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Executive Summary

Academic Discoveries, LLC was contracted to review the Duxbury Public Schools’
language-based program offerings.  The community of Duxbury supports its local school system,
which is a member of the Pilgrim Area Collaborative.  According to the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) website, Duxbury Public Schools is a Title 1
District, does not provide inter-district school choice, and does not accept METCO students. The
school system serves students from preschool to age 22 and has 2,811 students enrolled, 12.9%
(approximately 362 students) receiving special education services, comparable to Massachusetts'
population of 18.7%.

The program review focused on language-based programming and educational pedagogical
practices.  The program review was multidimensional, emphasized the participation of multiple
stakeholders, and included data collection.

Components of the analysis included:
● A review of district documents relating to the focus of the review
● A review of statewide reporting
● Classroom observations
● Interviews from a sample of educators, administrators, and parents.
● Literature that supports the focus of the review

This review was undertaken at the request of Heather Tucker, Director of Special Education, to
provide the district with an unbiased perspective regarding the district's efforts to provide a Free
and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) to students requiring specific language-based
instructional practices.

A critical element of this review was to determine how Duxbury Public Schools provides an
educational learning environment conducive to students' learning abilities who require
language-based instruction.  Given that Duxbury is concerned about the increasing requests for
out-of-district placements for students identified as having a language-based disability, Ms.
Tucker asked for an objective party to review the current elements of the district’s programming
with the hope that minimal revisions would be necessary.

Ms. Tucker provided Academic Discoveries with a rationale for this inquiry, referencing that the
goal of Duxbury Public Schools was to provide students with appropriate support to access the
curriculum while ensuring a least restrictive environment.  Furthermore, she expressed an
interest in how Duxbury's current pedagogical practices support the needs of students who
struggle with language-based abilities.  Ms. Tucker hoped the program review would outline
potential gaps and district strengths per DESE's expectations.  Her goal was to ensure Duxbury
Public Schools met their students’ needs.

Highlighted Review Findings
According to the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s 2019-2020 reporting,
DPS has a higher percentage of students who attend full inclusion than the state's average rate.
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Duxbury’s students on an IEP have a lower rate of attending partial inclusion, substantially
separate, and separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital settings than the state
average.
Additionally, DPS has historically invested in language-based programming to support all
students in a partially-inclusive setting.  According to those interviewed, DPS is dedicated to
ensuring that students with language-based disabilities receive direct and explicit literacy
instruction.  The staff has asked the district to focus on providing extensive language-based
professional development that provides a deeper understanding of pedagogical practices to
support children with language-based disabilities.  Furthermore, staff has identified concerns
around the lack of a cohesive curriculum to support language-based instruction.

Conclusions and Recommendations
DPS has recently invested in hiring an additional language-based teacher to support grades 9-12.
The participants expressed their appreciation for the past efforts provided by DPS in creating
language-based programming.  The overarching strength identified by the evaluators is the
district's dedication to hiring highly-qualified staff.  However, the overriding weakness is the
lack of consistent pedagogical practices, common language, and curriculum to support
language-based programming.

The district is encouraged to identify its personnel areas of expertise who can consistently create
in-house professional development.  The district is strongly encouraged to identify specific
methodologies within their classrooms and include general education teachers to implement such
strategies across all content areas, potentially through focused professional development, peer
walk-throughs, and common planning time for professional learning community sessions.

Further findings, conclusions, and recommendations are provided at the end of this report.  It is
encouraged to consider reviewing all sections of the report before reading the submissions to
understand the rationale of such suggestions better.  It is important to remember that these results
are based solely on the information provided to the evaluators during the program review.
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Duxbury Public Schools Language-Based Programming at the
Middle School:

Final Review Report

Under the leadership of Nadine G. Ekstrom, Ph.D., Academic Discoveries, LLC reviewed the

Duxbury Public Schools (DPS) special education programming related to serving students with

language-based disabilities.   According to Heather Tucker, Duxbury Director of Special

Education, DPS is interested in exploring the strengths and weaknesses of the district’s

language-based programming and how the district may enrich the curriculum and pedagogical

instruction for their students.  In addition, the district hopes to receive an objective exploration

that includes a review of current best practices and, based on research, potential

recommendations for additional best practices.  In addition, the district's special education

administration outlined the supports placed in the schools as they relate to reading instruction

and staffing qualifications.  The administration inquired about the efficiency and effectiveness of

their pedagogical practices to align with students with language-based disabilities.

Academic Discoveries was given a rationale for this inquiry, referencing that the goal of

Duxbury Public Schools is to provide students with appropriate support to access the curriculum.

Furthermore, their interest is in determining the potential strengths and weaknesses of the

programming within DPS to ensure tiered levels of support are implemented throughout

classroom practices with rich language-based programming.  They were concerned that some

out-of-district placements might not be necessary, specifically those removed from Duxbury due

to language-based disabilities.  Their goal is to provide the least restrictive environment for
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students. Through a comprehensive review, they would like to be reassured that DPS provides

appropriate interventions and modifications to support students in their home school.

The framework of Program Review

The program review followed an improvement-based review model in which the primary goal

was for the reviewers to assist DPS in outlining best practices and potential improvement in

identifying answers to the following questions:

1. What are the strengths of the current programming?

2. What are the needs of the current program?

3. What enhancements can be made to develop the program framework further?

4. What enhancements can be made to expand the program further academically?

5. What are the recommendations, potential scope, and sequence of steps to further develop

the program?

Meetings and Interviews

Dr. Ekstrom met with DPS special education administration on various occasions, beginning in

the Winter of 2022, to discuss the program review expectations, questions, next steps, and

completed process.  In addition, Dr. Ekstrom and Ms. Jean conducted interviews with the DPS

administration, staff, and parents.  The interviews and meetings took place in March, April, and

June of 2022, before the end of the FY2022 school year.

Observations

As part of the program review, two observers completed observations on three separate days.

The observations were held on January 21, February 16, and June 8, 2022.  The evaluators
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examined language-based classrooms and general education classrooms that supported students

identified as having a language-based disability.

Records Review

Duxbury Public Schools provided the evaluator with documentation, such as but not limited to; a

list of the number of students who are in out-of-district placements specifically for

language-based instruction, grades at which students were recommended for out-of-district

placements, a specific list of staff certifications who teach the language-based classrooms, and

percentage of students who are diagnosed with language-based disabilities.  Additionally,

Academic Discoveries reviewed the Duxbury Public School profile on the DESE website, online

Massachusetts census information, the Pupil Personnel Services homepage on the DPS website,

notes from interview sessions, and peer-reviewed literature articles related to educating students

with language-based disabilities in the least restrictive setting.

Process

Data were analyzed to identify the strengths within the DPS special education department

related to the focus of the program review.  Data validated effective approaches within the

current special education department that best serve students, specifically those with

language-based disabilities.   In addition, the data were used to determine areas for potential

improvement within this domain.  To provide recommendations, it was essential to understand

the perspective of the administration, staff, and parents who are educationally involved with
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language-based programming.   Thus, this report first provides an overview of DPS, focusing on

the special education population.  Next, we deliver qualitative data collected from interviews and

document reviews.  In addition, the report provides a literature review that supports the topics of

this report. The document concludes with an assessment of the language-based programming for

students with disabilities provided by DPS based on all data outlined, followed by

recommendations for potential improvements in DPS language-based specialized programming.

Overview of Duxbury Public Schools

Duxbury Public School District is in Plymouth County and is considered a suburb on the South

Shore of Massachusetts.  Duxbury’s neighboring towns consist of Marshfield, Pembroke,

Kingston, and Hanover.  According to July 31, 2021, United States Census Bureau, Duxbury

consists of 16,116 people with an average median value of owner-occupied housing of $657,400.

Approximately 24.7% of the population includes people under 18 years of age.  In addition,

95.7% of the community’s population is white, with about 1.2% associated with having two or

more races.  English is the most common first language in the home; however, about 3.7% of

individuals aged five and above consider another language as their primary form of

communication.  Of residents aged 25 years and older, 95.3% have graduated from high school,

and 68.8% have graduated with a bachelor’s degree or higher.

The school district consists of four schools, with an enrollment of 2,811.  The four schools

include Chandler Elementary (620 students), grade pre-kindergarten to grade two; Alden School

(593 students), grade three to grade five; Duxbury Middle (650 students), grade six to grade

eight; and Duxbury High School (948 students), grades nine through twelve.
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According to the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) website, 91.7% of

the students are white. In comparison, 2.8% are Hispanic, 1.1% Asian, 3.7% Multi-Race,

Non-Hispanic, 0.6% African American, 0.1% Native-American, and 0% Native Hawaiian,

Pacific Islander.  In addition, 95.8% of students with IEPs met the graduation target rate

compared to the State’s rate of 74.7%.  According to the 2019-2020 reporting, DPS had 389

students on IEPs from 6-21.  According to Table 1, Duxbury’s programs have a higher

percentage of students on IEPs attending full inclusion than the state's average rate. Duxbury’s

students on an IEP have a lower rate of attending partial inclusion, substantially separate, and

separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital settings than the state average.

Table 1:  Ages 6 – 21 Students on IEPs
Enrollment District Rate State Rate

Full Inclusion (Inside the general education
classroom 80% or more of the day)

323 83.0% 66.2%

Partial Inclusion (inside the general education
classroom 40%-79% of the day)

36 9.3% 13.9%

Substantially Separate (inside the general
education classroom less than 40% of the day)

10 2.6% 13.4%

Separate Schools, Residential Facilities, or
Homebound/Hospital placements (does not
include parentally-placed private school students
with disabilities)

20 5.1% 6.5%

In addition, according to the FY2021 to FY2022 report on DESE’s website, Duxbury is below

the State’s average in the high needs and low-income selected population categories, listed in

Table 2. However, according to Table 2, Duxbury represents higher percentiles than the state

average in the first language, not English, English language learner, and students with disabilities

selected population categories
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Table 2:  Selected Populations FY2021 – 2022

Overview of Students with Language-Based Disabilities

According to the DPS administration, the district currently serves approximately 16% (about 443

students) of its student population with disabilities. About 20% (about 80 students) have a

language-based learning disability.  Currently, Duxbury Public Schools has two students with a

language-based learning disability attending an out-of-district day school.  Both students were

placed in out-of-district placements before the development of the language-based program.  It is

important to note that although There are currently five (5) students in the elementary

language-based program, fifteen (15) students in the middle school language-based program, and

eight (8) students attending the high school language-based program.

Overview of Interviewees

Academic Discoveries, LLC interviewed administrators, educators, and parents throughout the

program review.  All individuals interviewed were respectful and thoughtful when responding to

the questions asked.  The interviews took place in the Spring and Summer of 2022.  However, as

classroom observations occurred, continuous informal discussions were part of this process.
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According to the evaluators, everyone provided appropriate responses that supported the

questions asked in the spirit of supporting the needs of students in the district.

Results Supporting Program Review Questions

DPS was interested in learning answers to five questions as they referenced the programming for

students who require language-based instruction within the school system.  In addition to these

questions, the program review explored systemic approaches that could potentially enhance the

special education services provided to students attending DPS. The purpose of this review was to

determine the district’s strengths and weaknesses within its language-based programming to

ensure the district is offering a rigorous and rich learning environment for its student population.

This report section includes responses to five questions researched in this program review due to

data collection, interviews, and classroom observations.  Before reviewing the specifics of these

questions, it is essential to note that many of the strengths identified within DPS are related to

their language-based programming.

For those interviewed, we asked about the benefits of the district’s language-based program.

Below is a list of the responses:

● The program offers an opportunity for students to feel comfortable and supported as this

program becomes their home base.

● They are given a learning center time, which provides additional support in targeting

skills needed for post-secondary pathways.

● The staff is trained in either Wilson or Orton-Gillingham and understands students’

strengths and needs.
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● The small group instruction provides intense language development, opportunities, or

directions to be explained differently for more precise understanding and individualized

attention.

● Educators from the learning center may participate in other content classes and provide

wrap-around support.

● Students do not feel alone as they are learning with like peers.

● DPS does a great job determining which student profile would best serve in the

language-based program.

Participants were asked what components of the language-based program they would like the

district to continue developing.  The list of responses includes, but is not limited to:

● Defining the program.

● Allocating the resources differently ensures precise alignment between the

Orton-Gillingham instruction and the language-based teacher.

● Identifying more educators trained in Orton-Gillingham, including general education

teachers.

● Take would appreciate more professional development regarding breaking down

language beyond the language-based instructional practices.

● Review of staff and student schedules.

● More opportunities for co-teaching with general education and language-based teacher.

● Enhanced consistency and development of a specialized multi-sensory-based curriculum

provided among the teachers, including reading and specialized writing instruction.

● Improved communication between the special education teacher and general education

teacher.
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● Parents would like clarification around the strategies implemented in the language-based

program and how this differs from the general education program.

● Professional consultants to provide direct professional development, coaching, and

mentoring.

● Communication to parents of children transitioning from elementary to middle school

and middle school to high school.

Below are the responses to the questions of the program review:

1. What are the strengths of the current programming?

The first recognition was that DPS offers language-based programming for its students.  This

program ensures that the district recognizes the need to provide personalized instruction to

support students with language-based disabilities.  Those interviewed reported that the program

had brought a lot of added support to students.

The most significant strength is the recognition that the students who attend this program are

genuinely happy and receive a highly-qualified reading, writing, and executive functioning

strategies to support their learning.  According to parents, the students have a place to go and

learn from highly-trained educators.  They reported that their children are not considered

“different” in elementary and middle school.  Due to the consistency within the program, parents

believe their child is supported beyond the ELA lesson and have support in other content areas.

In addition, DPS staff was acknowledged as a strength.  They demonstrated dedication,

commitment, and knowledge around supporting the continuous interest in enhancing the

program.  In addition, the staff provided enthusiastic responses throughout interviews and

observations.  Dedicated teachers want what is best for students and are willing to do the work to

put in the effort to support their students.  It was reported that staff would go out of their way to

receive any specialized training, especially if they learn of a student with a profile unfamiliar to

the teacher.  They will research and share information with others to ensure all staff working with

this individual will clearly understand pedagogical practices to support the student’s needs. The
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staff creates opportunities to break down the assignments into smaller components, which

students frequently require.  The staff’s knowledge of pedagogical practices that support explicit

and direct literacy instruction is another asset of DPS’s language-based program.

Another strength was the district’s expectation of small group settings, providing individualized

learning, and students do not feel like they are in a spotlight. According to parents, the educators

in the program have helped students build confidence within themselves and taught them content

based on their interests.

2. What are the needs of the current program?

Some suggested that the program needs more clarity around the description of the student profile

to ensure that students are appropriately placed within the program.  In addition, they indicated

that the program needs clear entrance and exit criteria.  As for the elementary program, some

parents reported that they would like to learn more about their child’s strengths rather than a

deficit thinking model.

Opportunities for staff to collaborate, plan, and coordinate is greatly needed among the general

education and special education staff, language-based educators and specialists, and

building-based administration. This is not only true across vertical alignment (elementary,

middle, and high schools meeting together) but also true within the same grade level.

Parents would like to see the program create more opportunities for students to attend the general

education programming by middle school.  This recommendation includes more push-in

opportunities for related service providers, such as speech-language pathologists and

Orton-Gillingham educators.  Some suggested co-teaching models during content areas to

endorse more student inclusion opportunities.

Parents would like to see the district invest more funding towards purchasing a sensory-based

curriculum.  Some expressed that Lucy Calkins’s reading is too holistic for their child’s learning

style, and they would like to see a more phonemic and structured reading program that supports

students with learning disabilities.
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3. What enhancements can be made to develop the program framework further?

The overwhelming responses outlined the need for a multi-sensory specialized curriculum

beyond the general education classroom, Wilson program, and Orton-Gillingham program.

However, it is essential to note that in the kindergarten to grade two building, seven of nine

special educators are certified in Orton-Gillingham; eight of nine are certified in

Orton-Gillingham at the building that serves grades three through five.  The ratio is reduced in

the middle school as one out of nine special educators are certified in Orton-Gillingham, two out

of nine have begun their training, and a third individual is aligned to begin their training this

upcoming school year.  The high school reading specialist provided direct, explicit reading

instruction and provided support in the language-based program.

The district has begun expanding its tiered structured plan for training educators who have

professional teaching status.  For example, sixth-grade special education teachers are aligned to

start their training this upcoming school year.  As part of the tiered plan, the training will expand

to the remainder of the middle school level in the upcoming school years.

According to respondents, the language-based program modifies the general education program,

such as Lucy Calkins, but does not have an explicit reading and writing program consistent

among all classes.

Staff would like more professional development focusing on strategies to support students with

language-based disabilities that are consistent between elementary, middle, and high school.

They believe this would assist in creating an exit criterion for the program. In addition, this

professional development should be provided to general education staff to enhance their

understanding of the students’ learning uniqueness and how to incorporate diverse learning

strategies within their classrooms.

Some reported that the program requires more frequent and consistent reviews of the program’s

impact on student learning.  The focus should be on student outcomes and understanding what
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staff looks for when a student has gone through the program. By revisiting the data, staff stated

they could think more frequently about the end goal.

Another aspect of developing the framework is having a clear vision of the program's goal, what

it should look like, and who should be serviced within this program. The recommendation was to

bring stakeholders to the table to decide on required revisions and to determine what is best for

students.

Finally, parents reported they would like to see a streamlined day-to-day schedule for their

students.  They said that the schedule changes frequently.  They are confused about whether

there is an interaction between the reading specialists and other service providers. Parents do not

know precisely where their child is making progress or what the specific progress means for their

child’s developmental abilities.

4. What enhancements can be made to develop the program further academically?

To further enhance the development of the program academically, educators requested a

specialized curriculum that is multi-sensory based for reading and writing rather than modifying

the curriculum offered to the general education population.  More specifically, numerous

educators reported that they do not have a comprehensive writing program that uses the same

format or language development.  In addition, some suggested more availability of books in all

content areas that align with the individual’s reading development.  The content can be the same

as the general education peers, but the level of reading the content could be differentiated to

support students in science, social studies, etc.  Furthermore, some recommended that educators

understand the significance of different fonts when using the computer.  Some fonts work better

for students than others.

Educators would like to see the program become more cohesive with boundaries of entrance and

exit criteria of who should be enrolled within the program.  In addition, some reported they

would like to see the language-based program expand beyond English Language Arts.  They

would like to see explicit language-based instruction provided within all content areas.
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5. What are the recommendations, potential scope, and sequence of steps to further develop

the program?

Educators would like to collectively develop a scope and sequence to ensure a vertical and

horizontal alignment within the language-based program. For instance, they would want to look

through the framework and determine how to break the curriculum down for ALL students in

collaboration with the writing standards. Educators would like to see the district invest more

money and resources into the language-based program to support new and general education

staff in better understanding the profile of the students.  The staff referenced the importance of

consistent Orton-Gillingham training.

Some educators spoke about the need for more staff within the language-based program.  For

example, they would like to have more special education teachers and reading specialists

focusing on the language-based program.  They currently have one (1) reading specialist to

support all of grades six (6) through twelve (12).

The staff suggested that all stakeholders focus on the reality of the program implementation

rather than overarching ideas.  In addition, the recommendation of outlining standard and

frequent times for the teachers and service providers to collaborate.  There is currently a lack of

consistency in meeting times within the same grade level and vertically across all grade levels.

Observations:

Two evaluators conducted classroom observations on January 21, 2022, February 16, 2022, and

June 8, 2022.  The evaluators observed an inclusion co-taught English class, two (2)

language-based learning centers, U.S. History 2 class, lunch in the cafeteria, two (2)

language-based classrooms, a pre-calculus class, and an Orton-Gillingham lesson. All the

observations lasted between 20 to 35 minutes in duration.



18

January 21, 2022 observation:

The observation took place at the Duxbury High School.  The high school includes both middle

and high school.  The observation began in the cafeteria during 15 minutes of lunch.  Both high

school and middle school-aged students were in the cafeteria.  High school students were on one

side of the cafeteria, and middle school students were on the other. 

The next part of the observation was of the language-based learning center classroom during the

English/ language arts (ELA) block.   The ELA for these students includes writing and reading.

The classroom is for students identified as having language-based learning disabilities.  There

were seven students, three girls and four boys, a special education teacher, and a classroom aide. 

The classroom was small but well-planned for instructional purposes.  The desks were

arranged in pairs to allow for collaboration.  

When the period began, students went to their seats and took out their worksheets and

Chromebooks.  Two students sat at their desks on therapy balls.  Each girl appeared to use the

movement to their benefit.  

The teacher began her instruction by discussing topic sentences.  The teacher gave each student a

handout about topic sentences.  She asked students to provide examples of topic sentences. 

Students participated by raising their hands.  All students engaged in giving examples.  The

teacher then orally offered the following writing prompt and projected it onto the whiteboard:

“What are the three things I cannot live without?”  The teacher also provided the next sentence

starter, “I always need… and I could never live without …”  Students were given 3 minutes to

write a topic sentence.  Students used either their Chromebooks or paper and pencil to complete

the task.  During this time, the teacher walked around, checked in with each student, and

provided positive feedback.  Students were actively engaged with the activity.  
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Once the 3 minutes were up, each student was allowed to share their topic sentence with the

group.  All students elected to participate by reading their sentences aloud.  The teacher said, “I

am excited to read more of your work,” and reminded students to check for capitalization and

punctuation.  Students were then cued to return their work to their folders located in the

backpacks.   

The teacher then began discussing the next part of the writing process: providing supporting

details to support your topic sentence.  The teacher gave an example orally and projected on the

screen, “Ice cream is delicious.”  The teacher asked students to provide details supporting how

delicious ice cream is.  All students participated.  The teacher said, “you all did a great job

writing topic sentences.  They were clear and interesting.”  

During the observation, students took a 5-minute movement break to use the bathroom, stretch,

get a sip of water, etc.  Students then returned to their desks. The teacher handed out the

vocabulary sheet containing one new word per page.  The sheet defined the word, an example, a

space to use the word in a sentence, and a space to draw a picture.  She started the vocabulary

lesson with the word arrogant.  She showed a video clip demonstrating the word arrogant, and

students provided examples.  The class determined that the word arrogant was not good quality. 

The teacher then discussed the three vocabulary words, potential, jeered, and recruited.         

The teacher instructed, “Take everything off your desk except your chrome book and your book,

Ghost.”  The teacher began by asking students what predictions they had for the text.  The

teacher asked students to take a minute to think of a prediction.  One student predicted that the

ghost wanted to play basketball.  Students then took turns reading aloud to the class.  Students

raised their hands to volunteer to read.  In the story, the characters are in physical education

class.  The teacher supported students' reading by modeling reading the dialogue with

expression.

February 16, 2022 Observation:
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The observation began in an English inclusion class, co-taught by a language-based special

education teacher. Teachers reviewed notes on To Kill a Mockingbird, introducing each character

and their relationships to each other and the story. 

Teachers then assigned homework for chapters one and two. The observer noted that the teacher

was wearing a microphone. The teacher introduced the setting of chapters one and two, and the

students were given an option to write about this or another topic. Students were encouraged to

use speech-to-text as a writing strategy if that was helpful. Students were directed to open their

Chromebooks, click on the link, and click on the notes in the To Kill a Mockingbird folder to

access the assignment. Teachers circulated to ensure students were in the correct folder and

could access the relevant document. Written directions on the board reinforced the verbal

directions given by the co-teachers. This observer noted a preview of vocabulary by the

teachers. Students were encouraged to use speech-to-text as needed. 

Next, the observer and co-observer attended a language-based learning center with a special

education teacher. Again, the language-based learning center special education teacher was

wearing a microphone. 

Students were given prompts to submit work and check off the completed assignment on their

agenda, which was kept near students' desks and workspace. Each student was working on

something individual. One student was working on a paragraph in Schoology. The student was

directed to open her organizer, find the story The Necklace, and write a paragraph. The Teacher

reviewed the mechanics of writing a paragraph: topic, thesis, details, and evidence. 

The teacher reminded the student to identify the conflict and supported the student in doing this

correctly by providing choices. Another student was working independently on a math

assignment; the teacher prompted this student to visit the content teacher with specific

questions as that teacher was available during this time. The student declined and continued to

work independently on the math assignment. 

A student continued to use a graphic organizer that was posted on the board in addition to a

printed copy at her desk. The student wrote a topic sentence and provided evidence. The
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teachers prompted students to write details and provide additional evidence. The teacher

provided a quote to explain how conflict connects the story and how it relates to the story. The

teacher asked whole-group questions about graphic organizer setup and gave cues to support

students to get correct answers. 

The teacher explained the six elements of fiction and again cued the student to identify the type

of conflict in the story, The Necklace. The teacher checked in with the student working on the

necklace to support the writing of a topic sentence. The student identified the conflict in The

Necklace as Man vs. Society. The teacher prompted the student to define what that means and

encouraged her to write a sentence to describe that to the reader. Again, cues were given to

support students access to the Schoology platform to find the short stories folder under the

classwork tab. 

This observer noted that the student had her short story highlighted and was using her graphic

organizer consistently. Students each had an agenda and a highlighter to organize their work. 

Another student, also working on the short story assignment, reviewed his work with the

teacher. With prompting, the student could identify the characters in the story engaged in the

conflict. The teacher asked the student, ‘What was happening with this character?’ This student

responded accurately. The teacher then asked, ‘how do we connect these two parts? What was

she doing?’ The student continued to process this and work on his writing. The student was

then asked, ‘what was the feeling?’ The student responded, and the teacher asked, ‘what was

she unhappy about?’ The student clarified his answer as to who and what he was referencing

and provided more specific solutions to the conflict in the story. The teacher then prompted the

student to identify the financial situation as a source of conflict. The student identified the

conflict as Man vs. Self. The teacher supported this thesis by asking the student, ‘how can you

make that into a statement?’ She directed the student to find a way to transition from that

thought to a factual statement. 

The third classroom observation was in the U.S. History 2 class. This was a co-taught class,

including the general education teacher and a specialist. The teacher began the course with a
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review of the homework and a reminder to students to complete their application for a library

card at the Boston Public Library if they were interested in doing so. 

The teacher then moved on to the discussion about how the Allies won World War II. Students

were sitting at tables of four to five students each. The teacher prompted students to open the

Schoology platform and click on the day four folder. The co-teacher wrote this information on

the board to reinforce the directions. Students were given a few minutes to look at statistics and

facts about World War II. Students were prompted to identify something in the article that

surprised them. The co-teacher advised students to write individually something they found

interesting and distributed sticky notes so students could jot down their thoughts. 

The co-teachers circulated throughout the room during this student reading and interaction time.

Teachers reminded students that no one could repeat others' answers. Again, these directions

were written on the board. Students discussed the assignment and engaged in active dialogue. It

was evident that students were actively engaged and interested in the topic. Students were given

a 60-second cue and asked to do a 90-second group share. Students were asked to identify one

person in their group as one to share one interesting fact. Each group did this, and each group

provided a different answer. 

The teacher then moved on to the identification and mapping of WWII battles. Students were

prompted again to go into the Schoology platform, open the World War 2 battles folder, and then

link to battle maps. The co-teacher provided printed copies in case students preferred to do this

in writing. The teacher explained how to use Google My Maps. Students were asked to research

battles, identify where battles took place, on which dates, the number of casualties, and the

victor, and provide a photo to attach to each fight. Examples were given and supported on the

board. All directions were demonstrated on the Smartboard. The co-teacher provided an example

of the completed product on the board. The teacher then reviewed how to do a battle map and

provided directions in Google Drive to find the map. Teachers continue to circulate throughout

the room, ask questions, and clarify points of the assignment. Teachers linked instruction to

first-year US History 1 and reviewed vocabulary related to prior knowledge.

June 8, 2022 Observation:
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At the beginning of the observation, the observer spoke with the teacher about the curriculum

mapping, and the observer was directed to explore this website:

https://www.duxbury.k12.ma.us/Page/10980. This link outlined the mapping for the middle

school curriculum across all content areas.  In addition, the observer was informed that the

middle school math curriculum is the Glencoe Math by McGraw Hill.

The observer was brought into a language-based sixth-grade classroom, where the students

reviewed game card statistics.  These were Poke man cards, as the students were interested in

this game.  There were three (3) students with one teacher at the beginning of the lesson. To

engage the students, the teacher asked:

● How are these cards going to battle their points?

o Students were explaining the numbers and were prompted to remember to read

the summary of each card.

● What does that number on the top of the card represent?

o Students stated that this is the character’s health on the game card.

● What does the other number mean?

o Students then reported the amount of damage this character had done.

She then prompted the students to remember that they must subtract the numbers when two

characters battle.

● What are the numbers on the bottom of the card?

o Students said this represents age.

▪ The teacher then modeled by pointing out a number on the bottom of the

card, saying, “This is the oldest.  This is 2014.”

All three students began explaining the process, and the teacher explained the old-fashioned

baseball cards she used to have as a child.  She then asked the students how this information

would relate to their work. Students were creating their trading cards.

The teacher explained the students’ task of making a trading card, outlining what was expected

on each card.  She used the Elmo visual tool and displayed a trading card of the Great White

https://www.duxbury.k12.ma.us/Page/10980
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Shark.  She asked, “What is the same as the baseball card?”  The students responded, “the name

and the picture.”   She said, “What do you think I have on the back of my card?”  The students

responded, “the information about it.”

She asked the students to go back into the book they were reading about a killer whale to make a

trading card.  They had to give it a healthy amount and an attack amount.   They could assign

points and make it look more like a Pokémon card than a baseball card.

After reading about the whale’s characteristics, one student stated that the damage would be

challenging because it would be unfair for the battle against other animals.  The teacher

reminded the students that they were not fighting against the whale but rather against themselves.

The student stated, “Okay, I would probably put the

normal lifespan for the “health.”  The teacher

provided positive feedback on this student’s

thoughts.  Then told the class they were going to

begin with one card today, which was the objective

of the class. She then reinforced the essential

question of the assignment, “Who will win?”  She

then outlined the information needed and reviewed it

with each student in the class.  To the left is a picture

of the information students had to brainstorm about

the characteristics.

The teacher told the students, “You know there is a

lot of information in your books.”  She then showed

the students the little stickies in her book that represented each characteristic they needed to find

in their book.  She provided each student with a sticky that stated “height and length” and asked

them to put this on the appropriate page. She provided the students with stickies labeled with

each characteristic and a few blank stickies to find more information on their own.



25

Students begin searching their books to find the clues they need to use for their trading cards.

She reminded them to do one animal at a time, as they were going to make a separate card for

each animal in their book.  The teacher went around to help each student to keep on task.

One student asked, “How do we find the weakness?  Rather than providing the answer, the

teacher encouraged the student to make that determination using clues.  She gave further

explanation by asking them to identify the animal’s special talent, such as being able to climb.

One student ate snacks most of the class and would only do work when the teacher worked with

him directly.  The second student, who was seated in the front of the room, was the most

independent and quietly found her clues.

The “weakness” category challenged students.  The teacher explained that it wouldn’t say this

directly, but they needed to “find the weakness” by using clues.

At 8:47 (approximately 20 minutes after the beginning of the lesson), a student joined the

classroom.  The teacher announced happy birthday to the student as she entered the room.  The

student sat at her desk and ate her snacks.

The student asked, “What are we doing?” The teacher stated, “You aren’t working on this yet. I

need you to start working on the letter to the 6th-grade teachers.”  She said, “Then you can work

on your multi-paragraph work.  That is a priority, not this activity.”

The student immediately opened her laptop and began typing her paragraph. Once the students

were done with their stickies, they were given the paper to start developing their trading cards.

At 8:58, two more students arrived at the classroom. To begin with that assignment, they were

instructed to open their debate writing.  A paraprofessional then joined the room.

Two more students came into the classroom at 8:59.  There are now eight (8) students in the

classroom, with one (1 )teacher and one (1) paraprofessional.  They then needed to start their

debate writing.  They took out their Chromebooks and started to review their work.  Once their

writing was completed, they created a google slide.
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The classroom environment was conducive to supporting language-based instruction, as the

pictures illustrate below:

This picture on the left illustrates the

parts of speech, such as adverbs,

verbs, and nouns.  Students have

written words that support these parts

of speech.  In addition, this picture

illustrates the phonemic

understanding of vowels and syllable

types.

Below is a picture of a reading space to offer oral reading.  The plastic U-shaped piping is used

for students to read aloud, and

their voice travels to their ears

so they can hear the sounds

they are speaking.  This

strategy is used frequently for

students with auditory

processing and dyslexia.
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This picture is another example of supporting writing strategies for students.  The acronym

“RACES” helps students to remember how to respond to

open-ended questions.  These pictures are a few

examples of how this 6th-grade classroom supports

students with language-based disabilities.

The following observation consisted of a 7th-grade

language-based classroom with one (1) teacher and two

(2) students.  They were preparing for their beach field

trip, learning about what supplies they still needed and

how they would get them.  The teacher reminded the

students to make a list on a sticky note.

The teacher then transitioned to the math lesson in chapter 10 on Statistics and Probability. They

began by reviewing the math vocabulary as follows:

Independent Event - Events where the outcomes do not affect each other (picture of spinners

with four parts)

After the teacher explained the term, she had the students draw a picture of an independent event.

She then rephrased the definition by stating that an independent event was “something on its

own.”

Compound Event – Two or more things are happening at the same time.

She then gave an example by showing a deck of cards, dice, and a spinner.  She asked which

pictures represented a compound event, spinner, and rolling of dice.

Outcome – Possible results of an event. She provided a picture of dice and products; 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,

6.
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She explained that every number has a 1/6th chance of an outcome.  She then asked, “What are

the outcomes of a flipped coin?”  (Heads/tails)  The students then tried their predictions by

flipping coins and checking whether they got heads or tails.

Tree diagram – a diagram that uses

lines to help us find the outcomes of

events looks like a tree with branches.

Below is the sample provided to the

students on the whiteboard.

Probability – a ratio that compares

the number of favorable outcomes to

the number of possible outcomes.

The teacher stated that the probability

number must be greater than 0 and

less than 5 when using the dice when

considering probability.

She informed the students, “We will

use this to answer a question on the

back.  It says a spinner is divided into eight congruent sections. What does this mean?”

Spinning once… is it likely or unlikely to land on that section?  The students completed the

equation stating that it was a one in eight chance of landing on a particular area.  Using the
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picture above, she asked, “So where would this fall? In the likely or unlikely range?”  The

students responded, “unlikely.”

So, where would this fall?  Unlikely ----- 1/8

She continued to use the spinner in this lesson and asked, “How many odd numbers are there on

the spinner?”  Everyone answered, “four (4)”.  She asked the students, “So where would that

land if I asked you what the probability is of getting an even number?”  The students paused, and

one student correctly stated, “It’s equal.”

The teacher directed the students to write a complete sentence about their probability work.  She

then asked, “What needs to be in a sentence?”  Students called out “details, subject, an action

word, etc.”

She provided positive feedback, and the students wrote sentences in their journals.  She called on

a student to report their sentence, and the student responded, “If you roll the dice, you will have

six outcomes.  The teacher responded, “Oh, I love how you used the word outcome too!”

The teacher continued the lesson by referencing the use of probability in everyday experiences.

Some examples included:

● Studying for a science quiz

● The number of students who bring in beach trip forms out of the entire grade level

● Playing Yahtzee

● Playing the card game “war.”

At the end of the lesson, the teacher had the students pull up their information in Aspen.  They

had to identify their current grades and what they were missing for assignments, given that there

were only twelve (12) days left in the fourth semester.

The final observation was in a general education classroom, co-taught by a general education

teacher and special education teacher. There were fifteen (15) students, two of whom were from

the language-based program.  At the beginning of the class, the teacher’s agenda was provided

on the computerized google “jam board.”  The agenda included: checking homework, comparing
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individual work to an answer key on Schoology, asking the teacher if the student had questions,

and introducing a new project; finally, the students were going to begin working on their new

assignment.  The teacher had each part of the agenda color-coded to recognize the different

expectations easily.  For example, while the homework was highlighted in orange, the essential

question for the day, “What does evaluating a trig function at a given angle mean in real life?”

was highlighted in blue.

The teacher went around the room to check off that homework was completed.  At that time, a

student was sitting in the middle of the room by herself, while four (4) students in the back of the

room were sitting together and working collaboratively. Another student from the

language-based program sat in the second row with their peers. However, they did not work

together, instead co-existed in the classroom. The special education teacher walked around the

room for support and occasionally sat by an individual to keep on task.

After fourteen (14) meetings, the teacher began to discuss the new project, which was posted on

Schoology.  Below is a picture of the project’s outline:

The teacher explained that this work aimed to predict the upcoming high/low tides.   The

expectation was to complete the project within two (2) school days and to turn everything in by

Monday of the following week.



31

Noted challenges:

● The classroom space was created in a hall, where two classroom walls were partitioned.

This made it challenging as you could hear hallway conversations and teachers in other

classrooms when their doors were open.

● The classroom management was faulty due to some physical challenges outlined above.

● Classroom instruction did not include significant scaffolding, modeling of expectations,

or discussion/check-ins for understanding before students were expected to work

independently.

● A licensed special-education teacher was utilized as a paraprofessional rather than a

second teacher in the classroom.

● There was a missed opportunity of showing students how to tie their project into the

essential question.  The teacher did not illustrate or explain the relationship between the

science of ocean tides, mathematical statistics, and probability.

● The teacher attempted to provide a chart on the board for students to follow.  However,

given that the students were confused by the assignment and began asking one another

questions, the teacher’s directive may not have been heard.

● After ten (10) minutes of independent work, the Special education teacher went to the

general education teacher for clarification.

The final observation was in a reading classroom providing 1:1 Orton-Gillingham instructional

practices.  This classroom provided a high-quality multi-model approach, enriched, and hands-on

reading lesson.   The teacher-reviewed the “A” as a beginning sound, like in “Alaska.”

Manipulatives were used throughout the lesson.  The teacher asked, in the word, “Adept,” What

do we hear?”   She told the student, “There is a ‘p’ sound in there.”  She had the student sound

out the word by breaking it down into letters and asked the student to name each letter in the

word then.



32

The teacher then expanded to multi-syllable words.  The first word was “tundra” she asked what

the two (2) syllables were, and the student broke the word down to “tun” and “dra.”  The student

was asked to name the letters individually for each syllable.  The teacher provided positive

support by stating, “Very good; you spelled it perfectly.”

The exact process of identifying the number of syllables in a word, breaking down the syllable,

and labeling each letter within each syllable was repeated for other words like “vista,” “comma,”

and “stanza.”   The teacher then asked what the student noticed about all the terms, and the

student identified that each word ended in an “a.”  They reviewed the sound that the short “a”

made in each word.

The lesson then moved to sentence writing.  The teacher reads the sentence, and the student says

the words aloud after writing the sentence on paper.  Some sentences included: “It is a crime to

abandon your dog.”  “The adult will set the rules for small children.”

The final portion of the observation for this class focused on reading fluency.  The teacher asked

the students to read the passage to themselves, and then it was read together.  The story was

about people who took a trip fishing in the ocean and hiked a trail.  The individuals used a map

and determined what they would do next.

● The teacher showed the student some words where errors were identified in the

student’s reading and had her re-read those sections of the passage.

The teacher asked the student, “Do you remember why we need to re-read it?”  The student

didn’t respond, so the teacher stated, “Because that is how our brains remember the words.”

Highlights:

Educators provide students with opportunities to participate, reflect, and collaborate with others

within their classroom.  Instructors provided opportunities for students to use their imagination

as they reflected on their reading, focused on real-life situations, and tied student interests into

the lessons.  Teachers used technology to support their lessons, including the Elmo (visual aid
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tool), PowerPoint presentations, google tools such as Jam board, Schoology, and students’

laptops.

Learning targets and the purpose of the lessons were noted at the beginning of the lessons

observed.  These learning targets are for students to understand the class's expectations better.

The teachers referred to the learning targets throughout the lesson in two observations.  In one

class, the educator explained the purpose of classwork within the agenda and what was expected

in today's lesson.

Reinforcement and checking for understanding were practiced throughout the two classes

observed.  For example, one teacher asked, “What would this mean to you?” More examples of

checking in were the opportunities for students to give their reflections orally on the topics.  In

one classroom, the teacher asked the students, “Why is it important to know how old this

Pokémon card is?”  The students responded, “the power of the character” (meaning the older the

card, the more power the character on that card may have for trading purposes).

Educators asked students to explain the meaning of words in three classrooms observed.

Students were asked, what do “arrogant,” “outcome,” and “adept” mean?

In most of the classrooms observed, lessons had a continuous flow where students were actively

engaged in the lessons.  Teachers asked many questions and waited for student responses before

moving on to a new concept.   Students were also provided opportunities to give feedback on one

another's writing samples.
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Missed Opportunities:

There were missed learning opportunities for students with language-based disabilities in some

instances observed.  In two classrooms observed, students were learning the meaning of different

words.  However, the vocabulary instruction was done through rote learning rather than through

critical thinking, problem-solving, or the use of real-world situations.  When students were

required to apply the learned terms, no evidence suggested that the concept of the vocabulary

words taught in the classroom could be generalized in other classes.

In some classrooms, educators spend most of their time on behavioral management and

classroom expectations or ignore inappropriate off-task behaviors.  The evaluator observed an

extended period of downtime and minimal instruction in two instances.

Comments:

Without learning targets or mastery objectives referenced or posted, the classrooms lacked

effective pedagogical strategies that maintained engaged students: observed classrooms and

illustrated techniques for completing written work.  However, there was a lack of consistency

with terminology or methodology.  In addition, there is no comprehensive writing curriculum

that horizontally or vertically aligns with the needs of students with language-based disabilities.

Therefore, this lack of cohesiveness potentially confuses students in understanding long-term

writing strategies.
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Educators were dedicated and committed to supporting all students in their classrooms.  The

students appeared proud and successful in most classrooms observed.  Students demonstrated

confidence in their learning by taking risks in answering open-ended questions.

Duxbury Public Schools Literature Review

This section provides Duxbury Public Schools with a peer-reviewed literature review that

supports the concerns, challenges, and strengths embedded within the school system.  This

literature review focuses on best practices for language-based instruction, multi-sensory and
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transition strategies, collaboration, and professional development.  The purpose of this section of

the report is not to assume Duxbury Public Schools is not effectively implementing these

approaches but rather to support the current best practices they provide to meet the needs of its

students.  The following articles adhere to the suggestions that align with the recommendations

at the end of this report.

Public Law 94–142 was passed by the United States Congress in 1975 and allowed students with

disabilities to be integrated into public schools.  Since its inception, this law has seen many

revisions, including the transformation into the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

(IDEA) in 1990 (U.S. Office of Education, 2007) determined that all students receiving special

education must have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP).  This revision ensures that after a

formal evaluation and qualification for special education services, an IEP is developed and must

include how the student: (1) is currently performing in school, (2) can achieve educational goals

in the coming year, and (3) will participate in the general education setting.  This formal

document outlines the instruction, services, and support students will receive to make adequate

progress and benefit their education.  It is annually reviewed, and a re-evaluation is administered

every three years.  The student remains on an IEP until a re-evaluation determines special

education services eligibility.  All eligible students benefit from educational support services and

are included in inclusion education.

Language-Based Learning Disabilities

Approximately 85% of students identified with a specific learning disability have a primary

disability in reading (DePaoli et al., 2015). Reading achievement data from the National

Assessment of Educational Progress demonstrate that students with disabilities persistently
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perform far below their non-disabled peers in reading, with only 32% achieving at a basic level

and 30% performing above a basic level (NAEP; 2017, 2019). After the early elementary grades,

most students reading below grade level require remediation in word-level decoding and reading

fluency (Scammacca et al., 2013; Vaughn et al., 2010).

There has been increased attention and awareness on meeting the needs of public-school students

with dyslexia.  Nationwide, legislation, policies, and guidelines have been developed and revised

to provide effective interventions and improved services for dyslexic students.  Over two-thirds

of all U.S. states have passed dyslexia-specific legislation (Dyslexia, 2021).  In January 2019, the

Massachusetts Dyslexia Guidelines, co-developed by the Departments of Elementary and

Secondary Education (DESE) and Early Education and Care (EEC), were enacted to implement

specific requirements of An Act Relative to Students with Dyslexia, Chapter 272 of the Acts of

2018 (Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2019).  These

guidelines address the characteristics of dyslexia and other learning disabilities that have a

neurobiological basis, provide evidence-supported screening procedures, and include special

considerations related to student age and special populations (DESE, 2019).  Along with the

screening, the guidelines also provide a framework for interventions for at-risk students and act

as a comprehensive resource of evidence-based practices for all educators to best support

dyslexic students.

While much of the literature focuses on the impact a language-based learning disability (LBLD)

can have on academic achievement, it is essential to note that data also suggests that an

adolescent’s life's social and emotional aspects can be negatively affected.  Students with LBLDs

can present with lower self-concepts, a negative sense of identity, and negative self-perceptions
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about themselves as learners (Gibby-Leversuch, Hartwell, & Wright, 2019; Alesi et al., 2012;

Burden, 2008). A plethora of new research in LBLDs shows the benefits of well-implemented

language-based programs.  Given that reading demands for students who transition from

elementary to secondary school increase due to the introduction of more complex texts and the

expectation to gather information through reading, research-based practices must be

implemented in educational institutions to aid individuals in both learnings to read and reading to

learn (Lee & Spratley, 2010).

The Duxbury Public School District's dedication to providing students with Least Restrictive

Environments (LRE) has incited a review of the strengths and weaknesses of the district's

language-based programming and an inquiry regarding recommendations that enrich the

curriculum and pedagogical instruction for their students.  The following section provides DPS

with peer-reviewed literature that supports their concerns, challenges, and strengths embedded

within the school system.  The purpose of this section is not to assume that DPS is not effectively

implementing these approaches but rather to support the current best practices that DPS does

provide to meet the needs of all its students.

Best Practice

Watson, Gable, Gear, and Hughes (2012) examined factors considered to be essential to reading

comprehension and discussed the importance that, regardless of the strategy used, instruction

must be "highly structured, directed response/questioning, explicit, systematic, modeled,

scaffolded, and intense" (p. 79).  They identified the factors essential to comprehension as (a)

working memory capacity and other executive processes, (b) prior knowledge, (c) motivation,
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(d) vocabulary, (e) text coherence, and (f) text structure. Using empirically supported strategies,

the authors offered suggestions and guidance for educators to utilize in the classroom to

strengthen student skills in these five areas. Direct instruction, graphic organizers, knowledge of

text structure, and finding the main idea were the skills identified to develop and improve student

reading comprehension actively.

Direct instruction on background knowledge can improve student text comprehension (p.83).

This approach includes instruction on definitions of unknown vocabulary, translations of foreign

phrases, clarification of complex concepts, summarization of text, immersion in the experience,

and language experience activities.  Teachers can provide this background knowledge by

utilizing advanced organizers, previewing texts, describing characters, and answering questions

about the text.  The authors stated that although activation of prior learning is essential to

comprehension of text, students must also monitor their understanding and connect previous

knowledge with new knowledge.  Students must be actively engaged and monitor and regulate

their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors for this to occur.  To facilitate understanding of what they

are reading, students with learning disabilities may require direct instruction on strategies to

target areas of deficiency in their ability to monitor and regulate their behaviors.

Watson, Gable, Gear, and Hughes (2012) suggested that graphic organizers facilitate teaching

and learning.  Teachers help students create a managed schema and connect background

knowledge with the reading text by organizing information.  Graphic organizers are visual and

spatial displays that include semantic and concept maps, semantic feature analysis, Venn

diagrams, and story maps.  This tool can be used for every subject and help students extract
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meaning, remember information, and retrieve data.  When students understand text structure,

they can better comprehend and remember what they have read.  The authors stated that using

graphic organizers and clue words can support students in recognizing the characteristics of

narrative or expository text.  Explicit instruction that uses multiple strategies and graphic

organizers can positively contribute to a student's comprehension.  

Watson, Gable, Gear, and Hughes (2012) proposed that finding the main idea of a text helps

students read critically and remember essential concepts.  This strategy utilizes paraphrasing and

summarizing by allowing students to pick out important information, translate it into their own

words, and as a result, have better retention of what they have read.  Another benefit of

paraphrasing discussed by the authors was how this strategy could reduce working memory

overload and increase information retrieval.

The authors highlighted summarization as another primary idea strategy and explained that it is a

cognitive task involving working memory.  Summarization requires the reader to understand,

analyze, and synthesize information to focus on critical elements in the text.  Unlike

paraphrasing, it requires students to make inferences and synthesize information, paying closer

attention to the areas (i.e., main ideas) that need to be remembered.  Teachers should model this

strategy, provide guided practice and feedback then follow it up with independent practice.

Watson, Gable, Gear, and Hughes (2012) suggested utilizing the four components of the

rule-governed strategy as presented by the National Institute for Literacy (2007) and Brown &

Day (1983).  These include (1) identifying and formulating main ideas, (2) connecting main

ideas, (3) identifying and deleting redundancies, and (4) restating the main ideas and connections
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using different words and phrases.  The authors explained that although there is a growing body

of literature on reading strategies, selecting an evidence-based practice that includes highly

structured, scaffolded, and intensive teaching with multiple practice opportunities is essential.

Stevens, Park, and Vaugh (2019) wished to understand the effects summarizing and central idea

interventions had on struggling readers' comprehension development and improve understanding

of how these interventions may strengthen the reading comprehension component of

multicomponent interventions.  The authors conducted a systematic review of 30 peer-reviewed

studies published from 1979 to 2016.  Participants were all struggling readers from third through

twelfth grade exposed to targeted summarizing or primary idea instruction.  It is essential to note

that kindergarten through second-grade students was omitted, so this review's focus remained on

the concept of reading rather than learning to read.

Stevens, Park, and Vaugh (2019) reported that the group-design studies suggested that central

idea and summarization strategies positively affected the comprehension of struggling readers.

However, due to the small effect size, the authors summarized that while students exhibited more

proficiency in the tasks they were taught, those skills were not necessarily generalized to broader

comprehension measures.  Data proposed no difference in the effectiveness of summarizing and

central idea interventions for those in elementary grades versus those in middle and high school.

The authors indicated that students across grades three through twelve benefited from

summarizing and leading idea practices.  The single case design studies suggested that

paraphrasing and self-monitoring strategies enhance struggling readers' comprehension across

the grade levels.  The authors noted that due to unstandardized measures, results were less



42

conclusive than the group design studies, and although the data was positive, further research is

needed on these strategies.

Stevens, Park, and Vaugh's (2019) literature review proposed text structure instruction to

improve students' recognition of text structure and recall.  They offered the importance of

attending to the text's organization to situate ideas across paragraphs within the overall text

structure and facilitating the retention of important information.  The authors advocated for

paraphrasing and for students to pause reading, reflect on the ideas presented across sentences in

the text, and identify the most critical information. Finally, they advised pairing text structure

and paraphrasing instruction with self-monitoring tools to encourage engagement with text and

facilitate monitoring for understanding.

Multisensory Approaches

A multisensory learning approach incorporates auditory, kinesthetic, and visual techniques to

teach the English language structure (IMSE, 2016).  Research shows these methods have proven

successful in supporting students with LBLDs (Dooley, 1994; Christodoulou, 2017,

Gibby-Leversuch, Hartwell, & Wright, 2019) and should be considered in classrooms by

teachers of all content areas.

Ngong (2019) examined the effectiveness of using a multisensory learning approach when

teaching primary school students identified as dyslexic.  He looked at phonological awareness,

short-term phonological memory, and phonological decoding to promote reading success through
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proper instruction.  This study incorporated diverse visual, auditory, or kinesthetic/tactile

learners.  

The daily intervention included one month of a multisensory approach when teaching 24

primary-age students.  This approach included strategies for visual learners that used what they

knew in terms of colors, shapes, and pictures to utilize their imaginations to think about and

recall what they are learning.  Activities such as books with print and graphics, hidden sight

word coloring, letter sorts, and flashcards with identifying pictures were provided for these

visual-spatial learners.  The intervention provided opportunities for auditory learners to listen to

sounds and use their voices to process and remember information.  Tasks such as rhyming,

read-aloud, chanting, shared reading, and phonemic awareness games employed the listening and

talking needed for these students to process information successfully.  The kinesthetic/tactile

students had opportunities to link their thinking with emotion and physical movements such as

role-playing and demonstration.  These classroom activities included sand trays, playdough,

word-building kits, and sandpaper letters.

Ngong (2019) found an increase in the phonological awareness skills of students at the end of the

intervention.  Participants in the experiment groups made more significant gains than those in the

control group, and post-test scores significantly affected these students’ phonological awareness

and decoding skills.  The author proposed that a multisensory approach allows students to use

their more vital senses to understand the intricacies of reading and writing better while

strengthening their weaker senses.    
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Multisensory approaches can be utilized across all grade levels.  Thompson et al. (2018)

conducted a study with 14 dyslexic students in grades four through six.  The participants had

received early intervention but continued to struggle in reading in the upper elementary and early

middle school years.  The study consisted of 12 intervention sessions that lasted two hours each

and included iPad learning activities in handwriting, computerized learning activities for word

reading and spelling, and syntax comprehension and construction learning activities.  

The handwriting activities included watching letters from between lines on the screen, viewing

and tracing with a stylus, studying the motion of letter forming, closing eyes to picture sequential

steps, writing letters from memory with a stylus, and using paper and pencil to write the alphabet

in the format they used on the iPad.  Next were 11 reading and spelling computerized activities

that consisted of pattern analysis of heard words for syllables and phonemes, musical rhythm of

words, analysis of written words, combining words to lengthen or shorten them, affix study,

creating term specific meaning, letter order, and position in written words and examining

correctly spelled words.  The last activities of the session were syntax-based and utilized musical

melody of sentences, combining words to create meaning, adding function words to content

words, choosing spellings that fit sentence context, and using conjunctions to combine clauses.

All activities were taken from the program 4 Words of Motion© developed by Thompson et al.

(2016a).

The authors concluded that while explicit instruction in reading and phonological skills is

necessary, it is not sufficient for dyslexic students during middle childhood and early

adolescence.  These students require education in spelling, orthographic coding, orthographic
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loop, morphological coding, and strategies focused on attention to language cues.   Results

demonstrated significant improvement from pre-assessments to post-assessments, and Thompson

et al. (2018) proposed that this multisensory approach was an effective intervention for students

with persistent dyslexia.  Data also showed a significant improvement in decoding measures but

not reading comprehension.  One word at a time presentation yielded higher comprehension

scores than the one word added at a time presentation.  This provided information regarding the

best methods of presenting sentences in computer learning activities to support struggling

readers' comprehension development.  This approach offered hands-on, cognitively engaging

language-based coding and programming to create stories from words and syntax.  The author's

final recommendation was to combine explicit instruction with a discussion about others who

have dealt with and overcome struggles with language learning to motivate individuals.

Transition Strategies and Collaboration

There is a misconception that LBLD students who receive extensive instruction and intervention

in their elementary years are protected from reading failure in their secondary classrooms (Snow

& Moje, 2010). The least restrictive environments provide all students access to general

education classes. Still, as students approach secondary and post-secondary schooling, they can

be left unable to navigate increasing academic demands due to inconsistent support services

(Collins & Wolter, 2018).  As previously stated, adolescent readers must meet the needs of

understanding more complex texts, gathering information from textbooks, and producing

context-specific vocabulary and higher-level grammatical structures (Lee & Spratley, 2010;

Saenz & Fuchs, 2002).  Although Response to Intervention (RTI) models are more prevalent in

elementary schools than middle schools due to the necessity to identify at-risk students at early



46

ages, they continue to be critical throughout a child’s education due to the increasing demands as

grade levels increase.

Collins & Wolter (2018) explored self-determination skills, self-advocacy strategies, and

self-regulation to create more positive school outcomes for students who struggle with LBDs.

The authors examined how school speech and language pathologists may integrate these skills

into transition planning to support students into and throughout middle school.  They suggested

that a lack of accessibility support for adolescent students with LBLDs in the general education

settings creates a need to implement strategies to address language literacy needs.

Collins & Wolter (2018) presented the importance of students’ active role in self-determination

strategies.  The authors cited the definitions by Field & Hoffman (1994) and Wehmeyer (1996):

"a process of defining and achieving goals based on knowing and valuing oneself" and "acting as

the primary causal agent in one's life and making choices and decisions regarding one's life free

from undue external influence or interference" (p. 177), to be used as a reference.  The study

explained that a student must understand one's strengths and limitations, articulate strengths,

interests, and preferences, set goals, self-advocate, and evaluate progress and skills.  These

characteristics of self-awareness are the foundation of self-determination. Once students develop

an awareness of their disability, they are better equipped to become more independent problem

solvers and practice control over their lives.

Collins & Wolter (2018) presented an example case study of a 15-year-old male (Adam) who had

transitioned from middle to high school to exemplify how self-determination strategies can be



47

implemented effectively.  In fourth grade, the student was diagnosed with dyslexia, referred for

speech and language services in 5th grade, and received language-based literacy support.  He

was in an advanced placement mechanical engineering course but struggled with Language Arts

and Social Studies.  Adam’s natural language and literacy needs are characteristic of the profiles

of students commonly on SLPs caseloads.

A transition plan to high school for Adam would include developing self-awareness and

intervention conducted by the school SLP.  The school SLP would collaborate with the ELA

teacher to create a content-based self-awareness goal for his literacy course.  Self-reflection

activities such as writing informative essays about dyslexia and helpful strategies associated with

this disability could address Adam's text organization goal while increasing self-awareness.  A

formal strengths inventory could help Adam identify needs and strengths and can be

administered by either journaling or an accredited survey based on the student's most accessible

access.  The scaffolded journal entries allow the student to define his struggles and recognize his

efforts. In contrast, a survey provides concrete data for students to reflect on their learning.  The

SLP can address literacy goals while supporting students to understand their strengths and

limitations.

Self-advocacy is the next step after self-awareness and is essential to how a student asks for and

seeks out help, explains what they need, and utilizes accommodations.  A strategy for Adam

could include having input in his IEP meetings.  Adam could attend the meetings, articulate

goals and concerns, and reflect on pre-and post-assessments to better inform his progress.  The

SLP can align the literacy curriculum by preparing scripts for the meeting or role-playing.  These
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activities clearly and concisely present findings, information, and evidence and develop

organization, reasoning, and voice.  They also allow Adam to advocate for himself and explain

his difficulties in a classroom setting.

The third intervention in Adam's transition plan would be goal-setting, decision-making, and

problem-solving.  These complementary skills develop resilience, determination, and

resourcefulness, characteristics necessary for post-secondary education and beyond (p. 184).

The authors stressed the importance of encouraging students to set goals and determine steps and

barriers to attaining these goals.  Not only can this skill promote independent, self-directed

learning, but goal attainment can increase self-efficacy and motivation for future goal setting.

Collins & Wolter (2018) suggested literacy goals for Adam that encouraged setting goals for

meeting entrance requirements for a degree in his area of strength (mechanical engineering). An

excellent example of these tasks is creating short and long research projects that answer a

question or solve a problem as established in the entrance requirements.  This task will allow

Adam to practice his self-determination skills and make the path to graduation and college less

overwhelming and easier to navigate.

Adam's final intervention would focus on self-regulation and the ability to self-evaluate,

self-monitor, and positively deal with a problem, followed by rewarding his independence.  Once

again, the authors stated that this was a good area for the SLP to provide reading comprehension

and writing strategy instruction to LBLD students.  Strategies such as self-question and

answering generation, summarizing, paraphrasing, and graphic organizers can be taught

alongside self-regulation strategies.  For example, Adam’s reading comprehension intervention
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could focus on identifying discourse structures before reading and then organizing what he is

reading by using a graphic organizer.  This practice of stopping, writing, and reflecting would aid

Adam in identifying the main ideas, summarizing, and paraphrasing.  A writing strategy for

Adam would be to break down writing assignments into manageable chunks.  The practice of

planning, organizing information, and editing will help students like Adam strengthen their

literacy skills and help improve the self-regulation process, which is essential for future success.

Collins & Wolter (2018) suggested that transition planning focuses on self-determination

strategies. The SLP in a school often has the insight and knowledge to collaborate with

colleagues and establish goals that enable transition success.              

Professional Development and Collaboration

Professional development and strong collaboration with colleagues assist academic staff in

elevating and transforming their teaching throughout their careers (Feiman-Nemser, 2001).

Secondary school teachers are content area experts who do not teach students how to read and

write.  As Lee and Spratley (2010) explained, reading and writing demands increase in middle

and high school. While recent literacy initiatives focus on elementary students, adolescents

struggling with LBLDs still need structured support and instruction to succeed academically.  It

is necessary to have skilled teachers who deeply understand their content area, understand how

various learners access information, and effectively communicate with those who struggle with

literacy skills (Cantrell & Burns, 2009; Ball, Thames, & Phelps, 2008).

Park & Osborne (2007) investigated teacher reluctance to teach reading strategies in content area

classes.  They focused on agricultural science teachers because they have been found to have the
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most problematic views with teaching reading strategies alongside content instruction.  Results

from a national survey distributed to 367 participants were analyzed to understand better

attitudes toward reading, approaches to reading in agricultural science, and knowledge of and

frequency of content area reading strategies.  

Data suggested that although it was previously believed that this population of teachers and

many content teachers devalue learning from text, reading was valued from both personal

standpoints and as a learning tool in the classroom.  Although teachers who value reading in the

classroom should demonstrate it to their students, the correlation between overall knowledge and

confidence in content area reading strategies and their use was strong.  Therefore, a teacher with

high content knowledge but low confidence in teaching reading strategies may not model helpful

reading strategies in their classroom.  It is important to note that those participants who had

completed a college reading course demonstrated higher knowledge, confidence, and frequency

of text use in their instruction.

Due to the findings that teachers' attitudes toward reading were directly translated into classroom

practice, the authors suggested that the culture of reading in career and technical classes may

depend on the teacher’s attitude toward reading as a learning tool.  Park & Osborne (2007) also

found that when teachers used content area reading strategies, they approached the presented text

as a learning tool.  There was a strong correlation between college reading classes and reading as

a learning tool by incorporating reading strategies.  Teachers who did not have a college reading

class did not see the connection between literacy strategies and planning for instruction as often

as those who had completed college reading classes.  Finally, the authors found that knowledge
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of content area reading strategies influenced classroom instruction as learning tools.  The authors

proposed that assessing preservice teacher content area reading strategy knowledge could

positively impact the motivation and confidence of using these strategies effectively in the

classroom.

Tejero Hughes & Parker-Katz (2013) confirmed the need for content area teachers to include

reading strategies in their instruction to enable higher academic achievement for students with

LBDs.  The authors presented a report based on middle school social studies classrooms that

expressed the need for alteration of instruction for students to access and comprehend text

successfully.  It was noted that although some content area teachers understand the reading

strategies, they do not use them for lack of alignment with the structure or tenets of their

discipline.

As previously stated, teaching reading should include explicit instruction that establishes

students' strategies, steps, and purpose.  This will aid the LBLD students in using support

strategies and becoming more independent in their reading content.  The authors provided an

example of a content area teacher’s collaboration with colleagues to strengthen knowledge and

instruction of comprehension strategies in the social studies classroom.  After meeting with the

special education teacher, the social studies teacher helped develop specific strategies to be

taught in his classroom targeted to those who exhibited reading deficits.  The special education

and social studies teachers continued communicating with the students and altered the explicit

instruction as needed.
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Collaboration helps distribute the responsibility for selecting and learning about specific

strategies and differentiating instruction to meet the needs of all students.  These comprehension

strategies are helpful to all students, not just those with LBLDs, and they can provide students

insight into the worth and helpfulness of using them when reading.  Collaboration allows

teachers to provide strategies for students of all backgrounds to access information and

understand the worth of transferring these strategies to additional classes and texts.

A report created by Osamwonyi (2016) proposed the importance of in-service professional

development to enhance work performance and motivation for those in education.  Professional

growth and development are necessary for all staff to foster knowledge, expertise, skills, and

competence in the teaching profession.  The author emphasized the importance of in-service

education "for the manpower development of the school system and the educational enterprise as

a whole" (p. 83).

Also referred to as professional development or continuing education, in-service education can

strengthen teacher inadequacies while extending their competencies.  Osamwonyi (2016)

explained the principles of in-service education and noted that it emerges from the school’s

needs. All personnel requires this education, which is most effective when cooperatively initiated

and planned.   

This type of professional development can be offered in numerous ways.  Some examples of the

types of in-service education include conferences, workshops, committees, seminars, readings,

regular courses, and staff meetings.  While there are drawbacks such as cost, lack of time, and
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poorly planned and inefficacious events, the benefits outweigh the drawbacks and must be

considered.  Districts should maintain qualified and trained employees at all levels and support

teachers to stay current with content and pedagogy.  Colleagues can share the workload by

collaborating based on their expertise.  This would foster teacher self-confidence in skill areas

where they feel they are the leaders and create a community atmosphere for learning that would

empower teachers to learn and grow in places they feel inadequate.  All these benefits can

enhance a student's experience in the classroom.  Osamwonyi (2016) alleged that the "higher the

level of educational attainment of teachers, the higher the level of educational standard in the

country."

     

Assessment of Language-Based Programming

DPS contacted Academic Discoveries, LLC, to review the district’s programming for students

with language-based disabilities to ensure students are receiving a rigorous educational learning

experience in the least restrictive environment.  The program review focused on five main

questions outlined in the findings section of the report.  Using a multi-dimensional program

review model, these questions were researched using data collected by the district and

evaluators, peer-reviewed research, observations, and interviews.  This section of the report

explains some of the findings from the review.
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DPS employs highly qualified professional educators in the general education and special

education staff.  Their staff, overall, has proven longevity and commitment to the district,

community, and students at large.  In addition, the administration, staff, parents, and students

expressed their appreciation for the dedication and commitment DPS demonstrates in supporting

all students.

Participants of this review illustrated appreciation and value of the importance of literacy

instruction to support language-based programming in DPS.  Overwhelmingly, we heard from

participants interested in having a comprehensive language-based program that helps students

across all content areas.  In addition, it was noted that language-based programming occurs in

English Language Arts and Mathematics.  There were expressed questions about this form of

programming in social studies and science classrooms and how all content areas are supported in

providing language-based support for these areas.  In addition, there is a lack of vertical

consistency in pedagogical practices, which may confuse students who struggle with

language-based abilities as they transition from grade to grade.

The elementary staff spoke about the district’s designed lessons and the use of the Teaching

Learning Alliance, Lucy Calkins, Fundations, and Haggerty curriculums.  Although a literacy

committee and extensive training on the science of reading have occurred over the last three

years, pedagogical practices and strategies are inconsistent among all classrooms (general

education, special education, co-taught, etc.).  While autonomy is a positive reflection of the

district’s trust in their educator’s capacity, the lack of solidified language-based curriculum could

potentially be a weakness.
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When answering the first review question; What are the strengths of the current programming?

The evaluator considered various elements—the district illustrated many strengths and qualities

that align with DESE’s expectations.  For example, DPS takes pride in its staffing that supports

language-based programming.  They have small classrooms to help students who require direct

instruction in this area.  However, staff expressed challenges in creating consistent lesson plans

beyond their classroom due to the lack of a comprehensive curriculum that differs from the

general education classrooms. (It should be noted, however, that best practices suggest that the

same curriculum IS used in the general and special education classrooms to avoid the potential

for increased gaps in learning.  Parents and staff collectively spoke about the positive aspects this

language-based program has offered for students who struggle with reading, not only at the

elementary level but also at the middle school level.  Parents have referenced their children’s

happiness and pride in their progress with their reading abilities.

When referencing the second review question; What are the needs of the current program? The

evaluator reviewed observation notes and interviews – the district lacks a comprehensive writing

curriculum that aligns with the reading expectations of language-based instruction.  It was

reported that entrance and exit criteria should be more clearly defined to ensure appropriate

students are placed in the program. Others may exit the program when a ceiling has been

mastered.  In addition, it was expressed that parents at the elementary level would like more

communication with their child’s teachers to understand better the expectations and outcomes of

their child’s success.  Through observation, it was noted that some pedagogical practices in

supporting a fluid flow of lesson implementation might be conducive to students’ learning, and
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professional development may best support this need.  In addition, there is potential for

professional growth in understanding co-teaching models and approaches for adults to best

support one another when teaching in the same classroom, to enhance student outcomes.

The third review question is; What enhancements can be made to develop the program

framework further? The interviewees recommended that the district invests in a multi-sensory

specialized curriculum beyond the general education classroom. Although the special education

elementary staff have significant training in Orton-Gillingham, the middle school staff are still

expanding this training.  General and special education staff requested professional development

to understand better strategies for supporting students with language-based disabilities.  It is also

important to note that special education has received training, but not all general education staff.

The ability to review data more frequently to assess the impact of the program’s implementation

on student learning was another recommendation.  Staff and parents expressed an interest in

creating a committee to clarify the district’s language-based programming vision and goals.

Parents said their vision of having their child’s day-to-day schedules streamlined to understand

better how and when specific language-based instruction is occurring for their children.

When referencing the fourth review question; What enhancements can be made to develop the

program further academically? Educators requested a specialized curriculum that is

multi-sensory based for reading and writing rather than modifying the curriculum offered to the

general education population.  Staff suggested more reading books that align with the social

studies and science content that are leveled readers to support the individual’s reading abilities.
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When reviewing computerized writing assignments, some parents suggested options for using

different fonts, given that some are easier for their child to read and write than others.

The final review question; What are the recommendations, potential scope, and sequence of steps

to further develop the program? This resulted in many suggestions from the participants.

Educators would like to collectively create a scope and sequence to ensure a vertical and

horizontal alignment within the language-based program. Some suggested that language-based

programming should be considered when budgeting for the upcoming school year in providing

additional resources for staffing, professional development, and supplies.

The next section of this report offers recommendations based on the information gathered from

interviews, document reviews, and classroom observations.

Recommendations

The program review for the DPS consisted of interviewing administration, teaching staff,

special educators, and parents.  The evaluators also reviewed statewide and districtwide data,

sample IEPs, and classroom observations.  This program review was completed over

approximately six months.  As a result of this program review, it is essential to recognize the

number of highly qualified staff throughout the district and their dedication and commitment to

the students they serve.  Furthermore, the review identified many positive attributes of the

district’s programming for students with language-based disabilities.  The study included a

focused literature review supporting many practices the district provides.  As a result of this

review, Academic Discoveries, LLC is including the following recommendations for
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consideration.  The recommendations have been broken into four categories; communication,

professional development, resources, and systemic approaches.

Communication
Between Schools and Families:
Given that families expressed an interest in understanding more about the language-based
programming and instruction occurring within their child’s classroom, we recommend that DPS
provide parent training, targeted outreach, and additional opportunities to create parent and
educator partnerships.   It is recommended that DPS create a language-based parent group to
work with the district in enhancing and enriching entrance/exit criteria, reviewing purchasing of
curriculum, and supporting professional development for parents and staff.

Use of In-House Expertise:
DPS has extensive expertise within its district that should be utilized more systemically.  For
instance, teachers expressed concern that general education teachers cannot provide specialized
reading strategies in their classrooms due to the lack of specialized training and expertise.  We
recommend that DPS work with a professional development (or literacy) committee in
identifying the expertise within its district, develop a strategic literacy plan, and request that
those with expertise provide in-house training to other staff.  One approach is to identify staff
with expertise in differentiated instruction, Orton-Gillingham, pedagogical practices, graphic
organizers, data collection, classroom time-management, language-based lesson planning, etc.,
and create a professional development day with these topics.   Staff can select two workshops to
attend during that day, of which DPS staff experts will provide the training.  There can be
opportunities for follow-up sessions, peer observations, and individual consultation.

Professional Development
General Education and Special Education Staff
It was reported that not all educators have a solid understanding of language-based disabilities,
differentiated instruction, and intensive pedagogical practices that align with students’
individualized learning. Although training has occurred in the past, and the district has many
staff completing Orton-Gillingham certifications, it was suggested by participants of this study
that it would benefit DPS educators and support staff to revisit further professional development
in pedagogy.  This training would support the consistency and cohesiveness of pedagogical
practices that implement direct and explicit literacy instruction across all curricular settings,
including science, social studies, mathematics, and English Language Arts in general education
classrooms.

Resources
Staffing:
Through interviews, it was recommended that DPS review the quantity of staff explicitly hired to
support the language-based programming.  Through discussions, there was an initial proposal to
hire an additional reading specialist for grades six through twelve.  It is important to note that
there is an anticipated population of fifteen students in the middle school language-based
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program for FY23, which is much more prominent in previous years.  Therefore, additional
support may be needed beyond a reading specialist.  In addition, it is the recommendation that,
given the fact that this program is increasing in population, it is the recommendation that you
have a coordinator for the language-based program that oversees the elementary, middle, and
high schools.  This coordinator would be under the supervision of the director of special
education.

Common Curriculum:
Given responses from participants and classroom observations, it is recommended that Duxbury
Public School invests in a joint language-based literacy program, like, but not necessarily,
Language Exclamation or Up the Ladder. You may want to investigate writing programs,
including but not limited to Empowering Writers or Step Up to Writing.  It would also be our
recommendation that DPS expand their explicit language program, such as but not limited to,
Orton-Gillingham, for more general education teachers to become trained in this area.  In
addition, we recommend that DPS continue to explore language-based mathematics programs,
such as, but not necessarily, Zearn Math.  It is also essential to remember that best practices
suggest that general education and special education classrooms have access to the same
curriculum to reduce the potential for increased gaps in learning.  Therefore, if these curriculum
tools are considered, DPS must also provide additional training to staff on differentiated
instruction, scaffolding, and tiered interventions.

Systemic Approaches
Annual Training:
Administration and educators collectively reported that it would be in the best interest of DPS to
establish professional development on an annual basis that is required for all educators, including
general and special educators.  This recommendation aims to ensure a cohesive and consistent
approach to pedagogical practices related to understanding language-based disabilities.  The
training should focus on providing various strategies and techniques for literacy instruction and
development and implementing a comprehensive literacy-based curriculum across ALL content
areas.  It may be in the best interest of DPS to review their professional development schedules
and to require or mandate training around the need and expectation of rich language-based
instruction to serve all students, including those with language-based disabilities.

Common Planning Time:
Given the responses from the participants from this program review, it is recommended that DPS
develop protocols that support expected planning times for general education and special
education staff, with a clear focus on literacy development, everyday use of language, and
consistency in expectations reading and written assignments.

Establish of Literacy Team with a Focus on Language-Based Disabilities:
The special education department does not appear to have a literacy team that focuses explicitly
on language-based disabilities, which would be beneficial in establishing best practices for DPS.
This literacy team may also schedule data meetings to discuss the effectiveness of pedagogical
approaches needed for professional development and create opportunities for collaboration
among general education and special education staff.  Please keep in mind that language is
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authentically developed in ALL content areas.  Therefore, when designing this literacy team, we
recommend including math, science, social studies, English, and ESL teachers as pivotal partners
in this work.

Establishing Guidelines for Language-Based Programming:
Outlines of the language-based program were provided to the consultant at the beginning of this
review.  However, many staff and parents expressed their lack of knowledge of these documents.
It is the recommendation that DPS create a task force, or committee, that includes the director of
special education, general education and special education staff, parents, a school committee
member, support staff, and high school and middle school students to review the entrance and
exit criteria for this program.  The district should also review the profile of students who could
participate.  Developing a partnership committee to review and revise these components will
assist in understanding the purpose of this programming.

Partnerships between EL, General Education, and Special Education:
Some participants expressed concerns regarding the number of students identified as EL who
require direct and explicit language-based instruction.  Given the increase in the EL student
population for DPS, it would be recommended to ensure common planning time among all
parties to discuss student performance and effective teaching practices.  It is imperative to bring
general education teachers into this conversation.  The hope is for all parties to create innovative
programming, whether small group classes, extensive progress monitoring, or an enhanced
approach to differentiated instruction in the classrooms to support all students.

In conclusion, it has been a pleasure working with Duxbury Public Schools.  We thank you for
the opportunity and respect all your district’s daily work to provide the best education for your
students.

Respectfully Submitted,

Dr. Nadine G. Ekstrom

Dr. Leah M. Ferullo

Jean Bean, M.Ed.
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