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Overview
Historically, the last Program Evaluation of Special Education services in the Duxbury Public
Schools was conducted approximately five years ago under the auspices of the previous
director to evaluate the efficacy of specially designed reading services being implemented
in the Duxbury Public Schools.

During the 2021-2022 school year the Duxbury Public School District was scheduled to
participate in the Tiered Focus Monitoring process that is conducted every three years by
the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.  As part of this
process, an evaluation of programs and services in the area of special education services is
advised.  In accordance with this recommendation, the Duxbury Public Schools had
requested that an evaluation of special education services be conducted prior to June 2022.
This summary report outlines the process of how this evaluation was conducted, the
timeline used for this evaluation, and how the results will be disseminated and utilized.

Goals
1. To evaluate special education services currently being implemented in the Duxbury

Public School District through the use of interviews, focus groups, and surveys of all
identified stakeholders.

2. To utilize the information gathered in this process to enhance the current service
delivery models and to foster communication throughout the District to improve
outcomes for all students.

Evaluation Process Specifications
The focus of this evaluation is to gather meaningful input from a variety of stakeholders to
inform adjustments that would enhance the current services being provided to special
education students in the Duxbury Public Schools.  Data was collected through the use of
interviews and surveys.  The data gathered was reviewed, analyzed, and this summary
report has been issued to the District at the conclusion of the process.

-Interviews

Interviews were conducted with the Superintendent, the Assistant Superintendent,
Administrator of Special Education, the Administrative Team Chairs, the Principals, a School
Committee Representative, and the Special Education Parent Advisory Council  (SEPAC)
Co-Chairperson in the District.
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These key stakeholders were interviewed to assist in the development of the
structured interview questions to be used within an electronic survey to be sent to all
parents of students who are currently receiving special education services in the District.
Areas that were discussed and data that was collected and analyzed included the following:

● an evaluation of how effectively key stakeholders assess communication in
terms of special education students, their parents, administrators, general
education and special education providers,

● a review of the Special Education Team Process,
● an assessment of the curriculum, instruction, and the delivery of services

being implemented to students with disabilities who require specially
designed instruction in order to access the general education curriculum,
and

● an overview of the status of professional development and training with
regard to special education.

-Surveys

Electronic surveys were developed, distributed, and the information from these
surveys was reviewed, evaluated, and summarized.  There were two surveys used to gather
data: the Special Education Parent Team Meeting Survey and the Special Education Survey.

One electronic survey, Special Education Parent Team Meeting Survey, was sent to
parents throughout the 2021-2022 school year to obtain feedback with regard to their
experiences at their child’s Individualized Education Plan (IEP) Team meeting. The other
electronic survey, the Special Education Survey, was sent in May 2022 to 735 email
addresses of 462 parents whose child(ren) are currently receiving special education
services in the District. If any parent was unable to access this electronic survey, then a
paper copy was sent to them with a self addressed envelope to return completed their
survey to me. Upon receipt their input was entered into the electronic survey to be
compiled with the other respondents. These surveys were anonymous to ensure
transparency as well as clarity of the data collected. The main areas surveyed were
communication; team processes; curriculum, instruction, and delivery of services; and
professional development and training.

-Timeline

The entire survey process was completed prior to the end of the 2021-2022 school
year.
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-Data Analysis and Final Reporting

The information gathered throughout this evaluation process is summarized into
this final report.  These findings will be reviewed by key stakeholders and will be used to
make adjustments to current service delivery models, to determine any areas for future
program evaluation, and to map out ways to increase meaningful communication amongst
all stakeholders in the District.

Summary of Findings
Special Education Parent Team Meeting Survey

By the close of the 2021-2022 school year 109 parents out of 462 families whose
child(ren) were receiving special education services in the District had completed an
electronic survey providing feedback around their experience at and participation in their
child(ren)’s IEP Team meeting. The rate of response was 23.6% with overall satisfaction
rates ranging from 95%-99%.

In all areas queried there was a high rate of satisfaction from parents commenting
on their experiences with the child(ren)’s IEP Team. Moreover, under the Additional
Comments section, the majority of parents expressed how pleased they were with the care
their child(ren) has received in the District.

Although the large majority of parental comments were very positive, some parents'
comments indicated a misunderstanding of what is required of the special education
department as outlined in the Department of Elementary and Secondary regulations as
well as state and federal statutes. One parent questioned the eligibility process when using
the Department of Elementary and Secondary mandatory eligibility flowchart to determine
eligibility for special education services, and another parent questioned the timeframe on
when assessment reports should be sent home prior to an IEP Team meeting. By
regulation the District is required to send these reports to parents two days prior to the
Team meeting. Another parent articulated that if they felt their child(ren) would benefit
from additional support then the student should qualify for an IEP and receive special
education services. Finally, one parent commented, “ that there is a benefit to parents
hiring an advocate and getting Independent Educational Evaluations as this points to the
systemic resource deficiency that special education is chronically operating under”, and
then stated that “the Public School System must advocate for all students”. It is important
to note that these comments were made by a small number of parents and are not
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representative of the majority of the parents who took the time to share their experiences
and complete the survey

Clearly, an overview of the regulatory and legal responsibilities required of public
school districts to parents would be helpful to address any questions as well as to clarify
parental expectations and outcomes. Moreover, continued exploration of ways to improve
communication with certain parental stakeholders could address some of these concerns.

The purpose of this Special Education Parent Team Meeting Survey was to provide
information around the following data points:

● the type of IEP Team meeting
○ Initial: 22%
○ Annual: 44%
○ 3 Year Re-Evaluation: 17%
○ Progress: 9%
○ Amendment: 4%
○ Other: 4%

● the school in which the meeting was held
○ Chandler: 22%
○ Alden: 34%
○ Middle School: 33%
○ High School: 8%
○ Out of District: 8%

● grade
○ Elementary: 57%
○ Middle School: 35%
○ High School: 8%

● Team meeting was completed in a timely manner
○ Agree: 96%
○ Disagree: 4%

● reports were presented in an understandable manner and in clearly
understood language

○ Agree: 98%
○ Disagree: 2%

● the Team was prepared
○ Agree: 96%
○ Disagree: 4%
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● I felt like an integral part of the Team in terms of discussing findings and
recommendations of the staff

○ Agree: 95%
○ Disagree: 5%

● Team members were sensitive to my concerns
○ Agree: 97%
○ Disagree: 3%

● the Team understood my child
○ Agree: 98%
○ Disagree: 2%

● I had the opportunity to ask questions
○ Agree: 99%
○ Disagree: 1%

● I felt comfortable expressing my opinions during the meeting
○ Agree: 98%
○ Disagree: 2%

● the Team meeting was well organized
○ Agree: 99%
○ Disagree: less than 1%

● there was sufficient amount of time allotted for the meeting and I did not feel
rushed

○ Agree: 96%
○ Disagree: 4%

● I left the meeting fully understanding what the outcomes was and what
would happen

○ Agree: 95%
○ Disagree: 5%

● the special education staff has positive expectations for my child.
○ Agree: 97%
○ Disagree: 3%

● I was an active participant and was able to voice my concerns and ask
questions in the meeting.

○ Agree: 98%
○ Disagree: 2%

● when I left the meeting, I understood what was being proposed to help my
child and was provided with a copy of the Team meeting summary.
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○ Agree: 95%
○ Disagree: 5%

Special Education Survey

An anonymous electronic survey was also sent to parents, general educators,
special educators, related service providers, instructional assistants, and administrators
across the District in May 2022  soliciting input to assist the District in its efforts to enhance
the support and services delivered to students with special needs in the Duxbury Public
Schools. Data was collected from questions focusing on communication; IEP Team
processes; curriculum, instruction, and delivery of services; and professional development
and training needs. It should be noted that the completion of this survey was at the close of
a school year in midst of challenging collective bargaining and following three years of a
pandemic.

The survey was sent to 462 families and 735 email addresses. 83% of the In District
parents surveyed indicated that they were satisfied that the Team considered their
child(ren)’s special needs when discussing and determining appropriate programming
components, In addition, the overall In District parental satisfaction rate with the special
education services being provided was 78%.

Data was collected in the following areas: Communication; IEP Team Processes;
Curriculum, Instruction, and Delivery of Services; and Professional Development and
Training.

➢ Participation data was as follows:
● Parental participation:

○ Total Parental Response Rate was 16%
■ In District parental response rate of 15%

● Chandler: 32%
● Alden: 38%
● Middle School: 20%
● High School: 10%

■ Out of District parental response rate of 38%
● Staff participation

○ General Education Teachers: 13%
● Chandler: 21%
● Alden: 11%
● Middle School: 19%

6



● High School: 9%
○ Special Education Teachers: 38%

● Chandler: 25%
● Alden: 23%
● Middle School: 25%
● High School: 28%

○ Related Service Providers: 100%
○ Instructional Assistants: 26%

● Chandler: 50%
● Alden: 8%
● Middle School: 42%
● High School: 0%

○ Building Based Administrators: 47%
● Chandler: 33%
● Alden: 11%
● Middle School: 44%
● High School: 44%

★ STRENGTHS:
➔ Communication: Areas of Strength

Communication amongst the various staff members (general education teachers, special
education teachers, related services providers, and instructional assistants) across the
District is an area of strength with rates of satisfaction ranging from 78%-92%. General
education teachers were highly satisfied with the communication they were receiving from
their special education colleagues. However, related services providers indicated that they
would like more effective communication from their general education counterparts.
Feedback from in-district parents indicated levels of satisfaction ranging from 76%-86%.

The data collected in the area of communication is described below:
Staff Feedback

General Education Teachers
● 92% satisfaction rate between general education teachers and special

education teachers
● 84% satisfaction rate between general education teachers and related

services providers
● 83% rate of satisfaction between general education teachers and

instructional assistants

7



Special Education Teachers
● 100% satisfaction rate between special education teachers and related

services providers
● 92% satisfaction rate between special education teachers and instructional

assistants
● 88% satisfaction rate between special education teachers and their general

education counterparts
Related Services Providers

● 100% satisfaction rate between related services providers and special
education teachers educators

● 98% satisfaction rate between related services providers and general
education teachers educators

● 92% satisfaction rate between related service providers and instructional
assistants

In-District Parental Feedback
● 86% of the parents were satisfied with the communication with the central

office administrative staff
● 84% of the parents were satisfied with the communication with the Special

Education Advisory Council (SEPAC)
● 81% of the parents were satisfied with the communication with special

education teachers
● 78% of the parents were satisfied with the communication with building

based administrators
● 76% of the parents were satisfied with the communication with general

education teachers
● 76% of the parents were satisfied with the communication with related

services providers

➔ Team Processes: Areas of Strength
In terms of looking at Team Processes the survey results generated positive

feedback in the following areas: Team members stating they felt that their voices were
heard and that they were an essential member of the IEP Team, the services being
provided are as discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team meeting, and some
stakeholders indicated they were in favor of continuing to use the Zoom platform for Team
meetings. The data collected in of Team Processes section of the survey is described below:
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Staff Feedback
● Zoom Platform

○ 100% of the administrators were satisfied with the continued use of
the Zoom platform for IEP Team meetings

○ 80% of the special education teachers were satisfied with the
continued use of the Zoom platform for IEP Team meetings

● Team Meeting Time Allotment
○ 100% of the administrators felt that the amount of time allotted for

IEP Team meetings was just right
● Voices Heard and Valued Team Member

○ 89% of the administrators felt that their general education teachers’
voices were considered and valued as an essential IEP Team member

○ 89% of the administrators felt that their special education teachers’
voices were considered and valued as an essential IEP Team member

○ 87% of the Special Education Teachers felt that their voices were
heard and that they were a valued IEP Team member

○ 76% of the general education education teachers felt that their voices
were heard and that they were a valued IEP Team member

● Services Being Provided as Discussed and Agreed Upon
○ 99% of administrators were satisfied that IEP services were being

provided as discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team meeting
○ 83% of the related services providers were satisfied that IEP services

were being provided as discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team
meeting

○ 83% of the instructional assistants were satisfied that IEP services
were being provided as discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team
meeting

○ 80% of the special education teachers were satisfied that IEP services
were being provided as discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team
meeting

○ 72% of the general education teachers were satisfied that IEP services
were being provided as discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team
meeting

In-District Parental Feedback
● 89% of the parents felt that their voices were heard and that they were a

valued IEP Team member
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● 84% of the parents were satisfied with the continued use of the Zoom
platform for IEP Team meetings

● 79% of the parents were satisfied that IEP services were being provided as
discussed and agreed upon at the IEP Team meeting

➔ Curriculum, Instruction, Delivery of Services: Areas of Strength
Data was collected on the following topics in this part of the survey: Student Support

Teams’ Effectiveness and Serving its Legal Purpose, Training Received  Regarding the
Obligation to Use the Student Support Team Process, the Ability to Use Best Practices to
Strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction, the Inclusion Model of Co-Teaching for All
Students, Understanding of the Roles and Responsibility for Co-Teaching, Universal Design,
the Legal Obligation to Provide Services in the Least Restrictive Environment, Knowledge
and Understanding of the District’s District Accommodation Plan (DCAP), the Ability to Use
Data Collection and Analysis When Evaluating Student Progress, and the Ability to Identify
Entry and Access points to the Curriculum.

The staff rated their knowledge of the District’s DCAP to be strong, but noted that
writing DCAPs for individual students’ instructional needs to be a challenge. Their
understanding of the role and responsibilities when implementing the Co-teaching model
was an area of strength as well as their understanding of their legal obligation to provide
services in the least restrictive environment. Special education staff endorsed their ability
to use data collection to inform instructional decision making and to report student
progress. Finally, the special education staff members endorsed confidence in their ability
to identify appropriate entry and access points to the curriculum when working with their
students.

The data collected in the area of Curriculum, Instruction, and the Delivery of
Services is described below:

Staff Feedback
● Training Received Regarding the Obligation to Use the Student Support Team

Process
○ 78% of the administrators were satisfied with the training they have received

regarding the legal obligation to use the Student Support Team process
○ 76% of the general education teachers were satisfied with the training they

have received regarding the legal obligation to use the Student Support Team
process

● Knowledge Understanding of the District’s Accommodation Plan (DCAP)
○ 89% of the administrators were satisfied with their staff’s understanding of

the District’s Accommodation Plan (DCAP)
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○ 88% of the general education teachers were satisfied with their
understanding of the District’s Accommodation Plan (DCAP)

● The Ability to Use Best Practices to Strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction
○ 84% of the general education teachers were satisfied with their ability to use

best practices to strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction
● The Ability to Write District Accommodation Plans (DCAPs) to Support Students’

Needs in Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction
○ 89% of the administrators were satisfied in their staff’s ability to write DCAPs

to support student needs based on Tier 1 and Tier 2 interventions
● Understanding of the Roles and Responsibility for Co-Teaching

○ 80% of the general education teachers were satisfied with their
understanding of the roles and responsibilities for co-teaching

○ 80% of the special education teachers were satisfied with their
understanding of the roles and responsibilities for co-teaching

○ 78% of the administrators were satisfied with their staff’s understanding  of
the roles and responsibilities when implementing the co-teaching model

○ 78% of related service providers were satisfied with their understanding of
the roles and responsibilities of the co-teaching model and can assist both
general and special education staff in the implementation of this model

● Knowledge and Ability to Use Universal Design
○ 94% of the related service providers were satisfied with their knowledge and

ability to use Universal Design
○ 93% of the special education teachers were satisfied with their knowledge

and ability to use Universal Design
○ 84% of the general education teachers were satisfied with their knowledge

and ability to use Universal Design
○ 78% of administrators were satisfied with their staff’s knowledge and ability

to use Universal Design
○ 75% of the instructional assistants were satisfied with their knowledge and

ability to use Universal Design
● The Legal Obligation to Provide Services in the Least Restrictive Environment

○ 100% of special education teachers were satisfied with their understanding
of the legal obligation to provide services in the least restrictive environment

○ 89% of administrators were satisfied with their staff’s understanding of the
legal obligation to provide services in the least restrictive environment

○ 89% of related services providers were satisfied with their understanding of
the legal obligation to provide services in the least restrictive environment
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○ 80% of general education were satisfied with their understanding of the legal
obligation to provide services in the least restrictive environment

● The Ability to Use Data Collection and Analysis When Evaluating Student Progress
○ 100% of the special education teachers were satisfied with their ability to use

data collection and analysis when evaluating student progress
○ 99% of administrators were satisfied with the special education teachers’

ability to use data to evaluate and discuss student progress
○ 98% of the general education teachers were satisfied with their ability to use

data collection and analysis when evaluating student progress
○ 92% of the instructional assistants were satisfied with their ability to use data

collection and analysis and report this information to special education
teachers

● The Ability to Identify Entry and Access Points to the Curriculum
○ 92% of the special education teachers were satisfied with their ability to

identify the entry and access points to the curriculum and design effective
instruction to meet these points

○ 83% of the related service providers were satisfied with their ability to
identify the entry and access points to the curriculum and design effective
instruction to meet these points

In-District Parental Feedback
The Inclusion Model of Co-Teaching for All Students

● 92% of the parents were satisfied with the inclusion model of co-teaching for all
students

The Legal Obligation to Provide Services in the Least Restrictive Environment
● 90% of the parents were satisfied that services were being provided in the least

restrictive environment as required by law
The Ability to Use Data Collection and Analysis When Evaluating Student Progress

● 83% of the parents were satisfied with the general education teachers’ ability to use
data to inform curriculum development

● 83% of the parents were satisfied with the special education teachers’ ability to use
data to inform curriculum development

Student Support Teams’ Effectiveness and Serving its Legal Purpose
● 79% of the parents were satisfied that the current Student Support Team Process

was effective and serves its legal purpose
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➔ Professional Development and Training: Areas of Strength
Survey questions in this section of the survey asked whether the staff feel

they have had the appropriate training, how effective is the process of transitioning
from school to the next, how effectively instructional assistants work with general
and special education teachers as well as related services providers, the level of
support and oversight provided to instructional assistants, special education
teachers’ level of understanding of specially designed instruction, and the ability of
special education teachers to write IEPs documenting the methodologies needed for
students to access the curriculum.

Instructional assistants felt that they had solid and mutually beneficial
working relationships with all sectors of the instructional staff. Moreover, special
educators endorsed their ability to write IEPs that document the necessary
methodologies for students to access the curriculum and make effective progress.
Likewise, parents reported that the Team considered their child(ren)' special needs
when determining appropriate programming components. They were pleased with
the training provided to the instructional staff, the ability of the instructional staff to
use a variety of assessments to monitor student progress, as well as the process of
transitioning students from one school to the next.
Staff Feedback

● Does the Staff Have the Appropriate Training to Provide Quality Instruction
○ 83% of the related service providers were satisfied that general and

special education teachers had received appropriate training and
skills to provide quality instruction to all students

○ 78% of administrators were satisfied that general and special
education teachers had received appropriate training and skills to
provide quality instruction to all students

● How Effective Is the Process of Transitioning from One School to the Next
○ 100% of administrators were satisfied with how transitions from one

school to the next are managed in the District
○ 83% of instructional assistants were satisfied with how transitions

from one school to the next are managed in the District
● How Effectively Are the Working Relationships between Instructional

Assistants, General Education Teachers, Special Education Teachers, and
Related Services Providers

○ 100% of the instructional assistants feel that they work well with the
general education teachers
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○ 100% of the instructional assistants feel that they work well with the
special education teachers

○ 92% of the instructional assistants feel that they work well with the
related service providers

● The Level of Support and Oversight Is Being Provided to Instructional
Assistants

○ 77% of the instructional assistants are satisfied with the level of
support and oversight being given to them by the special education
staff

● Special Education Teachers’ Level of Understanding of Specially Designed
Instruction

○ 100% of the special education teachers stated that they were satisfied
with their understanding of specially designed instruction

● The Ability of Special Education Teachers to Write IEPs Documenting the
Methodologies Needed for Students to Access the Curriculum

○ 93% of the special education teachers are satisfied with their ability to
write IEPs that document methodologies a student requires to access
the curriculum

In-District Parental Feedback
● Team Considers the Student’s Special Needs When Discussing and

Determining Appropriate Programming Components
○ 83% of the parents were satisfied that the Team considered their

child(ren)’s special needs when discussing and determining
appropriate programming components

● Does the Staff Have the Appropriate Training to Provide Quality Instruction
○ 81% of the parents were satisfied that general and special education

teachers had received appropriate training and skills to provide
quality instruction to all students

● How Effective Is the Process of Transitioning from One School to the Next
○ 79% of the parents were satisfied with how transitions from one

school to the next were managed in the District
● General Education Teachers Uses a Variety of Assessments

○ 79% of the parents were satisfied that the general education staff
uses an assortment of standardized and informal progress monitoring
assessments when discussing their child(ren)’s eligibility for special
education services

14



WEAKNESSES
➔ Communication: Areas in Need of Growth

● 50% of the related services providers were dissatisfied with communication from
special education administrators

● 48% of the general education staff expressed dissatisfaction in communication with
in-district parents and building administrators

● 40% of the special educators were not satisfied with the communication from
building based and special education administrators

● 33% of the related services providers were dissatisfied with communication from
building based administrators

➔ Team Processes: Areas in Need of Growth
● Using Zoom Platform for IEP Team meetings

○ 52% of the general education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with the
continued use of the Zoom platform for IEP Team meetings

○ 44% of the related service providers expressed dissatisfaction with the
continued use of the Zoom platform for IEP Team meetings

● Team Meeting Time Allotment
○ 33% of the parents felt that the amount of time allotted for IEP Team

meetings was too little; while 67% of the parents felt the amount of time was
just right

○ 36% of the general education teachers felt that the amount of time allotted
for IEP Team meetings was too little; while 64% of the general education
teachers felt that the amount of time allotted for IEP Team meetings was just
right

○ 61% of the related service providers felt that the amount of time allotted for
IEP Team meetings was too little; while 39% of the related service providers
felt that the amount of time allotted for IEP Team meetings was just right

○ 66% of the special education teachers felt that the amount of time allotted
for IEP Team meetings was too little; while 34% of the special education
teachers felt that the amount of time allotted for IEP Team meetings was just
right

● Voices Heard and Valued Team Member
○ 33% of the related service providers felt that their voices were not heard and

that they were not a valued IEP Team member
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➔ Curriculum, Instruction, Delivery of Services: Areas in Need of Growth
● Student Support Teams:

➢ Staff Receiving Training Regarding the Legal Obligation to utilize the Student
Support Team Process:

○ 44% of the administrators expressed dissatisfaction with the training
their staff has received

○ 44% of the administrators expressed dissatisfaction with their staff’s
participation in the Student Support Process

○ 33% of the related services providers expressed dissatisfaction with
the training they have received

○ 33% of the special education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with
the training they have received

➢ Effectiveness and Serves Its Purpose to Rule Out Overidentification of
Students with Disabilities:

○ 56% of the related service providers expressed dissatisfaction with
Student Support Teams’ Effectiveness and Serving its Purpose to rule
out overidentification of students with disabilities

○ 53% of the special education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with
Student Support Teams’ Effectiveness and Serving its Purpose to rule
out overidentification of students with disabilities

○ 40% of the general education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with
Student Support Teams’ Effectiveness and Serving its Purpose to rule
out overidentification of students with disabilities

○ 33% of administrators expressed dissatisfaction and a lack of
endorsement that the Student Support Team Process is effective and
serves its purpose to rule out overidentification of students with
disabilities

● The Ability to Use Best Practices to Strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction
○ 33% of the administrators expressed dissatisfaction with their staff’s

knowledge  to use best practices to strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction
○ 33% of the instructional assistants expressed dissatisfaction with their ability

to use best practices to strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction
● The Ability to Write District Accommodation Plans (DCAPs) to Support Students’

Needs in Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction
○ 36% of the general education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with their

ability to write DCAPs to support student needs in Tier 1 and Tier 2
instruction
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● The Ability to Use Data Collection and Analysis When Evaluating Student Progress
○ 33% of administrators expressed dissatisfaction with the general education

teachers’ ability to use data to evaluate and discuss student progress
● The Ability to Identify Entry and Access points to the Curriculum

○ 33% of administrators expressed dissatisfaction with their staff’s ability to
identify entry and access points to the curriculum

➔ Professional Development and Training: Areas in Need of Growth
● Does the Staff Have the Appropriate Training

○ 36% of the general education teachers did not endorse that all general
education and special education teachers have the appropriate training and
skills to provide quality instruction to all students

○ 33% of the special education teachers did not endorse that all general
education and special education teachers have the appropriate training and
skills to provide quality instruction to all students

● How Effective Is the Process of Transitioning from One School to the Next
○ 58% of the related service providers expressed dissatisfaction with how

transitions from one school to the next are managed in the District
○ 48% of the general education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with how

transitions from one school to the next are managed in the District
○ 34% of the special education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with how

transitions from one school to the next are managed in the District
● Do Instructional Assistants Feel They Have the Appropriate Training

○ 42% of the instructional assistants are dissatisfied with the level of training
that have received

● Training Times for Instructional Assistants
○ 48% of the instructional assistants preferred training to be held on half days
○ 42% of the instructional assistants preferred training to be held before

school
○ 29% of the instructional assistants preferred training to be held after school

Action Plan
A plan to address some of the above outlined areas of weakness along with a

timeline to remedy concerns would be the next step in this process. Again, strategies will
be suggested to create improvement in the areas of communication; team processes;
curriculum, instruction and delivery of services; and professional development and training
needs.
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● Communication:
○ Communication to and from parents
○ Communication to and from staff to administrators

Communication amongst the various stakeholders in the District is an area of
strength. However, communication between administrators and the instructional staff
(general education teachers, special education teachers, and related service providers)
would benefit from ongoing meaningful collegial conversations with the focus on what the
child(ren) need to continue to make effective progress. To further enhance the solid
foundation amongst staff that is already in place, a schedule of office hours in each school
every month could be created by the Special Education Administrators (the Director of
Special Education and the Building Based Team Chairpersons). This would increase the
staff’s (related service providers, general education teachers, special education teachers,
Instructional assistants) access to the special education administration to address any
questions or concerns that might have, to provide a forum for reciprocal collaboration, and
to create new avenues of communication in the District.
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When reviewing some of the comments in the Special Education Team Meeting
Survey some parents appear to not fully understand the entirety of the special education
process and the mandates placed upon the District by state and federal regulations and
statutes. These stakeholders would benefit from various ways that clarify the regulatory
and legal requirements placed upon the Duxbury Public Schools in the area of special
education. There is a subset of the parental stakeholders who feel that if they request
services then these services should be provided  as soon as possible. However, state and
federal regulations and laws clearly support a student’s right to a free and appropriate
public education. Public school districts are required to provide interventions and
accommodations in both Tier 1 and Tier 2 instructional settings prior to moving into the
special education evaluation process.  If the interventions and accommodations put in
place in the general education setting are not provided then the District is out of
compliance, and therefore, could be scrutinized by the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education.

However, if interventions and accommodations are put into place in Tier 1 and Tier
2 and the student continues to struggle, then moving forward with the evaluation process
is warranted and endorsed by statute and regulation. The purpose of this special education
evaluation process is to determine if the student has a disability, and therefore, will require
specially designed instruction in order to access the general education curriculum. To
accomplish this task the first step for the Team is to identify the suspected area(s) of
disability, and then to use this information to evaluate the student using a
multi-disciplinary team approach to see if the student does have a disability. If a disability is
found then the Team determines exactly what the disability is, and specifically what is the
specially designed instruction this qualifying student requires in order to access the general
education curriculum. Not following this process places the District out of compliance
which could have negative fiscal ramifications in terms of freezing grant funds and/or
denial of proposed initiatives by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.

Varied presentations to parents in terms of what is required of public schools prior
to a special education evaluation for a child would be mutually beneficial as it would clarify
roles, responsibilities, process, and timelines . An overview of the legal requirements
placed on the District would be beneficial for all the stakeholders involved. In addition, the
creation of a summary sheet outlining State and Federal regulations as well as the legal
responsibilities required of public school districts that is readily available to parents and
posted on the District website could be another tool to assist all stakeholders in their
understanding of the complexities inherent in the special education process. Finally,
seeking out parent volunteers from each school as well as SEPAC members to represent
parental questions and concerns as well as to clarify processes would enhance
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communication with parents. Monthly meetings could be held with the Special Education
Administrators (the Director of Special Education and the Building Based Team
Chairpersons) to keep a pulse on any concerns or queries that arise allowing them to be
addressed in a timely and proactive manner.

● Team Processes:
○ Essential Member of the Team
○ Continued Use of Zoom
○ Team Meeting Allotment of Time

The majority of the stakeholders stated that their voices were heard at the Team meetings
and felt like they were valued members of the Team. However, 33% of the related service providers
felt that their voices were not heard and therefore, they were not a valued member of the Team.
Meetings among the related service providers and the special education administrators should take
place in the beginning of the 2022-2023 school year to partner together to determine meaningful
ways to improve this perception.
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The majority of those surveyed indicated that having the option of using the Zoom platform
for IEP Team meetings would be a positive addition to the way business is conducted in the District.
While most stakeholders were in favor of the continued use of the Zoom platform, general
education teachers and related service providers were more in favor of in person meetings.
Conversations amongst staff members and administration in each school around ways to make this
a more viable and productive option for all stakeholders would go a long way in having all sectors of
the staff feel heard and included.
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The majority of the stakeholders indicated that the time allotted for Team meetings is
sufficient. If the Team feels that the amount of information that needs to be covered will require a
longer amount of time then the meeting schedule can be altered to facilitate this to ensure a
productive participation with meaningful decisions made on the student’s behalf by all Team
members. In addition, a Team meeting time study could be conducted throughout the 2022-2023
school year to determine exactly how much time is necessary to complete the Team meeting
process.
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● Curriculum, Instruction and Delivery of Services:
○ Student Support Teams
○ Best practices to Strengthen Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction
○ Writing DCAPs to Support Students in Tier 1 and Tier 2 Instruction
○ Data Collection and Evaluating Student Progress
○ Identifying Entry and Access Points to the Curriculum

Stakeholders identified Student Support Teams to be an area that will require some
attention as many staff members identified this as an area that would benefit from training and give
and take conversations. Multiple groups of stakeholders do not see these Teams as effective nor do
they think that these Teams serve its mandated purpose to rule out the overidentification of
students with disabilities.  Many staff were clearly dissatisfied with the training they have received
around the need for, the purpose of, and the structure of Student Support Teams. Dissatisfaction
rates regarding staff feeling like they have received appropriate training around the legal obligation
to utilize the Student Support Team Process ranged from 22%-44%. Moreover, the dissatisfaction
percentages were 33%-56% in terms of rating Student Support Teams’ effectiveness and its ability to
serve its purpose to rule out the overidentification of students with disabilities.
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Both administrators and instructional assistants highlighted the need for an
increased knowledge base on how to use best practices to strengthen Tier 1 and
Tier 2 instruction. Moreover, 36% of the general education teachers expressed
dissatisfaction with their ability to write DCAPs to support student needs in both Tier
1 and Tier 2 instruction.

As Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction comes under the purview of the Office of
Curriculum and Instruction, the Special Education Director and the Assistant
Superintendent in conjunction with the building based administrators should join
forces to create a plan, including measurable goals and a timeline to address these
curricular areas of need.
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In addition to training in best ways to execute and support student needs in Tier 1 and Tier 2
instruction, administrators also articulated their concerns around the general education staff’s
ability to use data collection when evaluating student progress and their ability to identify entry and
access points to the curriculum for their students. As this concern falls within the general education
sector of the District, administrators will need to work closely with the Assistant Superintendent for
the Office of Teaching and Learning to develop professional development activities to bolster the
general education staff’s skills and competencies in these domains.
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● Professional Development and Training:
○ Has the Staff Been Provided with Appropriate Trainings
○ Instructional Assistants’ Training Needs
○ Training Time for Instructional Assistants
○ How Effective is the Process of Transitioning from One School to the Next

General education teachers, special education teachers, and instructional assistants all
indicated a level of dissatisfaction with the training they have received. 42% of the instructional
assistants, 36% of the general education teachers, and 33 % of the special education teachers all
endorsed that they have not received appropriate training. In light of these survey results, a future
survey of the various staff members to identify the areas of professional development they would
like to see seems warranted. The Administrative Team will need to join together to develop a plan to
address this identified area of need.

Moreover, when surveying the Instructional Assistants regarding their preferred training
times 48% preferred training on the half days, 29% preferred training to be held after school, and
24% preferred training to be held before school.
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Finally, certain sectors of the staff were less than satisfied with the effectiveness of the

process being used when transitioning students from one school to the next. 58% of the
related services providers, 48% of the general education teachers, and 34% of the special
education teachers expressed dissatisfaction with how transitions from one school to the
next are managed in the District. However, Parents, administrators, and instructional
assistants indicated satisfaction with the current process of transitioning students. The
Administrative Team should work together to determine the concerns this sector of the
staff has, if these concerns have merit, and if any of these identified concerns warrant
changes in the process and procedures currently in use in the District.

Recommendations
● Create a schedule of office hours in each school building for both staff and parents

○ To further enhance the solid foundation of communication amongst staff
members that is already in place, a schedule of office hours in each school
every month could be created by the Special Education Administrators (the
Director of Special Education and the Building Based Team Chairpersons).
This would increase the staff’s (related service providers, general education
teachers, special education teachers, Instructional assistants) access to the
special education administration to address any questions or concerns that
might have, to provide a forum for reciprocal collaboration, and to create
new avenues of communication in the District.

○ To further develop meaningful relationships with parents and the newly
elected SEPAC Board, a schedule of monthly office hours will be created in
each school for parents to bring their questions and concerns to the Special
Education Administrators (the Director of Special Education and the Building
Based Team Chairpersons). This will provide regularly scheduled forums for
parents to provide their input to increase understanding of process,
procedures, as well as an opportunity for reciprocal partnerships.

● Presentations to Parents
○ The Special Education Director will work with the SEPAC Board of Directors to

develop strategies to increase parental participation in the annual SEPAC
presentation of Parents’ Basic Rights.

○ The Director of Special Education working in conjunction with the SEPAC
Board will develop a variety of informational forums to assist parents to
better understand the special education processes. This could include a
series of varied presentations to parents or adding information to the
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website that would be helpful to answer any questions they might have as
well as to clarify parental expectations and outcomes.

● Provide Professional Development to General Education staff on the Student
Support Team Process

○ Schedule professional development activities for the general education staff
around the legal obligations to participate in the Student Support Process.
This would begin to remedy the current challenges identified with the
Student Support Process which places an undue burden on the special
education department.

○ At the beginning of each school year the school based administrator will
review the revised District DCAP Student Support Team Handbook with their
staff to ensure understanding of the process and procedures used in this
mandated referral process.

○ Using the revised District DCAP Student Support Team Handbook the
building based administrator will review the steps in this referral process for
the Student Support Team members to ensure understanding and uniformity
of process across the District

● Create  a Continuity of Process and Practice for Student Support Teams across all of
the school buildings

○ The Director of Special Education will work with the principals in each school
to establish a continuity of process and practice for their Student Support
Teams

● Develop a Special Education Strategic Planning Focus Group
○ The Director of Special Education will create a focus group made up of

stakeholders from multiple sectors of the District to develop a plan that
compliments the District's newly revised Strategic Plan. This plan would be a
multi-year plan with achievable goals and action steps to assist the Special
Education Department in its efforts

In summary, there are many areas of strength in the District to be sure. The lines of
communication amongst staff members are strong and dynamic. The professional staff
value their colleagues and have formed good working relationships which is beneficial for
all students and their families. Moreover, the majority of parents state that they are
pleased with the special education services being provided to their child(ren). Within the
Special Education Team process all participants surveyed indicated that they felt valued
and that their voices were heard at the table. Parents were comfortable asking questions
and the information brought to the Team was presented in a clear and understandable
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way. Co-teaching for inclusion as an instructional model is well understood across the
District with both staff and parents endorsing this model and its implementation. Staff
expressed a strong knowledge base and ability to use universal design to make instruction
approachable for all students and data collection to inform instructional decision making.
They were also clear that they would like some additional professional development and
training to increase their skills when providing meaningful interventions in Tier 1 and Tier 2
settings. The data collected and summarized in this program evaluation offers multiple
opportunities for all stakeholders to work together to further improve the services
provided within the Duxbury Public Schools. In my interactions with various stakeholders
across the District I found a consensus for continued improvement in order to provide the
best educational services to all children.
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