C-9-a

C-9 Excluding from the cross-categorical special education allocation formula,
students with a speech and language only disability

Carol Carstensen (jj)

Question: Speech and Language only students: a) How many students are
there? b) Distribution by level (elementary, middle, high)? c) Of those at the
primary grade how many have been assessed with other needs in later years?

Analysis:

a) At the time the enroliment snapshot was taken to establish cross categorical
allocation for Fall 2007, there were a total of 229 students classified as having
a single disability of speech and language who previously would have been
counted with the students used to determine cross categorical teacher and
SEA base allocation.

b) The 229 students broken out by level: elementary 127, middle 63 and high
school 39.

c) Based on a phone conversation with Carol, | am adding some *additional
historical information below that should be useful. You will also find a copy of
the *memo | sent to staff and principals announcing the change to the CC
allocation formula.

* In 1997 the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was reauthorized.
One of the changes made in IDEA 97 was the provision allowing special
education services to be added by the IEP programming team that would allow a
child with a particular disability (e.g., Learning Disability) to access programming
from a special education teacher in a different categorical area (e.g., Emotional
Disability teacher). This had minimal impact in MMSD because we were already
operating a “cross categorical” (CC) service delivery model, meaning that a CC
teacher served students with a variety of different disabilities and needs. This
meant that a student’s disability (e.g., cognitive disability) did not result in
placement into a prescribed categorical program (e.g., cognitive disability
program). Rather, students were given access to cross categorical services if
they had a disability in any of the disability categories (e.g., CD, LD, ED, etc.).

Speech and Language only students, however, were not included in the CC
allocation formula until 2000-01. The prevailing thought was and still is that S/L
therapist are trained and licensed to provide therapy and instructional support in
the areas of speech and/or language. Substantial resources already are
allocated for S/L services. If a student needs services and supports in one or
both of areas of speech and language, the clinician should be able to address
these needs whether it be in the regular classroom or in a pull-out situation. If
the student has other needs such as behavioral concerns, many times CC was
written into the IEP so that the CC teacher could address this need. This still can
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occur! Depending on the nature of the concern or need, | am also encouraging
schools to access the services and expertise of other available staff in the school
such as school psychologists, social workers, etc.

Cross categorical services will continue to be accessed when appropriate,
however, we will not be counting the S/L student twice (i.e., S/L allocation and
CC allocation) unless they have a second documented disability in addition to
SIL.

** Memo to staff:

March 14, 2007

To: Principals, Special Education Teachers and Student Services Staff

From: Jack Jorgensen, Executive Director
Educational Services

CC: Management Team, Special Education Coordinators, Special
Education Advisory Council

Re: Change in Cross Categorical Allocation Formula for 2007-08

| am writing to share information about a change in the manner in which cross-
categorical teacher and SEA allocation will be determined for 2007-08. This
change results from the need to reduce the Division of Special Education budget
for next year as part of balancing the district's operating budget.

As you may recall, no changes were made to the current year's cross categorical
pupil:teacher formula. However, with the district once again confronted with a
significant budget gap it became necessary to critically examine all areas of
staffing, including the special education cross-categorical teacher and SEA base
formula. As a result, students who are "speech and language only" but are
accessing cross-cateqgorical services via the IEP will no longer be included
in count for determining cross-categorical pupil:teacher ratios. This means
that beginning with the projection of students done in February 2007 to determine
next Fall's 2007-08 beginning allocation, the count of students used to determine
cross-categorical teacher and SEA allocation for a school will exclude S/L only
students. These students will continue to be included in the count used to
establish the speech and language clinician allocation and any other documented
related services.
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My decision to remove this input from the allocation formula does not change the
expectation that all staff continue to assume responsibility for ensuring that all
students succeed. IDEA requires that special education students must be
educated in the LRE which for many S/L only students is the regular education
classroom. All staff need to look at a child's progress based on grade level
standards and provide support and differentiation in the classroom. My belief is
that students with a speech and/or language disability should continue to access
the special education services in the regular education classroom with the
assistance, when appropriate, of a cross categorical staff member. Additionally,
Speech and Language clinicians will continue to have Support Services Week
available each month to provide consultation and support to staff and students to
augment the direct services they provide during the other weeks of the month.

In spite of this change in the allocation formula, | believe we remain appropriately
staffed to provide appropriate services to our students. Consider the following:

1. MMSD continues to maintain one of the lowest special education staff:pupil
ratios among the largest school districts in the state based on the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction's data maintained on their website.

2. The continuation of the Centrally Coordinated IEP Evaluation System
(CCIES) has resulted in special education cross-categorical teachers being
exempt from completing initial IEP evaluations unlike special education
teachers in most other districts. This arrangement allows staff to spend more
time directly serving students.

3. Our district's low incidence population (i.e., autism, OIl, OHI, VI, HI and TBI) is
higher than that of many other districts in the State. We have maintained,
however, a higher staffing of those school personnel who typically support
this high-need student population (e.g., special education assistants, O.T.,
P.T., therapy assistants and PSTs supporting autism and assistive
technology).

4. The supplemental SEA allocation that is part of the cross categorical
allocation formula has also been maintained for next year. This substantial
amount of resources will again be allocated to schools to help address the
needs associated with some of our most severe and complex students.

Admittedly, it becomes increasingly difficult each year for me to reduce costs to
help balance the district’s budget while maintaining the quality of special
education services for students with disabilities that this community has come to
expect of this district. However, with the latest reductions to our district's budget,
| believe we will continue to offer special education programming that ranks
among the best in the Wisconsin if not nationally.

Please do not reply to this email by using the reply feature of your email program.
If you wish to offer comments regarding this email, please direct them to
mamitchell@madison.k12.wi.us
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C-9-c
C-9-d

C-9 Excluding from the cross-categorical special education allocation formula,
students with a speech and language only disability

Beth Moss (jj)

Question: The result of the cut will be that the case load in the classroom for cc
teachers will increase. My understanding is that they will just not be responsible
for the paperwork for the sl students. What is the difference in savings or in
allocation if we leave the sl students in the cc case load and just increase the
case load by 1 or 2 students? If its an across the board increase it seems that it
would be more equitable across schools.

Carol Carstensen (jj)
Question: For Speech and Language only students is it possible to give us a
chart showing the number by individual and grade?

Analysis: See Attached.
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