an excellent tool for communicating the accommodation tools 
discussed above. 

 Survey Respondents. Of 846 survey respondents, 26% agreed that adequate time is available for 
general and special educators to collaborate and plan or deliver instruction to students; however, 
73% agreed there is there is sufficient communication between general and special educators about 
the needs and progress of students with IEPs and a similar 72% agreed that such communication 
occurred between general educators and related services personnel, e.g., occupational and physical 
therapists, speech/language therapists, etc. (Exhibit 4i) 
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Exhibit 4i. Survey Responses: Communication and Collaboration Between General and Special Educators   

 

Scheduling 
There is no consistent model for scheduling courses for students with IEPs. In some schools, case 
managers do the scheduling; in other schools it is other personnel. Overall, focus group and case study 
participants agreed that when staff members schedule students with IEPs first for general education 
classes it is much easier to plan inclusive instruction, including co-teaching and providing the 
accommodations and interventions that students with IEPs need. One school coordinates co-taught 
classes by scheduling at the same time the general educator’s class and the respective co-teaching 
special educator’s class. This process requires administrative support and coordination with the 
scheduler who is aware of modified class capacities. Unless there is a purposeful scheduling design, the 
outcomes are less coordinated and effective. For example, in one school, students in a FALS program 
were scheduled for electives after all other students were scheduled, and the FALS teacher was required 
to teach the classes.   

Progress Monitoring 
According to The Guide for Inclusive Education on page 93, research shows that: 

Ongoing, formative, and informative assessments provide real-time diagnostic data 
crucial for providing feedback and adjusting instruction to meet the needs of all learner. 
Multiple, varied assessments help to establish a more complete picture of what 
students know and are able to do based on the idea students have multiple intelligences 
and learning styles. High quality corrective instruction that helps students eliminate 
errors should follow well-developed assessments. Good assessments are clear and 
address specific learning targets. 51 

As reflected above, the use of progress monitoring is important also for students with IEPs. In addition 
to providing data regarding the extent to which they have made progress toward meeting their IEP 
goals, it is important to ascertain the overall effectiveness of interventions and progress of students in 
the core curriculum. For this purpose, focus group participants reported the use of teacher made 
assessments, intervention charts, the Cognos Data Warehouse, teacher reports, etc. Generally, case 
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study participants reported that teachers struggle to monitor student progress. Concerns in this area 
include the following: 

 Progress over Time. Teachers do not consistently look at a student’s progress over the long-term, 
i.e., more than one school year.  

 Documentation. Interventions are not consistently documented to help determine whether a 
student’s lack of progress is related to fidelity of implementation, rather than the effectiveness of 
the intervention. 

 OSE RtI Document. Reportedly, the documentation of interventions and responses begin in earnest 
only when a student’s placement in a nonpublic school is being considered. OSE has an electronic 
TIENET document that provides directions to list information regarding student interventions and 
relevant data regarding the student’s response to them, including a space for documenting that 
information.  

 Districtwide Review. Although progress monitoring data may be available at the school level, it is 
not available countywide, which would facilitate a districtwide assessment of student growth. 
Further, there does not appear to be data or mechanisms for determining the extent to which 
interventions are implemented with fidelity districtwide.   

 Survey Feedback. Of 900 staff survey respondents, 74% agreed and 20% disagreed that there is a 
schedule, method and tools for monitoring the progress of students with IEP. Of 823 respondents, 
28% agreed and 60% disagreed that progress monitoring for students with IEP is NOT being 
implemented consistently.(Exhibit 4j) 

Exhibit 4j. Survey Feedback: Implementation of Progress Monitoring 

 

Access to Accelerated Courses, World Language & Magnet Schools 

In addition to including students with IEPs in regular general education classes, it is important that they 
be included in courses that demand a high level of rigor, e.g., honors, advanced placement, etc. In 
addition, it is important that they have an equal opportunity to access world language courses and 
magnet schools/programs.  

Accelerated Courses  
Focus group participants expressed concern that students who are twice exceptional, i.e., students with 
IEPs who are also gifted/talented, do not have full access to accelerated classes. There is a perception 
that teachers of these classes do not always embrace the inclusion of these students, and do not 
understand consistently the relationship between disability and giftedness. 
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Data provided by BCPS revealed that between 2007-08 and 2011-12 school years, the number of 
advanced courses with enrolled students with IEPs increased from 163 to 224. There was a 
corresponding steady increase in the number of students with IEPs enrolled during this period of time: 
1141 to 1943.  

Exhibit 4k. Number of Accelerated Courses Including Students with IEPs & Number Included (2007-08 to 2011-12) 

 

Exhibit 4l reflects the courses in 2007-08 with the most number of students with IEPs enrolled and their 
respective increases in 2011-12. (In both years, the courses reflected the largest numbers of students 
per course.) For example, World History Honor’s 93 students increased from 42 students in 2007-08; 
Economics & Public Issues (which of all the accelerated classes, enrolled the highest number of students 
with IEPs in 2011-12) enrolled 126 students, 84 more than those enrolled five years earlier. For each 
course, the increase was substantial.  

Exhibit 4l. Accelerated Courses with Most Number of Students with IEPs & Increase From 2007-08 to 2011-12 
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On the other hand, there are a number of courses where the number of students with IEPs decreased 
over time. For example, three sixth grade gifted and talented courses all had significant decreases: 
math, science and language arts saw respective decreases from 30 to 18; 29 to 17; and 26 to 13. (Exhibit 
4m) 

Exhibit 4m. Accelerated Courses with Fewer Included Students with IEPs Over Time 

 

World Language 
Students in kindergarten through 6th grade are required to take reading and critical reading skills in 
addition to English language arts. If they are not proficient in reading, they are not provided instruction 
in 7th grade World Language. However, every student in 7th and 8th grade who is not proficient in reading 
does not receive additional instruction because of limited classroom space. Yet, students with an IEP 
having a reading goal must take the reading class even if such a class would not meet their need. This 
circumstance will have an either greater impact if World Language is expanded to 6th grade.   

Magnet Schools/Programs 
Magnet schools and programs are viewed as having programs of high interest for students but that they 
are selective and are less accessible to students with IEPs. According to some case study participants, 
this presents an equity issue for students with IEPs who are unable to meet the criteria but could thrive 
in these settings. As reflected in Exhibit 4n, data provided by BCPS shows that magnet schools at the 
elementary level had an overall average of 7.9% students with IEPs; this rate was much smaller for 
middle schools (4.7%) and high schools (0.48%).  

 Elementary Schools. Of the 9 elementary magnet schools programs, only one (three students) has 
less than 14 students.  The rates range from 2.8% to 13.8%. 

 Middle Schools. Of the 25 middle magnet school programs, all but one (Landsdowne) has more than 
nine students: 8 have zero students with IEPs, 5 have one, 8 have two, and 1 each has three, four, 
seven, and nine. Only two schools have many schools with IEPs: one has 105 students and another 
has 128 students. The rates range from 0% to 16.2%. 

 High Schools. Of the 84 high school magnet programs, 20 have zero students with IEPs, 13 have two, 
6 have three, 7 have four, 3 have five, 2 have six, and 1 has seven. Of the remaining nine schools, 
the number of students with IEPs ranges from 11 to 46. Overall, the rates range from 0 to 22%.  
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Exhibit 4n. Enrollment of Students with IEPs 

School Levels Elementary Middle High 

Rates of Students with IEPs 2.8% to 13.8% 0% to 16.2% 0% to 22% 

 
Number of Schools 

Total Magnet Schools 9 25 84 
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Education of Students in BCPS Regular School Special Programs  

BCPS has a traditional configuration of services in District regular schools for students with disabilities 
who are educated most of the day in special programs to receive special education/related services. As 
described in more detail below, special programs are housed at more middle schools and high schools 
than they are at elementary schools where they are clustered in a relatively small number of elementary 
schools.  Because of this configuration, a much lower rate of students are educated in their home school 
at the elementary school level than at middle and high school levels.  

Configuration of BCPS Special Program Services & Students 

BCPS has five special programs for school-aged students educated in separate classes for the majority of 
the school day. These programs and brief descriptions are provided below.  

 Adaptive Learning Support (ALS). Students have complex learning needs impacting their academic 
progress in core academic areas, and their ability to make sufficient progress toward IEP goals in 
spite of significant accommodations and modifications made to the general education curriculum 
and/or setting. Services may include: adaptations/modifications to the complexity/amount of 
general education curriculum, specialized instructional strategies/materials, adjustments in pacing, 
reduction in output, and alternative methods for demonstrating skill acquisition. 

 Behavior & Learning Support (BLS). Students usually have normal intelligence and are in need of 
behavior/learning support services and have significant social/emotional, behavioral, and learning 
difficulties that impact their ability to succeed in the general education setting. Services may 
include: a structured learning environment, behavior management system, behavior intervention 
plans (BIP) implementation, social skills instruction, counseling, conflict resolution, and availability of 
crisis intervention. 

 Communication & Learning Support (CLS).  Students with the Autism Spectrum Disorder have 
complex communication, socialization, and learning needs; and typically have significant delays in 
the areas of cognition, communication, social/emotional, and adaptive behavior. Services may 
include: a highly structured learning environment, use of visually based strategies, emphasis on the 
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development of language/social skills, use of sensory processing techniques, and individualized 
behavioral strategies. 

 Functional Academic Learning Skills (FALS). Students demonstrate significant delays in measured 
intelligence, adaptive functioning, communication, and academic functioning.  Services may include: 
extensive modification of objectives and learning materials, and instruction aligned with a functional 
life skills curriculum, including personal management, community, recreation/leisure, career/ 
vocational, and communication/decision-making.    

 Learning Support for Deaf & hard of Hearing (LSD/HH). Students have a hearing loss that may 
require support through alternative communication interventions, specialized instructional 
strategies, auditory listening devices (ALDs), and related services.  Services may include: speech and 
language therapy, communication development, aural rehabilitation, instructional support, use of 
auditory listening devices (ALD), and specialized accommodations/modifications. 

The information below describes the distribution of BCPS special programs and their students. 

Number of Programs in Schools by Grade Level 
Exhibit 4o reflects for each grade level the percentage of schools by the number of special programs 
(zero to four).52 These data show that special programs are present at a larger proportion of middle 
schools and high schools, than they are at elementary schools. This results in a high level of clustered 
programs at a relatively small number of elementary schools. (Exhibit 4o) 

 Elementary Schools. Of the 107 schools, 47 have zero special programs and 47 have only one. The 
remaining 11 schools have two programs and 2 have three.   

 Middle Schools. All of the 27 middle schools have at least one special program and almost all have 
more than one program; 18 have three programs. Only 3 middle schools have one program, 5 have 
two programs, and 1 school has four programs. 

 High Schools. Almost all of the 25 high schools have special programs; only 2 have zero or four 
programs. Most (14) of the schools have three programs; 4 have two programs; and only 3 have one 
program.  

Exhibit 4o. Number of Schools by Number of Special Programs & Grade Level 

 
                                                           
52

 Because the number of classes for the LSD/HH program is very small (one for each grade level), that program is 
not included in this analysis. 
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Percentage of Students in Special Programs by Grade Level 
As reflected in Exhibit 4p, excluding alternative schools, a smaller percentage of students are in special 
programs at elementary schools (26%), than at middle schools (32%) and high schools (40%). Alternative 
schools have the smallest percentage of students in special programs (18%). 

Exhibit 4p. Percentage of Students in Special Programs by Elementary, Middle & High Schools 

 

The PCG team notes that BCPS data reflected a few schools with a very small number of students in their 
programs: eight elementary schools had only 1 student, one had 2 students; and three each had 3 
students; one middle school had 1 student, and one had 2 students; and two high schools each had one 
student. These low numbers reflect either incorrect data or a large number of unusually small classes.     

Distribution of Students by Grade & Home School, another Regular School, or Separate Day School 
Another important indicator for school districts is the extent to which students with IEPs are educated in 
their home school, i.e., the school they would attend without regard of a disability. As stated in the 
Barber Report at page 26, “[s]tudents with disabilities should be educated within their home schools. 
Students with disabilities do not leave the schools unless there are very unusual circumstances. In 
addition, students that have been placed out of the home school should be returned with proper 
supports.” According to MSDE guidance, “*h]e age-appropriate general education class in the 
neighborhood school is the first placement of choice for all students, including those who have been 
identified as needing an Individualized Education Program (IEP).53  

Exhibit 4q reports the percentage of students with IEPs by grade that are educated at their home 
schools, at another regular school, or in a separate day school (public or nonpublic). In addition, the 
Exhibit reflects the percentage of students in home schools including/excluding those educated in 
separate schools. As described in more detail below, a much lower rate of students are educated in their 
home school at elementary schools than at the middle and high schools. 

 Home School. 80% or more of students with IEPs are educated in their home schools at the 6th 

(86%), 7th (83%), and 8th and 9th grades (80%). The smallest rates are in kindergarten (70%), 2nd grade 
(71%), 4th grade (73%), and 5th grade (72%). Although there is a low rate (66%) also at the 12th grade, 
the rate includes students who remain in school more than four years to receive transition services.  

                                                           
53

 Special Education is a Service – Not a Place, June 2001, a collaborative effort from the MDSE, Division of Special 
education and Early Intervention Services and the Maryland Coalition for Inclusive Education. 
http://www.msde.state.md.us/SpecialEducation/AllInclusive.pdf 
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 Another Regular School. Much higher rates of students are educated in another regular school at 
the kindergarten through 5th grades, with rates ranging from 28% (kindergarten) to 19% (1st grade). 
By comparison, the rates for students in other grades range from 10% (6th grade) to 13% (9th, 10th, 
and 12th grades). 

 Separate Schools. Other than for students in 12th grade (which include those remaining in school 
more than four years), students in 11th and 12th grades have the highest rates for separate day 
school placements (10% and 11%, respectively).  

 Home School Placement Rate Excluding Students in Day Schools. When excluding students 
educated in separate day schools, students in 6th through 12th grades are educated at much higher 
rates in their home school. The rates range from 90% (6th grade) to 87% (7th and 8th grades). 

Exhibit 4q. Distribution of Students by Grade in Home School, Another Regular School, or Separate Day School 

 

Configuration by School Level & School 

The following series of exhibits below illustrate the distribution of students with IEPs by school who are 
receiving special education in general education classes most of the school day (Inclusion), and who are 
in one of five special programs: ALS, BLS, CLS, FALS, and ECLS by elementary, middle and high schools. 
Because of the small number of students in the Learning Support for Deaf & hard of Hearing program, it 
is not included in the information below. 

Overall Program Placement & School Level 
As reflected in Exhibit 4r, the middle and high schools have a larger overall composition of students in 
special programs than do the elementary schools (26%, 32%, and 40%, respectively). Except for the CLS 
program, which has a higher proportion at the elementary level compared to middle and high schools 
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(6%, 3%, and 3%, respectively), the special programs increase in proportion for students from 
elementary, to middle and to high school. 

Exhibit 4r. Proportion of Students in Various Programs & Percentage of Overall Special Programs by School Level 

 

Elementary Schools  
Exhibit 4s graphically displays 107 elementary schools and the configuration of special education 
services across the District. The data shows the wide variation of students educated inclusively, but 
there does not appear to be a relationship between the number of students in special programs and a 
school’s inclusivity.    

Exhibit 4s. Number of Elementary Students with IEPs by program: Inclusion, ALS, BLS, CLS, FALS & ECLS 

 

Middle Schools 
Exhibit 4t reflects the much different configuration of special education services at middle schools. All of 
the 27 schools except for two have an ALS program; all but six have a BLS program. A smaller number (5) 
have a CLS program, and 20 reflect a FALS program.  
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Exhibit 4t. Number of Middle School Students with IEPs by program: Inclusion, ALS, BLS, CLS, & FALS  

 

High Schools 
The configuration of services at the 25 high schools is more similar to the middle than the elementary 
schools. All but two high schools have a special program. Of schools with special programs, all but two 
have an ALS program; all but five have a BLS program; and all but six have an FALS program. Only six 
high schools have a CLS program. 

Exhibit 4u. Number of High School Students with IEPs by program: Inclusion, ALS, BLS, CLS, & FALS  

 

Overall Rates of Students in Special Programs by Grade 

Based on data provided by BCPS, Exhibit 4v reflects two sets of rates. The first set refers to the rate of 
students placed in a special program compared to these students and those identified as receiving 
inclusion and speech services, i.e., “including speech services.” The second rate excludes students 
receiving only speech services, i.e., “excluding speech services.” 54 The rates for both of the sets begin to 
diminish at 6th grade when the number of students receiving speech only services is small, and the rates 
are the same by 9th grade. Overall, 8% of students educated in BCPS regular schools were placed in a 
special program during the 2012-13 school year; excluding students receiving speech services only, the 
rate increases to a much higher 35%.  

Excluding students receiving speech services, the small rate for kindergarteners (21%) increases to the 
highest elementary school rates of 37% (1st grade) and 42% (2nd grade). The rates are lower in 3rd to 6th 
grades, when they increase again to 36% in 7th and 8th grades. The higher rates continue in high school 
where they range from 35% (9th grade) to 43% (11th grade). The much higher rate of 54% for 12th graders 
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is based in part on the number of students who remain in school beyond four years to graduate or 
receive transition services.  

Exhibit 4v. Percentage of Students in Regular School Special Programs based on Total Students with IEPs including 
& excluding Speech Services 

 

Instruction in Special Programs in Regular Schools 

As reflected in the data above, more than a quarter of BCPS students with IEPs are educated primarily in 
separate classes in regular schools through a placement classification system predicated on a theory of 
“specialization” for students with a set of common characteristics, e.g., ALS, CLS, etc. This practice is 
based on a presumption that student needs can be addressed fully with correct program matches based 
on the student’s learning characteristics. The 2004 Barber Report addressed BCPS’s clustering of 
students in special programs, and suggested that the District rethink “how students can be best served 
in their home school with supports and resources provided by the school system.”55 Focus group and 
case study participants provided thoughtful feedback about the education of students in BCPS’s special 
programs. 

Positive Observations 
Various focus group participants expressed positive comments about the instruction provided to 
students in special programs. For example: BLS students were perceived as doing well, as were high 
school FALS/CLS students who received instruction supported by Promethean boards, multiple 
technology, etc. In addition, there was support for the way in which high schools were able to have 
special programs at most of these schools. ALS students were benefiting from homerooms with their 
general education peers, and who were educated in general education classes with assistants. Also, high 
school students in the ALS/BLS program at one school were viewed as benefitting from co-teaching in 
science and social studies. Various issues were raised that present opportunities for improvement. 

Placement of Programs 
There is a perception that special program sites are located in schools with principals who authorized 
this action. However, other information indicated that although this process may have occurred in the 
past there are now quarterly meetings with OSE, strategic planning staff, transportation, early 
childhood, and a representative from assistant superintendents. With this collaborative approach, 
schools are considered for new programs based on their capacity, location, and transportation routes. 
Reportedly, principals have cooperated with this process, which has facilitated and positively impacted 
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transportation. Although the strategic planning department is being reorganized, the collaborative 
meetings are expected to continue.  

Instructional Concerns 
In addition to concerns about high teacher caseloads, which are addressed in Section V. Support for 
Teaching & Learning, the following are general concerns pertaining to the instruction of students in 
special programs. 

 Resistance to Inclusive Education. Not all general educators are open to including students from 
special programs in their classes, and in some cases there is obvious resistance. One teacher shared 
that it took parent insistence to create opportunities for inclusive practices. There was concern for 
students who remain in self-contained classes the entire day when they would benefit from more 
inclusivity. For example, in small separate classes, there is a perception that high-level conversation 
between students is minimal and that special educators tend to do most of the talking. 

 Knowledge of Core Content. When special educators teach separate classes and do not have 
knowledge of the core curriculum, it is difficult for them to align their instruction effectively with 
core standards. As a result, students receive the “special education” version and are not as prepared 
as they might otherwise be.  

 Multiple Grades & High Rates. The ability of special program teachers to align the curriculum to 
grade level standards is especially difficult when they have students from multiple grade levels. In 
addition to arranging for inclusive class time, scheduling common planning time with many teachers 
is especially difficult. These activities become even more difficult when a large percentage of 
students at the school are in a separate program.  

 Combination/Consistency of Programs. In some cases, to maintain students at their home schools, 
programs are merged, such as the ALS and BLS, even though they may have different needs.  Also, 
for a variety of reasons, students in the same program at different schools may have different 
characteristics, and there are different expectations for academic achievement and behavior. In 
some cases, various programs are viewed as “dumping grounds” because of the number of students 
with disparate learning and social/emotional needs. Reportedly, much is driven by the culture of the 
school and the principal, including the interventions that are purchased and available. For example, 
depending on the principal and staffing considerations, a student who needs more than 15 hours of 
special education services may be maintained at the home school even if a particular special 
program is not available. In this case, the principal and staff consider first how resources may be 
reconfigured to meet the student’s needs. In other schools, such a student may be immediately 
considered for placement in another school. 

 Expansion. The number of special program classes increase as they become overcrowded. Also, 
there is a perception by some that additional programs should be established to accommodate 
different student characteristics. For example, some participants discussed having a new elementary 
school program for ALS students with IQs below 40; and for ELLs with IEPs. However, there can 
never be a number of different programs to align with all of the variances in student characteristics 
and needs. As a result, a different approach is necessary to support student learning. 

 FALS Students Taking Regular Assessments. Questions were raised about the placement of students 
taking the MSA in a FALS program, and why they are not in the ALS program with the support they 
need.  
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 Parent Reluctance. It is perceived that some students require intermittent social/emotional support 
during the day and a safety net for various times of the day, rather than a full time special program. 
However, it is perceived that some parents are reluctant to support their children’s movement to a 
less restrictive option because of social relationships that students have built in the special 
programs. 

Various focus group participants supported a configuration of services that would enable more students 
to remain in their home schools, assuming the schools received the resources needed to meet student 
needs. For example, in some other Maryland districts students in ALS programs remain in their home 
schools. However, as the data in Exhibit 4r shows, having more students in home schools does not 
necessarily mean that a smaller percentage are in special programs. For example, while more middle 
and high school students remain in their home school, a much larger percentage (32% and 40%, 
respectively) are in special programs compared to elementary schools (26% without early childhood and 
30% with early childhood). Other focus group participants supported the removal of acronym named 
programs that support the sorting of students.   

Support for Grade Level/School Transition 
Focus group participants expressed concerns that there is not an adequate process in place to support 
the articulation of students with IEPs transitioning from one school to another. Without good 
communication between personnel, there is a perception that the sending schools do not understand 
the culture of the receiving schools. In such cases, this lack of alignment negatively impacts the 
preparation of students for the next grade level and the development of appropriate IEPs. 

Focus and case study group participants reported various ways that schools plan for the transition of 
students with IEPs.  

 District Process. Reportedly, the District process involves meetings between IEP chairs at receiving 
and feeding schools, which was likened to a “cattle call.” Some individual schools, however, 
establish their own process.  

 FALS. The FALS team is now invited to participate in transition team meetings at sending schools, 
which has enabled teachers to quickly observe students and has facilitated the transition process for 
students in this program.    

 Two High schools. Two high schools have a “special education day” during the week before school 
begins where special educators (sending/receiving) discuss student needs. There is about a one 
hour-hour window by department area to identify new students and their prior teachers able to 
provide information. Student files with IEPs and Section 504 information are shared, and teachers 
are provided background about the students, how to encourage them, etc. 

 Other Processes. In some cases, case managers deliver documents and provide information to 
teachers, and there is a continuous “ebb and flow” to update information. In another school, it was 
reported that staff “run around” and are “just barely able to distribute information.” There was a 
preference for a more structured process.  

 Staff Survey Feedback. Staff survey respondents provided feedback regarding BCPS’s support for 
effective support for students as they articulate to kindergarten, middle school, and high school; and 
overall collaboration to help students with IEPs have an effective transition experiences. 

- To Kindergarten. Of the 338 staff survey respondents with an opinion of agreed/disagreed, 83% 
(279) agreed that BCPS provides effective transition services to kindergarten;  
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- To Middle School. Of the 448 respondents who agreed/disagreed, 77% (346) agreed there was 
effective transition services to middle schools.  

- To High School. Of the 313 who either agreed or disagreed, 73% (228) agreed with the 
statement regarding effective transition to high schools.  

- Overall. Of 658 who agreed/disagreed that there is a lack of sufficient communication and 
collaboration among general, special educators and parents to help students with IEPs to 
effectively transition into a school, a smaller 66% (436) disagreed with the statement. 

Exhibit 4w. Survey Responses: Services for Students Articulating Between Grades & To New Schools 

 

Impact of Behavior on Instruction for Students with IEPs 

Overall, 8711 students were suspended for at least one day from school during 2011-12. Of the total 
suspended, 19% (1683) had IEPs, which is much higher than the district’s overall 11.4% disability rate. 
The percentage is smaller at the elementary school level (17%, 284 students) than at the middle school 
(41%, 690 students) and high school (42%, 707 students) levels. Only two preschoolers were suspended 
that school year, and each was suspended for less than 6 total days.   

The number of BCPS school-aged students suspended from school at least one day has steadily 
decreased from 2007-08 (2124) to 2011-1 (1683). (Exhibit 4x) The percentage of suspended students 
with IEPs, however, increased slightly from 18% to 19%.  Data from 2012-13, which had not yet ended at 
the time of submission to the PCG team, reflected a higher 24% (853) of suspended students with IEPs.  

Exhibit 4x. Number & Percent of All Suspensions for Students with IEPs: 2007-08 to 2012-13 
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Days of Suspension 

The data below provides additional information about the number of instructional days that students 
missed school due to a suspension, and rates for suspended students with/without IEPs. 

One to Ten Days of Suspension 
Between 2007-08 and 2011-12, the number and percent of students with and without IEPs decreased 
for 1-5 and 6-10 school days; however, a higher percentage of students with IEPs were suspended than 
students without IEPs. 

 1 to 5 Suspension Days. The percentage of students with IEPs suspended for 1 to 5 days decreased 
from 2007-08 (12.6%, 1536 students) to 2011-12 (10.5%, 1260 students). However, the percentage 
continued to be higher than the rate of students suspended without IEPs (7.8% to 5.8%).  

 6-10 Suspension Days. The percentage of students with IEPs suspended for 6 to 10 days decreased 
from 2007-08 (3.2%, 385 students) to 2011-12 (2.4%, 287 students). However, the percentage 
continued to be higher than the rate of students suspended without IEPs (1.5% to 1.1%). 

Exhibit 4y. Number/Percentage of Students without/with IEPs Suspended by 1-5 and 6-10 Days   

 

Number of Days of Suspension & Percentage of BCPS Students Suspended with IEPs  (2011-12) 
Exhibit 4z reflects by days of suspension the number of students suspended with IEPs and the 
percentage of all students suspended who have IEPs. These data show that in 2011-12 for all BCPS 
students suspended between 1 and 20 days, between 19% and 21% had IEPs; and a higher rate of 
students had IEPs when suspended for 21-25 days (25%) and 26-30 days (30%). Two students with IEPs 
were suspended for more than 30 days: one for 31-35 days and one for 46-50 days. 
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Exhibit 4z. Students with IEPs Suspended by Number of Days & Percent of BCPS Suspended Students with IEPs 

 

Suspensions of Students with IEPs by Grade Level (2011-12) 
For all periods of suspensions for students with IEPs, fewer elementary school students were suspended 
than were middle and high school students.  

 Middle School Students. More middle than elementary and high school students were suspended 
for 1 to 5 days, 21 to 25 days, and 26-30 days. In addition, the two suspensions for students with 
IEPs for more than 30 days were at the middle school level: one for 31-35 days, and one for 46-50 
days. 

 High School Students. More high school than elementary and middle school students were 
suspended for 6 to 10 days, and 11 to 15 days. 

Exhibit 4aa. Number of Students with IEPs Suspended by Grade Level & Days of Suspension 

 

Suspensions by Race/Ethnicity  
In Maryland, a risk ratio of 2.0 or higher constitutes significant discrepancy for students from a 
racial/ethnic group with an IEP suspended for more than 10 days. According to data from MDSE’s 2011-
12 state performance plan report, black/African American students were 3.46 times more likely than 
other students to be suspended for 10 days or more. This risk was .20 times smaller than 2010-11’s risk 
ratio of 3.67. While MDSE found that this data constituted a significant discrepancy, it also found that 
BCPS’s policies, procedures and practices did not contribute to the significant discrepancy. With such a 
significant discrepancy, BCPS is required to use 15% of its IDEA funds for early intervening services, 
which may only be used for students without IEPs.  
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Suspensions for Students in Foster Care 

Of all students in foster care in 2011-12, 6.4% had IEPs and were suspended for at least one day; 
compared to 1.1% of all students not in foster care. Exhibit 4bb reflects the percentages for these two 
groups of students that were suspended for 1-5 days (2.0% and 0.2%), 6-10 days (0.5% and 0.1%), and 
11-15 days (0.3% and 0.0%). The following data reflects the suspension of students in foster who were 
suspended for longer periods of time: 16-20 days (4 students); 21-25 days (1 student); and 26-30 days (2 
students).  

Exhibit 4bb. Percentage of Students in/not in Foster Care with IEPs Suspended by Length of Suspension 

 

Impact of Behavior on Instruction & Achievement 

One major theme that emerged from the focus groups was concern about how schools were addressing 
the serious disruptive and sometimes aggressive behavior exhibited by some students with disabilities. 
There seemed to be a consensus that more students could be supported effectively in their home 
schools or within BCPS if schools had sufficient and appropriate resources. There were also some 
attitudes expressed that appeared to be more focused on the behavior and less understanding of 
student needs related to the behavior. 

Concerns 
The following summarizes the concerns most frequently reported by focus group participants. Because 
of concerns such as these and others known to OSE, consideration is being given to the use of an outside 
consultant to better address these issues.  

 Appropriate Resources. Nearly all participants that expressed concerns about meeting the 
behavioral needs of students associated the concerns with insufficient human resources. OSE has 
three behavior interventionists that work citywide, primarily to support students placed in CLS and 
BLS programs. In addition, there are 84 behavior interventions that report to schools. There was also 
a concern that when a long-term substitute is needed for a behavior interventionist on leave, the 
substitute is not always trained in crisis prevention and intervention (CPI).  In addition to behavior 
interventionists, participants cited a need for assistance from social workers and teachers having 
expertise in this area, including therapeutic wrap around services, CPS; and immediate support for 
problem solving and intervention. There was a strong belief that some students only require more 
restrictive placements when appropriate services are not available in the current setting. There was 
a recognized need also for additional professional development, along with classroom-based 

6.4% 

2.0% 
0.5% 0.3% 1.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 

0% 

1% 

2% 

3% 

4% 

5% 

6% 

7% 

1+ Day 1-5 6-10 11-15 

 In Foster Care with IEPs Suspended Not in Foster Care with IEPs Suspended 



                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  71 

coaching and modeling. Only a class related to behavior for personnel relevant to the BLS program 
was offered during the Summer Academy.    

 Student/Staff Interaction. Some observed that there is not a consistent understanding of how 
school personnel can influence through their own behavior the aggressive reactions of students. For 
example, some students with sensory issues, trauma, etc., may have specific triggers (e.g., touching, 
restraint) that have been identified through a functional behavior assessment to cause an aggressive 
response. The same may be true for students in classrooms taught by teachers with poor classroom 
management skills who have not received the additional support, e.g., coaching/modeling, needed 
to improve their skills. Too often, the behavior is viewed as intentional, and knowledgeable adults 
are perceived to be “making excuses” for them. In such cases, disruptive student behavior is not 
viewed within the context of why the behavior occurred; instead they are viewed in isolation. This 
viewpoint tends to initiate requests for more restrictive settings rather than to first analyze the 
antecedent conditions that may have triggered the students’ unacceptable behaviors. 

 Allegations. In some cases, staff members who interact with students with aggressive behavior have 
been accused of using inappropriate restraints and are removed pending investigation. In addition 
to the high level of skills and expertise needed, the concern about such allegations makes it more 
difficult to fill these positions on a permanent or interim basis. Reportedly, there is no pool of 
qualified personnel to substitute in the interim for removed staff.     

 Seclusion Rooms. Various regular schools have isolated “focus rooms” that are also used to seclude 
students. Although Maryland has standards for the use of seclusion, it was reported that not all 
relevant school-based personnel were aware of their existence and content, or the purpose for this 
intervention.    

 Suspensions. The subject of suspensions generated many concerns. 

- Limitations on Suspension. School personnel are especially frustrated by limitations on 
suspensions for students with aggressive offenses that are manifestations of their disabilities 
when resources are thin or perceived as not available. In such circumstances, attitudes fester 
and tend to negatively impact students further. In response, there were concerns that 
procedural safeguards are not always followed.  

- Access to Instruction. High school focus group participants generally perceived that students 
with IEPs tend to fight more, and therefore are suspended at higher rates than their nondisabled 
peers. Providing students with the instruction required when they miss more than 10 days of 
schools is difficult, especially if there is a lack of communication with case managers who would 
oversee this process.  

To address the disproportionate rate of suspensions for students with IEPs, especially for African 
American students, BCPS personnel indicated that suspension reports are compiled for principals 
and assistant superintendents and discussed during leadership development sessions. Using school-
based data, graphs reflected suspension trends by subgroups of students. In addition, information 
was provided about the manifestation determination process.     

Progress Monitoring of Behavior 
Schools use a variety of tools to progress monitor student behavior, such as the following: 

 Data systems used by psychologists and behavior interventionists to help track variances in student 
behavior.  
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 Personnel from one school use their independently developed excel-based system to monitor 
social/emotional growth, which is based on the daily collection of data aligned with IEP goals.  

 Alternative programs use a point system that personnel monitor. 

Few if any of the focus group participants discussed that they develop behavior intervention plans 
following functional behavior assessments, and monitor the plan’s behavior interventions.   

Education in Separate Day Schools 

When IEP teams determine that a student’s needs cannot be met within a regular school, even in a 
special program, the team considers a more restrictive separate day school (public or nonpublic) and 
whether that setting is required for the student to receive an appropriate education. Based on October 
26, 2012 data for 785 students placed in a separate day school, 316 students were placed in a BCPS 
public school and 479 (60%) were placed in one of about 30 nonpublic schools used by the District. 
According to BCPS’s website, the District’s four public day schools are designed for students with the 
following age ranges, and disabilities, characteristics, and/or special program needs.  

 Battle Monument School. For students 3 to 21 years of age with a multiple disability, the FALS and 
BLS programs are available.  

 Maiden Choice School. For students 3 to 21 years of age with autism, a developmental delay, or 
multiple disability. 

 Ridge Ruxton School. For students 3 to years 21 years of age with a developmental delay, intellectual 
disability, autism, and/or multiple disability.  

 White Oak School.  For students in preschool through grade five, and needing academic, behavioral, 
and therapeutic services.     

The State Performance Plan measures the percentage of students with disabilities in separate schools, 
residential facilities, and home/hospital settings against a state target. As discussed above, BCPS’s rate 
for this restrictive setting was 7.36% in 2011-12, higher than the plan’s maximum target of 6.32%, and 
higher than state (7.02%) and national (3.30%) rates. The 2004 Barber Report reported BCPS data from 
October 2003 showing 509 students placed in nonpublic schools, which represented 0.47% of the total 
BCPS student population, and 3.63% of students with IEPs.56  Nine years later in October 2012, there 
were 30 fewer students (479) placed in nonpublic schools. This number represents about the same 
percentage (0.45%) of the District’s student population, and a higher percentage (4.16%) of students 
with IEPs.  

The information in this subsection examines the characteristics of students placed in separate BCPS and 
nonpublic day schools, reasons for their placement in this restrictive setting, and fiscal costs.  

Separate Day School Data 

Of the 795 students educated in separate day schools (6.9% of students with IEPs), 316 are in BCPS 
separate day schools and 479 (60%) are in private day schools. Exhibits 4cc through 4ff reflect October 
26, 2012 BCPS data reporting the number of students placed in separate public and nonpublic day 
schools, and the nonpublic school rates, by various characteristics: grade, disability, race/ethnicity, and 
foster care. Also, data is provided regarding private day school trends over five school years.  
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By Grade 
The total number of students in separate day schools increases generally from lower to upper grades.57 
Beginning with only 10 students in kindergarten, the number increases steadily to 50 by 4th grade, 77 by 
8th grade, and 82 at 11th grade. The largest number of 185 students is at the 12th grade, which includes 
students who remain in school more than four years to graduate or receive transition services.  

As students progress in school the percentage of students placed in special day schools transitions from 
a low proportion in nonpublic schools (20% to 38% for kindergarteners through 4th graders) to a large 
proportion in that setting. (Exhibit 4cc) By 6th grade, 75% of separate day school placements are in 
nonpublic schools, and except for a brief reduction (66%) in 7th grade, a high rate continues through 11th 
grade. This change in proportion is most likely related to the fact that BCPS’s White Oak special day 
school for students needing academic, behavioral, and therapeutic services is limited to students in 
preschool through 5th grade.    

Exhibit 4cc: By Grade: Number of BCPS Students with IEPs in Nonpublic/Public Day Schools & Percent in Nonpublic 
Day Schools 

 

By Disability 
Exhibit 4dd reflects students educated in separate day schools by their primary disability area.58 These 
data show that of all students placed in separate day schools, 85% (640 students) were identified with a 
multiple disability, emotional disability or autism. Of these three areas, students with ED and autism are 
educated at much greater rates in nonpublic schools (76% and 77%, respectively); 70% of students with 
multiple disabilities are educated in a BCPS public school.  A relatively small number of other students 
(97) are educated in separate day schools: other health impairments (42), a specific learning disability 
(25) and other (7).59 Of the 97 students, 76% are educated in nonpublic schools. 
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 Disability By LRE ages 6-21 as of October 26, 2012 SSIS Child Count 
59

 “Other” disability includes: developmental delay, hearing impairment, speech/language impairment, and 
traumatic brain injury. 
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Exhibit 4dd. By Disability: Number of BCPS Students with IEPs in Nonpublic /Public Day Schools & Percent in 
Nonpublic Day Schools 

 

By Race/Ethnicity & Foster Care Status 
Exhibit 4ee reports the number of students by race/ethnicity and by foster care status educated in 
separate day schools.60 As this data shows, a very small number of American Indian (7), Hispanic (26), 
and Asian (28) students are educated in this setting; less than half of each group is in a nonpublic school 
setting. Although a few students in foster care (33) are placed in separate day schools, this number 
constitutes a very high 11% of foster care students; only 21% of the day schools are nonpublic. Most 
students placed in separate day schools are black (320) and white (414) students; of those placed, 56% 
of black students and 66% of white students are in nonpublic schools.  

Exhibit 4ee: By Race/Ethnicity & Foster Care: Number of BCPS Students with IEPs in Nonpublic /Public Day Schools 
& Percent in Nonpublic Day Schools 

 

Private Day Placement Trends 
Between the 2008-9 and 2012-13 school years, the number of students 6 to 12 years of age placed in 
private day schools has fluctuated by only 22 students; this number reflects the drop from the 5-year 
high (501) in 2011-12 to its low (479) in 2012-13. 
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Exhibit 4ff. Number of Private School Placements & Percentage of Students with IEPs  

 

Day School Considerations 

Reportedly, while BCPS public day schools have an exemplary reputation, some parents perceive that 
nonpublic schools offer a higher quality of instruction for children with significant learning needs. A 
common focus group theme, however, was that more students could be educated within the District in 
a regular school. However, there was a consensus that various resources must be provided and changes 
in place for this paradigm shift to occur, and for students to have successful outcomes.  

Factors Related to Separate School Placements 
The following factors were reported as supporting the placement of students in separate schools.  

 Related Services. Related services support, behavior intervention, and other embedded services are 
often viewed as not being sufficiently available to support students. Until recently, OSE and the 
student support services department, which housed social workers, psychologists, nurses, etc., were 
separate departments and made it more difficult to coordinate services for maximum effectiveness 
and efficiency.  

 Staff Ratios & Support. The perception of too large teacher/student ratios for individual 
circumstances and insufficient support leads to frustration and limited options for addressing 
student needs. Reportedly, too often staff members do not sufficiently include in IEPs areas of need 
for programmatic support.    

 Welcoming Schools. Not all schools are viewed as having a welcoming environment to students and 
their parents proactively; and when students/parents are experiencing stress and difficulty, and 
having trouble navigating in large high school.  

In at least one school, the principal was successful at gathering resources for a student to be successful 
in a regular school and avoided placement in a nonpublic school.   

Credit Review 
There was concern about the timely and accurate review of transcripts for students in nonpublic day 
schools to ensure the students are receiving coursework and credits they need for graduation, and to 
ensure that the students do not repeat courses because transcripts were not available.  
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BCPS/Nonpublic School Partnerships 
During the 2012-13 school year, the District had several partnerships with nonpublic agencies to support 
BCPS school-based instruction. Examples of these partnerships include the following. 

 Consultative Services. Consultation has been provided to a small number of teachers and staff to 
improve their instruction and intervention; and to provide direct intervention to students and 
families. 

 Rotating Seats in Nonpublic School. By contracting for rotating seats for students in nonpublic 
schools who on a short-term basis are unable to participate in their current educational programs, 
full-time removal of students may be reduced because of a crisis circumstances. 

 Training. Nonpublic school staff provided three days of training prior to the school year for 
kindergarten teachers and support staff involved in the CALS program, along with consultation 
during the school year. 

Due Process Hearing Requests 
For a variety of reasons, a large proportion of requests for due process hearings pertain to nonpublic 
school placements. BCPS proceeds to hearing only in a few cases. When a matter is settled for one year, 
there is a goal that the student will return to a District school; reportedly, students generally remain in 
the nonpublic school. There is some uncertainty regarding the extent to which the District will proceed 
to hearing when there are no substantive or significant procedural problems. There is also a desire for 
BCPS be more proactive to reduce the number of due process hearing request. 

Fiscal Costs 
Based on information provided to the PCG team during the May 2013 onsite, BCPS costs for educating 
students in nonpublic schools have stayed mostly within means. However, MSDE’s rates for nonpublic 
schools increased by 2.5%, which was not foreseen; and this increase may cause some financial 
hardship. According to the Nonpublic Placement Financial Report of February 28, 2013, the FY2013 
budget for nonpublic schools was $34,326,063. Because of the anticipation of state reimbursement for 
some of this cost, purchase orders were opened for $14,973,667.17, about 56% of the nonpublic school 
budget. When applied to the 479 nonpublic school students, the purchase orders amount to about 
$31,260.00 per student. When considering the full budgeted amount (not excluding reimbursed costs), 
the per student average cost was a high $71,661.00.   

Placement Process for Students in Special Programs & Day Schools 

The following information pertains to the consideration of a student’s need for a more restrictive 
placement, and how placements are facilitated. 

Documentation of Need 

Before IEP teams reach a decision regarding the placement of a student in a more restrictive 
environment, data must be entered into an electronic RtI form. The second section of the form is used 
to document the interventions provided to a student and his/her response to those interventions. The 
form is to be used as the team implements additional strategies to support the student, and is not to be 
created just prior to an IEP team meeting. The form serves as a working document between school-
based and central office staff to develop problem-solving strategies for a student who is struggling 
either academically or behaviorally. Through an RtI log, the following is documented for the student: 
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academic skill or behavior of concern; intervention implemented; length of intervention; student 
response to intervention, listing relevant data; and next steps based on the student’s response to 
intervention. In addition, the form documents the name, dates, consultation provided by central office 
special education staff, and results/recommendations. Based on this information, OSE personnel 
determine whether there is a sufficient basis for the IEP team to consider a more restrictive placement.  

School-based personnel have concerns that there is no written guidance regarding how the information 
on this form is considered during the determination process. There was a perception by some that OSE’s 
monitoring of more restrictive placements amounted to a quota of two placements for students out of 
the home school. If this perception is accurate there is cause for concern. These perceptions may exist 
because of an absence of clear written standards and information about this consideration. In any case, 
the monitoring of student placements should be based on objective observations and data. OSE 
personnel have concerns that school personnel initiate interventions and documentation only as a 
means to move students to another school.   

Placement Unit 

OSE has a placement unit that includes a supervisor, a resource teacher for public schools, and three 
case managers for nonpublic schools. Generally, there is an automated LRE placement process on 
TIENET that produces a site of service based on information about the student’s service needs and 
residence address. Focus group participants expressed several concerns associated with this process. 

 The automated process does not take into account sufficient knowledge and information about the 
student and his/her needs, and variations between school services.   

 In some cases, appropriate schools are not identified in a timely manner for students in special 
programs. Examples were provided for several students needing an ALS program. 

Transportation Considerations 

Focus group participants also provided feedback regarding the provision of transportation services. 

 Length of Bus Rides. Transportation routes are typically under 90 minutes one way. Some may 
exceed that time frame; the longest route is two hours.  

 Relationship of Routes to Placements. Assignments based on transportation routes are perceived 
to overly restrict placement options for students. However, long bus rides are not conducive to 
learning. 

 Special Buses. Reportedly, all students with IEPs who receive transportation as a related service is 
transported on a special bus, regardless of whether the IEP specifies that personnel are needed to 
assist the student during transportation. Many school districts transport students with IEPs on 
regular buses with typical peers when conducive to routing patterns and special transportation 
services are not required that would necessitate a specially equipped bus. This process is not only 
cost effective but enables students with IEPs to interact with their typical peers. 

Support for Students in Foster Care 

Various administrators and focus group participants commented that there is a large concentration of 
students in foster care placed by the Department of Human Resources (DHS) in Baltimore County from 
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residences outside of the County, and the students tend to be placed in homes in two concentrated 
areas of the District.  

Incidence Rates & Receipt of School Records 
Overall, the 1,461 students in foster care comprise 1.4% of BCPS’s student enrollment.  Of the BCPS 
students in foster care, 403 students have an IEP. Although this 27.6% rate is disproportionately high 
(compared to the 11.4% rate of all BCPS students with IEPs), the rate is smaller from a national 30% to 
40% rate cited by the 2004 Casey Family Programs’ A Road Map for Learning, Improving Educational 
Outcomes in Foster Care.61 According to the Casey publication, reported rates may actually be smaller 
than actual rates because of inconsistent tracking of youth in foster care, and a lack of communication in 
child welfare systems about a youth’s documented need for these services. The report cited a study that 
found while 36% of youth in care had a history of special education services, only 16% had a current 
IEP.62  Focus group participants reinforced concerns that were originally cited in the 2004 Barber Report 
regarding the receipt of records for students in care who last attended schools outside of BCPS.  

BCPS uses The Bridge Center for middle/high school students for up to three weeks as an interim 
placement to receive intensive services in a small, supportive and structured academic setting. This 
enables staff members to access educational records and students to receive informal assessments, 
counseling, and intensive instruction in English, science, reading, and mathematics. In addition, students 
participate in skills classes including drug education, wellness education, social skills, portfolio planning, 
technology skills and study skills.  

Variations by Grade Level 
For all students in foster care, IEP rates are highest at the preschool level (35%,). This rate is a function 
of the less universal nature of preschool. Across all three grade levels there is quite a bit of  variation for 
students in group homes: elemetnary (11% and 25%, respectively); middle (12% and 30%, respectively); 
and high (10% and 27%, respectively).  

Variations by School 
Some schools, particularly those in the northwest and southwest are highly impacted by the placement 
of students in foster care facilities that are grouped in those geographic areas. The data below pertains 
to foster care students with IEPs in schools by grade level. 

 Elementary Schools. The number of students with IEPs in foster care by school range from 0 to 4: 66 
schools have no students; 24 schools have one student; 10 schools have two students; 5 schools 
have three students; and 4 schools have four students.  

 Middle Schools. Numbers range from 0 to 13 students with IEPs in foster care. Six schools have 0 
students; 16 schools have between 1 and 5 students; and 5 schools have between 6 and 13 
students.  

 High Schools. High schools have 0 to 20 students with IEPs in foster care. Four schools have 0 
students; 12 schools have between 1 and 4 students; 5 schools have between 7 and 11 students; 2 
schools have 16 students; and 1 has 20 students.  

                                                           

61 http://www.casey.org/resources/publications/pdf/roadmapforlearning.pdf 
62

 Casey Report at page 34-35. 

http://www.casey.org/resources/publications/pdf/roadmapforlearning.pdf
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Educational Settings 
The Casey publication also reported that students with IEPs in foster care are more likely to be in 
separate special education classes than their peers. This is also true for the District. BCPS data reflected 
in Exhibit 4gg shows that only 41% of students in foster care are educated in general education classes 
at least 80% of the time, compared to 64% of their peers; 21% are in these classes less than 40% of the 
time, compared to 13% of their peers, and a very high 11% are in separate schools compared to 7.4% of 
their peers.   

Exhibit 4gg. Percent of Students with IEPs in Foster Care and All BCPS Students with IEPs by Educational Setting 

 

Mental Health & Behavioral Needs 
According to the Casey publication, youth in out-of-home care who receive special education services 
have been disproportionately identified as having an emotional disturbance as a primary disability. As 
illustrated in Exhibit 4hh, this finding is applicable to the District. Disparities exist for the following 
disabilities when comparing students in foster care to all BCPS students: emotional disturbance (35% to 
7%), health impairment (21% to 15%), and intellectual disability (10% to 3%). In the area of specific 
learning disability, the ratio was reversed (17% to 33%).  

Exhibit 4hh. Percent of Students with IEPs in Foster Care by Disability Area 

 

Additional Characteristics 
The Casey publication also reported that youth in foster care change schools more frequently than their 
general education peers or peers with IEPs. BCPS focus group participants also commented that this 
characteristic applies to BCPS students who move frequently between group homes. In addition, they 
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reported a high mobility among foster care workers. The Casey publication reported several additional 
common characteristics of youth with IEPs in foster care compared to peers, which included: lower 
grade point averages, fewer grades earned toward graduation, and lower proficiency/above rates on 
statewide assessments. Although this data was not reviewed for students with IEPs in foster care, it is 
probable that these trends are reflective of achievement rates for BCPS students. 

Transition to Post-Secondary Activities & Education 

For students to make a successful transition from secondary education to postsecondary training, 
education, employment, and, where appropriate, independent living skills, students must graduate with 
a regular diploma (to the maximum extent possible) or a graduation certificate, and receive appropriate 
postsecondary activities and support. 

Graduation & Dropout Rates 

PCG reviewed two sets of data pertaining to graduation and dropout rates for BCPS. One set pertains to 
State Performance Plan outcomes for the state and comparable Maryland school districts. This data 
compares BCPS to state rates for student with IEPs. BCPS provided the second set of data, which reflects 
graduation and dropout rates for students with IEPs and for all District students.  

Graduation Rates 

Maryland offers one diploma known as the Maryland High School Diploma.  The requirements for a 
Maryland High School Diploma are applicable to all students, including youth with IEPs. Maryland now 
uses a four-year cohort for determining graduation rates. The cohort refers to students who receive a 
traditional high school diploma within the first four years of starting high school. Students who dropped 
out of school or who obtain a Graduate Equivalent Diploma (GED) are not considered to be graduates. 
This standard is the same as the one used for students reported pursuant to Title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The State target for students with IEPs is the same one that applies 
to all students. The information below reflects graduation data reported by MDSE for the 2011-12 
school year for BCPS (comparing students with and without IEPs), and for BCPS compared to seven other 
Maryland school districts.63 

BCPS Students with/without IEPs 
Generally, a smaller percent of BCPS students with IEPs graduate with a regular diploma compared to 
the special education subgroup statewide. For both 4-year and 5-year cohorts, the students with IEP 
graduation rates fell below SPP targets.  

 4-Year Cohort.  52.49% of students with IEPs graduated from high school, 29.01 percentage points 
below the SPP’s 81.5% target. 

 5-Year Cohort.  59.32% of students with IEPs graduated from high school, 25.08 percentage points 
below the SPP’s 84.4% target. 
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Some focus group participants suggested that students with IEPs need more access to credit recovery to 
reach the high graduation target rate.   

Exhibit 4ii. Graduation Rates for 4- & 5-Year Cohorts for BCPS Students with IEPs & SPP Targets 

 

Comparison School District Graduation Rates 
The state’s FFY 2012 Annual Performance Report shows that BCPS’s 52.7% graduation rate was well 
below the state’s 90% target, the state’s 56.5% overall rate, and below five of the comparable school 
districts. 

Exhibit 4jj. Graduation Rates for BCPS Compared to Seven Other Maryland School Districts & State Results/Targets 

 

Dropout Rates 

Maryland defines a dropout rate as the percentage of students dropping out of school in grades 9 
through 12 in a single year. The number and percentage of students who leave school for any reason, 
except death, before graduation or completion of a Maryland approved educational program and who 
are not known to enroll in another school or state approved program during the current school year. 
Students who re-enter school during the same school year in which they dropped out of school are not 
counted as dropouts. The same measure is used for all students, including students with IEPs. 
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BCPS Dropout Rate Over Time 
MSDE data show that BCPS’s dropout rate has steadily increased from 2009-10 (5.81%) to 2011-12 
(6.93%). The 2011-12 rate was 3.66 percentage points higher than the state performance plan target.  

Exhibit 4kk. Dropout Rate for BCPS/State Students with IEPs & SPP Target 

 

Comparison School District Dropout Rates 
The state’s FFY 2012 Annual Performance Report shows that BCPS’s 6.3% dropout rate is higher than the 
state’s target of 3% and overall rate of 5.4%. The district’s rate is less than three of the comparable 
districts but higher than the other four comparable districts. 

Exhibit 4ll. Dropout Rates for BCPS Compared to Seven Other Maryland School Districts & State Results/Targets 

 

Postsecondary Transition Support 

School districts are required to facilitate the transition of students with IEPs to post-secondary activities, 
beginning by the age of 16 years, or sooner as determined by the IEP team. The IEP team, including the 
student, uses age-appropriate transition assessments to design transition services and support, identify 
postsecondary outcomes, plan a course of study, develop a coordinated set of transition activities, and 
identify interagency responsibilities and linkages as appropriate. Transition services and support prepare 
students for employment and independent living through a coordinated set of activities that promote 
movement from school to post-school activities, including postsecondary education, vocational 
education, integrated employment (including supported employment), continuing and adult education, 
adult services, independent living, and community participation. 
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Of the 30% of 846 staff members who responded with an agree/disagree, 23% agreed that BCPS 
provides effective postsecondary transition services and 7% disagreed; the remaining did not have an 
opinion. The information below pertains to BCPS’s postsecondary transition process, and preparation of 
students for postsecondary work.  

Student Interest Assessments 
BCPS’s postsecondary transition process is supported by transition facilitators based on student interest 
assessments and other information. Generally, case managers interview their students regarding their 
post-secondary interests, hobbies, interests, etc., and special educators in the FALS/CALS programs help 
their students to complete a FALS/CLS student interest sheet. This information is then entered into 
TIENET’s Student Interest Sheets. In addition, there are interest inventories that are administered to 
students on an as-needed basis.  

Transition Facilitators 
BCPS has 13 transition facilitators, including the transition team leader who also has a caseload; nine of 
the facilitators support students who are diploma bound, and four support students who are certificate 
bound. Based on the information in TIENET and other information that is provided, the facilitators 
complete the IEP transition sections for every student on their caseloads, which average about 550 to 
675 students anticipate receiving a diploma and 175 to 260 students who are anticipate receiving a 
certificate. The case managers can view the information but are not permitted to complete the actual 
IEP section because of the complexity and, as explained below, the State Performance Plan compliance 
nature of the task. 

State Performance Plan Compliance Indicator 
The State Performance Plan has a compliance indicator for monitoring the percent of youth at least 16 
years of age with IEPs that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually 
updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services (including 
courses of study) that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual 
IEP goals related to transition services needs. In 2007-08, the first year MSDE monitored BCPS against 
this indicator (2007-08), the District’s compliance rate was 70.8%. When the transition facilitators were 
used to develop the IEP transition section, the compliance rate increased in 2008-09 to 100%; the rate 
has varied in subsequent years. Although the District’s rate exceeded the state’s rate in most years, 
BCPS’s 2011-12 rate of 90% fell below the state’s 98% rate and 100% mandated compliance target.   

General Transition Support 
The transition facilitators attend annual review IEP meetings for junior and senior year students (and 
students in other grades as requested) to meet students and parents. During this time, the facilitators 
explain possible postsecondary supports available beyond high school that will enable students to 
achieve their post secondary outcomes; and to provide them with brochures that outline various 
services and contact information. After consent forms are completed, the facilitators also compile and 
submit referral forms and information to appropriate agencies. The facilitators also complete the 
Maryland Exit Document for all exiting seniors on their caseload, which often involves meetings with 
students to obtain additional employment-related information.   

Work Experiences 

BCPS supports students with IEPs in a variety of experiences that would prepare them for work in the 
community. For example, the College Connection located on the Essex campus of the Community 



                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  84 

Colleges of Baltimore County is available for students with mild to moderate disabilities who are 19 
years of age and demonstrate a level of independence throughout high school environment and on 
work sites. Students participate in various college activities, and may attend college classes, and work at 
individual worksites.  

Focus and case study group participants raised the following issues that are related to transition services 
and activities. 

 Access to High School Magnet Programs. Many of the high school magnet school programs provide 
focused courses that have high interest and are linked to postsecondary school careers. Because 
these programs generally have a very low percentage of students with IEPs, these students are 
enrolled disproportionately in comprehensive high schools that do not have the same type of school 
to work opportunities. 

 Completer Courses. Completer courses were described as groups of four electives (e.g., child care, 
construction, foreign language, nutrition/foods, etc.). These courses, which are similar to a college 
“major” and are offered during a student’s junior and senior year, vary by school. Some schools have 
none that focus on the trades, where other have multiple “hands on” options that are most useful 
for postsecondary transition. As a result, all students with IEPs do not have comparable access to 
work-related activities.  

 Support for Diploma-bound Students. Transition facilitators research and arrange field trips to 
businesses and/or colleges (two or four year) for students who anticipate receiving a high school 
diploma. In addition to other activities, they provide support to School to Work Career, Research 
and Development teachers (CRD) for students in need of workplace accommodations, and 
sometimes assist the CRD teachers with job development.  

 Community-based Work. Community-based options have decreased because businesses are 
concerned that they are liable for claims of workman’s compensation if students are injured on the 
job, even if they are not paid for their work. It would cost BCPS $250.00 to add a student to the 
District’s policy. Reportedly, there is more demand for students to work in the community than 
there are job coaches to support students. There was also concern that funds earmarked for 
transportation for community-based travel runs out early in the school year. 

Assistive Technology 

According to the National Dissemination Center for Children with Disabilities, assistive technology 
increases a student’s opportunities for education, social interactions, and potential for meaningful 
employment. It also supports a student’s participation in learning experiences in the least restrictive 
environment. Assistive technology is a tool to help students benefit from the general education 
curriculum, and access extracurricular activities in home, school and work environments.64 

Access to Materials 
The area of assistive technology does not have a dedicated line item for funding hardware and software. 
Yet, it was reported that student needs have been met and that the group’s request for devices have 
been granted. Schools fund text to aural Kurzweil software that is used as an accommodation for daily 
work and assessments. The group has not yet used iPads for assistive technology because of systemic 
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 http://nichcy.org/schoolage/iep/meetings/special-factors/considering-at 
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issues now resolved related to volume pricing, setting up an iTunes account, and establishing a process 
for downloading apps. Two pilots are planned for Fall 2013.  

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.65 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.66   

Quality teaching in all classrooms and skilled leadership in all schools will not occur by 
accident. They require the design and implementation of the most powerful forms of 
professional development.67 

The National Staff Development Council’s Designing Powerful Professional Development For Teachers 
and Principals is based on a three-part premise:  

 Quality teaching makes a difference in student learning;  

 Teachers and principal professional learning is a central factor in determining the quality of 
teachers; and  

 District structures and culture surrounding school play a critical role in determining the quality of 
professional learning experienced by teachers and principals. 

The text box below provides the definition of professional development provided in the glossary for the 
Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching Standards.68 

 Professional Development 

Professional development provides comprehensive, sustained, and intensive learning 
opportunities to expand the professional knowledge base available to teachers and to 
engage them in an ongoing process of critically examining their teaching practices to 
find new and more effective ways to improve student learning. Professional 
development needs to address both an individual teacher’s goals for professional 
growth and the larger organizational learning priorities for school improvement. 
Professional learning engages teachers in working with others to deepen their content 
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 Teacher Professional Development: A Primer for Parents & Community Members, Public Education Network, The 
Finance Project, Teacher Professional Development, citing Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Washington, 
DC, 2001). 
66

 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.  
67

 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. 
68

 http://www.ccsso.org/documents/2011/intasc_model_core_teaching_standards_2011.pdf  

http://www.learningforward.org/news/sparksbook/sparksbook.pdf
http://www.ccsso.org/documents/2011/intasc_model_core_teaching_standards_2011.pdf
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knowledge, sharpen their instructional skills, and develop their ability to use data for 
meaningful decision-making. Thus, professional learning is an ongoing, job-embedded 
process that supports transfer of newly learned knowledge and skills to practice. Such 
learning also needs to be continuously evaluated and refined. 

Focus Group Feedback   
The information below describes professional development activities relevant to the education of 
students with disabilities and concerns shared by focus group participants. 

 General. Focus group participants described a variety of professional development offered to 
teachers and other personnel: 

- Regular updates are provided on legal changes and updates from MSDE. 

- Monthly professional development is available during the year after the school day for teachers 
of students in preschool, and in special programs.  

- A wide variety of offerings are available after school and during the summer. Of particular note, 
the summer 2013 program contained: 

o Three workshops designed to support inclusive education, including a two day Guide for 
Inclusive Education workshop that was designed in conjunction with the recently updated 
Guide for Inclusive Education; and a four-day workshop for general and special educators on 
an instructional delivery model for inclusive classrooms with additional on-going PLC 
coaching, monthly collaboration and consultation during the 2013-14 school year.   

o Three workshops designed for students with autism and a workshop for students in the BLS 
program; 

o Four workshops pertaining to assistive technology;  

o Five workshops specifically designed for preschool and prekindergarten teachers that 
address children with IEPs; 

o Two workshops on Wilson Reading; and  

o A workshop for new teachers and related service providers.  

 New Teachers. Training for new teachers and related services personnel is provided separately 
through OSE and the student support services department; and TIENET training is also provided. 

  Concerns. The following were concerns expressed by some participants. 

- Monthly professional development meetings provided little in terms of new information and 
there were concerns that some of the training is repeated every year.  

- Feedback about topics that would be useful included: addressing students with co-teaching, 
accelerating achievement, twice exceptional, oppositional defiance and other social/emotional 
issues, considering manifestation determinations with case studies, assistive technology, writing 
effective IEPs, etc.  

- Principals indicated that it would be useful to meet with IEP chairpersons and OSE (by grade 
level) to discuss issues of concern.   
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Staff Survey Feedback 
Of the 846 staff survey respondents, a high 75% agreed and a relatively low 17% disagreed that training 
sessions helped them better support the learning of students with IEPs. However, another high 70% 
agreed and 22% disagreed that general educators need more focused professional development in the 
area of special education and teaching students with IEPs.  

Exhibit 4mm. Staff Survey Responses: Value of Training Sessions and General Educator Need for More Training 

 

Exhibit 4nn reflects the number and percentage of professional development areas survey respondents 
requested. This data shows that six areas were requested at high numbers, each representing a third or 
almost a third of the 1009 staff members who took the survey. These areas were: general education 
interventions, progress monitoring, differentiated instruction, supporting positive behavior, co-teaching 
and inclusion, and social/skills; a smaller number (85) requested training in transition planning.   

Exhibit 4nn. Number/Percentage of Professional Development Requested by Area  

 

Paraprofessional/Additional Assistants Training 
Focus group participants reported a need for paraprofessionals and additional assistants to have more 
access to training.  Although some personnel can learn from others with similar roles in the school that 
is not always the case. Although professional development classes are available after school and during 
the summer on useful topics, it was reported that attendance is based on space availability and they fill 
up quickly. Although paraprofessionals are paid on an hourly rate to attend, the same is not true for AAs 
who typically do not stay after school for voluntary training. It was suggested that training could be 
provided during the week before school starts when teachers are setting up their classes and have 
meetings not relevant to paraprofessionals. In addition to the above, it was suggested that general and 
special educators need training on how to use paraprofessionals and AAs more effectively. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

3. VISION OF INCLUSIVITY. Establish a vision and expectation for BCPS whereby almost all children 
and youth with IEPs will be educated alongside their nondisabled peers and plan for an 
integrated service model designed to improve the educational outcomes for all students. The 
vast majority of BCPS students with IEPs have a disability that does not preclude them from 
performing at/above grade level or from achieving proficiency on statewide assessments.69 The 
federal National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS) found that students with IEPs educated in the 
general setting scored closer to grade level on standardized math/language assessments than did 
such students who spent more time in separate settings.70 This finding should reinforce the 
benefits of educating students with/without disabilities together to the maximum extent 
appropriate; and the removal of students with disabilities from general education classes only 
when the use of specialized instruction/interventions, supplemental aids, and services cannot 
provide sufficient educational benefit. Expect that specially designed services/related services are 
embedded in the MTSS framework, and that data reflects the extent to which students are 
provided evidence-based instruction and support, including tiered academic/positive behavior 
interventions that are implemented with fidelity. (See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, 
planning, professional learning and accountability.)    

4. EARLY CHILDHOOD. Increase the capacity for educating young children with IEPs along with their 
typical peers, and improve their achievement outcomes. The more these children are able to 
transition with knowledge, social/emotional skills and behavior much closer to age/grade level 
expectations, they will require less differentiated instruction and interventions for content material 
as they continue in school. 

a. Capacity. Expand the capacity for early childhood education in a way that does not require 
children to change schools with more space, and that enables children with IEPs identified 
during the school year to be placed in classes with their typical peers. (See Blueprint 2.0 at 1.D. 
and 4.D.1.) 

b. Early Childhood Outcomes. At the District level expand the state performance outcomes for 
children 3 through 5 years of age with IEPs to preschool children without IEPs to have universal 
information about the achievement of both groups of children with a goal of reducing 
achievement gaps. These indicators pertain to positive social/emotional skills, acquisition/use of 
knowledge/skills, and appropriate behavior to meet needs. The three indicators measure 
student functioning within age expectations by age six; and for children who began school below 
age expectations, whether they made substantial growth.   

c. Progress Monitoring. Monitor the progress of children against the SPP early childhood and 
expanded local indicators for children with/without IEPs and address any lack of progress using a 
process aligned with the MTSS problem-solving model. Consider any additional interventions and 
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 Special Education: A Better Perspective, Oct. 15, 2009 at http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-
Menu/Evaluating-performance/Special-education-At-a-glance/Special-education-A-better-perspective-full-
report.html 
70

 Review of Special Education in the Houston Independent School District, Thomas Hehir & Associates Boston, 
Massachusetts, page 25.  
http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_20
11_Final.pdf  . 

http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_2011_Final.pdf
http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_2011_Final.pdf
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supports that would support teaching and learning for children who are not making expected 
progress.  (Cross-reference with Recommendation 12.e. regarding data collection.)  

(See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability.) 

5. ACHIEVEMENT OF SCHOOL-AGED STUDENTS WITH IEPS. Enable schools to increase the education 
of students with IEPs in general education/accelerated classes, and magnet schools/programs, 
with instruction aligned with the Common Core State Standards and principles of MTSS. Ensure 
that students are educated in separate BCPS/nonpublic schools only after considering how the 
provision of current or additional instruction/services provided with fidelity could enable the 
students to remain in the home or regular schools. Use BCSD’s Guide for Inclusive Education,71 
MSDE’s Co-Teaching Framework, 72  and other evidence-based practices to support these outcomes. 

a. Expectations. Combine information from the IDEA Manual, the Guide to Inclusive Education, 
and other relevant sources to have one electronic web-based document that promotes common 
language, understanding and usage of district-wide expectations that includes the following and 
other areas referenced throughout these recommendations. (See Recommendation 13 for a 
standard operating procedural manual for special education.) 

 Addresses all disability areas with respect to the continuum of characteristics and needs of 
students with IEPs, including those for students with IEPs who are ELLs and/or in foster care; 

 Universal design for learning, differentiated instruction, and access to the common core 
state standards within an MTSS framework;  

 Flexible grouping in and outside of regular classrooms; 

 Inclusive instructional models, such as co-teaching,73 collaborative consultation,74 etc;   

 Opportunity for students in special programs to interact with nondisabled peers to the 
maximum extent appropriate, and strategies for maximizing appropriate interactions; 

 Enhancing student engagement through interactive teaching; 

 Effective development and use of functional behavior assessments and behavior 
intervention plans; 

 Appropriate use of paraprofessionals and assistants;  

 Problem-solving and use of data for decision-making;  

 Transition support for students attending another school the following school year; and  

 Guidelines for educating students outside of general education classes, regular schools, and 
the District.  

Rely on evidence-based practices when developing these expectations.75 For example, although 
leveled text may be appropriate for independent reading, it is not a substitute for rich grade 
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 Guide to Inclusive Education at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_[fi
nal_copy].pdf  
72

 Maryland Learning Links http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952 
73

 See MSDE’s Co-Teaching Framework at Maryland Learning Links http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952 
74 https://sites.google.com/site/inclusionsecondaryclassroom/collaborative-consultation  
75

 See these resources: Planning Differentiated, Multicultural Instruction for Secondary Inclusive Classrooms at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Planning%20Differentiated%2C%20Multicul

https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_%5bfinal_copy%5d.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_%5bfinal_copy%5d.pdf
http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952
http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952
https://sites.google.com/site/inclusionsecondaryclassroom/collaborative-consultation
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Planning%20Differentiated%2C%20Multicultural%20Instruction%20for%20Secondary%20Inclusive%20Classrooms.pdf


                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  90 

level text that students access with teacher guidance, support and scaffolding;76 and use of the 
inquiry method for math.  

b. Algebra. Beginning with a focus group of Algebra teachers, special educators, and teachers of 
ELLs, develop strategies for Algebra instruction that is differentiated and meaningful for 
students who would otherwise take the Algebra Data and Analysis class. 

c. Configuration of Services. With a group (and subgroups) of BCPS and community stakeholders 
with knowledge and expertise about the needs of students in the District’s special programs and 
BCPS/nonpublic day schools, consider by grade levels the configuration of services that would 
support effectively students currently placed in those programs at their home schools and in 
general education classes to a greater extent, and receive the instruction and services they need 
to be successful. Based on these discussions, incorporate in planning discussions (referenced in 
Recommendation 12.a.) provisions for implementation. As part of this process, consider the 
extent to which funding for separate programs and schools, and transportation could be 
reallocated over time to support home school placements. (See Recommendation 11 regarding 
fiscal matters.) 

d. Support for Positive Behavior. As part of the development of the MTSS framework and 
implementation activities, consider the needs of students with challenging behavior and 
social/emotional needs; most (but not all) of these students may have an IEP. The MTSS 
framework implemented with fidelity is designed to improve positive behavior, which reduces 
suspensions generally, and the disproportionate suspensions of students with IEPs and by 
race/ethnicity. Successful implementation will also reduce the need to rely on placements in 
special programs and nonpublic facilities; and the use of seclusion and restraints. Review the 
roles and usage of behavior intervention teachers to ensure they are being used most 
effectively, and that there is a sufficient group of individuals to support schools proactively 
before a student’s behavior becomes more challenging and more difficult to assuage. (See 
Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

e. ELL Students with IEPs. Review the services that ELL students with IEPs receive in general 
education classes to determine their efficacy, whether they need to be improved to ensure 
students have access to the core curriculum and specially designed instruction/related services, 
and whether their high rate of inclusivity (81% compared to an overall 64%) provide a model for 
the instruction of students with IEPs who are not ELLs.  

f. Progress Monitoring. Collect and analyze achievement and suspension data comparing students 
with/without IEPs to determine the extent to which MTSS, including specially designed 
instruction, is enabling students to improve their achievement and reduce suspensions. Based 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

 

tural%20Instruction%20for%20Secondary%20Inclusive%20Classrooms.pdf; and Students with Severe Disabilities 
and Best Practice at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Students%20with%20Severe%20Disabilities
%20%26%20Best%20Practice.pdf  
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 For example, see Shanahan on Literacy at http://www.shanahanonliteracy.com/2011/08/rejecting-instructional-
level-theory.html.  

https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Students%20with%20Severe%20Disabilities%20%26%20Best%20Practice.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Students%20with%20Severe%20Disabilities%20%26%20Best%20Practice.pdf
http://www.shanahanonliteracy.com/2011/08/rejecting-instructional-level-theory.html
http://www.shanahanonliteracy.com/2011/08/rejecting-instructional-level-theory.html
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on this analysis, identify groups of students representing concerns, e.g., by race/ethnicity, foster 
care, grade level, schools, special program, etc. If positive change is not occurring, follow up to 
identify instruction practices requiring further attention and any need for more targeted 
evidence-based intervention. Also, identify exemplary practices/schools, and knowledgeable 
BCPS school-based personnel who may be called on to supplement training and support. (See 
Blueprint 2.0 at 1.F, and at Recommendation 12.e. relating to data collection, and 12.f. relating 
to professional learning.) 

g. Consultation for Students with Challenging Needs. Establish a process that would enable school 
staff and parents of children with very challenging academic and/or social/emotional needs to 
consult with BCPS personnel having a high level of relevant skills/knowledge (along with 
external consultants when appropriate) to engage in problem-solving, and to consider 
additional/alternative interventions/resources that would enable a student to be effectively 
educated and make substantial progress in his/her home school or other BCPS school. (See 
Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

h. Transition to Next Grade Level. To ensure that students with IEPs who transition from one 
instructional level another (i.e., to elementary, middle and high school) are supported to 
minimize any negative effects, meet with stakeholders to identify issues relating to such 
transitions and utilize strategies most likely to have a positive impact on the experience.  

i. Summer School Criteria. Ensure that students with IEPs who may pass to the next grade based 
on IEP-expectations are included in summer school criteria when they are not meeting/ 
exceeding grade level standards and are not eligible for extended school year services. 

j. Accelerated Classes & World Language. Review the 2013-14 projected and actual enrollment 
rates in accelerated and World Language classes for students with IEPs and identify any courses 
with lower than expected rates to consider how the rates may increase either immediately or in 
the future. Review impediments for students with IEPs to access World Language courses and 
with a stakeholder group develop strategies to lessen the impediments, to increase enrollment, 
and to support teaching and learning of students with IEPs.   

k. Magnet School/Programs. Review selective criteria for magnet schools and programs to 
determine the extent to which they reduce access by many students with IEPs, the extent to 
which the criteria can be modified to facilitate greater access, and instruction can be 
differentiated and accommodations provided to address the needs of accepted students. Ensure 
written recruitment information and school websites for magnet schools/programs are 
welcoming to students with IEPs. 

l. Students who are Twice Exceptional. Enhance instruction for students with IEPs and who are 
gifted/talented by utilizing research and best practices for supporting effective instruction for 
twice exceptional students. Consider the following resources that contain comprehensive 
information about relevant instruction and support: Colorado Department of Education Twice 
Exceptional Resource Handbook: Montgomery County Public Schools: A Guidebook for Twice 
Exceptional Students; and the Fairfax County Public Schools: Program Information and 
Resources.77    

                                                           
77

 http://www.cde.state.co.us/gt/download/pdf/twiceexceptionalresourcehandbook.pdf; 
http://www.wrightslaw.com/info/2e.guidebook.pdfl; 
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m. Day School Placement Criteria & Supports for Regular Schools. Establish clear criteria for IEP 
teams to apply with respect to the provision of instruction/services with fidelity, and/or 
additional services that can be made available to support students to remain in the home or 
regular school, rather than a BCPS or nonpublic day school. As part of this process, address 
additional and necessary regular school supports, such as: the availability of sufficient related 
services and other behavior intervention supports; a reduction of student teacher ratio to better 
support a student; the importance of a welcoming school environments; etc.   

1) RtI Documentation. Review the RtI Documentation form and documentation used to 
consider a student’s need for a separate day school. Use a group of stakeholders to ensure 
that there is clear and user-friendly information that explains: the use of the 
documentation; the reasons for the documentation; the need for the IEP chairperson to be 
knowledgeable about all BCPS resources and positions that could carry out this 
responsibility; etc. (See Recommendation 12.h. related to accountability measures.  

2) Credit Review. Include information about how the credits of any students placed in 
nonpublic schools will be considered and that students have access to classes that will lead 
to a high school graduation diploma, as appropriate. 

3) BCPS/Nonpublic Partnerships. Consider establishing a BCPS/nonpublic partnership in 
which personnel from nonpublic schools can support BCPS to expand its 
instruction/support for students with characteristics of those who have been placed in 
nonpublic schools. 

(See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

n. Placement Process.  Ensure that as part of the placement process for each student individuals 
are involved who know the student and his/her needs, the resources available, and authority to 
commit resources. Establish criteria for including individuals external to the school with this 
knowledge and authority. (See also Recommendation 9.f.1) designation parameters of IEP 
chairpersons.)  

o. Transportation Options. With OSE, transportation and legal, consider transporting students 
with IEPs on regular buses when doing so, with/without assistants, would be a more cost 
effective and efficient mode of transportation. Also, ensure that placement discussions include 
individuals aware of transportation options and the importance of placing students as close to 
their residence as possible. Establish a goal of limiting a student’s transportation to and from 
school to one hour or less each way. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

p. Students in Foster Care. Prepare professional learning for principals and staff with more than a 
few students in foster care based on the 2004 Casey Family Programs’ A Road Map for Learning, 
Improving Educational Outcomes in Foster Care.78 Consider the recommendations in the Casey 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

 

http://www.fcps.edu/is/aap/column/columntwicelearners.shtml. The Fairfax County Public Schools has purchased 
a district-wide subscription to the 2e Newsletter, which it posts for all K- 12 teachers on a school district intranet 
site. (See http://www.2enewsletter.com/) 
78

 at http://www.casey.org/resources/publications/pdf/roadmapforlearning.pdf 

http://www.fcps.edu/is/aap/column/columntwicelearners.shtml
http://www.casey.org/resources/publications/pdf/roadmapforlearning.pdf
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publication to develop any initiatives that would recognize the unique needs of students in 
foster care, including those with IEPs. (See Recommendations 9.b. and 9.e. for considering the 
unique needs of students in foster care for case management and IEP chairperson allocations.)  

(Cross-reference with Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, 
and accountability and Recommendation 13 regarding a standard operating procedural manual for 
special education.)  

6. POSTSECONDARY SCHOOL TRANSITION. Improve postsecondary school transition outcomes for 
students with IEPs. Consider the following initiatives.  

a. Identify Early Students Not “On Track’ to Graduate. Capitalize on and improve the graduation 
rate for students with IEPs by identifying and supporting all first-year students with disabilities 
(and nondisabled peers) who are “not on track” to graduate, i.e., those that have not 
accumulated at least five semester-long credits; have failed more than two core courses during 
the first year; and/or have high absentee rates.79 To the extent possible, for each student “not 
on track,” provide research-based strategies that would utilize all available resources, including 
mentoring, intervention services, counseling, tutoring, and other supports that are likely to 
improve the student’s performance trend. (See Recommendation 12.e. regarding data 
collection.) 

b. Zero Dropout Goal. Set a goal and act to have no student with an IEP drop out of high school. 
Review data showing the subgroups of students who have dropped out of school over the past 
few years and review a sample of student files to identify any possible triggers and/or 
characteristics that could be used to proactively find current students with similar features. 
Based on this information, reach out to students who are most at risk for dropping out (and 
their parents) and ask them to share their views on this subject and what may be effective 
supports to keep these and other students in school. Based on this information, develop a plan 
for follow-up activities, including as appropriate the use of mentors, counselors or other 
personnel to form/maintain a personal relationship with each student to provide and/or 
coordinate relevant support. Yearly, monitor the outcome of this process to determine any 
positive impact on the dropout rate, and modify the strategies as appropriate. (See 
Recommendation 12.e. regarding data collection.) 

c. Identify & Support High Schools with Low Graduation & High Dropout Rates Relative to State 
Targets. In addition to the above for individual students, identify high schools with rates below 
the state’s graduation targets and rates above dropout targets, and have principals collaborate 
with stakeholder groups to develop targeted plans, utilizing research-based approaches 
available through the National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities.80 In 
addition, identify feeder schools and involve principals and staff of these schools to address 
identified issues proactively. (See Recommendation 12.e. regarding data collection.) 

d. Courses Aligned with Career Opportunities. With appropriate stakeholders, explore how high 
interest courses that can be expanded to provide students with IEPs opportunities to experience 
career-related activities and to promote further education and job placement post graduation. 
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 Based on December 2009 report, What Matters for Staying On-Track and Graduating in Chicago Public Schools: 
A Focus on Students with Disabilities, by the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research and the 
National High School Center at http://ccsr.uchicago.edu/content/publications.php?pub_id=137. 
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 http://www.ndpc-sd.org/   
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Consider expanding access to completer courses and courses some high schools have that meet 
this purpose. 

e. Community-based Work. Explore the possibility of adding students in community-based work to 
the District’s workman’s compensation policy, using grants and other sources to fund this 
annual cost. In addition, review the availability of transportation to ensure that this related 
service or other means is accessible when necessary. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal 
matters.) 
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V. Support for Teaching & Learning 

This section provides information about BCPS’s support for the teaching and learning of students with 
IEPs. Although the phrase “It takes a village” may be overused, it suitably applies to school systems and 
schools with respect to the collaboration and coordination that are necessary to support students with 
disabilities,  most of whom are educated in regular classes for some or most of the school day. With this 
perspective, the BCPS organization at the central office, OSE and school levels are discussed below with 
respect to the effective and efficient adminsitration and operation of special education and related 
services. In addition to the use of specialized personnel, BCPS provides support for the teaching and 
learning of students with IEPs in several additional ways that are addressed below: IEP development and 
fiscal support. 

Interoffice Collaboration 

Various department heads spoke positively about their working collaboration with OSE and attention to 
issues pertaining to students with disabilities in such areas as academics, technology, law, fiscal, 
transportation, fiscal, and technology.  

General Collaboration to Support Achievement 

Three weekly meetings were described that involve BCPS administrators across departments:  

 Academic team, which includes special education; 

 Academic team, including special education and the assistant superintendents; and 

 Superintendent’s cabinet, with the chief academic officer representing special education.  

There is also a monthly leadership team meeting that includes OSE representatives and the attorney 
that focuses on special education.  

The following are an example of issues that are addressed at these meetings in a collaborative manner: 

 During the weekly meeting with the executive directors, information is shared so each is aware of 
each other’s plans and issues to facilitate support. 

 Specific policies are discussed, e.g., grading, with input from OSE.   

 Potential changes to alternative education and on-line learning is involving OSE to consider the 
needs of students with IEPs.  

 Executive directors meet with OSE personnel to discuss and problem solve specific issues, e.g., 
support for positive behavior, compliance issues, etc.    

Collaboration with Other BCPS Units & External Organizations 

The following information describes focus group feedback regarding the interaction of OSE with other 
BCPS units and external organizations.  

OSE & Student Support Services 
OSE and student support services staff members indicated that they work together to provide 
professional development and they communicate regularly. When each office reported to a different 
supervisor it was much harder to plan and integrate their respective activities that are both required for 
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supporting special education and related services, and providing services relevant to the evaluation 
process. BCPS’s website reflects a merger of these two offices into the Department of Special Education 
and Student Support Services, and the prior OSE’s executive director (Debra Brooks) has oversight for 
the Department. School districts that organize their services in this manner have an effective, single line 
of authority over these activities and are able to coordinate and collaborate with more ease, efficiency 
and accountability.  

Curriculum/Instruction  
OSE personnel are viewed as interested in learning pedagogy applicable to content curricular areas to 
support professional development activities and collaborating with the curriculum/instruction 
department. Reportedly, OSE works in concert with curriculum and instruction (C&I), which enables OSE 
personnel to understand curricular standards and content, and how to support instructional 
implementation. The following few areas of concern were reported: 

 School Visits. C&I and OSE personnel had been trying for 2.5 months to schedule mutually available 
time to visit schools together. There is a perception that efforts are fragmented because their 
resources are thin.   

 Communication & Inclusivity. Information pertaining to curriculum/instruction is not always 
communicated in a timely manner to OSE personnel, and there is a perception that they are not 
consistently invited to collaborate with curricular content personnel. In such cases, OSE 
representatives perceived they were not part of C&I discussions from the beginning, and were 
invited as an afterthought. Although some OSE staff members are involved in curriculum writing, it 
was reported that there are mixed results about the extent to which their ideas are included in final 
products.   

 Training. Special education teachers are not consistently invited to professional development 
pertaining to Common Core curricular areas; when asked, OSE personnel were informed that the 
material was on-line. This interaction projected a message that it was not necessary for special 
educators to receive this information directly.  

Transportation 
During the 2012-13 school year, the scheduling of regular meetings have helped communication 
between OSE and the transportation department regarding constraints the department must work 
under when transporting students with IEPs. The District’s four-day professional development program 
for new bus drivers helps to ensure they have the information needed to safely transport students with 
IEPs. This training occurs as a precondition for and prior to employment as a bus driver. During the 
training, drivers learn about crisis prevention and how to deescalate behavior, etc. Continuing education 
is provided with varying subjects that are relevant to their work.  

General Counsel’s Office 
BCPS is fortunate to have an attorney who has been with the District for 10 years and serves as the in-
house counsel for special education. The attorney’s role has changed during the years and now, in 
addition to traditional legal assistance, he provides consultation and professional development. For 
example, he provides three sessions per year with IEP chairpersons, and another session for new IEP 
chairpersons.  Overall, focus group participants expressed much appreciation for the attorney’s support 
and excellent presentations. 
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Fiscal  
Positive feedback was provided about the collaboration and communication between the fiscal 
representatives of C&I and OSE. Fiscal accountability and problem solving is facilitated through monthly 
projection meetings and communication with the budget office, and a review of overall expenditure 
patterns. Specific fiscal issues pertaining to special education spending are discussed throughout this 
report and further below, e.g., cost for placing students in nonpublic placements, for paraprofessional 
assistants, transportation, etc. 

External Organizations  
Based on a survey TABCO conducted of its members, the association prepared a report with various 
recommendations. TABCO leadership met with OSE’s prior Director and, although it would appear that 
many of the recommendations were positively received and could be implemented within the current 
budget, it did not appear to them that any follow-up steps were taken. TABCO leadership, as well as the 
Maryland Disability Law Center (MDLC) appeared to be cautiously optimistic about BCPS’s newly 
appointed Executive Director and a more collaborative relationship.     

Department of Special Education & Student Support Services 

As reported above, the offices of special education and student support services have been merged into 
one department. The information in this subsection focuses on the organization of the Department of 
Special Education and Student Support Services, and how office personnel support school-based 
teaching and learning for students with IEPs and compliance activities.  

Organizational Structure  

BCPS organization charts posted on the District’s website were used to identify the components of the 
various offices and units of the Department. These include the following: 

 Instructional Support, Alt-MSA and Autism; 

 Placement and Birth-to-Five;  

 Related Services; and 

 Student Support Services. 

These divisions do not align with the organization chart posted for the Department, which contains: 
Student Support Services, Teaching; Learning and Autism; and Compliance and Related Services.81  The 
following information describes the functions of the new department based on available information.    

Instructional Support, Alt-MSA, and Autism 
According to the BCPS organization chart, the unit for Instructional Support, Alt-MSA, and Autism 
(Instructional Support) has a coordinator with oversight for 33 individuals, including two supervisors 
(one for elementary schools and one for middle/high schools), five specialists (three for elementary 
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schools and one each for middle/high schools), three secretaries, and a parent coordinator at the White 
Oak Center; the remaining positions are resource teachers.82      

 Elementary Supervisor. The elementary school level supervisor has responsibility for 16 staff 
members; these positions do not include secretarial support.   

- 3 Specialists. Each specialist is responsible for one zone. In the past, specialists were assigned to 
schools based on geography. Based on the District’s zone model, the schools are now organized 
alphabetically and a specialist can drive as many as 120 miles in a day to visit different schools. 
Although this change results in time lost to travel, it is important for OSE personnel to be 
assigned to schools in a manner that is aligned to respective executive directors to provide 
maximum support and coordination. 

- 6 General Resource Teachers. Reporting to each specialist is a general resource teacher and a 
resource teacher focusing on autism and students taking the Alt-MSA.  

- 5 Focused Resource teachers. Supporting the specialists and their respective resource teachers 
are: two teachers for students with autism receiving services at their home school (“Home 
Autism”), and one each for behavior, compliance, and public placement.   

- 2 Music/Art Therapists. Two part time music therapists and an art therapist report to the 
supervisor. As these are related service providers, it is not apparent why they are not housed in 
that unit.   

 Middle/High School Supervisor. The middle/high school supervisor has responsibility for 13 staff 
members, including two secretaries and two special education mentors.83 

- 2 Specialists. One specialist is assigned to the Middle Zone and the other to the High Zone. 

- 5 Resource Teachers. Reporting to each specialist is a general resource teacher and a resource 
teacher focusing on autism and students taking the Alt-MSA. In addition, an instructional 
resource teacher is assigned only to the Middle Zone.  

- 2 Focused Resource Teachers. Supporting the specialists and their resource teachers are: one 
teacher supporting compliance and one behavior.  

Placement & Birth-to-Five 
This unit has two functions: to support placement of students outside of their home school, and to 
coordinate services for students who are birth to five years of age.84 A total of 47 individuals report to 
the placement/birth-to-five coordinator, including an administrative secretary and fiscal assistant. The 
direct reports also include a vacant resource teacher position for early intervening services. 

 Placement. Six individuals report to the placement supervisor: one resource teacher and three 
nonpublic resource teachers; and two secretaries. 

 Birth-to-Five. A total of 27.5 positions report to the birth-to-five supervisor, including one secretary, 
who are in one of two units: infants and toddlers; and child find and preschool. 
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 http://www.bcps.org/system/org_charts/pdf/Office-of-Special-Education-Instructional-Support-Alt-MSA-and-
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 The PCG team was informed that the special education teacher mentors would no longer be providing this 
service in 2013-14.   
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 http://www.bcps.org/system/org_charts/pdf/Office-of-Special-Education-Placement.PDF  
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- 11 Infants & Toddlers Positions. In addition to an administrative secretary, personnel reporting 
to the unit’s specialist are:  5 team leaders and their 5 administrative secretaries. 

- 13.5 Child Find/Preschool Positions. Personnel supporting a team leader for community-based 
teachers are 2 part-time resource teachers, 4.5 community-based teachers, and 6 
paraeducators. 

Assistive Technology Support 
OSE personnel responsible for the coordination of assistive technology are housed at a school and have 
devoted a substantial amount of their time to supporting universal design for learning (UDL). Led by a 
supervisor, the 9-person staff (5 full time equivalents) are based in and “loaned by” other units, such as 
speech/language, occupational therapy, special education, etc. This organizational structure, however, 
leads to inconsistent staffing levels. For example, during the 2012-13 school year, one staff member was 
pulled from the assistance technology group to cover for a speech/language pathologist on leave. As a 
group, the assistant technology personnel serve all BCPS schools and students parentally placed in 
private schools, and provide a substantial amount of professional development.   

Related Services & Student Support Services 
As reported above, there is now a common Executive Director for special education and student support 
services. However, related services under the OSE structure and student support services units remain 
separate even though both have personnel that include support for students with disabilities as related 
services providers. These two units are described below.  

 Related Services. Personnel supporting the related services coordinator include an administrative 
secretary and 12 team leaders, including five for the area of speech/language, and one each for 
physical therapy, occupational therapy, assistive technology, adaptive physical education, vision, 
deaf/hard of hearing, and transition.85   

 Student Support Services. Four coordinators (psychology, social work/pupil personnel, health and 
school counseling) and two specialists (student council and home counseling) report to a director. 
The coordinators together supervise 29 individuals, which include 8 secretaries and 10 field office 
clerks; and 5 specialists and 1 supervisor.   

Program Review and Support Process (PRASP) 
Although this unit does not have an organization chart posted on the District’s website, other electronic 
information indicates that PRASP is BCPS’s system of internal monitoring for continuous improvements 
regarding special education outcomes mandated by state and federal regulations. In addition, the 
compliance team responds to state special education complaints, provides training to school IEP chairs. 
Two compliance resource teachers support the PRASP supervisor.86   

Focus Group Feedback 

Overall, feedback from focus group participants regarding the support provided by OSE’s personnel was 
positive, although a few areas of concern were expressed.  
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Positive Comments 
OSE personnel were seen as individuals who were willing to collaborate with schools, and were ahead of 
their time in terms of the use of specialized technology, and universal design for learning. With some 
exceptions, feedback indicated that they “understand schools, are go-getters, and innovators.” 
Personnel share information regularly with executive directors, and give support to principals and 
teachers. School staff indicated that they feel supported by OSE personnel who are available by phone, 
email, and are visible and accessible. Also, teachers in special programs, e.g., BLS, FALS, CLS, spoke 
highly of the support they have received.  

 Areas of Concern 
The few concerns expressed by focus group participants related to the following areas. 

 Specialists. One focus group participant reported that during the 2012-13 a school had its sixth 
specialist in nine years; the current specialist, however, was perceived to be knowledgeable about 
the district and relevant issues. 

 Behavior. There was some concern that additional OSE support is necessary for teachers of students 
with challenging behavior, especially if schools are able to effectively meet student needs without 
transferring them to other schools either inside or outside of the District. Current staff is viewed as 
spending a disproportionate amount of their time on student behavior and instructional support is 
negatively impacted.  

 Compliance. It is estimated that about 50 percent of the specialists’ time relates to compliance, and 
there is a desire to focus more on instruction. With the number of OSE personnel available to 
support schools, they need to structure activities so they are able to work with schools in a more 
proactive and strategic manner.     

School-based Collaboration & Support  

In this subsection, information is provided regarding the collaboration and support provided by school-
based personnel for students with disabilities. The information pertains to ratios of special education 
and related services personnel to students; and to personnel practices. 

BCPS Staffing for Special Education & Related Services 

BCPS used an extensive and transparent process for developing its Special Education Staffing Plan for 
2013-13 (Staffing Plan), which took place over 11 months and included multiple sessions of review and 
input from families/communities, BCPS administrators, and the Board of Education. The Staffing Plan 
stated that the recommendations from the 2004 Barber Report have provided a foundation for 
improving the delivery of special education services. Three recommendations cited at page 6 are as 
relevant today as they were nearly a decade ago:    

 Revise staffing practices to anticipate special education staffing needs. 

 Increase the placement of students with disabilities in their home schools.  

 Provide sufficient staffing and other incentives for school administrators to bring students with IEPs 
back to their home schools in a systematic manner.  
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Family & Community Input 
Based on an evaluation of past efforts, OSE in collaboration with the Special Education Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee (SECAC) developed a strategy for receiving feedback to the Staffing Plan. In addition to receiving 
feedback at an October 2012 SECAC meeting, OSE and SECAC conducted two special education community 
workgroups in January 2013 to gather public input. Through multi-faceted outreach, a diverse group of 
participants represented the Board of Education, assistant superintendents, C&I, SECAC, OSE, principals, 
and parents/family members attended the community gatherings. In addition, through a web-based parent 
survey, a larger audience was able to give feedback to the staffing plan workgroup.  There was no mention 
in the document, however, that TABCO was specifically asked to review and provide feedback to the 
staffing plan. 

Staffing Plan Contents 
The 2013-14 Staffing Plan included the following: assurances of compliance, reference to BCPS’s 
Blueprint 2.0 and its vision, mission, core values, and goals that provide a context for teaching and 
learning for students with IEPs; maintenance of effort and BCPS’s fiscal data showing compliance with 
this requirement; detailed staffing patterns for each special education program, and for each related 
service personnel area; the public input process, including programmatic recommendations that were 
made and BCPS follow-up actions; and data reflecting evaluation of the 2012-13 plan’s effectiveness and 
a summary of various activities reflecting BCPS achievements during the school year. Some of the 
recommendations, follow-up actions, and achievements are referenced in this report.  

Staffing Pattern Ratios 
Exhibit 5a reflects the staffing plan for supporting students with IEPs in general education classes 
through an inclusive education model, and in special education classes. According to the Staffing Plan at 

page 21, “*d]espite fiscal restraints, staffing rati5s for students with disabilities remained the same 
as 2012–2013.”  

Exhibit 5a. Staffing Pattern for Inclusive Education & Special Education Programs 

Special Education Program Students Special Educators Paraeducators Other 

Inclusive Education (3 – 21 years old) 16 1 .5   

Early Childhood (3 & 4 year olds) 12 1 1 1 Assistant 

ALS (1
st

-12
th

 grade) 13 1 1  

BLS (1
st

 – 12
th

 grade, special class) 9 1 1 1 Behavior Interventionist 
for School BLS Separate Day School 7.5 1 1 

CLS (3 – 21 years old) 9 1 1  

FALS (3 – 21 years old) 10 1 1  

LSS for DHH (3-21 years old) 9 1 1 (sign skills)  

Process for Monitoring Caseloads & Resolving Staffing Concerns 
According to the Staffing Plan, a variety of stakeholders may raise staffing concerns. All requests for 
additional staffing are routed through assistant superintendents to the human resources department for 
ultimate approval by the deputy superintendent. Through this process, 6.8 additional teachers and 10.9 
paraeducator positions were allocated to schools throughout the 2012-13 school year. Upon request 
OSE provides technical support in this process. Additionally, OSE monitors special education staffing 
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needs on an ongoing basis by analyzing staff utilization charts, monthly enrollment figures in self-
contained cluster programs, and the annual October child count.  

Total BCPS allocations for special educators and paraprofessionals, including additional assistants, and 
related services personnel in comparison to other urban school districts are discussed in the following 
subsection, and focus group and case study feedback on staffing issues is provided thereafter.  

Special Educator & Paraeducator Ratios   

In this subsection, BCPS staffing ratios are compared to data from other urban school districts, which 
were provided through a survey conducted by the Urban Special Education Leadership Collaborative. 
This data was supplemented by data from reviews conducted by the Public Consulting Group and the 
Council of Great City Schools. Data from 55 urban school districts provide a general understanding of 
districts’ staffing levels in the following areas: special educators, paraeducators, speech/language 
pathologists, psychologists, social workers, nurses, occupational therapists, and physical therapists. See 
Appendix D for detailed information for each surveyed school district.  

Please note that the data do not give precise district comparisons, and the results need to be used with 
caution. District data are not uniform (e.g., including or excluding contractual personnel) and are 
impacted by varying levels of nonpublic 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.  

Special Educator and Paraeducator Staffing Ratios 

As reported in Exhibit 5b, BCPS has an overall average of 11.8 students with IEPs (including those with 
speech/language impairments only) for each special educator. This average is 2.8 students less than the 
14.6-student average of all districts in the survey, ranking BCPS as 31st among the 55 districts. By 
comparison, with 2,305 paraeducators (including assistants), BCPS’s overall average of 5.26 students 
with IEPs for each paraeducator is more than 10 students less than the 16-student average of all districts 
and ranks BCPS as the 1st of the 55 responding districts. Note that the special education teacher 
category includes BCPS’s 84 behavior interventionists who are assigned to schools, including those with 
BLS programs, and to middle and high schools to provide behavior support. It also includes all personnel 
classified as special education teachers and all may not be assigned to classrooms.    

Exhibit 5b. Average Number Students with IEPs for Each Special Educator and Paraeducator 

Areas of Comparison Special Educators Paraeducators 

Number of BCPS Staff FTE 1025.4 2305
87

 

BCPS Student w/IEP-to-Staff Ratios 11.8:1 5.26:1 

All District Average Ratios 14.6:1 16:1 

Range of All District Ratios 7–37:1 5.26–56:1 

BCPS Ranking Among Districts
88

 13
th

 of 55 districts 1
st

 of 55 districts 

                                                           

87 The number includes 793.3 paraeducators and 1,512 assistants.  
88

 Ranking begins with districts having a low average number of students to one staff person. 
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Special Educator Caseloads/Workloads & Retention 

Focus group participants provided various examples to illustrate their concerns related to the large 
number of students with IEPs for whom they are responsible.  

 Fewer General & Special Educators. Reportedly, the Staffing Plan did not reduce special education 
staffing ratios in 2013-14 from the previous year; however, some school staff reported that there 
were fewer special educators in 2012-13 than the previous school year for the same number or 
more students with IEPs. It should be noted that the general education teacher/student ratio has 
increased. For example, at the elementary level the ratio increased from 23 students in 2011-12 to 
24 students in 2012-13; but some core curriculum teachers reported having 34 and 35 students; and 
some high schools reported having as many as 40 students. (Accelerated classes are perceived as 
having fewer students taught by more experienced teachers.) This circumstance has made it more 
difficult to support co-teaching and meeting student needs. For example, one 7th grade class had 31 
students with 16 students with IEPs; another reported a class with more students with than without 
IEPs. 

 Basis of Ratio Calculation. Reportedly, staffing is based on the prior school year’s October 30 child 
count. One Tier 3 school staff member reported that the school had 20 students above the prior 
year’s child count and one less special educator and paraeducator. Reportedly, requests for 
assistance did not receive responses.  

 Mobility. Although the Staffing Plan reflected a process for addressing staffing concerns, several 
focus groups participants discussed having increased caseloads because of new students with IEPs. 
For example, one reported an increased caseload by one-third without additional support. One 
teacher noted that her school started the year with 74 students with IEPs; by March the number 
was 110 students and no additional staff was provided. This circumstance is especially prevalent for 
schools located in areas of group homes for youth who are in foster care where there is a high 
mobility rate.  

 Special Educators with Reduced or No Caseloads.  Reportedly, the staff ratios include special 
educators with no or reduced caseloads, e.g., department or IEP chairs. When this occurs, the other 
special educators have disproportionately large caseloads.  

 Ratio Exceptions. There were several examples of classes not staffed based on the established 
ratios, e.g., an ALS class that was added during the year without a paraeducator; another ALS class 
with 15 students. Several special educators reported having more than 20 students on their 
caseloads, and one reported 30 students. At another school, there were 80 students and 2.5 special 
educators, with a 32 student to teacher ratio. This issue also applies to teachers of the DHH program 
who reported as many as 12 students with profound hearing loss.     

 Special Educator as Teacher of Record for General Education Class. In several cases, participants 
shared that a special educator was used as the teacher of record for a general education class that 
included students with/without IEPs.    

 Additional Responsibilities of Special Educators. Special educators perceived that their myriad 
duties are not adequately taken into consideration when staff ratios are set, e.g., child find 
assessments; caseloads including students they do not teach, maintenance of school records, testing 
accommodations, documenting third party billing, documenting RtI interventions, providing 
guidance for students with a Section 504 plan, teaching reading to students without IEPs scoring 
below standards on DIBBELS, number of separate preparations needed for students (one reported 
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five preparations for 17 students), annual review and initial/triennial meetings, etc. For example, 
one teacher reported a need to attend 75 annual review meetings during the 2012-13 school year, 
which included IEP revisions. 

 Case Management. Case management responsibilities are not obvious factors that were taken into 
consideration when designing the special education/teacher ratio. Furthermore, there appears to be 
no consistent structure for assigning case management responsibilities for students. Although the 
more common approach is that special educators serve as the case manager for their students, in 
some schools all special educators share responsibility for case management, including those 
without teaching responsibilities. For example, one case manager reported being responsible for 15 
students, but does not teach 6 of them. “If I teach them, I have a direct line of contact.”  For those 
an educator does not teach, one must use the lunch period or time before/after school to get to 
know the students. In other schools, case managers follow the same students over several years. 
There is also concern that time for case management varies by school, and in some they have too 
little time for this responsibility. For example, educators teach five periods, have one period for 
planning, and one for duties, e.g., hall duty. In some schools, case management is considered to be a 
duty and teachers have time for testing, record keeping, etc. Some schools have eliminated this 
practice and there is a desire for an overall policy that would provide sufficient time for this 
responsibility.  As one teacher noted, “When we have more planning time, our paperwork is better, 
compliance is 100%, and Medicaid is in on time.” 

 Considerations for Ratios. In addition to concerns that the staffing ratios are not based sufficiently 
on all relevant special educator responsibilities, there is also that they are not based sufficiently on 
the needs of respective students and the extent to which students included in general education 
classes may also require intensive interventions for reading, math or social/emotional needs. For 

example, according to the 2013-14 Staffing Plan, 10 workload/caseload factors are considered 
when determining allocations of related services and additional support staff. It is not clear how 
the staffing ratios, which are based on named special programs, include relevant factors that 
according to the Staffing Plan are used for the allocation of related services, such as those listed 
below: 

 The intensity of services, accommodations, and modifications required by IEPs and 504 
plans. 

 The specific needs of the school and community, including the impact of special 
education programs and inclusive services. 

 The participation in grade level/interdisciplinary/departmental teams, student support 
teams (SST), instructional support teams (IST), IEP team, and I &T transition teams. 

 The amount of time a provider is involved in consultation with school staff. 

 The assessment needs of the school student population, including report writing and 
developing collaborative IEPs. 

The issues above, along with the teacher retention issue discussed below, are important to address the 
way in which current students with IEPs are instructed and supported to achieve at higher rates of 
performance. They are also necessary to address how students can be supported so they do not need to 
be placed outside of the home school or BCPS, and to support students who transition back to their 
home or BCPS school from another District or out-of-district school.  
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Special Education Teacher Retention 
According to the Staffing Plan, the majority of special education teaching vacancies occur because of 
resignations or retirements, while others result from promotions, additional staffing allocations, and 
approved extended leaves. Focus group participants reported that the retention of special educators is 
influenced by the following factors.   

 Caseloads/Workloads. Teachers with large caseloads/workloads are leaving BCPS for other districts 
with more generous staffing ratios. In some cases teachers are removing their special education 
certifications and teach under their general education certifications. For example, one participant 
reported that in three years five special educators left the school.  

 Assignments. Some left because they were assigned as the teacher of record for classes they were 
not prepared to teach, e.g., math, science, history, etc.  For example, one English major was told to 
teach math.   

In the past, four mentors worked with all new first year special educators and those on personnel plans. 
Reportedly, those positions were closed and there is a new program with consultant teachers who 
would support new special educators as well as general educators. There is some concern that the 
attention that had been given to special educators will be minimized or lost, and that other special 
educators or OSE personnel will be expected to carry out this activity. 

Additional Assistants 

According to information provided by BCPS, additional assistants (AA) work with special educators, 
general educators, and paraeducators by providing support and additional adult assistance to individual 
students or groups of students with disabilities to meet requirements necessary for participation in the 
school environment. While paraeducators are allocated based on the type of special education program, 
AAs are allocated based on an IEP team’s consideration of a student’s need for additional adult support 
after the use of all natural supports available within a building have been tried and deemed to be 
inadequate.89 Paraprofessionals are full-time employees and receive benefits. By contrast, AAs are paid 
on an hourly basis (capped at 30 hours), receive no benefits, and have no substitutes when they are 
absent. 

Use of AAs 
Various focus group participants reported how AAs are involved in the instructional planning process for 
students and their role is written into lesson plans. At some schools, teams work collaboratively and 
cover services for students when AAs are absent. Information about training available for AAs, as well as 
paraeducators, is provided at the end of this section. 

Concerns 
The following concerns were expressed about the use of AAs. 

 Role. Some schools have a relatively high number of AAs and use them to avoid having students 
placed in another school. However, there is little discussion between AAs and teachers and how to 
accommodate student needs. Further, there is concern that AAs are seen doing work and other 
duties unrelated to their responsibilities.   

                                                           

89 The terms paraeducator and paraprofessional are used interchangeably. 
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 Parent Influence. It is perceived that many students receive AAs while they are in elementary school 
and that parents are hesitant for their children to lose this support as they continue in middle and 
high schools. 

 Student Absence. Although they are paid on an hourly basis, in some cases AAs are paid when the 
student for whom they are responsible is not in school. Some focus group participants reported that 
AAs are supposed to work only when the student is present, but the AAs receive two hours of pay if 
they reported for work unaware of the student’s absence. Other focus group participants were not 
aware of any policy or written procedure regarding this issue. 

 Procedures. There was feedback indicating that the process for determining a need for AAs and its 
oversight needs to be strengthened to consider the following: 

- Clear standards for documentation of need and IEP team considerations, including an annual 
determination of continuing need consistent with the established standards. 

- Delineation of time of day and areas of support one or more students may require to determine 
if one AA can support effectively more than one student at a time. 

- With an external person having knowledge and skills in areas of a student’s needs, observe the 
student, review staff/student schedules, and determine if any staff members may be available in 
the school to support the student. Although this process is supposed to occur, in some cases it is 
believed that IEP teams proceed without following this protocol. 

- Fading plans that are designed to build student independence and less reliance on AA support.  

- Clear description of the AA’s role and responsibilities, and expectations for special and general 
educators regarding communication about student needs. 

As analyzed by BCPS, costs for AAs have increased dramatically from $5.0 million (M) in FY2006 to over 
$12.0 M in FY2012, and is viewed by some as totally out of control. Some believe that this increase 
relates to larger student/special educator ratios, and that AAs are necessary to support students in 
general education classes. Others suggested that there is an overreliance on the use of AAs and they are 
not always useful; and that some classrooms have more adults than students. There was a perspective 
that the reliance on AAs would decrease if schools could use funds in a more flexible manner, including 
hiring fewer AAs and more special educators. Given the very low students with IEPs to paraeducator/AA 
ratio reported above (5.26 to 1, the highest of 55 reporting urban school districts), this suggestion is 
worthy of consideration. 

IEP Chairpersons 

IEP chairpersons have numerous responsibilities for special education, including those pertaining to the 
oversight and initiation of actions relevant to evaluation, eligibility, IEP meetings, placement, 
manifestation determinations, etc., and acting as the District’s representative at IEP team meetings. As 
an indication of the multi-faceted and extensive requirements pertaining to this role, the District’s IDEA 
document referred to the position a total of 161 times. There is significant variation across the district 
regarding personnel designated to serve as an IEP chairperson, and there is concern they do not have 
sufficient time to devote to this role and its related responsibilities. 
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Elementary Schools 
In most elementary schools the assistant principal (AP) is designated to be the IEP chairperson; some 
schools identify another individual to carry out this role. There were numerous concerns regarding the 
use of an AP for this purpose: 

 Expertise. Although some APs have special education background, many do not and do not have a 
working knowledge of best practices in the area.  

 Responsibilities. Most schools have one AP who coordinates testing, transportation, discipline, SSTs, 
Section 504 activities, etc., and special education responsibilities are perceived to be an “add on.” 
With these time intensive duties, there is little time to get to know students and to ensure that IEP 
services are implemented.    

 Additional Support. There was much support for a .5 or full time IEP facilitator for elementary 
schools based on the number of students with IEPs.   

 Turnover. It was reported that IEP chairpersons change most frequently at the elementary school 
level, which requires the provision of continuous professional development.   

Middle Schools 
Middle schools have a .5 or full-time IEP chairperson, which is typically a special educator. As discussed 
above, there is variance regarding case management duties that are distributed amongst all special 
educators even if they have no instructional responsibility.    

High Schools 
All high schools have positions for IEP chairs and department chairs; but their designation and 
proportionality is not uniform. Both chair positions are included in the special education staff ratios and 
each may be allocated as a .5 position. Thus, for an allocation of 10 special education teachers based on 
the number of students and their programs, only 9 teachers are available for student instruction. As a 
result, per teacher student allocations are higher than the posted staffing ratios. The inclusion of the 
reduced caseload positions in overall school special education staff ratios raises the question of whether 
this allocation is really one of form than substance. 

School Variations: Number of Students with IEPs 
The number of students with IEPs that chairpersons are responsible for varies significantly by school, 
and with no apparent consideration for schools having large numbers of students with IEPs. Elementary 
schools have 24 to 103 students with IEPs; middle schools have 33 to 159 students; and high schools 
have 9 to 263 high school students. APs are allocated based on the number of all students in the school. 

Exhibit 5c. Number of Schools & Number of Students with IEPs by Various Ranges 
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Psychologists, Speech/Language Pathologists, Social Workers, Nurses, Occupational 
Therapists & Physical Therapist Ratios 

Staffing ratios and other data regarding related-services personnel are summarized below and detailed 
in Exhibit 5d.  

 Psychologists. With 85.3 psychologists, there is one psychologist for an average of 142 students with 
IEPs compared to the surveyed district average of 177 students. This ranks BCPS as 22nd of the 47 
reporting districts.  

 Speech/Language Pathologist (SLP). With 187.5 speech/language pathologists, there is one for an 
average of 65 students with IEPs, which is 54 students less than the 119 surveyed district. This ranks 
BCPS as 10th of the 54 reporting districts.  

 Social Workers. With 48.7 social workers, there is one for an average of 249 students, which is 25 
students with IEPs per social worker less than the surveyed district average of 274 students. This 
ranks BCPS as 25thof the 35 reporting districts.   

 Nurses. With 179.8 nurses, there is one nurse for an average of 67 students with IEPs, which is 56% 
less than the surveyed district average of 154 students. This ranks BCPS as 3rd of the 44 reporting 
districts. 

 Occupational Therapists (OT). With 65.2 OTs, there is one for an average of 186 students with IEPs 
compared to the surveyed district average of 397 students. This ranks BCPS as 12th of the 52 
reporting districts.   

 Physical Therapists (PT). With 27 PTs, there is one for an average of 449 students with IEPs 
compared to a much higher surveyed district average of 1,052 students. This ranks BCPS as 11th of 
the 52 reporting districts. 

Exhibit 5d. Ratios of Students with IEPs to Staff for Related Service Providers 

Related Service Areas Psychologists Speech Language Social Workers Nurses OTs PTs 

Number of BCPS Staff FTE 85.3 187.5 48.7 179.8 65.2 27 

BCPS Student w/IEP-to-Staff  142:1 65:1 249:1 67:1 186:1 449:1 

All District Average Ratio  177:1 119:1 274:1 154:1 397:1 1052:1 

Range of All District Ratios 31–376:1 26–341:1 26-673 58-834 64–1685:1 128–2941:1 

BCPS Ranking 22
nd

 of 47 10
th

 of 54 25
th

 of 35 3
rd

 of 44 12
th

 of 52 11
th 

of 52 

Related & Support Services Issues 

According to the Staffing Plan, the following are BCPS related services: adapted physical education, 
assistive technology, audiology, interpreting/transliterating services, job coach services, occupational 
therapy, physical therapy, speech language services, music therapy, art therapy, transition services, and 
vision services. Although the following are considered to be “support services,” they are also related 
services under the IDEA: behavior intervention support, school counseling, health services, school 
psychologist services, and school social work services. The Staffing Plan states that recommendations for 
related service staffing allocation to schools are made collaboratively through OSE, Student Support 
Services, and Human Resources administrators. Based on school profiles, the administrators seek to 
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ensure that the allocations are consistent and equitable across the county. As mentioned above, 10 

workload/caseload factors are considered when allocations of related services and additional support 
staff are determined. 

Several issues emerged based on discussions with BCPS administrators and focus group participants. 
These concerned contractual services, scheduling, and compensatory services. 

Need for Contractual Providers  
Reportedly, BCPS has made strides in securing full-time occupational therapists, physical therapists, and 
speech/language pathologists to provide related services to eligible students, and the use of contractual 
services has decreased. The Barber Report found that meetings with school system personnel, parents 
and agencies across the system provided evidence that the practice of contracting for some services is 
not cost effective for BCPS. Contractual services are relied upon primarily to cover short-term leaves, as 
it is difficult to employ substitutes because of licensing and other issues.    

 Speech/Language Pathologists. There were concerns that there continues to be shortages in the 
area of speech/language pathologists. Although BCPS is offering internships and is working closely 
with universities, it was reported that surrounding district salaries are higher, have signing bonuses, 
and have more iPads available for student/teacher use. There were also concerns about retaining 
speech/language pathologists because of these reasons and their high caseloads reasons. As noted 
above, BCPS’s average of 65 students with IEPs for each pathologist ranks 10th of the 54 reporting 
urban school districts. The 187.5 pathologist positions include 6.4 vacancies that OSE may not be 
authorized to fill in full or in part. If these positions were not considered in the calculation, there 
would be an average of 67 students with IEPs for each of the 181.1 positions, and the District would 
continue to rank as 10th of all reporting districts. Because not all students with IEPs need 
speech/language services, the actual caseloads are much less than 67 students. No information was 
provided regarding contractual services for speech/language pathologists.  

 Psychologists. Contract services are available for five years in the amount of $750,000, or $150,000 
per year for psychological services when needed to provide assessments for students. When used as 
indicated to cover for short-term leaves and for providing services on IEPs to ensure compliance 
when psychologists are not available, this amount does not seem to be excessive. 

RS Scheduling   
BCPS schools do not have a common schedule, which makes it difficult for some related service 
providers to schedule services, especially at the middle and high school levels. For example, some 
schools are on regular schedules and others are on AB schedules that are not consistent daily or with 
each other. Teachers expressed frustration also regarding schedules based on related service providers. 

Developing IEPs 

BCPS uses TIENET, a web based product that was customized for BCPS IEP teams to prepare and finalize 
various special education documents. In addition, TIENET is used to develop SST and Section 504 plans.  

Characteristics of the System 

Generally, TIENET has features that include the following: 

 A single point of data entry for IEP and SSTs, which allows for real time data collection and 
monitoring by special education and SST staff. 
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 An interface with student information enrollment systems that eliminates demographic data 
discrepancies. 

 Required fields that must be entered before student information can be updated and transferred to 
the student profile.  

 Guided actions that inform users by logic when entries are missing, not appropriate based on 
student’s age circumstance, etc. 

 Audit trails of user entries, which help to identify and resolve issues.   

 A paperless placement process. 

 Electronic signatures.    

 Automated e-mails that remind staff about a need to complete data requirements.   

Opportunities for Improvement 

The following are a variety of areas that present opportunities for improvement to the IEP process. 

 Time to Draft IEPs. There are varying accounts regarding the amount of time it takes to prepare a 
draft of an initial IEP or annual IEP. The time ranges reported were from 15 minutes to two, four, or 
five hours; and two hours for a quarterly report. Some focus group participants stated that delays 
pertained to technology, and/or data migration.     

 IEP Snapshot. There were also varying accounts regarding how pertinent information from the IEP 
can be shared for the many students with IEPs teachers see during the day. Some teachers reported 
that they have a “Snapshot” for each student that provides relevant accommodations, and a grid of 
services; several focus and case study group participants reported they could no longer print out 
such a document and were permitted to distribute only the full IEP. Schools have created various 
documents, e.g., a matrix, a Google doc, etc., to reflect accommodations and modifications, and 
other pertinent information. Others were told that these documents were not permitted, even 
though they were helpful, because of confidentiality issues.   

 IEP Components. Issues were raised about the development of several IEP components.   

- Standards-based Goal Writing. Reportedly, MSDE’s requirement for standards-based IEP goals 
have been interpreted to be based on the percentages of State standards that a student is 
expected to meet at the end of the year, e.g., 20%. This has created concerns about the efficacy 
and measurement of the goals. 

- Goal Bank. The goal bank does not provide a sufficient number of goals relevant for 
prekindergarten.   

- Supplementary Aids & Services. Items on the IEP pull-down menu do not apply to the needs of 
all students educated in BCPS’s day school centers.  

- General Education Settings. Although the IEP reflects one of three general educational settings, 
e.g., more than 80 percent of the time, it does not show the actual percentage of time a student 
is educated in general education classes, e.g., 85 percent of the time.   

 Migration of Data. Some focus group participants had a perception that Student Information 
System (STARS) does not “talk” to TIENET, and that insufficient data migration requires special 
educators to duplicate data entry into TIENET. One special educator noted, ”that’s when we start 
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making the silly mistakes.” Information from OSE indicates that data migrates nightly from STARS to 
TIENET. 

 Training. BCPS personnel must take a four-hour training program in order to access TIENET. The 
student data office (in collaboration with OSE) offers the training continuously during the year. 
Personnel from these offices meet monthly to evaluate current performance, investigate additional 
modules for development, and review feedback from end users to find ways to improve the process. 
An additional two-hour training is provided by OSE regarding the writing of IEP goals, etc. There 
were some questions regarding the provision of sufficient on-going training, particularly for staff 
members having difficulties with the program.  

Fiscal Support     

The May 2004 Barber Report referenced a need for greater special education fiscal oversight and 
improved efficiencies in service delivery to decrease the disproportionate rise in special education costs 
compared to enrollment and regular education cost trends. According to an analysis by BCPS personnel, 
this goal has not been achieved.  

Cost Increases 

As with other school districts with which the PCG team has interacted, BCPS’s special education costs 
have increased over time. 

Special Education & Regular Education Expenses 
Based on BCPS data from FY2006, the first fiscal year after release of the Barber Report that the 
recommendations could have been implemented, through FY2012, special education expenses 
increased by 23.8% ($28,887,000) although the number of students with IEPs decreased by -5.9% (834 
students). By comparison, regular program costs increased by only 15.1% ($63,745,000) while the 
number of students without IEPs increased by 0.2% (190 students). Also, the data shows that in FY2006 
special education expenses were 22.6% of all expenditures and in FY20012 the proportion grew to 
23.9%.90 (Exhibit 5e.) 

Exhibit 5e. Special Education & Regular Expense Trends 
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Personnel 
As discussed above, between FY2006 and FY2012, the number of FTE special educators and 
paraprofessionals increased by 9.2% compared to a 1.8% increase for nonspecial education 
counterparts. Costs for additional assistants more than doubled, from $5.0 M to over $12.0 M.  

Private Day Placements 
Another cost area that was discussed with the PCG team is the placement of students in private day 
schools. As discussed above, between the 2008-9 and 2012-13 school years, the number of students 6 to 
12 years of age placed in private day schools has fluctuated by only 22 students; this number reflects a 
drop from the 5-year high (501) in 2011-12 to the low of 479 in 2012-13. Although the 2004 Barber 
Report found that these placements increase when appropriate services are not available in BCPS day 
schools because of an unanticipated increase in need that was not addressed during the prior year’s 
budget process, this relationship was not raised by any focus group participants. During the 2012-13 
school year, the state approved private school rate increased that BCPS did not anticipate. According to 
BCPS data for the 2012-13 school year, however, it appears that OSE was able to meet budget 
expectations for this service area.   

Fiscal Pressures 

The following circumstances are making it more difficult for BCPS to absorb increases in special 
education costs.  

 IDEA Allocation. Federal allocations of IDEA funds have not increased, and they were recently cut 
for 2013-14 by about $590,00 because of the sequester process. Thus, local or Medicaid 
reimbursement funds must cover built-in increases for payroll/benefit costs for IDEA supported 
personnel and for other special education expenses. 

 Consequence for Race/Ethnicity Disproportionality in Suspensions. As discussed above, MSDE has 
found that BCPS has a significantly high disproportionate rate of suspensions for students with IEPs 
based on race/ethnicity. As a result, the District must set aside 15% ($3.2 M) of the FY2013 IDEA 
grant for providing early intervening services for students without IEPs, which IDEA requires as a 
proactive measure. 

 Local Revenues. Local revenues continue to feel the adverse effects of a poor economy as local 
expenditures are increasing due to OPEB payments, benefit costs, and the absorption of retirement 
costs transferred from the state.  

In spite of the above, at the time of the visit, OSE had not been asked to cut services or personnel, which 
has been the experience of many other special education departments across the country.   

Considerations 

There is a perception that OSE program managers have become more fiscally aware. OSE and C&I fiscal 
personnel meet on a regular basis to ensure that fiscal data is reported correctly and funds are used in 
appropriate ways. Reports are generated regularly to consider operating and grant balances, and to take 
any follow-up action needed.  

In addition to the areas discussed throughout this report that have cost implications, e.g., additional 
assistants, private school placement, special education staffing plan, etc., the following issues were 
raised that are relevant to either expenditures or revenue. 

 IEP Team Decision-Making. There is a perception that IEP teams are free to make whatever service 
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decisions they believe are appropriate for students and that there are no limits on this 
empowerment. According to IDEA as well as BCPS’s IDEA manual, the IEP team must include a 
representative of the district who is qualified to provide or supervise the provision of specially 
designed instruction to meet the needs of students with disabilities and knows the general 
curriculum and “public agency resources available.”91 It is important that the individual representing 
the school system has the authority to commit resources and be able to ensure that whatever 
services are set out in the IEP will actually be provided.92   

 Third Party Billing. Revenue from third party billing (i.e., reimbursement for Medicaid eligible 
students with IEPs for Medicaid eligible services) is used to fund special education services, typically 
associated with the department providing services generating the revenue, and schools generating 
the billing. Although there were no questions raised regarding the extent to which BCPS was billing 
for all eligible services, it is important that the District has systems in place to ensure that this is 
occurring.  

 Infants & Toddlers Program. There were some concerns that BCPS services for infants and toddlers 
were based on parent preference that included a costly home service model. This model, however, 
is consistent with the program’s federal requirements pertaining to services in the child’s natural 
environment.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

7. INTERDEPARTMENT COLLABORATION. Enhance collaboration between OSE and other 
departments to leverage resources and expertise. Establish a regular school visit schedule for OSE 
and C&I personnel to regularly visit and support schools in a coordinated manner. Include special 
education and student support services representatives in C&I staff meetings, and C&I 
representatives in special education and student support services staff meetings to maximize 
communication, planning, and collaborative work.    

8. ORGANIZATION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION & STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES. Maximize coordination 
and collaboration between special education and student support services staff. Consider the 
following changes. 

a. Name of New Department. Consider a new name for the newly merged department that 
incorporates its special education and student support services charge, and that is easy and 
meaningful to reference in conversation and writing. 

b. Related Services. Consider reorganizing the unit for related services to incorporate 
speech/language pathologists, psychologists, social workers/pupil personnel workers, health 
and school counseling, and music/art therapists.  

c. Instruction. Include deaf/hard of hearing and vision services personnel in the elementary, 
middle/high school units to reinforce their relationship to instruction. It may also be beneficial 
to have speech/language pathologists embedded in these units, instead of the related services 
unit, for this same purpose.  

                                                           
91

 Introduction at page 7. 
92

 A Guide to the Individualized Education Program, U.S. Department of Education at 
http://www2.ed.gov/parents/needs/speced/iepguide/index.html#team. 



                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  114 

d. Assistive Technology. Have dedicated staff for this important area of service support. 

e. School-based Support. Have special education and student support services administrators and 
resource teachers meet in several small groups, using some meetings for job-alike personnel 
and others with diverse groupings, to have guided discussions about their work and how they 
can utilize their time to provide greater support to schools for inclusive education and effective 
specially designed instruction/related services, including the recommendations in this report 
that will be implemented. Also, obtain and consider feedback from a group of representative 
assistant superintendents and principals from different grade level and special schools.  

f. Organization Chart. Post a new organization chart showing the components of the newly 
organized special education and student support services department, and a functional 
directory of personnel with brief descriptions of work and contact information. 

9. SPECIAL EDUCATION STAFFING RATIOS, CASELOADS & SUPPORT. Based on all available data, 
including a review of personnel ratios and caseload data included in the PCG study, ensure that 
ratios, caseloads and support for students meets BCPS expectations regarding the provision of 
specially designed instruction/related services are reasonably capable of being met.  (See 
Recommendation 13 for a standard operating procedural manual for special education.)  

a. Special Education Teachers. With a representative group of central office and school 
stakeholders, review the BCPS special education staffing ratio and the process for allocating 
staff, and consider the following:  

1) Overall Special Educator & Paraeducator/Assistant Ratios. Data showing the very small per 
student ratio for paraeducator/assistant (average of 5.26 students each) and much larger 
ratio for special educators (average of 11.8 students with IEPs each). Consider how these 
ratios could change to smaller special educator to student and larger paraeducator/assistant 
to student ratios in a cost neutral way. In this way, more educators would be available to 
provide instruction to students with IEPs, and address teacher retention and many of the 
recommendations in this report. As part of this process, communicate with parents and 
schools regarding any ratio changes and the advantages associated with more reliance on 
special educators than assistants. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

2) Basis of Calculation. Base planning for the next school year’s special education staffing 
ratios on the most current and reliable information available for each school. Take into 
account:  

i. Educational Settings & Services. The number of students with IEPs most likely to be 
receiving instruction in general education classes and in each special program, including 
unusual intensity of services and other specified factors, such as the 10 factors for 
related services providers in the Special Education Staffing Plan.  

ii. Special Educator Duties. Circumstances where a special education teacher is carrying 
out other duties, e.g., IEP chairperson, department chair, and the impact this has on 
workloads, number of preparations, etc. As part of this process, consider responsibilities 
special education teachers have, e.g., IEP preparation, IEP-related meetings, 
assessment, etc. 

3) Unusual Circumstances. Establish a process for considering case-by-case circumstances for 
teachers who have students with unusual time-consuming needs and the goal of 



                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  115 

maintaining the students in their home school or BCPS school.  

4) OSE Collaboration. Ensure that the process for resolving staffing concerns consistently 
includes collaboration with and advice from OSE.  

5) Communication. Ensure that school-based staff members are aware of the process for 
resolving staffing concerns. 

b. Case Management. With a group of OSE and school-based representatives knowledgeable 
about current case management responsibilities and how they are allocated, develop 
expectations for this process. Include a full description of case management duties and how 
they are to be allocated, considering the following: 

1) Caps. The maximum number of students that may be assigned to a case manager. Take into 
consideration students who may have unusual needs, including students in foster care that 
are highly mobile and have agency caseworkers. 

2) Current Teachers. The importance of having current teachers of students act as case 
managers with explicit exceptions, e.g., long-term relationship of teacher to student no 
longer in teacher’s class.  

c. Mentors. Ensure that first year special educators and others who may have a need receive 
mentoring from an experienced educator who has experiences similar to the mentee or 
knowledge and skills that will be relevant to the mentee’s circumstances.   

d. Additional Assistants. Review the procedure and documentation required for considering a 
student’s need for additional adult assistance. Ensure that the process and required 
documentation is clearly described and:  

1) Schedules. Takes into account the student’s schedule and when assistance is required 
during the day to coordinate, as appropriate, with assistance for other students.  

2) Knowledgeable Representative. Includes an OSE representative with relevant knowledge/ 
skills to observe the student during the circumstances requiring assistance, and discuss with 
school staff existing school resources and any reconfiguration of them to meet the student’s 
need.  

3) Fading. Shows how the student will be supported to become less reliant on adult assistance 
and more independent with self-advocacy and other skills.  

For more information, see Alternatives to Overreliance on Paraprofessionals in Inclusive 
Schools.93 (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

e. Payment for Assistants during Student Absences. Clarify the basis for assistant pay, and 
procedures to follow when students are absent. Consider the mobility of assistants when 
determining whether assistants may be paid for other duties during student absences, and 
when they are not required for a specific period of time to assist one or more students. (See 
Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

f. IEP Chairpersons. With OSE, school, fiscal and legal representatives, review and revise as 
necessary existing expectations for IEP chairpersons. As part of this process, consider the 
following issues. 
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 http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/evolve/JSEL0417%282%2982-90.pdf 
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1) Designation Parameters. When determining the various positions that may be used to carry 
out the role of an IEP chairperson, consider the typical knowledge of individuals in those 
positions relevant to carrying out all IEP chairperson responsibilities, and the need for 
additional and continual training for this purpose.  

2) Commitment of Resources. Define which positions have the knowledge of resources that 
are not currently at a school and would have the authority to commit them at the student’s 
current or other school. It is a common school district practice to have procedures that 
require external personnel having knowledge of resources not currently at a school to take 
part in the IEP as the chairperson to communicate and be able to commit those resources. 
As part of this process, there are accountability considerations for circumstances in which 
the procedures are not followed.  (See also Recommendation 5.n. regarding the placement 
process.) 

3) Incidence of Students & Unusual Needs. Consider reasonable ranges of student 
populations, and any unusual needs, e.g., students in foster care, that would enable an IEP 
chairperson to carry out his/her chairperson and other responsibilities.  

4)  Reduced Caseloads. For department heads and other special educators serving as an IEP 
chairperson, consider the impact on other special educators when caseloads are reduced 
but his/her position continues to be counted in the school’s staff ratios. If economically 
feasible, take the personnel portion for reduced caseloads out of staffing ratios. 

5) Mobility. Address the mobility rate of IEP chairpersons; the impact mobility has on 
knowledge and training; and measures that could be taken to increase retention rates. 

6) Assistant Principals.  Revisit whether the Assistant Principal is suited for this role at the 
elementary level.  Determine if funding could be reallocated at the District level to create a 
universal, dedicated position for this role across all elementary schools.  

 

g. Sufficient Related Services Personnel. Review the ratios included in the report to ensure they 
meet the District’s expectations for the role of each area. Have the Human Resources and OSE 
consider any areas with vacancies, including those mentioned in the PCG study; review current 
strategies, including reimbursement rates, and expected outcomes; and revise them if necessary 
to ensure they are sufficiently aggressive and comprehensive. Every month or two have Human 
Resources and OSE meet to review any continuing vacancies or substitutes needed for 
personnel on leave, e.g., behavior interventionists, and to revise recruitment strategies as 
needed. Consider the use of a personnel pool with varying areas of expertise that could be 
called on to fill vacancies or substitute for personnel on leave. 

h. Scheduling Related Services. With representatives of related services personnel and schools, 
discuss the issue of scheduling related services, the extent to which they are provided in/out of 
general education classes, and the relative values of and best-practice circumstances for each 
approach. Based on these discussions, establish written expectations regarding scheduling and 
effective models. 

(See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability). 
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10. IEP DEVELOPMENT. With OSE, school, legal and technology representatives, consider various 
aspects relevant to the development of IEPs to make the process more efficient. (See 
Recommendation 13 regarding a standard operating procedural manual for special education.)  

a. Time. Based on an informal survey of personnel that develop IEPs, consider the average length 
of time necessary for various purposes and, if excessive, take steps to address the concern. 

b. IEP Snapshot. Develop an IEP Snapshot that would provide a streamlined document that gives 
essential information for instruction and support to teachers and other personnel who have no 
need for a full IEP to implement required services. 

c. IEP Components. Address focus group participant concerns regarding: the development of 
standards-based goals; the goal bank and inclusion of items relevant for preschool children; the 
supplementary aids/services menu and inclusion of items relevant for students in day school 
centers; and automatic calculation of/showing the actual percentage of time students are in 
general education settings in TIENET and on the IEP. 

d. Migration of Data. Address the perception of focus group participants that STARS data does not 
fully migrate to TIENET, which results in the need for duplicative data entry; or whether there is 
data within TIENET that requires duplicate entry. If necessary, share with users an explanation of 
the migration process and reasons for any data that appears to need duplicative entry. 

e. Training. Review the current offering of training, including additional training for TIENET users 
needing more assistance, to ensure that it is sufficient to enable staff to use the electronic 
system as intended and in a time efficient manner. 

11. FISCAL MATTERS. Various recommendations if implemented would enable BCPS to reallocate 
costs and provide improved instruction and support for students with IEPs, and take steps to 
ensure that documentation for all Medicaid eligible services for all Medicaid eligible students and 
revenue is fully realized. These recommendations include the following: 

5.c.  Configuration of services (in home school); 

5.d.  Support for positive behavior; 

5.g.  Consultation for students with challenging needs; 

5.k.  Day school placement criteria; 

5.m.  Transportation options; 

9.a.1).  Overall special educator and paraeducator/assistant ratios;  

9.d.  Additional assistants 
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VI. Accountability for Desired Results 

In the fall of 2011, the Council of the Great City Schools (Council) published its report Pieces of the 
Puzzle: Factors in the Improvement of Urban School Districts on the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress.94 The report summarized preliminary and exploratory research the Council conducted with the 
American Institutes for Research (AIR) regarding common characteristics in the improving and highest 
performing urban school districts participating in the National Assessment of Educational Progress’ 
(NAEP) Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA). The first of the common characteristic pertained to the 
existence of: clear system wide goals and staff members are held accountable for results, which creates 
a culture of shared responsibility for student achievement. The information in this section pertains to 
actions taken by BCPS’s system of accountability and actions taken by OSE to monitor and promote 
compliance with relevant federal and state requirements. 

Background 

As with most school districts, the office coordinating special education services does not (and should 
not) have direct authority over principals and other school staff for the education of students with IEPs. 
Yet, as in BCPS, OSE personnel are those that are responsible for monitoring the implementation of 
regulatory and state requirements, and leading activities related to improved achievement, reducing 
racial/ethnic disproportionality, increasing inclusive instruction, etc. For each of these examples, 
however, leadership is required at the levels of the Board of Education, superintendent, deputy 
superintendent, assistant superintendents, and principals to implement the activities with any degree of 
fidelity, elements for a shared accountability must be in place and explicit. 

During focus group meetings, participants shared a variety of concerns regarding the extent to which 
they perceive that schools are accountable for students receiving special education services. 

 Although OSE makes presentations about contracts to the Board of Education, the office has not 
been asked to provide general information, for example, a presentation on its annual “The State of 
Special Education,” which publishes tables, graphs, and other information about staffing allocations; 
cluster service models; enrollment, attendance, graduation and dropout rates; educational settings; 
MSA/HSA test performance data and trends; suspensions/expulsions; etc. Information is provided 
for BCPS and for each school. 

 There are reports that principals and other school personnel will push for students to be placed 
outside of the home school, and that fewer students would be identified for more restrictive 
placements if more safeguards were in place.  

 Reportedly, schools with a more inclusionary vision and practices are asked to educate more 
students with IEPs because of their success, and because the home school is less inviting.  

 Some principals use special educators for part of the day performing other duties, e.g., lunch, bus, 
breakfast, interventions for whole building, even though the teachers have responsibilities others do 
not have, e.g., assessment for evaluations, IEP meetings, IEP preparation, etc.  

                                                           
94

 Available at 
http://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/4/Pieces%20of%20the%20Puzzle_FullReport.pdf  

http://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/4/Pieces%20of%20the%20Puzzle_FullReport.pdf
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 Although OSE submits “action reports” to summarize school-based issues for principals, follow-up 
action is inconsistent. During the past school year, the assistant superintendents have been more 
actively supporting this activity.     

 Teachers also present different viewpoints: one of acceptance and support, and one of “I didn’t go 
to college to teach these students.” 

 There are questions about how instruction and compliance are being/will be considered as part of 
the personnel evaluation process.     

There was a strong consensus that the accountability paradigm for educating children and youth 
receiving special education needs to change, and that the charge must come from the Board, 
Superintendent, and the collective BCPS leadership.  

The information below reflects various steps that BCPS has taken as a district and that OSE has initiated. 

Districtwide Strategic Planning 

Under the first year of Superintendent Dance’s leadership, BCPS executed a five-year Blueprint 2.0: Our 
Way Forward. The strategic plan established four goals and measurable objectives for the school 
system. Each objective has key actions to achieve each objective. Although several provisions refer to 
“every student,” only four specifically refer to special education services, students with IEPs, or inclusive 
opportunities:  

 Goal 1.A.7. Increase programming support for critical-need student populations such as students 
with limited English proficiency and students receiving special education services; and  

 Goal 1.E.1. Evaluate the system’s current Response to Intervention strategies, and use the findings 
to inform the development and implementation of a comprehensive, consistent, systemwide plan 
that integrates student support services, ESOL services, special education services, and other 
services to better meet students’ needs. 

 Goal 1.D.2. Provide equitable access to early learning by adjusting program locations as needed and 
increasing inclusive opportunities. 

 Goals 2.B.6. 6.Strengthen internal and external partnerships to improve delivery of mental health 
and other supportive services for all students with emphasis on students with Individualized 
Education Plans (IEPs). 

A few objectives and key actions for Goals 1 and 4 are described below, along with areas to consider for 
clarifying their application to students with IEPs. These areas are not exclusive, but are used as examples 
for ways in which the Blueprint 2.0 may be expanded and become more inclusive. 

Goals, Objective & Key Action  Consider 

Goal 1. Academics. Every student will experience high academic achievement and 
continuous growth by participating in a rigorous instructional program designed to 
raise the academic bar and close achievement gaps so that every student will 
become a globally competitive citizen in a culturally diverse 

A. Develop and implement an aligned, written, taught, and assessed curriculum and 
assessment system based on common core standards with emphasis on literacy, 
numeracy, and writing in every class and built on the foundation of a 21

st
 century 

 

 

Curricular needs for 
students taking 
alternate assessments 

Expectations for 
providing access for 
students performing 
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teaching and learning framework 

6. Provide intensive, individualized staff development for all teachers on content in 
critical learning areas such as literacy and mathematics and on implementing 
the curriculum. 

significantly below grade 
level standards. 

B. Provide equitable resources for and access to world-class first instruction and 
high-quality educational programs.   

3. Extend opportunities for success for African American males.  

4. Identify and use middle and high school student grouping practices that will 
provide every student with equitable access to rigorous instruction and a 
breadth of learning opportunities. 

Embed in ongoing job-embedded and other staff development for teachers 
and administrators training on high expectations and instructional supports for 
all students. 

Reference to students 
with IEPs given their 
achievement gaps and 
needs for effective 
inclusive services and 
interventions to escalate 
performance. 

C. Ensure a learner-centered, personalized, blended environment powered by digital 
learning and interactive curriculum access that is flexible anytime and anywhere. 

 Develop, implement, and expand a digital platform for curriculum 
development and delivery that widens teachers’ access to methods and 
materials that reach diverse learners and provides flexible access for staff, 
students, and parents. 

Expectations regarding 
the use of assistive 
technology. 

F. Implement the Differentiated-Tiered Support Model to allocate resources and 
supports to all schools based upon student achievement and need 

1. Establish, monitor, and evaluate the Differentiated-Tiered Support Model that 
identifies schools as belonging in Tiers I, II, or III according to student 
achievement data and need for services. 

2. Implement a tier-based plan for the equitable allocation of staffing and other 
resources including vertical articulation among school-based instructional 
leadership and central office leadership that provide differentiated supports. 

How the performance of 
students with IEPs, 
especially those in 
special programs in a 
subgroup of schools, will 
influence a school’s 
overall achievement and 
need for resources.  

Goal 4. Organizational Effectiveness. BCPS will maximize organizational efficiency 
and effectiveness by engaging in strategic efforts that employ rigorous, relevant, and 
reasonable performance standards that provide for all employees’ professional 
growth and shared accountability for student, school, and organizational 
performance. 

A. Develop and implement a comprehensive human resources management plan 
that addresses recruiting, selecting, developing, supporting, evaluating, and 
retaining highly qualified and effective staff at all levels of the organization 

management system which is linked to appropriate outcomes that measure 
optimum job performance; place emphasis in year one on school administrators 
and teachers. 

 

 

 

How performance 
standards will take into 
consideration the 
severity of a student’s 
disability. 

4. Develop and implement a long-term recruitment and staffing strategy to 
include current, innovative practices such as advanced contracts and financial 
incentives in order to attract and retain a diverse, high performing workforce; 
place emphasis in year one on staff in Tier III schools. 

Recruitment needs for 
related services 
personnel. 

C. Establish a comprehensive performance management approach that ensures 
data-informed and evidence-based decision 

2. Develop, pilot, implement, monitor, and evaluate a systemic performance 
management framework that includes clear accountability standards and uses 

How systems will 
account for student with 
IEP differentiated 
expectations, their 
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system-defined report cards and scorecards for progress analysis and reporting. 

4. Redefine freedom and flexibility with accountability as a method to advance 
school performance and maintain the progress of high-performing schools 

concentration in some 
schools, educational 
setting data, successful 
inclusive practices in 
home schools, etc. 

How related services 
personnel will be 
accountable for 
providing and 
documenting for 
Medicaid IEP-required 
services.  

D. Develop and implement a long-range, comprehensive facilities modernization 
plan that addresses the aging infrastructure and provides safe, clean, and well-
equipped facilities for students and 

p a long-range, 
systematic, equitable, and prioritized plan to modernize facilities and address 
increasing student enrollment including upgrades to heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning systems, while maintaining preventive and other maintenance 
programs. 

 

Facility needs for 
children 3-5 years of age 
that will enable students 
with IEPs and typical 
peers to learn together. 

Progress Indicators and Performance Metrics  
For each goal, the plan reflects progress indicators and performance metric. Although there is a 
statement that data will be disaggregated by subgroups whenever possible, this intent provides no 
information that is more specific. For example, BCPS was cited as having black/African American 
students with IEPs who were 3.46 times more likely than other students to be suspended for 10 days or 
less and required to use 15% of its IDEA funds for early intervening services for students without IEPs. 
Yet, there is no indication that suspension data will be disaggregated by race/ethnicity for students with 
IEPs and relevant targets. Also, there are other key considerations for the education of students with 
IEPs that were addressed in this report that would not have progress indicators intuitively embedded in 
those identified, such as, the extent to which schools educate students with IEPs in their home schools 
using effective inclusive practices. 

Principal Walkthroughs 
Finally, concerns were expressed that principal walkthrough protocols were not sufficiently specific to 
assess the extent to which students with IEPs are effectively educated in general education classes. 

Data Reports 

Through a Cognos Data Warehouse, a significant amount of student data is accessible to administrators 
with cubes devoted to achievement for students with IEPs, as well as data in other areas that is 
disaggregated for this subgroup. Also, nearly all of the regular performance reports generated by the 
Warehouse can be disaggregated for students with IEPs.   

Through OSE’s special education electronic record system, BCPS personnel can produce routine and ad 
hoc custom reports for specific purposes. Reflecting this capability, the BCPS reports received by the 
PCG team were detailed and comprehensive, and provided in an expeditious manner.. IEP and SST 
chairpersons, and educators all have access to multiple color-coded reports that provide, for example, 
data pertaining to: 
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 Students with IEPs in the school, their annual review and reevaluation due dates, and current active 
services. 

 Students with Section 504 and SST plans, and their respective interventions.   

 IEPs and Section 504 plan requirements by student for instructional and statewide testing 
accommodations.  

 Total number of IEPs currently active in the school system, with multiple reports on educational 
setting percentages by school/by area, number of past due IEPs, etc., for district wide supervisors.  

 Students referred for assessments, number found to be eligible, number not eligible, and total 
completed within the 60-day timeline for initial assessments. 

Several focus group respondents reported having access to these and other reports that help them 
mandate and coordinate special education services. Reportedly, school personnel vary in terms of the 
extent to which they utilize these reports, and this usage cannot be assessed from the TIENET system.  

Comprehensive Standard Operating Procedure Manual  

The use of a comprehensive standard operating procedure manual enables all personnel, parents, and 
other stakeholders to have a consistent understanding of a school district’s expectations regarding 
special education procedures and practices. The information below pertains to BCPS’s written special 
education procedures and guidance for practices, and issues that arose regarding various procedures.  

In response to the PCG team’s request for a document used by BCPS that contains the District’s special 
education procedures and guidance for practices, OSE provided the 2011 IDEA Procedural Manual (IDEA 
Manual). The Manual has no table of contents and contains a series of individual components that are 
not numbered consecutively. The information contains OSE’s vision and mission; introduction regarding 
special education evaluations, eligibility, and IEP processes; definitions; IEP team composition; eligibility; 
IEP content; IEP implementation; LRE requirement; discipline; IEP team procedures; placement; making 
manifestation determinations; selected federal regulations; COMAR regulations; parent rights; and 
frequently asked questions/answers. Also, separate documents were provided regarding extended 
school year guidelines, parent surrogates, progress monitoring and behavior interventions, etc.  

There was an expressed need for a single comprehensive manual that is user friendly, provides 
information that is clear, and that provides for a single message. In the absence of such a document, 
OSE personnel sometimes provide inconsistent information. For example, there was a lack of clarity 
regarding the genesis of a requirement that parents receive at least five business days before a 
scheduled IEP team meeting or other multidisciplinary education team meeting all relevant documents 
that will be discussed. While some participants believed that the five-day rule was initiated by OSE to 
meet a 10-day notice requirement, this process was established by MSDE and effective as of July 1, 
2012. 

Procedural Issues 

Focus and case study participants raised two BCPS procedures and the extent to which they can be more 
effective or clear. 

Need for Full IEP Meeting for Amendments 
As reflected in BCPS’s IDEA Manual (IEP Content at page 9), IDEA added a provision that enables school 
districts to streamline the IEP process. The provision allows a district and parent to agree to change a 
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student’s IEP after the annual meeting without convening another IEP team meeting. Instead, they may 
develop a written document to modify or amend the current IEP.95 However, although MSDE authorizes 
this practice, the IDEA Manual states at page 10 that BCPS has not endorsed or adopted this provision of 
the law, and states: “If the matter is sufficiently important to be addressed within the IEP, then it is 
necessary to convene a team with the appropriate members to amend the provision. In certain rare 
emergency situations, the OSE may authorize individual chairpersons or Zone Specialists to enter into 
such amendments.”  Several focus and case study group participants supported use of the IDEA 
provision as it would save valuable time when the IEP chairperson and parents agree to an IEP 
amendment and that a meeting is not necessary. Based on the PCG team’s experience, this provision of 
the IDEA is widely used across the country and has been viewed as a positive improvement to the law. 

Compensatory Services 
Reportedly, BCPS follows a very strict compensatory education process that requires personnel to make 
up missed services on a one-to-one basis, even if the reason for the missed service is a student’s field 
trip, the student is absent or the school is closed for a holiday. This process impacts, for example, 
speech/language pathologists who must make up their sick days and miss professional development 
because of an absence would cause a student to miss services. There is no information in BCPS’s IDEA 
Manual on this topic. However, a manual for parents e-published by Anne Arundel County Schools, and 
updated on April 2013, reported a much different process for compensatory education. 

III. Miscellaneous Factors/Considerations Impacting IEP Implementation  

A. Compensatory Service. Compensatory services are those services that must be 
provided if there is a significant lapse in the implementation of your child’s IEP that 
resulted in a lack of expected progress. If an IEP team determines that a violation 
resulted in the failure to provide appropriate services to a student, the IEP team must 
address how to remediate (or correct) the denial of those services. The purpose of 
compensatory education is to help your child make the progress that he/she would have 
made if all appropriate services had been provided. Compensatory education can mean 
extra instruction or related services (such as therapies) provided during the school year 
or summer. Sometimes special materials or other special services tailored to your child’s 
needs are appropriate. When considering the amount of compensatory services to 
provide, the IEP team should consider the amount of services missed in conjunction 
with how much progress your child has exhibited as related to his/her IEP goal/s. The 
IEP team is not legally required to provide the exact amount of services missed, but 
rather an amount that would ensure that the student would be on target to meet 
his/her IEP annual goal/s.  

Compensatory services may not be provided during the school day. An IEP meeting must 
be scheduled when you or any other individual challenges services missed or denied, as 
stated on an existing IEP. This meeting may take place when the lapse occurs or at the 
end of the school year when the team is better able to consider your child’s progress 
throughout the school year.96  

                                                           
95

 20 USC 1414(d)(3)(D) 
96

 Anne Arundel County Public Schools – Parent eHandbook for Special Education, pages 4-2 and 4-3, at 
http://www.aacps.org/specialed/SPEDParenteHandbook.pdf  

http://www.aacps.org/specialed/SPEDParenteHandbook.pdf
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The process focus group participants referred to is more like the one used by the Baltimore City Public 
Schools that is the result of a prior and current March 2010 Settlement Agreement in the case of Vaughn 
G. et al. vs. the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore et al. (Vaughn G.). Although Baltimore City 
negotiated this Agreement based on a complex history of litigation, it is not clear that MSDE has 
required this strict interpretation to be used for all Maryland school districts.  

Reference to Medication in the IEP 
Some case study group participants were told that a student’s need for medication should not be 
written on the IEP.  As noted by the former Director of Special Education, this was a misconception. The 
IDEA Manual reflects the IDEA provision that prohibits a requirement for student to receive medication. 
However, while the Manual notes that school health and nursing are related services, it is silent 
regarding the documentation that these services include the administration (or supervision of self 
administration) of medication as a related service that would be documented on an IEP. 

Program Review and Support Process  

Along with other responsibilities related to compliance, an OSE unit conducts school visits to facilitate 
the Program Review and Support Process (PRASP). In collaboration with zone specialists and resource 
teachers, unit personnel conduct formal reviews of schools, which may include up to three visits. During 
these program reviews, staff members observe the implementation of IEPs, review student records, and 
interview school personnel about their implementation of IEP-based services.  Formal reports of findings 
are shared with assistant superintendents, school-based administrators, and the OSE leadership staff. If 
needed, a Compliance Action Plan is generated, and consistent with recommendations for 
improvement, technical assistance and staff development are provided to school staff. Follow-up visits 
are conducted to ensure that recommendations are implemented. The unit maintains a listing of the 
most common compliance errors by audit area, follow-up action, resources available, and professional 
development provided. A manual guides the PRASP process, which includes a table of contents, a very 
detailed explanation of the process, and protocols used. The compliance protocol is based on the 367 
MSDE items; two schools received a score of 100 percent. The process also includes elements of the 
state performance plan, which MSDE uses to establish compliance determination for each school 
district. BCPS’s compliance status is “needs assistance,” which it has had for four years.  

Due Process Hearing Requests 

Perhaps the most direct method of accountability for special education is one that parents may initiate 
by requesting a due process hearing that is conducted by an impartial hearing officer. Based on a report 
provided by BCPS, since the beginning of the 2011-12 school year, there were 84 requests for a due 
process hearing, 45 were from the 2011-12 school year and 39 from the 2012-13 school year as of 
March 2013. According to the report, there were only two due process hearings held, and BCPS 
prevailed in both. Hearings are pending in four cases, and the remaining cases were either withdrawn or 
the issues were resolved.   
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

12. LEADERSHIP, PLANNING, PROFESSIONAL LEARNING & ACCOUNTABILITY. Charge the deputy 
superintendent with oversight responsibility for the development/implementation of MTSS; and 
increased inclusivity and improved educational outcomes for students with IEPs. As the academic 
team’s direct report, the deputy superintendent is able to bring together all departmental entities 
and school leaders necessary to plan and implement these initiatives. Although operations and 
communications are also components that are important for success, viewing these initiatives as a 
major educational focus for the District and garnering the academic team’s resources is essential. 

a. Planning Process. Develop an implementation plan that is based on input from individuals 
representing every educational unit (e.g., assistant superintendents, special education and 
student support services, curriculum and instruction, Title I, ESOL, gifted/talented, etc.), schools, 
and the community. Based on the various components and focus of the plan under discussion, 
bring together BCPS administrators, teachers and other stakeholders with expertise, as well as 
other relevant personnel responsible for, e.g., finances, operations, and communications, to 
develop a three-year overall plan that would carry out the District’s expectations. Embed 
relevant components in the District’s Blueprint document. Consider including in the plan the 
following provisions. 

b. Timeframe. Develop an expedited two-to-three year overall district-wide plan with phased in 
components for implementation.  

c. Map of Current Resources, Gaps & Needs. Map current evidence-based universal screening 
tools, progress monitoring tools, interventions, other school-based material (e.g., assistive 
technology) and human resources, etc., and any gaps between those and what each school 
would need to give every student access to evidence-based multi-tiered interventions that 
would meet their academic and social/emotional, and positive behavior needs. As stated in the 
MSDE’s RtI Guidance: “*e+nsure that the necessary resources are available for the 
implementation of the response to intervention practices. Resources should include financial 
support for program implementation, professional development, methods to assess fidelity, and 
appropriate human resources.” 97 Ensure that these interventions include those appropriate for 
all subgroups of students. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

d. Assessment of Student Progress. As part of the above mapping process, review the tools 
currently in use to assess the extent to which students are benefitting from MTSS and specially 
designed instruction/related services and establish expectations regarding regular collection, 
and problem solving.   

e. Data. Address ways in which the various data components included in these recommendations 
and the state performance indicators for special education will be collected and assessed as part 
of BCPS’s system of accountability.    

f. Professional Learning. Based on the expectations for MTSS implementation, the revised IDEA 
Manual/Guide to Inclusive Education, and other areas in these recommendations that require 
professional learning for effective implementation, plan a differentiated professional learning 
program for all affected educators, paraeducators, assistants, etc. As referenced in Blueprint 
2.0, at 1.E.2., infuse the revised framework into ongoing, job-embedded training including new 
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teacher induction and leadership development. As part of this planning process consider the 
following provisions. 

1) National Standards. Have the professional learning activities be consistent with national 
Learning First standards.98       

2) Toolkits. Through a web-based instructional toolkit, include: all aspects of MTSS, including 
models/examples for the master schedules to support implementation; inclusive education, 
and evidence-based specially designed instruction; collaboration and co-planning; progress 
monitoring; research showing the benefits of inclusive instruction; etc. Include in the 
toolkits videos, webinars, and facilitate WebEx meetings to maximize communication and 
collaboration. 

3) Intervention Models & Scheduling. Identify schools that have developed effective schedules 
for: MTSS implementation and for most students with IEPs (including those with more 
complex needs) who are educated effectively in general education classes for most of the 
school day; and scheduled time for general/special educators, related services personnel, 
and paraeducators/assistants to collaborate and co-plan. With staff from these schools, 
develop processes that may be replicated or improved by other schools. 

4) Cross-Functional Training. Initiate cross-function training of administrators and other school 
support groups from every educational division to expand their knowledge and ability to 
support school-based personnel.  

5) Mandated Training. Consider mandating training and other approaches if necessary to 
ensure that staff members needing professional development receive it for specific 
purposes.   

6) Paraprofessionals/Assistants. Mandate professional learning for paraprofessionals/ 
assistants and provide it in a differentiated and targeted manner for the personnel and 
students for whom they are responsible, and determine how the training will be offered to 
enable the paraprofessionals/ assistants to attend. For further information, see for example, 
Paraprofessionals: The “Sous-Chefs of Literacy Instruction.99 

7) Interschool Collaboration. Establish ways for school personnel to share across schools their 
successful practices and to problem-solve solutions, including the identification of 
demonstration schools of excellence, use of exemplary school-based personnel to include as 
trainers, informal common time for guided discussion, communicating use of Wiki, etc. (See 
Recommendation 5.f. for identifying exemplary practices/schools, and knowledgeable BCPS 
school-based personnel who may be called on to supplement training and support.) 

i. Principals/IEP Chairperson Training & Discussion. Consider establishing opportunities 
throughout the year for principals and their IEP chairpersons to meet by grade level with 
OSE representatives to discuss and address issues of concerns and receive information 
relevant to their responsibilities for special education. 

                                                           
98

 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. 
99

 http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/TEC0740%281%2956-62.pdf  

http://www.learningforward.org/news/sparksbook/sparksbook.pdf
http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/TEC0740%281%2956-62.pdf
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8) 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.         

9) 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 would benefit from feedback from 
individuals able to analyze the situation, and give meaningful suggestions for instruction and 
use of staff.  

g. Accountability. Ensure that BCPS’s system of accountability includes expectations for 
implementing the core curriculum within an MTSS framework, increasing inclusivity and 
improved achievement for students with IEPs, and making decisions based on applicable 
procedures. 

1) Expectations. Establish, communicate, support, and monitor clear written 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, paraeducator, and related-service 
personnel evaluations.  

2) Walk Through Protocols. Ensure that school walk-through protocols include sufficient 
provisions to observe and address relevant MTSS elements.  

3) School Improvement Planning. Have schools incorporate activities into their school 
improvement plans that would enable them to meet these expectations.  

4) Blueprint 2.0. Embed in the next revision of Blueprint 2.0 and its matrices, or though other 
means, the collection of data relevant to measuring progress related to the implementation 
of these recommendations.  

13. SPECIAL EDUCATION MANUAL. Develop a single standard operating procedural manual (Manual) 
for special education that includes the procedural issues included in the above recommendations 
and those referenced below. (See Recommendation 5a for combining information from the IDEA 
Manual and the Guide to Inclusive Education to have one electronic web-based document that 
promotes common language, understanding and usage of district-wide expectations for the area of 
special education.)     

a. Amended IEPs. Revise BCPS’s procedure that requires a full IEP team meeting for every 
amendment rather than the IDEA and MSDE allowable provision that enables the District and 
parent to agree to an amendment without a full IEP team meeting. As part of this change, OSE 
can require documentation showing that the District and parent agree to amend the IEP without 
a meeting, what the amendment would be, and whether the parent wants a copy of the fully 
revised IEP or amended provision only. 

b. Compensatory Services. Have OSE investigate with BCPS’s special education attorney if MSDE 
requires the strict compensatory education interpretation that was shared by focus group 
participants, and any other options available for the IEP team to consider when addressing this 
issue. 
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c. Medication. Clarify that although BCPS staff members are not permitted to recommend the use 
of medication, the IEP is to reference the administration of medication for a student when 
medical documentation shows that it is appropriate as a related health service.  

d. Electronic Format. Considering publishing the standard operating procedure manual for special 
education on the OSE website so that it is available to all stakeholders. An electronic version of 
the manual would allow for links to important information (e.g., more in depth information, 
resources, an automated table of contents, etc.) and would facilitate the document’s readability, 
usage, and modification based on new information or additional resources.  Ensure that staff is 
available to update the Manual regularly with current information. Provide differentiated 
training to BCPS personnel to orient them to the Manual’s organization and usage as a resource. 
Work with parent representatives to develop training modules for parents, with possible short 
brochures or other information that would present the material in a meaningful manner. 
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OVERALL AREAS OF STRENGTH & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following provides overall areas of strength and recommendations for BCPS to enhance the 
instruction, intervention and support for students with IEPs and all other students in need of additional 
support to improve their academic achievement, social/emotional development and/or positive 
behavior.  

OVERALL AREAS OF STRENGTH 

 

 BCPS has a long history of interdisciplinary approaches for school staff and Student Support 
Services personnel to support student achievement and safe, orderly school environments. 

 The Student Support Services Department recently merged with OSE whose Executive Director 
now leads the Office of Special Education and Student Support Services.  This merger brings 
Student Support Services within the realm of instruction, enables related service providers to 
have a unified reporting structure with special education, and should facilitate communication 
and collaborative work. 

 The District is developing for the 2013-14 school year a “premier and unique” curriculum that 
will be based on a digital platform to house and host instructional resources for teachers and 
students. The platform will facilitate multiple pathways for effective first instruction, embed 
assessments that can be reviewed by the teacher, and provide differentiated instruction for all 
students. 

 BCPS has timely evaluations. According to 2011-12 data reported by MSDE in the District’s 
Annual State Performance Plan/Annual Progress Report (SPP/APR), 100% of BCPS students were 
evaluated by mandated timeframes. Also, 100% of students exiting from Part C Infant and 
Toddler services received an IEP by their 3rd birthday.  

 In 2011-12, a larger percentage of all BCPS students and students with IEPs met reading 
standards than in 2007-08. At every grade level, more students with IEPs increased their 
proficiency rates than did all BCPS students. 

 A larger percentage of all BCPS students and students with IEPs met math standards also in 
2011-12 than in 2007-08. At every grade level, more students with IEPs increased their 
proficiency rates than did all BCPS students. 

 There is a belief that BCPS is providing more inclusive educational opportunities for students 
than in the past and more that special educators are supporting them in the general education 
setting. There also seems to be a growing recognition that general education classes provide the 
best setting for almost all students with IEPs to receive instruction in the core curriculum.  

 BCPS’ The Guide for Inclusive Education is an excellent, rich and research-based document that 
includes detailed and substantive information about a variety of issues. 

 BCPS supports students with IEPs in a variety of experiences that would prepare them for work 
in the community. The College Connection located on the Essex campus of the Community 
Colleges of Baltimore County is an example of an innovative program. 
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 Most staff agreed that professional development offered by the district has helped them better 
support the learning of students with IEPs.  

 There appears to be a collaborative working partnership between OSE and numerous other 
areas such as academics, technology, law, fiscal, transportation and technology.  

 OSE supervisors appear to be knowledgeable, attuned to their schools’ need, and respected by 
the teachers with whom them work.    

 OSE personnel are interested in learning pedagogy applicable to content curricular areas to 
support professional development activities.  

 During the 2012-13 school year, the scheduling of regular meetings have helped communication 
between OSE and the transportation department regarding constraints the department must 
work under when transporting students with IEPs.  

 BCPS has an in-house counsel for special education. In addition to traditional legal assistance, he 
provides consultation and professional development.  The attorney is highly regarded in the 
district.   

 A significant amount of data is accessible to administrators.  Reflecting this capability, the BCPS 
report received by the PCG team were detailed and provided in an expeditious manner. 

 Survey respondents reflected an overall positive view of the District’s services to students with 
IEPs.   

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. Multi-tiered System of Supports 

 

1. MTSS. Build on current elements in place to develop/implement a framework of multi-system of 
supports (MTSS) for academic achievement, positive behavior, and social/emotional growth 
(including enrichment) for all students.100 As referenced in Blueprint 2.0’s first goal regarding 
World-class Teaching and Learning at E1, develop a comprehensive, consistent, systemwide plan 
that integrates student support services, ESOL services, special education services, and other 
services to better meet students’ needs.101 To the maximum extent possible, integrate processes for 
academic, social/emotional, and positive behavior support so that the whole child is considered for 
support.  

a. Framework. Establish a Board of Education policy and comprehensive framework for the 
implementation of MTSS, including a written description and clear standards, for all students 
(including those who have IEPs/504 plans, who are gifted/talented or are English language 

                                                           
100 

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.   
101

 http://www.bcps.org/blueprint/goalOne.htm 

http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=h112-2272&tab=summary
http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=h112-2272&tab=summary
http://www.bcps.org/blueprint/goalOne.htm
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learners) in prekindergarten through 12th grade. Embed implementation of and professional 
learning for the Common Core State Standards within the MTSS framework.102 

b. MSDE RtI Guidelines. Use the comprehensive MSDE RtI Guidelines103 to establish and describe 
written expectations for the following seven essential components and relevant documentation 
to support fidelity of implementation:  

 Universal screening, including tools for its consistent use. 

 Problem-solving/decision-making practices. 

 Tiered levels of implementation of high-quality instruction/intervention (based on a 
foundation of first learning and UDL), including involvement of students with IEPs and their 
interaction with nondisabled students for interventions.  

 Progress monitoring, including consistent tools for its use.  

 Fidelity of implementation, including documentation that interventions are appropriate for 
students’ areas of need and were provided as intended. 

 Family involvement. 

 Considerations for English Language Learners (ELLs). 

c. Instructional Leadership Teams. Have district-wide and school-based Instructional Leadership 
Teams for problem-solving and data-based decision making at all tiers to match instructional 
(academic and behavior) resources to student needs and support academic advancement and 
positive behavior; and supplement teams as needed to support teachers.104  

d. MTSS Use for Referral/Eligibility for Specially Designed Instruction. Clarify standards for the 
use of MTSS as a basis for referring students for special education evaluations, using the MDSE 
RtI Guidance document described above. Use MTSS results as part of the process for 
determining the existence of a specific learning disability, and any other disability areas 
allowable through local criteria. As part of this consideration, consider research showing the use 
of MTSS to reduce racial/ethnic disproportionality in the identification of students with 
disabilities.105  

(See Recommendation 12 related to leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability.) 

II. Special Education Demographics & Referral/Eligibility for Services 

2. ELIGIBILITY FOR SPECIALLY DESIGNED INSTRUCTION. Review and revise local eligibility criteria and 
target activities/assess data for high-risk disability areas.  

a. Screening for Special Education Evaluations. Establish the use of screening materials for all 
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 Council of the Great City Schools’ Common Core State Standards and Diverse Urban Students: Using Multi-
Tiered Systems of Support (2012) at 
http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-
a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257  
103

 http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-
6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf 
104

 New Teacher Teams to Support Integrated Comprehensive Services at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=%20New%20Teacher%20Teams%20to%20S
upport%20Integrated%20Comprehensive%20Services.pdf; 
105

 http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10128  

http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257
http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/D182E222-D84B-43D8-BB81-6F4C4F7E05F6/17125/Tiered_Instructional_ApproachRtI_June2008.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=%20New%20Teacher%20Teams%20to%20Support%20Integrated%20Comprehensive%20Services.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=%20New%20Teacher%20Teams%20to%20Support%20Integrated%20Comprehensive%20Services.pdf
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10128


                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  132 

children and youth referred for an evaluation when there is insufficient data or other 
information to support a belief that the child has a disability. Establish a protocol to ensure 
there is effective communication with local schools that will evaluate any students referred from 
a central location.  

b. Criteria for Eligibility. Review local criteria to operationalize state disability definitions to 
determine whether a student has an impairment under IDEA and eligible for special education 
services. In addition to the area of a specific learning disability, establish criteria that are clear 
and measureable. To the extent possible, consider during the evaluation and eligibility 
determination process the extent to which MTSS is used with fidelity, and data showing the 
student’s response to research-based academic and behavioral interventions.  

1) Documentation. Revise the Eligibility Determination form to align with any new criteria, and 
remove the psychologist’s verification signature to reaffirm that eligibility is a group 
determination. If there are concerns that an IEP team may determine a student’s eligibility 
without justification, establish other means for quality control, such as reviewing samples of 
evaluation/eligibility documentation when patterns of data are of concern; an 
administrative review process to determine whether a student’s eligibility complied with 
BCPS requirements; etc. 

2) Assess Data. Monitor the results of BCPS referrals, evaluation completions and eligibility 
determinations to determine if the screening activities are reducing the number of 
evaluations that do not result in eligibility; and the MTSS process is helping to identify early 
children eligible for special education services. Use district-wide and school-based 
Instructional Leadership Teams for this purpose. (See Recommendation 12.e. regarding data 
collection.) 

c. Summer Evaluations. When schools need to conduct summer special education evaluations, 
ensure they have the funds necessary to carry out this activity.   

(See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability, 
and Recommendation 12 regarding the development of written special education procedures.)  

III. Achievement of Students with IEPs 

Recommendations designed to increase the achievement of students with IEP are contained in the other 
sections. 

IV. Teaching & Learning for Students with IEPs 

3. VISION OF INCLUSIVITY. Establish a vision and expectation for BCPS whereby almost all children 
and youth with IEPs will be educated alongside their nondisabled peers and plan for an 
integrated service model designed to improve the educational outcomes for all students. The 
vast majority of BCPS students with IEPs have a disability that does not preclude them from 
performing at/above grade level or from achieving proficiency on statewide assessments.106 The 
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 Special Education: A Better Perspective, Oct. 15, 2009 at http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-
Menu/Evaluating-performance/Special-education-At-a-glance/Special-education-A-better-perspective-full-
report.html  

http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-Menu/Evaluating-performance/Special-education-At-a-glance/Special-education-A-better-perspective-full-report.html
http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-Menu/Evaluating-performance/Special-education-At-a-glance/Special-education-A-better-perspective-full-report.html
http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-Menu/Evaluating-performance/Special-education-At-a-glance/Special-education-A-better-perspective-full-report.html
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federal National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS) found that students with IEPs educated in the 
general setting scored closer to grade level on standardized math/language assessments than did 
such students who spent more time in separate settings.107 This finding should reinforce the 
benefits of educating students with/without disabilities together to the maximum extent 
appropriate; and the removal of students with disabilities from general education classes only 
when the use of specialized instruction/interventions, supplemental aids, and services cannot 
provide sufficient educational benefit. Expect that specially designed services/related services are 
embedded in the MTSS framework, and that data reflects the extent to which students are 
provided evidence-based instruction and support, including tiered academic/positive behavior 
interventions that are implemented with fidelity. (See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, 
planning, professional learning and accountability.)    

4. EARLY CHILDHOOD. Increase the capacity for educating young children with IEPs along with their 
typical peers, and improve their achievement outcomes. The more these children are able to 
transition with knowledge, social/emotional skills and behavior much closer to age/grade level 
expectations, they will require less differentiated instruction and interventions for content material 
as they continue in school. 

a) Capacity. Expand the capacity for early childhood education in a way that does not require 
children to change schools with more space, and that enables children with IEPs identified 
during the school year to be placed in classes with their typical peers. (See Blueprint 2.0 at 1.D. 
and 4.D.1.) 

b). Early Childhood Outcomes. At the District level expand the state performance outcomes for 
children 3 through 5 years of age with IEPs to preschool children without IEPs to have universal 
information about the achievement of both groups of children with a goal of reducing 
achievement gaps. These indicators pertain to positive social/emotional skills, acquisition/use of 
knowledge/skills, and appropriate behavior to meet needs. The three indicators measure 
student functioning within age expectations by age six; and for children who began school below 
age expectations, whether they made substantial growth.   

c). Progress Monitoring. Monitor the progress of children against the SPP early childhood and 
expanded local indicators for children with/without IEPs and address any lack of progress using a 
process aligned with the MTSS problem-solving model. Consider any additional interventions and 
supports that would support teaching and learning for children who are not making expected 
progress.  (Cross-reference with Recommendation 12.e. regarding data collection.)  

(See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability.) 

5. ACHIEVEMENT OF SCHOOL-AGED STUDENTS WITH IEPS. Enable schools to increase the education 
of students with IEPs in general education/accelerated classes, and magnet schools/programs, 
with instruction aligned with the Common Core State Standards and principles of MTSS. Ensure 
that students are educated in separate BCPS/nonpublic schools only after considering how the 
provision of current or additional instruction/services provided with fidelity could enable the 
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 Review of Special Education in the Houston Independent School District, Thomas Hehir & Associates Boston, 
Massachusetts, page 25.  
http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_20
11_Final.pdf  . 

http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_2011_Final.pdf
http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_2011_Final.pdf
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students to remain in the home or regular schools. Use BCSD’s Guide for Inclusive Education,108 
MSDE’s Co-Teaching Framework, 109  and other evidence-based practices to support these outcomes. 

a. Expectations. Combine information from the IDEA Manual, the Guide to Inclusive Education, 
and other relevant sources to have one electronic web-based document that promotes common 
language, understanding and usage of district-wide expectations that includes the following and 
other areas referenced throughout these recommendations. (See Recommendation 13 for a 
standard operating procedural manual for special education.) 

 Addresses all disability areas with respect to the continuum of characteristics and needs of 
students with IEPs, including those for students with IEPs who are ELLs and/or in foster care; 

 Universal design for learning, differentiated instruction, and access to the common core 
state standards within an MTSS framework;  

 Flexible grouping in and outside of regular classrooms; 

 Inclusive instructional models, such as co-teaching,110 collaborative consultation,111 etc;   

 Opportunity for students in special programs to interact with nondisabled peers to the 
maximum extent appropriate, and strategies for maximizing appropriate interactions; 

 Enhancing student engagement through interactive teaching; 

 Effective development and use of functional behavior assessments and behavior 
intervention plans; 

 Appropriate use of paraprofessionals and assistants;  

 Problem-solving and use of data for decision-making;  

 Transition support for students attending another school the following school year; and  

 Guidelines for educating students outside of general education classes, regular schools, and 
the District.  

Rely on evidence-based practices when developing these expectations.112 For example, although 
leveled text may be appropriate for independent reading, it is not a substitute for rich grade 
level text that students access with teacher guidance, support and scaffolding;113 and use of the 
inquiry method for math.  

                                                           
108

 Guide to Inclusive Education at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_[fi
nal_copy].pdf  
109

 Maryland Learning Links http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952 
110

 See MSDE’s Co-Teaching Framework at Maryland Learning Links http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952 
111 https://sites.google.com/site/inclusionsecondaryclassroom/collaborative-consultation 
112

 See these resources: Planning Differentiated, Multicultural Instruction for Secondary Inclusive Classrooms at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Planning%20Differentiated%2C%20Multicul
tural%20Instruction%20for%20Secondary%20Inclusive%20Classrooms.pdf; and Students with Severe Disabilities 
and Best Practice at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Students%20with%20Severe%20Disabilities
%20%26%20Best%20Practice.pdf  
113

 For example, see Shanahan on Literacy at http://www.shanahanonliteracy.com/2011/08/rejecting-
instructional-level-theory.html.  

https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_%5bfinal_copy%5d.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Baltimore%20CTY?select=OSE_Guide_to_Inclusive_Education_%5bfinal_copy%5d.pdf
http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952
http://marylandlearninglinks.org/952
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Planning%20Differentiated%2C%20Multicultural%20Instruction%20for%20Secondary%20Inclusive%20Classrooms.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Planning%20Differentiated%2C%20Multicultural%20Instruction%20for%20Secondary%20Inclusive%20Classrooms.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Students%20with%20Severe%20Disabilities%20%26%20Best%20Practice.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Sues%20Stuff/Sped%20Misc?select=Students%20with%20Severe%20Disabilities%20%26%20Best%20Practice.pdf
http://www.shanahanonliteracy.com/2011/08/rejecting-instructional-level-theory.html
http://www.shanahanonliteracy.com/2011/08/rejecting-instructional-level-theory.html
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b. Algebra. Beginning with a focus group of Algebra teachers, special educators, and teachers of 
ELLs, develop strategies for Algebra instruction that is differentiated and meaningful for 
students who would otherwise take the Algebra Data and Analysis class. 

c. Configuration of Services. With a group (and subgroups) of BCPS and community stakeholders 
with knowledge and expertise about the needs of students in the District’s special programs and 
BCPS/nonpublic day schools, consider by grade levels the configuration of services that would 
support effectively students currently placed in those programs at their home schools and in 
general education classes to a greater extent, and receive the instruction and services they need 
to be successful. Based on these discussions, incorporate in planning discussions (referenced in 
Recommendation 12.a.) provisions for implementation. As part of this process, consider the 
extent to which funding for separate programs and schools, and transportation could be 
reallocated over time to support home school placements. (See Recommendation 11 regarding 
fiscal matters.) 

d. Support for Positive Behavior. As part of the development of the MTSS framework and 
implementation activities, consider the needs of students with challenging behavior and 
social/emotional needs; most (but not all) of these students may have an IEP. The MTSS 
framework implemented with fidelity is designed to improve positive behavior, which reduces 
suspensions generally, and the disproportionate suspensions of students with IEPs and by 
race/ethnicity. Successful implementation will also reduce the need to rely on placements in 
special programs and nonpublic facilities; and the use of seclusion and restraints. Review the 
roles and usage of behavior intervention teachers to ensure they are being used most 
effectively, and that there is a sufficient group of individuals to support schools proactively 
before a student’s behavior becomes more challenging and more difficult to assuage. (See 
Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

e. ELL Students with IEPs. Review the services that ELL students with IEPs receive in general 
education classes to determine their efficacy, whether they need to be improved to ensure 
students have access to the core curriculum and specially designed instruction/related services, 
and whether their high rate of inclusivity (81% compared to an overall 64%) provide a model for 
the instruction of students with IEPs who are not ELLs.  

f. Progress Monitoring. Collect and analyze achievement and suspension data comparing students 
with/without IEPs to determine the extent to which MTSS, including specially designed 
instruction, is enabling students to improve their achievement and reduce suspensions. Based 
on this analysis, identify groups of students representing concerns, e.g., by race/ethnicity, foster 
care, grade level, schools, special program, etc. If positive change is not occurring, follow up to 
identify instruction practices requiring further attention and any need for more targeted 
evidence-based intervention. Also, identify exemplary practices/schools, and knowledgeable 
BCPS school-based personnel who may be called on to supplement training and support. (See 
Blueprint 2.0 at 1.F, and at Recommendation 12.e. relating to data collection, and 12.f. relating 
to professional learning.) 

g. Consultation for Students with Challenging Needs. Establish a process that would enable school 
staff and parents of children with very challenging academic and/or social/emotional needs to 
consult with BCPS personnel having a high level of relevant skills/knowledge (along with 
external consultants when appropriate) to engage in problem-solving, and to consider 
additional/alternative interventions/resources that would enable a student to be effectively 
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educated and make substantial progress in his/her home school or other BCPS school. (See 
Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

h. Transition to Next Grade Level. To ensure that students with IEPs who transition from one 
instructional level another (i.e., to elementary, middle and high school) are supported to 
minimize any negative effects, meet with stakeholders to identify issues relating to such 
transitions and utilize strategies most likely to have a positive impact on the experience.  

i. Summer School Criteria. Ensure that students with IEPs who may pass to the next grade based 
on IEP-expectations are included in summer school criteria when they are not meeting/ 
exceeding grade level standards and are not eligible for extended school year services. 

j. Accelerated Classes & World Language. Review the 2013-14 projected and actual enrollment 
rates in accelerated and World Language classes for students with IEPs and identify any courses 
with lower than expected rates to consider how the rates may increase either immediately or in 
the future. Review impediments for students with IEPs to access World Language courses and 
with a stakeholder group develop strategies to lessen the impediments, to increase enrollment, 
and to support teaching and learning of students with IEPs.   

k. Magnet School/Programs. Review selective criteria for magnet schools and programs to 
determine the extent to which they reduce access by many students with IEPs, the extent to 
which the criteria can be modified to facilitate greater access, and instruction can be 
differentiated and accommodations provided to address the needs of accepted students. Ensure 
written recruitment information and school websites for magnet schools/programs are 
welcoming to students with IEPs. 

l. Students who are Twice Exceptional. Enhance instruction for students with IEPs and who are 
gifted/talented by utilizing research and best practices for supporting effective instruction for 
twice exceptional students. Consider the following resources that contain comprehensive 
information about relevant instruction and support: Colorado Department of Education Twice 
Exceptional Resource Handbook: Montgomery County Public Schools: A Guidebook for Twice 
Exceptional Students; and the Fairfax County Public Schools: Program Information and 
Resources.114    

m. Day School Placement Criteria & Supports for Regular Schools. Establish clear criteria for IEP 
teams to apply with respect to the provision of instruction/services with fidelity, and/or 
additional services that can be made available to support students to remain in the home or 
regular school, rather than a BCPS or nonpublic day school. As part of this process, address 
additional and necessary regular school supports, such as: the availability of sufficient related 
services and other behavior intervention supports; a reduction of student teacher ratio to better 
support a student; the importance of a welcoming school environments; etc.   

4) RtI Documentation. Review the RtI Documentation form and documentation used to 
consider a student’s need for a separate day school. Use a group of stakeholders to ensure 
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 http://www.cde.state.co.us/gt/download/pdf/twiceexceptionalresourcehandbook.pdf; 
http://www.wrightslaw.com/info/2e.guidebook.pdfl; 
http://www.fcps.edu/is/aap/column/columntwicelearners.shtml. The Fairfax County Public Schools has purchased 
a district-wide subscription to the 2e Newsletter, which it posts for all K- 12 teachers on a school district intranet 
site. (See http://www.2enewsletter.com/) 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/gt/download/pdf/twiceexceptionalresourcehandbook.pdf
http://www.wrightslaw.com/info/2e.guidebook.pdfl
http://www.fcps.edu/is/aap/column/columntwicelearners.shtml
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that there is clear and user-friendly information that explains: the use of the 
documentation; the reasons for the documentation; the need for the IEP chairperson to be 
knowledgeable about all BCPS resources and positions that could carry out this 
responsibility; etc. (See Recommendation 12.h. related to accountability measures.  

5) Credit Review. Include information about how the credits of any students placed in 
nonpublic schools will be considered and that students have access to classes that will lead 
to a high school graduation diploma, as appropriate. 

6) BCPS/Nonpublic Partnerships. Consider establishing a BCPS/nonpublic partnership in 
which personnel from nonpublic schools can support BCPS to expand its 
instruction/support for students with characteristics of those who have been placed in 
nonpublic schools. 

(See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

n. Placement Process.  Ensure that as part of the placement process for each student individuals 
are involved who know the student and his/her needs, the resources available, and authority to 
commit resources. Establish criteria for including individuals external to the school with this 
knowledge and authority. (See also Recommendation 9.f.1) designation parameters of IEP 
chairpersons.)  

o. Transportation Options. With OSE, transportation and legal, consider transporting students 
with IEPs on regular buses when doing so, with/without assistants, would be a more cost 
effective and efficient mode of transportation. Also, ensure that placement discussions include 
individuals aware of transportation options and the importance of placing students as close to 
their residence as possible. Establish a goal of limiting a student’s transportation to and from 
school to one hour or less each way. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

p. Students in Foster Care. Prepare professional learning for principals and staff with more than a 
few students in foster care based on the 2004 Casey Family Programs’ A Road Map for Learning, 
Improving Educational Outcomes in Foster Care.115 Consider the recommendations in the Casey 
publication to develop any initiatives that would recognize the unique needs of students in 
foster care, including those with IEPs. (See Recommendations 9.b. and 9.e. for considering the 
unique needs of students in foster care for case management and IEP chairperson allocations.)  

(Cross-reference with Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, 
and accountability and Recommendation 13 regarding a standard operating procedural manual for 
special education.)  

6. POSTSECONDARY SCHOOL TRANSITION. Improve postsecondary school transition outcomes for 
students with IEPs. Consider the following initiatives.  

a. Identify Early Students Not “On Track’ to Graduate. Capitalize on and improve the graduation 
rate for students with IEPs by identifying and supporting all first-year students with disabilities 
(and nondisabled peers) who are “not on track” to graduate, i.e., those that have not 
accumulated at least five semester-long credits; have failed more than two core courses during 

                                                           
115

 at http://www.casey.org/resources/publications/pdf/roadmapforlearning.pdf 

http://www.casey.org/resources/publications/pdf/roadmapforlearning.pdf


                                                                   Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS) 
Study of RTI & Special Education 

                                                

 

August 2013                                                                                                                                                                      Page  138 

the first year; and/or have high absentee rates.116 To the extent possible, for each student “not 
on track,” provide research-based strategies that would utilize all available resources, including 
mentoring, intervention services, counseling, tutoring, and other supports that are likely to 
improve the student’s performance trend. (See Recommendation 12.e. regarding data 
collection.) 

b. Zero Dropout Goal. Set a goal and act to have no student with an IEP drop out of high school. 
Review data showing the subgroups of students who have dropped out of school over the past 
few years and review a sample of student files to identify any possible triggers and/or 
characteristics that could be used to proactively find current students with similar features. 
Based on this information, reach out to students who are most at risk for dropping out (and 
their parents) and ask them to share their views on this subject and what may be effective 
supports to keep these and other students in school. Based on this information, develop a plan 
for follow-up activities, including as appropriate the use of mentors, counselors or other 
personnel to form/maintain a personal relationship with each student to provide and/or 
coordinate relevant support. Yearly, monitor the outcome of this process to determine any 
positive impact on the dropout rate, and modify the strategies as appropriate. (See 
Recommendation 12.e. regarding data collection.) 

c. Identify & Support High Schools with Low Graduation & High Dropout Rates Relative to State 
Targets. In addition to the above for individual students, identify high schools with rates below 
the state’s graduation targets and rates above dropout targets, and have principals collaborate 
with stakeholder groups to develop targeted plans, utilizing research-based approaches 
available through the National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities.117 In 
addition, identify feeder schools and involve principals and staff of these schools to address 
identified issues proactively. (See Recommendation 12.e. regarding data collection.) 

d. Courses Aligned with Career Opportunities. With appropriate stakeholders, explore how high 
interest courses that can be expanded to provide students with IEPs opportunities to experience 
career-related activities and to promote further education and job placement post graduation. 
Consider expanding access to completer courses and courses some high schools have that meet 
this purpose. 

e. Community-based Work. Explore the possibility of adding students in community-based work to 
the District’s workman’s compensation policy, using grants and other sources to fund this 
annual cost. In addition, review the availability of transportation to ensure that this related 
service or other means is accessible when necessary. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal 
matters.) 

V. Support for Teaching & Learning 

7. INTERDEPARTMENT COLLABORATION. Enhance collaboration between OSE and other 
departments to leverage resources and expertise. Establish a regular school visit schedule for OSE 
and C&I personnel to regularly visit and support schools in a coordinated manner. Include special 
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 Based on December 2009 report, What Matters for Staying On-Track and Graduating in Chicago Public Schools: 
A Focus on Students with Disabilities, by the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research and the 
National High School Center at http://ccsr.uchicago.edu/content/publications.php?pub_id=137. 
117

 http://www.ndpc-sd.org/   

http://ccsr.uchicago.edu/content/publications.php?pub_id=137
http://www.ndpc-sd.org/
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education and student support services representatives in C&I staff meetings, and C&I 
representatives in special education and student support services staff meetings to maximize 
communication, planning, and collaborative work.    

8. TRANSPORTATION. With OSE and transportation, review current transportation policies for 
students with IEPs. Ensure school placements are driven by student need and not transportation 
boundaries.    Set reasonable expectations for student ride times.  Conduct an audit of current ride 
times for students with IEPs, and if needed, revisit routes.   

9. ORGANIZATION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION & STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES. Maximize coordination 
and collaboration between special education and student support services staff. Consider the 
following changes. 

a. Name of New Department. Consider a new name for the newly merged department that 
incorporates its special education and student support services charge, and that is easy and 
meaningful to reference in conversation and writing. 

b. Related Services. Consider reorganizing the unit for related services to incorporate 
speech/language pathologists, psychologists, social workers/pupil personnel workers, health 
and school counseling, and music/art therapists.  

c. Instruction. Include deaf/hard of hearing and vision services personnel in the elementary, 
middle/high school units to reinforce their relationship to instruction. It may also be beneficial 
to have speech/language pathologists embedded in these units, instead of the related services 
unit, for this same purpose.  

d. Assistive Technology. Have dedicated staff for this important area of service support. 

e. School-based Support. Have special education and student support services administrators and 
resource teachers meet in several small groups, using some meetings for job-alike personnel 
and others with diverse groupings, to have guided discussions about their work and how they 
can utilize their time to provide greater support to schools for inclusive education and effective 
specially designed instruction/related services, including the recommendations in this report 
that will be implemented. Also, obtain and consider feedback from a group of representative 
assistant superintendents and principals from different grade level and special schools.  

f. Organization Chart. Post a new organization chart showing the components of the newly 
organized special education and student support services department, and a functional 
directory of personnel with brief descriptions of work and contact information. 

10. SPECIAL EDUCATION STAFFING RATIOS, CASELOADS & SUPPORT. Based on all available data, 
including a review of personnel ratios and caseload data included in the PCG study, ensure that 
ratios, caseloads and support for students meets BCPS expectations regarding the provision of 
specially designed instruction/related services are reasonably capable of being met.  (See 
Recommendation 13 for a standard operating procedural manual for special education.)  

a. Special Education Teachers. With a representative group of central office and school 
stakeholders, review the BCPS special education staffing ratio and the process for allocating 
staff, and consider the following:  
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1) Overall Special Educator & Paraeducator/Assistant Ratios.118 Data showing the very small 
per student ratio for paraeducator/assistant (average of 5.26 students each) and much 
larger ratio for special educators (average of 11.8 students with IEPs each). Consider how 
these ratios could change to smaller special educator to student and larger 
paraeducator/assistant to student ratios in a cost neutral way. In this way, more educators 
would be available to provide instruction to students with IEPs, and address teacher 
retention and many of the recommendations in this report. As part of this process, 
communicate with parents and schools regarding any ratio changes and the advantages 
associated with more reliance on special educators than assistants. (See Recommendation 
11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

2) Basis of Calculation. Base planning for the next school year’s special education staffing 
ratios on the most current and reliable information available for each school. Take into 
account:  

i. Educational Settings & Services. The number of students with IEPs most likely to be 
receiving instruction in general education classes and in each special program, including 
unusual intensity of services and other specified factors, such as the 10 factors for 
related services providers in the Special Education Staffing Plan.  

ii. Special Educator Duties. Circumstances where a special education teacher is carrying 
out other duties, e.g., IEP chairperson, department chair, and the impact this has on 
workloads, number of preparations, etc. As part of this process, consider responsibilities 
special education teachers have, e.g., IEP preparation, IEP-related meetings, 
assessment, etc. 

3) Unusual Circumstances. Establish a process for considering case-by-case circumstances for 
teachers who have students with unusual time-consuming needs and the goal of 
maintaining the students in their home school or BCPS school.  

4) OSE Collaboration. Ensure that the process for resolving staffing concerns consistently 
includes collaboration with and advice from OSE.  

5) Communication. Ensure that school-based staff members are aware of the process for 
resolving staffing concerns. 

a. Case Management. With a group of OSE and school-based representatives knowledgeable 
about current case management responsibilities and how they are allocated, develop 
expectations for this process. Include a full description of case management duties and how 
they are to be allocated, considering the following: 

1) Caps. The maximum number of students that may be assigned to a case manager. Take into 
consideration students who may have unusual needs, including students in foster care that 
are highly mobile and have agency caseworkers. 

2) Current Teachers. The importance of having current teachers of students act as case 
managers with explicit exceptions, e.g., long-term relationship of teacher to student no 

                                                           

118 These ratios are not reflective of published BCPS policy, but of actual staff to student count.  While it 
is not the intended ratio set by OSE, these ratios represent the result of current staff allocation 
practices.      
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longer in teacher’s class.  

c. Mentors. Ensure that first year special educators and others who may have a need receive 
mentoring from an experienced educator who has experiences similar to the mentee or 
knowledge and skills that will be relevant to the mentee’s circumstances. 

d. Additional Assistants. Review the procedure and documentation required for considering a 
student’s need for additional adult assistance. Ensure that the process and required 
documentation is clearly described and:  

1) Schedules. Takes into account the student’s schedule and when assistance is required 
during the day to coordinate, as appropriate, with assistance for other students.  

2) Knowledgeable Representative. Includes an OSE representative with relevant knowledge/ 
skills to observe the student during the circumstances requiring assistance, and discuss 
with school staff existing school resources and any reconfiguration of them to meet the 
student’s need.  

3) Fading. Shows how the student will be supported to become less reliant on adult 
assistance and more independent with self-advocacy and other skills.  

For more information, see Alternatives to Overreliance on Paraprofessionals in Inclusive 
Schools.119 (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

e. Payment for Assistants during Student Absences. Clarify the basis for assistant pay, and 
procedures to follow when students are absent. Consider the mobility of assistants when 
determining whether assistants may be paid for other duties during student absences, and 
when they are not required for a specific period of time to assist one or more students. (See 
Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

f. IEP Chairpersons. With OSE, school, fiscal and legal representatives, review and revise as 
necessary existing expectations for IEP chairpersons. As part of this process, consider the 
following issues. 

1) Designation Parameters. When determining the various positions that may be used to carry 
out the role of an IEP chairperson, consider the typical knowledge of individuals in those 
positions relevant to carrying out all IEP chairperson responsibilities and the need for 
additional and continual training for this purpose.  

2) Commitment of Resources. Define which positions have the knowledge of resources that 
are not currently at a school and would have the authority to commit them at the student’s 
current or other school. It is a common school district practice to have procedures that 
require external personnel having knowledge of resources not currently at a school to take 
part in the IEP as the chairperson to communicate and be able to commit those resources. 
As part of this process, there are accountability considerations for circumstances in which 
the procedures are not followed.  (See also Recommendation 5.n. regarding the placement 
process.) 

3) Incidence of Students & Unusual Needs. Consider reasonable ranges of student 
populations, and any unusual needs, e.g., students in foster care, that would enable an IEP 
chairperson to carry out his/her chairperson and other responsibilities.  
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4)  Reduced Caseloads. For department heads and other special educators serving as an IEP 
chairperson, consider the impact on other special educators when caseloads are reduced 
but his/her position continues to be counted in the school’s staff ratios. If economically 
feasible, take the personnel portion for reduced caseloads out of staffing ratios.  Determine 
if adding a  

5) Mobility. Address the mobility rate of IEP chairpersons; the impact mobility has on 
knowledge and training; and measures that could be taken to increase retention rates.  

6) Assistant Principals.  Revisit whether the Assistant Principal is suited for this role at the 
elementary level.  Determine if funding could be reallocated at the District level to create a 
universal, dedicated position for this role across all elementary schools.  

a. Sufficient Related Services Personnel. Review the ratios included in the report to ensure they 
meet the District’s expectations for the role of each area. Have the Human Resources and OSE 
consider any areas with vacancies, including those mentioned in the PCG study; review current 
strategies, including reimbursement rates, and expected outcomes; and revise them if necessary 
to ensure they are sufficiently aggressive and comprehensive. Every month or two have Human 
Resources and OSE meet to review any continuing vacancies or substitutes needed for 
personnel on leave, e.g., behavior interventionists, and to revise recruitment strategies as 
needed. Consider the use of a personnel pool with varying areas of expertise that could be 
called on to fill vacancies or substitute for personnel on leave. 

b. Scheduling Related Services. With representatives of related services personnel and schools, 
discuss the issue of scheduling related services, the extent to which they are provided in/out of 
general education classes, and the relative values of and best-practice circumstances for each 
approach. Based on these discussions, establish written expectations regarding scheduling and 
effective models. 

(See Recommendation 12 regarding leadership, planning, professional learning, and accountability). 

11. IEP DEVELOPMENT. With OSE, school, legal and technology representatives, consider various 
aspects relevant to the development of IEPs to make the process more efficient. (See 
Recommendation 13 regarding a standard operating procedural manual for special education.)  

a. Time. Based on an informal survey of personnel that develop IEPs, consider the average length 
of time necessary for various purposes and, if excessive, take steps to address the concern. 

b. IEP Snapshot. Develop an IEP Snapshot that would provide a streamlined document that gives 
essential information for instruction and support to teachers and other personnel who have no 
need for a full IEP to implement required services. 

c. IEP Components. Address focus group participant concerns regarding: the development of 
standards-based goals; the goal bank and inclusion of items relevant for preschool children; the 
supplementary aids/services menu and inclusion of items relevant for students in day school 
centers; and automatic calculation of/showing the actual percentage of time students are in 
general education settings in TIENET and on the IEP. 

d. Migration of Data. Address the perception of focus group participants that STARS data does not 
fully migrate to TIENET, which results in the need for duplicative data entry; or whether there is 
data within TIENET that requires duplicate entry. If necessary, share with users an explanation of 
the migration process and reasons for any data that appears to need duplicative entry. 
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e. Training. Review the current offering of training, including additional training for TIENET users 
needing more assistance, to ensure that it is sufficient to enable staff to use the electronic 
system as intended and in a time efficient manner. 

12. FISCAL MATTERS. Various recommendations if implemented would enable BCPS to reallocate 
costs and provide improved instruction and support for students with IEPs, and take steps to 
ensure that documentation for all Medicaid eligible services for all Medicaid eligible students and 
revenue is fully realized. These recommendations include the following: 

5.c.  Configuration of services (in home school); 

5.d.  Support for positive behavior; 

5.g.  Consultation for students with challenging needs; 

5.k.  Day school placement criteria; 

5.m.  Transportation options; 

9.a.1).  Overall special educator and paraeducator/assistant ratios;  

9.d.  Additional assistants 

VI. Accountability for Desired Results 

13. LEADERSHIP, PLANNING, PROFESSIONAL LEARNING & ACCOUNTABILITY. Charge the deputy 
superintendent with oversight responsibility for the development/implementation of MTSS; and 
increased inclusivity and improved educational outcomes for students with IEPs. As the academic 
team’s direct report, the deputy superintendent is able to bring together all departmental entities 
and school leaders necessary to plan and implement these initiatives. Although operations and 
communications are also components that are important for success, viewing these initiatives as a 
major educational focus for the District and garnering the academic team’s resources is essential. 

a. Planning Process. Develop an implementation plan that is based on input from individuals 
representing every educational unit (e.g., assistant superintendents, special education and 
student support services, curriculum and instruction, Title I, ESOL, gifted/talented, etc.), 
schools, and the community. Based on the various components and focus of the plan under 
discussion, bring together BCPS administrators, teachers and other stakeholders with expertise, 
as well as other relevant personnel responsible for, e.g., finances, operations, and 
communications, to develop a three-year overall plan that would carry out the District’s 
expectations. Embed relevant components in the District’s Blueprint document. Consider 
including in the plan the following provisions. 

b. Timeframe. Develop an expedited two-to-three year overall district-wide plan with phased in 
components for implementation.  

c. Map of Current Resources, Gaps & Needs. Map current evidence-based universal screening 
tools, progress monitoring tools, interventions, other school-based material (e.g., assistive 
technology) and human resources, etc., and any gaps between those and what each school 
would need to give every student access to evidence-based multi-tiered interventions that 
would meet their academic and social/emotional, and positive behavior needs. As stated in the 
MSDE’s RtI Guidance: “*e+nsure that the necessary resources are available for the 
implementation of the response to intervention practices. Resources should include financial 
support for program implementation, professional development, methods to assess fidelity, 
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and appropriate human resources.” 120  Ensure that these interventions include those 
appropriate for all subgroups of students. (See Recommendation 11 regarding fiscal matters.) 

d. Assessment of Student Progress. As part of the above mapping process, review the tools 
currently in use to assess the extent to which students are benefitting from MTSS and specially 
designed instruction/related services and establish expectations regarding regular collection, 
and problem solving.   

e. Data. Address ways in which the various data components included in these recommendations 
and the state performance indicators for special education will be collected and assessed as 
part of BCPS’s system of accountability.    

f. Professional Learning. Based on the expectations for MTSS implementation, the revised IDEA 
Manual/Guide to Inclusive Education, and other areas in these recommendations that require 
professional learning for effective implementation, plan a differentiated professional learning 
program for all affected educators, paraeducators, assistants, etc. As referenced in Blueprint 
2.0, at 1.E.2., infuse the revised framework into ongoing, job-embedded training including new 
teacher induction and leadership development. As part of this planning process consider the 
following provisions. 

1) National Standards. Have the professional learning activities be consistent with national 
Learning First standards.121       

2) Toolkits. Through a web-based instructional toolkit, include: all aspects of MTSS, including 
models/examples for the master schedules to support implementation; inclusive education, 
and evidence-based specially designed instruction; collaboration and co-planning; progress 
monitoring; research showing the benefits of inclusive instruction; etc. Include in the 
toolkits videos, webinars, and facilitate WebEx meetings to maximize communication and 
collaboration. 

3) Intervention Models & Scheduling. Identify schools that have developed effective schedules 
for: MTSS implementation and for most students with IEPs (including those with more 
complex needs) who are educated effectively in general education classes for most of the 
school day; and scheduled time for general/special educators, related services personnel, 
and paraeducators/assistants to collaborate and co-plan. With staff from these schools, 
develop processes that may be replicated or improved by other schools. 

4) Cross-Functional Training. Initiate cross-function training of administrators and other school 
support groups from every educational division to expand their knowledge and ability to 
support school-based personnel.  

5) Mandated Training. Consider mandating training and other approaches if necessary to 
ensure that staff members needing professional development receive it for specific 
purposes.   
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 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. 

http://www.learningforward.org/news/sparksbook/sparksbook.pdf
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6) Paraprofessionals/Assistants. Mandate professional learning for paraprofessionals/ 
assistants and provide it in a differentiated and targeted manner for the personnel and 
students for whom they are responsible, and determine how the training will be offered to 
enable the paraprofessionals/ assistants to attend. For further information, see for example, 
Paraprofessionals: The “Sous-Chefs of Literacy Instruction.122 

7) Interschool Collaboration. Establish ways for school personnel to share across schools their 
successful practices and to problem-solve solutions, including the identification of 
demonstration schools of excellence, use of exemplary school-based personnel to include as 
trainers, informal common time for guided discussion, communicating use of Wiki, etc. (See 
Recommendation 5.f. for identifying exemplary practices/schools, and knowledgeable BCPS 
school-based personnel who may be called on to supplement training and support.) 

i. Principals/IEP Chairperson Training & Discussion. Consider establishing opportunities 
throughout the year for principals and their IEP chairpersons to meet by grade level with 
OSE representatives to discuss and address issues of concerns and receive information 
relevant to their responsibilities for special education. 

8) 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.         

9) 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 would benefit from feedback from 
individuals able to analyze the situation, and give meaningful suggestions for instruction and 
use of staff.  

g. Accountability. Ensure that BCPS’s system of accountability includes expectations for 
implementing the core curriculum within an MTSS framework, increasing inclusivity and 
improved achievement for students with IEPs, and making decisions based on applicable 
procedures. 

1) Expectations. Establish, communicate, support, and monitor clear written 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, paraeducator, and related-service 
personnel evaluations.  

2) Walk Through Protocols. Ensure that school walk-through protocols include sufficient 
provisions to observe and address relevant MTSS elements.  

3) School Improvement Planning. Have schools incorporate activities into their school 
improvement plans that would enable them to meet these expectations.  

4) Blueprint 2.0. Embed in the next revision of Blueprint 2.0 and its matrices, or though other 
means, the collection of data relevant to measuring progress related to the implementation 
of these recommendations.  
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14. SPECIAL EDUCATION MANUAL. Develop a single standard operating procedural manual (Manual) 
for special education that includes the procedural issues included in the above recommendations 
and those referenced below. (See Recommendation 5a for combining information from the IDEA 
Manual and the Guide to Inclusive Education to have one electronic web-based document that 
promotes common language, understanding and usage of district-wide expectations for the area of 
special education.)     

a. Amended IEPs. Revise BCPS’s procedure that requires a full IEP team meeting for every 
amendment rather than the IDEA and MSDE allowable provision that enables the District and 
parent to agree to an amendment without a full IEP team meeting. As part of this change, OSE 
can require documentation showing that the District and parent agree to amend the IEP without 
a meeting, what the amendment would be, and whether the parent wants a copy of the fully 
revised IEP or amended provision only. 

b. Compensatory Services. Have OSE investigate with BCPS’s special education attorney if MSDE 
requires the strict compensatory education interpretation that was shared by focus group 
participants, and any other options available for the IEP team to consider when addressing this 
issue. 

c. Medication. Clarify that although BCPS staff members are not permitted to recommend the use 
of medication, the IEP is to reference the administration of medication for a student when 
medical documentation shows that it is appropriate as a related health service.  

d. Electronic Format. Considering publishing the standard operating procedure manual for special 
education on the OSE website so that it is available to all stakeholders. An electronic version of 
the manual would allow for links to important information (e.g., more in depth information, 
resources, an automated table of contents, etc.) and would facilitate the document’s readability, 
usage, and modification based on new information or additional resources.  Ensure that staff is 
available to update the Manual regularly with current information. Provide differentiated 
training to BCPS personnel to orient them to the Manual’s organization and usage as a resource. 
Work with parent representatives to develop training modules for parents, with possible short 
brochures or other information that would present the material in a meaningful manner. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A. PCG Security and Confidentiality Policy for Protected Data 

Public Consulting Group (PCG) is committed to ensuring the security and confidentiality of data that is 
entrusted to it by its clients and others, including “protected health information” under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (“HIPAA”), “education records” under the Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (“FERPA”), and other data that is confidential under other applicable 
laws, regulations, contracts, or ethical standards (collectively, “Protected Data”). 

This policy codifies PCG practices and procedures relating to the security and confidentiality of Protected 
Data. All PCG employees are expected to read, understand, and comply with this policy. For purposes of 
this policy, the term “security” relates to external threats to Protected Data, such as fire and theft. The 
term “confidentiality” relates to improper use and disclosure of Protected Data. 

Questions regarding this policy may be directed to the appropriate manager or to PCG Legal Counsel. 

A. BASIC PRINCIPLES 

1. PCG will maintain and use appropriate administrative, physical, and technical safeguards to 
reasonably protect the security, integrity, and confidentiality of Protected Data. 

2. PCG will not disclose Protected Data to any employee, contractor, or other person unless that person 
has executed an appropriate agreement relating to the security and confidentiality of the Protected 
Data. 

3. PCG will not use or disclose the Protected Data except as authorized in writing by the source of the 
Protected Data. 

4. PCG will immediately investigate any reported breach of its security and confidentiality safeguards. If 
a breach is confirmed, PCG will notify the source of the Protected Data, and will take appropriate steps 
to correct the problem and to mitigate any harm. 

B. SECURITY SYSTEMS 

1. PCG utilizes physical and electronic systems to secure Protected Data. Physical systems include 
building access controls. Electronic systems include computer passwords, firewalls, virus detection 
software, and encryption. Employees are prohibited from bypassing these systems. 

2. The Director of Information Technology Services maintains detailed procedures for PCG electronic 
security systems, including how the HIPAA Security Rule is addressed, and is responsible for electronic 
security awareness and training. 

C. PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

For each project that involves the use of Protected Data, the Project Manager is responsible for ensuring 
and documenting compliance with: (a) the security and confidentiality requirements that are contained 
in the contracts under which Protected Data is made available to PCG for the project; and (b) this policy. 

1. Project documents. For each project that involves the use of Protected Data, required project 
documents include the following: (a) this policy; (b) a HIPAA “business associate” agreement or other 
written agreement with each source of Protected Data, pertaining to the use and disclosure of that 
Protected Data; (c) agreements with any project contractors and other non-PCG individuals or entities 
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relating to the use or disclosure of Protected Data that they did not provide; and (d) the Protected Data 
itself. 

2. Security of Electronic Protected Data. The Project Manager will consult as necessary with the Director 
of Information Technology Services with respect to the security of Protected Data that is held or used in 
electronic form. This includes encryption, the availability of secure data storage facilities, the use of 
computers and laptops, and the disposition of Protected Data at the end of a project (pursuant to the 
Project Record Retention Plan). 

3. Security of Non-Electronic Protected Data. The Project Manager will consult as necessary with the 
appropriate office manager and Practice Area Director with respect to the security of Protected Data 
that is held or used in non-electronic form. This includes ensuring the availability of secure data storage 
facilities, and the disposition of the Protected Data after the expiration of the contract (pursuant to the 
Project Record Retention Plan). 

4. Use of Protected Data. Protected Data may be used only for the specific purpose(s) for which it was 
made available to PCG, as documented in a HIPAA Business Associate Agreement or other written 
agreement with the entity that made the data available, or as may be required by law. To the extent 
that Protected Data is used or disclosed “as required by law,” rather than pursuant to the documented 
agreement with the source of the Protected Data, that use or disclosure will be documented in the 
project file. 

5. Access to Protected Data. Access within PCG to Protected Data is limited to PCG employees and 
contractors who require such access for purposes of a project for which the Protected Data was 
provided. Protected Data must not be discussed or made accessible outside a secure environment. 

6. Transmission of Protected Data. Protected Data may be transmitted only in a way that protects its 
security and confidentiality. For non-electronic data, this includes the use of a delivery service that 
allows packages to be tracked. For electronic data, this includes encryption. 

D. TRAINING 

1. Training. PCG will make available to its employees appropriate training relating to the security and 
confidentiality of Protected Data. To the extent appropriate, the training will focus on new 
developments and use actual scenarios. All PCG employees are required to complete such training. 

2. Temporary employees. Training requirements apply as well to temporary employees who may have 
access to Protected Data. 

3. Subcontractors and contractors. Training requirements may apply as well to subcontractors and other 
PCG contractors, depending on the nature of their work. 

E. PERSONNEL RESPONSIBILITIES 

All PCG employees have responsibilities relating to this policy. 

1. Every PCG employee is responsible for understanding the policy, complying with the policy, and 
reporting violations of the policy to an appropriate supervisor or to PCG Legal Counsel. Every PCG 
employee is required to read and acknowledge this policy before having access to Protected Data, and 
to sign an acknowledgement form. The executed acknowledgement form will be kept in the employee’s 
personnel file. 

2. Project Managers are responsible for ensuring compliance with the policy on the project, including by 
any temporary employees and contractors. In the event of a breach of security or confidentiality, the 
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Project Manager is responsible for notifying PCG Legal Counsel and for taking the steps recommended 
by Legal Counsel to notify the source of the Protected Data, to correct the problem, and to mitigate any 
harm. 

3. PCG Legal Counsel is responsible for implementing and maintaining the compliance program, for 
addressing reports of violations, and for reporting directly to senior management on the reported 
violations and other aspects of the compliance program. Legal Counsel also will answer employee 
questions regarding compliance or ethics issues. Temporary employees, subcontractors, and other 
contractors also are subject to this policy, except as indicated under Section C (Training). 

F. REPORTS OF VIOLATIONS 

1. Reports. Employees are to report violations of the policy to their supervisors, who will promptly notify 
PCG Legal Counsel, or directly to PCG Legal Counsel. 

2. Confidentiality. Reports to Legal Counsel may be made on a confidential basis by calling the PCG 
Compliance Hotline, at x1129. 

3. Response. Legal Counsel will log each report of non-compliance, will address each report, and 
periodically will report to senior management on each violation and its disposition. 

4. Retaliation. Employees making a good faith report of non-compliance will not be retaliated against on 
account of the report. 

5. Documentation. Reports of violations relating to a project will be documented in writing, and will be 
included in the project file as a project document along with documentation of the corrective actions 
taken, with an appropriate level of documentation also sent to the Director of Human Resources. 

G. EVALUATIONS 

1. Adherence to this policy, including the fulfillment of training requirements and the timely reporting 
and proper handling of violations, will be elements of employee performance evaluations. 

2. The exit interview for employees leaving PCG will ask whether the employee was aware of any 
violations of this policy, and any reports will be investigated by Legal Counsel. 

H. MONITORING 

Legal Counsel and the Director of Quality Assurance will monitor the operation of this policy, and will 
recommend and implement any necessary modifications. 

I. DOCUMENTATION 

PCG will keep appropriate documentation relating to this policy. Documentation includes the project 
documentation required in Section C, the acknowledgments referenced in Section D, and the reports of 
violations and corrective actions referenced in Section F. 

FERPA COMPLIANCE POLICY 

In the course of providing contract services to education agencies, PCG gains access to confidential 
student information as necessary to perform the contracted services. PCG is committed to ensuring the 
security and confidentiality of the student information it receives, specifically, information contained in 
“education records” that must be protected from improper disclosure under the Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act (“FERPA”). PCG’s commitment to protect the confidentiality of student 
information is memorialized in this FERPA Compliance Policy. 
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All PCG employees and subcontractors with access to confidential student information are expected to 
read, understand, and comply with the FERPA Compliance Policy.  

Questions regarding this Policy may be directed to the appropriate manager, Compliance Counsel for 
the Education Services Practice Area (ESPA), or to PCG’s Corporate Counsel. Individuals are also 
encouraged to review the FERPA federal regulations codified at 34 CFR Part 99. 

A. DEFINITIONS FOR PURPOSES OF THIS POLICY 

1. “Disclosure” or “disclose” means to permit access to or the release, transfer, or other communication 
of personally identifiable information contained in education records by any means, including oral, 
written, or electronic means, to any party except the party identified as the party that provided or 
created the record 

2. “Education records” means, with specified exceptions, those records that are (1) directly related to a 
student; and (2) maintained by an educational agency or institution or by a party acting for the agency 
or institution.  

3. “Improper disclosure” means the use or disclosure of personally identifiable student information for 
any purpose not authorized by the client that provided PCG with the information.  

4. “Personally identifiable information” or “confidential information” means 

 the student’s name, 

 the name of the student’s parent or other family member, 

 the address of the student or student’s family, 

 a personal identifier, such as the student’s social security number or student number,  

 a list of personal characteristics that would make the student’s identity easily traceable, or 

 any other information that would make the student’s identity easily traceable. 

B. PCG’S FERPA COMPLIANCE STANDARDS 

1. PCG maintains and uses appropriate administrative, physical, and technical security systems to 
reasonably protect personally identifiable student information from improper disclosure. 

2. PCG does not allow access to personally identifiable student information to any employee or 
subcontractor unless that individual has reviewed and signed the Acknowledgment of the PCG 
FERPA Compliance Policy, which contains the individual’s agreement to protect student 
information from improper disclosure. (Note: Execution of the Acknowledgment of Security and 
Confidentiality Policy for Protected Data form satisfies the signature requirement.) 

3. PCG uses or discloses personally identifiable student information only as authorized by the client 
that provides PCG with access to the information as permitted by FERPA regulations.   

4. PCG will immediately investigate any reported breach of its security and confidentiality 
safeguards. If a breach is confirmed, PCG will notify the LEA or SEA source of the student 
information, and will take appropriate steps to correct the problem and to mitigate any harm. 

C.  SECURITY SYSTEMS 

1. PCG utilizes physical and electronic systems to secure student information. Physical systems include 
building access controls. Electronic systems include computer passwords, firewalls, virus detection 
software, and encryption. Employees are prohibited from bypassing these systems. 
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2. The Director of Information Technology Services maintains detailed procedures for PCG electronic 
security systems, including how the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) Security 
Rule is addressed, and is responsible for electronic security awareness and training. 

D. PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

1. For each project that involves the use of personally identifiable student information, the Project 
Manager is responsible for ensuring and documenting compliance with: (a) the security and 
confidentiality requirements that are contained in the contracts under which personally identifiable 
student information is made available to PCG for the project; and (b) this Policy.  

2. For each project that involves the use of personally identifiable student information, required project 
documents include the following: (a) this Policy; (b) agreements with any project subcontractors relating 
to the use or disclosure of personally identifiable student information; and (c) each employee’s and 
subcontractor’s signed Acknowledgment of the PCG FERPA Compliance Policy. 

3. The Project Manager will consult, as necessary, with the Director of Information Technology Services 
with respect to the security of personally identifiable student information that is held or used in 
electronic form. This includes encryption, the availability of secure data storage facilities, the use of 
computers and laptops, and the disposition of personally identifiable student information at the end of a 
project. 

4. The Project Manager will consult, as necessary, with the appropriate office manager and Practice Area 
Director with respect to the security of personally identifiable student information that is held or used in 
non-electronic form. This includes ensuring the availability of secure data storage facilities and the 
disposition of the personally identifiable student information after the expiration of the contract. 

5. Personally identifiable student information may be used only for the specific purpose(s) for which it 
was made available to PCG, as documented in a written agreement with the entity that made the 
information available or as otherwise authorized in writing by that entity. The agreement is maintained 
by the Project Manager. 

6. Access within PCG to personally identifiable student information is limited to PCG employees and 
subcontractors who require such access for purposes of the project for which the personally identifiable 
student information was provided. Personally identifiable student information must not be discussed or 
made accessible outside of a secure environment. 

7. Personally identifiable student information may be transmitted only in a way that protects its security 
and confidentiality. For non-electronic data, this includes the use of a delivery service that allows 
packages to be tracked. For electronic data, this includes encryption. 

E. FERPA COMPLIANCE TRAINING 

PCG will make available to its permanent and temporary employees, as well as subcontractors, training 
relating to FERPA compliance. To the extent appropriate, the training will focus on new developments 
and use actual scenarios. All PCG employees and subcontractors are required to complete such training. 

F. PERSONNEL RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. Every PCG employee and subcontractor is responsible for understanding the FERPA Compliance 
Policy, complying with the Policy, and reporting suspected violations of the Policy to an appropriate 
supervisor or to PCG Legal Counsel. Every PCG employee and subcontractor is required to read the 
Policy before having access to personally identifiable student information, and to sign the 
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Acknowledgment of the PCG Compliance Policy. The employee’s executed Acknowledgment will be 
verified by the Project Manager or the individual’s immediate supervisor and kept in the employee’s 
personnel file maintained by the Human Resources Department. The subcontractor’s executed 
Acknowledgment will be verified by the Project Manager. 

2. Project Managers are responsible for ensuring compliance with the Policy on the project, including 
temporary employees and contractors. In the event of a breach of security or confidentiality, the Project 
Manager is responsible for notifying the ESPA Compliance Counsel and for taking the steps 
recommended by Counsel to notify the source of the personally identifiable student information, to 
correct the problem, and to mitigate any harm. 

3. The ESPA Compliance Counsel is responsible for implementing and maintaining the compliance 
program, for addressing reports of violations, and for reporting directly to senior management on the 
reported violations and other aspects of the compliance program. Counsel will answer employee 
questions regarding compliance or ethics issues.  Temporary employees, subcontractors, and other 
contractors also are subject to this Policy, except as indicated under Section C (Training). 

G. REPORTS OF VIOLATIONS 

1. Employees shall report suspected violations of the Policy to their supervisors, who will promptly 
notify PCG Legal Counsel, or directly to PCG Legal Counsel. 

2. Reports to Legal Counsel may be made on a confidential basis by calling the PCG Compliance Hotline, 
at 617-426-2026 x1129. 

3. Legal Counsel will log each report of non-compliance, will address each report, and periodically will 
report to senior management on each violation and its disposition. 

4. Employees making a good faith report of non-compliance will not be retaliated against on account of 
the report. 

5. Reports of violations relating to a project will be documented in writing, and will be included in the 
project file as a project document along with documentation of the corrective actions taken, with an 
appropriate level of documentation also sent to the Director of Human Resources. 

H. EVALUATIONS 

1. Adherence to this Policy, including the fulfillment of training requirements and the timely reporting 
and proper handling of violations will be elements of employee performance evaluations. 

2. The exit interview for employees leaving PCG will ask whether the employee was aware of any 
violations of this Policy, and any reports will be investigated by ESPA Compliance Counsel. 

I. MONITORING 

ESPA Compliance Counsel, in conjunction with PCG’s Corporate Legal Counsel, will monitor the 
operation of this Policy, and will recommend and implement any necessary modifications. 
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Appendix B. Data Provided by the District 

1. For all enrolled BCPS students (with & without IEPs), the number of: 

a. All students 

i. Students by race/ethnicity   

b. Same by grade level  

i. Students who are in foster care 

ii. Same by grade level  

iii. Same as c.i. by race/ethnicity 

c. Students who are English language learners 

2. The number of all BCPS students w/IEPs & by by disability areas:   

a. The number of all BCPS students w/IEPs by race/ethnicity   

b. The number of all BCPS students w/IEPs by students in foster care 

i. Same by grade level  

ii. Same as b. by race/ethnicty 

c. The number of all BCPS students w/IEPs who are English language learners 

3. Number of total enrolled students & students w/IEPs by school  

a. Number of total enrolled students & students w/IEPs for students in foster care 

b. For students in foster care, number of students by school (with & without IEPs) 

4. For students referred for an initial special education evaluation (2011-12) 

a. Total number of students referred 

b. Of students referred, number with completed evaluations by grade level. 

c. Of number completed, number found eligible for an evaluation by grade level. 

d. Of those found eligible, the number of eligible students by disability area & by grade level.  

5. Performance. Percentage of students with/without IEPs meeting/exceeding proficient standard in 
reading and math performance for the last school year.   

6. Graduation. Number of students with/without IEPs who graduated with a regular diploma.  

7. Drop-out.  Number of students with/without IEPs who have dropped out of school. 

8. Suspensions/Dismissals/Expulsions. For students with/without IEPs, number suspended for total 
school days last school year & by grade level. 

9. Educational Settings (least restrictive environment). 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 the numbers:  

a. For all students with IEPs  

10. Home School. Number of students by grade level attending/not attending home school. 

11. Special Programs. For all students in special programs, the number: 

a. By grade level & school 

b. Number of special program classes by grade level & school 
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12. Advanced Classes. Number of students with IEPs by each advanced class. 

13. Staffing.  Number of FTE staff (including contractual) in the following areas: 
a. Special education teacher 
b. Paraprofessional + assistants for students with IEPs 
c. Psychologists 
d. Social Workers 
e. Nurses 
f. Occupational Therapists 
g. Physical Therapists 
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Appendix C. Documents Provided by the District 

 Realizing the Vision: Master Plan 2011-2012 

 The Guide For Inclusive Education 

 Blueprint 2.0: Our Way Forward 

 Student Eligibility Form for Students Identified with a Disability Under Section 504 

 Changing Behaviors 2.0: Implementing Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (PPT) 

 Monitoring Students with 504 Plans at the Secondary Level (3/18/13 PPT) 

 Interventions to Address Challenging Behaviors in the Classroom (PBIS Training Summer 2012 
PPT) 

 PS 107: BCPS Teaming Model: Student Support Team 

 PS 114: Procedures for Providing Accommodations and Services to Students Under Section 504 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

 PS 122: Student Behavior Plans 

 RtI SSS Flowchart 

 SST Meeting Participants Form 

 SST Parent Notification of Meeting 

 SST Permission for Assessment Form 

 SST Referral Form 

 SST Student Support Plan 

 SST Summary Form 

 SST Training – New Administrator Academy (7/17/12 PPT) 

 SST Training for SST Chairs (9/25/12 PPT) 

 SST Teacher Input Form 

 Systematic Academic and Behavior Planning Supports Classroom Instruction (10/18/12 PPT) 

 PBIS Team Leaders and Coaches Training (12/3/12 PPT) 

 Independent Evaluation of the Baltimore County Public Schools Special Education Program 
(Barber Report), May 2004 

 BCPS Evaluation of Special Education (Barber Report) Executive Summary May 2004 – Exhibit C 

 Baltimore County Public Schools Curriculum Mini-Audit (10/18/12) 

 A Curriculum Management Audit of Baltimore County Public School District (Phi Delta Kappa 
International, February 2007) 

 PDK-CMSI Curriculum Management Audit for the Improvement of the Baltimore County Public 
Schools Executive Summary  

 ESY Guidelines  

 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Implementation Manual 
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 Documentation Requirements for Progress Monitoring and Behavior Interventions – 
Countywide IEP Team Chair Training (September 2012 PPT) 

 Determinations: Manifestation & Eligibility – Countywide IEP Team Chair Training (February 
2013 PPT) 

 The Three R’s: Revocation, Reevaluation, and Restraint – Countywide IEP Team Chair Training 
(November 2011 PPT) 

 Special Education Draft Staffing Plan for 2013-2014 

 12-13 Special Education Programs 

 Funding Agreement between BCPS and Classroom Partnership with Trellis Services, Inc. FY 2013 

 MSDE Partnership Progress Report between BCPS and The Trellis School, 2/11/13 

 Campfield and Trellis Services, Inc. Partnership (7/10/12) 

 Trellis Services Inc – Consultative Classrooms Expected Outcomes, Year 1 

 White Oak 6th Grade Expansion Proposal 2012-2013 

 FALS CALS Brochure 

 Support for Transition to Post-Secondary Activities & Education, March 2013 

 Job Description: Infants and Toddlers Team Leader 

 Position Description: Resource Teacher, Nonpublic Placement  

 Class Specification: Personal Assistant 

 Job Description: Special Education Teacher  

 Transition Facilitator Team Breakdown 

 Instructional Delivery Model for Inclusive Classrooms – 2013 Summer Academies 

 Sample Summer Academy – Birth to Five 

 Sample Summer Academy – EC 

 BCPS Professional Development Cycle Year Long Plan Management 

 PCR-219-11: Counseling Services for Intensity V Program, Catholic Charities Child and Family 
Services Submission (4/12/11) 

 MSDE SPP & APR Review for BCPS 2008 

 MSDE SPP & APR Review for BCPS 2009 

 MSDE SPP & APR Review for BCPS 2010 

 MSDE SPP & APR Review for BCPS 2012 

 MSDE SPP & APR Review for BCPS 2013 

 2011-2012 Special Ed Audit 

 2012-2013 Special Ed Audit 

 Sped Audit 2011-2012 Requests 

 Sped Audit 2012-2013 Requests 

 FY14 Board Proposed Operating Budget 
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 Special Education Expenses by Account, 2/28/13 

 Additional Assistants Expenditures, 2007-2012 

 Additional Assistants Narrative 

 Nonpublic Placement Financial Report, 2/28/13 

 Nonpublic Placement Projections, 2/28/13 

 Special Education vs. General Education Costs, FY2005-2012 

 4-122 Foster Care Expense 

 Autism Partnership Contract 

 IT Contractor Fees 

 IT Contracts 

 IT Therapist Contracts 

 IT Therapist Fees 

 Nonpublic Facility Contracts 

 Psychological Services Contracts 

 Related Services Contract 

 Speech and Audiologist Certification Fees 

 Infants & Toddlers Grant, 8/10/12 

 Behavior Intervention Plan Sample Form 

 Child Find Referral Sample Form 

 Manifestation Determination Team Summary 

 Eligibility Determination Sample Form 

 Functional Behavioral Assessment Sample Form 

 IEP Team Forms 

 IEP Acknowledgement Sample Form 

 LRE Document  

 Notice of Documents Provided to Parents Sample Form 

 Parent Notification of IEP Team Meeting 

 Initial Referral to IEP Team Sample Form 

 Related Services Request Sample Form 

 RtI Document 

 Request for Special Transportation Sample Form 

 MD Sample IEP 

 Transition Sample Forms 

 IEP Team Observation Questions Document, 3/12/13 

 Most Common Compliance Errors Document, 3/12/13 
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 Observation of IEP Implementation Document, 3/12/13 

 Initial Report Flowchart, 3/12/13 

 PRASP Procedures, 3/12/13 

 PRASP Record Review Checklist, 3/12/13 

 PRASP Student Interview Questions, 3/12/13 

 Questions Posed in A Special Education Program Review, 3/12/13 

 Sample Memorandum School Audit Report, 3/12/13 

 Sample Special Education Compliance Action Plan, 3/12/13 

 Technical Assistance Available Through OSE Compliance Department, 3/12/13 

 What is a Program Review, 3/12/13 

 Table of Contents for Program Review and Support Process Binder, 3/12/13 

 BCPS Office of Special Education Organizational Chart 

 BCPS Superintendent of Schools Organizational Chart 

 The Baltimore County Public Schools Organizational Chart 
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Appendix D. Staffing Survey Results 
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Agawam Public Schools 4,347 15% 656 39 17 112 100 7 44 15 44 290 3 219 1449 

Atlanta Public Schools 43,443 11% 4,950 431 11 101 224 22 194 65 76 688 22 225 1975 

Arlington VA Pub Sch 21231 13.9% 2952 343 8.6 62 262 11 81 38 77 574 22 134 923 
Austin Pub S D 84676 10% 8,062 772.5 10.4 110 824 9.7 103 70.5 114 1201   34.6 233 2447 
Baltimore City Publ Sch 82,824 16% 12,866 1,121 12 74 620 21 134 92 140 901 NA NA NA 
Baltimore County P Sch 107,033 11.4% 12,127 1025.4 11.8 104 2305* 5.26 46 187.5 65 571 85.3 142 1254 
Boston Public Schools 54,966 21% 11,534 1200 10 47 800 14 70 147 78 383 48 240 1173 

Bellevue, WA SD 18,883 10.3% 1,947 82.7 23.5 228 118.6 16.4 159 17.4 112 1085 17.3 112.5 1092 
Bridgeport, CT 20,300 14.3% 2,618 204 13 100 254 10 80 25 105 812 33 79 615 
Cambridge Publ Schools 6,000 20% 1,200 176 7 35 103 12 59 20 60 300 22 55 273 
Carpentersville 19,844 15.8% 3,139 227  13.8 87 380 8.3 52 43 73 461 28 112 708 
Chicago Pub Sch 404,151    12% 50,566 3,753   13.5 108  3,479 14.5 145 374 135 1081 224 223 1796 
Clark Cty School Dist 309,476 10% 32,167 2,247 15 138 1,346 24 230 299 108 1036 180 179 1720 
Cleve Hts-UnivHtsCty 6,000 18% 1,100 83 14 73 58 19 104 7 158 858 8 NA NA 
Compton CA Unified SD 26,703 11.2% 2981 126 28 256 118 25 226 5 596 5341 14 213 1907 
D.C. Public Schools 48,991 18% 8,603 669 13 74 653 14 76 90 96 545 78 111 629 
Davenport Comm Sch 15,302 12% 1,857 188 10 82 287 7 54 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Deer Valley Unified SD 36,086 9% 3,289 190 18 190 229 15 158 49 68 737 108 31 335 
Denver Public Schools 78,352 12% 9,142 592 16 133 528 18 149 94 98 834 98 94 800 
ESD 112 13,764 14% 1,987 55 37 251 158 13 88 20 100 689 12 166 1147 
Elgin U-46, IL 40,531 14% 5,658 273 21 148 277 20 146 72 78.6 563 20 283 2027 
Everett Public Schools   6,100 17% 1,049 74 15 83 51 21 178 4 263 1525 5 210 1220 
Fort Worth 79,885 8% 6,144 520 12 154 450 14 178 73 85 1095 31 199 2577 
Houston Indepen SD 200,568 9% 17,489 1,625 11 124 1,145 16 176 158 111 1270 NA NA NA 
Kalamazoo Pub Schools 12,100 14% 1,667 70 24 173 79 22 154 15 112 807 NA NA NA 
Kyrene School District 17,910 9% 1,544 141 11 128 124 13 145 27 58 664 14 111 1280 
Lakota Local 18,500 10% 1,800 126 15 147 120 15 155 39 47 475 18 100 1021 
LAUSD 632,881 13% 82,326 4,470 19 142 8,470 10 75 379 218 1670 599 138 1057 
Lincoln 1,060 12% 128 21 7 51 21 7 51 5 26 212 2 64 530 
Marlborough Pub Sch 4,835 25% 1,198 141 9 35 115 11 43 7 172 691 4 300 1209 
Memphis City 110,863 15% 16,637 912 19 122 655 26 170 53 314 2092 58 287 1912 
Miami-Dade 376,264 11% 40,012 2,500 17 151 1,226 33 307 209 192 1801 206 195 1827 
Milwaukee 78,533 20.9% 16,406 1281 13 61 988 16.6 79 169 80 465 136 121 577 
Montgomery CtySch 146,812 12% 17,226 1,588 11 93 1,398 13 106 293 59 502 97 178 1514 
Naperville IL  203  11% 1978 150 13 120 237 8 76 33 59 549 22 90 824 
New Bedford 12,692 21% 2,655 204 14 63 205 13 62 26 103 489 9 295 1411 
Oak Park SchDist 97 5,400 16% 875 78 12 70 90 10 60 14 63 386 8 110 675 
N. Chicago, IL (in Dist.) 3803 16% 614 39   15.7 92   27 22.7 141 8 76.8 475.4 5 122.8 760.6 
Pittsburgh Pub Schools 28,000 18% 5,096 359 14 78 252 20 110 40 127 700 16 319 1749 
Portland Public Schools 46,596 14% 6,513 355 19 132 535 13 88 92 71 507 56 117 833 
Providence 23,695 18.8% 4460 340 13 70 339 13 70 40 111 592 28 159 846 
Rockford IL Pub S 28,973 14% 4,065 336 12 86 334 12 87 49 83 591 24 169 1207 
Round Rock 43,000 8% 3,313 369 9 117 171 20 252 41 81 1049 29 115 1483 
San Diego Unified SD 132,500 12% 16,300 1,100 15 121 1,300 13 102 196 84 677 129 126 1027 
Saugus, MA 3,012 15% 462 28 17 108 29 16 104 6 77 502 NA NA NA 
SchDist of Philadelphia 168,181 20% 33,686 1,535 22 110 610 56 276 99 341 1699 100 337 1682 
Scottsdale, AZ 26,544 10.9% 2,891 246 11.8 108 230 12.6 115 39.4 73 674 28.4 102 935 
St. Paul 38,086 18.8% 7,152 523 13.7 73 536 13.3 71 97 74 392 19 376 2004 
Sun Prairie Area S Dist 6,656 10% 697 62 12 108 93 8 72 14 50 476 7 100 951 
Tacoma Pub Schl WA 32412 12% 3,894 172.5 23 188 223 17 145 33.6 116 965 27 144 1200 
Tucson Unified SD 56,000 14% 8,092 409 20 137 419 20 134 61 133 919 54 150 1038 
Washoe County ScDist 63,310 14% 8,551 472 19 135 325 27 195 77 112 823 37 232 1712 
Williamson CtySchl 31,292 9% 2,824 213 13 147    400 7 78 34 121 911 23 178 1346 
West Aurora, IL SD 12,725 13% 1688 120 14 106    101 17 126 21 80 606 13 130 979 
Worcester 24,825 21% 5,172 254 21 98 366 15 68 38 137 654 NA NA NA 

Averages  12.9     14.6 113  16 121  119 971  177 1373 
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Agawam Pub Schools 4,347 656 NA NA NA 8 82 544 3 219 3 219 
Atlanta Public Schools 43,443 4,950 30 165 1448 58 85 511 12 413 3 1650 
Arlington Pub Schools 21231 2952 15 197 1415 *30 98 708 20 147 6 492 
Austin Pub S D 84,676 8,062 21 384 4032 68 119 1245 19 424 13  620 
Baltimore City Public 82,824 12,866 193 67 430 78 165 1062 20 644 5 2574 
Baltimore County Pub Sc 107,033 12,127 48.7 249 1701 179.8 67 595 65.2 186 27 449 
Bellevue, WA SD 18,883 1,947 4 487 4721 13.2 148 1431 5.3 367 5.3 367 
Boston Public Schools 54,966 11534 NA NA NA 100 115 563 67 172 17 680 
Bridgeport, CT 20,300 2618 38 69  534  28 94 82 7 374 2 1309 
Cambridge Pub School 6,000 1,200 16 75 375 0 NA NA 16 75 7 172 
Carpentersville 19,844 3,139 36.5 86 544 27.5 114 722 22 142 6 523 
Chicago Pub Scl 404,151    50,566 355 142 1138 326 155 1240 106 477 33 1532 
Clark Cty School Dist 309,476 32,167 NA NA NA 173 186 1789 68 474 29 1100 
Cleve Hts-UnivHtsCty 6,000 1,100 7 158 858 5 220 1200 2 550 1 1100 
Compton CA Unified SD  26,703 2981 1 2981 NA 1 2981 NA 1.5 1987 .5 5962 
D.C. Public Schools 48,991 8,603 90 96 545 127 68 386 48 180 16 538 
Davenport CommSch 15,302 1,857 NA NA NA 7 266 2186 NA NA NA NA 
Deer Valley Unified SD 36,086 3,289 NA NA NA 37 89 976 19 174 4 823 
Denver Public Schools 78,352 9,142 74 124 1059 77 119 1018 25 366 12 762 
Elgin U-46, IL  40,531 5,658 50 113 810 76 74 533 22 257 4 1414 
ESD 112 13,764 1,987 NA NA NA 5 398 2753 6 332 3 663 
Everett Public Schools 6,100 1,049 2 525 3050 11 96 555 2 525 3 350 
Fort Worth 79,885 6,144 NA NA NA 106 58 754 16 384 10 615 
Houston Indepen SD 200,568 17,489 26 673 7715 25 700 8020 17 1029 8 2187 
Kalamazoo Pub  12,100 1,667 5 334 2420 2 834 6050 4 417 3 556 
Kyrene School District 17,910 1,544 NA NA NA 4 386 4478 2 772 2 772 
Lakota Local 18,500 1,800 6 300 3084 14 129 1322 8 225 2 900 
LAUSD 632,881 82,326 275 300 2302 575 144 1101 159 518 28 2941 
Lincoln 1,060 128 5 26 212 2 64 530 2 64 1 128 
Marlborough Public  4,835 1,198 9 134 538 10 120 484 4 300 2 599 
Memphis City 110,863 16,637 55 303 2016 68 245 1641 11 1513 9 1849 
Miami-Dade 376,264 40,012 NA NA NA 206 195 1827 65 616 23 1740 
Montgomery CtySch 146,812 17,226 NA NA NA NA NA NA 112 154 61 283 
Milwaukee 78533 16,406 140 117 560 101 162 778 30 547 13 1262 
Naperville, IL 203  1978  27 73 671 29 68 625 4 494 3 659 
New Bedford 12,692 2,655 67 40 190 30 89 424 11 242 3 885 
North Chicago, IL 3,803 614 10 61.4 380.3 NA NA NA 3.6 170.5 1.6 383.8 
Oak Park SchDist 97 5,400 875 12 73 450 8 110 675 7 1125 1 875 
Pittsburgh Pub Sch 28,000 5,096 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Portland Pub Schools 46,596 6,513 10 652 4660 NA NA NA 20 326 9 724 
Providence 23,695 4460 35 127 677 NA NA NA 11.5 388 4.5 991 
Rockford IL Pub S 28,973 4,065 26 135 1114 32 127 905 12.5 325 4.5 903 
Round Rock 43,000 3,313 NA NA NA 1 NA NA 10 332 3 1105 
San Diego Unified SD 132,500 16,300 NA NA NA 129 127 1028 40 408 10 1630 
Saugus, MA 3,012 462 4 116 753 5 93 603 2 231 1 462 

SchlDist of Philadelphia 168,181 33,686 NA NA NA 280 121 601 20 1685 20 1685 

Scottsdale 26,544 2,891 NA NA NA 31 93 856 13.8 210 3.8 761 
St. Paul Pub Schools 38,086 7,152 92 78 414 33 217 1154 36 199 12 596 
Sun Prairie Area S Dist 6,656 697 8 88 832 1 NA NA 5 140 2 349 
Tacoma Pub Sch (WA) 3,894 32412 NA NA NA 1.2 NA NA 19 205 11 354 
Tucson Unified SD 56,000 8,092 26 312 2154 53 153 1057 10 810 4 2023 
Washoe CtyScDist 63,310 8,551 NA NA NA 35 248 1836 12 713 7 1222 
West Aurora SD, IL 12,725 1688 19 89 670 7 241 1818 11 154 7 241 
Williamson Cty Schl 30,942 4,093 NA NA NA 37 111 837 22 187 5 819 
Worcester 24,825 5,172 NA NA NA NA NA NA 12 431 5 1035 

Averages  274 2131  154 1201  397  1052 
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Percent Students with IEPs of Total Enrollment & Students with IEPs to Staff Ratio in Ascending Order 

Rank % IEPs 
Special 

Educators 
Paraeducators 

Speech/Lang 
Pathologists 

Psychologists 
Social 

Workers 
Nurses 

Occupational 
Therapists 

Physical 
Therapists 

1 8% 7 5.26 26 31 26 58 64 128 

2 8% 7 7 44 55 40 64 75 172 

3 9% 8.6 7 47 64 61.4 67 140 219 

4 9% 9 7 50 79 67 68 142 241 

5 9% 9 7 58 90 69 68 147 283 

6 9% 10 8 59 94 73 74 154 349 

7 10% 10 8 59 100 73 82 154 350 

8 10% 10. 8.3 60 100 75 85 171.4 354 

9 10% 11 9.7 63 102 78 89 172 367 
10 10% 11 10 65 110 86 89 174 383.8 

11 10.3% 11 10 68 111 88 93 180 449 

12 11% 11 10 71 111 89 93 186 462 

13 11% 11.4 11 73 112 96 94 187 492 

14 11% 12 11 73 112.5 113 96 199 523 

15 11% 12 12 74 115 116 98 205 538 

16 11.2% 12 12 76 117 124 110 210 556 

17 11.4% 12 12.6 76.8 121 127 111 219 596 

18 12% 12 13 77 128 134 114 225 599 

19 12% 12 13 78 130 135 115 231 615 

20 12% 13 13 79 134 140 119 242 620 

21 12% 13 13 80 138 142 119 257 659 

22 12% 13 13 80 142 158 120 300 663 

23 12% 13 13 80 144 165 121 325 680 

24 12% 13 13 81 150 197 127 326 724 

25 13% 13 13 83 153.8 249 127 332 761 

26 13% 14 14 84 159 300 129 332 762 

27 14% 14 14 85 166 300 144 366 772 

28 14% 14 14 96 169 303 148 367 819 

29 14% 14 15 98 178 312 153 374 823 

30 14% 14 15 100 178 334 155 384 875 

31 14% 14 15 103 179 384 162 388 885 

32 14% 14 15 105 195 487 165 408 900 

33 14% 15 16 108 199 525 186 413 903 

34 14% 15 16 111 210 652 195 417 991 

35 14% 15 16.4 111 213 673 217 424 1035 

36 15% 15 16.6 112 219  220 431 1100 

37 15% 15.7 17 112 223  241 474 1100 

38 15% 16 17 112 225  245 477 1105 

39 16% 17 18 114 232  248 494 1222 

40 16% 17 18 116 233  266 518 1262 

41 16% 17 19 121 240  386 525 1309 

42 17% 18 20 127 287  398 547 1414 

43 18% 19 20 133 295  700 550 1532 

44 18% 19 20 135 300  834 616 1630 

45 18% 19 20 137 319   644 1650 

46 18% 19 21 140 337   713 1685 

47 19% 20 21 158 376   772 1740 

48 19% 21 22 172    810 1849 

49 20% 21 22 192    1029 2023 

50 20% 22 24 218    1125 2187 

51 20.9% 23 25 263    1513 2574 

52 21% 23.5 26 314    1685 2941 

53 21% 24 27 341      

   54 21% 24 33 596      

55 25% 37 56       

 Avg. 13.8% 15.5 16 119 187 290 171 434 1160 
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Appendix E. PCG Team 

Anna d’Entremont, a senior consultant at PCG, brings extensive education and management experience 
to this project.  She has a strong background in understanding the organizational policies and practices 
essential to support the instructional needs of students with disabilities.  Prior to joining PCG, Anna was 
the Director of Operations of the Edward W. Brooke Charter School in Boston, MA.  In this role, she 
served as co-director and the operational leader of a high-performing K-8 urban charter school.  Anna 
also worked as a Program Officer at New Visions for Public Schools, where she managed a diverse 
portfolio of initiatives designed to support and develop innovation in 85 new small high schools across 
New York City. In this role, she led small high schools to design inclusive learning environments for their 
students with disabilities and ensured schools met district and state requirements for this population.  
She has also contributed to the successful creation of three New York City charter schools, where she 
wrote their special education policies and procedures.  Anna began her career as bilingual kindergarten 
teacher for the Houston Independent School District and as an elementary school ESL teacher in the DC 
Public Schools.  She is also a Teach for America alumna, completed graduate coursework in the Teaching 
of ESL at the University of St. Thomas, and received her EdM in Education Policy from Teachers College, 
Columbia University in Education Policy.   

Sue Gamm, Esq., a special educator and attorney, has spent the past 40 years specializing in the study 
and understanding of policies, procedures and practices impacting the systemic and effective education 
of students with disabilities. Sue has blended her legal and special education programmatic expertise 
and unique experience as the chief specialized services officer for the Chicago Public Schools, attorney 
and division director for the Office for Civil Rights (U.S. Department of Education) and special educator 
to become a highly regarded national special education expert as an author, presenter, consultant and 
evaluator of system-wide policies and practices.  Sue has consulted with the Public Consulting Group 
(PCG) since May 2003. In addition to her consultation with PCG, she has drafted manuals for the 
effective administration and operation of special education services for more than 10 school districts 
and with the Counsel of Great City Schools published a document for implementing the Common Core 
Standards within a multi-tiered system of supports. Sue has conducted over 30 system wide special 
education reviews of school districts in more than 20 states, in collaboration with the Public Consulting 
Group, the Council of the Great City Schools and the Urban Special Education Leadership Collaborative.  

Jennifer Meller, Ed.D., Dr. Jennifer Meller a senior consultant, brings expertise at the district level in the 
areas of data use and fiscal policy as applied to special education, behavioral health and school health 
services. She is a member of the PCG Education teams currently working on special education 
assessment projects across the country, technology implementation projects in Santa Fe, NM and 
Houston, TX, and business development efforts for Colorado, New Mexico, and Wyoming. Jennifer also 
served as the project manager for the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation on a research engagement 
designed to inform the Foundation’s Data Team about current educational trends and develop a 
strategy for future data grant portfolio investments in the data space. Prior to joining PCG, she was 
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 and oversaw several 
multi-million dollar federal grants. This work received written commendation from the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education (Bureau of Special Education) and recognition from other urban school 
districts. Jennifer earned a MS.Ed. in Higher Education Management and an Ed.D. in Educational and 
Organizational Leadership, both from the University of Pennsylvania. She also has a B.A. in English from 
Dickinson College.  
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Kathryn Hennigan, a Business Analyst at PCG, provides data analysis and project support working in 
school districts across the country. A recent graduate of Harvard University, she has provided a project 
support role in a number of different special education reviews that PCG has conducted for districts 
across the country as well as other strategic planning projects. 
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Appendix F. Explanation of Terms 

The following is a list of terms used in the report with a brief explanation of their meaning. When 
applicable, website addresses are provided for more information. Appendix H lists the terms by their 
acronyms.  

Adaptive Learning Support (ALS) Program is one of the five special programs for school-aged students 
educated in separate classes for the majority of the school day. Students have complex learning needs 
impacting their academic progress in core academic areas, and their ability to make sufficient progress 
toward IEP goals in spite of significant accommodations and modifications made to the general 
education curriculum and/or setting. ALS program services may include: adaptations/modifications to 
the complexity/amount of general education curriculum, specialized instructional strategies/materials, 
adjustments in pacing, reduction in output, and alternative methods for demonstrating skill acquisition. 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is a part of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act and is the measure by 
which schools, districts, and states are held accountable for student performance. It replaces the School 
Performance Index (SPI) as the method that Maryland uses to track academic progress and make 
accountability decisions. (http://mdideareport.org/AdequateProgress.aspx)  

Alternate Maryland School Assessment (Alt-MSA) is Maryland’s assessment program designed for 
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. Alt-MSA combines instruction consistent with 
the student’s IEP and assessment. It measures mastery objectives in reading and math in grades 3 
through 8 and 10 as well as science in grades 3, 5 and 10. 
(http://mdk12.org/assessments/alt_msa/AltMSA_Handbook_2012.pdf) 

Assistive Technology (AT) includes a piece of equipment or product system that may be used by a 
person with a disability to perform specific tasks, improve functional capabilities, and become more 
independent. It can help redefine what is possible for people with a wide range of cognitive, physical, or 
sensory disabilities. AT can ensure that students with disabilities receive a free and appropriate public 
education (FAPE) by allowing access to the general education curriculum and settings, providing 
opportunities for active participation with same age peers, and facilitating progress toward their 
educational goals. In addition, AT can significantly impact independence, self-expression, self-esteem, 
and overall quality of life. (http://www.vats.org/Default.htm)  

Behavior Learning Support (BLS) Program is one of the five special programs for school-aged students 
educated in separate classes for the majority of the school day. Students usually have normal 
intelligence and are in need of behavior/learning support services and have significant social/emotional, 
behavioral, and learning difficulties that impact their ability to succeed in the general education 
setting. BLS program services may include: a structured learning environment, behavior management 
system, behavior intervention plans (BIP) implementation, social skills instruction, counseling, conflict 
resolution, and availability of crisis intervention. 

Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are rigorous grade-level expectations have been established for 
instruction in English language arts (ELA) and math. These standards identify the knowledge and skills 
students need to be successful in college and/or careers. A fundamental CCSS goal is the promotion of a 
culture of high expectations for all students. (http://www.corestandards.org/).  

Communication and Learning Support (CLS) Program is one of the five special programs for school-aged 
students educated in separate classes for the majority of the school day. Students with the Autism 
Spectrum Disorder have complex communication, socialization, and learning needs; and typically have 
significant delays in the areas of cognition, communication, social/emotional, and adaptive behavior. 

http://mdideareport.org/AdequateProgress.aspx
http://mdk12.org/assessments/alt_msa/AltMSA_Handbook_2012.pdf
http://www.vats.org/Default.htm
http://www.corestandards.org/
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CLS services may include: a highly structured learning environment, use of visually based strategies, 
emphasis on the development of language/social skills, use of sensory processing techniques, and 
individualized behavioral strategies. 

Curriculum & Instruction (C&I) is a division within BCPS that provides vision, leadership, and expertise in 
the development of curricular and instructional initiatives in order to ensure a world class education for 
every student. (https://www.bcps.org/offices/curriculum_and_instruction/) 

Differentiated Instruction is tailored to the learning preferences of different learners. Learning goals are 
the same for all students, but the method or approach of instruction varies according to the preferences 
of each student or what research has found works best for students like them.   
(http://www.ed.gov/technology/draft-netp-2010/individualized-personalized-differentiated-instruction 
- see also, http://www.diffcentral.com/index.html) 

English Language Learner (ELL).  Individuals learning the English language in addition to their native 
language. 

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL). At the elementary level, BCPS students receive ESOL 
services in their home schools. At the secondary level, BCPS students attend ESOL centers where they 
are enrolled in both ESOL and mainstream courses until they are ready to exit the ESOL program and 
return to their zoned school. The ESOL program also offers comprehensive services to families such as 
translations of important forms, interpreters for parent conferences, and bilingual family-school liaisons. 
(http://www.bcps.org/esol/) 

Functional Academic Learning Skills (FALS) Program is one of the five special programs for school-aged 
students educated in separate classes for the majority of the school day. Students demonstrate 
significant delays in measured intelligence, adaptive functioning, communication, and academic 
functioning.  Services may include: extensive modification of objectives and learning materials, and 
instruction aligned with a functional life skills curriculum, including personal management, community, 
recreation/leisure, career/ vocational, and communication/decision-making.    

High School Assessment (HSA) are Maryland’s assessments that measure school and individual progress 
toward Maryland’s High School Core Learning Goals.  
(http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/testing/hsa/) 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) provides federal funding to state and local education 
agencies and requirements for the provision of special education and related services to eligible school-
aged students with disabilities. The law also provides funding and requirements for early intervention 
services for children birth through two. (http://idea.ed.gov/)  

Individual Education Plan (IEP). A written document that is developed, reviewed, and revised in a 
meeting based on detailed IDEA requirements. The IEP has various components including each student’s 
present levels of academic achievement/functional performance; measurable annual goals and 
benchmarks/short-term objectives; progress monitoring; services and program modifications/supports; 
the educational setting for services; assessment requirements; and postsecondary transition services 
and activities.  (http://nichcy.org/schoolage/iep/iepcontents)  

Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP). A written document between parents and Infants & Toddlers 
Program that provides the foundation of family-centered early intervention services. As of February 1, 
2010, BCPS began implementing Maryland’s Extended Individual Family Services Plan (IFSP) Option. This 
option allows families of Part C children eligible for preschool special education services the choice to 
continue to receive services through an IFSP until the child turns four years of age, or to begin receiving 

https://www.bcps.org/offices/curriculum_and_instruction/
http://www.ed.gov/technology/draft-netp-2010/individualized-personalized-differentiated-instruction
http://www.diffcentral.com/index.html
http://www.bcps.org/esol/
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/testing/hsa/
http://idea.ed.gov/
http://nichcy.org/schoolage/iep/iepcontents
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services through an IEP. (http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/E94CADE8-6143-4300-
A2B8-7FDF00E709EC/29916/GreenIFSPBooklet18x11.pdf) 

Learning Support for Deaf and Hard of Hearing (LSD/HH) Program is one of the five special programs 
for school-aged students educated in separate classes for the majority of the school day. Students have 
a hearing loss that may require support through alternative communication interventions, specialized 
instructional strategies, auditory listening devices (ALDs), and related services.  Services may include: 
speech and language therapy, communication development, aural rehabilitation, instructional support, 
use of auditory listening devices (ALD), and specialized accommodations/modifications. 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is a core principle of Section 504 and IDEA that requires to the 
maximum extent appropriate, students with are educated with those who are not disabled, and special 
classes, separate schooling, or other removal from the regular educational environment occurs only 
when the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of 
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.  

Maryland Disability Law Center (MDLC) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit legal advocacy organization. MDLC is 
Maryland’s designated Protection and Advocacy agency, and is mandated to help advance the civil rights 
of people with disabilities. (http://www.mdlclaw.org/about-us/) 

Maryland School Assessment (MSA) is a reading and math achievement test that meets the testing 
requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act. The test is given annually in grades 3-8. 
(http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/testing/msa/) 

Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) is a framework supports the early identification of students 
struggling in academic and behavioral areas so that they may be provided with systematically applied 
strategies and targeted instruction at varying levels of intervention. It is an educational practice 
designed to ensure that all students have access to effective instruction and support to achieve positive 
outcomes. It is designed to reduce achievement gaps for all students, including general education 
students, English Language Learners (ELLs), and students receiving special education services. In 
addition, through this process students who are excelling may be identified and provided with enriched 
instruction and activities. (Common Core State Standards and Diverse Students: Using Multi-Tiered 
Systems of Support)  

Office for Civil Rights (OCR) The U.S. Department’s Office for Civil Rights has the responsibility for 
enforcing various civil rights laws pertaining to school districts, including Section 504.  
(http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/index.html) 

Office of Special Education (OSE) within BCPS seeks to improve the performance of students with 
disabilities and assist in narrowing the achievement gap by ensuring equal access to the curriculum and 
differentiated instruction in the least restrictive environment (LRE).  
(http://www.bcps.org/offices/special_ed/) 

Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is dedicated to improving results for infants, toddlers, 
children and youth with disabilities ages birth through 21 by providing leadership and financial support 
to assist states and local districts. 
(http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/osep/index.html?src=mr)  

Positive Behavior Intervention and Supports (PBIS) is a framework or approach for assisting school 
personnel in adopting and organizing evidence-based behavioral interventions into an integrated 
continuum that enhances academic and social behavior outcomes for all students. (www.pbis.org)  

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/E94CADE8-6143-4300-A2B8-7FDF00E709EC/29916/GreenIFSPBooklet18x11.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/E94CADE8-6143-4300-A2B8-7FDF00E709EC/29916/GreenIFSPBooklet18x11.pdf
http://www.mdlclaw.org/about-us/
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/testing/msa/
http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257
http://www.cgcs.org/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&ModuleInstanceID=312&ViewID=7b97f7ed-8e5e-4120-848f-a8b4987d588f&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=605&PageID=257
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/index.html
http://www.bcps.org/offices/special_ed/
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/osep/index.html?src=mr
http://www.pbis.org/
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Program Review and Support Process (PRASP)  is Baltimore County Public Schools’ system of internal 
monitoring for continuous improvements regarding special education outcomes as mandated by state 
and federal regulations. (https://www.bcps.org/offices/special_ed/compliance.html) 

Response to Intervention (RtI).  Rigorous implementation of RtI includes a combination of high quality, 
culturally and linguistically responsive instruction; assessment; and evidence-based intervention. 
Comprehensive RtI implementation will contribute to more meaningful identification of learning and 
behavioral problems, improve instructional quality, provide all students with the best opportunities to 
succeed in school, and assist with the identification of learning disabilities and other disabilities. 
(http://www.rti4success.org) 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504 or 504) is a civil rights law that prohibits 
discrimination based on disability in any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. 
(http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/edlite-FAPE504.html) 

Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) for children with disabilities is a requirement under IDEA. SDI refers 
to the teaching strategies and methods used by teachers to instruct students with learning disabilities 
and other types of learning disorders.  

State Performance Plan (SPP). IDEA requires states to monitor school districts under an SPP that 
includes baseline data, targets and improvement activities for indicators specified by the U.S. 
Department of Education. (http://mdideareport.org/) 

Student Assistance Program (SAP) is an optional intervention program used in BCPS. SAP offers a 
systematic procedure of early identification, intervention, referral, and follow-up for students who may 
be affected by alcohol, tobacco or other drugs. (http://www.bcps.org/offices/sss/psManual/PS-702.pdf) 

Student Support Team (SST) is used to combine the knowledge and competencies of school staff and 
Student Support Services personnel to address complex problems of individual students, groups of 
students, and schoolwide concerns. The SST model is designed to address concerns at multiple levels of 
prevention, early intervention, and more intensive intervention within the school.  
(http://www.bcps.org/offices/sss/adhdManual/ADHD-Guide5-11.pdf) 

Teachers Association of Baltimore County (TABCO) is an organization of teachers representing all 
teachers in Baltimore County Public Schools. TABCO represents over 6,500 individuals. 
(http://tabco.org/index.php/about) 

TIENET is a web based product that was customized for BCPS IEP teams to prepare and finalize various 
special education documents. 

Title 1 is one section of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, which provides funds to school districts to 
improve the academic achievement of children from low-income homes. Funding is based on a 
minimum percentage of children from low-income families, typically the percentage of students eligible 
to receive free and reduced-price lunch.   (http://www.greatschools.org/definitions/nclb/nclb.html) 

Universal Design for Learning (UDL). Through a UDL approach, curriculum is initially designed with the 
needs of all students in mind so that methods, materials, and assessment are usable by all. 
(www.udlcenter.org/)   

Universal Screening. In the context of an RtI prevention model, universal screening occurs for all 
students to help identify those who are at risk for learning difficulties. (www.rtinetwork.org) 

  

https://www.bcps.org/offices/special_ed/compliance.html
http://www.rti4success.org/
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/edlite-FAPE504.html
http://mdideareport.org/
http://www.bcps.org/offices/sss/psManual/PS-702.pdf
http://www.bcps.org/offices/sss/adhdManual/ADHD-Guide5-11.pdf
http://tabco.org/index.php/about
http://www.greatschools.org/definitions/nclb/nclb.html
http://www.udlcenter.org/
http://www.rtinetwork.org/
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Appendix G. Acronyms 

AA  Additional Assistant 

AIR  American Institutes for Research 

ALS  Adaptive Learning Support Program 

Alt-MSA Alternative Maryland School Assessment 

AP  Assistant Principal 

AT  Assistive Technology 

AYP  Adequate Yearly Progress 

BIP  Behavior Intervention Plan 

BLS  Behavior Learning Support Program 

BOQ   Benchmarks of Quality 

CAO  Chief Academic Officer 

CCSS Common Core State Standards 

CLS  Communication and Learning Support Program 

CPI  Crisis Prevention and Intervention  

C&I  Curriculum & Instruction 

DD Developmental Delay (Disability) 

DHS Department of Human Resources  

EBD Emotional/Behavioral Disability 

EC Early Childhood  

ED Emotional Disability 

ELA English Language Arts 

ELL English Language Learner   

ESEA Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

ESOL English for Speakers of Other Languages 

FALS Functional Academic Learning Skills 

FBS Functional Behavioral Assessment 

HSA High School Assessment 

ID  Intellectual Disability 

IDEA  Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

IEP  Individualized Education Program 

IFSP  Individualized Family Service Plan 
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IPI  Implementation Phases Inventory  

LRE  Least Restrictive Environment 

LSD/HH  Learning Support for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Program 

MDLC  Maryland Disability Law Center 

MDSE  Maryland State Department of Education 

MSA  Maryland School Assessment 

MTSS  Multi-Tiered System of Supports 

NAEP  National Assessment of Educational Progress 

NRC  National Research Council  

OCR  Office for Civil Rights 

OHI  Other Health Impairment (disability) 

OSE  Office of Special Education 

OSEP  Office of Special Education Programs 

OT  Occupational Therapy 

PBIS  Positive Behavior Intervention and Supports  

PD  Professional Development 

PCG  Public Consulting Group 

PRASP  Program Review and Support Process 

PT  Physical Therapy 

RS  Related & Support Services  

RtI  Response to Intervention 

SAP  Student Assistance Program 

SDI  Specially Designed Instruction 

SECAC  Special Education Citzen’s Advisory Committee 

SET  School-wide Evaluation Tool 

Section 504 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act  

S/L  Speech/Language Impairment Disability 

S/LP  Speech/Language Pathologist 

SLD  Specific Learning Disability 

SPP  State Performance Plan 

SST  Student Support Team 

TABCO  Teachers Association of Baltimore County 

TUDA  Trial Urban District Assessment 
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UDL  Universal Design for Learning 

USDE  United States Department of Education 
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