
 

 

 
IMPROVING 

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES 
IN THE 

OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT  
 

Submitted to the 
OUSD Board of Education 

by the 
Strategic Support Team 

of the 
Council of the Great City Schools 

 

 

Fall 2016 

  



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	2	

Table of Contents 

Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................................... 5 
Chapter 1.  Purpose and Origin of the Project .......................................................................... 6 
The Work of the Strategic Support Team ..................................................................................................... 6 
Methodology and Organization of Findings ................................................................................................. 7 
Chapter 2. Background and Overview ....................................................................................... 9 
Chapter 3.  Findings and Recommendations ........................................................................... 12 
I. Multi-Tiered Systems of Support ......................................................................................................... 12 
State Guidance for MTSS ........................................................................................................................... 13 

Core Components of MTSS Framework ................................................................................................. 14 
Oakland’s MTSS Practices .......................................................................................................................... 15 

Problem-Solving Approach ..................................................................................................................... 16 
Differentiated Instruction and Research-based Academic interventions ............................................... 16 
Positive Behavioral Support ................................................................................................................... 17 
Integrated Data System ........................................................................................................................... 18 
Use of MTSS to Identify Students to Refer for Special Education Evaluations ...................................... 19 

AREAS OF STRENGTH ............................................................................................................................ 20 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT ............................................................................................... 21 
RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................................................................ 22 
II. Disability Prevalence Rates and 2014-15 Evaluation Outcomes ...................................................... 27 
District Prevalence Rates ............................................................................................................................ 27 

Disability Prevalence Rates for Early Childhood Students .................................................................... 27 
Disability Prevalence Rates for Students 6-21 Years of Age .................................................................. 28 

OUSD Disability Incidence by Race/Ethnicity and by English Language Learners .................................. 29 
Special Education Eligibility and Timeliness ............................................................................................. 32 
AREAS OF STRENGTH ............................................................................................................................ 34 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT ............................................................................................... 34 
RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................................................................ 35 
III. Teaching and Learning for Students with Disabilities .................................................................... 37 
Education of Young Children Ages Three to Five Years ........................................................................... 37 

Achievement Outcomes for Children with IEPs (Three to Five Years of Age) ....................................... 37 
Educational Settings of Young Children Three to Five Years of Age ..................................................... 39 
Description of Instructional Models for Young Children with Disabilities ............................................ 40 

Student Achievement on the NAEP and Statewide Assessments ............................................................... 41 
NAEP Achievement Rates for Fourth, Eighth, and Twelfth Grade Students with IEPs ......................... 42 
Statewide Assessments ............................................................................................................................ 43 
Graduation and Dropout Rates .............................................................................................................. 43 

Educational Settings for Students with Disabilities .................................................................................... 44 
Comparison of Rates for District, State and Nation ............................................................................... 45 
Educational Setting Rates by Grade ....................................................................................................... 46 
Educational Setting Rates by Most Common Disability Areas ............................................................... 47 
Educational Setting Rates by Race/Ethnicity .......................................................................................... 48 
Educational Settings by Risk Ratios ....................................................................................................... 48 
Educational Setting Rates for ELLs ........................................................................................................ 50 

Suspension and Expulsion Rates ................................................................................................................. 50 



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	3	

Academic Instruction, Intervention, and Supports ...................................................................................... 52 
Configuration of OUSD Services ............................................................................................................ 54 
OUSD’s Movement toward More Inclusive Instruction ......................................................................... 57 

Instruction for Students in SDC Programs .................................................................................................. 63 
Number and Overall Description of Special Day Programs .................................................................. 63 
Separate Schools ..................................................................................................................................... 67 
Instruction for ELLs with Disabilities .................................................................................................... 67 
Assistive Technology ............................................................................................................................... 67 

Professional Learning .................................................................................................................................. 68 
AREAS OF STRENGTH ............................................................................................................................ 70 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT ............................................................................................... 71 
RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................................................................ 76 
IV. Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with Disabilities ............................................... 82 
Interdepartmental Collaboration ................................................................................................................. 82 
PEC Administration and Operation of Special Education .......................................................................... 83 

PEC Organizational Structure ................................................................................................................ 84 
Personnel Roles/Responsibilities ............................................................................................................ 86 
OUSD’s Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) .......................................................................... 90 

School-based Special Education and Related-Services .............................................................................. 91 
Facilitating Parental and Community Involvement .................................................................................... 97 
Operational, Compliance, Fiscal Issues, and Accountability ...................................................................... 99 

Charter Schools ...................................................................................................................................... 99 
Transportation ...................................................................................................................................... 100 
Special Education Procedure Manual and Dispute Resolution ........................................................... 101 
Dispute Resolution and Compliance ..................................................................................................... 102 

Fiscal Issues ............................................................................................................................................... 103 
Medicaid ............................................................................................................................................... 104 

Accountability ........................................................................................................................................... 105 
AREAS OF STRENGTH .......................................................................................................................... 107 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT ............................................................................................. 108 
RECOMMENDATIONS .......................................................................................................................... 113 
Chapter 4.  Summary of Recommendations ........................................................................... 121 
Recommendation Matrix ........................................................................................................................... 121 

I. Multi-tiered Systems of Support ........................................................................................................ 121 
II. Special Education Demographics and Referral/Eligibility for Services .......................................... 122 
III. Teaching and Learning for Students with Disabilities ................................................................... 123 
IV. Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with IEPs ........................................................... 124 

Recommendations ..................................................................................................................................... 129 
Chapter 5. Synopsis and Discussion ........................................................................................ 137 
Appendices ................................................................................................................................. 139 
Appendix A. May 2, 2016 OUSD Community Advisory Committee for Special Education Advisory 
Letter ......................................................................................................................................................... 140 
Appendix B. Incidence Rate and Staffing Survey Results ........................................................................ 143 
Appendix C. Current and Proposed Organization ..................................................................................... 149 

Current Organization  .......................................................................................................................... 149 
Current PEC Organization and Description of Changes ..................................................................... 151 



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	4	

Proposed Organization Chart .............................................................................................................. 152 
Appendix D. Data and Documents Reviewed ........................................................................................... 153 
Appendix E. Agenda and Individuals Interviewed ................................................................................... 155 
Appendix F. Strategic Support Team ........................................................................................................ 161 
Appendix G. About the Council and History of Strategic Support Teams ............................................... 163 
 

  



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	5	

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

The Council of the Great City Schools thanks the many individuals who contributed to 
this review of special education programs in the Oakland Unified School District (OUSD). Their 
efforts were critical to our ability to present the district with the best possible proposals for 
improving special education and related-services in the school system.  

 
First, we thank Antwan Wilson, the school district’s superintendent. It is not easy to ask 

one’s colleagues for the kind of reviews conducted by the Council’s teams. It takes courage and 
openness and a real desire for change and improvement. He has these in abundance.    

Second, we thank the OUSD school board, which approved and supported this review. 
We hope this report meets your expectations and will help improve special education services 
across the school system.  

Third, we thank staff members of the school district who contributed to this effort, 
particularly Devin Dillon, chief academic officer, and Jody Talkington, director of project 
management and reporting, who together organized and facilitated the interviews and ensured 
that data and documents requested by the team were provided. Ms. Talkington’s efforts were 
extraordinary and much appreciated. Most people have no idea how much time and effort are 
required to organize a review such as this, much less the time to conduct it and write up the draft 
and final reports. The details are numerous and time consuming.  

Fourth, the Council thanks the Community Advisory Council, parents, and advocates 
with whom we interviewed. They work passionately to support children with disabilities and 
ensure the school district serves these students in the best possible manner. 

Fifth, the Council thanks Gretchen Brumley, director of transportation for the District of 
Columbia Office of the State Superintendent of Education, and Kevin Jamison, student services 
assistant director for the Cincinnati Public Schools. Their contributions to this review were 
enormous. We also thank their school systems for allowing them to participate in this project. 
The enthusiasm and generosity of these individuals and their districts serve as further examples 
of how the nation’s urban public school systems are banding together to help each other improve 
outcomes for all urban students. 

Finally, I thank Julie Wright Halbert, the Council’s legislative counsel, who facilitated 
the work of the team prior to and during the team’s site visit, and Sue Gamm, a nationally known 
expert in special education and a long-time consultant to the Council, who worked diligently 
with Ms. Halbert to prepare the final report. Their work was outstanding, as always, and critical 
to the success of this effort. Thank you. 

Michael Casserly 
Executive Director 

 Council of the Great City Schools 



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	6	

CHAPTER 1.  PURPOSE AND ORIGIN OF THE PROJECT 

The Oakland Unified School District’s superintendent, Antwan Wilson, and the OUSD 
school board asked the Council of the Great City Schools to review the district’s services for 
students with disabilities and provide recommendations to improve and narrow the achievement 
gap between students with disabilities and their nondisabled peers. It was clear to the Council’s 
team that the superintendent and his staff had a strong desire to improve student outcomes in this 
area. This report was designed to help OUSD achieve its goal and to maximize the district’s 
capacity to educate all students effectively. 

The Work of the Strategic Support Team 

To conduct its work, the Council assembled a team of experts who have successfully 
administered and operated special education programs in other major urban school districts 
around the country. These individuals also have firsthand expertise with the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and are well versed in best practices in the administration and 
operation of special education programming.  

The Council’s Strategic Support Team (the Council team or the team) visited the district 
on March 9-11, 2016. During this period, the Council team pursued its charge by conducting 
interviews and focus groups with district staff members and California Department of Education 
personnel, parents, advocates, and many others. (A list of those interviewed is presented in the 
appendices of this report.) In addition, the team reviewed numerous documents and reports, 
analyzed data, and developed initial recommendations and proposals before finalizing this report. 
(See the appendices for a list of documents reviewed.) On the final afternoon of its site visit, the 
team briefed the superintendent on the team’s initial conclusions and preliminary 
recommendations.     

This approach of providing technical assistance to urban school districts by using senior 
managers from other urban school systems is unique to the Council and its members. The 
organization finds it to be an effective approach for a number of reasons.  

First, it allows the superintendent and staff members to work with a diverse set of 
talented, successful practitioners from around the country. The teams provide a pool of expertise 
that superintendents and staff can call on for advice as they implement the recommendations, 
face new challenges, and develop alternative solutions. 

Second, the recommendations from urban school peers have power because the 
individuals who develop them have faced many of the same challenges encountered by the 
district requesting the review. No one can say that these individuals do not know what working 
in an urban school system is like or that their proposals have not been tested under the most 
rigorous conditions.  

Third, using senior urban school managers from other urban school communities is faster 
and less expensive than retaining large management consulting firms that may have little to no 
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programmatic experience. The learning curve is rapid, and it would be difficult for any school 
system to buy on the open market the level of expertise offered by the Council’s teams. 

Members of the Strategic Support Team for this project were:     

Gretchen Brumley 
Director of Student Transportation 
District of Columbia’s Office of the State 
Superintendent of Education 

Sue Gamm, Esq.  
Former Chief Specialized Services Officer 
Chicago Public Schools 

 Julie Wright Halbert, Esq. 
Legislative Counsel 
Council of the Great City Schools 

Kevin Jamison 
Student Services Assistant Director  
Cincinnati Public Schools 

Methodology and Organization of Findings 

The findings in this report are based on information from multiple sources, including 
documents provided by OUSD and other organizations; electronic student data provided by 
OUSD; group and individual interviews; documents; and legal sources, including federal and 
state requirements and guidance documents. No one is personally referred to or quoted in the 
report although school district position titles are referenced when necessary for contextual 
reasons.  

Chapter 2 of this report provides background information about the district, and Chapter 
3 presents the Strategic Support Team’s (team) findings and recommendations. These findings 
and recommendations focus specifically on areas that the superintendent and district leadership 
asked the Council’s team to attend to. These include the achievement of students with 
disabilities, including pathways to graduation; instructional supports and their relationship to 
student placements; organizational effectiveness; school leadership and oversight of special 
education; and use of fiscal resources. 

A discussion of these areas is divided into four broad sections.    
I.     Multi-tiered System of Supports 
II.  Special Education Demographics and Eligibility for Services 
III.  Teaching and Learning for Students with IEPs 
IV.  Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with IEPs 

The findings and recommendations sections of the report contain a summary of relevant 
information, along with descriptions of the district’s strengths, opportunities for improvement, 
and recommendations for change. Chapter 4 lists all recommendations for easy reference and 
provides a matrix showing various components or features of the recommendations. Finally, 
Chapter 5 presents a synopsis of the report and discusses the team’s overarching impressions.  

The appendices include the following information:  
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• Appendix A is a May 2, 2016 OUSD Community Advisory Committee for Special Eduation 
Advisory Letter addressed to the OUSD superintendent, Program for Exceptional Children 
(PEC) deputy chief, and the OUSD Board of Education 

• Appendix B compares special education student percentages and staffing ratios in 68 major 
school systems across the country.  

• Appendix C lists the district’s Program for Exceptional Children’s current and proposed 
organization. 

• Appendix D lists documents reviewed by the team.  

• Appendix E lists individuals the team interviewed individually or in groups and presents the 
team’s working agenda.  

• Appendix F presents brief biographical sketches of team members.  

• Appendix G presents a description of the Council of the Great City Schools and a list of 
Strategic Support Teams that the organization has fielded over the last 15 years. 
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CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 

Over the past eight school years (2007-08 to 2015-16), the number of students enrolled in 
OUSD and in charter schools increased by nearly 3,000 students (46,180 to 49,052). However, at 
the same time, district enrollment decreased somewhat (38,627 to 37,075) while the charter 
school enrollment increased substantially (7,553 to 11,077). These changes represent an eight-
point increase in the percentage of district students enrolled in charter schools (from 16.4 percent 
to 24.4 percent).1  

OUSD has a wide variety of offerings for students. The district directly educates students 
in almost 100 schools, including 56 elementary schools, 18 middle schools, 15 high schools, and 
10 alternative schools. In addition to its 30 childhood-development centers, OUSD has 
authorized some 32 charter schools and three partnership charter schools (district schools that 
were converted to charters). In addition, there are six county-approved charter schools operating 
in Oakland.2  

The district-run school enrollment is predominantly Latino (41 percent). The balance is 
composed of students who are African American (27 percent), Asian (14 percent), white (11 
percent), and other race/ethnicities (7 percent). In addition, some 16.2 percent of all district 
students3 receive special education services. Almost 14 percent of all English Language Learners 
(ELL) receive special education services, a percentage that is more than twice the 6.6 percent of 
district students who are ELLs.   

In California, all school districts and county educational offices are required to form 
consortia in their geographical regions to provide for special education services to students 
residing within the region. OUSD is of sufficient size and scope to provide its own special 
education services and operates through its own Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA). 
Charter schools are not required to join the SELPA, which administers special education services 
for the authorizing school district. Some 26 (72 percent) of the district’s 36 charters have chosen 
not to associate with Oakland’s SELPA. The financial consequences of these decisions concern 
district officials. According to a district representative, “[C]harters left Oakland’s SELPA to go 
to a less expensive SELPA. The district’s SELPA Director, Sharon Falk, will be Co-Chair of the 
State’s SELPA Charters Schools subcommittee starting in August 2016 with plans for Charters 
to return to our SELPA in the [f]uture.” The Council team was not provided with information 
about this strategy during its visit, but the Council team believes it is positive to have charters 
return to Oakland’s SELPA as soon as possible. 

                                                
1 2007-08 data is based on the Weighted Student Formula Yearbook 2009, Reason Foundation, retrieved from 
http://reason.org/files/wsf/oakland.pdf. OUSD 2015-16 data was retrieved from 
http://www.ousd.org/cms/lib07/CA01001176/Centricity/domain/4/fast%20facts/Fast%20Facts%20-%202015-
16%20-%20OUSD%20Districtwide.pdf. 
2 OUSD website, retrieved from http://www.ousd.org/page/323. 
3 The percentage includes students who are three to five years of age and those in grades 1 through 12 and in 
programs for young adults. 
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Like most other members of the Council of the Great City Schools, OUSD is in a state 
that has adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). In addition, the California 
Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) System is based on the Smarter 
Balanced Summative Assessments (Smarter Balance) in English language arts/literacy (ELA) 
and mathematics in grades three through eight and in grade eleven. An alternative ELA and math 
assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities, which is based on alternative 
achievement standards derived from the CCSS, has been field-tested. Additional assessments are 
provided in science. Finally, Standards-based Tests in Spanish (STS) for reading/language arts in 
grades 2 through 11, which are optional, are for Spanish-speaking ELLs who either receive 
instruction in their primary language or have been enrolled in a U.S. school for less than 12 
months. 

Over the past 12 years, OUSD has had five different superintendents and the same 
number of special education directors. With each administrative change, there have been 
corresponding changes in organizational structures that have affected schools and programming. 
As required by labor contracts, letters from the administration on March 15 of each year notify 
staff they may be reassigned or consolidated. Although these changes are made with the intent of 
improving support for teaching and learning, the cumulative effect has been negative on staff 
morale and is one of the reasons for high turnover rates in the district.  

The district has initiated several ambitious goals and programs over the years, including 
the following. 

• Full-Service Community District. OUSD wants to become a full-service community district 
in which every student will attend a safe, healthy, and supportive school. To support 
community schools, the district collaborates with civic and community partners to reduce 
violence community-wide and create secure school campuses where a culture of calm 
prevails. OUSD also aims for its students to 

- acquire the knowledge, skills, and abilities to be prepared for success in college and 
careers when they graduate from high school and to ensure that they can read, write, 
speak, think critically, and reason mathematically for postsecondary success; and 

- have high-quality and effective instruction with excellent teachers every day of the school 
year. 

• Oakland Promise. Through its partnerships with the East Bay College Fund, and many other 
organizations, the goal of the Oakland Promise is to triple (from 10 percent to 30 percent) the 
number of college graduates from Oakland within a decade. Four initiatives currently support 
this goal.  

• Through Brilliant Babies, $500 college savings accounts are opened in the name of Oakland 
babies born into poverty to develop an expectation for college attendance from birth and to 
support parenting, financial coaching, and the opportunity for parents to earn financial 
awards as they promote their children’s well-being. 

• Through K2College, every Oakland student entering kindergarten will have a college savings 
account of $100 opened in his or her name by 2020. 
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• Future Centers within a decade will provide all Oakland high school students with access to 
assistance in applying for college, financial aid, scholarships, and internships and will also 
allow all middle and high school students will take part in college and career activities. 

• College Scholarships and College Completion will connect every qualified Oakland student 
with college scholarships ranging from $1,000 to $16,000, contingent on funding. The 
partnership will align services to provide one-on-one mentoring and peer support for college 
and career success.  



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	12	

CHAPTER 3.  FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the Council team’s findings in four areas described in the previous 
chapter. Each section summarizes the team’s findings and describes areas of strength, 
opportunities for improvement, and recommendations for improving OUSD special education 
services.    

I. Multi-Tiered Systems of Support 

As discussed in the Council of the Great City Schools document, Common Core State 
Standards and Diverse Urban Students, a multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS)4 is meant to 
improve educational outcomes for all students. It focuses on the early identification of students 
who may benefit from instructional interventions that remove barriers to learning. And it is 
intended to include all students.  

When a student fails to make adequate progress toward the academic standards after an 
intervention has been put into place or when interventions and progress-monitoring are not used 
as intended, it is unlikely that schools will have the documentation necessary to determine 
whether the underachievement was due to inappropriate instruction and intervention or 
something else. Still, there can be little confidence that students have been given the instruction, 
targeted interventions, and supports they needed. Nevertheless, when teachers and parents 
observe students who are struggling to learn and behave appropriately, there is a predictable 
desire to seek legally protected special education services.  

Not having processes in place to help educators determine why a student is not 
performing is obviously detrimental to students, but it further underscores the need for a 
comprehensive, faithfully implemented MTSS framework. When implemented as intended, the 
framework provides intensive and targeted interventions that are available without regard to any 
particular disability status. MTSS leads to better student engagement and lowered disciplinary 
referrals, as well as fewer students requiring special education services. The framework can also 
help reduce the disproportionate placement of students from various racial/ethnic groups and 
those with developing levels of English proficiency into the ranks of those requiring special 
education services.  

In recognition of MTSS as an appropriate systemwide framework for supporting student 
achievement and positive behavior, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)5 includes MTSS as 
a permissible use of Title I funds. The Act defines MTSS as “a comprehensive continuum of 
evidence-based, systemic practices to support a rapid response to students’ needs, with regular 
observation to facilitate data-based instructional decision-making.” 
                                                
4 The MTSS framework reflects the merger of RTI, which typically focuses on academic achievement, and systems 
used to focus on improving positive student behavior. The term is used in the remaining portion of this report  and 
includes RTI, Positive Behavior Intervention and Supports (PBIS) or other systems for supporting positive student 
behavior. 
5 The Elementary and Secondary Education Act was reauthorized in 2015 as the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA). 
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This section focuses on the California Department of Education’s (CDE) guidance on 
MTSS and the extent to which OUSD has implemented this framework to support student 
achievement/positive student behavior and to guide action when student progress is not evident, 
including referrals for special education services.   

State Guidance for MTSS   

According to the March 2015 report issued by California’s Statewide Task Force on 
Special Education, One System: Reforming Education to Serve ALL Students, as knowledge of 
MTSS grows, the benefits to all students, especially those with disabilities, becomes more evident. 
“Alignment of resources, professional learning, training, resources, leadership, and curriculum all 
uniquely benefit the special education environment to meet the individual goals for every student.”6  

According to CDE’s webpage, which provides information on MTSS, the framework is 
integrated and comprehensive and focuses on CCSS, core instruction, differentiated learning, 
student-centered learning, individualized student needs, and the alignment of systems necessary 
for all students’ academic, behavioral, and social success.7 The framework incorporates response 
to instruction and intervention (RTI2) processes and supports special education, Title I, and Title 
III supports for English language learners (ELLs), American-Indian students, and those in gifted 
and talented programs. CDE views MTSS as having the potential to provide intentional 
design/redesign of services/supports to quickly identify and match the needs of all students. 

CDE describes MTSS as having a scope that is broader than the agency’s initial 
description of RTI2 since it incorporates the following overarching features: 

• Focuses on aligning the entire system of initiatives, supports, and resources. 

• Promotes district participation in identifying and supporting systems for aligning resources.  

• Systematically supports all students, including gifted and high achievers. 

• Enables a paradigm shift in student support by providing support and setting higher 
expectations for all students through the intentional design and redesign of integrated 
services, rather than the selection of a random components of RTI and intensive 
interventions. 

• Endorses Universal Design for Learning (UDL) strategies so all students have opportunities 
for learning through differentiated content, processes, and products. 

• Integrates instructional and intervention support so that systemic changes are sustainable and 
based on CCSS-aligned classroom instruction.  

• Challenges all school staff to change the way they have traditionally worked across all school 
settings. 

                                                
6 California’s Statewide Task Force on Special Education, One System: Reforming Education to Serve ALL Students, 
page 6, retrieved from http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-to-students-with-disabilities.pdf. 
7 CDE webpage for MTSS, retrieved at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/mtsscomprti2.asp. 
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Core Components of MTSS Framework 

CDE describes the framework for MTSS, including RTI2, as having the following core 
components.8 

• Systemic and sustainable change. MTSS principles promote continuous improvement at all 
levels of the system (district, school site, and grade/course levels). Collaborative 
restructuring efforts are made to align RTI2 and CCSS, as well as identify key initiatives; 
collect, analyze, and review data; and implement supports and strategies that can sustain 
effective processes.  

• Problem-solving systems approach. Collaborative teams use a ‘problem-solving systems’ 
method to identify problems, develop interventions, and evaluate the effectiveness of 
intervention in a multi-tiered system of service delivery. 

• High-quality, differentiated classroom instruction and research-based interventions. All 
students receive high-quality, standards-based, culturally and linguistically relevant 
instruction in their general education classrooms by highly qualified teachers, who have high 
academic and behavioral expectations and use differentiated instructional strategies, such as 
UDL. When monitoring efforts indicate a lack of student progress, an appropriate research-
based intervention is implemented. The interventions are designed to enhance the intensity of 
a students’ instructional experience. 

• Positive behavioral support. District and school staff collaboratively select and implement 
schoolwide, classroom, and research-based positive-behavior supports for achieving 
important social and academic outcomes. A strong focus on integrating instructional and 
intervention strategies supports systemic changes with strong, predictable, and consistent 
classroom management structures across the entire system. 

• Integrated data system. District and site staff collaborate on creating an integrated data 
system that includes assessments, such as state tests, universal screening devices, diagnostics, 
progress-monitoring tools, and teacher observations to inform decisions about where and 
how to place tiered support, as well as data from parent surveys.   

• Fidelity of program implementation. Student success requires the faithful implementation of 
MTSS and the effective delivery of instruction and content specific to the learning and/or 
behavioral needs of students.    

• Staff development and collaboration. All school staff are trained on assessments, data 
analysis, programs, and research-based instructional practices, along with positive behavioral 
supports. Building-level, grade-level, or interdisciplinary teams use a collaborative approach 
to analyze student data and work together on the development, implementation, and 
monitoring of the intervention process. 

• Parent/ family involvement. The involvement and active participation of parents/families at 
all stages of the instructional and intervention process are essential to improving the 

                                                
8 Also see CDE webpage for RTI2, retrieved at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/rticorecomponents.asp. 
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educational outcomes for their students. Parents/families are informed on the progress of 
their students, and their input is valued in the decision-making process. 

• Specific Learning Disability determination. Moreover, the RTI2 approach may be an 
important component of determining whether a student has a specific learning disability. As 
part of determining eligibility for special education, the data from the RTI2 process may be 
used to ensure that a student has received research-based instruction and interventions.  

Although CDE’s website provides a variety of resources useful for district 
implementation of MTSS, the state educational agency (unlike others, such as the Tennessee 
Department of Education) has not required its school districts to implement MTSS. Several 
districts have published information on their use of MTSS that OUSD might find helpful. For 
example, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) published a board policy setting 
forth expectations for all schools on MTSS implementation and practices.9 Also, the San 
Francisco Unified School District’s strategic plan incorporates the use of MTSS and RTI2 as 
critical elements.10  

Oakland’s MTSS Practices 

OUSD does not have an integrated and comprehensive system for supporting students 
with academic and behavioral intervention and supports. Except for information on Tier I 
implementation for positive behavioral intervention and supports (PBIS)—a component of 
MTSS—the district does not have anything that describes OUSD’s expectations about the 
implementation of MTSS or RTI2. The Superintendent Work Plan 2015-2016 Year-End Report 
did include a “next step” to fully implement MTSS and school site supports. But this information 
was part of an area designed to “Improve the Quality of Services of our Programs for 
Exceptional Children,” rather than a section applicable to all students.11 

As described in a March 2016 Stetson and Associates report on the district’s Legacy 
Schools, the district’s “absence or minimal use of MTSS places undue pressure on special 
education services to fill the gap for struggling learners.”12 In the absence of districtwide written 
guidance and training to support MTSS implementation, school-based personnel are developing 
an awareness of the framework on their own, creating uneven implementation of the system. 
Practices vary according to the information and resources school personnel gather and interpret, 
and the quality of implementation depends on workforce understanding of the system and staff 
stability. 

                                                
9 April 7, 2014 board policy (BUL-6269.0), retrieved from April 
http://notebook.lausd.net/pls/ptl/docs/PAGE/CA_LAUSD/FLDR_ORGANIZATIONS/FLDR_SPECIAL_EDUCAT
ION/BUL-
6269.0%20MULTI%20TIERED%20BEHAVIOR%20SUPPORT%20SWD%20W%20ATTACHMENTS.PDF. 
10 http://www.sfusd.edu/en/about-sfusd/strategic-plans-and-projects.html 
11 Retrieved from http://www.ousd.org/cms/lib07/CA01001176/Centricity/Domain/10//Year-
End%20Work%20Plan/OUSD%20SWP%20Final3%20Single%20Page.pdf. 
12 Stetson and Associates (March 2016) report on the district’s Legacy Schools, page 4. 
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Problem-Solving Approach  

Every school has a Coordination of Services Team (COST), which includes teachers and 
such support staff as speech/language pathologists, psychologists, and behavior support 
personnel. The presence of COST members varies according to scheduling conflicts and other 
commitments. The COST team serves as an important source for referring students to a student 
success team (SST) when one is needed to develop individualized academic and/or behavioral 
support plans. Although psychologists have training on SST, they are rarely able to attend the 
meetings because of priority work on special education assessments. Of the 45 full-time- 
equivalent (FTE) psychologists, only 5.1 FTE are devoted to prevention and intervention 
activities. 

Differentiated Instruction and Research-based Academic interventions 

OUSD does not have a systemwide set of materials to support instruction that is aligned 
with core standards. As a result, schools are using varying materials for core instruction in 
reading, writing, and math. An RFP is being developed at the middle school level to support a 
common curriculum. Lead teachers are in place to support the implementation of curriculum 
aligned with core standards, but in-class support varies significantly by school. Large class sizes 
affect instructional rigor and make it difficult for teachers to differentiate instruction. There is 
concern that core instruction is not being delivered in a way that is effective for all students.      

Some schools have funding to hire additional staff for psychologists, permanent 
substitutes, etc., to support differentiated core instruction and interventions. Typically, schools 
use funds provided by OUSD or raised by PTAs for this purpose. Activities include instruction 
for small groups of students, reading clinics, individualized instruction several times each week, 
after school intervention twice each week for one hour, etc.  

Generally, academic interventions are not sufficiently robust to address a broad range of 
academic needs. The OUSD April 13, 2016 Executive Summary, for instance, describes 
interventions only with respect to “pre-referral” services meant to reduce the over-identification 
of African American students with an emotional disturbance.13 Although it is not clear whether 
the following interventions are included in this reference, the district has purchased Fountas & 
Pinnell’s Leveled Literacy Interventions (LLI) for all schools, and some schools have purchased 
additional academic interventions. Focus group participants referred to using additional 
interventions, such as iReady, Fast ForWord, Learn to Read A to Z, Lexia, Achieve 3000, Read 
180, Math 180, etc. In addition, there were other supports for English language learners. The 
array of interventions was considered to be “all over the map” and insufficient to address the 
broad range of students’ academic needs. There was also a perception that more intensive 
interventions were not available unless parents or the school funded personnel to provide the 
support.  

                                                
13 Ibid. 
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 Positive Behavioral Support 

The use of positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS) is embedded in the MTSS 
framework. According to a district official, each school has a positive school culture 
team/Positive Behavior Intervention System (PBIS) Team. This team reviews student 
engagement data along with suspension and attendance data.  They also review walk-through 
data collected during a PBIS visit—if it is a PBIS school.  Focus group participants, however, 
indicated that PBIS was not implemented on a systemwide basis, and its use appears to be 
discretionary. This circumstance exists even though the district’s community schools/student 
services department has a strong unit supporting behavioral health, with a staff of some 90 
individuals. In addition, the department’s Social Emotional Learning & Leadership Office 
provides professional development to support teaching and learning that is consistent with 
research-based social emotional learning (SEL) standards.  

PBIS School Cohorts   
In addition to its support of over 80 schools with on-site behavioral health providers,14 

the unit is responsible for supporting the implementation of PBIS. The behavioral health website 
contains written information about Tier I PBIS interventions and supports and about the unit’s 
work with 46 schools that have participated for three years in one of three PBIS cohorts. The first 
cohort began in 2013-14 with 22 schools, the second cohort has 10 schools, and the third cohort 
that began in 2015-16 has 14 schools. This initiative was prompted by OUSD’s 
disproportionately high rate of suspensions for African American students with disabilities and a 
voluntary settlement agreement with the Office for Civil Rights. Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) funds have been used to pay for PBIS coaches, technical assistance, 
onsite coaching, and board certified behavioral analysts (BCBAs). Generally, elementary schools 
have more effective PBIS practices than middle schools and high schools. Although there is a 
unified referral form for PBIS, practices are inconsistent, especially in schools that are not in one 
of the PBIS cohorts.    

General Education Behavioral Supports 
To some extent, the four BCBAs, behavioral health clinics, and community schools 

provide intensive and targeted interventions and supports for students with serious behavioral 
challenges and social/emotional needs. For example, the BCBAs supported almost 200 students 
with significant behavioral issues in the last school year. Unless support from one of these 
sources is available, focus group participants indicated that students with behavioral issues move 
quickly from Tier I interventions to special education referral and assessment.  

Coordination of Resources 
OUSD has a wealth of resources through its community schools/student services and 

Program for Exceptional Children (PEC) departments. But these resources are not coordinated in 
any meaningful way that would effectively leverage and maximize their impact. The Council 

                                                
14 OUSD website, retrieved from http://www.ousd.org/Domain/85. 
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team became aware of several instances in which services had not been coordinated, and there 
were staff tensions that interfered with commonly planned work and integrated action.  

• PBIS Cohort Initiative. PEC does not have any apparent role in the PBIS cohort initiative, 
even though social workers, psychologists, and special educators have expertise in the use of 
intensive and targeted interventions/supports for training, and the coordination of services. 
This disconnect has occurred because of the lack of any overarching expectation for common 
work. 

• Perceptions of Work. The lack of interaction between community schools/student services 
personnel, such as BCBAs, and PEC personnel, who address student behavior issues, has 
resulted in negative perceptions about the continuum of services provided by these two 
groups and about the quality of special education decision making, especially regarding 
eligibility.      

• Support for Students with IEPs. Although many students with IEPs have had traumatic 
experiences, the Council team was told that only special educators support students’ behavior 
intervention plans (BIPs). Tier 2 PBIS interventions and supports had been provided only to 
students without IEPs, but there is some understanding that it is now practiced for all 
students. However, there is less understanding about the application of Tier 3 wrap-around 
supports that are community-based and provide direction for the work.      

Integrated Data System 

As described above, in addition to state tests, CDE has an integrated data collection 
system that includes universal screening, diagnostics, progress monitoring, and teacher 
observations to inform decisions about tiered supports, as well as data collection methods such as 
parent surveys. OUSD has limited elements of this integrated data collection in place. 

The Center on Response to Intervention describes screening as “brief assessments” that 
are valid, reliable, and evidence-based. They are done with all students or targeted groups of 
students in order to identify those who are at risk of academic failure and, therefore, likely to 
need additional or alternative forms of instruction. 15  The National Center on Intensive 
Intervention defines “progress-monitoring” as repeated measurement of academic performance 
for the purposes of helping schools individualize instructional programs for students in grades K-
12, who have intensive instructional needs. For this purpose, progress monitoring is conducted 
weekly to assess whether student progress is adequate to meet his or her instructional goal. If not, 
the teacher adjusts the instructional programming to better meet the student’s needs and 
continues to monitor progress. This process recurs throughout intervention to iteratively develop 
an effective, individually tailored instructional program.16  Both organizations have websites that 
present numerous screening and progress-monitoring tools that are peer juried with numerous 
indicators. 

                                                
15 Retrieved from http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts/screening-tools-chart. 
16 Retrieved from http://www.intensiveintervention.org/chart/progress-monitoring 
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OUSD administers the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) to students in most grades, 
with reports of frequency varying between three and six times a school year. Recently, for the 
first time, the Inventory was given to students receiving special education services. According to 
the Center on Response to Intervention, the SRI is a progress-monitoring tool that has varying 
usefulness depending on grade and purpose.17 Less information is available on the Scholastic 
Math Inventory. The OUSD assessment team has been exploring several other tools for future 
use. Several staff members—and the Council team members—are concerned that the absence of 
a systemwide assessment process makes it difficult to track student progress, especially with 
students who change schools within or across school districts.  

Use of MTSS to Identify Students to Refer for Special Education Evaluations 

The referral of students for special education evaluations is increasingly embedded in a 
framework of multi-tiered system of supports. This national trend is based on growing research 
showing that there is a difference between identifying students with obvious disabilities, e.g., 
blind/visual impairments, deaf/hearing impairments, physical disabilities, etc., and those less 
obvious and more judgmental disabilities, e.g., specific learning disabilities, emotional 
disturbance, etc. For the latter category of disabilities, there are large disparities in incidence rate 
within and between school districts and states. In addition, disparities are large when considering 
race/ethnicity and ELL status. For some disability areas, e.g., autism and intellectual disabilities, 
the disability of students with the more significant needs will be more obvious than the disability 
of students with higher achievement and less significant needs. For example, researchers 
reviewed data on all 305 school districts in Indiana. They found that disparities increased 
inversely with the severity of the disability. In other words, the more severe a disability, the more 
likely students were to be proportionately represented across all races/ethnicities.18 Conversely, 
minority students were more likely to be over-represented when more mild disabilities were 
considered.  

According to PEC’s Special Education Procedures, students should be referred for 
special educational instruction and services only after the resources of the regular education 
program have been considered and, where appropriate, utilized. The Student Success Team 
(SST) is used in Oakland to review issues related to a student’s educational performance and 
instructional intervention. Either the SST or the referring instructional personnel are expected to 
document that accommodations/modifications to the regular program have been attempted and 
that the results of those modifications have not been effective in meeting the student's 
educational needs. In most cases, two SSTs meet to assess baseline performance and develop and 
monitor interventions. Generally, each cycle of intervention takes place over six to eight weeks 
and is accompanied by monitoring progress. In OUSD, information is provided, but it lacks the 
specificity typically associated with an MTSS framework.  

                                                
17 Retrieved from http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts 
18 S.J. Skiba, S.B. Simmons, S. Ritter, K. Kohler, M. Henderson, and T. Wu. “The Context of Minority 
Disproportionality: Local Perspectives on Special Education Referral – A Status Report (Indiana Education Policy 
Center, 2003) p. 18, retrieved at http://www.indiana.edu/%7Esafeschl/contextofmindisp.pdf. 
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The Council team was told by interviewees that the district’s SST process is used 
inconsistently across the district, and that the inconsistent use of MTSS processes has led to a 
reliance on special education to meet the needs of students with challenging academic and 
behavioral needs. In addition, psychologists eager to support the SST process are unable to do so 
because they are overwhelmed with the number of evaluations they must conduct. Furthermore, 
special educators conduct academic achievement assessments, which divert attention from 
instruction. Many focus group participants believed that the district was in a reactive mode, 
which makes it increasingly difficult to provide proactive, evidence-based general education 
interventions. Given this context, parents are sometimes advised to bypass the SST process by 
requesting an evaluation. These circumstances contribute to a “refer and evaluate” culture of 
practice. 

AREAS OF STRENGTH 

The following are areas of strength in the district’s use of a multi-tiered system of 
supports (MTSS) for all students, including those with disabilities.   

• MTSS Awareness and Practices. School-based personnel are developing an increasing 
awareness of MTSS, and some schools have attempted to implement the system, although 
unevenly. Every school has some sort of multidisciplinary team to review student data and 
take follow-up action. 

• Universal Screening. OUSD administers the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) for students 
in most grades, with reports of frequency varying between three and six times during the 
school year. Recently, the Inventory was given for the first time to students receiving special 
education services. The OUSD assessment team has been exploring several other tools for 
future use. 

• Common Curriculum. Reportedly, the district is developing an RFP to purchase a common 
curriculum at the middle school level. 

• Academic Interventions. OUSD has purchased Fountas & Pinnell’s Leveled Literacy 
Interventions (LLI) program for schools, and some schools have purchased additional 
academic interventions. Intensive supports are available for English language learners. 

• PBIS Support. The district’s community schools/student services department has a strong 
unit supporting PBIS, including behavioral health. The department’s Social Emotional 
Learning & Leadership Office provides professional development to support teaching and 
learning consistent with research-based SEL standards. More than 80 schools have on-site 
behavioral health providers.19 The behavioral health website contains written information 
about Tier I PBIS interventions and supports. IDEA funds, which the state requires the 
district to use to reduce the significant disproportionality of African American students 
identified with an emotional disturbance, are used to pay for PBIS coaches, technical 
assistance, onsite coaching, and board certified behavior analysts (BCBAs). 

                                                
19 OUSD website, retrieved from http://www.ousd.org/Domain/85. 
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• Special Education Referral. According to PEC’s Special Education Procedures, students 
should be referred for special educational instruction and services only after the resources of 
the regular education program have been considered and, where appropriate, utilized. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The following section describes opportunities for improving the implementation of 
MTSS. 

• Comprehensive MTSS System. OUSD does not have an integrated and comprehensive 
system for supporting student needs for academic and behavioral intervention and supports. 
Practices vary according to the information and resources school personnel have gathered, 
and quality depends on workforce stability. 

• MTSS Reference to PEC Focus Areas. The Superintendent Work Plan 2015-2016 Year-End 
Report included a “next step” to fully implement MTSS along with school site supports, but 
it was described in PEC’s focus area as “Improve the Quality of Services of our Programs for 
Exceptional Children.” This reference significantly limits the focus of MTSS from an “all 
student” to a “PEC only” focus. The district’s “absence or minimal use of MTSS places 
undue pressure on special education services to fill the gap for struggling learners.” 20  

• Use of Psychologists. Although psychologists have training on student success team (SST) 
discussions, they are rarely able to attend the meetings because of priority work on special 
education assessments. Of the 45 full-time-equivalent psychologists, only 5.1 FTE are 
devoted to prevention and intervention activities. In addition, for the 2016-1017 school year, 
schools will fund 5.8 FTE psychologists and grants will provide 1.6 FTE psychologists.   

• Core Instructional Materials and Support. OUSD does not have a systemwide set of 
instructional materials that are aligned with core standards. As a result, schools are using 
various materials to support core instruction in reading, writing, and math. Lead teachers are 
in place to support curriculum implementation, but in-class support varies significantly by 
school. Many are concerned that core instruction is not being delivered in a way that is 
effective for all students.     

• Human Resources Support. Only some schools have funding to hire additional staff or 
provide additional staff time for psychologists, permanent substitutes, etc., who could 
support differentiated instruction and interventions. Typically, schools use funds provided by 
OUSD or raised by PTAs for this purpose. When funding for personnel is not consistent 
across schools, there are concerns about equity for all students. 

• Academic Interventions. Generally, academic interventions are not sufficiently robust to 
address the broad range of academic needs that students present. The array of interventions is 
considered to be “all over the map” and insufficient to address the range of students’ 
academic needs. Many also believe that more intensive interventions are not available unless 
parents or the school funds the personnel to provide the support. 

                                                
20 The Superintendent Work Plan 2015-2016 Year-End Report, page 4. 
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• PBIS Practices. Generally, elementary schools are thought to have more effective PBIS 
practices than the middle and high schools. Yet, elementary school students with IEPs are 3.4 
times more likely than peers without IEPs to receive an out-of-school suspension (OSS) for 
five to 10 days, and 11.3 times more likely for OSSs of 10 or more days. By comparison, the 
risk of OSS suspension for students with IEPs in grades 6 to 8 and 9 to 12 are much lower 
compared to peers without IEPs. Although there is a uniform referral form for PBIS, 
practices are inconsistent especially among schools that are not in one of the PBIS cohorts. 
Unless one of the four BCBAs is available to provide support, many believe that students 
with behavioral issues move quickly from Tier I interventions to special education referral 
and assessment.  

• Coordination of Resources. OUSD’s wealth of resources through the community 
schools/student services and PEC departments are not coordinated in any meaningful way to 
leverage and maximize their impact. Areas identified through focus group discussions 
included PEC’s lack of (1) an apparent role in the PBIS initiative, (2) effective access to 
Department of Mental Health services, and (3) and application of behavioral supports by tier 
for all students, including those with IEPs.  

• Integrated Data System. OUSD has a limited integrated data system that lacks what CDE 
describes as elements important to an effective MTSS system: universal screening, 
diagnostics, progress monitoring to inform decisions about tiered support placement, and 
data collection methods for continuous improvement. 

• Progress Monitoring. According to the Center on Response to Intervention, the SRI 
progress-monitoring tool has varying usefulness depending on grade and purpose.21 There are 
concerns that the absence of a systemwide assessment process makes it difficult to track  
progress of students moving between schools, inside or across districts.   

• SST Process and Special Education Referrals. PEC’s Special Education Procedures refer to 
the use of SSTs and expectations concerning interventions and progress-monitoring data, but 
other information lacks the specificity typically associated with an effective MTSS 
framework. The SST process is used inconsistently across the district, and the inconsistent 
use of MTSS has led to an over-reliance on special education to meet the needs of students 
with challenging academic and behavioral needs. There is a perception that the district is in a 
reactive mode, which makes it increasingly difficult to provide proactive general education 
interventions. Parents are sometimes advised to bypass the SST process by requesting an 
evaluation. These circumstances contribute to a “refer and evaluate” mentality, leading to the 
district’s higher-than-typical disability rate.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Broad, Systemwide MTSS Framework, Implementation Plan, and Oversight. Using 
information from CDE’s website as well as other sources, develop, implement, and distribute 
a comprehensive written vision, framework, and action plan that supports MTSS.22 These 

                                                
21 Retrieved from http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts 
22 CDE webpage for MTSS, retrieved at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/mtsscomprti2.asp. 
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documents should express a shared sense of urgency among all stakeholders to improve 
educational outcomes for students and articulate an accountability system for results.  
a. Districtwide Leadership Team and Implementation Plan. Establish a districtwide 

leadership team that would meet regularly to oversee MTSS implementation. Under the 
direction of the team, embed a three-year implementation plan within the district’s 
Continuous School Improvement framework. Have various advisory groups representing 
differing interests, including the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) for Special 
Education, give feedback during the development and implementation phases. When 
finalized, post the MTSS framework on the district’s website along with information 
relevant to its implementation, links to district information/resources, and publicly 
available resources.   

b. School-Based Leadership Teams. Establish school-based MTSS leadership teams to 
oversee activities related to instruction/supports (academic/behavior) for students. If 
appropriate, embed in the School Performance Framework, OUSD 2020, and other 
structures the templates necessary for effective school-based MTSS planning. The 
template should take into consideration the unique characteristics and needs of each 
school’s students, and any identified student-group disparities. Embed these plans in the 
school-based improvement planning process. 

c. Written Guidance. Establish a uniform set of standards and expectations for the 
implementation of MTSS districtwide, including components listed below. Incorporate 
these essential elements into the Superintendent’s Work Plan for 2016-2017, and 
highlight MTSS as a focus area for all students. Ensure that the MTSS framework is 
inclusive at all grade levels and supports linguistically appropriate and culturally 
competent instruction. If necessary, phase in the standards and expectations, beginning 
with more general features and moving to more specific ones. Address all areas of MTSS 
described in the current program literature, including the following:  

•  Core Curriculum and Differentiated/Scaffolded Instructional Expectations. Design 
an integrated and comprehensive academic system by which all students receive 
instruction aligned with core curricular standards, including instruction that is 
differentiated and scaffolded. Incorporate the principles of UDL, which enables all 
students to access curricula regardless of abilities and needs.  

•  Universal Screening, Progress Monitoring, and Problem Solving. Establish 
guidelines for using universal screening and progress-monitoring tools for preschool, 
elementary, middle, and high schools, along with decision rules for student 
participation in interventions of varying intensities. Use the evaluation tool available 
on the Center on Response to Intervention website to determine the research-based 
value of tools being considered.23  To the extent possible, have identical tools used 
with the same student populations in all schools in order to mitigate student mobility 
problems, facilitate professional learning and technical assistance, and leverage 
purchasing. The district should also establish guidelines for decisions about the 

                                                
23 Retrieved from http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts. 
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adequacy of student progress at each tier of intervention and for problem solving that 
would address the academic and behavioral needs of students.  

•  Interventions. Review the district’s menu of academic and behavioral instruction and 
intervention tools to ensure they are evidence-based. Revise as necessary. 

- Adjust Interventions. Based on district evaluations of currently used 
interventions, remove those that do not show substantial student growth, and add 
others to ensure that the most effective interventions are available in all schools.   

- Align with Student Needs. Ensure that each intervention has a description of 
student characteristics or needs that it is intended to address, as well as 
information on expected service parameters, e.g., maximum student group, 
session time, number of sessions per week, etc. 

- Leverage Human Resources. Identify all personnel available to schools, 
including general and special education teachers, psychologists, and PEC and 
community schools/student services (CS/SS) personnel, and define their roles and 
expectations with respect to MTSS implementation. This is necessary to leverage 
collective expertise, knowledge and skills. This is especially true for PEC and 
CS/SS personnel in terms of their support for PBIS. This coordinated work is 
essential if the district is to reduce the disproportionate out-of-school suspensions 
that students with disabilities receive compared to their nondisabled peers. 

•  Parental Involvement. Develop goals and guidelines for parental involvement in 
MTSS and training that might be offered in collaboration with CAC and other parent-
based organizations.   

•  Resources. Develop a district website devoted to MTSS that would host a description 
of the program framework and links to websites and resources that would assist 
school-based implementation.    

d. Differentiated Professional Learning. Require staff to participate in MTSS professional 
development that is differentiated according to their professional-learning needs, and 
specify how staff would be demonstrate what they have learned. Consider providing a 
certificate of demonstrated performance. Assess the outcomes. Ground training in the 
Learning Forward Standards for Professional Learning.24 Based on this recommendation, 
review the district’s current professional learning model and revise it as needed to ensure 
a comprehensive and differentiated professional learning experience for all district 
personnel involved in MTSS implementation. Address how access to training will be 
supported and what time will be devoted to it. Consider the use of stipends, funds for 
substitute coverage, incentives for after-school and Saturday training, summer training, 
etc. Ensure that all professional development is tailored to targeted audiences, including 
special education teachers, related-services personnel, paraprofessionals, and 
instructional assistants. Include the following components-- 

                                                
24 http://www.learningforward.org/standards#.UMvVD7Yt0kU  
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•  Multiple Formats. Use multiple formats (e.g., videos, webinars, and narrative text) 
and presentation approaches (e.g., school-based, small groups).  

•  Cross-Functional Teams. Cross-train individuals from the teaching/learning 
department, PEC, English Language Learner and Multilingual Achievement, CS/SS, 
etc., to maximize their knowledge and skills, and provide direct support, mentoring, 
coaching, and technical assistance to principals and teachers. 

•  High-Quality Trainers. Ensure that all trainers are knowledgeable and effective. 
Identify and use exemplary internal staff in addition to external trainers. 

•  Access to Differentiated Learning. Ensure that professional learning is differentiated 
according to the audience’s skills, experience, and need. Have professional learning 
available to new personnel and those needing additional support.   

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

•  District Website. Post all training materials on the district’s MTSS webpage, with 
access for all staff and stakeholders.    

e. Data Analysis and Reports. Design key performance indicators, data collection systems, 
and analysis that will enable the superintendent, administrators, principals, teachers, and 
related-services personnel to review student growth, identify patterns, solve problems, 
and make informed decisions. Use district leadership and cross-functional teams along 
with principals/school-based teams to regularly review indicators, strategies for 
improvement, and outcomes with targeted student subgroups. 

f. Monitoring and Accountability. Evaluate the effectiveness and results of MTSS 
implementation, and include the following in the assessment: 

• Baseline Data. Baseline data at the school level on current instructional practices and 
supports and on academic and behavioral outcomes.    

• Data Checks. Using data and reports from Recommendation 1d, consider having the 
superintendent host regular data chats with administrators and principals on a rotating 
set of indicators to discuss results, anomalies, follow-up activities, and outcomes.   

• Fidelity Assessments. Review the effectiveness of assessments currently in use and 
others that may be needed in order to monitor MTSS effectiveness. Develop measures 
that would determine whether school practices are aligned with written guidance and 
expectations. For example, consider using evaluation tools provided at no cost 
through the federally funded Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports 
website.25 Review and modify current walk-through protocols and checklists to 
ensure they include core components of MTSS.  

                                                
25 Retrieved at http://www.pbis.org/blueprint/evaluation-tools. 
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• Timely Communication and Feedback. Design student and staff feedback loops to 
inform future work. Establish regular feedback for the superintendent and school 
board on MTSS implementation. Provide timely feedback to the districtwide MTSS 
leadership team about barriers that are beyond the control of local schools or where 
schools require additional assistance. 
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II. Disability Prevalence Rates and 2014-15 Evaluation Outcomes 

This section presents demographic characteristics of OUSD students with disabilities who 
have individualized education programs (IEPs).26 When available, OUSD data are compared 
with students at state and national levels and with other urban school districts across the country. 
In addition, data are analyzed by grade, by school, by race/ethnicity, and for students who are 
also English language learners (ELLs), so readers can fully understand the context in which 
OUSD services are provided.  

This section also describes OUSD’s referral and special education eligibility processes.   

District Prevalence Rates  

In this subsection, the incidence of OUSD students receiving special education services is 
compared to urban school districts across the country and in the nation as a whole. Also, 
incidence data are disaggregated on early childhood students, and school-age students by 
disability area, grade, race/ethnicity, and English language learner status.27     

OUSD enrolls 5,383 students with IEPs who are three through 21 years of age, including 
those in separate schools (in and out of the district). This number is 16.2 percent of all students 
enrolled in the district. This figure is higher than the 13.1 percent average across 67 urban school 
districts on which we have data.28 OUSD ranked 26th among districts on the percentage of 
students with disabilities.  

Percentages ranged from 8 percent to 25 percent among these districts. The OUSD figure 
is more than the state’s 15.2 percentage, and is higher than the 12.9 percent national figure, 
which has decreased since 2004-05, when it was 13.8 percent.29     

Disability Prevalence Rates for Early Childhood Students   

A large majority (65 percent) of children with IEPs in early childhood programs are 
identified as having a speech/language impairment. The next largest category is autism, which is 
identified in one in four children. The remaining 10 percent of children are identified as having 
another disability, e.g., intellectual disability, other health impairment, etc.  

                                                
26 Students with disabilities who have IEPs and receive special education services are also referred to as students 
with IEPs. These data are limited to students with a disability under the IDEA, and does not include students who 
are gifted. 
27 Unless otherwise stated, all OUSD data were provided by the district to the Council’s team and are for the 2015-
16 school year.  
28 Most data were provided by school districts that responded to a survey conducted by the Urban Special Education 
Leadership Collaborative; the Council team or members of the team obtained the remaining data during district 
reviews. The rates by district are provided in Appendix A. Incidence Rates and Staffing Survey Results. 
29 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2015). Digest of Education Statistics, 
2013 (NCES 2015-011), Chapter 2. The rates are based on 2011-12 data based on students 3 through 21 years of 
age. http://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=64.  
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Disability Prevalence Rates for Students 6-21 Years of Age 

When looking only at students who are six through 21 years of age, 30 14.2 percent of 
enrolled OUSD students have an IEP. By far, the most common disability area is specific 
learning disability (SLD), which accounts for 42 percent of all students with IEPs. Speech 
language impairment (SLI) accounts for 15 percent, autism for 12 percent, other health 
impairment (OHI) for 11 percent, and intellectual disabilities (ID) for 10 percent. These are the 
most prevalent categories. The area of emotional disturbance (ED) accounts for 6 percent, and all 
other disability areas account for only 4 percent of all students with IEPs. (Exhibit 1a)    
Exhibit 1a. Number and Percentage of Students with IEPs by Disability Area 

 

Disability Prevalence Rates by District, State and Nation 
Compared to state and national percentages, OUSD’s students with IEPs are identified as 

having a particular disability at proportions similar to those at state and national levels. The 
greatest disparity between OUSD and state and national percentages pertains to the intellectual 
disability category, where OUSD’s 10 percent is higher than the state’s 6 percent and the 
nation’s 7 percent.31 (Exhibit 1b) 

Exhibit 1b. Percentage of Students with IEPs by District, State, and Nation 

 
                                                
30 For the purpose of this report, six-year-olds are those considered to be in first grade.  
31 National and state data are based on the U.S. Department of Education’s 2014 IDEA Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environment database, retrieved from 2014-15 USDE IDEA Section 618 State Level Data Files, 
retrieved at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/osepidea/618-data/state-level-data-files/index.html#bccee.	Unless 
otherwise stated, all OUSD data were provided by the district to the Council’s team. 
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OUSD Disability Rates by Grade 

As shown in Exhibit 1c, although the district’s overall average of students with IEPs is 
14.2 percent, the figure varies by grade. First through third grades have lower figures of 10 to 11 
percent, but the percentages begin to increase at fourth grade (13 percent) to a high of 16 percent 
in eighth grade. The percentages decrease at ninth and tenth grades (14 percent), decrease again 
at eleventh grade (13 percent), and then increase at twelfth grade (15 percent).  The high school 
rates do not include the 36 students in the young adult program (ages 18 to 21 years) and the 116 
students about to transition into that program. Exhibit 1c also reflects a decrease in the number of 
students with IEPs between fifth grade (460 students) and seventh grade (351 students), and the 
relatively steady enrollment that continues through twelfth grade. The increased percentage of 
students with disabilities is due to OUSD’s commensurate decrease in overall OUSD enrollment. 

Exhibit 1c. Percentages of OUSD Students with IEPs by Grade  

 

OUSD Disability Incidence by Race/Ethnicity and by English Language Learners    

This subsection discusses the extent to which OUSD students from the most common 
racial/ethnic groups and English language learners (ELLs) have higher percentages of disabilities 
than their peers. 

Disparities by Race/Ethnicity 
African American students are 1.8 times more likely to have a disability than students 

from all other racial/ethnic groups. The next highest risk (1.2) is among students from multiple 
race/ethnicities. Compared to other students, African American students have disproportionately 
higher percentages in four disability areas (emotional disturbance, other health impairment, 
intellectual disability, and specific learning disability). Students from multiple races/ethnicities 
have disproportionately higher percentages in the area of autism. According to the state’s 2014–
15 District-Level Special Education Annual Performance Report Measure, which was prepared 
on February 22, 2016, OUSD was cited for its disproportionate representation of African 
American students with an emotional disturbance. The state attributed this situation to 
noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices.  

Exhibit 1d shows the percentage of students by the most prevalent race/ethnic subgroups 
and most common disability areas and their risk ratios.  

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	
Disability	 330	 352	 376	 430	 460	 350	 351	 379	 358	 346	 317	 343	

Percentage	 10%	 10%	 11%	 13%	 15%	 15%	 15%	 16%	 14%	 14%	 13%	 15%	

-4%	

1%	

6%	

11%	

16%	

0	

100	

200	

300	

400	

500	



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	30	

Exhibit 1d. Race/Ethnicity Rates by Most Common Disabilities and Risk Ratios   

 
• Emotional Disturbance (ED). African American students are 3.7 times more likely than all 

other students to be identified with ED. These students account for 1.8 percent of the 
district’s African American students. Percentages for students from other racial/ethnic 
subgroups range from 0.1 percent to 1.2 percent. According to an April 13, 2016 executive 
summary on PEC projects to date, since 2011 the California Department of Education (CDE) 
has identified OUSD as a “Significantly Disproportionate” school district due to its ED 
disparity rate. Based on this designation, the district has been required to allocate 15 percent 
of its federal Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA) to Coordinated Early 
Intervention Services (CEIS) for students without IEPs.32 In spite the district’s activities with 
these funds, the ED disparity was reduced by only one percentage point in the 2014-2015 
school year. To increase the district’s effectiveness, the Community Schools/Student 
Services unit has contracted internationally known expert Dr. Edward Fergus from New 
York University for assistance.  

• Other Health Impairment. African American students are 2.9 times more likely than all 
other students to have OHI, which includes the area of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 
Disorder (ADHD). These students comprise 2.8 percent of the district’s African American 
students. For students from other racial/ethnic subgroups, the figures range from 0.3 percent 
to 1.8 percent.    

• Intellectual Disability. African American students are 2.3 times more likely than all other 

                                                
32 Proposed U.S. Department of Education regulations currently under review could increase California’s 
measurement of significant disproportionality, and would allow CEIS funds to be used for students with IEPs in 
addition to those without IEPs. In the area of ED racial disparitiy, however, the provision of additional services to 
students with IEPs would not address the significant disproportionate identification of African American students as 
ED. 
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students to have ID. These students account for 2.4 percent of the district’s African American 
students. For students from other racial/ethnic subgroups, the figures range from 0.5 percent 
to 1.3 percent. 

• Specific Learning Disability. African American students are 1.9 times more likely than all 
other students to have a SLD. These students account for 8.8 percent of the district’s African 
American students. For students from other racial/ethnic subgroups, the figures range from 
2.2 percent to 5.9 percent. 

• Autism. Students from multiple race/ethnicities are 2.1 times more likely than all other 
students to have autism. Students from multiple races account for 3.2 percent of all enrolled 
students in this subgroup. For students from other racial/ethnic subgroups, the figures range 
from 1.0 percent to 2.1 percent. 

Disparities by Language Status (ELL and Not ELL) 
Generally, ELL students are just as likely as students who are not ELL to be identified as 

having a disability. As seen in Exhibit 1e, the incidence of disability among students who are and 
are not ELL are comparable in the areas of specific learning disabilities, autism, and intellectual 
disability. The ELL percentages are disproportionately high and low in other disability areas, 
however. ELLs are twice as likely to have a speech/language impairment as students who are not 
ELLs. Students who are not ELL are 3.2 times more likely than ELLs to be identified with an 
emotional disturbance and 1.7 times more likely to be identified with an “other health 
impairment.”  

Perhaps unaware of these data, many staff members and others believe that PEC resists 
assessing these students for special education because their low achievement might be seen as 
being primarily due to their lack of access to quality instruction rather than to a disability.  

Exhibit 1e. Percentage of Students by ELL by Most Common Disability Areas and Risk Ratio for 
ELLs with SLI 

 

As more immigrant students are enrolling in OUSD, the district now sees that an 
estimated 40 percent are students with interrupted education, i.e., students who have gaps in their 
schooling and a history of traumatic experiences. More robust services, including social services 
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and community organizational supports, etc., are being offered to these newcomers, especially 
non-accompanied minors.   

Parents with children who have been through the special education assessment process 
voiced strong concern to the Council team about the extent to which parents are provided 
information that would enable them to understand their child’s evaluation and participate 
meaningfully in the IEP process. Interviewees were also concerned about the extent to which 
their children were evaluated by personnel who could communicate effectively with their 
children in their native language.   

Special Education Eligibility and Timeliness 

OUSD provided the Council’s team with data showing the number of students by English 
language learner status who were referred for an evaluation during the 2014-15 school year, 
along with results of those evaluations. These data are shown in Exhibit 1f. Overall, of the 1,122 
students referred for an evaluation that was completed, 81 percent were eligible for special 
education services. However, students’ English language status is unknown for 55 percent of 
these 1,122 students, including 90 percent of students who did not qualify for services. Because 
of this data lapse, any analysis about referrals and results by English language status would not 
be meaningful. A discussion about the district’s difficulties with providing valid and reliable data 
is included in Section IV. Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with IEPs. 

Exhibit 1f. Referrals for Evaluations and Results  

 

Timely Evaluations 

Referral data provided by OUSD for 2014-15 included the initial date of each student’s 
referral for a special education evaluation. That data showed the following initial referral dates 
that were marked as pending: 13 dates in July through September, 13 dates in October, two in 
November, six in December, seven in January, and 10 in February.   
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According to the state’s 2014–15 Annual Performance Report, of 1,017 students assessed 
for special education, 89.4 percent had evaluations conducted within the required 60 days of 
receipt of parental consent for an evaluation. This rate did not meet the federally required 100 
percent compliance rate. Other data provided by the district to the Council’s team showed the 
number of overdue three-year reevaluations (triennial) and annual evaluations for each 
December from 2010 through 2015. As seen in Exhibit 1g, the numbers, which peaked in 2011 
(478 overdue triennials and 1,116 overdue annuals), reached a low in 2015 (23 overdue triennials 
and 74 overdue annuals).33 Reporting data in this manner, however, does not take into account 
overall evaluations due in such a way that a percentage could be ascertained. Furthermore, the 
federally required state performance plan, as described above, assesses timeliness for each school 
year, not calendar year.  

Exhibit 1g. Overdue Annual and Triennial Evaluations 

 

According to an OUSD representative, MIS specialists spend a great deal of time helping 
the SELPA director to support and encourage staff to complete IEPs. Focus groups provided the 
following concerns: 

• Monthly Reports. Although principals in the past have received a monthly list of evaluations 
and due dates, these reports had not been received recently. 

• Access to SEIS. Principals indicated that access to the Special Education Information System 
(SEIS) would enable them to monitor this issue more effectively. 

• School Funds. In some schools, principals use school funds to pay for additional 
psychological services to support the timely completion of evaluations. OUSD’s hiring of 
additional contractual psychologists might alleviate this situation.  

• Waiting Lists. In some schools, the team was reported that as many as 10 to 15 students were 
on waiting lists for an evaluation. 

 Reportedly, the timely completion of evaluations “has traditionally been a neglected area 
and oversight did not exist.” There is staff concern that it will be difficult to improve this 
situation due to “caseload overages throughout the system.” This issue, along with insufficient 
numbers of psychologists, raises multiple personnel management and staffing issues, which are 
addressed in Section IV. Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with IEPs. 

                                                
33 2013 was an anomaly due to the new special education IEP data migration from the prior system.  
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AREAS OF STRENGTH 

The following are areas of strength in the district’s disability-prevalence rates and 
evaluation results. 

• Children Six through 21 Years of Age. OUSD students with IEPs are identified with a 
disability at rates similar to those at the state and national levels.  

• English Language Learners. Generally, ELL students are as likely as students who are not 
ELL to be identified as having a disability. Also, the disability rates for students who are and 
who are not ELL are comparable in the areas of specific learning disability, autism, and 
intellectual disability. These data should dispel concerns that PEC resists identifying ELLs as 
having a disability. 

• Timeliness Rates. The number of students with overdue triennial evaluations and annual 
reviews decreased from December 2010 (438 and 977, respectively) to December 2015 (23 
and 74, respectively). 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The following describes opportunities for improvements in the district’s disability 
prevalence rates and student evaluation results. 

• All Students with IEPs. Overall, 16.2 percent of all OUSD students have an IEP. This figure 
is higher than those of other urban school districts (13.1 percent), the state (15.2 percent), and 
the country as a whole (13.8 percent). 

• Intellectual Disability Rate Disparity. The greatest disparity between OUSD and the state 
and nation pertains to the intellectual disability category, where OUSD’s 10 percent figure is 
higher than the state’s 6 percent and the nation’s 7 percent. 

• African American Disability Rate Disparity. Generally, African American students are 1.8 
times more likely to have a disability than students from all other racial/ethnic groups. 

• African American Likelihood of Having a Specific Disability. Compared to other students, 
African American students are much more likely to be identified in one of four disability 
areas: emotional disturbance (3.7 risk ratio), other health impairment (2.9 risk ratio), 
intellectual disability (2.3 risk ratio), and specific learning disability (1.9 risk ratio). Since 
2011, CDE has identified the district’s emotional disturbance percentage as being 
significantly disproportionate for African American students and has required 15 percent of 
the district’s IDEA funds to be used per federal law to help correct this disparity. 
Furthermore, CDE cited the district’s ED disparity as attributable to its policies, procedures, 
or practices.  

• Autism. Students from multiple races/ethnicities have disproportionately high percentages in 
the area of autism (2.1 risk ratio). 

• English Language Learners. Compared to students who are not ELL, ELLs are twice as 
likely to be identified with a speech/language impairment. There are also concerns about the 
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extent to which parents are provided information that would enable them to understand their 
child’s evaluation and participate in the IEP process. Parents are also concerned about the 
extent to which their children are evaluated by personnel who are able to communicate 
effectively in their children’s native language.   

• Timely Evaluations. CDE’s 2014–15 Annual Performance Report indicated that 89.4 percent 
of students had special education evaluations completed within the required 60 days of 
receipt of a parental request for an evaluation. Furthermore, according to referral dates from 
the 2014-15 school year provided to the Council team in April 2016, 51 students were shown 
with evaluations that were still pending. Other data provided by OUSD showed the number 
of overdue reevaluations and annual evaluations for a five-year period, but did not show what 
percentage these numbers represented. Furthermore, these data were presented by calendar 
year rather than by school year, which is how state and federal agencies assess timeliness 
rates. Factors that improved the provision of timely evaluations in the district included 
monthly data reports, principal access to SEIS, and sufficient numbers of psychologists. In 
addition, there were concerns about long waiting lists for evaluations at some schools. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

2. Special Education Eligibility. Improve consistency and appropriateness of eligibility 
determinations across the district.   

a. Written Criteria. With a multidisciplinary team of individuals from within and outside of 
PEC, identify personnel who will draft eligibility criteria for each disability area that 
shows disproportional identification, i.e., not proportional to state and federal rates, 
race/ethnicity rates, or English language status. (Coordinate this activity with 
Recommendation 1c) 

• Contents. Include in the new criteria the information that teams will be expected to 
find and review in each student’s files, i.e., the use of culturally relevant and 
linguistically appropriate instruction and interventions, and whether a student has 
demonstrated sufficient progress when given appropriate interventions. 

• PEC District Representative. Include in each set of criteria the requirement that a 
PEC district representative should attend eligibility-determination meetings.   

• Review of Criteria. Have the full multidisciplinary team review and edit the criteria, 
and ensure they are concise and user-friendly and incorporate the MTSS framework 
described earlier when it might be pertinent to the evaluation and eligibility 
processes.  

b. Timely Evaluation and Annual Review Work Group. Convene a group of multi-
disciplinary personnel, including representatives from PEC, principals, and other school 
staff members, and technology and finance staff, to determine the most common 
impediments to timely and compliant activities and to recommend activities that would 
accelerate improvements. Have the Academic Leadership Team (ALT) review this 
information and forward findings and recommended actions to the cabinet for action. 
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a. Data Analysis and Reports. Develop user-friendly summary reports for the district’s 
leadership showing disability risk ratio disparities, evaluation referrals, and eligibility 
statistics. Report data for the district and by network and school. Establish a process by 
which a districtwide team reviews these data on a regular basis and discusses results with 
principals and other administrative staff and lays out appropriate follow-up steps. 
(Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1e) 

c. Differentiated Professional Learning. Provide to all relevant district stakeholders the 
professional development necessary to implement the recommendations in this report. As 
part of this effort, provide cross training for PEC, ELL, and pertinent community schools 
and student services personnel involved with children who are low achieving and/or have 
behavioral issues--or who are involved in the child find process, evaluations, and 
eligibility determination. In the training, include components on culturally responsive 
practices and language acquisition. Utilize personnel with expertise in any of these areas. 
(Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1f) 

d. Monitoring and Accountability. Develop a process for ongoing monitoring of expected 
evaluation and decision-making procedures and practices. Rather than using a traditional 
record-review model, review files so that school-based personnel are aware of issues and 
problems and will better understand the need for follow-up action. Enable staff to observe 
best practices shown by others and to receive coaching that will improve their knowledge 
and skills. (Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1g) 
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III. Teaching and Learning for Students with Disabilities 
 
The United States Department of Education (USDE or ED) has moved from a 

compliance-only posture towards special education to a Results-Driven Accountability (RDA) 
model. This change is based on data showing that the educational outcomes of America’s 
children and youth with disabilities have not improved as expected, despite significant federal 
efforts to close achievement gaps. The accountability system that existed prior to the new one 
placed substantial emphasis on procedural compliance, but it often did not consider how 
requirements affected the learning outcomes of students.34 The USDE’s Office of Special 
Education Programs’ (OSEP) vision for RDA was for all accountability components to be 
aligned to supporting states in improving results for students with disabilities. This approach is 
consistent with IDEA, which requires that the primary focus of the federal program be on 
improving educational results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities, along with 
meeting IDEA requirements. RDA fulfills these requirements by focusing both on outcomes for 
students with disabilities and on the compliance portions of the law.35  

 
This section of the report is devoted to results and how OUSD is supporting teaching and 

learning for students with IEPs, including young children ages three to five years. This section 
has the following subsections:  
• Education of Young Children Ages Three to Five Years 
• Student Achievement on the NAEP and Statewide Assessments 
• Educational Settings for Students with Disabilities 
• Suspension and Expulsion Rates 
• Academic Instruction, Intervention, and Supports 
• Instruction for Students in SDC Programs 
• Professional Learning 

Education of Young Children Ages Three to Five Years  

This subsection addresses achievement outcomes for children with IEPs, their 
educational settings, and feedback from focus group participants. 

Achievement Outcomes for Children with IEPs (Three to Five Years of Age) 

One of the indicators in California’s SPP relates to the achievement of young children 
with disabilities in three areas: appropriate behavior, acquisition and use of knowledge and skills, 
and positive social/emotional skills. In each of these three areas, calculations are made on the 
percentage of children in the following two areas: (1) children who entered an early childhood 
program below developmental expectations for their age but who had substantially increased 

                                                
34 April 5, 2012, RDA Summary, U.S. Department of Education at www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/osep/rda-
summary.doc. 
35 Ibid. 
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developmentally by age six when they exited a program, and (2) children functioning within 
expectations by age six or had attained those expectations by the time they exited the program.  

For the percentage of students substantially improving their behavior and acquiring 
knowledge/skills, the district was within about 11 percentage points of state targets. However, 
the district was more than 18.8 percentage points below state targets for students who exited their 
early childhood program not functioning within standards for acquiring and using their 
knowledge/skills and showing positive social/emotional skills.  

Summarized below are the district’s performance ratings in three categories for each of 
the two areas (substantially increased skills and functioning within standards). The percentages 
of children meeting standards and meeting each of the state’s targets are shown in Exhibit 3a36 

Substantially Increased Skills  
For OUSD children who entered an early childhood program below developmental 

expectations for their age but who had substantially increased developmentally by age six when 
they exited the program, the following statistics compare the 2014-15 rates of OUSD children 
meeting standards to state targets based on the state’s SPP report. 

• Appropriate Behavior to Meet Needs. 63.7 percent met standards, which was 11.3 
percentage points below the state’s target. 

• Acquisition/Use of Knowledge/Skills. 61.1 percent met standards, which was 8.9 percentage 
points below the state’s target.   

• Positive Social/Emotional Skills. 53.9 percent met standards, which was 18.8 percentage 
points below the state’s target. 

Functioning Within Age Expectations 

For children who were functioning within expectations by six years of age or had attained 
those expectations by the time they exited the program, the following data compare the 
percentages of children in Oakland meeting the standards in 2014-15 to state performance and 
target percentages for that year. (See Exhibit 3a.)   

• Appropriate Behavior to Meet Needs. 61.6 percent met standards, which was 17.4   
percentage points below the state target. 

• Acquisition/Use of Knowledge/Skills. 61.6 percent met standards, which was 20.9 
percentage points below the state target.   

• Positive Social/Emotional Skills. 60.5 percent met standards, which was 21.6 percentage 
points below the state target.   

 

 
                                                
36 Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/documents/indrptlea1415no.pdf. 
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Exhibit 3a. 2014-15 Outcomes for District/State Children Three to Five Years of Age with IEPs 

 

Educational Settings of Young Children Three to Five Years of Age 

…[M]ost 3- to 5-year-olds with disabilities learn best when they attend preschools 
alongside their age-mates without disabilities to the greatest extent possible. 
These settings provide both language and behavioral models that assist in 
children’s development and help all children learn to be productively engaged 
with diverse peers.37  

Studies have shown that when children with disabilities are included in the regular 
classroom setting, they demonstrate higher levels of social play, are more likely to initiate 
activities, and show substantial gains in key skills—cognitive skills, motor skills, and self-help 
skills. Participating in activities with typically developing peers allows children with disabilities 
to learn through modeling, and this learning helps them prepare for the real world. Researchers 
have found that typically developing children in inclusive classrooms are better able to accept 
differences and are more likely to see their classmates achieving despite their disabilities. They 
are also more aware of the needs of others.38   

The importance of inclusive education is underscored by a federal requirement, which 
requires that it be included as a state performance-plan indicator measuring the extent to which 
young children (three to five years of age) receive the majority of their services in regular early 
childhood programs, i.e., inclusively or in separate settings.    

District and Nation Educational Setting Rates 
Exhibit 3b shows 2014-15 OUSD and 2012-13 national percentages of children with 

disabilities ages three to five years who received most of their services inclusively, i.e., in a 
                                                
37 California’s Statewide Task Force on Special Education, One System: Reforming Education to Serve ALL 
Students, March 2015, retrieved from http://www.smcoe.org/assets/files/about-smcoe/superintendents-
office/statewide-special-education-task-force/Task%20Force%20Report%205.18.15.pdf. 
38 Ronnie W. Jeter, The Benefits of Inclusion in Early Childhood Programs at 
http://www.turben.com/article/83/274/The-Benefits-of-Inclusion-in-Early-Childhood-Programs 
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regular early childhood (EC) program, and the percentages of children educated in separate 
classrooms.39  

• Majority of Services in Regular Early Childhood Programs. Overall, a much larger 
percentage (61.1 percent) of OUSD young children with IEPs were educated inclusively than 
were the average of young children nationally (43 percent). The district’s rate exceeded the 
state’s minimum target by 18.1 percentage points. 

• Separate Classes. The district educated a slightly higher percentage (26.4 percent) of young 
children with IEPs in separate classes, compared to national (24 percent) averages. The 
district’s figure was 8 percentage points lower than the state’s target. 

Exhibit 3b. 2015-16 Percentage of Young Children with IEPs (Ages 3 to 5) by Educational Setting  

 

Description of Instructional Models for Young Children with Disabilities 

To expand support to students with disabilities in general early childhood education 
programs, the district uses two models. One is an integrated or inclusion model, which is based 
on co-teaching. In a 24-student class, 7 to 13 students can have disabilities. In the second model, 
about two students with disabilities are enrolled per class. One school, Burbank, has 15 
classrooms for young children, including one that is based on the integrated model. The other 
classes at Burbank include mostly students with disabilities and may have typical peers. 
Additional integrated early childhood education classrooms are designed for morning and 
afternoon sessions at seven schools across the district, including Burbank.  

Personnel are working on how to set aside seats in early childhood for students with 
disabilities who are identified during the school year. The district does not have any Head Start 
classes in its schools.   

OUSD also provided data on general education, inclusion, and special day classes 
(SDCs). As shown in Exhibit 3c, the data indicate that 81.9 percent of young children with 
disabilities are educated within general education settings, 5.1 percent are educated through the 
district’s inclusion model, and 13.0 percent are educated in a special day class (SDC). Most 
notably, almost 76 percent of students in the SDCs are male.  

                                                
39 2015-16 district data were provided by OUSD, and national data are based on USDE’s 36th Annual Report to 
Congress (Fall 2012 data). 
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Exhibit 3c. 2015-16 Percentage of Young Children with IEPs (Ages 3 to 5) OUSD Service Model 

 

Student Achievement on the NAEP and Statewide Assessments 

Beginning in 2015, USDE developed a determination rating based on the results driven 
accountability framework described earlier. Two matrices were used for this purpose, with 50 
percent of the ratings based on results and 50 percent based on compliance.40 The results 
component was calculated using the following indicators: 

• Fourth/eighth graders participating in regular statewide assessments for reading and math 

• Fourth/eighth graders scoring at basic/above in reading and math on the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress (NAEP)   

• Fourth/eighth graders included in NAEP testing for reading and math 

• Students exiting school by dropping out  

• Students exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma. 

The information in this subsection discusses the achievement of California students on 
NAEP, as well as the performance of OUSD students with disabilities on statewide assessments.  

The California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) System is 
based on the Smarter Balanced Assessments, as well as optional interim assessments, and a 
digital library with tools and practices designed to help teachers use formative assessments to 
improve teaching and learning in all grades. The California Alternate Assessments are used for 
students with significant cognitive disabilities. Under the federal Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA), it is expected that no more than 1 percent of all students in grades taking a statewide 
assessment will participate in an alternate assessment. Although the ESSA does not prohibit 
school districts from having a higher percentage taking this assessment, districts must justify to 
the state any percentage that exceeds the one percent cap in order to earn a waiver of the 
requirement. Based on data provided by OUSD, in grades taking a statewide assessment, 17.3 
percent of students with disabilities (193 students) participated.  

                                                
40 For a full explanation of ED’s methodology, see How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2015: Part B 
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2015/2015-part-b-how-determinations-made.pdf 
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NAEP Achievement Rates for Fourth, Eighth, and Twelfth Grade Students with IEPs 

In partnership with the National Assessment Governing Board and the Council of the 
Great City Schools, the Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA) was created in 2002 to support 
improvements in student achievement in the nation’s large urban districts. Currently, 21 urban 
school districts voluntarily participate in TUDA and are able to track the achievement of their 
students by subgroup on a single comparable assessment. OUSD does not participate in TUDA, 
so district achievement rates on NAEP are not available, but comparing state and national 
performance for students with disabilities provides a useful benchmark for OUSD.41  

Exhibit 3d compares national and California data for students with disabilities who 
scored at basic and above levels on NAEP in reading and in math at grades four and eight. State 
data are not yet available for grade 12.  

Exhibit 3d. Percentage of Students with IEPs with Basic/Above on NAEP Reading and Math 

 

In general, achievement rates on NAEP were higher in California among fourth graders 
in reading.  

Reading. In California, the percentage of students with disabilities scoring at levels basic/above 
in reading is 15 percentage points below the national average at fourth grade and 5 percentage 
points below in eighth grade.        

• 4th Grade. The percentage scoring basic/above was 40 percent at the state level and 55 
percent at the national level.   

•  8th Grade. The percentage scoring basic/above was 27 percent at the state level and 32 
percent at the national level.    

• 12th Grade. At the national level, 37 percent of students with disabilities scored at the 
basic/above level. 

Math. In California, the percentages of students with disabilities scoring basic/above levels at 
both fourth and eighth grades were 13 percentage points below the nation’s public schools peers. 

• 4th Grade. In the state, 20 percent of students with disabilities scored at basic/above levels; 
                                                
41 The Nation's Report Card, retrieved from http://www.nationsreportcard.gov/. 
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the national percentage was 33 percent. 

• 8th Grade. In the state, 23 percent of students with disabilities scored at basic/above levels; 
the national percentage was 36 percent.  

• 12th Grade. Only 23 percent of the nation’s students scored at the basic/above level. 

Statewide Assessments  

The information in this section summarizes performance scores of students with IEPs on 
state reading and math tests over time (OUSD data) and compares district and state scores with 
state performance-plan targets (District Data Profiles). The two data sources provide somewhat 
different achievement figures in reading and math. 

Statewide English Language Arts (ELA) and Math Assessments  
School year 2014-15 was the second year that California’s students in grades 3 through 9 

and in grade 11 took Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium tests in ELA and math. Exhibit 
3e shows that, in both content areas, only 6 percent of the district’s students with disabilities met 
or exceeded ELA and math standards. A higher percentage at the state level met or exceeded 
standards compared to OUSD in ELA (12 percent) and math (9 percent). At both the district and 
state levels, the achievement gap between students with and without disabilities was significant. 
The district gaps were 26 percentage points in ELA and 19 points in math; the state gaps were 
even higher--36 points in ELA and 27 points in math. 

Exhibit 3e. Percentage of State/District Students with/without Disabilities Meeting State Standards  

	

Graduation and Dropout Rates 

All students, including students with disabilities, had a relatively low graduation rate 
from high school with a regular diploma and a high rate of dropping out. (See Exhibit 3f.) Based 
on OUSD data for the 2013-14 school year, the graduation rate was 55.1 percent among students 
with disabilities compared to 60.8 percent for all students. The dropout rate for all students was 
23.3 percent compared to the 22.9 percent among students with disabilities.  
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Exhibit 3f. Percentage of State/District Students with/without Disabilities Graduating or Dropping 
Out 

 

Educational Settings for Students with Disabilities 

Research has consistently shown a positive relationship between effective and inclusive 
instruction and better outcomes for students with disabilities, including higher academic 
performance, higher likelihood of employment, higher participation rates in postsecondary 
education, and greater integration into the community. The 10-year National Longitudinal 
Transition Study-2 (NLTS 2) described the characteristics, experiences, and outcomes of a 
nationally representative sample of more than 11,000 youth ages 13 through 16 who 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 compared to their nondisabled peers, students who 
spent more time in general settings were closer to grade level on standardized math and language 
tests than were students with disabilities who spent more time in separate settings.42 Research 
also shows that including students with a range of disabilities in general education classes does 
not affect the achievement of their nondisabled peers.43 

Similar results were found in a comprehensive research study of school districts in 
Massachusetts.44 Students with disabilities who were in full-inclusion settings (spending 80 
percent or more of the school day in general education classrooms) appeared to outperform 
similar students who were not included to the same extent in general education classrooms with 
                                                
42 Review of Special Education in the Houston Independent School District, Thomas Hehir & Associates Boston, 
Massachusetts, page 25, retrieved at 
http://www.houstonisd.org/cms/lib2/TX01001591/Centricity/Domain/7946/HISD__Special_Education_Report_201
1_Final.pdf. 
43 See A. Kalambouka, P. Farrell, A. Dyson, & I. Kaplan. (2007, December). The impact of placing pupils with 
special educational needs in mainstream schools on the achievement of their peers. Educational Research, 49(4), 
365–382. 
44 Thomas Hehir & Associates (2014, August) Review of Special Education in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts: A Synthesis Report, Boston, Massachusetts, retrieved at http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/hehir/2014-
09synthesis.pdf  
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their non-disabled peers. On average, these students earned higher MCAS scores, graduated high 
school at higher rates, and were more likely to remain in their local school districts longer than 
students who were educated in substantially separate placements (spending less than 40 percent 
of the day in a general education classroom). These findings were consistent across the 
elementary, middle, and high school years, as well as across subject areas.  

The state performance plan also tracks students educated in one of three educational 
settings and sets targets for each: (1) time in general education settings of 80 percent or more of 
the day, (2) time in general education settings of less than 40 percent of the day, i.e., in separate 
classes, or (3) in separate schools.  

The information below describes educational setting rates in OUSD compared to state 
and national averages and provides data on rates by grade. 

Comparison of Rates for District, State and Nation  

Data in Exhibit 3g show the composition of OUSD’s students with disabilities in the four 
educational settings, which are based on indicators established by the U. S. Department of 
Education. Data compare OUSD with California and national rates.45 

• In General Education at Least 80 Percent of the Time. The district’s 55.3 percent rate for 
students in this inclusive setting is 1.3 percentage points higher than the state’s rate but 5.8 
points lower than the nation’s rate.  

• In General Education Between 40 and 79 percent of the Time. The district’s 8.8 percent 
rate for this setting is lower than state and national rates (11.6 points and 9.4 points, 
respectively).   

• In General Education Less than 40 Percent of the Time. Generally considered to be a self-
contained special education class setting, the district’s 31.6 percent rate is higher than state 
and national rates (9.3 points and 17.6 points, respectively).    

• Separate Schools. The district’s 4.3 percent of students with disabilities who attended only 
separate schools (both in and out of the district) is 0.9 percentage points higher than the state 
level and 1.0 percentage points higher than the national level. Overall, some 200 students are 
educated in this setting, including 34 students in young adult programs for students ages 18 
to 21 years.  

It is expected that about 92.7 percent of all students with disabilities will take a regular 
assessment. Accordingly, of the 1,469 students educated in restrictive self-contained or separate 
schools, all but 193 of these students who have a significant cognitive disability46 are most likely 
taking a regular assessment.    

                                                
45 The data are 2015-16 school year numbers that the district provided to the Council team, 2012-13 state and 
national data was retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2013/tn-acc-stateprofile-11-
12.pdf. 
46 This number is based on the 1 percent of all students in grades taking statewide assessments. 



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	46	

Exhibit 3g. Percentage of Students by Educational Setting  

 

Educational Setting Rates by Grade 

As shown by Exhibit 3h, district students are educated in more restrictive settings as they 
progress from kindergarten to twelfth grade. An exception is for students educated in self-
contained placements (less than 40 percent in general education), where the trend line goes 
down.  

Exhibit 3h. Percentage of Students by Grade and by Educational Setting  

 

• In General Education at Least 80 Percent of the Time. Between kindergarten and fifth 
grade, percentages of students with IEPs in this setting ranged from 65 percent to 62 percent, 
but fall in sixth through and eighth grades (55 percent in sixth, and 57 percent in seventh and 
eighth). At the high school level, the figures range between 47 percent (ninth grade) to 53 
percent (eleventh grade). 

• In General Education Between 40 and 79 percent of the Time. Between kindergarten and 
seventh grade, percentages range from a low of 2 percent (first grade) to 7 percent. They 
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increase in eighth grade (11 percent), and increase again in high school, from ninth grade (12 
percent) through twelfth grade (18 percent). 

• In General Education Less than 40 Percent of the Time. At the elementary level, the 
percentages for this self-contained setting range from 39 percent (first grade) to 29 percent 
(third through fifth grades). About a third of all middle school placements are in this setting, 
and the rate decreases from ninth grade (35 percent) to twelfth grade (24 percent).  

• Separate Schools. The percentages of students with disabilities in this most restrictive setting 
increase from kindergarten (0 percent) and first grade (0.3 percent) to 5 percent in seventh 
and ninth grades, 7 percent in tenth grade, and 9 percent in twelfth grade.  

Educational Setting Rates by Most Common Disability Areas 

Exhibit 3i shows the percentages of students in OUSD, the nation, and the state by six 
major disability areas and by educational setting.  

Exhibit 3i. Percentage of Students by Disability Area and by Educational Setting  

 

For all disability areas, a higher percentage of OUSD students were educated in general 
education settings less than 40 percent of the time (self-contained) compared to the nation and/or 
state. The following describes these disparities for this more restrictive setting, and for separate 
schools.  

• SLI. Curiously, of all disability areas, the district’s percentage for SLI in a self-contained 
setting (21 percent) is the most different from the nation (4 percent) and state (9 percent).  

• SLD. In the area of specific learning disability, the district’s 19 percent figure of students in a 
self-contained setting is 13 percentage points higher than the nation’s and 4 points higher 
than the state’s.   

• OHI. In the area of other health impairment, the district’s figure of 25 percent of students in 
a self-contained setting is 15 percentage points higher than the nation’s and 8 points higher 
than the state’s. For separate schools, the district’s 5 percent figure is higher than the nation 
and state, both at 2 percent. 
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• ED. In the area of emotional disturbance, the district’s figure of 40 percent of students in a 
self-contained setting is 21 percentage points higher than the nation’s and 8 points higher 
than the state’s. For separate schools, the district’s figure of 22 percent is higher than the 
nation’s, at 15 percent but slightly lower than the state’s 23 percent. 

• Autism. The district’s figure of 51 percent of students in a self-contained setting is 17 
percentage points higher than the nation’s and 9 points higher than the state’s.   

• ID. In the area of intellectual disability, the district’s figure of 72 percent of students in a 
self-contained setting is 19 percentage points higher than the nation’s and about the same as 
the state’s (70 percent). The district’s figure of 8 percent of ID students in a separate school 
is 7 percentage points higher than the nation’s but slightly less than the state’s 9 percent 
figure.  

Educational Setting Rates by Race/Ethnicity   

Exhibit 3j shows OUSD’s overall 2015-16 enrollment of students by major race/ethnic 
group in each setting compared to the proportion of each student group in the district. African 
American students with IEPs account for a higher proportion of students with IEPs educated in 
three restrictive settings. Although they represent 28 percent of OUSD’s total student enrollment, 
African Americans represent 39 percent of students who spend most/all their time in general 
education, 48 percent of students who spend 40-79 percent of their time in general education, 42 
percent of students who spend less than 40 percent of their time in general education, and 52 
percent of students who attend separate schools. Also, the percentage of white students educated 
in separate schools is higher than their overall 10 percent districtwide composition.  

Exhibit 3j. OUSD Educational Setting Rates by Most Common Race/Ethnicities  

 

Educational Settings by Risk Ratios 

Using a risk ratio, Exhibit 3k shows the likelihood that students from each racial/ethnic 
group will be educated in the designated educational settings compared to students in all other 
racial/ethnic groups. A risk ratio of “1” reflects no risk. Higher numbers reflect greater risk or 
likelihood of placement. These data show that African American students are 2.4 times more 
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likely than other students to be educated in general education classes for 40-79 percent of the 
time, 1.9 times more likely to be in a general setting less than 40 percent of the time, and 2.7 
times more likely to be educated in a separate school. Interestingly, white students are 2.5 times 
more likely to be educated in a separate school.  

Exhibit 3k. OUSD Educational Setting Risk Ratios  

 

 As shown in Exhibit 3l, the risks are higher for African American students to be 
educated in more restrictive environments if they have one of five disability areas.  

• In General Education Between 40 and 79 percent of the Time. African American students 
are more likely than students in all other racial/ethnic groups to be educated in this setting if 
they have a specific learning disability (2.5 times), emotional disability (4.8 times), other 
health impairment (4.2 times), or intellectual disability (2.2 times).    

• In General Education Less than 40 Percent of the Time. African American students are 
more likely than students in all other racial/ethnic groups to be educated in this setting if they 
have a specific learning disability (1.9 times), emotional disability (4.4 times), other health 
impairment (3.7 times), or intellectual disability (2.0 times).    

• Separate Schools. African American students are more likely than other students to be 
educated in this setting based on an emotional disability (5.8 times) and intellectual disability 
(4.8 times).  

Exhibit 3l. OUSD Educational Setting Risk Ratios by Disability and Race/Ethnicity 
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Educational Setting Rates for ELLs 

OUSD students who are English language learners are educated in general education 
classes for 80 percent or more of the time at about the same proportions as district students who 
are not ELL, and about the same as ELLs in the nation and state. (See Exhibit 3m.) The 
percentage of both ELLs and non-ELLs in the district who are educated in general education 
between 40 percent and 79 percent of the time is much lower (both 9 percent) than the 23 percent 
figure for ELLs in the nation and state. As a result, the percentages of district ELLs (35 percent) 
and non-ELLs (30 percent) being educated less than 40 percent of the time in general education 
are far higher than the figures for the nation (17 percent) and the state (23 percent). For ELLs in 
separate schools, the district’s 1 percent figure is smaller than the 2 percent for the nation and 
state, and it is far smaller than the district’s figure of 6 percent for students who are not ELL. 

Exhibit 3m. Educational Setting Rates for District ELLs/Non-ELLs and ELLs in the Nation/State  

 

Suspension and Expulsion Rates 

Another critical issue that affects the achievement of students with disabilities is the 
extent to which they are suspended/expelled. The Council team was told that the number of 
suspensions had been reduced from the past. Data shows that only 69 students overall received 
an OSS for more than 10 days during the last school year. However, a disproportionately high 
number (21 of the 69 students or 30 percent) were students with disabilities (SwD), including 
African American students. 

OSSs 1-10 Days and Over 10 Days by Grade Level 

Exhibit 3n. shows out-of-school suspensions (OSS) by number of days and grade level 
for students with disabilities (SwD) compared to their nondisabled peers. Students with 
disabilities (SwD) represent 14 percent of OUSD students but receive a much higher percentage 
of OSSs. For OSSs of one to 10 days, 24 percent were SwDs, who were 2.2 times more likely 
than students without disabilities to be suspended for this length of time. For OSSs of more than 
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10 days, 21 of the 48 (30 percent) were SwDs. These students were 3.1 times more likely than 
their nondisabled peers to be suspended. Notably, the disparities were even greater for students at 
the elementary school level.  

Exhibit 3n. Percentage of Suspensions Received by Students with IEPs & Risk Ratio for SwD 
Compared to Students without IEPs 

 

• Grades TK-5. For OSSs of one to 10 days, 29 percent were SwDs. These students were 3.5 
times more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended for this length of time. For 
OSSs of more than 10 days, seven of 12 or more than half (58 percent) were SwDs. These 
students were 11.9 times more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended.   

• Grades 6-8. For OSSs of one to 10 days, 22 percent were SwDs. These students were 1.8 
times more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended for this length of time. For 
OSSs of more than 10 days, 10 of 30 (33 percent) were SwDs. These students were 3.3 times 
more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended.   

• Grades 9-12. For OSSs of one to 10 days, 23 percent were SwDs. These students were 2.1 
times more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended for this length of time. For 
OSSs of more than 10 days, a smaller 15 percent were SwDs. These students were only 1.2 
times more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended.   

OSSs by Racial/Ethnic Groups for Students with Disabilities 
In 2014-15, OUSD was not found by the California Department of Education to have 

disproportionately high suspension rates based on race or ethnicity. Under the California state 
performance plan, school districts have disproportionate suspensions when students (three 
through 21 years of age) from a given racial or ethnic group are suspended out-of-school for 
more than 10 days at an incidence that is higher than the state’s for all students. A denominator 
of at least 20 and numerator of at least two are required to perform this calculation for a district.  
According to the state’s 2014-15 Special Education Annual Performance Report, the statewide 
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average for suspensions for more than 10 days was 2.43 percent. OUSD’s report showed that 
0.97 percent of African American Students with IEPs and 0.22 percent of Hispanic students with 
IEPs were suspended for more than 10 days. The numbers of students from other racial/ethnic 
groups did not meet the minimum numbers necessary to report.   

Data calculated using a risk ratio, however, show that the percentage of African 
American students suspended in OUSD is disproportionately high when compared to district 
students from other race/ethnicities. Exhibit 3o shows the percentages of students with 
disabilities by major racial/ethnic group with 10 or more students receiving an OSS for at least 
one day and for more than 10 days. Of the 340 SwDs receiving an OSS for one to 10 days, 235 
(69%) were African American.  These students were 3.7 times more likely than peers from other 
race/ethnicities to receive this discipline. Of the 21 students suspended more than 10 days, 15 (71 
percent) were African American, meaning that they were 4.1 times more likely than nondisabled 
peers to be suspended for this period. Although the state has not cited the district, these results 
are cause for concern. 

Exhibit 3o. Percentage of Suspensions Received by Students with IEPs & Risk Ratio for SwD 
Compared to Students without IEPs 

 

Academic Instruction, Intervention, and Supports 

A fundamental goal of the common core state standards (CCSS) is to create a culture of 
high expectations for all students. In a statement on the application of the common core to 
students with disabilities, the CCSS website includes a statement that reinforces its inclusionary 
intent: 

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 historic opportunity to 
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improve access to rigorous academic content standards for students with 
disabilities.47  

The statement emphasizes the supports and accommodations students with disabilities 
need in order to meet high academic standards and fully demonstrate their conceptual and 
procedural knowledge and skills in ELA (reading, writing, speaking, and listening) and 
mathematics. These supports and accommodations should ensure that students have full access to 
the common core’s content and allow students to demonstrate their knowledge and skills. These 
expectations for students with disabilities include the following elements: 

• Instruction and related-services designed to meet the unique needs of students with 
disabilities and enable them to access the general education curriculum. 

• Teachers and specialized instructional support personnel who are prepared and qualified to 
deliver high-quality, evidence-based, and 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 diverse avenues of action and expression.48  

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

The March 2015 Statewide Task Force on Special Education reported achievement data 
for students with disabilities that was similar to the data reported earlier in this report for OUSD. 
The Council’s findings and recommendations are consistent with the Statewide Task Force 
recommendations. These proposals are designed for students with intellectual disabilities who 
may not meet the same standards as their general education peers and for students with 
intellectual disabilities who may achieve at higher rates than previously realized. Neither of these 
visions will occur, however, without appropriate services and supports. The outcomes are meant 
to increase the independence, quality of life, and employment opportunities and lifetime earnings 
for individuals with disabilities compared to their peers without disabilities, and to reduce the 
school-to-prison pipeline for these students.49 

                                                
47 Retrieved at http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-to-students-with-disabilities.pdf.  
48 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 the 
National Center on Universal Design for Learning at http://www.udlcenter.org/.  
49 According to the California’s Statewide Task Force on Special Education report, “Some researchers have found 
that upwards of 70 percent of juveniles who are arrested had been identified as needing special education services. 
This would mean the vast majority of adults in the burgeoning prison system were at one time students with 
disabilities.” Retrieved on page 7 at http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-to-students-with-
disabilities.pdf.  
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About 92 percent of OUSD students with IEPs are expected to take regular statewide 
assessments in the designated grades based on common core state standards. When addressing 
their educational needs, two essential instructional components must be included: (1) receipt of 
instruction that allows students meaningful access to the core curriculum and (2) provision of 
academic and positive behavioral interventions that enable students to close the gap between 
their present levels of achievement and grade-level standards. 

School districts that operate without an MTSS framework often organize special 
education by programs predicated on a theory of “specialization” for groups of students with a 
preconceived set of common characteristics. In reality, such programs include students with a 
large range of achievement and behavior, as well as students with characteristics that fall 
between program types. In some circumstances, students develop behavioral issues because of 
the influence of peers. Such specialization can perpetuate the myth that student needs can be 
addressed fully with correct program matches based upon a prescribed set of characteristics. If a 
student is not succeeding, then it is presumed to be because he or she is simply in the wrong 
program, so a new one is sought in order to provide a better fit. In such circumstances, there is 
pressure to create more specialized programs rather than creating a broad framework for general-
education instruction and behavioral supports based on student need.  

Configuration of OUSD Services 

The discussion below describes the district’s current configuration of services for 
students with disabilities. 

Program Models 

As the department’s name implies, the district’s Programs for Exceptional Children 
(PEC) categorizes special education instruction by program. Overall, there are three major 
programs: Inclusion, Resource Specialist Program (RSP), and Special Day Classes (SDC). As 
shown in Exhibit 3p, PEC’s document, Program Descriptions & Key Program Data, includes 
information on the composition of these programs: Inclusion–6 percent, RSP–63 percent, and 
SDC–31 percent. The PEC document neither describes nor reports data about students placed by 
OUSD in special schools attended solely by students with disabilities inside or outside the 
district.    

Exhibit 3p. Percentage of Students with Disabilities by Program 
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Comparison of Resource Specialist Program and Inclusion Program 

PEC’s Program Descriptions & Key Program Data document describes the RSP and 
Inclusion programs in terms of their purpose, provision of interventions, and inclusive support. 
Exhibit 3q shows aspects of these two programs, which have a number of similarities and 
differences summarized below.50   

• Similarities 
- In both programs, special educators have students for whom they are responsible as 

teachers and as case managers.  

- Special educators coordinate with general educators to embed accommodations and 
supports (RSP) and/or modify lessons (Inclusion). 

- Special educators adapt general education materials, provide IEP goal-specific 
instruction, and support executive functioning and behavior. 

• Differences 
- The RSP educator, alone, is responsible for assessing students with suspected or current 

disabilities.  

- RSP incorporates “push-in” or “consultation” support for students inside the general 
education classroom, while the Inclusion program includes both specialized academic 
support inside and outside of the general education classroom.  

Exhibit 3q. Comparison of RSP and Inclusion Programs 
 RSP Inclusion 

Purpose 

• Assessment of students with 
suspected or current disabilities   

• Targeted instruction  
• Liaison with general educators to 

embed accommodations and supports  

• In-class specialized academic 
support for all content areas 

• Coordinates with general 
educators to modify or 
accommodate lessons 

• Social skills/executive functioning 
supports  

Intervention 

• Intervention materials and adapted 
general education materials  

• Goal-specific resources to identify 
and close gaps in essential skills 

• Tools and strategies to support 
executive functioning and behavior  

• Study skills or workshop periods 
to target specific skills and 
address IEP goals. 

• Accommodations, adapted 
materials and supports to increase 
students’ independence  

Inclusion • General education classes for 
majority of instructional day 

• General education classes for 
majority of instructional day. 

                                                
50 OUSD program-level data also refers to three “Integrated SDCs,” which are not described in the PEC document. 
Without further information, we assume that these SDCs provide interaction with nondisabled peers for less than a 
majority of the school day and are not considered to be an OUSD “Inclusion” model of instruction. 
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• Specialized instruction    
•  ‘Push in’ or ‘consultation’ support 

without removing the student from 
the general education setting 

• Full-day inclusion to specialized 
instruction for one to two periods 
daily 

• ‘Push in’ support and milieu 
instruction in academic, social and 
organizational skills to participate 
fully in instruction and leisure 
opportunities 

Description of OUSD’s Inclusion Program 

Inclusive Education, in its most basic definition, means that students with disabilities 
are supported members of chronologically age-appropriate general education classes 
in their home schools, receiving the specialized instruction delineated by their IEPs 
within the context of the core curriculum and general class activities.51 

The definition of inclusive education in Exhibit 3r is similar to the Council team’s 
experience in school districts across the country. It is not defined or implemented as a “separate” 
program. Rather, it reflects a vision and practice that enables students with disabilities to receive 
meaningful differentiated instruction within general education classes and supplemental 
interventions either inside or outside the general education class. Because each student who is 
educated in this model has different needs, instruction and services are flexible and not aligned 
with a fixed programmatic structure. Furthermore, school districts often blend services that had 
traditionally been offered through a resource model with an inclusive instructional model. Under 
this blended approach, special educators are almost always at schools full time to provide 
instruction that will support a broader range of student needs both inside and outside of the 
general education classroom than with other approaches.  

Unlike this model, OUSD refers to inclusion as a program in which students receive 
specialized support for general education classes that exceed specific RSP. As described in the 
Stetson Report, OUSD’s inclusion of students in general education classrooms is considered to 
be a program separate from other special education services. “Many of the special education 
teachers visited referred to special education as ‘my program,’ suggesting a lack of shared 
responsibility for students.”52  

The district has two inclusion programs, including one for students with visual 
impairments. As shown in Exhibit 3r, a small number of inclusion-program classes are offered at 
a few schools: One class at nine (of 54) elementary schools, four classes at three (of 17) middle 
schools, and six classes at two high schools. For students with visual impairments, there is one 
class at each school at each grade level. Given the small number of schools offering an inclusion 

                                                
51 Statewide Special Education Task Force, Conceptual Framework for Special Education Task Force Successful 
Educational Evidence Based Practices, 2014-2015, page 3, retrieved from  http://www.smcoe.org/assets/files/about-
smcoe/superintendents-office/statewide-special-education-task-force/EBP%20-%20Final%203.2.15.pdf. 
52 Stetson Report, page 1. 
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program, students typically require transportation to attend their serving school, which could take 
as long as an hour or more each way.   

Exhibit 3r. Number of Inclusion Classes by Grade Level 

 

OUSD’s Movement toward More Inclusive Instruction 

The district educates 1,464 students with disabilities, of whom 32 percent are in general 
education classrooms less than 40 percent of the time, i.e., in SDCs. Given the percentage of 
students who take an alternate state assessment, all but approximately 200 students with a 
significant cognitive disability (7 percent of all students with IEPs) 53 will take the regular 
statewide assessment.    

When special educators teach students from multiple grades in one self-contained class, it 
is extremely difficult, if not impossible, for them to focus on each grade’s content standards with 
any depth or effectiveness. When schools are organized in an inclusive manner, they are better 
able to support students with various disabilities and enable them to attend the school they would 
otherwise attend if not disabled, that is, their home school. This model enables more students 
with disabilities to attend school in their community, supports a more natural proportion of 
students with disabilities at each school, and reduces transportation time and costs. Still, general 
education instruction must be meaningful for students with disabilities, and their presence in the 
classroom, alone, is insufficient to make it so. 

The general education curriculum refers to the full range of courses, activities, lessons, 
and materials routinely used by the general population of a school. Students with disabilities 
have access to this curriculum when they are actively engaged in learning the content and skills 
that are being taught to all students. To participate with success in the general curriculum, a 
student with a disability may need additional supports and services, such as instructional 
supports for learning, instructional accommodations, scaffolding, assistive technology, and 

                                                
53 This number is based on state alternate assessment requirements pertaining to the maximum 1 percent of all 
students in grades taking statewide assessments for students with significant cognitive disabilities. 
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services. Through a universal design for learning (UDL) approach, information is presented in 
multiple ways, allowing diverse avenues of learning and expression.54 

As referenced in the PEC Executive Summary on Programs for Exceptional Children 
Projects to Date (PEC Executive Summary), “[w]idespread access to quality first instruction is a 
primary step toward building equitable access to Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for all 
students.”55 Recognizing the need to move toward more inclusive instruction, the district 
identified 17 schools, referred to as Legacy Schools, which have independently initiated 
inclusive educational practices. With district support and parental involvement, these schools 
typically educate a larger percentage of students in general education classes than other district 
schools. This school year, OUSD has taken steps to provide professional development to support 
the Legacy School initiative and promote inclusive instruction in 10 additional schools. All of 
these schools receive support from the Community Schools Student Services (CSSS) unit 
involving culturally relevant positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS). Although the 
district hoped that the initiative would begin during the fall of 2015, it was plagued by delays, 
miscommunication, and disorganization.    

• Fall 2015. A task force was to form during the fall of 2015 to support the work of this 
initiative. The program needed strong leadership and active partnership by general educators 
and special educators from Programs for Exceptional Children (PEC). Without it, the task 
force and initiative did not begin until November.  

• November 2015. In November, leadership for the initiative fell to OUSD’s coordinator of 
curriculum-PEC. This position, however, was neither sufficiently high level nor sufficiently 
influential to garner the energy and buy-in necessary for such an extensive initiative. In 
December 2015, a consultant working with OUSD in the area of school improvement began 
to assist the coordinator in the development of the work. 

• Task Force. We heard many concerns about the functioning of the initiative’s task force, 
which was not perceived to be a collaborative process. There had been weekly meetings in 
which inclusive models were presented but were perceived not to have been adequately 
discussed. The interviewees told the team they were presented with a preconceived model for 
inclusion and that their input was neither valued nor considered. The group appeared to 
function less as a task force and more as an operational work group. Although the group’s 
purpose seemed to be one of support for including students in mild/moderate SDCs, there did 
not appear to have been sufficient forethought about critical operational aspects of the work. 
These included, for example, staffing formulas and how/if they would change for students 
moving from mild/moderate SDCs to a more inclusive instructional setting. Furthermore, 
because these issues were not addressed prior to a major presentation to the school board, 
there was unnecessary anxiety and concern.   

                                                
54 TDOE Special Education Framework 2014, retrieved from 
http://www.tennessee.gov/assets/entities/education/attachments/sped_framework_implementation_guide.pdf. 
55 PEC Executive Summary, retrieved from 
https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=http://www.ousd.org//cms/lib07/CA01001176/Centricity/Domain/130
/Executive+Summary.pdf at page 2. 
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• Stetson & Associates. Stetson and Associates, Inc. was hired in January to partner with the 
district in order to provide guidance, professional learning, and technical assistance for 
educators engaged in this process. Following the Stetson review of 15 of the Legacy Schools 
in February, the organization led two professional learning activities for the schools in March 
and June. There were concerns that PEC has not actively supported the Stetson partnership.  

• Communication. There have been several areas in which weak communications with 
stakeholders have had a negative effect on the district’s efforts to plan for and implement its 
inclusion initiative.  
- Delayed notices about task force meeting dates unnecessarily limited participation and 

cultivated negative feedback on the process. 
- Initially, there was a strong belief that the initiative was designed to fully include all 

students within general education classes for a majority of the day, including students in 
moderate to severe special day classes. This initial perception contributed to significant 
concerns and a general dissatisfaction with the initiative. It appeared from focus group 
meetings that this message had been clarified and that the initiative’s focus is on students 
with mild disabilities educated in mild to moderate special day classes.   

- Parents continue to be confused about the purpose of the 27-school inclusion initiative, 
the targeted population, and the supports that would be provided to students. Some 
parents who might otherwise be supportive of the district’s initiative are fearful that 
necessary services for their children will no longer be provided and that teachers 
providing the services will not be adequately qualified.  

- There are reports that teachers do not have sufficient information about services and 
programs that will be in place for 2016-17 as IEPs are developed and new placements are 
being discussed. This has made it difficult for IEP teams to make decisions about 
individual students and their placements for the 2016-17 school year and has raised 
concerns with parents about the extent to which the services and equipment they believe 
their children require will be available.  

• Community Advisory Committee for Special Education. The district’s Community 
Advisory Committee (CAC) for special education and members of the community submitted 
a strongly worded advisory letter (CAC Advisory Letter), portraying the district’s inclusive 
education initiative as “radical and widespread,” and having a “rigid definition of ‘inclusion.’ 
The group expressed the concern that 

[i]nclusion is not simply [a] “place”; it is not “placement” in often overcrowded 
and taxed “general education” classrooms. “Inclusion for a “least restrictive 
environment” is built from integrated experiences with appropriate supports for 
the unique needs of students with IEPs. Specialized settings and learning 
experiences are essential for many students, even with mild to moderate 
disabilities. Those settings and experiences must be understood, protected, and 
expanded. (See CAC Advisory Letter, which is attached as Appendix A.) 

Furthermore, the group shared its belief that the district’s “radical redesign” has taken place 
without significant stakeholder engagement. 
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• Data. There are issues about the district’s reporting of students in various general education 
settings and separate schools and programs and about whether data are based in the Aeries 
student information system or the IEP system. Access to accurate data is essential to 
planning, making decisions, and monitoring progress. This issue is further discussed in 
Section IV.  

Clearly, the delay in planning for this initiative has affected implementation and 
communication with all stakeholders. Also affecting the outcome and buy-in have been the 
absence of more parent representatives with children in schools involved in the pilot and CAC’s 
having restricted communication with and feedback from this important stakeholder group. 
These groups need information and a sense of collaboration about the purpose of the initiative, 
and how students moving from SDCs to general education classes for a larger portion of the 
school day will receive support and meaningful instruction that is differentiated. 

Feedback on the District’s Inclusive Education Movement 

Feedback provided to the Council team by focus groups showed a strong lack of 
confidence that students with disabilities in general education classes were receiving the supports 
and differentiated instruction that they needed in a manner that was meaningful and culturally 
responsive.  

As indicated above, 63 percent of OUSD students with disabilities are supported in the 
RSP model compared to only 6 percent in the inclusion program. Interviewees reported that the 
typically staffed half-time RSP educator restricts IEP-minutes for specialized instruction to about 
60 minutes three days each week. Furthermore, they reported that the RSP educators have 
significant assessment responsibilities that absorb much of their time. As a result, instructional 
support specialists (ISSs) carry out much of the instruction for students educated in this program.  

The Stetson Report describes the results of observations at 15 of 17 Legacy Schools, 
which, according to the report, include schools that have recently begun to focus on inclusive 
educational practices as well as those that have been engaged in these practices for a decade or 
more. The report describes examples of schools with classrooms exemplifying instructional 
excellence and those with instructional concerns. For example, instructional delivery in some 
classrooms did not reflect research-based strategies, and whole-group instruction with few 
scaffolds for learning was evident in several classrooms in the schools visited. 

Collaboration Between General and Special Educators 
Based on the Council team’s discussions with focus group members, there was a 

significant need for schools to rearrange scheduled times for general and special educators, and 
for special educators and ISSs to meet and plan instruction and to share information about 
progress and lessons learned. Although this type of interaction occurs at some schools, it does 
not occur consistently across all schools. The Stetson Report contains this finding as well, stating 
on page 4 that during reviews of 15 Legacy Schools there was--  
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… virtually no collaborative planning time provided for general and special 
education teachers to prepare lessons, design scaffolds and accommodations, and 
to clearly articulate the roles for each teacher in supporting students. 

Supplementary Interventions  

Little information was available to the team about specific instructional interventions 
available for students with disabilities that would allow them to increase their knowledge and 
skills in reading and math. Some information provided by the district contained references to 
interventions, and one example was limited to general education students who were receiving 
“pre-referral” services. 

• Academic Interventions. The OUSD PEC Roadmap for 2015-16 refers to academic 
interventions for students with disabilities only in the following circumstances:  
- Pilot Reading Clinic and a goal of creating “Learning Center” models 

- Resource Reading intervention pilot with 30 teachers, which is not described 
- Professional Learning Communities using data to inform instruction and intervention. 

Focus group participants mentioned their use of the following interventions. 

• LLI. Students with disabilities in general education classes have access to the same Fountas 
& Pinnell Leveled Literacy Intervention (LLI) as nondisabled peers, and ISSs have been 
trained to provide supports for them.  

• SIPPS. Resource teachers have been trained in and use the SIPPS (Systematic Instruction in 
Phonological Awareness, Phonics, and Sight Words) intervention program, which its website 
describes as offering a systematic approach to decoding to support students in grades K–12 in 
gaining reading fluency and comprehension.56 For younger students, the program provides 
the kind of structure and systematic lessons that beginning readers need. For older students 
and teens, the SIPPS program uses age-appropriate reading materials that help them acquire 
the skills they must have to read grade-level texts and understand content-level vocabulary.  

• Study Skills Classes. According to the Stetson report, study-skills classes intended to support 
students are neither content nor grade specific, raising concerns about the services’ impact, 
appropriate use of academic learning time, and the degree of correlation with the general 
curriculum. 

Without targeted interventions for students taking regular statewide assessments, it is 
unlikely that students who are significantly below their grade level peers in reading and math 
will improve substantially. As the district seeks to develop more inclusionary educational 
practices, it must also consider improving instruction in the general education setting and 
strengthening the use of targeted and intensive interventions to accelerate reading and math 
achievement. 

                                                
56 Retrieved from https://www.collaborativeclassroom.org/sipps/. 
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Intention for No More than Two Full Inclusion Students in General Education Class 

During focus group sessions, there was considerable discussion among interviewees 
about the OUSD-Oakland Education Association (OEA) agreement limiting the number of 
students who may be included in general education classrooms. The actual provision at 21.15.2.6 
states: 

It is [OUSD’s] intention to continue the practice of planning full inclusion 
placements in such a way that no more than two full inclusion students are 
normally placed in any one self-contained general education classroom.  

Although some focus group participants understood this provision to restrict the number 
of students with disabilities to two in a classroom, others more accurately communicated the 
provision as a district “intention” rather than a categorical limitation. There appears to be a lack 
of clarity about the students to whom this provision applies. Room for confusion and alternative 
interpretations are understandable, given the plain language of the provision:  

• It is not clear why a student who was full-time in a general education classroom would 
continue to be considered an “SDC student,” and the definition does not express how long 
the label would continue to be attached to the student, 

• The definition refers only to “SDC students” and not to students with disabilities in general. 
• The definition does not refer to students in SDC placed less than full time in a general 

education classroom.  
• The definition does not include students who were never in an SDC but might have been 

except for the district’s move toward inclusion and its decision to place students in general 
education classroom full time.  

Although we heard focus group participants refer to the “two full inclusion students” 
provision as a categorical restriction on general education classroom participation, there were 
others who understood this provision as an “intention” with some flexibility in implementation. 
Furthermore, participants referred to this provision with respect to all students with disabilities, 
including those only with speech/language impairments. If interpreted strictly, educating more 
students in general education would be very difficult for schools housing SDCs.   

During the team’s discussions with focus group members, interviewees addressed current 
plans to have students with disabilities remain at their current school, but, depending on IEP 
team decisions, having them moving from special day classes (SDCs) to general education 
classes. In such cases, schools that house SDCs have a higher proportion of students with 
disabilities than schools without these classes. This disparity would affect the addition of 
students with disabilities into general education classes. We did not hear focus group participants 
refer to any alternative approaches like the following: 

• For students in SDCs considered for instruction in general education classrooms, consider 
having the student return to his/her neighborhood school or school of choice. 

• Consider additional instruction in general education classrooms for students (especially for 
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those taking regular statewide assessments) who would otherwise be educated full time in 
SDCs.  

Instruction for Students in SDC Programs 

About 1,873 students with disabilities (32 percent) of all students with disabilities are 
educated less than 40 percent of the time in general education settings. In addition, some of the 
409 (9 percent) students who are educated between 40 percent and 79 percent of the time in 
general education classes receive instruction in a self-contained program. Furthermore, although 
the number is decreasing, about 200 (4.3 percent) students are educated in separate schools, 
which is slightly more than state and national rates of 3.4 percent and 3.3 percent, respectively  

PEC’s Program Descriptions and Key Program Data for 2015-16 shows that OUSD has 
12 different special-day class programs. This subsection discusses these services and the 
instructional supports provided to students.   

Number and Overall Description of Special Day Programs 

Overall, the district has 190 special-day classes. Exhibit 3s shows the number of these 
classes by grade level for each program, which includes a merger of three state pre-K Integrated 
SDCs with the Elementary Integrated SDC.  

Exhibit 3s. Number of PEC Program Classrooms by Grade Level 

 

Most of these classrooms are at the elementary level (102), followed by high school (44 
classes), middle school (32) and early childhood (27). Most of the SDC classrooms are for mild-
moderate programming (36 percent), followed by moderate-severe programming (23 percent). A 
smaller number, 37 (18 percent), are identified as an Integrated SDC. Similarly, students enrolled 
in the Reading Clinic receive most of their instruction in general education classrooms. Neither 
the Integrated SDC nor Reading Clinic programs are available at the middle or high school 
levels.  
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Number of SDC Programs per School by Grade Level 

As shown in Exhibit 3t, all elementary schools have at least one SDC classroom while 
seven middle and nine high schools have no SDC classrooms. The following number of schools 
at each grade level have four or more classrooms: nine elementary schools, including one with 
six classrooms and four with five classrooms; six middle schools, including one each with six 
classrooms and two each with five classrooms; and five high schools, including one each with 
16, 11, eight, seven, and four classrooms.  

Exhibit 3t. Number of SDC Classes per School by Grade Level 

 

Regionalization and Relocation of SDCs 
According to PEC’s April 13, 2016 Executive Summary of its Projects to Date, the 

department reconfigured SDCs to address the findings of an internal study showing inequities in 
the availability of special education classes and programs across OUSD’s networks. While a 
large number of special education classes and programs were located in some areas of the 
district, others had few. Also, some programs had early grades in one region and then continued 
in other regions of the district for those in higher grades. According to PEC, this 
“regionalization” was intended to afford “all students and families equitable access to the 
continuum of Special Education services in schools close to their homes without the need to shift 
to another region during their tenure.” Focus group participants indicated that they believed that 
these circumstances were related to the district’s master planning process, which requires PEC – 
according to some – to “beg” schools for classroom space. As a result, some students must be 
bused from one side of Oakland to the other to attend school.  

The CAC addressed this issue in its Advisory Letter and expressed concern about ways in 
which an “immediate relocation” of SDCs and students to new schools might substantially 
change the availability of IEP-required and the manner in which they were provided. The group 
asserted that state and federal law requires public review and engagement with all relevant 
stakeholders as well as with individual families affected by the planned changes. Furthermore, 
the way in which this activity was communicated appeared to contradict the district’s core belief 
in meaningful community engagement. The group requested that families have the choice to 
keep their children in their current school communities and that only schools with a positive 
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school culture and readiness to accept incoming SDC students should be considered for 
relocation.  

It appears that the district wants to afford students the opportunity to attend school closer 
to their homes and remain in a school and/or geographic area for their entire school experience. 
However, miscommunication between district leaders and parents that began with the inclusive 
education initiative extended to the regionalization initiative, causing significant concerns among 
CAC/community members about the manner in which the initiative was implemented. 

Feedback from Focus Group Participants about SDCs 
Focus group participants also had thoughts about the education of students in PEC’s 

special day class programs. In particular, some parents were concerned about the adequacy of 
support that students within general education classes would receive, and whether they would be 
provided with adequate research-based interventions (such as those offered at the reading clinic) 
and behavioral supports. As a result, some parents asked to have their children moved back to 
SDCs.  

• General Concerns. The following concerns were expressed: 
- The PEC SDC programs have been categorical in nature but are moving to a more cross-

categorical approach.  
- Clear guidelines are not in place for all PEC programs although there are PEC standards 

and folders for the SDCs with teacher leaders who support some programs. For example, 
the mild/moderate SDC has one teacher leader for eight teachers at the elementary and 
secondary level.  

- Students with different needs are educated in the same classroom. 

- The need for special educators to “make their own” curricular materials, including those 
for students taking alternate assessments; also, there is insufficient access to core 
curricular textbooks.  

- SDC program instruction is not consistently rigorous, especially for students with 
disabilities that are not severe. 

- In some schools, SDC classrooms are separated physically from general education 
classrooms.  

- There are inconsistent practices concerning parental observations of classrooms for 
children with new placements or who are transitioning to a new school.  

• Reading Clinic. The reading clinic SDC program has one classroom in each of two schools. 
To attend the program, a student must travel from his/her home at the beginning, middle or 
end of the school day for 1.5 hours of intensive reading instruction two to three times each 
week. Reportedly, this schedule causes some students to miss as much as a half-day of 
instruction. The reading clinic supports about 56 students on site and more students at other 
schools through consultation and professional development for school staff. Although the 
program is viewed as beneficial, many believe that data about its benefits are not readily 
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accessible outside of each student’s IEP and trimester progress reports. There was a desire to 
expand access to intensive reading interventions so that more students are able to receive 
assistance without leaving their home school.   

• Students with Autism. Concerns were raised about instruction and support for students with 
autism, including a need to rethink how the program was configured and implemented.  

• Students with Behavior Challenges. The district has two programs for students with 
significant behavior challenges: the counseling-enriched SDC and the intensive counseling-
enriched SDC, which operates with outside agency support. Although there was support 
among many for having the district educate students in-house, there were concerns about the 
quality of these programs.  
- Various classes are understaffed or too full. Although an additional class is scheduled to 

open next year, an additional class is needed now. In particular, the counseling-enriched 
SDC has had personnel vacancies, including one for a social worker that delayed services 
and led to a more restrictive out-of-district treatment program for two students.  

- Based on data showing student behavior and academic achievement, questions were 
raised about the effectiveness of outside-partner services. 

- Class support is inconsistent, with some having small staff-to-student ratios and others 
having high ratios.    

Also, the team heard substantial differences of opinion among community schools/student 
services and PEC personnel about the identification of students and the use of educationally 
related mental health services (ERMHS). In the past, students received IEP-related mental 
health services through the state’s Department of Mental Health. In California, services 
referred to as ERMHS are defined through IDEA as related services.57  Although the 
California Department of Education (CDE) has indicated that it now uses the term “related 
services for students who have emotional and behavioral needs” in place of “educationally 
related mental health services,” we continued to hear references to ERMHS. There was 
considerable confusion about the process for considering and obtaining services for students 
with mental health needs, ranging from using mental health teams to appealing to network 
chiefs, contacting PEC, etc., but there was little interaction among supporting personnel. 

• Temporary Alternative Program (TAP). Students who are expelled may attend the TAP 
located in the same building that houses PEC’s office. Although students with disabilities are 
expected to stay a maximum of 45 days, it is difficult to identify schools to which they can 
return. Some parents prefer that their children remain at the TAP location. In the past, 
elementary and upper level students were separated. Now there may be students from 8 to 18 
years of age in the same classroom. Independent study is used for students who need credits 
to graduate. Recently, a mental health consultant provided support for the program. 

                                                
57 January 5, 2012 letter from the California Department of Education’s director of special education division, 
retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ac/useofmhfunds.asp. Note that state and federal funds made available 
to school districts for services formerly provided by other agencies cannot be spent on educational services 
historically provided by the districts for students with emotional or behavioral needs. 
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Separate Schools 

According to PEC’s April 13, 2016 report on its projects to date, it returned more than 50 
students from separate schools outside of the district during the past three years. This move was 
supported by the counseling-enriched and intensive counseling-enriched SDCs. Many continue 
to be concerned about students leaving the district for nonpublic schools, including IEP students 
in foster care who move into the district and who require a separate day program. Overall, some 
200 students, including 34 students in young adult programs (students 18 to 21 years of age), 
continue to be educated outside the district.  

Instruction for ELLs with Disabilities 

As indicated above, ELL students are as likely as students who are not ELL to be 
identified as having a disability. When looking at specific disability areas, however, ELLs are 
twice as likely to have a speech/language impairment (compared to non-ELLs), and non-ELLs 
are 3.2 times more likely than ELLs to have an emotional disability and 1.9 times more likely to 
have an “other health impairment.” ELLs and non-ELLs receive instruction in the same 
educational settings at roughly the same rates. 

Focus group participants also raised issues about the instruction of ELLs with disabilities.  

• Exiting ELLs. Long-term ELLs are most likely to have a disability. For example, personnel 
from one school reported that almost half of the school’s long-term ELLs have a disability. 
There was a concern about the extent to which a student’s disability was affecting his/her 
language acquisition and whether the declassification process should take that fact into 
consideration. Interviewees raising this issue were unaware of district conversations about 
this issue.  

• Instruction. Similarly, there do not appear to be any explicit models for providing ELL 
supports for students with disabilities in classes taught by English-language special education 
teachers in collaboration with ELL teachers. Furthermore, interventions specifically for this 
student group do not appear to be readily available, and additional guidance was needed to 
align language supports with IEP goals. Although there are pockets of high-quality 
instruction for ELLs with disabilities, the quality was not widespread across the district. 

Assistive Technology 

According to the National Dissemination Center for Children with Disabilities, assistive 
technology (AT) increases a student’s opportunities for education, social interactions, and 
potential for meaningful employment. It also supports student learning in a least restrictive 
environment. Assistive technology is a tool designed to help students benefit from the general 
curriculum and access extracurricular activities in home, school, and work environments.58 

                                                
58	http://www.parentcenterhub.org/repository/iep/.	
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OUSD has an assistive technology team composed of speech/language pathologists, 
occupational therapists, and physical therapists who have reduced caseloads. One set of 
personnel conducts assessments and the other provides follow-up services, such as setting up the 
technology, training teachers and students, etc. The process begins with school-based staff who 
access AT materials available at the Colonial Speech and Hearing Center and provide multiple 
trials to evaluate their effectiveness. When this process identifies AT materials that are useful, 
the information is included in students’ IEPs. With parental consent, the team will provide 
additional assessments to identify appropriate AT.    

Almost eight related-service providers make up the AT team, which includes support for 
augmentative communication. The two speech language pathologists and 2.8 occupational 
therapists support school personnel by providing student assessments, consulting with IEP teams, 
and training to teachers and parents on using appropriate devices. Focus group participants 
indicated that AT devices are maintained at the schools and are not available to the student at 
home, even if needed for homework. If this information is not accurate, then it is not well known 
by parents. The AT team has been trying to include the use of AT as part of an MTSS 
framework, but this is not yet in place systemwide.   

Professional Learning 

The professional learning association, Learning Forward, has developed its third version 
of Standards for Professional Learning outlining features of professional learning that result in 
effective teaching practices, supportive leadership, and improved student results. The standards 
are based on seven elements listed in Exhibit 3u.59 

Exhibit 3u. Standards for Professional Learning 

Standards for Professional Learning 
Learning Communities. Occurs within learning communities committed to continuous 
improvement, collective responsibility, and goal alignment. 
Resources. Requires prioritizing, monitoring, and coordinating resources for educator learning. 
Learning Designs. Integrates theories, research, and models of human learning to achieve its 
intended outcomes. 
Outcomes. Aligns its outcomes with educator performance and student curriculum standards. 
Leadership. Requires skillful leaders who develop capacity, advocate, and create support systems for 
professional learning. 
Data. Uses a variety of sources and types of student, educator, and system data to plan, assess, and 
evaluate professional learning. 
Implementation. Applies research on change and sustains support for implementation of 
professional learning for long-term change. 

                                                
59 https://www.learningforward.org/standards#.UMvVD7Yt0kU 
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OUSD Provision of Professional Development 

District representatives supplied the following information about the district’s provision 
of professional development.  

• Summer Institute. A five-day 2015 summer institute was designed “To End the Separation 
of PEC Students and Teachers at School Sites!” The goal was for teachers to “speak the same 
instructional language and for SDC students [to] participate in Common Core Instruction, 
with appropriate accommodations, so that school is more meaningful and fun!”  

• On-Line PD Registration System. OUSD has an on-line registration system that is used to 
register and document attendance at professional development sessions. Data show that more 
than 301 individuals—some of whom might have attended more than one training— 
participated in over 23,000 hours of training. 

• Mandatory Special Education Training. Special education teachers are required to attend 
one training session each month. In addition, all PEC teachers who write and implement IEPs 
were required to attend compliance training in October.    

• General and Special Education Joint Training. The district’s Teaching & Learning unit and 
PEC jointly provide training once each month on core curricular areas, such as history and 
math. In addition, the Teaching & Learning department sponsors a Project-Based Learning 
program that includes general and special education partners. 

• Optional Training for Special Educators. In addition, training is provided for specific 
groups of special educators.  

No information was provided about any data the district had collected about the benefits 
or effects of the professional development that special education teachers had received.  

Feedback from Focus Group Participants 
Various focus groups participants expressed considerable need for additional training to 

improve instruction and support compliance activities. There was a strong desire for more joint 
training with Teaching & Learning in order to facilitate instruction for students with disabilities 
that is aligned with core curricular standards. Although there is specialized knowledge that 
special educators need, such training should supplement instruction-related professional 
development for all teachers. There were also concerns that all training for special educators was 
not meaningful or differentiated for each teacher group. Furthermore, teachers do not appreciate 
all the written information they receive that is not accompanied by professional development. 

Paraeducator Training 
In the past, an external agency provided paraeducator training, but that service is no 

longer in place, and no training is provided for these personnel before they begin their duties. 
According to the Stetson Report, ISSs are not trained to assume their increasing responsibilities 
for instructional and behavioral support for students with disabilities. The report further states, 
“[t]his represents a complex assignment of duties with limited capacity building. Teachers are 
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unaware of their responsibilities for supervising ISSs, for providing embedded training, and for 
frequent review of ISS roles and performance.”60  	

Numerous staff members and parents indicated a need for relevant ISS training. Although 
teachers and program specialists are expected to train ISSs, this training occurs inconsistently 
across the district. Furthermore, some district-sponsored training may be appropriate for ISSs, 
but there does not appear to be an effective training program for this group of staff people or a 
notification process.   

AREAS OF STRENGTH 

The following are areas of strength in the district’s support for teaching and learning of 
students with disabilities.      

• Positive Attitudes. Principals the Council team spoke to have a positive attitude about 
“owning” all children, and support the use of Frances Stetson’s work for inclusive 
instruction. 

• Inclusive Instruction for Young Children. A much larger percentage (61.1 percent) of 
OUSD children with IEPs who are three to five years of age are educated inclusively than 
was the average across the county (43 percent). The district’s percentage exceeded the state’s 
target by 18.1 percentage points as well. According to other data provided to the Council 
team, 81.9 percent of young children are educated in a general education classroom model, 
5.1 percent within an inclusion model, and 13.0 percent within a special day class (SDC). 
Personnel are also working on how to set aside additional seats in early childhood classrooms 
for students with disabilities who are identified during the school year. 

• General Education at Least 80 Percent of the Time. OUSD educates a relatively high 
percentage (55.3 percent) of students with disabilities in this setting compared to the state 
(54.0 percent). The district’s English language learners with disabilities are also educated 
inclusively at about the same rates as district students who are not ELL and at about the same 
rate as ELLs nationwide and across the state. A smaller percentage (1 percent) of ELL 
students in OUSD are educated in separate schools than their national and state peers (both at 
2 percent).   

• Out-of-School Suspensions. Reportedly, the district reduced the number of OSSs in 2014-
2015 compared to prior years. This reduction included the number of suspensions for more 
than 10 days (69 students).   

• Inclusion Initiative. The district has identified 17 schools, referred to as Legacy Schools, 
which have initiated inclusive educational practices. In 2015-2016, OUSD took steps to 
provide professional development to Legacy School staff and to promote inclusive 
instruction in 10 additional schools. All of these schools continue to receive support from the 
Community Schools/Student Services (CS/SS) unit with culturally relevant, positive-
behavior interventions and PBIS supports. The Stetson Report described examples of 
classrooms with students with disabilities that exemplified instructional excellence. 

                                                
60 Stetson Report, page 6. 
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• Expansion of Services for Students with IEPs Having Challenging Behavior. During the 
last school year, OUSD opened 13 new classes to support the transition of students from 
separate schools back to district schools. 

• Assistive Technology. OUSD has an assistive technology team composed of speech/language 
pathologists, occupational therapists, and physical therapists that have reduced caseloads in 
order to assist with AT implementation. 

• Professional Learning. Various professional development opportunities are available to 
teachers to support teaching and learning for students with disabilities.  

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The following areas are opportunities for improvements in the teaching and learning of 
students with disabilities.      

Student Achievement  

• Early Childhood Achievement (Three to Five Years of Age). The district percentage of 
students who had substantially improved the appropriateness of their behavior and 
acquisition and use of their knowledge and skills was within 11 percentage points of state 
targets. And the percentage of students who did not exit early childhood programs 
functioning at standards for acquiring and using knowledge and skills and possessing positive 
social/emotional skills was more than 20 percentage points below target. The district does not 
have any Head Start classes in its schools, and almost 76 percent of students in the SDCs are 
male.   

• Results-Driven Accountability and NAEP Data. Although the U. S. Department of 
Education’s office of special education programs is now using a results-driven accountability 
rating system based, in part, on fourth and eighth grader performance on NAEP, OUSD does 
not participate in the trial urban district assessment, so district rates are not available. (The 
district may not be eligible for the program because of its size.)  

• Achievement on Statewide Assessments. In 2014-2015, the second year California’s students 
participated in the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium in ELA and math, only 6 
percent of the district’s students with disabilities met/exceeded ELA and math standards. The 
statewide rates were higher in both ELA (12 percent) and math (9 percent). 

• Dropout and Graduation Rates. The 2013-14 OUSD dropout rate for students with 
disabilities was 22.9 percent, compared to 23.3 percent rate among all district students. 
However, both figures are relatively high. Conversely, the graduation rate for both groups 
was low, with 55.1 percent of students with disabilities graduating with a regular high school 
diploma, compared to 60.8 percent for all OUSD students. 

Educational Settings for Students with Disabilities 

• General Education at Least 80 Percent of the Time. The district’s percentages of students 
educated inclusively are higher in kindergarten through fifth grade (between 58 percent and 
65 percent) than sixth through eighth grades (between 55 percent to 57 percent) and high 
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school rates (between 48 percent and 53 percent range). 

• General Education between 40 and 70 Percent of the Time. The district’s figure of 8.8 
percent of students educated in this setting is 11.6 percentage points lower than the state 
figure and 10.2 percentage points lower than the national one.. African American students, 
however, are 2.4 times more likely than other students to be educated in this setting. In 
particular, their risk of being educated in this setting increases if they have a specific learning 
disability (2.5 times), emotional disability (4.8 times), or other health impairment (4.2 times).    

• General Education Less than 40 Percent of the Time. The district educates 1,464 students 
with disabilities (32 percent) in this setting, which comports generally with students educated 
in SDCs. Given the percentage of students who take an alternate state assessment, all but 
approximately 200 students with a significant cognitive disability (7 percent of all students 
with IEPs)61 will take regular statewide assessments. The district educates a 31.6 percent of 
students in this self-contained setting compared, a higher percentage than the state (22.3 
percent) and the nation (14.0 percent).  
- By Grade. Percentages of students in this setting fluctuate without any discernible 

pattern. The figure is highest among first graders (39 percent) and lowest among 12th 
graders (24 percent). At sixth grade, the figure is 36 percent; at eight grade, 29 percent. 

- By Race/Ethnicity. African American students are 1.9 times more likely to be educated 
in this more restrictive setting compared to their peers with disabilities, and their risk 
increases significantly if they are found to have an emotional disability (4.4 times) or 
other health impairment (3.7 times).  

- By ELLs/Not ELLs. The district figure of 35 percent for ELLs educated in this exclusive 
setting is far higher than the nation’s 17 percent and the state’s 23 percent. 

• Separate Schools. The district’s figure of 4.3 percent for students educated at separate 
schools rate is close to the state’s 3.4 percent and the nation’s 3.3 percent.  
- By Grade. These percentages of students in restrictive educational settings increase 

significantly from kindergarten through grade six (ranging from 0 percent to 3 percent 
range) and then begin to increase, though nonlinearly, through 12th grade (ranging from 
3 percent to 9 percent). 

- By Race/Ethnicity. African American students, however, are 2.7 times more likely than 
peers to be educated in a separate school. Their risk is highest when they have an 
emotional disability (5.8 times) or intellectual disability (4.8 times). 

Although the overall number of students in separate schools is decreasing and additional 
resources are now available in district schools, there continues to be concern about students 
leaving the district for nonpublic schools, including students in foster care who move into the 
district with IEPs requiring a separate day school program.	Furthermore, the Council team 

                                                
61 This number is based on state alternate assessment requirements pertaining to the maximum 1 percent of all 
students in grades taking statewide assessments for students with significant cognitive disabilities. 
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was informed about students who are referred to nonpublic schools because of SDC teacher 
vacancies. This is discussed further in Section IV.	

Suspension and Expulsion Rates 

• Rate Disparities. A much higher percentage of students with disabilities (SwDs) receive 
OSSs than do other OUSD students. For OSSs of one to 10 days, 24 percent were SwDs, who 
were 2.2 times more likely than students without disabilities to be suspended for this length 
of time. For OSSs of more than 10 days, 21 of 69 (30 percent) were SwDs. These students 
were 3.1 times more likely than their nondisabled peers to be suspended.  

• Race/Ethnicity Disparities. Of the 340 SwDs receiving an OSS for 1 to 10 days, 235 (69 
percent) were African American. These students were 3.7 times more likely than peers from 
other race/ethnicities to receive this discipline. Of the 21 students suspended more than 10 
days, 15 (71 percent) were African American; they were 4.1 times more likely than 
nondisabled peers to be suspended for this period. In 2014-15, the state did not cite the 
district for having a disproportionately high rate of African American students who were 
suspended for more than 10 school days. Nevertheless, the high African American risk ratio 
for suspensions is disconcerting.  

Academic Instruction, Intervention, and Supports 

• PEC Programs. The district’s Program for Exceptional Children (PEC) categorizes special 
education according to 12 different programs. Written information about these programs does 
not refer to services provided solely for students who are placed outside of the district in 
nonpublic schools.  

• Inclusion “Program.” It is the Council team’s experience that school districts do not refer to 
inclusive instruction as a “program” per se. However, the district’s “Inclusion Program” and 
“Visually-Impaired Inclusion Program” are described as services that exceed specific 
resource program parameters. Given the small number of district schools offering inclusion 
programs, students typically require transportation to attend one of them. Travel time can be 
as long as an hour or more each way.   

• Intention for Maximum of Two Full Inclusion Students in General Education. An OUSD 
and Oakland Education Association (OEA) agreement includes contract language indicating 
that the district’s “intention” is to place “no more than two full inclusion students [who] are 
normally placed in any one self-contained general education classroom.”62 The Council team 
heard focus group participants express differing opinions about the meaning of this language 
and the students to whom it applies. Schools housing a higher proportion of SDCs would 
have a more difficult time including these students in general education.    

• Inclusion Initiative. The district’s initiative to provide professional development to 27 
schools as part of its Legacy School initiative was plagued by delays, miscommunication, 
and disorganization. The issues related to the relatively low level of day-to-day staff 
management, the absence of PEC’s active collaboration and involvement, insufficient 

                                                
62 OUSD-Oakland Education Association (OEA) agreement at §21.15.2.6. 
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communication with Stetson & Associates, inadequate communication with stakeholders, 
miscommunication about the target audience, lack of communication with parents and the 
CAC about the initiative’s purpose and operation, and lack of communication with teachers 
about developing IEPs and planning for student placements. Moreover, the initiative did not 
address proactively how students could be supported inclusively in their home schools 
instead of being placing in mild/moderate SDCs, which might require transportation.  

• Staffing Models. There does not appear to have been much forethought given to the 
important operational aspects of the work, including staffing models and how or if they 
would change for students moving from mild/moderate SDC to a more inclusive setting. For 
example, for a student being educated in an SDC model to be moved to a general education 
class for a larger portion of the day, the applicable RSP service model would need to provide 
a ratio of 1:28 students even though the intensity of student needs did not change. 
Furthermore, SDC students are not included in general education budget/staffing allocations, 
a fact that has major implications for providing more inclusive services. 

• Instruction in General Education Classrooms. In its review of 15 Legacy Schools, the 
Stetson Report described instructional delivery in some classrooms that did not demonstrate 
research-based strategies and whole-group instruction with few scaffolds.  The Council team 
was not provided with any information except about a few evidence-based supplementary 
interventions available for students with disabilities. Without targeted interventions for 
students taking regular statewide reading assessments, it is not likely that these students will 
significantly improve their achievement. 

• Resource Service Provider (RSP) Model. Data show that 63 percent of OUSD students with 
disabilities are supported with an RSP compared to only 6 percent of students in the inclusion 
program. Typically, schools have RSPs only half time, which restricts their specialized 
teaching to about 60 minutes three days each week. Furthermore, the RSPs have significant 
assessment responsibilities that take up much of their time. As a result, instructional support 
specialists (ISSs) carry out much of the instruction for students educated through this 
program model. The weekly hour of RSP services cannot meet the needs of students with 
literacy/math challenges.  If they were in a mild/moderate SDC class in another school they 
would receive 350 minutes/day of services. Hence, the RSP service model is not beneficial to 
students. 

• Scheduled Time for Collaboration. Schools need to schedule times for general and special 
educators, and for special educators and ISSs to meet and plan instruction, share information 
about student progress, design scaffolds and accommodations, and clarify roles for 
supporting students. This type of interaction occurs at some schools, but it does not occur 
consistently across all schools.   

• Special Day Classes (SDC). The district has 190 special-day classes. Most of these SDC 
classrooms are for mild-moderate programming (36 percent), and 23 percent are for 
moderate-severe programming. A smaller number, 37 students (18 percent), are identified for 
Integrated SDC. Students enrolled in the well-regarded Reading Clinic where most students 
receive most of their instruction in general education classrooms. However, the program 
educates only about 50 students each year, and they must travel to another site for their 
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instruction, losing instructional time to travel. The Integrated SDC and Reading Clinic 
programs are available only at the elementary school level. 

• Regionalization Initiative. PEC reconfigured the SDCs to address inequities across OUSD 
regions. According to PEC, this “regionalization” was intended to afford “all students and 
families equitable access to the continuum of Special Education services in schools close to 
their homes without the need to shift to another region during their tenure.” These situations 
were viewed as being related to the district’s master planning process, which required PEC – 
according to some – to “beg” schools for classroom space. As a result, some student must be 
bused from one side of Oakland to the other. The district may have been well intentioned 
with this initiative, but miscommunication between district leaders and parents that began 
with the inclusive education initiative also applied to the regionalization initiative, causing 
CAC/community members to have significant concerns about the manner in which both 
initiatives were implemented. 

• SDCs. Additional concerns about SDCs included (1) variations across SDC-program classes, 
(2) lack of instructional rigor, (3) insufficient materials, (4) the physical separation of SDC 
classes from general education classes, (5) inconsistent parental observation practices, (6) 
one reading clinic that educates few students and does not make available data about program 
benefits, (7) insufficient support for students with autism, (8) lack of quality control in the 
two SDCs designed for students with behavior challenges, (9) lack of clarity about access to 
state mental health resources, and (10) weak transitions back to regular schools for students 
with disabilities reaching their 45-day maximum enrollment in the district’s Temporary 
Alternative Program (TAP). 

• English Language Learner Instruction. Concerns about instruction for ELLs with 
disabilities involved (1) the disproportionate number of long-term ELLs with a disability, 
which reportedly constitutes almost half of one school’s long-term population; (2) the lack of 
explicit models for supporting ELL students with disabilities who are being taught by 
teachers who speak only English in collaboration with ELL teachers; (3) weak academic 
interventions; and (4) poor language supports in special education instruction/related-
services. Although there are pockets of high-quality instruction for ELLs with disabilities, the 
team was told that it was not systemic. Furthermore, while the PEC Special Education 
Procedures document (discussed in Section IV) has been disseminated, it is not clear whether 
the district requires schools to act in conformance with these procedures.  

• Assistive Technology. Currently, the district’s AT devices that are provided to students are 
not available for home use, even if required for homework. If this information is not accurate, 
then correct information is not well known. The AT team has been trying to embed MTSS 
practices in the use of AT, but this is not yet in place systemwide.   

• Professional Learning. No data seem to be available on the effects or benefits of the 
district’s professional learning for teachers and students. Many interviewees indicated they 
would like to have additional training to improve instruction and support compliance, 
including joint training from PEC and Teaching & Learning, but no one had data on what the 
effects of the current training was. There was a distinct need for training to be meaningful 
and differentiated to account for special educators and differing learning needs. Also, there 
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are concerns about PEC disseminating information by email without follow-up training. 

• Paraeducator Training. In the past, an external agency provided paraeducator training, but 
that service is no longer in place, and no training is provided to these staff members before 
they begin their assignments, including training for ISSs. Although teachers and program 
specialists are expected to train ISSs, this occurs inconsistently across the district. Some 
district-sponsored training may be appropriate for ISSs, but there does not appear to be an 
effective notification process for this purpose.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

3. Instruction in General Education--SDCs, Interventions, and Support. Embed in the MTSS 
framework strong expectations and clear curricular guidance for high-quality instruction and 
supports (academic and behavior) for students with disabilities, including preschool children.  

* Differentiated Instruction. As part of these expectations and guidance, include 
linguistically appropriate and culturally relevant, differentiated, and scaffolded 
instruction that is aligned with common core standards. Incorporate the operational 
(e.g., staffing) and other provisions (e.g., consultation) necessary to allow as many 
students as possible to be educated and supported in general education classes to a 
greatest extent appropriate. These expectations will be easier to meet as teachers 
become more familiar with UDL principles. 

* Interventions. Ensure that research-based academic and positive behavior 
interventions/supports that increase in intensity are identified and implemented (with 
training) to address targeted student needs.63  

a. Districtwide Leadership Team and Implementation Plan. Charge the district’s MTSS 
leadership team (Recommendation 1a) with overseeing the development and 
implementation of an effective instruction/intervention plan with supports for students 
with disabilities. Have reports of ongoing planning and implementation activities 
presented to the superintendent to ensure there is cohesiveness across areas. Include in 
the plan written guidance, data monitoring and reporting, use of resources, and 
professional learning and cross-training opportunities. 

• Core Team and Action Plan. Charge the team with drafting a three-year plan to 
implement activities in Recommendation 3. Gather concerns described in this report, 
relevant data, research, and other feedback to inform the planning process.   

• Feedback. Have the team get feedback on the draft plan from stakeholders at 
different grade levels, special/general education administrators, principals, 
general/special education teachers, related-service providers, teacher assistants, CAC, 
other parent-based and community-based organizations, etc.  

b. School-based Leadership Teams. Have school-based MTSS leadership teams oversee the 
rollout and implementation of the instructional/support (academic/behavior) plan 

                                                
63 The suggested activities are not intended to be a blueprint or to be exclusive. They are provided as a basis for 
discussion and further development. 
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(Recommendation 3a) for students with disabilities. Establish a template for school-based 
staff to report on the implementation, taking into account the unique characteristics and 
needs of each school’s students. Embed these plans in the school-based improvement 
planning process, and feed the results back to the central office to inform systemwide 
implementation. 

c. Students with a Primary Speech/Language Impairment Disability. Review the data 
OUSD reported to the Council team showing that 21 percent of students with SLI are 
educated in general education classrooms less than 40 percent of the time. If these data 
are accurate, then investigate the basis for this unusual occurrence and follow up with 
strategies to educate students effectively more of the time in general education 
classrooms. If these data are not correct, take steps to produce accurate data in the future. 

d. OUSD’s Inclusion Initiative. To the extent that there have been positive results from 
OUSD’s consulting relationship with Stetson & Associates, we encourage OUSD to 
continue this association. Have Stetson & Associates debrief the cabinet on its activities, 
and have the Academic Leadership Team review the initiative to ensure that it is 
structured for maximum effectiveness and efficiency.   

e. Written Guidance. Develop guidance on the implementation of practices designed to 
promote student achievement and positive behavior, including in the areas below. For this 
purpose, use the services of Stetson & Associates (if their contract permits) and/or the 
Council of the Great City Schools.   

• Inclusive Early Childhood Expansion. Expand access for young children with IEPs 
to inclusive preschool settings, including children in the SNAPS program and 
possible partnerships with private preschools. Explore with the appropriate external 
agency the possibility of OUSD hosting Head Start classes in district schools to 
expand opportunities for children with disabilities to receive services with their 
nondisabled peers.  

• Inclusive Instruction. Describe OUSD’s vision for inclusive education (and co-
teaching64) in a way that does not rely on a categorical program model. Include 
critical elements built around high-quality instruction for students with disabilities, 
such as the following: 
- Differentiated Instruction. Describe linguistically appropriate and culturally 

competent instruction aligned with core standards that are differentiated for 
students with reading and math performance levels significantly below those of 
their classroom peers.  

- Service Configuration of RSP Model. Review and revise PEC’s current program 
models to be more fluid and to support more inclusive instruction, supplemented 
by targeted interventions. Review and revise the RSP staffing model in order to 
educate more students in their home school, to avoid transporting students to 
other schools to receive one hour of special education, and to rely less on ISSs. 

                                                
64 See, for example, the co-teaching-connection website, retrieved at http://www.coteach.com. 
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- Proportion of Students with Disabilities in General Education Classes. Review 
and clarify the current OUSD and Oakland Education Association (OEA) 
agreement regarding the “no more than two full inclusion students” language. 
Ensure that the provision does not deter the education of students with disabilities 
in general education classes.  

- Co-Teaching. Based on any data showing achievement gains as a result of co-
teaching, expand the practice and delineate expectations for effective models.  

- IEP Decision Making. Provide guidance to IEP teams on consistent decision 
making, particularly making decisions regarding the extent to which students 
would benefit from general education classes, and the supports needed to provide 
a core curriculum to every child.   

•  Increasingly Intensive Academic Interventions. Identify targeted interventions for 
English language arts and math that will fill instructional gaps for students with 
disabilities who begin to fall behind academically.   

- Aligned with Common Core Standards. For students who take the Smarter 
Balanced assessment, ensure that these interventions align with state standards.  

- Flexible Grouping. Describe the flexible groupings for students with/without 
IEPs across classes when there is a need for common interventions. Consider how 
groupings need to adjust based on changing student needs.  

• Social/Emotional Support and Interventions. Review all initiatives that have school-
based staff providing students with positive behavioral supports and interventions, 
especially students with emotional outbursts.65	Determine the extent to which schools 
need to develop BIPs based on positive supports/interventions and restorative justice 
principles. Target African American students likely to receive out-of-school 
suspensions. In this situation, it is especially important for community schools/student 
services and PEC personnel to jointly address the issues and guide the collaborative 
work in schools. 

• Special Day Classes. Review the specifications for each SDC and clarify the criteria 
permitting flexible service adaptations, program specifications, and the like. Develop 
protocols for providing rigorous instruction and supports to students in SDCs, 
including personnel training and quality control processes. Further recommendations: 
- Reading Clinic SDC. Review the initial reading achievement data of students 

receiving instruction at the Reading Clinic. Identify how other OUSD students 
with similar reading levels could be taught with similar procedures and materials 
so students do not need to travel to other schools.  

- Regionalization Initiative. In collaboration with the CAC, review data on relevant 
SDCs before and after the initiation of regionalization activities. Determine 
additional concerns from the CAC and parents about current services, and 

                                                
65 See the California Department of Education’s Positive Environments, Network of Trainers for available 
information, retrieved at http://www.pent.ca.gov/. 
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establish a plan for addressing and resolving them in a timely manner. (See 
Recommendation 5 for additional recommendations pertaining to CAC concerns.) 

• NPS Schools. Review the characteristics of the small number of students attending 
nonpublic (NPS) schools, and reasons why OUSD is unable to meet their needs. With 
stakeholders, PEC, student services, CAC, and others, define and begin implementing 
the kinds of high-quality instruction and supports to keep those students in the district 
or attract them back to the district. (See similar approach used by the District of 
Columbia Public Schools to attract students back from private schools.) Consider per 
child average costs of NPS, including transportation costs. 

• English Learners. Review the 97-page resource book in PEC’s Special Education 
Procedures, Meeting the Needs of English Learners with Disabilities, which was 
prepared by a staff member from the Santa Barbara County SELPA. Identify and 
explicitly state the extent to which this information constitutes OUSD guidance for 
this group of students, and replace any erroneous or irrelevant information with 
OUSD guidance.  

• Personnel Roles and Staffing. Identify the number and type of personnel available to 
support students with disabilities in general education classes and to provide 
supplementary interventions inside or outside of class. Specify and differentiate their 
roles. In addition, address 
- staffing ratios for students in SDCs and how staffing needs to be adjusted when 

students need support to benefit from general education; and  
- shorter school day for ISSs. 

• Planned Collaboration. Provide models for structuring time in a way that would 
promote more collaboration between general and special educators, paraprofessionals 
and instructional assistants, and related-services personnel to discuss instruction and 
intervention for students they share in common. 

• Progress Monitoring and Problem Solving. Monitor the progress of students with 
disabilities in MTSS and track their progress on instruction and interventions, as well 
as progress on IEP goals. Specify that the MTSS problem-solving process applies 
when reviewing student growth and the adjustment of interventions when a formal 
IEP meeting is not specifically required. 

• Assistive Technology. Clarify that students may bring AT devices (including 
augmentative communication) home when they are needed for homework or to 
reinforce IEP-related activities. If needed, the Council team could provide sample 
agreements from other cities that parents sign.   

• Postsecondary Transition. Have PEC collaborate with community schools and the 
student services unit to expand transition services and opportunities for students with 
moderate/severe disabilities and students with social/emotional challenges.   

f. Differentiated Professional Learning and Parent Training. Embed in the professional 
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learning curriculum mentioned in Recommendation 1f the content needed to carry out 
Recommendation 3. In addition, consider (1) how personnel will be provided access to 
training in each critical area, (2) how key information will be communicated effectively, 
(3) how information will be used, and (4) what additional coaching and supports may be 
needed. In addition, review current training and information-sharing opportunities for 
parents and community partners, and identify topics for the 2016-17 school year, 
including areas mentioned in this report and what the data suggest is needed.    

g. Data Analysis and Reports. In addition to ensuring that activities described in 
Recommendation 1e include data and analysis on academic instruction and 
behavior/emotional supports for students with disabilities, take the following action--  

• Report data using the charts in this report as a guide, expanding upon them to better 
target patterns and areas of concern.  

• To the extent possible and when appropriate, report data disparities by indicators 
using a risk ratio.  

• Establish common school-based data collection and reporting systems to monitor the 
progress of students with disabilities, both academically and behaviorally. Ensure that 
benchmark and progress-monitoring data for students taking alternate assessments are 
included in light of their differing curricular needs.   

h. Monitoring and Accountability. In the monitoring and accountability systems described 
in Recommendation 1f, embed activities that include the following.  

• Baseline Data. To the extent possible, collect baseline data on the use of 
interventions for students with IEPs. Include the type of data included in this report 
on educational setting rates, achievement, suspension/expulsion rates, graduation and 
dropout rates, and begin evaluating the effects of interventions. In each area, consider 
collecting and analyzing data by race/ethnicity, and gender, and develop risk ratios by 
indicators/subgroups.     

• Data Collection and Reports. Review current data, data collection issues, and reports 
that are requested by the superintendent and school board. Begin including baseline 
data described above, additional state performance plan indicators, and provide 
regular updates on the status of special education reforms. Develop protocols for 
reporting data to inform decision making. Produce templates for user-friendly 
summary reports showing academic and behavioral interventions and outcomes for 
students with disabilities, sorted by student group. Review necessary changes in 
programs and interventions based on the data. Plan follow-up activities on data not 
easily collected and reports not easily produced.   

• Data Checks. Include in data sessions information on students with disabilities in 
order to develop follow-up actions and track outcomes.  

• Fidelity Assessments and Walk-Throughs. Review current walk-through tools used 
to monitor instruction and interventions in general education classes, resource classes, 
and SDCs to see how students are being taught and how consistent instruction is 
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across schools for students with disabilities. Provide guidance like that called for in 
Recommendation 3c. Initiate technical assistance, professional development, 
coaching, and mentoring to improve practices.   

• Timely Communication and Feedback. Establish a process for timely feedback to the 
MTSS team on barriers to problem-solving activities, particularly when they are 
beyond the control of local schools or require the schools to seek assistance to resolve 
problems.  
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IV. Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with Disabilities 

This section summarizes OUSD’s supports for teaching and learning for students with 
disabilities. The section covers interdepartmental collaboration, administration and operation of 
special education, fiscal issues, and accountability.    

Interdepartmental Collaboration 

The district employs a number of structures to allow administrators to share information 
across departments, strategize, and address relevant issues. 

• Cabinet. The senior leadership team, which includes the PEC executive director, meets 
weekly to discuss issues that include those vetted by the Academic Leadership Team (ALT). 

• ALT. An ALT meets every other week for three to four hours, and includes the chiefs of 
schools, academics, and talent, along with deputy chiefs/executive directors and their direct 
staff. During these meetings, various departments present information that allows staff to 
discuss, collaborate, and solve problem. There may be as many as 50 individuals at these 
meetings, where issues discussed have included the inclusion of students with disabilities in 
general education classes, IEP compliance, transportation, etc. 

• CAO Division. Every other week the eight direct reports meet with the chief academic 
officer.  

• Superintendent Work Plan. Individuals from across departments meet monthly for full day 
retreats to discuss the superintendent’s work plan. For example, PEC personnel use these 
meetings to report on the status of the department’s work and get feedback. 

Academic and School Support  
OUSD has two offices that are designed to support schools and academic achievement.  

• Academic Office. The chief academic officer oversees departments that include teaching and 
learning, PEC, English language learning, multilingual achievement (ELLMA), and early 
childhood.  

• Schools Office. The chief of schools oversees networks led by deputy superintendents (one 
high school, one middle school, and three elementary schools). Next year, in addition to the 
current high school and middle school networks, there are plans for one more elementary 
network, and a new network for 16 persistently low-performing schools. Currently, each 
network has a superintendent and a deputy who functions also as a principal supervisor, a 
school improvement partner, and a data partner. The number of schools assigned to each 
network ranges from 17 to 19. Next year, deputies will be assigned to two networks only 
(high school and low performing). This new organization is designed to provide 
administrative support to fewer schools per network, e.g., 10 to 16. In addition, each network 
will have a network partner. The school chief also leads other departments, such as school 
leadership, charter schools, continuous school improvement, and postsecondary readiness. 
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Collaboration between PEC and Other Departments    

Collaboration between PEC and other departments has improved (e.g., teaching and 
learning, talent, and law) or not improved (network superintendents) depending on who one talks 
to. Overall, PEC is seen as a department that pushes responsibility on schools rather than 
partnering with schools. Reportedly, a principal feedback process rated PEC lowest of all the 
district’s central office departments. Network superintendents/deputies and PEC program 
specialists, however, expressed a strong desire to be more collaborative in support of network 
schools. 

To improve PEC interaction and collaboration, a PEC coordinator has been assigned to 
the teaching & learning unit to coordinate professional development that spans both departments. 
Information about the effectiveness of this strategy is discussed below in the section on PEC’s 
administration and operations. The section describes PEC’s collaboration with community 
schools, student services, and ELLMA. PEC relations with network personnel are discussed in 
the section on program specialists. 

• Collaboration between PEC and Community Schools/Student Services. There appears to be 
a need for closer collaboration between student services/community schools and PEC 
personnel on common areas of work. Community schools/student services personnel provide 
most of the district’s support for positive student behavior and social/emotional well-being. 
PEC’s special educators, a few social workers, and psychologists supplement this effort. 
There is little evidence, however, that personnel from the departments are coordinated or 
leveraged in any organized manner. This issue is discussed in the section on school 
psychologists.  
Another area of common work relates to nursing. The focus group interviewed by the 
Council’s team on related-services did not include nurses. This probably occurred because 
their role as a related service provider was not immediately recognized.  

• Collaboration between PEC and ELLMA. ELLMA administrators are at early stages of 
collaboration with PEC, and there is some desire to increase interaction. Funding constraints 
have prevented partnering a dedicated ELLMA administrator with each network. 

PEC Administration and Operation of Special Education 

Generally, school-based personnel, administrators, and parents held PEC’s deputy chief 
in high regard. Parents made positive comments about her ability to listen, address human 
resource issues, improve curriculum, and follow up on complaints.	School-based and network 
staff also made positive comments about various program specialists and other PEC personnel. 
Furthermore, the California Department of Education’s monitor for special education reported a 
strong relationship with PEC and the district’s SELPA director, in particular, acknowledging the 
district’s improved compliance over the past few years.  

Focus group participants also indicated a number of concerns about current practices. 

• Equitable Distribution of Resources. In some circumstances, services are allocated based on 
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relationships between PEC and school personnel. As a result, there is inconsistency and 
uneven quality across the district, raising issues of equity, access, and opportunity. 

• Relationship Between PEC and Schools. The Stetson Report, on page four, found 
“[t]hrough multiple comments from staff, there seems to be a ‘disconnect’ between the 
schools and the PEC, characterized as confusion about services and direction, lack of support 
and lack of trust.”  

• Principal Support. There does not seem to be a clear vision for the manner in which PEC 
will provide principals with the support they need.  

• Compliance vs. Instruction. PEC’s assistance is viewed as disproportionately focused on 
compliance rather than on teaching and learning, particularly for students with IEPs in 
general education classes. 

Historically, PEC has operated in a manner that was called “a district within the district,” 
its separate human resource administration, separate professional development, and operation of 
SDCs. While changes have taken place to diminish this degree of departmental isolation, focus 
group concerns suggested the need for further progress, which PEC cannot accomplish alone.   

PEC Organizational Structure  

In addition to a fiscal analyst and executive assistant, two executive officers (programs 
and services, and SELPA/legal compliance) report to the deputy chief.66 

Programs and Services 

The program and services deputy chief has two direct reports: a schools director and an 
early childhood coordinator, who also appears to support postsecondary transition activities. 
These personnel are organized as follows. 

• Schools Director. Thirteen individuals report directly to the schools director (11 network 
personnel, one related-services administrator, and one early childhood coordinator). 

- Network Support. In addition to two bilingual administrative assistants, 12 program 
specialists report to the schools director. Two program specialists are assigned to each 
three of elementary networks, two are assigned to the middle school network, and four are 
assigned to the high school network.  

- Related-Services and Transportation. One coordinator, who is assisted by a CSW 
transportation specialist, oversees all related-services and transportation for students with 
disabilities. The coordinator’s responsibilities are discussed in more detail below. 

• Early Childhood Coordinator. Although holding the title of early childhood coordinator, the 
PEC organizational chart shows this person as having 15 direct reports (11 postsecondary 
transition personnel and four early childhood personnel).      

                                                
66 Source: PEC Organizational Chart (2015-16) 
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SELPA/Legal Compliance 

The Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA)/legal compliance executive officer has 
the following direct reports. 

• Legal Support. The director is assisted by an executive legal assistant and addresses due 
process and other compliance issues in coordination with the district’s general counsel and 
outside special education attorney.  

• Psychological Services. An administrative assistant, and a team of four teachers who support 
school case management when special education positions are vacant report to the 
psychological services coordinator. 

• Nonpublic School Team. The nonpublic school team is composed of four teachers who 
support placement and IEP development for students in these separate schools.  

• Additional Reports. In addition, two individuals provide translation services, two provide 
MIS/data support, and one provides MIS/Data support.  

“Decentralization” of PEC Personnel 
PEC’s April 13, 2015 executive summary included two references to the department’s 

having decentralized personnel during the school year. There was also a reference to another PEC 
reorganization based on upcoming recommendations from the Council of Great City Schools and the 
California Department of Education.  
• School-based Hiring of Special Education Personnel. The department collaborated with 

talent-office personnel to decentralize data and procedures for moving special education 
professionals and paraprofessionals from PEC’s central office to schools. Although PEC 
administrators continue to support school personnel in finding and retaining qualified 
employees, the principal now has this main responsibility. The Council team members have all 
worked in or are familiar with school districts that have used this model.  

• Curriculum-PEC Coordinator. A curriculum-PEC coordinator reports directly to the 
teaching and learning (T/L) deputy chief and indirectly reports to the PEC deputy chief. The 
coordinator straddles coordinating both professional learning for PEC and teaching & 
learning to address questions of professional learning across the board. Although this 
structure has somewhat improved coordination between the two departments, problems 
persist with respect to support for the Stetson audit and communication with stakeholders 
about the purpose of the inclusion initiative.  

CAC Concerns   
In CAC’s May 6, 2016 advisory letter, the organization referenced PEC’s presentation to 

the School Board on April 13. The letter commented on the “decentralization [of PEC] by 
embedding special education in general education departments.” The CAC warned that such 
activities could “subjugate Special Education” concerns and undermine the ability of Special 
Education staff to support and advocate for the needs of students with disabilities.67 These 

                                                
67 CAC advisory letter, May 6, 2016, page 2. 
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concerns were heightened by recent layoffs of many PEC administrators and specialists. To 
CAC, these layoffs were unprecedented for OUSD. Furthermore, CAC learned about these 
personnel moves “through the grapevine.” Expecting the Council team to submit 
recommendations about PEC’s organization, the CAC wrote that 

[t]he OUSD community must see the proposed organizational chart that 
describes the overhaul of leadership for special education that is underway. We 
must understand who has decision-making power and accountability in the 
various areas of student, family, and staff support for special education.68 

Additional information about CAC and its relationship with PEC is discussed below. 

Personnel Roles/Responsibilities 

The information in this section pertains to various personnel areas involved in the 
education of students with disabilities. 

Program Specialists 
Program specialists are the primary liaisons with PEC, the networks, and schools. In that 

role, program specialists must be able to carry out their expected roles and responsibilities. The 
following feedback from focus group participants indicated substantive concerns about this issue. 

• Network Partnership. PEC program specialists are assigned to schools within each network, 
which is a change from the past. There were concerns, however, that these specialists have 
not become a full partner to the networks. Program specialists were reported to be hampered 
by their office location, which is at a site that is different from their assigned network team. 
This makes it more difficult for program specialists to interact with network personnel. While 
program specialists were to sit with network personnel in the 2015-16 school year, the 
Council team was told that this would occur in 2016-17.    

• Compliance/Operational Activities. Program specialists tend to engage in activities that are 
more reactive than proactive. Much of this problem is perceived to be due to workload 
requirements related to special education compliance, e.g., evaluations, writing IEPs for 
absent teachers, attending IEP meetings, manifestation-determination meetings, dispute 
resolution, etc. They also spend time trying to fill special education vacancies and supporting 
students with aggressive behavior. These activities suggest that program specialists are 
expected to “fix” special education problems, rather than engage in a collective effort to 
address and resolve issues.  

• High School Instruction Focus. Reports from high school program specialists suggest 
activities that are more instructional in nature, such as curriculum design, training new 
teachers on writing IEPs, supporting classroom teachers, solving problems regarding student 
issues, coordinating services, training special education instructional specialists (SEIS), etc. 

• Teacher Status. Program specialists attend IEP meetings that involve such issues as change 

                                                
68 CAC advisory letter, May 6, 2016, page 3. 
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of placements, and they attend when parents are represented by attorneys or advocates. As 
with other school districts, there have been some objections by some IEP teams who want an 
outcome that is not backed by quantitative or qualitative data. Yet, program specialists are 
not administrators. They have no authority to commit services and make decisions and would 
have to ascend the PEC organization to obtain permission. There was broad agreement 
among schools, networks, and parents that program specialists are hampered by this status.   

Related-Services and Transportation 
The related-services and transportation coordinator is expected to coordinate 

transportation for students with disabilities (with one specialist assistant) and to coordinate (with 
no assistant) the following related-services: speech language pathologists, occupational and 
physical therapists, vision instruction, deaf and hard of hearing, orientation and mobility, home 
instruction, adaptive physical education, and assistive technology.  

• Related-Services. Given the transportation responsibilities, the only support the coordinator 
is able to provide for related-services personnel relates to troubleshooting problems, 
responding to emails, and tracking Medicaid services. Lead personnel in other areas give 
additional support to staff. 

• Transportation. About 80 percent of the coordinator’s role is focused on supporting 
transportation, and his duties include      
- answering phone calls from families and schools sites; 
- entering/updating student data (phone numbers, addresses, emergency contacts) into the 

transportation data base and organizing student data; 
- supporting students who are displaying difficult behaviors on the bus by directing 

personnel to create behavior plans; 
- training teachers on the correct ways of addressing transportation in IEPs; 
- attending IEP meetings when requested by case managers for students with transportation 

needs or serious behavior needs; and 
- auditing past processes to modernize procedures, and creating procedures and data forms. 

The Council team was told by numerous related-service providers that there was 
considerable need for a full-time transportation coordinator. Because of pressing transportation 
issues, there were often questions or approvals that did not receive timely attention. Additional 
concerns about transportation are addressed further below. 

Speech/Language Pathologists 
Speech/language pathologists (SLPs) provided the following feedback on administration 

and operation of services. 

•  Professional Development. A number of SLPs are providing professional development on 
such important areas as phonemic awareness and language development on a case-by-case 
basis.  

•  Benefits/Retention. The district provides professional development for SLPs to meet their 
continuing education unit requirements. In addition, OUSD pays for the SLPs’ membership 
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in the American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA). Although other districts in the 
East Bay Area provide higher salaries for SLPs, the district’s SLPs have long employment 
tenures. As a group, they are viewed as highly devoted to their students. 

•  MTSS. OUSD received a grant for SLPs to provide general education interventions. The 
grant includes six hours of training for SLPs before the school day. Currently, some 
kindergarten students without IEPs receive short-term intervention in groups that also include 
kindergartners with required IEP-related services. Reportedly, students receiving the short-
term intervention would benefit more if grouped with students requiring more intensive 
services for a shorter period of time. There were concerns that, under the current processes, 
most students become eligible for an IEP after 12 weeks of interventions. 

•  Lead SLP. The SLP group of related service providers has a lead SLP to assist the related-
services/transportation coordinator. Although the lead SLP cannot carry out all of the 
activities of a coordinator, the lead is able to answer questions and handle concerns from 
other SLPs on a day-to-day basis, distribute and keep track of assessments, and meet weekly 
with the coordinator to share information.  

•  SLP Vacancies and Use of Contract SLPs. Two SLPs review and adjust caseloads during 
the school year. As with many other school districts, OUSD has many vacant positions. To 
provide services to students when there are SLP vacancies, OUSD relies on contractual 
SLPs. The reduction of contractual services cannot occur unless additional SLPs are hired to 
provide IEP-related services. District operational difficulties have hampered this hiring 
process when applicants, such as a Spanish-speaking SLP, could not be hired because 
funding or a “UPC code” was unavailable.   

•  Consultation or Discontinuation of SLP Services. The district is hesitant to provide 
consulting services for speech/language services because documentation of its service- 
tracking system does not denote this service, and there is concern about the extent to which 
consultation occurs as intended. SLPs sometimes find it difficult to discontinue services 
when confronted with negative responses from teachers/parents who advocate for continued 
service.  

Nursing Services  
Nursing, as a related-service, may be required in a student’s IEP. Oversight for nursing is 

under the community schools/student services (CS/SS) unit, although PEC funds licensed 
vocational nurses (LVNs). The Council team was concerned about the extent to which PEC and 
CS/SS both support nurses, who have duties including special education evaluations, IEP 
meetings, and other related-services. As stated before, nurses were not included in the Council’s 
related- services interviewees. Their exclusion was probably an oversight because the group’s 
administration is outside of PEC, and attention to nursing support for students with IEPs has not 
brought administrative personnel from these two departments together. 

Contractual licensed practical nurses (LPNs) are used to provide medication and other 
medical procedures when paraprofessionals do not volunteer (as required by state law) to receive 
training and carry out this duty. With more aggressive outreach, a higher number of 
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paraprofessionals might volunteer to carry out these responsibilities. This might reduce reliance 
on contractual LPNs.     

Psychological Services  
School psychologists appear to be a very strong group of individuals who work in a 

supportive climate. The following feedback was provided about the work of these service 
providers. 

• Consistent Leadership and Staff. The psychological services function has benefited from 
consistent leadership by an experienced school psychologist and a core group of staff 
psychologists, many with more than 10 years of employment in the district. Reportedly, the 
unit has produced efficacy data annually to drive their practice toward greater improvement. 

• Professional Development. Psychologists attend professional development on their field and 
practice, and they meet monthly in professional learning communities (PLCs) to discuss and 
brainstorm ideas on relevant issues. With their considerable staff stability, school 
psychologists have been able to build upon their professional growth and share their 
knowledge with new staff through their mentoring program. 

• Collaboration with Student Services. School psychologists would like the psychological 
services and student services unit engage in more collaborative and interdisciplinary work to 
support students. In addition to providing psycho-educational evaluations and functional 
behavioral assessments, school psychologists are able to conduct individual and group 
counseling sessions for students, as well as coordinate/implement student specific, whole 
classroom, and schoolwide interventions. According to school psychologists interviewed by 
the Council team, the two departments have two very different lenses (student services, 
which relies on numerous short-term interns, uses a clinical or early periodic-screening, 
diagnosis and treatment (EPSDT) mode; and school psychologists use a whole-child model, 
e.g., assessments/direct services to support academic, social, behavioral, emotional, adaptive, 
cognitive, vocational, communication, daily-living skills, etc. However, there are common 
areas of work in which personnel from both departments should be able to leverage each 
other’s resources, expertise, knowledge and skills. 

• Focus Team. Four special educators within psychological services support classes without 
permanent case managers, support substitute teachers for vacant positions or teachers on 
leave, and instruct homebound students. They assist with evaluations and conduct IEP 
meetings.   

MIS/Data Technicians 
These individuals provide such supports as entering IEP data, maintaining district/ state 

databases, supporting case managers, supporting open labs for case managers, troubleshooting 
data questions, and requesting and transferring digital records to and from SELPAs. They also 
support the PEC office with technology needs, such as connecting computers, upgrading 
computers operating systems, installing software, getting networks to work, supporting Spanish 
translations, etc. 
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Special Education Records 

PEC maintains special education records for all students with IEPs at Cole Elementary 
School. Case managers attest to the SEIS, the district’s IEP information system, regarding the 
completion of relevant documents, and staff submit original documents for filing. “Workers on 
modified assignment” regularly assist the district’s records specialist in managing the process. It 
was reported that this process is based on the centralized-record structure of other California 
school districts. It is noteworthy that the Los Angeles Unified School District, which has been 
under federal court special education monitoring, requires special education records to be 
maintained at the student’s school. 	

OUSD’s Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) 

According to California law, all school districts/county school offices must form 
consortia by geographical region of sufficient size and scope to provide for all special education 
services to students residing in their respective boundaries. Because OUSD is a large school 
district, it does not need a consortium for this purpose; OUSD acts as its own SELPA.  

SELPA Plan 

Each SELPA must have a plan describing how it provides special education services and 
must have a CAC that engages in the following activities:  

• Provide advice on the development, amendment, and review of the local plan. The district is 
obligated to review and consider CAC comments;  

• Provide recommendations for annual priorities for the plan;    

• Assist with parent parental education and recruiting parents and other volunteers who may 
contribute to the implementation of the plan; and 

• Encourage community involvement in the development and review of the plan.69 

SELPA Administrator Responsibility  

The SELPA administrator is responsible for assuring the following: 
• All individuals with disabilities receive a free, appropriate public education in the least 

restrictive environment. 
• All regular education resources are considered and, where appropriate, utilized on a local or 

regional basis to meet the needs of students with disabilities. 
• A system exists at the regional level for identification, assessment, and placement of disabled 

students. 
• A viable system for public education is functioning in the community, with broad 

participation and interaction with parents and other agencies serving children and young 
adults.  

                                                
69 Section 56190-56195 of the California Education Code. 
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• An annual compliance monitoring system that continues to assure non-compliant items have 
been identified through self-reviews, verification reviews, focused monitoring or complaints 
have and continue to be rectified.70 

SELPA administrators attend monthly three-day meetings to develop advocacy positions 
at the state level and establish working groups to address such issues as adjudicated and foster 
youth, evaluation and instruction, disproportionality, finances, etc.  

OUSD’s SELPA Direction 

Under PEC’s organization, the SELPA director supervises nonpublic schools; 
psychological services; legal support; mental health coordination at the TAP center;71 translation 
services; MIS/data support; and centralized special education records maintenance. As such, the 
director does not oversee all SELPA activities referenced above.  

The PEC deputy chief has oversight responsibility for OUSD’s special education 
services. Thus the deputy chief acts as the SELPA administrator and delegates various 
responsibilities to each of the executive offers. Although SELPA requirements do not appear to 
include certification for administrators, it would be reasonable for the administrator (e.g., OUSD 
deputy chief) to have expertise in administration and operation of special education.  

School-based Special Education and Related-Services  

This subsection presents data on staff-to-student ratios in special education, i.e., 
speech/language pathologists, psychologists, nurses, occupational therapists (OTs), and physical 
therapists (PTs). OUSD ratios are compared to 63 other urban school districts.72 (All districts did 
not report data in each area.) These data are based on full time equivalent (FTE) staff members 
and not on the number of positions per se. Also, the Council team presumes that FTE data 
includes vacant positions.  

The data do not give precise comparisons, so results need to be used with caution. 
District data are also not consistently reported (e.g., some districts include contractual personnel 
and others may exclude them) and data are sometimes affected by varying placement types used 
by a school district. The data may count all students with IEPs, including those placed in 
charters, agencies, and nonpublic schools; some districts will not count these students. Still, these 
data are the best available and are useful as a rough guide to staffing ratios. Appendix B has 
detailed data on each school district. 

                                                
70 Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/as/caselpas.asp.  
71 The TAP Center is a temporary alternative placement for students in grades 6-12. The TAP Center provides 
individualized study for students after they have been recommended for expulsion and as they await their scheduled 
Pupil Disciplinary Hearing Panel and subsequent school placement. Retrieved from 
http://www.ousdcharters.net/uploads/4/1/6/1/41611/feb_2009_brochure_428_pm_.pdf. 
72 Much of the data were provided by the school districts that responded to a survey conducted by the Urban Special 
Education Leadership Collaborative; Council Team or members of the Team collected the remaining data during 
district reviews. 
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Special Education Teacher Staffing Ratios and Focus Group Participants Feedback 

Exhibit 4a shows the district’s student-to-special-education teacher ratios, compared to 
68 other urban school districts. With 404 full-time-equivalent (FTE) special educators, 73 
including 31.6 vacancies,74 OUSD has an average of 13.4 students with IEPs (including those 
with speech/language impairments) for every special educator.75 This ratio is lower than the 14.5 
teacher-student average of all districts on which we have data, and ranks OUSD as 31st among 
the 68 reporting districts.  

Exhibit 4a. Average Number Students for Each Special Educator   
Areas	of	Comparison	 Special	Education	Teachers	

Number	of	OUSD	Staff	FTE	 404	

OUSD	Student	w/IEP-to-Staff	Ratios	 13.4:1	

All	District	Average	Ratios	 14.5:1	

Range	of	All	District	Ratios	 7–37:1	

OUSD	Ranking	Among	Districts76	 31st	of	68	districts	

Focus group participants provided the following information about special educator 
caseloads and their working environments.  

• Vacant Special Education Teaching Positions. In addition to administrative turnover, 
multiple interviewees indicated significant concern about OUSD’s special education teacher 
turnover and vacant positions, which reportedly are more difficult to fill at middle and high 
school levels. These conditions lead to the hiring of less-qualified staff, which results in other 
teaching and learning issues. Also, without consistent and trained staff, there will be a 
continuous need to repeat professional development that is not built on a solid foundation of 
knowledge. Unless the causes of turnover and recruitment problems are addressed, these 
issues will continue unabated.      

• Recruitment and Incentives. In previous years, a staff member in human resources focused 
on special education recruitment. Currently, a talent-associate coordinates with PEC on 
special education recruitment. The talent department hosts recruitment fairs in the summer, 
and a PEC staff member visits colleges and universities. Although relationships between the 
district and various universities were mentioned in the interviews, these relationships appear 
to have lapsed over time. The district does have a relationship with Bradman University, 
which provides paraeducators a reduced tuition to earn special education teaching 
credentials. The district did not seem to have data on the success of the program, but an 
evaluation might help determine whether it or programs like it are worth expanding.  

                                                
73 As with other districts, the number of special education teachers includes adaptive PE teachers and teachers of the 
blind/visually impaired. 
74 The surveyed data are based on actual positions available and include positions that are vacant. 
75 Although special educators for the most part do not instruct students with a speech/language impairment only, as 
SLPs are the primary providers, these students were included as students with IEPs for all surveyed districts. 
76 Ranking begins with districts having a low average number of students to one staff person. 
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Although the district provides a stipend for bilingual certification, there do not appear to be 
any incentives--such as a signing bonus--for teachers to become special educators. One idea 
suggested in interview sessions was to have the district provide financial incentives for 
general educators to obtain special education credentials.   

• Tracking Hiring Process. One factor that makes it more difficult for principals to fill 
vacancies is the absence of a system that would allow them to easily identify applicants and 
to track their hiring status. The Council team was told that a school will announce a vacancy, 
but potential hires disappear into a human resources “black hole.” 	

• Staffing Allocation. Multiple interviewees also complained that RSP, SDC, and 
paraeducators staffing allocations were not transparent. Too often, principals and other 
school personnel did not know about the criteria or formulas used for special 
education/paraeducator staffing at the school level and whether there was a basis for 
requesting more staff. According to the Stetson Report, “[s]chools appear to be well staffed 
in general but some services are generously staffed while others are stretched to meet student 
needs.” The Stetson training sessions are designed to address this issue by providing a 
proactive, student-centered staffing and scheduling process. It was not clear to the Council 
team that this was working.	

• Tracking Positions. A related issue involves the absence of data showing accurate PEC 
position counts, so that personnel are required to use personal contacts at the schools to 
ascertain staffing levels. The Council team was told that the district was pursuing a better 
process and that teachers and aides would soon appear on the school’s personnel record 
(PC201).  	

• School-based Hiring. Principals want more site-based control over hiring PEC personnel. 
Although there were reports about some principals finding special educators to hire on their 
own, this process has not been systemwide. Others reported that principals had no say over 
whom they hire. While there have been “rumors” about instituting school-based hiring for 
years, the Council team was told that the 2016-2017 school year would be the first in which 
principals would have the authority to hire staff and to evaluate them with a site-based 
personnel committee. With 27 percent new principals, interviewees indicated that there was 
extensive need for guidance and training to carry out these new responsibilities. There was 
also some desire to have PEC vet candidates and forward names of those who appear 
promising to principals and site-based teams to interview and select. 

• Sharing Information About Potential Hires. Principals and others also reported that they 
needed a mechanism by which they could share information about highly qualified 
applicants. For example, the team was told that a principal identified two well-qualified RSPs 
but there was no mechanism to share this information with others who might be interested.   
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Paraeducator Staffing Ratios and Focus Group Participant Feedback 

Exhibit 4b shows the district’s student-to-paraeducator77 ratios, compared to 68 other 
urban school districts. OUSD had 175.2 FTE paraeducators, including 14.4 FTE vacancies. 
These FTEs included 21.6 instructional assistants (0.8 vacant), 89.6 instructional support 
specialists (5.6 vacant), and 175.2 paraprofessionals (8 vacant).  

OUSD had an average of 31 students with IEPs for every paraeducator. The district’s 
paraeducator-to-student ratio was twice as large as the 15.2-student ratio of other districts and 
ranked OUSD 66th among the reporting 68 districts.  

Exhibit 4b. Average Number Students for Each Paraeducator 
Areas	of	Comparison	 Paraeducator	

Number	of	OUSD	Staff	FTE	 175.2	

OUSD	IEPs-to-Staff	Ratios	 31:1	

All	District	Average	Ratios	 15.2:1	

Range	of	All	District	Ratios	 5.26–56:1	

OUSD	Ranking	Among	Districts78	 66th	of	68	districts	

Focus group participants provided the following feedback on the use of paraeducators. 

• Hiring. Unless special educators advocate doing so, the team was told that principals do not 
hire paraeducators, because they were concerned about their quality. The team also learned 
that in some circumstances paraeducator vacancies go unfilled on purpose by either 
principals or the human resources department.  

• Multiple Paraeducator Positions. The district has various job titles for paraeducators. There 
are two positions: instructional support specialist (ISS) and paraeducator (to support SDCs). 
The descriptions have been rewritten to be broader, so the duties are interchangeable. These 
changes took effect this year, but there have been no layoffs, so changes will occur through 
attrition. Still, there remain concerns about distinctions between the two positions, which are 
represented by different unions and have differing hiring requirements.  

• Paraeducator Transfers Between Schools. Position control is hampered when PEC transfers 
paraeducators from one school to another without any notice to human resources staff.  

• Lead Paraeducators. When there are four or more paraeducators at a school, a lead 
paraeducator is designated. The lead paraeducator receives a stipend for performing various 
duties, such as orienting new paraeducators, providing them with supplies, introducing them 
to school staff, etc.  

• Accountability. Although staff from one school reported that they were addressing the 

                                                
77 The district has three positions reflecting an assistant (instructional assistant, instructional support specialist, and 
paraprofessional). The term paraeducator is used to reflect all three positions. 
78 Ranking begins with districts having a low average number of students to one staff person. 
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performance of paraeducators, there does not seem to be a systemwide process for addressing 
the issue. The following concerns were voiced.  
- Poor Performance. Program specialists voiced frustration over poor paraeducator 

performance that principals sometimes do not address, but program specialists have no 
authority to intervene.  

- Covering Leaves. In some schools, there appears to be no method for identifying when a 
paraeducator is on leave and when services need to be covered.  

- Parent Volunteers. Some parents reported that they are volunteering to act as 
paraeducators to perform such duties as changing children’s diapers, because staff 
members were not available for this purpose. 

Speech/Language Pathologists, Psychologists, Social Workers, Nurses, OT, and PT Ratios 
Staffing ratios and other data on related-services personnel are summarized below and 

detailed in Exhibit 4c.     

• Speech/Language Pathologist (SLP). With 47 FTE speech/language pathologists (SLPs), 
including a 1.6 vacancy, there was one SLP for every 115 students with IEPs in OUSD, 
compared with the district average of 119 students. OUSD ranked 47th of 67 reporting 
districts.  

• Psychologists. With 44 FTE psychologists, including a 0.9 vacancy, there was one 
psychologist for every 124 students with IEPs, compared with the district average of 174 
students. OUSD ranked 21st of the 61 reporting districts. Although the district had about eight 
bilingual psychologists a few years ago, now there are only three. A number of individuals 
indicated that the long delays in evaluations and annual reviews might be related to 
insufficient numbers of psychologists. 

• Social Workers. With 19 social workers, there was one for every 284 students with IEPs, 
including a 1.5 vacancy. This was about the same as the district average of 275 students. 
OUSD ranked 32nd of the 43 reporting districts. These social workers include those housed in 
PEC and community schools/student services.  

• Nurses. With 31 nurses, there was one nurse for every 175 students with IEPs, compared 
with the overall district average of 156 students. OUSD ranked 41st among 54 reporting 
districts. 

• Occupational Therapists (OT). With 12 allocated OTs, there was one OT for every 450 
students with IEPs, compared to the overall district average of 375 students. OUSD ranked 
44th among the reporting 65 districts.     

• Physical Therapists (PT). With two PTs, there was one PT for every 2701 students with 
IEPs, compared with the district average of 1,011 students. OUSD ranked 64th among the 65 
reporting districts.   
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Exhibit 4c. Ratios of Students with IEPs to Staff for Related-Service Providers 
Related-Services	Areas	 Speech/Language	 Psychologists	 Social	Workers	 Nurses	 OTs	 PTs	

Number	of	OUSD	Staff	FTE	 47	 44	 19	 31	 12	 2	

OUSD	Students	w/IEPs-to-Staff	 115:1	 124:1	 284:1	 175:1	 450:1	 2701:1	

All	District	Average	Ratio	 119:1	 174:1	 275:1	 156:1	 375:1	 1011:1	

Range	of	All	District	Ratios	 26–596:1	 31–376:1	 26-673:1	 58-834:1	 64–1685:1	 128–2941:1	

OUSD	Ranking		 47th	of	67	 21st	of	68	 32nd	of	61	 41st	of	54	 44th	of	65	 64th	of	65	

Overall Rankings 
Exhibit 4d shows the number of districts having smaller staff-to-student ratios, i.e., fewer 

students with IEPs per staff member in each area, compared with OUSD and other districts on 
which we have data. Except for special educators and psychologists, more than half of the 
districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. In two personnel areas, only one or two districts had 
larger ratios than OUSD: physical therapists (one district), and paraprofessionals (two districts).  

• Special Educators. Thirty of 68 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• Paraprofessionals. Sixty-five of 68 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• Speech/Language Pathologists. Forty-six of 67 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• Psychologists. Twenty of 61 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• Social Workers. Thirty-one of 43 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• Nurses. Forty of 54 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• OTs. Forty-three of 65 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 
• PTs. Sixty-three of 65 districts have smaller ratios than OUSD. 

Exhibit 4d. OUSD Ranking and Number of District Survey Respondents  

 

Special 
Educators Paraeducator 

Speech/
Language 

Pathologists 

Psycholo- 
gists 

Social 
Workers Nurses 

Occupa- 
tional 

Therapists 

Physical 
Therapists 

Total Districts 68 68 67 61 43 54 65 65 

Number of  Districts with Smaller Student-to-Personnel 
Ratios 30 65 46 20 31 40 43 63 
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Facilitating Parental and Community Involvement 

A large body of research demonstrates the positive effects of parent-professional 
collaboration on outcomes with students with disabilities.79 Effective collaboration is often 
grounded in a strong staff-parent relationship and the combined expertise of parents and 
professionals in helping students with disabilities to meet their goals. Many parents want to fully 
participate in planning for their child(ren) and supporting changes in services. Nonetheless, 
collaboration tends to be more difficult when parents are new to the country, when language 
differences present barriers, and when parents come from poor or low socioeconomic 
environments. 

OUSD Structures for Supporting Parental Engagement 
The district has several structures that support parental engagement. These are described 

below.    

• Community Advisory Council. Oakland has a strong Community Advisory Council that 
focuses on special education. The CAC is supported by the district’s Community 
Engagement unit, which has a staff member to help plan and attend meetings and engage the 
committee and community. Every month, the CAC presents information on a particular 
theme or topic and invites the community to discuss concerns. These meetings draw about 20 
to 50 individuals, depending on the topic discussed, and the CAC is working on getting more 
parents who are learning English. According to a representative from the Family Engagement 
unit, staff members work with parents to develop leadership skills, and they would like to 
fund “parent-to-parent” activities.  

• CAC Interaction with LCAP members. CAC is attempting to collaborate with the district’s 
Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) Parent/Student Advisory Committee and its 
subcommittees to identify annual goals and specific actions and measure progress for student 
subgroups with multiple performance indicators, including student academic achievement, 
school climate, student access to the curriculum, parental engagement, etc. For example,  the 
CAC would like to see a family room conducive for persons with disabilities and a family 
liaison at every school.  

Focus Group and CAC Advisory Letter Feedback  
During focus group meetings, the Council team heard a number of comments indicating 

that parents were feeling that “things are getting better,” but other parents were feeling 
disenfranchised and “didn’t want to make waves.” Generally, parents appeared to want  

• IEPs implemented as written; 

                                                
79 A.T. Henderson, & K. L. Mapp. (2002). A new wave of evidence: The impact of school, family, and community 
connections on student achievement. Southwest Education Development Laboratory. Cited in Fostering Parent and 
Professional Collaboration Research Brief, Technical Assistance ALLIANCE for Parent Centers, National Parent 
Technical Assistance Center at 
http://wsm.ezsitedesigner.com/share/scrapbook/47/472535/1.7_Fostering_Parent_and_Professional_Collaboration.p
df. 
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• questions answered in a timely manner;  

• requests for IEP meetings to be granted;  

• parental concerns taken seriously; and  

• routine teacher use of the parent portal to input relevant information. 

As described in its May 6, 2016 advisory letter, the CAC voiced significant concerns that 
the district did not proactively communicate PEC organizational and student-service changes to 
the CAC, and members were concerned about the changes and their impact on children with 
exceptional needs. The CAC informed the Council team that these activities related to changes to 
the district’s current SELPA plan and what PEC was required to do with CAC before any 
changes were initiated. The May 6, 2016 advisory letter identified four areas of concern:   
• Radical redesign of SELPA with respect to inclusion.   
• Relocation of SDCs and restructuring of classrooms and programs. 
• Decentralization by embedding special education in general education departments. 
• PEC leadership changes. 

The first two areas were discussed in Section III, and the other two were discussed in 
Section IV. The advisory letter expressed the group’s dissatisfaction with the communication of 
information to the board of education prior to any discussion with the CAC. The CAC asserted 
that activities related to these four identified areas “must be stopped to allow for the structured 
and mandated review that the law requires.” 80 In CAC’s view, these activities “would minimally 
take a year though the goals, purpose, and time frame must be defined by the stakeholders 
involved.”81 In addition, there were concerns that it took the superintendent until June to meet 
with the CAC.  

Furthermore, in preparation for the Council’s parent focus group, the CAC was not asked 
who should be invited or how the discussion should be facilitated. Nevertheless, several active 
CAC members participated. Moreover, the focus group meeting had been planned for several 
weeks, but parents received notice of only one week.  This process was not designed by the 
district but at the request of the Council to have broad representation of parents and advocates. It 
would not have been appropriate for CAC to design the discussions, but the district might have 
asked for their input. 

Overall, the advisory letter on page three noted that the CAC and the community have 
collaborated with OUSD administrators and staff to make “hard-fought gains in the last few 
years, which led to increased trust and significant improvements for students....” Although the 
CAC views these gains as having been eroded recently, CAC seeks “a real process of visioning 
and collaboration for special education in OUSD.”   

                                                
80 CAC advisory letter, May 6, 2016, page 3. 
81 Ibid. 
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Operational, Compliance, Fiscal Issues, and Accountability 

Information in this section focuses on operational issues (charter schools and 
transportation), compliance (special education procedural manual and dispute resolution), fiscal 
matters and Medicaid, and accountability. 

Charter Schools  

Currently, 36 charter schools operate in Oakland. District representatives told the Council 
team that 30 percent of the city’s students are enrolled in charter schools.  

Support For and Against Charter Schools 

As in other cities, focus group participants reported that parents are on opposite sides of 
the charter school movement.  

• Pro Charter Schools. Most charter leaders in Oakland were OUSD administrators who 
believe that charters allow them to accelerate high-quality options for underserved students. 
This belief fuels their passion for what they see as a more equitable solution for Oakland’s 
students.  

• Against Charter Schools. Several issues have given rise to negative impressions of charter 
schools in the area of special education. 

- Co-Location. Several OUSD schools were asked to co-locate with charters, even though 
there was not sufficient space to retain SDCs who were in OUSD schools. As a result, 
students with disabilities, including those with transition difficulties, were required to 
move schools that were seen to be in less-safe neighborhoods. Such displacement of 
students evoked a response by some that the interests of charter school students were 
superseding those of OUSD students.  

- Services. Although charter schools say that they provide special education services, there 
is a perception that their personnel lack expertise comparable to OUSD and that they do 
not offer the same level of services. This is especially relevant for students with moderate 
disabilities who are seen as being “sent back” by charters to district schools to receive 
services they require. Reportedly, many believe that it is more difficult for students to 
receive a special education evaluation in a charter school.   

- Transparent Funding. Although charter school students receive an average daily 
attendance (ADA) allotment, funding for students receiving special education is not well 
known. As a result, there is a belief that charter schools are getting more than their fair 
share.   

Because OUSD did not present charter school plans to CAC prior to presenting them to 
the general public, there was a loss of trust with these parents, a situation that fueled the 
perception that the Board of Education does not support students in the district’s direct-run 
schools.  
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Charter Schools and SELPA Membership 

In California, charter schools may join any SELPA of their choice. Of the 36 OUSD 
charters, 10 are members of Oakland’s SELPA, including three that opened during the 2015-16 
school year. The remaining 26 joined SELPAs outside of Oakland, and almost all are in one 
SELPA. Reportedly, a representative of the charter schools approached OUSD about a year ago 
about how the district might retain charters within its SELPA. Various focus group participants 
expressed concern about the loss of charter schools to other SELPAs and the loss of associated 
funding.   

With the membership of charters outside of OUSD, the district lost access to important 
special education data that was held by other SELPAs. These data pertain to areas such as the 
number of students receiving special education services, their disability areas, their educational 
settings, achievement rates, etc. Reportedly, the district will begin collect these and other data in 
the future as a condition of future charter authorization.  

Transportation  

Focus group members described major problems with the transportation of students with 
disabilities. In 2014-15, the district changed its vendor for special education transportation, 
which was different from the vendor the district used to transport students without disabilities. 
That year was a difficult transition period, and although the situation has improved somewhat 
this school year, various issues persist.   

• Prevalent Issues. Transportation problems include students not getting picked up as expected 
or picked up late. Buses sometimes arrive between 9:00 and 9:15 for 8:30 to 8:25 bell times. 
Major problems occurred in the first two months of school. Also, buses have not shown up at 
the end of the day, although teachers stay with students until buses arrive. The length of bus 
rides may exceed the one-hour maximum. Also, principals often receive phone calls from 
upset parents, and their calls to the vendors are sometimes not answered.   

• Transportation Related Data. Three different data systems are necessary to arrange and 
manage transportation services for students with disabilities: SIS, SEIS, and a stand-alone 
transportation system, which does not interact with the two other data systems. Schools are 
unable to directly enter necessary data for the transportation department. Instead, school 
personnel complete forms that are transmitted to PEC for data entry. At the team discussions, 
no one knew the length of time that elapses a school’s determination of student needs for 
transportation, to data transmission to PEC. The next steps from PEC’s data entry to the 
vendor’s routing of services was said to take seven to 10 days. Focus group interviewees 
indicated that teachers are unsure when a new student will arrive, even if they are only 
transferring from a resource class to SDC, because of the uncertainties in the transportation 
process. The process also leads to errors in the transportation system, further delaying 
transportation services. Last year there were a few due process cases, and this year a few 
state complaints related to late arriving busses.    

• Data Entry. OUSD’s prior vendor managed transportation data, including its input. Because 
the new vendor no longer does this, a PEC manager who also coordinates related-services 
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and an assistant must now input all student data that is provided by schools for some 1,300 
students. Formerly, parents would contact the transportation vendor to give them new 
addresses. Now, parents must contact PEC to correct and update data. Furthermore, PEC 
staff are unable to run reports from the transportation system. And PEC personnel who have 
been involved in transportation matters over the years were not included in the vendor 
selection process or included in subsequent contract negotiations.     

• Transport to San Francisco Nonpublic Schools (NPSs). The new vendor will not transport 
students to NPSs in San Francisco, which requires the district to ask parents to transport their 
own children with reimbursement for the service or to arrange for taxi transportation.  

• Accessibility. The new vendor does not have a sufficient number of buses accessible to 
students with physical mobility issues, and the district must rely on taxis whose drivers have 
not undergone background checks.    

• Versatrans System. Although the Versatrans System (GPS) is used to route, schedule, and 
track buses, the PEC administrator does not have access to the system.  

• Parent Tracking System. Plans were for the new transportation vendor to roll out a system 
for parents to track their children’s bus rides. However, OUSD was not aware that parents 
would have to spend as much as $65 each year to access this service. In the absence of this 
service, parents must call the vendor (or PEC) for the status of their child’s whereabouts 
when buses do not arrive on schedule. One individual who answers such calls was reported to 
be exceptionally inconsiderate to parents. 

• Undeliverable Students. Currently there is no standard protocol for handling students who 
do not have an adult waiting for them at the end of their bus route. Reportedly, PEC is 
working on a policy for this issue. 

• Parental Reimbursement. OUSD is considering action to eliminate parental 
reimbursements for transporting students; the Council team believes that this change may 
actually increase transportation costs. 

Special Education Procedure Manual and Dispute Resolution  

This section discusses PEC’s special education procedure manual, and dispute resolution 
processes.   

Special Education Procedures    

PEC provided the Council team with a PDF version of its Special Education Procedures 
(Procedures) for the 2012-13 school year. The document, which runs to two volumes, lays out 
the various requirements for special education. According to its foreward, staff, parents, legal 
counsel, and members of the community helped to develop the procedures. It also states that it is 
a working document and will be revised as special education continues to be informed by 
research, case law, legislation, and community input. The document was produced to augment 
the June 2011 OUSD Strategic Plan, which focuses on students with disabilities having  
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…maximum opportunities for meaningful mainstreaming as measured by 
mainstreaming logs maintained by general and special education teachers/staff. 
Schools will build the capacity of staff to increase the level of inclusion in general 
education classes for students with disabilities to 20 percent.” (Focus 2c.6 
Students with Disabilities & Programs for Exceptional Children)  

Although the district has exceeded this 20 percent goal and is pursuing more inclusive 
opportunities, the Procedures have not been updated to include new information to support this 
initiative. For example, only two pages with easily accessible information on “mainstreaming” or 
“inclusion” pertain to federal and state regulatory language on least restrictive environment 
(LRE). By contrast, the Procedures include a resource book, Meeting the Needs of English 
Learners with Disabilities, prepared by a staff member from the Santa Barbara County SELPA. 
This information includes 97 pages on collaboration between special and general education, 
service delivery models, instructional strategies, and frequently asked questions.  

Based on the focus group meetings, it appears that there is not widespread familiarity 
with these Procedures, and those who were aware requested a version that was user-friendly. 
The Procedures are not on the district’s webpage, where it would be more accessible and it 
would be easier to access sections of interest. Currently, the Procedures’ table of contents refers 
to section numbers (not page numbers), and it is difficult to find information in it.  

Dispute Resolution and Compliance 

The district provided information on due process hearing requests, and complaints filed 
with the Office for Civil Rights (OCR). In addition, focus group members provided feedback 
about the district’s dispute resolution practices. 

Due Process Hearing Requests 
The district provided data on the number of closed cases in which a request for a due 

process hearing was filed and complaints with the California Department of Education for the 
2014-15 school year. For due process hearing requests, the data shows that 47 hearings were 
requested, including one by OUSD, which resulted in a total of $1,745,468.89 in payments to 
parents for reimbursed costs, services, and attorney fees. 

• Payment for Services. In only two of these cases, including the one OUSD filed, the district 
was not required to pay for any services. For the remaining 45 hearing requests, the district 
paid a total of $1,491,877.41 to settle matters, and in two cases hearing officers required 
payment for services ($13,000 total). These amounts ranged from $2,500 to $340,000. These 
payments were related to education (27 for a total of $1,078,920.93), independent evaluations 
and/or compensatory education (17 for a total of $95,935), and nonpublic schools (four for a 
total of $84,400) 

• Attorney Fees. The district paid attorney fees in 27 cases, which totaled $240,591.48. These 
amounts ranged from $3,500 to $23,500. In four additional cases, attorney fees were included 
in the reimbursement provided to parents.  
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Office for Civil Rights 

In addition, the district provided copies of four complaints filed with OCR during the 
2013-14 school year. Two of these cases resulted in a settlement agreement, and no information 
was provided after OCR indicated that it would investigate. No further information was provided 
on 2014-15. 

Focus Group Feedback 

Focus group members provided the following additional feedback on the processing of 
complaints and the district’s compliance in general. 

• Ombudsman Office Complaints. The ombudsman’s office receives a few hundred 
complaints each week, and most of them pertain to special education. There has been an 
expanded use of alternative dispute resolution processes, a step that has had positive results.  

• Compliance in General. Various sources confirmed that the district has improved its 
compliance over the last 2.5 years. A group meets monthly to review data on areas such as 
timely IEPs and significant disproportionality for African American students in the area of 
emotional disturbance.  

• Support for Section 504. There are concerns that Section 504 operations are separate from 
special education and that PEC personnel are not consistently willing to provide Section 504 
assessments.  

• Training. There are also concerns that this year there were fewer opportunities for personnel 
to receive training on legal compliance. Although the district’s outside counsel is on a 
monthly retainer, the attorney may be underutilized. In the past, one legal session was offered 
each month on compliance, and this year up to 25 people attended a fall and spring 
symposium offered to the attorney’s clients.   	

Fiscal Issues 

Focus group members also provided feedback on the district’s financial support for 
special education. 

• Special Education Budget. There were concerns that the special education budget is never 
accurate and that increases are requested during the school year. It was not clear to those 
raising the concerns about whether this was a common occurrence in special education or 
whether PEC was unable to accurately predict needed resources. There was also another 
possibility, i.e., it could be that the amount initially requested by PEC was not authorized 
and, as a result, subsequent requests were necessary. The Council team was told that OUSD’s 
finance office supports PEC, and while PEC has an administrator who assists with the budget 
process, the individual is not a finance expert. 

• Nonpublic School (NPS) Costs. NPS costs are considered to be “runaway.” These schools 
cost about $15 to $18 million annually, without including transportation. The Northern CA 
Consortium sets rates for member NPSs, but several have left the consortium and raised their 
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rates. One NPS increased costs because other schools closed and it was now the only NPS 
with significant mental health services for elementary school children. PEC reduced NPS 
costs by about $2.5 million per year by having 50 former NPS students now educated in 
counseling-enriched and intensive counseling-enriched SDCs. The team was told that there is 
sufficient space in OUSD to expand district services needed by students typically educated in 
NPSs. Furthermore, some NPSs provide their own transportation for students with 
challenging behavior, but the PEC administrator did not know how these costs were funded. 

• Transportation Budget. The Council team was told that special education transportation 
costs about $7 million annually, about $5.7 million of which was reimbursed from the state. 
The number of paraeducators needed on buses was variable. This affects overall costs. 
Although the Council team was informed that the budget for special education transportation 
has remained flat, we were also told that after the budget was established there were 
additional requests for another $2 to $3 million.     

• OUSD Funds to Transit Authority. OUSD gives Oakland’s transit authority $2 million 
annually to provide special routes to transport students to school even though the buses used 
on those routes are not exclusively for OUSD students. In addition, OUSD pays for transit 
cards for students with disabilities to ride city buses. Payment for the routes and the transit 
cards appear to be a double payment for public transportation.  

• School Financial Support for Additional Social/Emotional Services. Some schools hold 
fundraisers to pay for additional therapy, counseling, SST, or other supports, including 
school psychologists. There were concerns about the equitable nature of these services when 
schools with more access to parental financial support are able to access more services 
compared to schools without this source of support.  

Medicaid 

OUSD does not appear to receive all the Medicaid reimbursement to which it may be 
entitled.  

• Tracking Student Ridership/Medicaid. A new vendor was expected to develop a process for 
electronically documenting transportation for students in order to bill for Medicaid 
reimbursement. However, the process has not been used consistently and it is not clear 
whether alternative methods are being used to track transportation. In addition, when such a 
process is not used, there is no way to track which students ride buses daily.  

• Service Tracking. Services eligible for Medicaid reimbursement are tracked only for students 
for whom OUSD has received notice that they are enrolled in Medicaid. Members of the 
Council team have worked in school districts much larger than Oakland that track relevant 
services for all students, regardless of whether they are Medicaid enrolled. This process 
should enable OUSD to document the receipt of all IEP-required services. The back-end of 
this process provides data to support Medicaid billing, which is especially important for 
students for whom the district receives late notice of Medicaid eligibility. Because 
documentation is maintained for all students, the district is able to submit retroactive billing 
for newly identified students and receive Medicaid reimbursement for the maximum state-
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allowed period of time. In our experience, districts that track services in this manner reap 
higher amounts of Medicaid reimbursement.  

• Medicaid Support Team. OUSD does not have a work group to strategize about ways to 
enhance Medicaid reimbursement. Such a group can identify avenues for billing, such as 
transportation, and progress-monitor activities to maximize billing. 

Accountability 

In the fall of 2011, the Council of the Great City Schools published its report Pieces of 
the Puzzle: Factors in the Improvement of Urban School Districts on the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress. 82  The report summarizes research the Council conducted with the 
American Institutes for Research (AIR) on characteristics of urban school districts that had made 
the greatest academic improvements and had the highest overall performance on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). The first characteristic involved a district’s clear 
statement of goals and districtwide accountability for results. This helps to create a culture of 
shared responsibility for student achievement.  

Other research found similar results and articulated barriers to effective teaching and 
learning. 83  School districts that effectively support school leadership often demonstrate a 
capacity to facilitate learning and development, address barriers to learning and teaching, and 
govern and manage the district in ways that prioritize good instruction. In pursuing these goals, 
districts showing improvement have mechanisms for systemic planning, program 
implementation, evaluation, and accountability. During the team’s review of OUSD documents 
and discussions with district personnel, it identified the following issues concerning 
accountability.  

Systems of Accountability 

When asked to describe or provide copies of district accountability mechanisms tied to 
the performance of students, including students with IEPs, OUSD provided the following--  

• Continuous School Improvement. The Quality School Development PowerPoint includes a 
detailed description of the district’s approach to continuous school improvement. The 
document, however, contains no identifiable information about the performance of students 
with disabilities. Although we assume that this group would be in almost all schools’ targeted 
populations, no specific information was provided.   

• School Performance Framework (SPF) Guidebook. As described in this guidebook’s 
introduction, the SPF is a comprehensive system designed to help schools focus on strengths 

                                                
82 Available at 
http://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/4/Pieces%20of%20the%20Puzzle_FullReport.pdf  
83 Toward a School District Infrastructure that More Effectively Addresses Barriers to Learning and Teaching, A 
Center Policy & Practice Brief, Center for Mental Health in Schools at UCLA. November 2011, at 
http://smhp.psych.ucla.edu/pdfdocs/briefs/toward%20a%20school%20district%20infrastructure.pdf. 
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and areas for targeted improvement. The SPF will be released annually on each OUSD 
school beginning in fall 2016. A second phase will involve district-authorized charter 
schools. The SPF provides specific information about students with disabilities, which helps 
to ensure that these students will be taken into account as schools target improvement 
activities.  

• OUSD 2020 Goals and Targets. This document (2020 Goals) provides a template to schools 
for setting individual targets. The targets appear to specifically include students receiving 
special education services. 

Personnel Evaluations 
OUSD has developed its own system for evaluating personnel that is similar to the 

Danielson model. The system has been implemented as a pilot model, with individuals who 
choose to be included. As the district moves out of the pilot stage, all personnel will be included.    

Principals evaluate special educators, although many people believe that principals do not 
have the same relationship with these personnel as they do with general educators. Principals do 
not evaluate related-services personnel, such as psychologists who are evaluated every other 
year. The team was told that other related-services personnel have not been evaluated in several 
years. When they were evaluated, there were concerns that the evaluator lacked knowledge about 
the related-services area. 

Data 
There were significant concerns about the district’s data integrity and lack of data 

integration. District representatives had a very difficult time providing the Council team with 
data on several areas typically provided easily by other school districts. These data pertained to 
the following: 

• Students placed in out-of-district or in-district separate schools. 

• Charter schools. 

• Racial/ethnic data for PEC and all students that are comparable.  

• Incomplete data. Fifty-eight 58 percent of students referred for an evaluation had no 
information on students’ English language status. Because of this lapse, any analysis about 
referrals and results by English language status would not be meaningful. 

• Total special education data that, when sorted by different indicators, had overall totals 
varying by more than 2,000 students. We were told that some of this variance was due to 
different departments using a different data source to respond to our data requests, i.e., SIS or 
IEP system. It took many weeks and many conversations to finally reconcile these data. 

Reportedly, there have been repeated attempts since August to meet with PEC and other 
groups to address data quality and the differing systems holding data. Without valid and reliable 
special education data, the district lacks the tools necessary to make informed decisions, monitor 
progress, and create accountability for all students. Furthermore, OUSD’s limited integrated data 
system relevant to MTSS hampers practice and better outcomes. 
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Accountability for Actions 

Finally, it does not appear that the district has a clear process for identifying when 
activities that were promised have not been carried out as expected. One example includes the 
completion of initial and triennial evaluations and annual reviews. Assuming that appropriate 
training has been provided to staff members and necessary resources have been made available, 
there appears to be no accountability for repeated noncompliance. Without any established and 
articulated consequences, it is much harder for PEC and other personnel to improve teaching and 
learning for students with disabilities. 

AREAS OF STRENGTH 

The following are areas of strength in the district’s support for teaching and learning of 
students with disabilities.      

• Interdepartmental Collaboration. The district employs various structures for administrators 
to share information across departments, strategize, and address relevant issues. PEC has 
positive working relationships with teaching and learning, talent, and law. Network 
superintendents/deputies and PEC program specialists want to be more collaborative in their 
work in support of network schools. ELLMA administrators are at early stages in 
collaborating with PEC, and there is a desire to increase this interaction at the central office. 

• Regard for PEC. School-based personnel, administrators, and parents held PEC’s deputy 
chief in high regard. School-based and network staff also shared positive comments about 
various program specialists and other PEC personnel. Furthermore, the California 
Department of Education’s monitor for special education reported a strong relationship with 
PEC and with the district’s SELPA director, in particular, acknowledging the district’s 
improved compliance over the past few years. 

• High School Program Specialists. High school program specialists are viewed as being 
involved in activities that are more instructional in nature. 

• Related-Services and Transportation Coordinator. PEC’s administrator has stepped in to 
personally handle procedural inadequacies associated with the change of transportation 
vendors, such as inputting all data manually, and to address parental concerns. 

• Speech/Language Pathologists. Various SLPs are providing professional development in 
schools on important areas, such as phonemic awareness, and language development on a 
case-by-case basis. OUSD received a grant for SLPs to provide general education 
interventions, including professional development. The use of a lead SLP has benefited 
speech/language pathologists.  

• Psychological Services. School psychologists appear to be a very strong group of individuals 
who work in a supportive climate. Many in the group have been employed by the district for 
more than 10 years and have well-developed professional learning communities. Four special 
educators (the focus team) in psychological services provide services to classes without 
permanent case managers or substitute teachers and instruct students on homebound services. 
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• MIS/Data Technicians. Two individuals provide an array of services necessary to maintain 
special education data and technology. 

• Promoting Special Educator Hiring. The talent department hosts recruitment fairs every 
Thursday from June through August, and a PEC staff member visits colleges and universities 
to recruit new applicants. The district has a relationship with Bradman University that 
provides paraeducators reduced tuition to earn special education teaching credentials. Data 
about the success of this program could help determine whether such programs are worthy of 
expansion 

• Paraeducator Positions. When there are four or more paraeducators at a school, a lead 
paraeducator is designated. 

• Parental Engagement. OUSD has several structures that support parental engagement, 
including a strong community advisory council (CAC) that focuses on special education.	The 
well-organized CAC meets monthly to learn about and advocate for effective special 
education services, and partners with SELPA.  

• Dispute Resolution. PEC’s expanded use of alternative dispute resolution processes has 
benefited parents and students. 

• Special Education Procedures. Staff, parents, legal counsel, and members of the community 
helped to develop PEC’s special education procedures. 

• Compliance. Various sources confirmed that the district has improved its compliance over 
the last 2.5 years. 

• Accountability. OUDS has several accountability mechanisms in place, such as Continuous 
School Improvement, School Performance Framework Guidebook, 2020 Goals and Targets, 
and a personnel evaluation system modeled after the Danielson framework. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The following describes opportunities to improve teaching and learning for students with 
disabilities.      

PEC Administration and Operation of Special Education 

• PEC Collaboration with CS/SS. There needs to be closer collaboration between community 
schools/ student services and PEC personnel on common areas of work, such as behavioral 
health and nursing. 

• PEC Department Name. The department’s name, Programs for Exceptional Children, 
reflects a service design that is based around a set of programs within which students are 
placed, rather than flexible services that are delivered based on student needs.  

• PEC Organization. The PEC department is poorly organized to maximize support to schools.  

• Decentralization of PEC Personnel. Although CAC expressed concerns about the 
“decentralization” of PEC personnel, the Council team is aware of only one position, the 
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curriculum-PEC coordinator, who reports directly to teaching and learning and indirectly to 
PEC’s deputy chief.  

• Program Specialists. There are various concerns about the work of program specialists. 
- Program specialists have not fully become a part of the network partnership. Specialists 

are housed at a location that is different from other team members, which makes it more 
difficult to interact effectively and consistently. Reportedly, there are plans for the two 
groups to co-locate in the 2016-2017 school year.  

- Program specialists tend to be engaged in activities that are more reactive than proactive, 
collaborative, and strategic in addressing low student achievement. Much of this is 
perceived to be due to workload requirements, which include trying to fill special 
education vacancies and handling students with aggressive behavior. These activities 
reflect a perception that program specialists are expected to “fix” special education 
problems rather than engage in a collective effort to address and resolve them. 

- Program specialists work on an abbreviated 11-month schedule, and because they are 
administrators, the specialists lack authority to commit services. 

• Related-Services and Transportation Coordination. The related-services and transportation 
coordinator is inexplicably expected to coordinate transportation for students with disabilities 
(with one specialist assistant), and coordinate (with no assistant) all related-services except 
psychology. The abundance of transportation issues trumps any substantive support for 
related-services personnel. 

• Speech/Language Pathologists. SLPs providing short-term interventions would be more 
efficacious if students were grouped together to receive intensive services for a shorter period 
of time, rather than less intensive services over a 12-week period. Concerns about the use of 
contractual services to compensate for vacant SLP positions will not be alleviated until all 
SLP positions are filled. Operational issues in human resources, however, have obstructed 
the hiring of SLPs into vacant positions. Another concern involves the rejection of 
appropriate consultation rather than direct services because of perceptions that the service 
will not occur consistently. 

• Nursing Services. Nurses, whom PEC funds and who are housed in the community 
school/student services department, have duties that include special education evaluations 
and IEP meetings, along with providing IEP-related services. Nurses were not included in the 
Council’s related-services focus group, a fact that raised questions for the team about the 
extent to which PEC and CS/SS collaborate on nursing services. There were concerns that 
other personnel who might volunteer to be trained to administer medication and apply other 
procedures do not do so to the extent they could. 

• Psychological Services. Many people wanted psychological services and student services to 
collaborate more and pursue interdisciplinary work in support of all students. There are 
common areas of work in which personnel from both departments could leverage each 
other’s resources, expertise, knowledge, and skills.  

• Special Education Records. PEC maintains special education records for all students with 
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IEPs at the school site. Although some California school districts have centralized records, 
many urban school districts, such as the Chicago Public Schools and Los Angeles Unified 
School District, maintain student files. 

• SELPA Administration. PEC’s SELPA director oversees multiple activities, i.e., nonpublic 
schools, psychological services, legal support, the TAP center’s mental health services, 
MIS/data support, and centralized special education records maintenance. Only the PEC 
deputy chief has sole oversight of all activities under SELPA’s jurisdiction. Although 
SELPA requirements appear not to include certification for administrators, it would be 
reasonable for the administrator (e.g., OUSD deputy chief) to have expertise in areas 
pertaining to administration and the operation of special education.  

• General Issues. Focus groups expressed concerns about the equitable distribution of PEC 
resources, the lack of clarity about PEC’s direction and support of schools, and the 
disproportionate emphasis on compliance rather than instruction. Reportedly, a principal 
survey showed low ratings of PEC support. Although PEC’s operation exists as an entity 
apart, there is a need for PEC to operate more collaboratively in general, something it cannot 
accomplish alone.   

School-based Special Education and Related-Services 

• Personnel-to-Student Ratios. Except for special educators and psychologists, more than half 
of the 68 urban districts analyzed for this report have smaller student-to-staff ratios than 
OUSD. In two personnel areas, only one or two districts have ratios that are larger than 
OUSD: physical therapists (one district), and paraprofessionals (two districts).  

• Vacant Special Education Teaching Positions. In addition to administrative turnover, 
multiple interviewees expressed concern about OUSD’s special education teacher turnover 
rate and the number of vacant positions, which reportedly are more difficult to fill at middle 
and high school levels. Unless the cause of the turnover is addressed, these problems will 
continue unabated.  

- University Relationships. Cooperative relationships between the district and various 
universities appear to have lapsed.  

- Talent Support. There is no longer a dedicated human resources individual to focus on 
special education personnel recruitment, although a PEC employee and a talent associate 
now work together on this issue.  

- Financial Incentives. Although the district provides a stipend for bilingual certification, 
there are no incentives for teachers to become special educators, such as a signing bonus, 
or financial incentives for general educators to obtain special education credentials.  

- Communication and Tracking Systems. Additional concerns related to the absence of a 
way for principals to share good applicants with each other or to track the hiring status of 
selected personnel. 

• Staffing Allocation. Multiple sources also complained that RSP, SDC, and paraeducators’ 
staffing allocations were not transparent. A related issue involved the absence of data 
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showing accurate PEC position counts, a problem that has resulted in personnel using 
personal contacts to determine staffing at various schools. The team was told that the district 
was pursing such a system and that teachers and aides will now appear on the school’s 
personnel record (PC201).   

• Site-based Hiring. Principals want more site-based control over hiring PEC personnel. 
Although there were reports about some principals finding special educators to hire, this 
process has not been systemwide. To implement such a process systemwide, there would 
need to be additional guidance and training.  

• Paraeducators. Typically, principals do not select paraeducators. There are concerns about 
personnel knowledge and skills, unfilled vacant positions, lack of clarity about the various 
paraeducator positions and their roles, position control when paraeducators transfer between 
schools, and quality. Furthermore, there does not appear to be a system of accountability for 
poor paraeducator performance, the need to cover services when a paraeducator is on leave, 
and the use of volunteer parents to perform paraeducator services. 

• Psychologists. Currently, there are only three bilingual psychologists (down from about eight 
a few years ago). In spite of what appears to be an average staffing ratio, there are concerns 
that the district’s long overdue evaluations and annual reviews may be related to the 
insufficient numbers of psychologists. 

Facilitating Parent and Community Involvement  

• CAC Advisory Letter. A May 6, 2016 letter submitted by the CAC identified four areas of 
concern with OUSD:  the redesign of SELPA with respect to inclusion, the relocation of 
SDCs and the restructuring of classrooms and programs, the decentralization that embeds 
special education in the general education department, and PEC’s leadership changes. The 
advisory letter expressed the group’s dissatisfaction with communications to the board of 
education prior to discussions with CAC. CAC called for the cessation of all activities related 
to these issues in order to allow for what they consider to be a legally required review, which 
would take at least one year or longer based on the time frame defined by stakeholders.  

• Additional issues. Other OUSD/CAC communications issues related to the superintendent’s 
delayed meeting with CAC and the district’s inadequate planning for the Council-team’s 
parent focus group with CAC (resulting in poor attendance and the need for a follow-up 
teleconference). Other parental concerns included use of interpreters for parents who are 
English language learners, communications with parents when they have questions, IEP 
implementation, improved use by teachers of the parent portal, and procedures for parental 
observations of potential student placements.   

Charter Schools 

• Co-Location of Charter and OUSD Schools. Several OUSD schools were asked to co-locate 
with charters, even though there was not sufficient space to retain SDCs that were in the 
schools. As a result, students with disabilities, including those having difficulty with 
transitions, were moved to other schools that were perceived as being in less safe 
neighborhoods. The lack of communication with CAC prior to this decision further eroded 
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trust between CAC and district.  

• Support for Students with Disabilities. There is a belief that charter personnel lack expertise 
comparable to OUSD and that they do not offer the same level of services. Reportedly, some 
students with moderate disabilities are seen as being “sent back” by charters to district 
schools to receive the services they need. Funding for students receiving special education is 
not well known, so there is a perception that charter schools are receiving more than their fair 
share for these students.  

• Use of OUSD SELPA. Of the 36 OUSD charters, 10 are members of Oakland’s SELPA, 
including three that opened in the 2015-2016 school year. The remaining 26 have joined 
SELPAs outside of Oakland, and almost all of them are in one SELPA. With the membership 
of charters in SELPAs outside of OUSD, the district has lost access to important special 
education data that is held by the other SELPAs.   

Transportation  

• Vendor-Related Issues. More than most urban districts, OUSD has a substantial number of 
serious issues involving the transportation of students with disabilities. Most of these issues 
appear to be associated with the change in transportation vendors two years ago. These 
concerns involve the following issues: late bus pick up and drop off, unanswered vendor 
phone calls, data systems that do not communicate and requires the manual inputting of 
transportation data--both which increase data errors, inadequate transportation data reports, 
refusal to transport NPS students to San Francisco, inaccessible buses, problems with the 
planned roll out for parents of a way for them to track their children’s bus route, and PEC’s 
inability to access the GPS routing system. 

• Additional Transportation Issues. In addition to the above, the district does not have a 
protocol to follow when an adult is not available for a student at the end of his/her bus route. 
Moreover, the district is considering the elimination of parental reimbursement for 
transportation, which might actually increase costs. 

Special Education Procedure Manual, and Dispute Resolution  

• Special Education Procedures. PEC’s Special Education Procedures document has not been 
updated to include relevant information on inclusive education. Also, the chapter that 
addresses English language learners with disabilities was written by an outside source, and it 
is not clear whether OUSD personnel are required to follow its contents. There is no 
widespread familiarity with the Procedures, which are not written in a user-friendly way.  

• Dispute Resolution. For a district its size, OUSD had a large number (47) of due process 
hearing requests in 2014-2015, which required almost $1.75 million, including attorney fees, 
to resolve. In addition, of the few hundred complaints the OUSD ombudsman’s office 
receives each week, most reportedly pertain to special education. There is some desire to use 
the district’s outside counsel, who is on retainer, to provide compliance-related training.  
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Fiscal Responsibility 

• Special Education Costs. PEC requests additional funds during the school year over and 
above what has been budgeted. It is not clear whether this is due to underfunded needs or 
inaccurate prediction of needs. The department does not have its own finance expert, a fact 
that may contribute to these issues. Additional issues relate to (1) high nonpublic school 
costs, including transportation; (2) variable transportation costs, including what may be 
double payments to the Oakland transit authority for public bus routes and student transit 
cards; and (3) funds raised by parents for some schools for social/emotional services, an 
activity that raises concerns about equitable funding.  

• Medicaid Reimbursement. OUSD does not receive all the Medicaid reimbursement to which 
it may be entitled. Billing for transportation has not occurred because (1) daily service is not 
tracked as expected; (2) Medicaid-eligible services are only documented for known 
Medicaid-eligible students, which reduces potential billing and does not support information 
about services provided for all students with IEPs; and (3) the district lacks a work group to 
strategize ways to maximize billing. 

Accountability 

• Personnel Evaluations. Principals do not evaluate related-services personnel, such as 
psychologists who have been evaluated every other year. Other related-services personnel 
have not been evaluated in several years. 

• Data. District representatives had a very difficult time providing the Council team with data 
on several areas typically provided easily by other school districts, such as students in 
nonpublic schools as part of educational setting data, charter school special education data, 
and racial/ethnic data. Also, there are inconsistent data totals for the same population when 
sorted by varying indicators. Further, some submissions had incomplete data, such as English 
language learner status, which meant that analysis of data was not possible. Nevertheless, the 
Council sincerely appreciates the support of Jean Wing, the executive director for research, 
assessment and data, who diligently worked with OUSD personnel and the Council’s team to 
improve upon the original data we received.  

• Accountability for Actions. The district lacks a clear process to identify actions that are not 
carried out as expected. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The following recommendations are offered to improve support for teaching and learning 
for students with disabilities. 

4. Interdepartmental Collaboration and Management and Operation of Special Education. 
Consider optimizing interdepartmental collaboration and the management of special 
education operations. See Appendix B for PEC’s current organization, an explanation of 
changes, and a proposed reorganizational chart. 
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a. PEC Collaboration with Other Departments and Network Superintendents. Have the 
Academic Leadership Team map out PEC activities and how they intersect with other 
departments and network teams, and establish protocols for collaboration. For example, 
consider having monthly meetings co-hosted by the chief of academics and deputy 
director of specialized services/student services, with interface across departments to 
conduct joint updates, develop strategies, and provide pertinent information. Also, 
include special education administrators in all meetings with network superintendents and 
their respective staffs/schools. From time to time, the ALT should get feedback on the 
value and use of the protocol, and modify as appropriate. The charts in Appendix B 
reflect the interactions that must occur between the various departments and divisions to 
work together seamlessly. This work requires a new culture of cooperation and 
collaboration to effectively support teaching and learning for all OUSD students. For 
example, cross-functional teams should work on major district issues in which the 
departments all play a role.   

b. Deputy Chief for Specialized Instruction and Student Services. Consider joining PEC 
and student services under a single deputy chief that would oversee both departments to 
leverage their resources to the maximum extent possible, such as placing nursing with 
related-services and social/emotional support for students. Changing PEC’s name to 
specialized instruction would send an important message that the provision of special 
education is not the combination of programs into which students must fit but rather a 
system of instruction and supports designed to meet the needs of each student.  

c. Executive Officers for Specialized Instruction and Support, and Student Services.  

• Specialized Instruction and Support. Have an executive officer for specialized 
instruction and support report to the deputy chief. Identify the executive officer as the 
SELPA director. This change would enable the director to be responsible for all 
activities for which the Oakland SELPA is responsible. Establish the following three 
divisions with directors reporting to the executive officer: school support, 
instructional support, and operational support.   

• Student Services. Create an executive officer for student services.  

These recommendations do not include changes to the current student services 
organization, which was not studied in great depth as part of this review. 

Include the executive officers for specialized instruction and support and for student 
services in high-level leadership meetings, such as the superintendent’s cabinet, in order to 
support communications and discussion of relevant issues. 
d. School Support, Instructional Support, and Operational Support Divisions. Information 

about the function of each of these divisions is provided below. 

• School Support.  Have this unit provide direct support to each network and each 
school within each network. Appropriate staffing may require additional positions or 
the redeployment of others 
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- Administrative Support for Schools. Assign to each network a sufficient number 
of administrators to (1) strategize with network superintendents/deputies and 
principals about support for the administration and operation of special education; 
(2) participate in school walk-throughs; (3) provide training for school personnel 
(as part of the network team), technical assistance, and modeling/coaching to 
support meaningful inclusive instruction, effective interventions; and (4) meet 
monthly with schools; etc. Have these administrators sit with their respective 
network teams. Establish a protocol for communications and collaboration 
between the administrators and network superintendent and staff.  

- Consultative Teacher Support for Schools. For each network, have a sufficient 
number of teachers on special assignment to focus on compliance-related 
activities.      

• Instructional Support. Have this unit include personnel with a high degree of 
expertise who study effective practices and  research, and provide additional support 
to the School Support unit to enhance the quality of instruction, interventions, and 
support. Have titles based on responsibilities and functions, including the following:   
- Early childhood services.  
- Support for students with autism and learning needs similar to those students,   
- Instructional support for students taking an alternate assessment, 
- Social/emotional supports, including TAP team, and coordination with Student 

Services, 
- Support for English learners, 
- NPS team: Address procedural requirements for students in nonpublic schools and 

coordination with other coordinators and with the School Support unit to develop 
services for students in OUSD schools who would otherwise be placed in a 
nonpublic school and possibly return students to OUSD,   

- Charter school support, 
- Speech/language, occupational therapy, physical therapy, and assistive 

technology,  
- Postsecondary transition support. 
Have individuals with expertise in the use of intensive interventions (ELA/math) 
housed in teaching/learning with a direct reporting line to the instructional support 
director.      
House school psychological support in Student Services with personnel supporting 
students with social/emotional needs, with a direct reporting line to the instructional 
support director.    

Immediately, have the transportation department provide oversee all aspects of 
transporting students with disabilities, and have special education staff provide 
supplementary support. 

• Operational Support. Have this unit oversee all operational aspects of the 
department: 
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- Compliance coordination 
- Legal services  
- MIS data (to be coordinated with centralized IT data reporting) 
- Translations  
- Records. (Note: we recommend that records be maintained at school sites and no 

longer be maintained in a centralized location.) 
- Fiscal support, etc. 

e. Student-Staff Ratios and Personnel Allocation. Have the districtwide MTSS leadership 
team, which includes special education department representation, review staffing ratios 
summarized in this report (see Appendix A). NOTE: Relatively low or high student-to-
personnel ratios do not necessarily mean that any given area is staffed inappropriately; 
however, the ratios should prompt further review. Ensure that adequate numbers of 
special education and related-services personnel are at each school to carry out their 
expected responsibilities. Based on a full review, consider needed changes for the short 
and long term.      

f. Staff Shortages, Retention, and Recruitment. Convene a representative group of 
stakeholders to discuss the reasons behind staff turnover and strategies that may promote 
retention, improve communication about high-quality applicants, strengthen processes for 
tracking individuals in the hiring process, and bolster recruitment activities, including for 
ELL personnel with special education and related-services expertise. Expedite the ability 
of principals to select teachers and paraeducators, and establish mechanisms for 
prescreening and identifying high-quality applicants. Consider whether having an 
individual housed in the talent office is necessary to promote recruitment and support the 
hiring process.  

g. Staff Allocation. If not already in place, establish a process for allocating or deploying 
special educators and paraeducators in a way that will better meet student needs, 
including education in general education classrooms to the maximum extent appropriate. 
Ensure that this process and the expectations behind it are communicated widely. As part 
of this process, consider how a student assigned to an SDC could be educated in a general 
education classroom for part of the school day with appropriate support, and that his/her 
effect on class size should not be a barrier to inclusion. Also, establish a protocol for 
notifying the talent department when paraeducators transfer to other schools. 

h. Consultative Speech/Language Services. Have SLPs review their caseloads to determine 
whether there are any students who might benefit from more consultative rather than 
direct services. Based on these results, establish written guidance for consultative 
services, training, and how guidance will be monitored. Once guidance is completed, 
schedule IEP meetings to consider a service delivery model for students who may benefit. 

5. Meaningful CAC and Parental Involvement. Establish an ongoing working group with 
leaders from the newly designed specialized instruction and support services unit, parents,  
and at least one network superintendent to discuss various issues identified in CAC’s 
advisory letter and others as appropriate.  
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a. Protocol for Communication. Establish a protocol for communications that will ensure 
there is a continuous dialogue about current as well as future issues affecting students 
with disabilities, and to avoid unintended consequences and miscues. Include in this 
protocol a mechanism for following up on systemic parental concerns, such as access to 
interpreters for parents who are English learners, meaningful parental involvement at 
IEP meetings and response to questions/concerns, and improved use by teachers of the 
parent portal to share relevant information. 

b. Communication about the Council’s Report and Follow-Up Activities. Establish a 
mechanism to share this report with CAC, parents, and the OUSD community, and draft 
district plans to implement recommendations. Provide regular progress reports that 
include relevant data. Provide opportunity for feedback about implementation activities, 
and revise them as necessary based on the feedback. 

6. Charter Schools. Take steps to address the migration of charter schools to other SELPAs and 
better define accountability vis-à-vis special education issues expected  of charter schools 
that are authorized by OUSD.   
a. SELPA Membership. Establish a group of leaders that include the district’s current 

SELPA director and other specialized instruction and finance administrators, and request 
a meeting with charter school representatives who have chosen a SELPA other than 
OUSD’s in order to identify their concerns and determine the conditions under which 
they would rejoin the district’s SELPA. Ask representatives from the Los Angeles 
Unified School District for more information about the actions they took to maintain their 
charter school associations. Based on this information, develop and execute a plan of 
action.  

b. Support for Special Education. Establish accountability provisions in charter contracts to 
encourage the sharing of demographic and achievement data for students, including those 
with disabilities, and information related to their service delivery.  

7. Transportation. Consider the following actions to improve transportation services for 
students with IEPs.	 
a. Single Transportation System. Issue a request for proposals to address the issues shared 

in this report, and to establish a single transportation system for all students, including 
those with disabilities, to use one bus for both groups of students when routes are 
comparable.  

b. Responsibility for Transportation. Require the transportation department to be 
responsible for all transportation services, and charge special education operational 
personnel with supporting those efforts. Have special education staff advise on when 
specialized information is necessary, e.g., specialized equipment, issues impacting 
budget, safety issues, policy, etc. Special education personnel should no longer be 
involved in day-to-day operational transportation issues. 

c. Technology. Use technology to improve the following processes. 
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• Data Entry. Enable schools to directly enter transportation data for students with 
disabilities.  

• Single Point of Data Entry. Have a single point of entry for all data, using the SIS, so 
that all data systems have common basic demographic information and so that these 
data are entered at the school level. Ensure that the data are updated nightly to all 
other systems. 

• Student Tracking. Establish a consistently used tracking system that would not only 
support Medicaid reimbursement but would also facilitate knowledge about what 
students are riding buses daily.  

• Access to Information. Give all parties involved in facilitating transportation issues 
access to the Versatrans System. 

d. Review of Procedures. Establish a group of individuals, including representation from 
transportation, special education, law, and finance to address the following issues: 

• Undeliverable Students. Review current protocols and revise them if necessary to 
ensure there is a process to follow if an adult is not present to meet a student at the 
end of his/her bus route.      

• NPS Transportation. Review costs associated with NPS transportation of students 
with challenging behavior to ensure that there are no double payments and that such 
transportation is necessary and appropriate. In such cases, it may be appropriate and 
cost effective to have an aide on the bus. 

• Transportation to NPS in San Francisco. Review the vendor’s contract for terms 
that would include or exclude transportation of students to NPSs in San Francisco.  

• Parental Reimbursement. Review costs associated with parental reimbursement for 
transportation versus bus service to determine cost effectiveness of both processes 
prior to changing any policy or procedure.   

• Accessibility. Review the capacity of vendors to provide accessible vehicles, and take 
steps to address the issue, such as another vendor, background checks, and safety 
issues for taxis, etc.  

• $2M Contract to Transit Authority. Review the district’s contract with the Transit 
Authority to determine the basis for the contract and any rationale for double payment 
(paying for route change and for students to ride the bus). 

e. Budget. Involve the special education operations director in relevant budget discussions 
that impact transportation services for students with disabilities. 

8. Special Education Procedure Manual and Dispute Resolution. Take the following actions 
to make special education procedures meaningful, relevant, and widely available. 

a. Procedures. Update the Special Education Procedures document to support current and 
user-friendly access to procedures/practices on the management/operation of special 
education.  
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• Written Guidance. Include written guidance developed in accordance with these 
recommendations. Clarify the relevance of outside information provided for English 
learners, and modifying it as appropriate. Provide public access to the manual by 
posting it on the district’s special education webpage, and provide links to available 
online resources. Collaborate with CAC and other stakeholders to identify relevant 
information and resource links. Ensure staff are available to update the information 
regularly with current information and resources. 

• Information for Parents/Families. In collaboration with CAC, plan face-to-face 
training and online modules with appropriate information for parents in order to boost 
their understanding of the Procedures’ contents. Ensure training is accessible to 
parents with diverse linguistic needs and sensory limitations.  

b. Dispute Resolution. In collaboration with the enhanced specialized instruction/support 
organization, especially the enhanced school support unit, establish communication 
systems that would enable administrators to resolve issues before they fester into 
requests for due process hearings. Establish a protocol by which decision making for 
resolution is expedited, and track the costs associated with this process to determine its 
effectiveness.  

9. Fiscal Responsibility. Pursue the following activities to increase Medicaid revenue: 
document Medicaid-eligible services for all students, document transportation services and 
bill Medicaid as appropriate, and have a standing group of personnel to strategize ways to 
maximize billing opportunities.  

10. Long-Term Capacity Building. Begin putting together a long-term plan to reduce the 
district’s reliance on nonpublic schools, building the district’s own internal capacity to 
provide appropriate services, reviewing transportation savings, and ensuring equitable 
services across the district. (Consult with the District of Columbia Public Schools, which 
faced the same situation and has substantially improved their capacity to provide internal 
services.) 

11. Shared Accountability for Student Achievement. Consider the following actions that would 
strengthen the district’s shared accountability for student achievement. 

a. Personnel Evaluations. Establish and monitor personnel evaluations of related-services 
personnel. 

b. Data.  Hire an individual with strong data analytics expertise and content knowledge 
about special education data. House this individual in specialized instruction’s 
operational unit and have a direct report to Research, Assessment & Data (RAD). Have 
the person be a member of the RAD Data/Analytics team for the district. This role and 
position is essential for the district to address the serious data issues we identified, to 
address the data requirements associated with many of the recommendations, and to use 
data to track progress and guide decision making.    

c. Accountability for Actions. Establish a clear process that will track when and how 
resources and training have been made available and ensure that initiatives that have been 
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announced or launched are followed up on. There is no justification for actions not 
carried out as expected.  

d. Internal Project Manager. Consider hiring an internal project manager reporting to the 
superintendent to support the execution of district’s plan and initiatives, including 
activities to follow up on the recommendations in this report. Have the project manager 
report on relevant data, the status of implementation, and barriers to execution that 
require interdepartmental collaboration or the superintendent’s involvement or the need 
for any adjustments to the plan. 
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CHAPTER 4.  SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter summarizes the recommendations made in Chapter 3 in two ways. The first 
way lists the recommendations and the functional categories into which each one falls. The 
categories include accountability, planning, criteria/process, training, data/reports, and cross-
references. The second way simply lists all the recommendations so the reader can see them in 
one place.  

Recommendation Matrix 

 The exhibit below lists the recommendations from the previous chapter in table 
form corresponding to their functional categories.  
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I. Multi-tiered Systems of Support 

1.  Broad, Systemwide MTSS Framework, and Plan for Implementation and Oversight. Using information 
from CDE’s website as well as other sources, develop and communicate a comprehensive written vision, 
framework, and action plan that supports MTSS.	

a. Districtwide Leadership Team and Implementation Plan. Establish a districtwide 
leadership team that meets regularly to oversee MTSS implementation. Under the 
direction of the team, embed a three-year implementation plan within the district’s 
Continuous School Improvement framework. Have various advisory groups representing 
different interests, including the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) for Special 
Education, give feedback during the development and implementation phases.    

X
X	

	 	 	 	

b. School-Based Leadership Teams. Establish school-based MTSS leadership teams to 
oversee activities related to instruction/supports (academic/behavior) for students. If 
appropriate, embed in the School Performance Framework, OUSD 2020, or a different 
mechanism for providing an MTSS template for school-based planning. 

X
X	

	 	 	 	

c. Written Guidance. Establish a uniform set of standards and expectations for the 
implementation of the MTSS framework districtwide, including components listed below, 
and post on the district’s website. Incorporate essential elements in the Superintendent’s 
Work Plan for 2016-2017 and highlight MTSS as a focus area for all students. Address all 
areas identified in the full text of recommendations. 

	X	 	 	 	

d. Differentiated Professional Learning.   Define expectations for requiring staff to 
participate in MTSS professional development that is aligned with their professional 
learning needs, and specify how their new knowledge will be demonstrated, calibrated, 
and assessed. Consider providing a certificate of demonstrated performance. Ground 

		 X	 	 	
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training in the Learning Forward Standards for Professional Learning. Based on the 
knowledge and skills necessary to implement the above recommendations, review the 
district’s current professional learning model and revise it as needed to have a 
comprehensive and differentiated professional learning curriculum for all personnel who 
will be involved in MTSS implementation. Include all components referenced in the full 
text of recommendations. 

e. Data Analysis and Reports. Design system of data collection and analysis to enable the 
superintendent, administrators, principals, and teachers to review student growth, identify 
patterns, solve problems, and make informed decisions.  

		 	 X	 	

f. Monitoring and Accountability. Evaluate the effectiveness and results of MTSS 
implementation with such activities as those referenced in the full text of 
recommendations. 

		 	 	 X	

II. Special Education Demographics and Referral/Eligibility for Services 

2. Special Education Eligibility. Improve consistency and appropriateness of eligibility determinations 
across district.   

a. Written Guidance. With a multidisciplinary group of individuals within and outside of 
PEC, identify lead personnel who will work with others to draft eligibility criteria for each 
disability area that is disproportionate from state and federal rates, based on race/ethnicity, 
or based on English language status. (Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1c.) 

	 X	 X	 	 	

b. Timely Evaluation and Annual Review Work Group. Convene a group of multi-
disciplinary personnel, including representatives from PEC, principals and other school 
staff members, technology, and finance to identify and learn about the most common 
impediments to the completion of timely and compliant activities, including those shared 
in this report, and to recommend activities to accelerate improvements. Have the 
Academic Leadership Team (ALT) review this information and forward findings and 
recommended actions to the cabinet for action. 

X	 	 	 	 	

c. Data Analysis and Reports. Address data disparities, develop user-friendly summary 
reports that show data on referrals and eligibility, and develop reports similar to those 
included in this report. 

	 	 	 X	 	

d. Differentiated Professional Learning. Provide to all relevant district stakeholders the 
professional development necessary to implement the recommendations in this report. 
(Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1f) 

	 	 X	 	 	

e. Monitoring and Accountability. Develop a process for monitoring expected procedures 
and practices for fidelity on an ongoing basis.  	 	 	 	 X	
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III. Teaching and Learning for Students with Disabilities  

3. Instruction in General Education/SDCs, Interventions, and Support. Embed in the MTSS framework 
expectations for instruction/support (academic and behavior) relevant to students with disabilities, 
including children at the preschool level. Per full text of recommendations, address differentiated 
instruction and interventions. 

a. Districtwide Leadership Team and Implementation Plan. Charge the MTSS 
districtwide leadership team (Recommendation 1a) with overseeing the development 
and implementation of a plan for effective instruction/intervention and supports for 
students with disabilities. Have reports of ongoing planning and ongoing 
implementation activities presented to the districtwide MTSS leadership team to 
ensure there are cohesive practices across areas, such as written guidance, monitoring 
and data reporting, effective use of resources, and professional learning, including 
cross-training opportunities. See full text of recommendations regarding a core team 
to develop a three-year plan and feedback on the draft plan from stakeholders. 

X
X	

	
X	

	 	 		

b. School-based Leadership Teams. Have school-based MTSS leadership teams 
oversee activities related to instruction/supports (academic/behavior) for students 
with disabilities – based on the districtwide plan referenced in Recommendation 3a – 
including the monitoring of implementation. Establish a template for school-based 
planning that will take into consideration the unique characteristics and needs of each 
school’s students, including special education demographic disparities, student 
achievement, and configuration of special education services. Embed these plans in 
the school-based improvement planning process. 

X	 	 	 	 	

c. Students with a Primary Speech/Language Impairment Disability. Review the 
above data OUSD reported to the Council team showing that 21 percent of students 
with SLI are educated in general education classrooms less than 40 percent of the 
time. If this data is accurate, immediately investigate the basis for this unusual 
occurrence,\ and strategies for educating students effectively, with support, more of 
the time in general education classrooms. If this data is not correct, take steps to 
produce accurate data in the future. 

X	 	 	X	 	

d. OUSD’s Inclusion Initiative. To the extent that there have been positive results 
associated with OUSD’s consultant relationship with Stetson & Associates, we 
encourage OUSD to continue this association. Have Stetson & Associates debrief the 
cabinet on its activities, and have the Academic Leadership Team review the 
initiative to ensure that it is structured for maximum effectiveness and efficiency.   

X	 	X	 X	 	

e. Written Guidance.  Develop written guidance to support the implementation of 
practices designed to promote student achievement and positive behavior, including 
the following areas. For this purpose, utilize the consultation services of Stetson & 
Associates to the extent permitted by its current or extended contractual agreement. 

	
X

X	
	 X	 	
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See full text of recommendations regarding content areas to include in written 
guidance. 

f. Differentiated Professional Learning and Parent Training. Embed in the 
professional learning curriculum referred to in Recommendation 1f the content 
needed to carry out the activities specified in Recommendation 3. In addition, 
consider (1) how various personnel will be provided access to training in each critical 
area, (2) how critical information will communicated effectively, (3) how information 
will be used in practice, and (4) what additional coaching and support may be needed. 
In addition, with the CAC, review current training and information-sharing 
opportunities for parents and community partners, and identify topics for the 2016-17 
school year, including areas identified in this report and related district activities.   

	 	
X

X	
	 	

g. Data Analysis and Reports. In addition to ensuring that the activities described in 
Recommendation 1e, include data and analysis relevant to academic instruction and 
behavior/emotional support for students with disabilities, which is disaggregated for 
this population. See full text for additional guidance in this area. 

	 	 X	 X
X	

	

h. Monitoring and Accountability. Embed in the monitoring and accountability systems 
described in Recommendation 1f activities that are described in the full text of the 
recommendations.  

	 	 	 	 X
X	

IV. Support for Teaching and Learning for Students with IEPs  

4.  Interdepartmental Collaboration, and Management and Operation of Special Education. Consider the 
following actions to optimize interdepartmental collaboration and to effectively and efficiently manage 
the operation of special education.   

a. PEC Collaboration with Other Departments and Network Superintendents. Based on an 
initial list that PEC develops, have the Academic Leadership Team map out PEC activities 
and how they intersect with other departments and network superintendent teams, and 
establish protocol for collaboration. For example, consider having meetings monthly, co-
hosted by the chief of academics and deputy director of specialized services/student 
services, with interface across departments for updates, strategies, pertinent information. 
Also, include special education administrators in all meetings with network 
superintendents and their respective staffs/schools. From time to time, the ALT should 
obtain feedback regarding the value and use of this protocol, and modify it as appropriate. 
The charts at Appendix C reflect the interactions that must occur between the various 
departments and divisions to work together seamlessly, as no single component can be 
successful alone. This work requires a new culture of cooperation and collaboration to 
effectively support teaching and learning for all OUSD students.  

X	 	 	 	 	

b. Deputy Chief for Specialized Instruction and Student Services. Based on the 
commonality of services within Student Services and PEC and the critical need for closer 

X	 	 	 	 	
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collaboration between these two departments, consider joining them with a single deputy 
chief who would oversee both departments to leverage their resources to the maximum 
extent possible, such as joining nursing with related-services and social/emotional support 
for students. A change to the name of PEC to specialized instruction would send an 
important message that the provision of special education is not the combination of 
programs into which students must fit but rather a system of instruction and supports 
designed to meet the needs of each student.  

c.-d. Organizational Changes. See full recommendations for organizational change 
considerations. Include the executive officers for specialized instruction and support and 
for student services in high-level leadership meetings, such as the superintendent’s 
cabinet, to support the communication and discussion of relevant issues 

X	 	 	 	 	

e.     Student-Staff Ratios and Personnel Allocation. Have the districtwide MTSS leadership 
team, which includes special education department representation, review staffing ratios 
summarized in this report (see Appendix A). NOTE: Relatively low or high student-to-
personnel ratios do not necessarily mean that any given area is staffed inappropriately; 
however, the ratios should prompt further review. Ensure that adequate numbers of special 
education and related-services personnel are at each school to carry out their expected 
responsibilities. Based on a full review, consider needed changes for the short and long 
term.      

X	 	 	 	 	

f. Staff Shortages, Retention, and Recruitment. Convene a representative group of 
stakeholders to discuss (1) the various reasons that contribute to personnel retention (2) 
strategies that are likely to promote retention and, enhance communication about high-
quality applicants and processes for tracking individuals in the hiring process, as well as 
recruitment strategies, including EL personnel for special education and related-services. 
Expedite the ability for principals to select teachers and paraeducators, and establish 
mechanisms for prescreening and identifying high-quality applicants. Consider whether 
having an individual housed in the talent office is necessary to promote recruitment and 
support the hiring process.  

X	 	 	 	 	

g. Staff Allocation. If not already in place, establish a process for allocating special 
educators and paraeducators that is designed to meet student needs, including their 
education in general education classrooms, to the maximum extent appropriate. Ensure 
that this process is communicated widely. As part of this process, consider how a student 
assigned to an SDC can be educated in a general education classroom for part of the 
school day with appropriate support and how his/her impact on maximum class size will 
not be a barrier to inclusion. Also, establish a protocol for notifying the talent department 
when paraeducators transfer to other schools. 

	 X
X	

	 X
X	

	

h. Consultative Speech/Language Services. Have SLPs review their caseloads to determine 
whether there are any students who may benefit from more consultative rather than direct 
services. Based on these results, establish written guidance for consultative services, 

X	 X	 X	 	X	
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training, and how guidance will be monitored. Once the guidance is completed, schedule 
IEP meetings to consider the service delivery model for students who may benefit. 

5. Meaningful CAC and Parental Involvement. Establish an ongoing working group with leaders from the 
newly designed specialized instruction and support services, parents, and at least one network 
superintendent representative to discuss the various issues identified in CAC’s advisory letter and others as 
they are identified.  

a. Protocol for Communication. As part of this process, establish a protocol for 
communication that will ensure there is a continuous dialogue about current as well as 
future issues impacting students with disabilities, and to avoid unintended consequences. 
Include in this protocol a mechanism for following up on systemic parental concerns, such 
as access to interpreters for parents who are English learners, meaningful parental 
involvement at IEP meetings and responding to questions/concerns, and improved use by 
teachers of the parent portal to share relevant information.  

	 X	 X	 X	 	

b. Communication about the Council’s Report and Follow-Up Activities. Establish a 
mechanism to share this report with the CAC, parents, and the OUSD community report, 
and draft district plans to implement recommendations. Provide regular progress reports 
that include relevant data. Provide the opportunity for feedback about implementation 
activities, and as appropriate, revise them based on this feedback. 

X	 X	 	X	 	

6. Charter Schools. Take steps to address the migration of charter schools to other SELPAs and the 
accountability of charter schools that are authorized by OUSD for special education issues.  

a. SELPA Membership. To address the issue of charter schools that have chosen to belong 
to a SELPA other than OUSD’s, establish a group of leaders that includes the district’s 
SELPA director and relevant other specialized instruction and finance administrators. 
Meet with charter school representatives to learn about their concerns and the conditions 
under which they would agree to be a member of the district’s SELPA. Contact 
representatives from the Los Angeles Unified School District who were involved in 
discussions with that district’s charter schools to obtain more information about the 
actions they took to maintain their charter school associations. Based on all of this 
information, develop and execute a plan of action 

X	 	 	 	 	

b. Support for Special Education. As soon as possible, establish accountability provisions in 
charter contracts to address sharing of demographic and achievement data for students, 
including those with disabilities, and information relevant to their service delivery.  

X	 X	 	 	X	

7. Transportation. Consider the following actions to improve transportation services for students with IEPs.	 

a. Single Transportation System. As soon as feasible, issue a request for proposals to 
address the issues shared in this report and to establish a single transportation system for 
all students, including those with disabilities, to use one bus for both groups of students 

X	 	 	 	 	
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when routes are comparable.  

b. Responsibility for Transportation. Require the transportation department to be 
responsible for all transportation services. Special education operational personnel should 
support their efforts only when specialized information is necessary for students, e.g., 
specialized equipment, issues impacting budget, safety issues, policy, etc. Special 
education personnel should no longer be involved in day-to-day transportation issues. 

X	 	 	 	 	

c. Technology. Use technology to improve data entry, single point of data entry, student 
tracking, and access to information. X	 	 X	X	 	

d. Review of Procedures. Establish a group of individuals representing transportation, 
special education, law, and finance to address undeliverable students at the end of a bus 
route, nonpublic school transportation, transportation to nonpublic schools in San 
Francisco, parental reimbursement for transportation, accessible transportation, and $2 
million contract with the Transit Authority.  

X	 	X	 	 	

e. Transportation Budget. Involve the special education operations director in relevant 
budget discussions that impact transportation services for students with disabilities. X	 	 	 	 	

8. Special Education Procedure Manual and Dispute Resolution. Take the following actions to make 
special education procedures meaningful, relevant, and widely available. 

a.  Procedures. Update the Special Education Procedures document to support current and 
user-friendly access to procedures/practices relevant to the management/operation of 
special education. See full text for description of written guidance and information for 
parents/families. 

	 X	 	 	 X	

b. Dispute Resolution. With the enhanced specialized instruction/support organization, 
especially with the enhanced school support unit, establish communication systems that 
would enable administrators to resolve issues before they fester into requests for due 
process hearings. Establish a protocol by which decision making for resolution is 
expedited, and track the costs associated with this process to determine its effectiveness.  

	 X	 	 X
		

X
		

9.    Fiscal Responsibility. Pursue the following activities to increase Medicaid revenue: 
document Medicaid-eligible services for all students, document transportation services 
and bill Medicaid as appropriate, and have a standing group of personnel to strategize 
ways to maximize billing opportunities. 

X	 	 	 	 	

10.  Long-Term Capacity Building. Begin putting together a long-term plan to reduce the 
district’s reliance on nonpublic schools, building the district’s own internal capacity to 
provide appropriate services, reviewing transportation savings, and ensuring equitable 
services across the district. (Consult with the District of Columbia Public Schools, which 
faced the same situation and has substantially improved their capacity to provide internal 

X	 	 	 	 	
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services.) 

11. Shared Accountability for Student Achievement. Consider the following actions that would strengthen the 
district’s shared accountability for student achievement. 

a. Personnel Evaluations. Establish and monitor expectations for personnel evaluations of 
related-services personnel. 	 	 	 	X	

b. Data.  Hire an individual with strong data analytics expertise and content knowledge 
about special education data.  House this individual in specialized instruction’s operational 
unit and have a direct report to Research, Assessment & Data (RAD) and have this person 
be a member of the RAD Data/Analytics team for the district. This role and position is 
essential for the district to address the serious data issues we identified, to address the data 
requirements associated with many recommendations, and for using data to track progress 
and guide decision making.    

X	 	 			 	

c. Accountability for Actions. Establish a clear process for steps that will be taken when 
resources and training have been made available and there is no justification for actions 
not carried out as expected. 

	 	 	 	X	

d.    Internal Project Manager. Consider identifying an internal project manager to support the 
execution of the district’s plan to carry out these recommendations. Have the project 
manager report on relevant data, the status of implementation, barriers to execution that 
require interdepartmental collaboration or the superintendent’s involvement, needed 
adjustments to the plan. 

X	 	 	 	 	
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Recommendations  

 The following is a summary of all recommendations prepared by the Strategic 
Support Team of the Council of the Great City Schools for the Oakland Unified School District. 
Detailed recommendations are found in the body of the report.  

1. Broad, Systemwide MTSS Framework, Implementation Plan, and Oversight. Using 
information from CDE’s website as well as other sources, develop, implement, and distribute 
a comprehensive written vision, framework, and action plan that supports MTSS.84 These 
documents should express a shared sense of urgency among all stakeholders to improve 
educational outcomes for students and articulate an accountability system for results.  

a. Districtwide Leadership Team and Implementation Plan. Establish a districtwide 
leadership team that would meet regularly to oversee MTSS implementation. Under the 
direction of the team, embed a three-year implementation plan within the district’s 
Continuous School Improvement framework. Have various advisory groups representing 
differing interests, including the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) for Special 
Education, give feedback during the development and implementation phases. When 
finalized, post the MTSS framework on the district’s website along with information 
relevant to its implementation, links to district information/resources, and publicly 
available resources.   

b. School-Based Leadership Teams. Establish school-based MTSS leadership teams to 
oversee activities related to instruction/supports (academic/behavior) for students. If 
appropriate, embed in the School Performance Framework, OUSD 2020, and other 
structures the templates necessary for effective school-based MTSS planning. The 
template should take into consideration the unique characteristics and needs of each 
school’s students, and any identified student-group disparities. Embed these plans in the 
school-based improvement planning process. 

c. Written Guidance. Establish a uniform set of standards and expectations for the 
implementation of MTSS districtwide, including components listed below. Incorporate 
these essential elements into the Superintendent’s Work Plan for 2016-2017, and 
highlight MTSS as a focus area for all students. Ensure that the MTSS framework is 
inclusive at all grade levels and supports linguistically appropriate and culturally 
competent instruction. If necessary, phase in the standards and expectations, beginning 
with more general features and moving to more specific ones. Address all areas of MTSS 
described in the current program literature.   

d. Differentiated Professional Learning. Require staff to participate in MTSS professional 
development that is differentiated according to their professional-learning needs, and 
specify how staff would be demonstrate what they have learned. Consider providing a 
certificate of demonstrated performance. Assess the outcomes. Ground training in the 
Learning Forward Standards for Professional Learning.85 Based on this recommendation, 

                                                
84 CDE webpage for MTSS, retrieved at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/mtsscomprti2.asp. 
85 http://www.learningforward.org/standards#.UMvVD7Yt0kU  
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review the district’s current professional learning model and revise it as needed to ensure 
a comprehensive and differentiated professional learning experience for all district 
personnel involved in MTSS implementation. Address how access to training will be 
supported and what time will be devoted to it. Consider the use of stipends, funds for 
substitute coverage, incentives for after-school and Saturday training, summer training, 
etc. Ensure that all professional development is tailored to targeted audiences, including 
special education teachers, related-services personnel, paraprofessionals, and 
instructional assistants.  

e. Data Analysis and Reports. Design key performance indicators, data collection systems, 
and analysis that will enable the superintendent, administrators, principals, teachers, and 
related-services personnel to review student growth, identify patterns, solve problems, 
and make informed decisions. Use district leadership and cross-functional teams along 
with principals/school-based teams to regularly review indicators, strategies for 
improvement, and outcomes with targeted student subgroups. 

f. Monitoring and Accountability. Evaluate the effectiveness and results of MTSS 
implementation.  

2. Special Education Eligibility. Improve consistency and appropriateness of eligibility 
determinations across the district.   

a. Written Criteria. With a multidisciplinary team of individuals from within and outside of 
PEC, identify personnel who will draft eligibility criteria for each disability area that 
shows disproportional identification, i.e., not proportional to state and federal rates, 
race/ethnicity rates, or English language status. (Coordinate this activity with 
Recommendation 1c) 

b. Timely Evaluation and Annual Review Work Group. Convene a group of multi-
disciplinary personnel, including representatives from PEC, principals, and other school 
staff members, and technology and finance staff, to determine the most common 
impediments to timely and compliant activities and to recommend activities that would 
accelerate improvements. Have the Academic Leadership Team (ALT) review this 
information and forward findings and recommended actions to the cabinet for action. 

c. Data Analysis and Reports. Develop user-friendly summary reports for the district’s 
leadership showing disability percentage disparities, evaluation referrals, and eligibility 
statistics. Report data for the district and by network and school. Establish a process by 
which a districtwide team reviews these data on a regular basis and discusses results with 
principals and other administrative staff and lays out appropriate follow-up steps. 
(Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1e) 

b. Differentiated Professional Learning. Provide to all relevant district stakeholders the 
professional development necessary to implement the recommendations in this report. As 
part of this effort, provide cross training for PEC, ELL, and pertinent community schools 
and student services personnel involved with children who are low achieving and/or have 
behavioral issues--or who are involved in the child find process, evaluations, and 
eligibility determination. In the training, include components on culturally responsive 
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practices and language acquisition. Utilize personnel with expertise in any of these areas. 
(Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1f) 

c. Monitoring and Accountability. Develop a process for ongoing monitoring of expected 
evaluation and decision-making procedures and practices. Rather than using a traditional 
record-review model, review files so that school-based personnel are aware of issues and 
problems and will better understand the need for follow-up action. Enable staff to observe 
best practices shown by others and to receive coaching that will improve their knowledge 
and skills. (Coordinate this activity with Recommendation 1g) 

3. Instruction in General Education--SDCs, Interventions, and Support. Embed in the MTSS 
framework strong expectations and clear curricular guidance for high-quality instruction and 
supports (academic and behavior) for students with disabilities, including preschool children.  
a. Districtwide Leadership Team and Implementation Plan. Charge the district’s MTSS 

leadership team (Recommendation 1a) with overseeing the development and 
implementation of an effective instruction/intervention plan with supports for students 
with disabilities. Have reports of ongoing planning and implementation activities 
presented to the superintendent to ensure there is cohesiveness across areas. Include in 
the plan written guidance, data monitoring and reporting, use of resources, and 
professional learning and cross-training opportunities. 

b. School-based Leadership Teams. Have school-based MTSS leadership teams oversee the 
rollout and implementation of the instructional/support (academic/behavior) plan 
(Recommendation 3a) for students with disabilities. Establish a template for school-based 
staff to report on the implementation, taking into account the unique characteristics and 
needs of each school’s students. Embed these plans in the school-based improvement 
planning process, and feed the results back to the central office to inform systemwide 
implementation. 

c. Students with a Primary Speech/Language Impairment Disability. Review the data 
OUSD reported to the Council team showing that 21 percent of students with SLI are 
educated in general education classrooms less than 40 percent of the time. If these data 
are accurate, then investigate the basis for this unusual occurrence and follow up with 
strategies to educate students effectively more of the time in general education 
classrooms. If these data are not correct, take steps to produce accurate data in the future. 

d. OUSD’s Inclusion Initiative. To the extent that there have been positive results from 
OUSD’s consulting relationship with Stetson & Associates, we encourage OUSD to 
continue this association. Have Stetson & Associates debrief the cabinet on its activities, 
and have the Academic Leadership Team review the initiative to ensure that it is 
structured for maximum effectiveness and efficiency.   

e. Written Guidance. Develop guidance on the implementation of practices designed to 
promote student achievement and positive behavior, including in the areas below. For this 
purpose, use the services of Stetson & Associates (if their contract permits) and/or the 
Council of the Great City Schools.   

f. Differentiated Professional Learning and Parent Training. Embed in the professional 
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learning curriculum mentioned in Recommendation 1f the content needed to carry out 
Recommendation 3. In addition, consider (1) how personnel will be provided access to 
training in each critical area, (2) how key information will be communicated effectively, 
(3) how information will be used, and (4) what additional coaching and supports may be 
needed. In addition, review current training and information-sharing opportunities for 
parents and community partners, and identify topics for the 2016-17 school year, 
including areas mentioned in this report and what the data suggest is needed.    

g. Data Analysis and Reports. In addition to ensuring that activities described in 
Recommendation 1e include data and analysis on academic instruction and 
behavior/emotional supports for students with disabilities, take a number of action. (See 
details in body of report.)  

h. Monitoring and Accountability. In the monitoring and accountability systems described 
in Recommendation 1f, embed activities that include a number of items. (See details in 
body of the report.).  

12. Interdepartmental Collaboration and Management and Operation of Special Education. 
Consider optimizing interdepartmental collaboration and the management of special 
education operations. See Appendix B for PEC’s current organization, an explanation of 
changes, and a proposed reorganizational chart. 

a. PEC Collaboration with Other Departments and Network Superintendents. Have the 
Academic Leadership Team map out PEC activities and how they intersect with other 
departments and network teams, and establish protocols for collaboration. For example, 
consider having monthly meetings co-hosted by the chief of academics and deputy 
director of specialized services/student services, with interface across departments to 
conduct joint updates, develop strategies, and provide pertinent information. Also, 
include special education administrators in all meetings with network superintendents and 
their respective staffs/schools. From time to time, the ALT should get feedback on the 
value and use of the protocol, and modify as appropriate. The charts in Appendix B 
reflect the interactions that must occur between the various departments and divisions to 
work together seamlessly. This work requires a new culture of cooperation and 
collaboration to effectively support teaching and learning for all OUSD students. Another 
approach would be to set up cross-functional teams to work on major district issues in 
which the departments all play a role.   

b. Deputy Chief for Specialized Instruction and Student Services. Consider joining PEC 
and student services under a single deputy chief that would oversee both departments to 
leverage their resources to the maximum extent possible, such as placing nursing with 
related-services and social/emotional support for students. Changing PEC’s name to 
specialized instruction would send an important message that the provision of special 
education is not the combination of programs into which students must fit but rather a 
system of instruction and supports designed to meet the needs of each student.  

c. Executive Officers for Specialized Instruction and Support, and Student Services. 
Include the executive officers for specialized instruction and support and for student 
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services in high-level leadership meetings, such as the superintendent’s cabinet, in order 
to support communications and discussion of relevant issues. 

d. School Support, Instructional Support, and Operational Support Divisions. Information 
about the function of each of these divisions is described in detail in the body oif the 
report and the appendix. 

e. Student-Staff Ratios and Personnel Allocation. Have the districtwide MTSS leadership 
team, which includes special education department representation, review staffing ratios 
summarized in this report (see Appendix A). NOTE: Relatively low or high student-to-
personnel ratios do not necessarily mean that any given area is staffed inappropriately; 
however, the ratios should prompt further review. Ensure that adequate numbers of 
special education and related-services personnel are at each school to carry out their 
expected responsibilities. Based on a full review, consider needed changes for the short 
and long term.      

f. Staff Shortages, Retention, and Recruitment. Convene a representative group of 
stakeholders to discuss the reasons behind staff turnover and strategies that may promote 
retention, improve communication about high-quality applicants, strengthen processes for 
tracking individuals in the hiring process, and bolster recruitment activities, including for 
ELL personnel with special education and related-services expertise. Expedite the ability 
of principals to select teachers and paraeducators, and establish mechanisms for 
prescreening and identifying high-quality applicants. Consider whether having an 
individual housed in the talent office is necessary to promote recruitment and support the 
hiring process.  

g. Staff Allocation. If not already in place, establish a process for allocating or deploying 
special educators and paraeducators in a way that will better meet student needs, 
including education in general education classrooms to the maximum extent appropriate. 
Ensure that this process and the expectations behind it are communicated widely. As part 
of this process, consider how a student assigned to an SDC could be educated in a general 
education classroom for part of the school day with appropriate support, and that his/her 
effect on class size should not be a barrier to inclusion. Also, establish a protocol for 
notifying the talent department when paraeducators transfer to other schools. 

h. Consultative Speech/Language Services. Have SLPs review their caseloads to determine 
whether there are any students who might benefit from more consultative rather than 
direct services. Based on these results, establish written guidance for consultative 
services, training, and how guidance will be monitored. Once guidance is completed, 
schedule IEP meetings to consider a service delivery model for students who may benefit. 

13. Meaningful CAC and Parental Involvement. Establish an ongoing working group with 
leaders from the newly designed specialized instruction and support services unit, parents,  
and at least one network superintendent to discuss various issues identified in CAC’s 
advisory letter and others as appropriate.  

a. Protocol for Communication. Establish a protocol for communications that 
will ensure there is a continuous dialogue about current as well as future 
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issues affecting students with disabilities, and to avoid unintended 
consequences and miscues. Include in this protocol a mechanism for 
following up on systemic parental concerns, such as access to interpreters for 
parents who are English learners, meaningful parental involvement at IEP 
meetings and response to questions/concerns, and improved use by teachers of 
the parent portal to share relevant information. 

b. Communication about the Council’s Report and Follow-Up Activities. Establish a 
mechanism to share this report with CAC, parents, and the OUSD community, and draft 
district plans to implement recommendations. Provide regular progress reports that 
include relevant data. Provide opportunity for feedback about implementation activities, 
and revise them as necessary based on the feedback. 

14. Charter Schools. Take steps to address the migration of charter schools to other SELPAs and 
better define accountability vis-à-vis special education issues expected  of charter schools 
that are authorized by OUSD.   

a. SELPA Membership. Establish a group of leaders that include the district’s SELPA 
director and other specialized instruction and finance administrators, and request a 
meeting with charter school representatives who have chosen a SELPA other than 
OUSD’s in order to identify their concerns and determine the conditions under which 
they would rejoin the district’s SELPA. Ask representatives from the Los Angeles 
Unified School District for more information about the actions they took to maintain their 
charter school associations. Based on this information, develop and execute a plan of 
action.  

b. Support for Special Education. Establish accountability provisions in charter contracts to 
encourage the sharing of demographic and achievement data for students, including those 
with disabilities, and information related to their service delivery.  

15. Transportation. Consider the following actions to improve transportation services for 
students with IEPs.	 

a. Single Transportation System. Issue a request for proposals to address the issues shared 
in this report, and to establish a single transportation system for all students, including 
those with disabilities, to use one bus for both groups of students when routes are 
comparable.  

b. Responsibility for Transportation. Require the transportation department to be 
responsible for all transportation services, and charge special education operational 
personnel with supporting those efforts. Have special education staff advise on when 
specialized information is necessary, e.g., specialized equipment, issues impacting 
budget, safety issues, policy, etc. Special education personnel should no longer be 
involved in day-to-day operational transportation issues. 

c. Technology. Use technology to improve a number of processes. 
d. Review of Procedures. Establish a group of individuals, including representation from 

transportation, special education, law, and finance to address a number of issues: 
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e. Budget. Involve the special education operations director in relevant budget discussions 
that impact transportation services for students with disabilities. 

16. Special Education Procedure Manual and Dispute Resolution. Take the following actions 
to make special education procedures meaningful, relevant, and widely available. 

a. Procedures. Update the Special Education Procedures document to support current and 
user-friendly access to procedures/practices on the management/operation of special 
education.  

b. Dispute Resolution. In collaboration with the enhanced specialized instruction/support 
organization, especially the enhanced school support unit, establish communication 
systems that would enable administrators to resolve issues before they fester into requests 
for due process hearings. Establish a protocol by which decision making for resolution is 
expedited, and track the costs associated with this process to determine its effectiveness.  

17. Fiscal Responsibility. Pursue the following activities to increase Medicaid revenue: 
document Medicaid-eligible services for all students, document transportation services and 
bill Medicaid as appropriate, and have a standing group of personnel to strategize ways to 
maximize billing opportunities. 

18. Long-Term Capacity Building. Begin putting together a long-term plan to reduce the 
district’s reliance on nonpublic schools, building the district’s own internal capacity to 
provide appropriate services, reviewing transportation savings, and ensuring equitable 
services across the district. (Consult with the District of Columbia Public Schools, which 
faced the same situation and has substantially improved their capacity to provide internal 
services.) 

19. Shared Accountability for Student Achievement. Consider the following actions that would 
strengthen the district’s shared accountability for student achievement. 

a. Personnel Evaluations. Establish and monitor personnel evaluations of related-services 
personnel. 

b. Data.  Hire an individual with strong data analytics expertise and content knowledge 
about special education data. House this individual in specialized instruction’s 
operational unit and have a direct report to Research, Assessment & Data (RAD). Have 
the person be a member of the RAD Data/Analytics team for the district. This role and 
position is essential for the district to address the serious data issues we identified, to 
address the data requirements associated with many of the recommendations, and to use 
data to track progress and guide decision making.    

c. Accountability for Actions. Establish a clear process that will track when and how 
resources and training have been made available and ensure that initiatives that have been 
announced or launched are followed up on. There is no justification for actions not 
carried out as expected.  

d. Internal Project Manager. Consider hiring an internal project manager reporting to the 
superintendent to support the execution of district’s plan and initiatives, including 
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activities to follow up on the recommendations in this report. Have the project manager 
report on relevant data, the status of implementation, and barriers to execution that 
require interdepartmental collaboration or the superintendent’s involvement or the need 
for any adjustments to the plan. 
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CHAPTER 5. SYNOPSIS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The Oakland Unified School District asked the Council of the Great City Schools to 

review the district’s special education programs and to make recommendations on how to 
improve services for students with disabilities. To conduct its work, the Council assembled a 
team of special education experts with strong reputations for improving services in their own 
districts. The Council team made a site visit to Oakland in March, conducted numerous 
interviews, reviewed documents, and analyzed data. At the end of the visit, the team formulated 
preliminary recommendations and held a conference call with the superintendent to discuss high-
level observations and proposals.  

There are a number of areas where the school system is doing a good job with its students 
with disabilities. The Council has reviewed numerous special education programs in big city 
schools across the country, and it is not always able to say that there are positive features to what 
they are doing with their students with disabilities. In this case, however, the OUSD has a 
number of things it can be proud of.  

First, the district has a deputy of special education whose expertise and commitment drew 
strong praise from many individuals in the school system, parents, and community members. In 
general, stakeholders inside and outside the school system had a positive view of the district’s 
special education staff and teachers.  

The school system also has made progress in increasing staff and school awareness of 
MTSS. The district is not as far along as some other major urban school systems in 
implementing MTSS, and Oakland continues to show substantial unevenness in the 
implementation of MTSS but it is making progress on this front. The Council team strongly 
encourages the district’s leadership to keep bearing down on this front, in tandem with the 
district’s efforts to bolster common core standards and implement new PBIS and SEL supports, 
because these efforts will provide enormous benefits academically and behaviorally in the years 
to come.     

The district should also take heart in the fact that its overall special education 
identification rate for six to 21-year-olds is about the same as the state and the nation, something 
many other major urban school systems can’t claim. Of particular note is that ELLs are generally 
about as likely as non-ELLs to be identified for special education. This was particularly true in 
the areas of specific learning disabilities, autism, and intellectual disabilities. 

At the same time, the percentage of students with disabilities being educated in general 
education classes for at least 80 percent of the time was about the same as the state rate. Young 
children were most likely to be in inclusive settings. 

The Oakland school district has also made substantial progress in reducing its numbers of 
out-of-school suspensions and has significantly decreased its numbers of overdue evaluations 
and annual reviews over the last several years. The district’s overall compliance picture has also 
improved. 
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Finally, the district has some strong staff—with its psychologists being particularly 
stalwart—and there is a strong desire to collaborate more closely on behalf of the students, even 
if staff don’t seem to know how to. And the district has an especially active and vigilant 
community advisory council that is thoroughly committed to the city’s students with disabilities. 

At the same time, the district is facing some daunting challenges with its special 
education instruction. It often thinks of its efforts for students with disabilities in program terms 
that require a precise match between students and program if anything is to work, rather than 
thinking of the district’s efforts as an integrated whole where multiple services are brought 
together on behalf of the students. Its overall instructional systems continue to be poorly aligned 
to the standards, and its instructional interventions are far from robust—even though the district 
is working hard on both. The price of the poorly defined instructional systems over the years is 
that students with disabilities in Oakland have seriously low academic outcomes. 

The district is also hampered to a significant degree by its weak data systems. In fact, 
Oakland has some of the least integrated data systems that the Council’s team has seen recently 
in its reviews of other major urban school systems. This problem is causing problems at every 
turn, including in its ability to take full advantage of Medicaid reimbursements for which 
Oakland is eligible to a much greater degree than it uses.  

Interestingly, while the district has a reasonably high percentage of its students with 
disabilities in inclusive classrooms, it also has a high percentage of students in general education 
classes less than 40 percent of the time and a high percentage in separate facilities. This is 
particularly true for African American, male, and ELL students. 

Moreover, the district’s organizational structure is not as well defined around the needs of 
students with disabilities as is optimal. In fact, there are substantial organizational disconnects 
that make it harder for staff to collaborate in the ways they say they want to. The system’s 
operational challenges are serious as well, particularly in the areas of transportation and charter 
schools.  

The Council of the Great City Schools has prepared a large number of recommendations 
to help the Oakland schools to move forward on behalf of its students with disabilities. These 
proposals are largely in three big buckets: organizational, instructional, and operational. 
Interestingly, many of the challenges that the district faces have been addressed at least in part by 
a number of other urban school systems—like Los Angeles, the District of Columbia, and 
Baltimore—that Oakland can turn to for models and approaches. 

The Oakland school district clearly has the talent and the commitment to do much better 
for its students with disabilities. The Council hopes that this report will help the district create an 
integrated set of services for its students that would be the envy of other urban school systems 
across the nation. The Council and its member districts stand ready to help.  
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Appendix A. May 2, 2016 OUSD Community Advisory                                         
Committee for Special Education Advisory Letter 
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Appendix B. Incidence Rate and 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	
Anchorage	School	Dist	 48,154	 14.1%	 6,779	 716.8	 9.5	 67.2	 786.4	 8.6	 61.2	 65	 104	 741	 44.7	 151	 1010	
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	
Buffalo	Public	Schools	 46,583	 16.6%	 7744		 753	 10.3	 61.9	 439	 17.6	 106	 109	 71	 427	 62	 125	 751	
Cambridge	Publ	Schools	 6,000	 20%	 1,200	 176	 7	 35	 103	 12	 59	 20	 60	 300	 22	 55	 273	
Carpentersville,	IL	 19,844	 15.8%	 3,139	 227	 	13.8	 87	 380	 8.3	 52	 43	 73	 461	 28	 112	 708	
Chicago	Public	Schools	 397,092	 13.7%	 54,376	 4,649	 		11.7	 85.4	 	4,228	 12.9	 94	 390	 139	 1018	 261	 208	 1521	
Cincinnati	Pub	Schools	 51,431	 	17.4%	 8,928	 457	 19.5	 112.5	 				801	 11.1	 64	 62	 144	 830	 57.7	 155	 891	
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	
DeKalb	428,	IL	 6,249	 14.1%	 879	 58	 15.2	 108	 205	 4.3	 30	 9	 98	 694	 7.5	 117	 833	
DesMoines	Public	Schls	 31,654	 15.3%	 4,854		 	493*	 9.8		 64		 358.5**	 13.5		 88		 37.3		 	130	 849		 	11.5	 422		 2753		
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	 40,525	 13.1%	 5,304	 252.8	 21	 160	 288.5	 18	 140	 71.9	 74	 564	 20	 265	 2026	
Everett	Pub	Schools,	WA	 		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	
Greenville	County,	SC	 70,282	 14%	 9,894	 463	 21	 152	 376	 26	 187	 93	 106	 756	 25	 396	 2111	
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	
Kent,	WA	Pub	Schools	 27,196	 11.3%	 3,069	 148.7	 	20.6	 183	 318	 9.7	 85.5	 32.3	 95	 842	 25	 123	 1088	
Lake	Washington,	WA		 26,864	 11.7%	 3,145	 155.1	 20.3	 111.2	 241.5	 13.0	 111.2	 32.6	 96.5	 824	 24.7	 127.3	 1087.6	
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	
Madison,	WI	Pub	Schls	 27,185	 14.0%	 3,808	 347	 10.9	 78	 	448	 8.5	 61	 86	 44	 316	 49	 	77.7	 555	
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	Cty	Sch	 146,812	 12%	 17,226	 1,588	 11	 93	 1,398	 13	 106	 293	 59	 502	 97	 178	 1514	
Naperville	IL		203	 18,131	 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	Sch	Dist	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	
Oakland	Unified	SD		 33312	 15.4%	 5401	 404	 13.4	 82.5	 175	 31	 190	 47	 115	 709	 43.5	 125	 766	
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,	RI	 23,695	 18.8%	 4460	 340	 13	 70	 339	 13	 70	 40	 111	 592	 28	 159	 846	
Renton,	WA	 14,343	 14.7%	 2,108	 129	 16.3	 111	 294	 7	 48	 20	 105	 717	 15		 140	 956	
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	
Sch	Dist	of	Philadelphia	 168,181	 20%	 33,686	 1,535	 22	 110	 610	 56	 276	 99	 341	 1699	 100	 337	 1682	
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Scottsdale,	AZ	 26,544	 10.9%	 2,891	 246	 11.8	 108	 230	 12.6	 115	 39.4	 73	 674	 28.4	 102	 935	
Shelby	County	(Memphis)	 114760	 12.7%	 14556	 852	 	17.1	 135	 768	 19.0	 149	 55	 265	 2087	 60	 243	 1913	
St.	Paul,	MN	 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	 32,412	 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	Dist,	NV	 63,310	 14%	 8,551	 472	 19	 135	 325	 27	 195	 77	 112	 823	 37	 232	 1712	
Williamson	Cty	Schl	 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,	MA	 24,825	 21%	 5,172	 254	 21	 98	 366	 15	 68	 38	 137	 654	 NA	 NA	 NA	

Averages	 	 13.1%	 	 	 	14.5	 110	 	 15.2	 116	 	 118.5	 902	 	 174	 1326	
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Agawam	Pub	Schools	 4,347	 656	 NA	 NA	 NA	 8	 82	 544	 3	 219	 3	 	219	
Anchorage	School	Dist.	 48,154	 6,779		 NA	 NA	 NA	 112.8	 	60	 			426	 21.9	 309	 7.8	 869	
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	
Buffalo	Public	Schools	 46,583	 7744		 48.5	 160	 960	 NA	 NA	 NA	 	75	 103		 29		 267	
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	Schools	 404,151	 		50,566	 355.7	 142	 1136	 334	 151	 1210	 115	 440	 35	 1445	
Cincinnati	Pub	Sch	 51,431	 			8,928	 NA	 NA	 NA	 				NA	 NA	 NA	 19	 470	 5	 1786	
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	
DeKalb	428,	IL	 6,249	 879	 8	 110	 781	 7	 126	 893	 3.4	 256	 1.3	 204	
DesMoines	Public	Schls	 31,654	 4,854	 25.8	 188	 1227	 58.4	 83	 542	 7	 693	 4.8	 1011	
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		 40,525	 5,304	 56	 95	 724	 59.5	 89	 681	 25.2	 210	 4	 1326	
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	
Greenville	County,	SC	 70,282	 9,894	 20	 495	 3514	 132	 75	 532	 14	 707	 4	 2574	
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	
Kent,	WA	Pub	Schools	 27,196	 3069	 2.2	 NA	 NA	 NA	 NA	 NA	 12.8	 240	 4.8	 639	
Kyrene	School	District	 17,910	 1,544	 NA	 NA	 NA	 4	 386	 4478	 2	 772	 2	 772	
Lake	Washington	SD	 26864	 3145	 NA	 NA	 NA	 	23.6	 133	 1138	 19.3	 163	 3.3	 953	
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	
Madison,	WI	Public	Schls	 27,185	 3,808	 68	 56	 399	 38	 100	 715	 34	 112	 13	 293	
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	 18,131	 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	
Oakland	Unified	SD	 33312	 5315	 19	 284	 1753	 30.8	 175	 1082	 12	 450	 2	 2701	
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	
Renton,	WA	 14,343	 2,108	 0	 NA	 NA	 17	 124	 844	 15	 141	 3	 703	
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	
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Schl	Dist	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	
Shelby	County	(Memphis)	 	114760	 14556	 66	 221	 1739	 79	 184	 1453	 29.22	 498	 12.84	 1134	
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)	 32,412	 3,894	 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	Cty	Sc	Dist	 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		 	 275	 2097	 	 156	 1185	 	 375	 	 1011	
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Percentage	of	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	 4.3	 26	 31	 26	 58	 64	 128	
2	 8%	 7	 5.26	 44	 55	 40	 60	 75	 172	
3	 9%	 8.6	 7		 44	 64	 56	 64	 103	 219	
4	 9%	 9	 7	 47	 77.7	 61	 67	 112	 	241	
5	 9%	 9	 7	 50	 79	 67	 68	 140	 283	
6	 9%	 9.5	 7	 58	 90	 69	 68	 141		 293	
7	 10%	 9.8	 7	 59	 94	 73	 75	 142	 349	
8	 10%	 10	 8	 59	 100	 73	 82	 147	 350	
9	 10%	 10	 8	 60	 100	 75	 83	 154	 354		
10	 10%	 10	 8.3	 63	 102	 78	 85	 154	 367	
11	 10.3%	 10.3	 8.5	 65	 110	 86	 89	 163	 384	
12	 11%	 10.9	 8.6	 68	 110	 88	 89	 171	 449	
13	 11%	 11	 9.7		 71	 111	 89	 89	 172	 462	
14	 11%	 11	 9.7	 71	 111	 95	 93	 174	 492	
15	 11%	 11	 10	 73	 112	 96	 93	 180	 523	
16	 11.2%	 11	 10	 73	 113	 116	 94	 186	 538	
17	 11.3%		 11.4	 10	 74	 115	 124	 96	 187	 556	
18	 11.4%	 11.7	 11	 74	 117	 126	 98	 199	 596	
19	 12%		 12	 11	 76	 121	 127	 100	 205		 599	
20	 12%	 12	 11.1	 77	 123		 134	 110	 210	 615	
21	 12%	 12	 12	 78	 124	 135	 111	 211	 620	
22	 12%	 12	 12	 79	 125	 140	 114	 219	 639		
23	 12%	 12	 12.6	 80	 127	 142	 115	 225	 659	
24	 12%	 12	 12.9	 80	 128	 153	 119	 231	 663	
25	 12%	 13	 13	 80	 130	 158	 119	 240		 676	
26	 12.7%	 13	 13	 81	 134	 160	 120	 242	 680	
27	 13%	 13	 13	 83	 138	 165	 121	 285	 703		
28	 13%	 13	 13	 84	 140		 188	 124		 300	 724	
29	 13.1%	 13	 13	 85	 142	 197	 126	 309	 761	
30	 13.7%	 13	 13	 95	 144		 221	 127	 325	 762	
31	 14%	 13.4	 13	 96	 150	 249	 127	 326	 772	
32	 14%	 14	 13	 96.5	 151	 284	 129	 332	 819	
33	 14%	 14	 13	 98	 154	 300	 133	 332	 823	
34	 14%	 14	 13.5	 100	 155	 300	 144	 366	 869	
35	 14%	 14	 14	 103	 159	 303	 148	 367	 875	
36	 14%	 14	 14	 104	 166	 312	 153	 374	 885	
37	 14%	 14	 14	 105	 169	 334	 155	 384	 900	
38	 14%	 14	 15	 105	 178	 384	 162	 388	 903	
39	 14%	 15	 15	 106	 178	 487	 163	 408	 953	
40	 14%	 15	 15	 108	 179	 495	 165	 413	 991	
41	 14.1%	 15	 15	 111	 195	 525	 175	 417	 1011	
42	 14.1%	 15	 16	 111	 199	 652	 184	 424	 1079	
43	 14.7%		 15.2	 16	 112	 208	 673	 186	 431	 1035	
44	 15%	 15.7	 16.4	 112	 210	 	 195	 450	 1100	
45	 15%	 16.0	 16.6	 112	 213	 	 217	 470	 1100	
46	 15%	 16.3	 17		 114	 219	 	 220	 473	 1105	
47	 15.3%	 17	 17	 115	 223	 	 241	 474	 1134	
48	 15.4%	 17	 17.6	 116		 225	 	 245	 477	 1222	
49	 16%	 17	 18	 117	 232	 	 248	 494	 1262	
50	 16%	 17.1	 18	 121	 233	 	 266	 498	 1309	
51	 16%	 18	 18.4	 127	 240	 	 386	 518	 1326	
52	 16.2%	 19	 19	 130	 243	 	 398	 525	 1532	
53	 17%	 19	 19	 133	 265	 	 700	 547	 1553	
54	 17.4%	 19	 20	 135	 287	 	 834	 550	 1630	
55	 17.7%	 19	 20	 137	 295	 	 	 616	 1650	
56	 18%	 19.5	 20	 139	 300	 	 	 644	 1685	
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Rank	 %	IEPs	
Special	

Educators	 Paraeducators	
Speech/Lang	
Pathologists	 Psychologists	

Social	
Workers	 Nurses	

Occupational	
Therapists	

Physical	
Therapists	

57	 18%	 20	 21	 140	 319	 	 	 693	 1740	
		58	 18%	 20.3	 21	 144	 337	 	 	 702	 1786	
		59	 18%	 20.6		 22	 158	 376	 	 	 713	 1849	
		60	 19%	 21	 22	 172	 396	 	 	 772	 2023	
61	 19%	 21	 24	 192	 422	 	 	 810	 2187	
62	 19.3%	 21	 25	 218	 	 	 	 1029	 2574	
63	 20%	 22	 26	 263	 	 	 	 1125	 2574	
64		 20%	 23		 26	 265	 	 		 	 1513	 2701	
65	 20.9%	 23.5	 27	 314	 	 	 	 1685	 2941	
66	 21%	 24	 31	 341	 	 	 	 	 	
67	 21%	 24	 33	 596	 	 	 	 	 	
68	 21%	 37	 56	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	Avg.	 13.1%	 14.5	 15.1	 119	 175	 274	 155	 373	 1002	
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Appendix C. Current and Proposed Organization 
Current Organization 
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Interaction	&	Collaboration	between	Various	Departments	and	Divisions	

	

The	charts	below	reflect	the	interactions	that	must	occur	between	the	various	departments	and	
divisions	to	work	together	seamlessly,	as	no	single	component	can	be	successful	alone.	This	
work	requires	a	new	culture	of	cooperation	and	collaboration	to	effectively	support	teaching	
and	learning	for	all	OUSD	students.	

Collaboration	Between	Deputy	Chief	&	Specialized	Instruction	&	Student	Services	Departments	
	

	

	

	

	
	

Collaboration	Between	Executive	Director	&	Specialized	Instruction	Divisions	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Collaboration	between	Offices	&	Departments	Supporting	Teaching/Learning	in	Schools	

	

	

	

Student	
Services/Community	

Schools	

Specialized	
Instruction/Support	

School	Support	

Operations	Instructional	
Support	

Networks	

Academics	Talent	

Operations	

Other	Schools	
Divisions	

Executive	Director	

Deputy	Chief	
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Current PEC Organization and Description of Changes 

 

			

Executive	Officer,	SELPA/Legal	Compliance	

Deputy	Chief	Programs	for	Exceptional	Children	

• Fiscal	Analyst	

• Executive	Assistant	

Executive	Officer	Programs	&	Services	

Schools	Director	

Early	Childhood	Director	

Coordinator,	Curriculum	
PEC	(direct	report	to	

deputy	chief	T/L)	

• Program	Specialists:	2	for	each	elementary	and	
middle	school	area	networks	and	3	for	the	high	
school/YAP	network.			

• Coordinator,	Related	Services:	speech,	OT,	PT	and	
assistive	technology,	Transportation	Specialist	

• 2	Bilingual	Administrative	Assistants	

• 	

• 1	Program	Specialist	

• Diagnostic	Center/CSW	

• Bilingual	Clerk	

• Lead	Speech	Therapist	

Career	Transition		

12	individuals,	2	have	a	title	of	TSA,	the	
others	have	no	title	on	latest	

organization	chart	

Psychological	Services	Coordinator	

Mental	Health	Coordinator	

• Focus	Team	(4	individuals	
support	school	case	
management	when	special	
educator	positions	are	vacant)	

• Administrative	Assistant*	

• 1	Psychologist	

• 2	Social	Workers	

• TAP	Center	(1	general	ed	&	1	special	
ed	individuals	with	no	titles	provided	
on	organization	chart)	

• 1	Administrative	Assistant	(vacant))*	

Additional	Direct	Reports	to	Executive	Officer,	

SELPA/Legal	Compliance	

• NPS	Team	(4	individuals)	

• Director	Legal	Support	(with	1	executive	assistant)	

• 2	Translation	Services	

• 2	MIS/Data	

• 1	Records-CSW	

Become	School	Support	unit.	Have	
group	of	administrators	&	TSAs	to	
support	networks	and	schools.	
Move	related	services	to	new	
Instructional	Support	unit.	Move	
transportation	management	to	
transportation.	

Move	duties	to	new	Instructional	Support	division.		

Move	duties	to	new	Instructional	
Support	division.	No	immediate	
recommendation	for	organization	
changes.	

Integrate	programmatic	aspects	of	this	division	(psychological,	mental	
health,	NPS	into	other	components	as	indicated	below.	Redefine	this	
division	as	managing	operations	(compliance,	legal,	data,	fiscal,	etc.)	

Embed	psychological	services	in	
Student	Services	with	indirect	
report	to	coordinate	services	&	
direct	report	to	Instructional	
Support	&	have	School	Support	
take	over	focus	team	function.	

Move	mental	health	
support	to	Instructional		
Support	(social/emotional)	
&	coordinate	with	Student	
Services	

• Have	NPS	team	report	to	Instructional	Support	to	
enhance	coordinated	activities	

• Coordinate	MIS/Data	with	centralized	data	
reporting	entity	

• Transfer	records	to	schools	and	have	schools	
maintain	them	with	accountability	

• Coordinate	compliance	with	School	Services	
division.	

	

*	Place	and	use	administrative	assistants	in	divisions/units	as	needed	and	appropriate.	

Replace	with	a	coordinator	for	
Intensive	interventions	with	
indirect	report	to	T/L	and	direct	
report	to	Specialized	
Instruction.	Move	fiscal	analyst	

to	Operations.	

Current	PEC	Organization	and	Description	of	Proposed	Changes	
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                                                                           Proposed Organization Chart 

 

	

	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
• Administrative	Support	for	Schools.	Have	for	each	network	a	sufficient	number	of	administrators	(lowest	

level	available)	necessary	to:	strategize	with	network	superintendents/deputies	and	principals	regarding	
support	for	the	administration	and	operation	of	special	education	in	schools;	participate	in	school	walk	
throughs;	provide	for	school	personnel	(as	part	of	the	network	team)	training,	technical	assistance,	and	
modeling/coaching	to	support	meaningful	inclusive	instruction,	effective	interventions;	meet	monthly	
with	schools;	etc.				

• Consultative	Teacher	Support	for	Schools.	For	each	network	have	a	sufficient	number	of	teachers	on	
special	assignment	to	focus	on	compliance	related	activities.			

	

• Early	childhood	services			
• Autism/Autism-like	support		 	
• Instruction	aligned	with	alternate	standards	for	students	taking	an	alternate	assessment	
• Social/emotional	support,	including	TAP	team,	and	coordination	with	Student	Services	
• Support	for	English	learners	and	coordinate	with	ELLMA	
• NPS	team	(address	procedural	requirements	for	students	in	non-public	schools	and	coordination	with	

other	coordinators	and	School	Support	unit	to	develop	services	for	students	in	OUSD	schools	to	maintain	
students	who	would	otherwise	be	placed	in	a	nonpublic	school	and	to	possibly	return	students	to	OUSD	
where	appropriate			

• Charter	school	support	
• Speech/language,	occupational	therapy,	physical	therapy,	and	assistive	technology			
• Career	transition	

Have	intensive	Interventions	(reading/math)	expert	housed	in	teaching/learning	with	a	direct	report	to	the	
instructional	support	director.			

Have	psychologists	housed	in	student	services	with	a	direct	report	to	the	instructional	support	director	

	

	

• Compliance	coordination	
• Legal	services		
• MIS	data	(to	be	coordinated	with	centralized	data	reporting)	
• Translation		
• Records	(We	recommend	that	records	be	maintained	at	schools	and	no	longer	at	the	central	office.	
• Transportation	support	(expeditiously	transfer	function	to	the	transportation	department)	
• Fiscal	support,	etc.	

DEPUTY	CHIEF	FOR	SPECIALIZED	INSTRUCTION	&	STUDENT	SUPPORT	
	

Executive	Officer	for	Specialized	Instruction/Support		

Director	of	School	Support	

Director	of	Instructional	Support	

Director	of	Operational	Support		

Have	this	unit	provide	direct	support	to	each	network	and	schools	within	
each	network.	Appropriate	staffing	may	require	additional	positions.	
	

Have	this	unit	include	individuals	with	a	high	degree	of	expertise	who	
study	research,	and	provide	additional	support	to	the	School	Support	
unit	to	enhance	the	quality	of	school-based	instruction,	interventions,	
and	support.	Have	titles	based	on	responsibilities.			
	

Have	this	unit	oversee	all	operational	aspects	of	the	department.	
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Appendix D. Data and Documents Reviewed 

• Related Services/ Allocation of Educationally Related Mental Health Services in OUSD 
• OUSD Special Education Program Guide 
• Staffing School Psychologist 
• Psychological Report/IEP meeting Observation Narrative 
• 2014/15, 2015-16 Special Education Budgets 
• General Ledger Detail Transactions Extract 
• Site 975- Programs for Exceptional Children 
• NPS Expenditure Comparison 
• Data Reports: Psychological Services 
• School Psychologist Monthly Log 
• SHARED School Psychologists Productivity Report 
• Educationally Related Services, School Psychologists 
• OUSD Certificated Evaluation Observation for School Psychologist 
• OUSD Special Education Review, June 2013, Dr. Marilyn Shephard 
• Special Education Framework: Maria Santos, Deputy Superintendent of Instruction, 

Leadership & Equity in Action 
• SPED Alignment Plan: Equity from the Ground Up 
• One System: Referring Education to Serve All Students 
• Instructional Support/PEC Core Curriculum Production Team 
• Notes from SIPPS Pilot Session 1/Reading Clinic 
• SPED Secondary Mild/Moderate Plan 
• 2016-17 Schools for Inclusion Practices, Criteria, Training, and Research 
• CCSS  Principal Transition FAQs 
• Overview of Special Ed Professional Development 
• Teacher Leader Summer Institute 
• Memo on Implementation of CCSS 
• Status Summary of MTSS 
• SPED Testing Memo K-12 
• SPSA Guide for Inclusion 
• Staffing for Special Ed Teachers 
• Transition between Grade Levels 
• Case Management Summary 
• Enrollment Data by IEP, by Ethnicity, By Disability 
• General Disability Data 
• Graduation and Dropout Data 
• Suspension Data 
• Performance Data 
• Educational Setting Data by Disability 
• Instructional Support for Students Taking Alternative Assessments 
• Students in Separate NPS-Residential Age 6-21 
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• Education by Race and Ethnicity and Disability 
• Educational Settings by Race 
• Self-Contained Programs 
• Staffing Data of all Special Ed Teachers and Related Services Providers 
• Snapshot of 2014-15 Students with a Disability Suspension Incidents by Type 
• Cohort Graduation Dropout Data Report 
• Year-to-Date Snapshots of Students Receiving Suspensions 
• High School Readiness Data for Special Ed & Non-Special Ed 
• OUSD District Balanced Scorecard 2015-16 
• Special Education on Track to Graduate Sample Data 
• Students With Disabilities Data Snapshot for 2014-15 
• Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) 
• Students who are English Language Learners with IEP 
• Mental Health Needs Identification for Psychologists 
• Special Education Procedures for OUSD 
• Special Education Performance Report from the California Department of Education 
• Due Process and Compliance Cases 
• Number of Students Placed in NPS Schools Last Five Years 
• OUSD Special Education Families, Parents, Staff and Community Group; Community 

Advisory Committees Calendar of Monthly Meetings 2015-16 
• Continuous School Improvement pdf 
• CAC Parent Letter to the CGCS Strategic Team 
• School Performance Framework Guidebook and One Page Summary 
• Board Presentation Aligning Federal, State and Local Accountability 

(School Quality Accountability Index) 
• OUSD 2020 Goals and Targets 
• Sample School Performance Framework Report 
• Referral for Special Ed Evaluations by School 
• Instructional Support Specialist Position Description 
• Para Educator Position Description 
• OCR Summary of Complaints prepared for CGCS  
• OUSD 2015-16 Organizational Charts 
• OUSD 2015-16 Fast Facts 
• Overdue Triennials and Annual Evaluations 2010-2015 
• PEC Staffing Allocation Reference Guide, and 
• PEC Organizational Chart 2015-16. 
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Appendix E. Agenda and Individuals Interviewed86 
															Council	of	the	Great	City	Schools	Special	Education	Team	Agenda	for	OUSD	 	

Tuesday,	March	8,	2016	
4:00-5:00	 Curtiss	Sarikey	1000	Broadway,	1st	Floor	
6:00-8:30	 Dinner	with	Superintendent	Wilson		
Wednesday,	March	9,	2016	
8:00-9:00	 Sheilagh	Andujar,	Deputy	Chief	Programs	for	Exceptional	Children		
9:00-9:45	 Devin	Dillon,	Chief	Academic	Officer		
9:45-10:30	 Allen	Smith,	Chief	of	Schools		
10:30-11:15	 Ruth	Alahydoian,	Chief	Financial	Officer				

Vernon	Hal,	Senior	Business	Officer	
Carlos	Padilla,	Fiscal	Analyst	in	PEC	
John	Rusk,	Coordinator	of	Mental	Health		

11:15-12:15	 Academic	Division	Deputy	Chiefs	and	Network	Deputy	Superintendents	
David	Chambliss,	Deputy	Chief	Teaching	and	Learning	
Ray	Mondragon,	Deputy	Chief	Early	Childhood	Education	
Network	&	Deputy	Superintendents	

12:15-12:45	 LUNCH			
12:45-1:15	 California	Department	of	Education	–	Phone	call	

Ruby	Smith	
1:15-2:15	 Special	Education	Administrators		

Sharon	Falk,	SELPA/Legal	Compliance	
Neena	Bawa,	Schools	Director	
Kara	Oettinger,	Executive	Officer	Programs	and	Services	

2:15-3:15	 Special	Education	Managers	and	Coordinators		
John	Rusk,	Coordinator	of	Mental	Health	
Katy	Duffy-Sherr,	Coordinator	of	Related	Services	and	Transportation	
Mary	Busby,	Early	Childhood	Coordinator	
Valerie	Lopes,	Coordinator	of	Psychological	Services	and	Focus	Team	

3:15-3:30	 BREAK		
3:30-4:30	 Special	Education	Teachers		

	No	more	than	15	–	must	be	random	sample	of	schools	(can	add	in	Charters)	
4:30-5:30	 Regular	Education	Teachers		

No	more	than	15	–	must	be	random	sample	of	schools	(can	add	in	Charters)	
5:30-6:30	 Parents,	Advocates	and	Community	Partners	
7:00-8:30	 Dinner,	Council	of	Great	City	Schools	staff	

                                                
86 This is the agenda prepared for the team prior to its arrival. It was modified as the team conducted its work.  
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Thursday,	March	10		
8:00-8:30	 Family	Engagement	Staff	
8:30-9:00	 Talent	Division			

Brigitte	Marshall	(on	personal	leave)	
Aaron	Townsend	
Tara	Gard	

9:00-9:45	 Related	Services	Representatives	(OT,	PT,	Speech,	Autism	etc.)		
At	least	10-15	representatives		

9:45-10:15	 Teaching & Learning, Special Education Manager	
Laurie	Panther	

10:15-10:45	 Transportation	Coordinator		
Katy	Duffy	Sherr	

10:45-11:30	 Office	of	Academics	Executive	Directors,	including	Barbara	McCLung			
Christopher	Chatmon	
Jean	Wing	
Andrea	Bustamonte	
David	Montes	

11:30-	Noon	 Executive	Director,	ELL	and	Multilingual	Achievement		
Nicole	Knight	
Tom	Hughes	
Michael	Ray	

12:00-12:30		 LUNCH		
12:30-1:15	 OUSD	Union	Representatives			

SEIU:	Betty	Reid	
OEA:	Trish	Gorman,	Ismael	Armendariz,	Rachel	Korschun	
AFSME:	Joe	Bates,	Melisha	Linzie	

1:15-2:00	 Legal/Compliance		
Jacqueline	Minor,	General	Counsel	/	Deputy	General	Counsel?	
Geri	Baskind,	Director	of	Legal	Services		
Sharon	Falk,	Legal	(any	key	staff)	
Lenore	Silverman	(Fagen,	Friedman,	Fulfrost)	
Andrea	Epps	

2:00-3:00	 Program	and	Services	Specialist/Staff	under	Kara	Gettinger		
3:00-3:45	 Special	Education	Teacher	Support	/Paras,	about	10-15		
3:45-4:00	 Break	 		
4:00-5:00	 Elementary	Principals		
5:00-6:00	 Secondary	Principals		 	

	
6:00-6:30	 Charter	Schools-	Kate	Nicol-confirmed	Conference	call:	605-475-3220	|	Access	code:	647017#	
7:00-8:30	 Dinner	Council	of	Great	City	Schools	Staff	
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Friday,	March	11,	2016	
8:00-12:30	 Prepare	for	meeting	with	Superintendent	
1:00-2:30	 Debriefing	with	Superintendent	
3:00-3:30	 Family	Engagement:	Raquel	Jimenez,	Liz	Sullivan	and	Ray	Bermudez-		
3:45-4:45	 Teacher	Meeting	
5:00-6:30	p.m.	 Board	Member	Dinner:	James	Harris,	Jumoke	Hinton	Hodge,	Nina	Senn	
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Individuals Interviewed 
 

• Antwan Wilson, Superintendent 
• Sheilagh Andujar, Deputy Chief Programs for Exceptional Children 
• Devin Dillon, Chief Academic Officer 
• Allen Smith, Chief of Schools 
• Ruth Alahydoian, Chief Financial Officer    
• Vernon Hal, Senior Business Officer  
• Carlos Padilla, Fiscal Analyst in PEC  
• John   Rusk, Coordinator of Mental Health 
• Wesley Jacques, Deputy Superintendent for Network 3 
• LaResha Martin, Deputy Superintendent for Network 2 
• Ray A Mondragon, Deputy Chief of Early Childhood 
• Sondra Aguilera,  Pre-k and Network 2 Superintendent 
• David Chambliss, Deputy Chief of Teaching and Learning 
• Charles Wilson, Deputy Network of Middle Schools 
• Ron C. Scott, Middle School Network Superintendent 
• Sharon Falk, SELPA/Legal Compliance  
• Neena Bawa, Schools Director 
• Kara Oettinger, Executive Officer Programs and Services 
• Katy Duffy-Sherr, Coordinator of Related Services and Transportation   
• Mary Busby, Early Childhood Coordinator  
• Valerie Lopes, Coordinator of Psychological Services and Focus Team   
• Benjie Achtenberg , General Education Teacher 
• Diane Culmer, Special Education Teacher 
• Rena Carranza, Special Education Teacher 
• Molly Bloom, Special Education Teacher 
• Kristin Cole, Special Education Teacher 
• Nick Wright, Special Education Teacher 
• Lauren Biga, Special Education Teacher 
• Caitlin Healey, Special Education Teacher 
• Celina Andrade, Special Education Teacher 
• Clarissa Chan, Special Education Teacher 
• Benjamin Achenberg, General Education Teacher 
• Curtiss Sarikey, Deputy Chief Community Schools and Student Services 
• Tara Gard, Executive Director of HR 
• Stacy Springer, Assistive Technology 
• Barbara Dean, School Psychologist 
• Javarte Bobin, School Psychologist 
• Catherine Hatcher, School Psychologist 
• Kelly Martinez, School Psychologist 
• Karen Laursen, School Psychologist 



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	159	

• Joanna Swanton,  OT in Assistive Technology 
• Carolyn Emrich, OT 
• Laura Favela,  SLP 
• Adrienne Wroebel, SLP 
• Alice Jean Robinson, SLP 
• Laurie Panther, Teaching and Learning SPED Manager 
• Aaron Townsend, Program Specialist Talent Division (phone) 
• Jean Wing, Research, Assessment and Data 
• Andrea Bustamante, Director Community Schools 
• Chris Chatman, ED AAMA 
• Barbara McClung, Behavior Health Director 
• Robert Churchill, Behavior Analyst 
• Nicole Knight, Executive Director ELL 
• Jessica Riady, ELL Coordiator 
• Trish Gorham, OEA President 
• Melisha Linzie,  AFSCME 
• Sharon Falk, SELPA Director 
• Jacqueline Minor, General Counsel 
• Geri Baskind, Director of Legal Services 
• Lenore Silverman, Fagen, Friedman, Fulfrost 
• Andrea Epps, Staff Attorney 
• Mildred Bellow, IA- Paraeducator 
• Nina Jacobs,  IA-TAP Program 
• Mildred Pomell, Paraeducation 
• Sharon Jobson, Parent Representative, Special Education Teacher, CAC 
• Cintya I. Molina, Parent Representative,  
• CAC & OUSD Community Engagement staff 
• Jose Martinez, Parent Representative 
• Brian Blaisch, Parent, Physician 
• Tanya Scott, MA, BCBA,  Founder Ed Support Services 
• Silvia S.  Matta, Parent Representative 
• Chris Stoner- Mertz, CEO, Lincoln 
• Emma R. Paulind,  OCO 
• Tylon Hunt,  Parent Representative 
• Patty Juerguens, Parent Representative  
• Tandra DeBose, Parent Representative, Acting Co-Chair of CAC 
• Lisa Orube, Parent  Representative 
• Michell Stivers,  Parent Representative 
• Brian Blaisch, Parent Representative 
• Sonya A. Shumate, I.S.S. 
• Danielle Valenzuela, I.S.S. 
• Beverley Jenkins, Program Specialist 
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• Kamila Flores, Nonpublic School Case Manager 
• Cary Kaufman, Program Specialist 
• Richard Friedman, Program Specialist 
• Caroline Jones, Program Specialist 
• Aphelia Gomez, Program Specialist 
• Shirley Priestly, Program Specialist 
• Athena Coleman, Program Specialist 
• Dennis Nelson, Program Specialist 
• JoAnna Miller, Resource Specialist –Focus Team 
• Dianna Iniguez, Program Specialist 
• Donald Bertola, Principal 
• Lissa Hines, Principal 
• Enomwoyi Booker, Principal 
• Roma Groves, Principal 
• Stephen Daubenspeck, Principal 
• Leroy Gaines, Principal 
• Chelsea Toller, Principal 
• Kilian Betlach, Principal 
• Amy Carozza, Principal 
• Carmelita Reyes, Principal 
• Kate Nicol, Charter Schools 
• Liz Sullivan,  Director of Community Engagement 
• Ray Bermudez, Community Engagement Coordinator 
• Raquez Jimenez,  Family Engagement Coordinator 
• James Harris, Board Member 
• Jumoke Hinton Hodge, Board Member 
• Nina Senn, Board Member 
• Daniel Villarreal, Regular Education Teacher 
• Abraham Zelman, Regular Education Teacher 

 

  



 

Improving Special Education Services in the Oakland Unified Schoool District 

 

Council of the Great City Schools                                                                                                                 Page	161	

Appendix F. Strategic Support Team 

 The following were members of the Council’s Strategic Support Team on special 
education who conducted this project for the Oakland Unified School District. 

Gretchen Brumley 

Gretchen Brumley is the student transportation director for the District of Columbia’s Office of 
the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE). The office operates a regional transportation 
system that transports eligible students with disabilities on more than 521 buses, which travel 
some 34,000 miles each day. Prior to this position, Ms. Brumley was the Chicago Public 
School’s office of special education and supports’ (OSES) deputy chief and the director of 
business services. In these positions she oversaw OSES planning, budgeting, reporting, and 
financial affairs. She also assisted in the review of education-related legislation, labor 
negotiations, and management initiatives for financial impact.    

Sue Gamm, Esq. 

Sue Gamm, a nationally recognized expert on special education, formerly served as chief 
specialized services officer for the Chicago Public Schools and division director for the Office 
for Civil Rights, Region V (Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin). She has participated on 
Strategic Support Teams provided by the Council of the Great City Schools for school districts in 
the District of Columbia (1998), Guilford County, NC, (2003), Richmond, VA, (2003), St. Louis 
(2003), Charleston, (2005), Milwaukee (2007), New York City, District 75 (2008), Rochester 
(2008), Boston (2009), Philadelphia (2009/2010), Pittsburgh (2009), Austin (2010), Providence 
(2011), and Chicago (2011 and 2012). Ms. Gamm recently served as consulting attorney on the 
Council’s amicus brief in support of the New York City Board of Education in Board of 
Education of the City School District of the City of New York v. Tom F., On Behalf of Gilbert F., 
A Minor Child (2007). Further, she consults with the Public Consulting Group and numerous 
school districts and state educational agencies and provides training at national, state, and local 
conferences on special education matters, particularly in the area of special education 
disproportionality. In 2006, Ms. Gamm was an expert for the plaintiffs in Blackman v. District of 
Columbia, et al., Civil Action No. 97-1629 (PLF) Consolidated with Civil Action No. 97-2402 
(PLF) in the areas of special education policies, procedures, and practices. In Baltimore, she 
completed a review of special education services in 2004-05 for the city’s public schools and 
was an expert for plaintiffs Vaughn G., et al. v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, et al., 
Civil Action No. MJG-84-1911. Ms. Gamm has also done extensive special education 
consultation on LRE issues for the Los Angeles County School District and is a consultant for 
the class action consent decree in Los Angeles. Finally, Ms. Gamm has also provided expert 
advice to the New York City Board of Education. This assistance included writing a Principal’s 
Quick Reference Guide to Special Education (2003). Ms. Gamm graduated with high honors 
from University of Illinois with a BA degree in regular and special education (1970) and earned 
a law degree from the De Paul College of Law (1976). She is admitted to practice before the 
Illinois Bar, the Federal Bar, and the U.S. Supreme Court Bar.  
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Julie Wright Halbert, Esq. 

Julie Halbert has been legislative counsel for the Council of the Great City Schools for 
almost 22 years. In that capacity, she has served as a national education legal and policy 
specialist, with emphasis on special education. She worked extensively on the reauthorizations of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1997 and 2004. Ms. Halbert is 
responsible for drafting numerous technical provisions to the IDEA and providing technical 
assistance to Congress and the U. S. Department of Education. In 1997 and again in 2005, she 
testified before the U.S. Department of Education on its proposed regulations on IDEA 2004. 
Ms. Halbert has directed each of the Council’s special education review teams, including special 
education reviews in the District of Columbia, Guilford County (NC), Richmond, St. Louis, 
Charleston, New York City, Rochester, Boston, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh. Ms. Halbert was 
also the counsel of record for the Council of the Great City Schools’ amicus briefs in the 
Supreme Court of the United States in (a) Board of Education of the City School District of the 
City of New York v. Tom F., On Behalf of Gilbert F., A Minor Child (2007); (b) Jacob 
Winkelman, a Minor By and Through His Parents and Legal Guardians, Jeff and Sander 
Winkelman, et al., v. Parma City School District (2007); (c) Brian Schaffer v. Jerry Weast, 
Superintendent of Montgomery County Public Schools, et al., (2005); (d) Parents Involved in 
Community Schools v. Seattle School District,  and  Meredith v. Jefferson County Board of 
Education (2007) and Forest Grove School District v. T.A, (2009). Ms. Halbert graduated with 
honors from the University of Maryland and the University of Miami School of Law. She is 
admitted to practice in the Federal Bar, the U.S. Supreme Court Bar, and the Florida and 
Pennsylvania Bars. 

Kevin Jamison, EdD 

Kevin Jamison is the Assistant Director of Student Services at Cincinnati Public Schools. 
His current responsibilities include overseeing services to students with disabilities, English 
language learners, and gifted students and serving on the district's multi-departmental work team 
for personalized learning and college & career readiness for all students. His responsibilities also 
include working closely with the district's legal counsel for professional development of staff and 
dispute resolution activities related to the IDEA and Section 504 issues. Prior to his current 
position, Dr. Jamison served as District Special Education Coordinator for Princeton City 
Schools. He has also worked as a principal in Cincinnati Public Schools magnet and charter 
school settings serving students with intensive behavioral needs. Dr. Jamison has received 
degrees in education, psychology, clinical counseling, and educational leadership. As a licensed 
superintendent, clinical counselor, and social worker, Dr. Jamison combines his skill areas to 
solve problems, plan, and collaborate to support the whole child. Aside from his primary role as 
a district administrator, he remains active as a clinical counselor in private practice and serves on 
local committees focused on improving systems of collaboration to support students with mental 
health needs and youth in foster care and poverty. 
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Appendix G. About the Council and History of Strategic Support Teams 

The Council of the Great City Schools is a coalition of 68 of the nation’s largest urban 
public school systems. 87  The organization’s Board of Directors is composed of the 
superintendent, CEO, or chancellor of schools and one school board member from each member 
city. An executive committee of 24 individuals, equally divided in number between 
superintendents and school board members, provides regular oversight of the 501(c)(3) 
organization. The composition of the organization makes it the only independent national group 
representing the governing and administrative leadership of urban education and the only 
association whose sole purpose revolves around urban schooling.  

The mission of the Council is to advocate for urban public education and to assist its 
members in to improve and reform. The Council provides services to its members in the areas of 
legislation, research, communications, curriculum and instruction, and management. The group 
also convenes two major conferences each year; conducts studies of urban school conditions and 
trends; and operates ongoing networks of senior school district managers with responsibilities for 
areas such as federal programs, operations, finance, personnel, communications, instruction, 
research, and technology. Finally, the organization informs the nation’s policymakers, the media, 
and the public of the successes and challenges of schools in the nation’s Great Cities. Urban 
school leaders from across the country use the organization as a source of information and an 
umbrella for their joint activities and concerns. 

The Council was founded in 1956 and incorporated in 1961 and has its headquarters in 
Washington, DC. Since the organization’s founding, geographic, ethnic, language, and cultural 
diversity has typified the Council’s membership and staff. 

 

                                                
87 Albuquerque, Anchorage, Atlanta, Austin, Baltimore, Birmingham, Boston, Broward County (Ft. Lauderdale), 
Buffalo, Caddo Parish (Shreveport), Charleston County, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Chicago, Buffalo, Clark County 
(Las Vegas), Cleveland, Columbus, Dallas, Dayton, Denver, Des Moines, Detroit, Duval County (Jacksonville), 
East Baton Rouge, Fort Worth, Fresno, Guilford County (Greensboro, N.C.), Hillsborough County (Tampa), 
Houston, Indianapolis, Jackson, Jefferson County (Louisville), Kansas City, Little Rock School District, Long 
Beach, Los Angeles, Memphis, Miami-Dade County, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Nashville, Newark, New Orleans, 
New York City, Norfolk, Oakland, Oklahoma City, Omaha, Orange County (Orlando), Palm Beach County, 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Portland, Providence, Richmond, Rochester, Sacramento, Salt Lake City, San Diego, San 
Francisco, Seattle, St. Louis, St. Paul, Toledo, Washington, D.C., and Wichita 
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History of Strategic Support Teams of the Council of the Great City Schools   

The following is a history of the Strategic Support Teams provided by the Council of the Great 
City Schools to its member urban school districts over the last 15 years. 

City Area Year 
Albuquerque   
 Facilities and Roofing 2003 
 Human Resources 2003 
 Information Technology 2003 
 Special Education 2005 
 Legal Services 2005 
 Safety and Security 2007 
 Research 2013 
 Human Resources 2016 
Anchorage   
 Finance 2004 
 Communications 2008 
 Math Instruction 2010 
 Food Services 2011 
 Organizational Structure 2012 
 Facilities Operations 2015 
 Special Education 2015 
 Human Resources 2016 
Atlanta   
 Facilities 2009 
 Transportation 2010 
Austin   
 Special Education 2010 
Baltimore   
 Information Technology 2011 
Birmingham   
 Organizational Structure 2007 
 Operations 2008 
 Facilities 2010 
 Human Resources 2014 
 Financial Operations 2015 
Boston   
 Special Education 2009 
 Curriculum & Instruction 2014 
 Food Service 2014 
 Facilities 2016 
Bridgeport   
 Transportation 2012 
Broward County  (FL)   
 Information Technology 2000 
 Food Services 2009 
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 Transportation 2009 
 Information Technology 2012 
Buffalo   
 Superintendent Support 2000 
 Organizational Structure 2000 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2000 
 Personnel 2000 
 Facilities and Operations 2000 
 Communications 2000 
 Finance 2000 
 Finance II 2003 
 Bilingual Education 2009 
 Special Education 2014 
Caddo Parish (LA)   
 Facilities 2004 
Charleston   
 Special Education 2005 
 Transportation 2014 
Charlotte- Mecklenburg   
 Human Resources 2007 
 Organizational Structure 2012 
 Transportation 2013 
Cincinnati   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2004 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2009 
 Special Education 2013 
Chicago   
 Warehouse Operations 2010 
 Special Education I 2011 
 Special Education II 2012 
 Bilingual Education 2014 
Christina (DE)   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2007 
Cleveland   
 Student Assignments 1999, 2000 
 Transportation 2000 
 Safety and Security 2000 
 Facilities Financing 2000 
 Facilities Operations 2000 
 Transportation 2004 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2005 
 Safety and Security 2007 
 Safety and Security 2008 
 Theme Schools 2009 
Columbus   
 Superintendent Support 2001 
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 Human Resources 2001 
 Facilities Financing 2002 
 Finance and Treasury 2003 
 Budget 2003 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2005 
 Information Technology 2007 
 Food Services 2007 
 Transportation 2009 
Dallas   
 Procurement 2007 
 Staffing Levels 2009 
Dayton   
 Superintendent Support 2001 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2001 
 Finance 2001 
 Communications 2002 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2005 
 Budget 2005 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2008 
Denver   
 Superintendent Support 2001 
 Personnel 2001 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2005 
 Bilingual Education 2006 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2008 
 Common Core Implementation 2014 
Des Moines   
 Budget and Finance 2003 
 Staffing Levels 2012 
 Human Resources 2012 
 Special Education 2015 
 Bilingual Education 2015 
Detroit   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2002 
 Assessment 2002 
 Communications 2002 
 Curriculum and Assessment 2003 
 Communications 2003 
 Textbook Procurement 2004 
 Food Services 2007 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2008 
 Facilities 2008 
 Finance and Budget 2008 
 Information Technology 2008 
 Stimulus planning 2009 
 Human Resources 2009 
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Fresno   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2012 
Guilford County   
 Bilingual Education 2002 
 Information Technology 2003 
 Special Education 2003 
 Facilities 2004 
 Human Resources 2007 

Hillsborough County    
 Transportation 2005 
 Procurement 2005 
 Special Education 2012 
 Transportation 2015 
Houston   
 Facilities Operations 2010 
 Capitol Program 2010 
 Information Technology 2011 
 Procurement 2011 
Indianapolis   
 Transportation 2007 
 Information Technology 2010 
 Finance and Budget 2013 
Jackson (MS)   
 Bond Referendum 2006 
 Communications 2009 
Jacksonville   
 Organization and Management 2002 
 Operations 2002 
 Human Resources 2002 
 Finance 2002 
 Information Technology 2002 
 Finance 2006 
 Facilities operations 2015 
 Budget and finance 2015 
Kansas City   
 Human Resources 2005 
 Information Technology 2005 
 Finance 2005 
 Operations 2005 
 Purchasing 2006 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2006 
 Program Implementation 2007 
 Stimulus Planning 2009 
Little Rock   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2010 
Los Angeles   
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 Budget and Finance 2002 
 Organizational Structure 2005 
 Finance 2005 
 Information Technology 2005 
 Human Resources 2005 
 Business Services 2005 
Louisville   
 Management Information 2005 
 Staffing study 2009 
Memphis   
 Information Technology 2007 
 Special Education 2015 
Miami-Dade County   
 Construction Management 2003 
 Food Services 2009 
 Transportation 2009 
 Maintenance & Operations 2009 
 Capital Projects 2009 
 Information Technology 2013 
Milwaukee   
 Research and Testing 1999 
 Safety and Security 2000 
 School Board Support 1999 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2006 
 Alternative Education 2007 
 Human Resources 2009 
 Human Resources 2013 
 Information Technology 2013 
Minneapolis   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2004 
 Finance 2004 
 Federal Programs 2004 
Nashville   
 Food Service 2010 
 Bilingual Education 2014 
Newark   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2007 
 Food Service 2008 
New Orleans   
 Personnel 2001 
 Transportation 2002 
 Information Technology 2003 
 Hurricane Damage Assessment 2005 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2006 
New York City   
 Special Education 2008 
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Norfolk   
 Testing and Assessment 2003 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2012 
Orange County   
 Information Technology 2010 
Palm Beach County   
 Transportation 2015 
Philadelphia   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2003 
 Federal Programs 2003 
 Food Service 2003 
 Facilities 2003 
 Transportation 2003 
 Human Resources 2004 
 Budget 2008 
 Human Resource 2009 
 Special Education 2009 
 Transportation 2014 
Pittsburgh   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2005 
 Technology 2006 
 Finance 2006 
 Special Education 2009 
Portland   
 Finance and Budget 2010 
 Procurement 2010 
 Operations 2010 
Prince George’s County   
 Transportation 2012 
Providence   
 Business Operations 2001 
 MIS and Technology 2001 
 Personnel 2001 
 Human Resources 2007 
 Special Education 2011 
 Bilingual Education 2011 
Reno   
 Facilities Management 2013 
 Food Services 2013 
 Purchasing 2013 
 School Police 2013 
 Transportation 2013 
 Information Technology 2013 
Richmond   
 Transportation 2003 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2003 
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 Federal Programs 2003 
 Special Education 2003 
 Human Resources 2014 
Rochester   
 Finance and Technology 2003 
 Transportation 2004 
 Food Services 2004 
 Special Education 2008 
San Diego   
 Finance 2006 
 Food Service 2006 
 Transportation 2007 
 Procurement 2007 
San Francisco   
 Technology 2001 
St. Louis   
 Special Education 2003 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2004 
 Federal Programs 2004 
 Textbook Procurement 2004 
 Human Resources 2005 
St. Paul   
 Special Education 2011 
 Transportation 2011 
Seattle   
 Human Resources 2008 
 Budget and Finance 2008 
 Information Technology 2008 
 Bilingual Education 2008 
 Transportation 2008 
 Capital Projects 2008 
 Maintenance and Operations 2008 
 Procurement 2008 
 Food Services 2008 
 Capital Projects 2013 
Toledo   
 Curriculum and Instruction 2005 
Washington, D.C.   
 Finance and Procurement 1998 
 Personnel 1998 
 Communications 1998 
 Transportation 1998 
 Facilities Management 1998 
 Special Education 1998 
 Legal and General Counsel 1998 
 MIS and Technology 1998 
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 Curriculum and Instruction 2003 
 Budget and Finance 2005 
 Transportation 2005 
 Curriculum and Instruction 2007 
 Common Core Implementation 2011 
Wichita   
 Transportation 2009 

 

 

 

 

 


