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AGENDA 
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Special Meeting of the Board of School Trustees 
Education Center 

2832 East Flamingo Road , Las Vegas - 5:30 p.m. 
Wednesday. June 26, 1996 

NOTE: In conformance with the Open Meeting Law, it is hereby noted that the agenda for the 
meeting of the Clark County School District Board of Trustees has been posted at the 
following locations: 

North Las Vegas Library 
Gre~n Valley Library 
West Las Vegas Library 
West Charleston Library 
Clark County School District Education Center 

Members of the public requiring reasonable accommodations in order to attend this meeting 
should call 799-5307. 

The meeting was called to order by the presiding chairman, ______ _____ , at __ p.m. 

Roll Call: 
Larry P. Mason, President 
Lois Tarkanian, Vice President 
Susan C. Brager, Clerk 
Howard Hollingsworth, Member 
Judy Witt, Member 
James B. McMillan, Member 
Jeffrey L. Burr, Member 

Brian Cram, Superintendent of Schools 
P. Kay Carl, Assistant Superintendent, Elementary Education 
Leonard D. Paul, Assistant Superintendent, Secondary Education 
Sidney J. -Franklin, Assistant Superintendent, Alternative Education 
Elise L. Ax, Assistant Superintendent, Compensatory Education 
Donald Burger, Acting Assistant Superintendent, Special Student Services 
George Ann Rice, Assistant Superintendent, Human Resources 
Michael R. Alastuey, Assistant Superintendent, Business and Finance 
Frederick C. Smith, Assistant Superintendent, Facilities & Transportation 
Johnnie Rawlinson, Board Counsel 
C. W. Hoffman, Jr. , Acting General Counsel 



THE MISSION OF THE BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES is to set policy, establish 
goals, and approve programs to accomplish the mission of the district. 

THE MISSION OF THE CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT is to ensure that all 
students will learn and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and ethics necessary to 
succeed as contributing members of society. 

MOTTO: TLC - Teaching, Learning, Caring 

I - PRELIMINARY 

1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA. Adoption of the agenda and addenda, as 
submitted, is recommended. 
Motion by ______ , Seconded by _______ :, Vote __ 

II - PUBLIC HEARINGS AND PRESENTATIONS 

2. PUBLIC HEARINGS. At this time any person who wishes to speak and has 
submitted a card by 2 p.m. on the day of the meeting, either in person at the 
superintendent's office or by telephoning 799-5315, shall be allocated time 
to speak. Public speaking may be limited to a total of fifty minutes. If the 
full amount of time is not needed for presentation by the public, the board 
members may resume their business. The amount of time granted to each 
speaker will depend on the number of requests to speak that are received, 
with a maximum of three minutes each. 

Ill - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS STATED BY PUBLIC 

ACTIO 

(J 

3. RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT. At this time, discussion may be held 
on issues raised by the public under Public Hearings. 

DISCUSS IOI 

IV - DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS 

4. SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES DIVISION AUDIT. Discussion and 
possible action regarding the Special Student Services Division audit. 
(Ref. A) 
Motion by _ _ _____ , Seconded by ______ , Vote __ 
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DISCUSSIOf\ 
ACTIOI 
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V - GENERAL DISCUSSION BY BOARD MEMBERS AND 
SUPERINTENDENT 

5. EMPLOYEE LABOR RELATIONS. Negotiations or informal discussion with 
management representatives regarding collective bargaining with employee 
organizations or individual employees. Closed session and action may be 
recommended as necessary. 
Motion by ______ , Seconded by ______ , Vote __ 

6. CLOSED SESSION AS NEEDED AT ___ P.M. 
Motion by _______ , Seconded by ______ , Vote __ 

7. ADJOURNMENT AT __ P.M. 
Motion QY , Seconded by ______ , Vote __ 

u 
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:LARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

12 F.AST FLAMINGO ROAD LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89121 TELEPHONE (702) 799-501 I 
FAX 799-5063 

May 31, 1996 

MEMORANDUM 

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 
EQUAL Ol'PORTUNin' EMPLOYER 

BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES 

Mr. Larry P. Mason. President 
Dr. Lois Tark.inian. Vice President 
Ms. Susan C. Brager. Clerk 
Mr. Howard Hollingsworth. Member 
Mrs. Judy W in. Member 
Dr. James B. McMillan. \kmbcr 
Mr. Jeffrey L Burr, Mrn1hcr 

Dr. Brian Cram, Superinrcndcnt 
FAX (702) 7')')-S505 

The "Review of Special Education Services in the Clark County 
School District" dated May 28, 1996 is attached. 

The "Review" has not yet been evaluated by the Board of Trust ees (,..., 
or the District Staff, nor has it been adopted or approved. J 
Approximately 15 paragraphs of the review have been withheld from 
public release at this time, on advice of counsel, because they 
contain information which is deemed confidential and therefore 
not subject to public disclosure under Nevada law. 

The "Review" consists of over 140 pages, including text, charts, 
and memoranda. The majority of the report is released at this 
time in response to recent public interest. Those matters which 
have been withheld will immediately become the subject of 
internal review and possible action by the School District, and 
wi l l be considered for release in the future. 

Ref. A 
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A Review of Special Education Services 
in the Clark County School District 

Primary Reviewers 

Dr. David Rostetter 
Dr. Ed Sontag 

Prepared for the Weatherly Law Firm for the 
Clark County School District Board of Trustees 

on May 28, 1996 
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Purpose of Audit 

This program review was conducted pursuant to an agreement between the 

Weatherly Law Firm and the Clark County School District (CCSD) Board of Trustees. The 

primary responsibility for collecting the data and preparing the report was carried out jointly 

by Dr. Ed Sontag of the University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point and Dr. David Rostetter, 

President of Education Policy and Program Solutions. Both of these consultants have 

provided services to CCSD in the past. Dr. -Rostetter, in particular, has had a 4-year 

relationship with the district that has resulted in numerous products and reports. 

The scope and purpose of the review were set out most succinctly in Attachment A, a 

memorandum from the assistant superintendent to the superintendent. This memorandum 

expressly states the areas addressed in the audit: 

1. Data regarding special education population. 

2. Number of special education personnel. 

3. Divisional organizational structure including staff interviews. 

4. Job description review. 

5. Cost of special education services and funding allocations from the 

general, federal, and state levels. 

6. Comprehensive cost of special education per pupil expenditure and 

regular education cost per pupil. 

7. Analysis of other districts comparable to Clark County School District 

regarding general and special education population in cost and 

organizational structure. 

This scope of the audit was somewhat expanded by a request to consider the status of 

services to bilingual students as well as some specific service programs. The entire process 

U was completed with the support and guidance of the Weatherly Law Firm. However, Dr. 

Attorney Work Product: Not for Dissemination 3 



Rostetter and. Dr. Sontag conducted their analysis and constructed this report based on their \} 

knowledge of education and education management. Mr. Weatherly provided guidance in his 

area of expertise regarding law and made certain the entire process resulted in a report that 

accurately and fairly assessed the issues before the team. 

Introduction 

Background 

The first major task in conducting this program review was to collect sufficient 

information to describe the current policies and practices that characterize service delivery to 

students with disabilities. This collection of information developed into a major undertaking, 

the results of which are described in this section. As explained later, some CCSD staff were 

resistant to participating in discussions of future possibilities for program improvement and 

change. This posture was due primarily to a lack of commitment to change on the part of 

management, and reinforced by staff who at times were fearful of sharing information. Even 

in the midst of indications that serious issues were being addressed and brought to light, the 

Division leadership .resisted many recommendations and concerns expressed by the 

reviewers. 

Readers are reminded that this report is by no means exhaustive and no doubt misses 

some aspects that might seem important. The report also highlights aspects that some 

individuals might think insignificant. However, it is, in our view, illustrative of the problems, 

issues, and challenges facing service providers and families today. As a result, the 

information presented in this report lays the groundwork for the consideration of significant 

and bold changes. 

This program review was conducted in the context of several years of questions and 

issues raised initially by external consultants and the special education leadership of the 

district. More recently, the Weatherly Law Firm was asked to address several questions 
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posed by the sc;:hool board. In general, these questions addressed the appropriateness of 

Clark County initiatives to change patterns of placement of youngsters with disabilities. 

These initiatives were, in part, a response to issues raised by the Office for Civil Rights, U.S. 

Department of Education. The Weatherly Law Firm report, among other things, 

recommended several significant changes in special education procedures. These 

recommendations, in tum, caused the consideration of additional staff and realignment of 

existing staff. These considerations provided the basis to initiate this program review, in an 

effort to comprehensively address the improvement of services for students with disabilities. 

Conducting a program review of this kind is a dynamic process, and during the 

review many issues were raised and discussed with a variety of staff. Some of these issues 

had already been considered. It is extremely important to note that the groundwork 

necessary for the implementation of the recommendations and solutions outlined in this 

report are currently being undertaken in a few areas. The .reviewers and managers tried to 

bridge current changes underway with the possible long-range solutions that are on the 

horizon. 

Rationale 

Apart from the specific issues identified in the memo defining the scope of the audit, 

several national trends form the rationale for the activities pursued during this program 

review. Educational services for students with disabilities have been mandated by federal 

and Nevada law since the passage of the Education of the Handicapped Act in 1975. Nevada, 

like other states and jurisdictions, developed its own statutes and regulations in the late 

1970s and early 1980s as a means of ensuring the implementation of federal requirements 

and protecting the educational rights of school aged children. With these laws and 

regulations came many struggles, tremendous growth, and dramatic increases of cost. 

However, the resulting educational benefit was not at a level commensurate with the energy 
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and resources _these statutes and regulations set into motion. Special education programs . 

throughout the nation have come under increased scrutiny and appropriate questioning to 

demonstrate their efficacy and effort. 

Many of the issues and problems _in special education facing school board members, 

administrators, teachers, and parents in Clark County are not unlike problems facing 16,000 

other school districts in the nation. In the mid-1970s, the issues emerging out of federal 

district courts, state courts, and ultimately the 94th Congress were access to services, due 

process, IEPs, and so forth. One downside of this important equity movement was that less 

attention was paid to monitoring the outcomes of instruction. Many special educators are still 

focusing on the old issues, and these are important; however, schools across the nation face a 

critical need to begin focusing on outcomes of special education. 

The National Association of State Boards of Education has recently issued a report on 

special education. In the report, Winning Ways, we quote from the introduction: 

Some of the major issues that have been raised over the last decade by parents 
and others involved with special education include the following concerns: 

• that a disproportionate number of minority students are being placed in special 
education; 

• that too many students overall are being placed in special education (during the 
1976-77 school year, 3.7 million students were served, while in 1991-92 almost 5 
million students were served under IDEA, Part Band Chapter 1 of ESEA-state 
operated programs); 

+ that students are unnecessarily labeled in order to "fit" into the system; 

• that labeling leads to educating students in overly segregated settings; 

• that over the last twenty years special education has evolved into a separate 
system-critics point to the body of rules and regulations, the separate funding 
streams, special facilities, and separate teacher training and licensure programs as 
attributes of the "separate system"; 

+ that in lean budgetary times, the escalating costs of special education are 
beginning to eat into the general education program; 
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+ tha~ educators do not regularly provide substantially different methods of 
instruction depending on individual students' needs; and 

• that students have their curricular options limited based on their handicap label. 

The Special Education "Trap" 

The reality today is that for many students (and teachers) a referral to special 

education is the only mechanism available to school officials for providing extra support to 

students who need it. Many schools provide only two types of instruction: general instruction 

and special instruction. General instruction usually relies on traditional methods of imparting 

knowlea.ge, with a teacher in front of the class telling the class what they need to know and 

testing students afterward on what they have memorized. In such situations, the 

responsibility for learning rests entirely on the student; that is, it is the student's fault if he or 

she does not understand the material. For students who do not learn using this traditional 

approach to instruction, the teacher (under pressure to cover an ever-increasing amount of 

material) is left with but one option-refer the student to special education. In this scenario, 

special education offers an opportunity for remediation and varied classroom instruction, 

u sually taking place outside the general education classroom. 

Similarly, many schools only prov ide one type of curriculum, and coming on the heels 

of the "back to basics" movement of the mid-1980s, that curriculum is typically focused 

narrowly on education goals specifically related to core academics-to the exclusion of other 

spheres of student development. For students who may have other curricular needs related 

to functional living skills or social or emotional development, the teacher (again under 

pressure to cover more material) feels trapped with but one option-refer these students to 

special education. In this scenario, special education offers an opportunity to enrich the 

curriculum beyond basic academics or to pursue alternative curricula, if appropriate. 
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In bot}:l these instances, special education is the only option for students who may 

require support to succeed in school. However, with the special instruction comes the stigma 

of being labeled in special education, segregation from the general education population, and, 

for many students~ a feeling that they no longer belong in the "regular" school. 

These concerns have led educators, parents, and policy leaders to explore options for 

restructuring programming for students with special needs with an eye toward defining and 

improving student outcomes. Those concerned are looking closely at the efficacy of special 

education instructional models and student outcomes, and exploring options for instruction 

outside the special education system. 

Many of the issues cited above are present in CCSD and are addressed in this report. 

CCSD by no means is isolated from other school systems in the nation trying to come to 

grips with the outcomes of the dual system of special education and general education. 

Other large systems in the nation are either redesigning special education or 

reviewing its outcomes. A major study on the New York City schools, entitled Focus on 

Learning: A Report on Reorganizing General and Special Education in New York City, articulates a 

summary statement that many stakeholders are convinced the city's special education 

programs are not serving the majority of their students effectively, efficiently, and equitably. 

The report goes on to say that 

special education produces limited outcomes because: 

+ Accountability is very limited. There are no useful instructional 
standards and very little useful data on educational and behavioral 
outcomes. 

+ Far too many students are placed in separate settings rather than in 
more appropriate, less restrictive instructional settings defined by state 
and federal law. 

+ Many students are placed in special education not because of a 
disability but because general education is not meeting their learning 
needs. 
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+ The.cost of evaluating, transporting, tracking, reevaluating, 
mainstreaming, and decertifying students who may not be disabled is 
siphoning off resources from a resource-starved public education 
system. 

Many of the recommendations in the New York City report are similar to the 

recommendations included in this report. The New York City recommendations that are also 

embedded in the Sontag and Rastetter review include the following: 

+ Transfer responsibility for all formal evaluation and placement of children referred 

for potential disabilities to the community school districts and the High School 

Division. Existing CSEs, now a centralized function, should become responsible to 

community school districts and should ensure that all students with disabilities 

receive timely evaluation and placement and an appropriate education in the least 

restrictive environment. 

+ Dissolve the SBSTs in every school. Some former SBST members will be 

permanently assigned to their local schools and will become part of each school's 

support services for students and staff. Other former SBST members will become 

part of CSE teams at the community school district or high school superintendency 

level. 

+ Require informal classroom-based assessment of all students at risk of school 

failure and all students with disabilities. Such assessment must be instructionally 

based so that learning settings can be best organized to meet students' educational 

and developmental needs. 

+ Establish an Instructional Support Team (!ST) in every school, to be drawn 

primarily from each school's classroom and cluster teachers, and supplemented by 

supervisors, guidance counselors, support staff, former SBST staff, and related 

service personnel. Because the IST's primary responsibility is to provide quick 
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resl?onse to student and teacher classroom difficulty, its specific composition will 

vary according to classroom needs. 

• Require each school to develop a school-level instructional plan designed to meet 

the needs of all academically at-r:isk students. Elementary school plans must 

emphasize early intervention programs; include counseling, health screening, and 

mental health services; create an effective support system for classroom teachers; 

and promote the appropriate education of children with disabilities in the least 

restrictive environment. 

• Provide resources and support to develop school and classroom-based processes of 

intensive professional development that increase school staff's capacity to 

reorganize teaching and learning, so that the educational and developmental needs 

of all students are effectively met. Districts must also ensure that each school has 

the expertise, particularly at the supervisory level, to provide effective responses 

for students with special needs. Teacher preparation programs in post-secondary 

institutions should be reconceptualized to integrate special education training into 

all courses of study. 

• Create significant fiscal incentives to educate children in their home schools, both 

to reduce the inappropriate referral of children to special education and to provide 

a broader range of placement options for children with mild and moderate 

disabilities and children with low-incidence or severe disabilities. 

• Establish an Accountability and Quality Assurance Office to assess the 

effectiveness of instructional strategies and practices for students with disabilities; 

provide information to help districts and schools improve educational outcomes, 

particularly for their most precarious students; identify schools and districts whose 

practices consistently fail to meet the educational needs of low-achieving students 
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and students with disabilities, and refer those schools and districts to the 

Chancellor for corrective action; report regularly to the Jose P. plaintiffs and the 

public; and recruit and provide training, supervision, and support for Parent 

Advocacy Teams in all districts. 

• Develop a comprehensive evaluation design to assess the effectiveness of these 

structural changes by focusing on a variety of outcomes, especially outcomes of 

students with disabilities or at risk of school failure. The evaluation should be 

initiated when implementation begins. 

Along with the problems of ineffective service delivery has come a wave of litigation 

that has swamped the courts and cost millions of dollars in legal fees and resources. Virtually 

every major school system is enduring some form of major class action lawsuit identifying 

noncompliance in many of the areas addressed by this program review. The most recent of 

these is the case brought against the Los Angeles city schools that has resulted in a 

comprehensive court order to improve timeliness of services and restructure special 

education to make certain all students are served in the least restrictive environment. 

Although the Los Angeles case is new, other major cases have gone on for decades. The 

litigation in Boston before the state court has gone on for 22 years. The case against Baltimore 

is in its 8th year. The Mills case against Washington, D.C., is still unresolved, and Chicago 

continues to be involved in major litigation. 

Clark County has not yet come under this kind of litigious scrutiny. However, the 

program review team is convinced that it is only a matter of time before Clark County 

becomes a defendant in a significant piece of special education litigation. The outcomes of 

not having preventative strategies in place are huge legal bills and control of the system 

being exercised by external forces such as a federal court. As an ad for an automotive 

'\.__) maintenance effort states, you can "pay me now or pay me later." 
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Most o[ the concerns identified in this report have been provided to Division 

management many times in the past. Final reports from Dr. Rastetter expressed concerns 

about the lack of involvement of psychologists in instructional support activities and lack of 

prereferral interventions, for example. However, efforts have been much more in the nature 

of assisting through advice and planning. Several drafts of plans and initiatives taken by 

other districts have been provided over the last 4 years, and a specific plan was developed 

for dealing, in a comprehensive way, with the problems of centralization, poor 

communication, lack of staff development, and unnecessary fragmentation of services. This 

report represents the most direct and formal method consultants can use to convey the 

seriousness of problems like those seen in CCSD. Unfortunately, less formal and collaborative 

advice has not been taken seriously enough to set the stage for real productive changes in 

CCSD special education service delivery. 

Methodology 

The first task in conducting this program review was to determine what methods to 

use to collect sufficient information to address the scope of the program review described at 

the beginning of this report. Four methods were chosen: 

1. Interviews: Hundreds of staff, parents, administrators, and decision makers were 

interviewed during the course of this information collection. 

2. Document analysis: Thousands of pages and hundreds of documents were also reviewed. 

Those documents of specific relevance to support a finding or recommendation are found 

in the Appendix (pp. 69-90). The review of documents was conducted using an approach 

called content analysis. This method required three steps: (a) complete reading of the 

document; (b) recording of any sections that may be of relevance to the purpose of the 

study and the information to be collected; and (c) recording of the identified r~levant 

information. 
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3. Event analysis: Maj0r trends and events were analyzed using a structured event 

documentation format that includes the following categories of information: 

a. Acts: behaviors or events of short duration collected and measured at intervals of 

seconds or minutes. 

b. Activities: events comprised of acts that are engaged in over longer periods of 

time, usually repeated from day to day or measured in hours of time (physical 

education activities, meetings, etc.). 

c. Participants: individuals in the environment engaging in acts (students, teachers, 

administrators, etc). 

d. Relationships: the description of the participants' association with each other 

(student/ student, student/teacher, supervisor/ employee, etc.). 

e. Meanings: the characteristics of the relationships and the desired outcomes of the 

participants as expressed through behaviors, interviews, or documents. 

f. Settings: the physical setting in which the event occurs. 

By ensuring that information is recorded in each of these six areas, a complete 

description of the event can be obtained and the reliability of the information is 

greatly increased. 

4. Participants in district-wide committees and task force meetings: During the course of 

the review the reviewers observed and participated in many group activities. These 

meetings and conferences proved to be a rich source of information about how staff and 

others behaved and communicated. 

A review such as the one undertaken by Rastetter and Sontag calls for a great deal of 

cooperation and communication. With few exceptions, neither of these two processes are 

positive benchmarks of this program audit. 
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In spite of clear requests to communicate the purpose of the audit to building 

administrators and teachers, a memo to this effect was not developed until November 17, 

1996, after two reviewer visits had been completed (Appendix, p. 2). In addition, few 

buildings, principals, or teachers were informed of the purpose of the audit until the visitors 

arrived at their respective schools. Consequently, a great deal of time was lost arranging 

visitation schedules on the day of arrival. One secretary informed a member of the review 

team, prior to the start of a visit, that no visits had been arranged because she did not know 

anything about the scheduled visits, even though a letter had been sent to the reviewers 

several weeks in advance outlining this visit. 

The program review team was able to collect a variety of information from a variety 

of sources. Additionally, the team was able to corroborate various pieces of information 

across those sources. For example, if a staff member asserted that resources were not 

sufficient to implement a student's IEP in a particular building, the team followed up that 

assertion by checking with other staff and reviewing the relevant documents. In every case, 

whenever possible, single sources of information were discarded unless they could be 

corroborated by at least one other data source. This was done to minimize the subjectivity 

that can sometimes be introduced when professionals are reviewing the performance of other 

professionals in the same field. 

Although considerable cooperation was extended to both the major reviewers and the 

consultant by school principals, facilitators, teachers, some SEAs, a few central office 

administrators, parents, and school board members, we did not receive the same amount of 

cooperation from all special education administrators. In the first days of the review, reports 

came back to the reviewers from staff that managers were telling staff they would fight this 

review; in the last few weeks of the review, events made it clear that a great deal of energy 

() 

was going into protecting the status quo from the vigorous assault of change that the audit U 
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might well bring. For example, one assistant director told us that she/ he was told to gat}:ler 

information to contradict the potential decentralization of a particular program. Interestingly 

enough, this was not a program recommended for any significant change nor was it even a 

program discussed or reviewed with senior management w ithin the Division. On· two 

occasions, the major reviewer was told by management that the school board could not 

handle the pressure that might be generated by a public outcry against any significant 

changes recommended. 

Regrettably, the reviewers have come to the conclusion that the Division chose to aid 

and facilitate a negative response before the report is even received by the school board. In 

addition, as word of the audit spread, the reviewers began to receive many phone calls at 

home by individuals who asked to talk but wanted their identity protected. Several 

employees asked the reviewers not to call them at work. 

What Have We Learned About Clark County? 

This program review was initiated with a fairly routine scope of work. The kind of 

intense scrutiny that evolved during this effort was the result of factors discovered as more 

and more information was collected and reviewed. The following factors directly caused 

increased concern: 

l. Insufficient outcome data: The effectiveness of special education is, for the most 

part, unknown in Clark County. Although many anecdotal testimonials of what 

might work have been noted, few systematic efforts to determine the outcomes of 

the program can be identified. This is partially the case because managers in the 

program claim it takes so long to change education practice that no data are 

available yet on any efforts to change. This argument is, of course, unacceptable 

because services have been provided to some students for 15 years and few 

managers have asked if the services work. Additionally, the manager who stated 
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that change takes 7 years to implement also stated, "We are not collecting any data 

on the 'new' innovations." 

When we first began to identify the problem of insufficient outcome data, we were 

surprised that managers in special education usually had not completed any 

significant analysis of data or enrollment trends. We were quite amazed that senior 

managers had not even been aware that this data existed or that special education 

growth varied from the district's general growth. This deficiency will be discussed 

in other sections. 

Most of the programs have used increases in child count and district growth as 

justification to request additional staff, managers and supervisors, and fiscal 

resources. Promotions within CCSD are based, in part, on the number of personnel 

supervised. We found few examples of major efforts to reduce costs and 

enrollments. 

2. The presence of all elements for major litigation: The reviewers have a deep sense 

of urgency about much of what needs to be done. Many timelines are routinely 

missed and documented. Many practices are clearly inadequate and not changed. 

The percentage of students enrolled in special education increases but nothing is 

systematically done. As the system gets larger, decisions are further and further 

removed from the school, teacher, classroom, and student. Efforts to control and 

protect the organization reach the point where staff are forced to make decisions 

that are more expedient than effective. 

3. An organization that is stuck: The Division has not seriously considered reform or 

restructuring to improve performance in the last 10 years. Although everything is 

changing around special education, little is done to seriously question performance 

and increase productivity. 

Attorney Work Product Not for Dissemination 16 

n 

0 

u 



7 

4. Defensive organization: Special education is dominated by a status quo mentality. 

Many p~ofessiona_ls reported to us that they receive no respect or support from 

other parts of the organization. Special education is also physically and 

categorically isolated from the other major divisions in terms of operation. All of 

this tends to act against open discussion and consideration of improvement and 

risk taking, which are essential to improved performance and change. 

These extraordinary factors should give rise to great concern on the part of those 

responsible for the effective, efficient, and appropriate operations of the school system. They 

are well documented in the text of this report and should cause serious and immediate 

actions to be taken to halt such activities and to address the causes of these problems. 

After reviewing the staffing, management, and structure of the Division, we believe 

that without major changes it is doubtful this organization can implement the initiatives 

necessary to deal with its serious and deep rooted problems. The organizational 

characteristics of the Division are clearly associated with old factors of "organizational 

success"-size, role clarity, specialization, and control. Factors associated with a shifting 

paradigm or what bureaucratic organizations should look like in the future are speed, 

flexibility, integration, and innovation. We found little interest on the part of management in 

developing viable alternatives to the status quo. We noted a few examples of success in the 
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program for cl:ildren with disabilities, but for the most part these are a result of individuals 

at the local level taking risks without adequate support from central office management. 

As we point out in another section of this report, the uncontrolled growth of 

programs and the corresponding growth of the administrative bureaucracy have been a 

major focus of managers at almost all levels of the organization. We were unable to find any 

significant efforts to reduce or control the growth, and as we point out later in the report, 

managers have not availed themselves of their own data pointing to growth beyond what 

would be expected in special education. The typical response is one of identifying the growth 

and the number of additional administrative or supervisory positions. Rarely has the 

administrative leadership attempted to figure out how a problem can be resolved without 

adding staff, both instructional and management. 

Few examples of creativeness exist; therefore, it is· impossible to foresee how this 

Division can provide a structure for the future. Coupled .with what we have identified as 

morale concerns throughout the Division, this lack of creativeness indicates little hope that 

the current structure can disassociate itself from past behavior and practices. CCSD 

leadership must assess whether the current special education leadership structure can yield 

lasting change and improvements. 

This section reports all of the information collected during the program review that 

was used as a basis for findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The information is 

presented in a question and answer format, which allows the information to be categorized 

and presented in the most usable form possible. The major questions are as follows: 

1. What is the population being served? 

2. How is special education organized? 

3. What is the hierarchy? 

4. What are the relationships? What is the organizational climate? 
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5. How are decisions made? 

6. How is special education financed? 

These program review questions provide a comprehensive framework for the 

collection, analy$iS, and presentation of all necessary information. Each area is addressed 

below. In addition, we have provided information on other aspects of the program that go 

beyond the major areas detailed above. 

1. Who Is the Population Being Served? 

Of primary concern to all is the description of the intended beneficiaries of the special 

needs staff. v\Tho are they? where are they? are they changing? and so forth. This section 

addresses these basic and essential questions. 

Uncontrolled growth in special education. CCSD has experienced significant growth 

in its special education program in the last several years. This growth has occurred in both 

the school aged and preschool program for children with disabilities. When we initially 

reviewed the data, we suspected this growth paralleled the growth of the district, which has 

been significant. However, we were startled to find that the growth in programs for children 

with disabilities has significantly out-paced the increases in district enrollment. Since the 

1991- 92 school year, the district's enrollment has increased by about 28%, whereas the 

district's special education enrollment has increased by about 50%. If the analysis includes 

increases in the special education 3-5 program for children with disabilities, the increase is 

even more significant-about 60%. Educators have grown to accept growth in programs for 

children with disabilities. However, the growth in the United States over the same period 

averaged about 3% a year, compared with 10% for CCSD. We believe several reasons account 

for the dramatic growth in the number of children with disabilities served in CCSD. 

Table 1 describes the total district growth for regular education, special education 

6-21, special education 3-5, and learning disabilities. Clearly, if the growth of special 

Attorney Work Product: Not for Dissemination 19 



tO 

education is 11ot curbed by appropriate and legal methods, CCSD will find itself with an even 

greater proportion of its fiscal resources going to special education. The growth of the special 

education 3-5 program and the program for children identified as learning disabled exceeds 

the national average _and, if not curbed, will add to the costs of education of all children in 

CCSD. Extra costs beyond special education program costs are transportation and the usually 

required extra space. 

Table 1. Total District and Special Education Population Trend 

% % % o· 
/0 

Year District incr. 6-21 incr. 3-5 incr. L.D. incr. 

1990 121,472 6.0% 9,'22.7 8.1% 586 48.0% 5,248 8.7% 

1991 128,273 9.5% 10,047 8.9% 888 51.5% 5,682 8.3% 

1992 134,806 5.4% 11,384 13.3% 1,267 42.0% 6,506 14.5% 

1993 143,784 6.8% 12,672 11.3% 1,543 21.0% 7,519 15.6% 

1994 154,585 7.6% 13,777 8.7% 1,763 14.0% 8,496 12.9% 

1995 165,212 6.8% 15,054 9.3% 1,890 7.2% 9,281 9.2% 

Avg. incr. 
for 6 yrs 7.0% 9.5% 30.0% 11.7% 

We are very concerned with the growth in the preschool program and the school aged 

program. For example, the district has averaged increases of 7% over the past 5 years, 

whereas special education growth has averaged about 12%. Special education has 

experienced astronomical increases in the number of children served. Although the growth 

has leveled off somewhat the last few years, the trend of a ,greater proportion of CCSD 

children enrolled in special education, as opposed to regular education, shows no sign of 

leveling off. 

We have reviewed enrollment projections for next year and several years into the 

future as prepared by CCSD. In a memorandum accompanying data projections from the 

Division, the Division's own staff seriously questions the projections made for public 
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consumption .. This doubt is extremely significant given the Division has repeatedly presented 

a 9% projected growth rate in every p_ublic forum. However, this document discredits that 

projection and warns that, in part, "estimating nine percent over the next five years doesn't 

appear realistic unless immediate measures are taken to deal with this issue." The 

memorandum goes on to state: "There is a tremendous discrepancy between the CCSD 

special education growth rate and the national special education growth rate. Why? What is 

CCSD doing or not doing that may be influencing this trend?" 

The most recent report to the U.S. Congress by the U.S. Department of Education 

indicates the national growth of special education in 1992-93 and 1993-94 was 3.13% and 

3.35%, respectively. If we take out of this analysis the general growth of the district, we still 

are left with growth of programs for children with disabilities that is far in excess-two to 

three times-of what we should find. In discussing this data with managers in the Division, 

we were amazed they had little sense of the significance of the growth. In initial discussions 

with senior managers, we found they attributed most of the growth to increases in low­

income students in the district. In .pursuit of this factor, we asked for a review of the referral 

data. This analysis found little correlation between low income or low socioeconomic status 

and referrals to special education. The primary point of referral seems to be a child's 

difficulty with early years in school. In CCSD, approximately 70% of all referrals for special 

education come before the 5th grade. A significant number of the children identified are in 

categories of special education in which errors in diagnosis are not typically found: deaf, 

hard of hearing, deaf blind, autistic, and severely mentally retarded. Over half the children 

served in CCSD are in the category learning disabled. It is in this category and that of 

developmentally disabled that inappropriate referrals to special education could be reduced. 

For example, in the combined categories of deaf, hard of hearing, blind, and partially sighted, 

the increase has been about 3.5% each of the last 5 years. Correspondingly, the increase in the 
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category of le_aming disabilities has been 3.5 times that of the low incidence areas. Clearly, if o 
the district wishes to reduce the number of inappropriate referrals, the target of opportunity 

is children with learning disabilities and developmental disabilities. A conservative estimate 

of the number of inapprop~iate referrals is 20%. If this figure is used as a basis for cost 

savings and more appropriate programming, the cost savings to the district could be roughly 

$400,000 initially and several million dollars over the next few years. The cumulative amount 

of savings is calculated by understanding that for every child identified as disabled, 10 to 12 

years of costly special education could be avoided. From the limited data available to the 

program review team, it appears that few children who once are identified as disabled ever 

return to the regular education program as nondisabled or to programs that do not call for 

extensive interventions. (The Appendix, pages 64-66, contains charts displaying special 

education growth and referral rates.) 

2. How Is Special Education Organized? 

Special education in CCSD is primarily a centralized service delivery system. Beyond 

the allocation of teachers to buildings and the reporting of those teachers to building 

principals, most other special education decisions are made by a relatively small and 

centralized cadre of professionals. There are two divisions with a director for each. Within 

these divisions, teacher units are assigned, support personnel are allocated, and the basic 

long-range and day-to-day management of the department is carried out. Roles include the 

following: 

• Special Education Administrative Specialists (SEAS): Professionals who provide 

technical support to administrators in schools. They are "troubleshooters" for 

special education. 

• Facilitators: A front line position assigned to schools based on the population of 

special education students in the building. Some schools have facilitators, but 
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ma1:,y do not. 

• Siegle staff: Centralized support staff such as psychologists, speech therapists, 

nurses, related services staff, records custodians, and data management services. 

• Central office staff: .Due process specialist and support staff to the assistant 

superintendent. 

• Special schools and program staff: Director with administrative responsibility for 

low incidence programs as well as the special schools. 

'!'hese staff taken together are responsible for expending all the fiscal resources in 

special education from a centralized administrative model. The assignment of classroom aides 

for students in need of additional help is managed centrally as is the distribution of 

equipment and the assignment of teacher units. It is our understanding that the Division has 

explored the possibility of decentralizing the assignment of classroom aides. The assessment 

of students who have special needs and are entering special education and CCSD for the first 

time is handled similarly in a centralized manner. Decisions as to whether one school or 

another will be able to serve students residing within its normal catchment area are also 

handled centrally, as units and clusters of programs are moved from building to building 

annually based on space and other factors attributable to administrative convenience. 

As with many educational programs in the United States, special education and 

general education in CCSD have evolved into what has been labeled the "dual system 

phenomenon.''. Rather than one system that deals with all children or one system with 

modifications, CCSD maintains two systems, which adds to the difficulty in moving from a 

failure model to a preventative approach to educating students with learning problems. We 

identified several problems caused by this dual system. Several professionals and parents 

pointed out that children referred to the Child Find Program are sometimes placed on 

inordinate waiting lists. Furthermore, children receiving services in programs in districts 
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other than CC_SD many times have to wait for services because they are waiting to be o 
evaluated by Child Find. Several parents and professionals pointed out to us that parents are 

told that if they oppose evaluation by the Child Find Program, a long waiting time may 

occur before the regular team can get to their child. 

In addition, more than 200 children placed by Child Find between September 1995 

and February 1996 received more costly separate placements. These placements far exceed 

the pattern in the past, and Child Find recommended placements do not appear to be subject 

to the routine central review process established to assist in these decisions. Child Find is 

clearly a major contributor to the excessively high cost of separate programming, which 

significantly exceeds the national averages. According to U.S. Department of Education data 

from the most recent Report to Congress, 5% of students with mental retardation are in 

regular placements nationwide. Less than 1 % of CCSD students with mental retardation are 

in regular placements. Learning disabled students in CCSD are 6% less likely to be in regular 

classes than such students nationwide. On average, CCSD is 4% less likely to have students 

in regular classes than the rest of the nation. Regardless of the least restrictive environment 

(LRE) requirements, these placements are more costly, significantly driving up classroom 

space and teacher costs. Learning disabled students, in particular, because of their large 

numbers, are contributing to the unusually high cost of services, as reported in the finance 

section of this report. 

Other duplicated programs that could, or should, be integrated into the resources at 

the local or building level include case managers, social workers, and mentor teachers (note 

that some are administered by the Education Center and some by the Siegle Center, adding 

to the confusion and making it more difficult for local staff to correctly access services). The 

major programs that are also highly centralized are school psychologists, speech and 

language staff, and the Child Find Program. These services are totally controlled by central 
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office adminis~ators. Figure 1 describes all of the resources that impact teachers and 

students. 

Duplication of programs and program staff. Assignment, evaluation, hiring, and 

utilization, for the most part, are controlled by Central Office or Siegle Center staff. Many 

programs are duplicated within the Special Student Services Division. For example, a student 

can be identified and evaluated by staff at the local school level, or if there is some indication 

that the child's disabilities are more complex than usually served at the local site, the child is 

referred for evaluation by a separate evaluation system called Child Find. Rather than 

disperse resources across the district to allow for resolution of problems at a more local level, 

a typical CCSD special education response is to control resources at the Central Office level. 

As we examined the Child Find Program, we were unable to find a clear rationale for 

maintenance of this separate system of evaluation and placement. As pointed out earlier, 

New York City has moved to eliminate their version of Child Find for the same reasons 

CCSD needs to. 

Change, flexibility, integration, innovation, morale, and controlling information. As 

we approached the audit with senior management, we were overwhelmed with the constant 

theme that if the division had more staff, it could do a much better job of providing 

programs and services for children with disabilities. Traditional values such as the extent of 

staff, size, layers of bureaucracy, and centralized decision making are what guide the 

management of this program. With few exceptions, we were unable to find interest in 

streamlining the organization, evaluating its impact and cost, or, most startling, anything 

resembling change or innovation. 

In many ways, what we found is a system isolated from other programs and 

professionals, and the District. The system, like many others in the nation, seems quite 

comfortable with allowing this isolation. However, one assistant superintendent 
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acknowledged_it was time for the isolation to end and for special education to be brought 

into the district. Typical of the isolation is the lack of functional cooperation between Chapter 

1 and the Division. Although isolation between two major programs has been associated with 

special education and Chapter 1 programs across the nation, significant movement has been 

made toward looking at these programs as coordinated efforts that can be refigured to assist 

children. The isolation of these two programs from each other, and the lack of a clear 

analysis of common purpose and need, must be addressed if student learning in these 

populations is to be improved. A separate section is included in this report on coordination 

needs between special education and Chapter l. 

The isolation found between major components of CCSD is also evident in the 

Division. The major programs we reviewed in the Division were more notable for their 

isolation from each other, and even more disheartening, their isolation from children, schools, 

teachers, facilitators, and SEAS. The one exception to this isolation is school nursing services, 

which make a remarkable contribution to the education of children ( discussed later in this 

report) . Most of the coordination that does take place is between the assistant directors at 

Siegle Center, which in many ways is far removed from the everyday workings of the front 

line programs in the schools. 

One of the ebbs and flows of reorganizations of school districts is the constant theme 

of centralize and decentralize. The authors of this report clearly recognize that this 

phenomenon is real, and although many recommendations we are proposing are closely 

aligned with a more decentralized structure than exists today, decentralization is not the 

major focus of what we are proposing. The key element of the proposed structure has more 

to do with a shift to a concept of organizational success. In earlier sections of the report, we 

discuss "old success factors" as defined by Ashkins and others (1995): size, role clarity, 

specialization, and control. New success factors that must be anointed by any successful 
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bureaucracy are speed, flexibility, integration, and innovation. It is with this paradigm shift 

in mind that we proposed some decentralized aspects,. some reductions of administrative 

layers, some reassignments of staff, and in a few cases some elimination of jobs or positions. 

In all likelihood the large centralized system that continues to grow and feed itself 

will make a case that individuals close to the site of education of children cannot make good 

decisions. They will also indicate the quality of services will be dramatically reduced by the 

implementation of our structure. We are proposing a fundamental shift in how the district 

can deliver services. In the current structure, psychologists supervise psychologists, speech 

and language personnel .supervise speech and language personnel, and so on. Each of these 

specialties strongly articulated this system. At one point in the audit process the assistant 

superintendent asked one of us to review our preliminary recommendations with selected 

staff. Although we did not reveal the details, we did share the general direction. In one 

pointed conversation, an assistant director indicated he/ she could not believe we would 

recommend that SEAs have the authority to assign staff. One person indicated the SEAs do 

not have the expertise to make these assignments, and at the same time admitted he/she had 

never discussed these assignments with the SEAs. Few school systems in the nation today 

provide for a system like that articulated in CCSD Psychologists Services: In Perspective. This 

document indicates a fundamental assumption of Psychologist Services is "leadership by 

school psychologists for school psychologists." This same document lays claim that the school 

psychologists in CCSD are usually regarded as the school-based teams' best resource for 

current interpretation of district policy, state regulation, and federal law. The job descriptions 

we reviewed indicated this is the responsibility of the SEAs. 

Facilitators. When the program review team asked various groups what they liked 

best or what was working in CCSD, the consistent response was "the facilitators." The 

facilitators are clearly the backbone of the delivery system, but even so, some problems have 
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been identifie~. The assignment of facilitators is identified by a certain number of special. 

education unjts at the building level. Although this system of assigning· facilitators to 

buildings with a set number of teaching units has a logical appeal, it produces some negative 

results, primarily at the elementa_ry level. It adds two major reasons that the costs of special 

education are increasing at such a fast rate. First, assignment based on clustering adds to the 

number of children not being educated in their home school and to the number of 

children-at least 3,000 to 4,000--being needlessly transported. If they attended their home 

schools, these children could walk to school with their brothers and sisters. In some cases 

principals reported to us and Central Office Administrators that they wanted more units so 

they could get a facilitator, which further adds to the clustering and transportation costs. 

The facilitators are the front line of the district, but not every building has the services 

of one. This imperfect delivery system, which in and of itself is not appropriate, provides less 

services to those schools serving a natural proportion of children. Schools that do not have 

the services of facilitators are less likely to receive information on latest best practices or 

CCSD policy interpretations. The schools that do not have facilitators do receive current 

information, but building principals indicated to us that they are not always represented at 

facilitators' meetings. Special education personnel assigned to buildings that do not have 

facilitators are less likely to get current information. Essentially, the delivery system is 

centered around the facilitator, but not every building has one; this system is a major flaw in 

the provision of services to children. 

3. What Is the Hierarchy? 

Special education is managed through six administrative levels. The assistant 

superintendent has two directors who manage the vast majority of resources allocated to the 

Division. These two directors are staffed with assistant directors and principals. Another 
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administrative level consists mostly of coordinators. Coordinators have a wider range of 

program responsibilities, from early childhood to curriculum development. 

Simil.arly, some decisions that can directly affect an individual student are made at the 

very top of the organization or, at ·the same time, by a classroom teacher or building 

principal. It is clear that entirely too many decisions are made by a small handful of 

managers who are unaware of classroom requirements, professional competence, or student 

needs. 
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Lack of data analysis. One of our major findings in this review was the lack of data 

analysis or reyiew on the part of senior managers. Data indicating trends in district special 

education enrollment have for the most part gone unanalyzed by management. The Division 

operates on information it assumes is correct, but is rarely based on accurate data produced 

by its own staff. For example, basic information on the patterns of referrals for special 

education went unnoticed by senior managers until it was pointed out by the review team. 

Rural areas. A special focus of our program review was reviewing the organizational 

structure as it relates to the rural and remote areas of Clark County. We visited with several 

personnel who either work in or service the rural areas. 

Local administrators indicated they rarely received services from the centralized 

Special Student Services Division. In particular, they cited the Child Find Program and the 

Occupation / Vocational Education Program. 

We understand that our research of the rural situation is based on limited 

observations, but we saw no evidence that service to the rural areas was a priority for the 

Division. One of our ongoing observations of the Division was the high number of cellular 
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phones utilized by the district services managers. In contrast, one SEA who services schools 

hundreds of miles from each other has to pay for her own cellular phone. 

In addition to our observations, we reviewed documents that indicated rural schools 

receive less service than do other schools. One administrative memorandum indicates that "it 

doesn't appear that teacher personnel in the rural areas will be assigned appropriately." 

Subsequently, the Division did increase resources to the rural area, but the overwhelming 

feeling is that this area gets what is left. 

Subsequent review of memorandums and correspondence indicates a comfort level in 

identifying violations of federal law. One principal indicated in correspondence that "children 

. in rural areas are not receiving counseling service." In addition, the principal clearly stated 

she was concerned that "failure to address this service could put the district in a position of 

inviting due process by the parents." The principal further stated that "writing counseling as 

a related service into identified student IEPs and being unable to provide that service, also 

could prove to be untenable." We could not find a response to this memo by any Division 

staff member. Furthermore, we learned the Rural Advisory Committee used to meet once 

every 2 years, but was disbanded by management in January 1995. 

4. What Are the Relationships? 

This section describes how the various internal and external publics relate to each 

other. For example: How do supervisors treat and manage staff and problems? What is the 

role of parents, the board of trustees, and others who have an interest in providing services 

to students with disabilities? Relationships are extremely important in organizations because 

they define the places where influence and control are appropriately exercised and where 

communication and collaboration are required to get a job done. 

What is the organizational climate? Most professionals, parents, and other 

stakeholders go about their business in a committed and industrious way in the school 
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system. In fact, during the progress of this program review, the number of hard-working and 

concerned people serving and helping students was gratifying and impressive. However, in 

the areas where decisions are made and resources are allocated, the climate is quite the 

opposite. Much of this report has already been devoted to the general observation that the 

management of special education is not engaged in considering or implementing significant 

changes in structure or control. During the course of the review resis tance was common, 

even as repeated verbal assurances were made that everything possible was being done to 

facilitate data collection and meetings. This kind of resistance may result in a climate of 

secrecy and distrust and, if unchecked, may result eventually in violations of professional 

and even legal standards. 

The organization is also characterized by poor communication and dissemination of 

necessary information in a timely way. Every SEA and all facilitators interviewed said they 

rarely had a sense of what was required and expected. They further felt they were often 
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isolated and stuck between disputes at the Division and school level with little or no support. 

They cited many instances in which they did what they felt was appropriate only to find 

their efforts reversed or changed without notice or participation. 

This is not an organization that expresses a value in the participation of experts on 

their own staff in decisions about children and families. Those professionals who express the 

need for improved performance are quickly moved out of the circle that controls decisions 

and resources. During the review many individuals said repeatedly they were certain that 

sharing information could result in reprimands, reassignments, or even placement outside the 

Division. These concerns led the reviewers to conclude this is an unhealthy management 

environment. The Teacher Advisory Council, in its written report prepared for the review 

team (Appendix, pp. 61 & 62), specifically expresses this concern: "Special education teachers 

are often isolated .and treated as outsiders." 

Parents. Perhaps the most upsetting area of inquiry dealt with the relationships 

between families and the district. Certainly, in a district this size with the diversity of culture, 

economic status, and preferences, many disagreements will occur. What is troublesome is the 

willingness to heighten the conflict and accentuate the differences. Parent groups can and 

should do this; school district officials should not. The groups that have been formed and 

actively sponsored by the school board, the Division, and the federal granting organization 

spend a good deal of time sniping at one another and should be disbanded. These conflicts 

do not allow the district to move forward, and everyone involved seems to be quite content 

with the stalemate. The leadership of the district quite simply must put an end to the 

dissention and insist on the development of a consensus for direction and outcomes. 

Lack of program dialogue between Chapter I and special education. Chapter I and 

special education have tried to collaborate on some agendas. However, given the uniform 

n 

(J 

criticism.of traditional Chapter I services in national studies and the fragmentation in special U 
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education, such efforts are relatively insignificant in CCSD. Massive resources flow into both 

programs with essentially the same intended results. Leadership in both offices should be 

required to work together to serve students and improve outcomes or be moved aside for 

persons who want to and know how to. 

5. How Are Decisions Made? 

Determining how decisions are made is a difficult process when reviewing most 

organizations. In earlier sections of this report, we described the structure of the Special 

Student Services Division. As many as five or six layers of administrators exist between 

classroom teachers and facilitators and the assistant superintendent, all levels at which many 

decisions are made. Given this totem pole of hierarchy just within the Division, one can 

imagine what the situation looks like when decisions need to cut across other divisions and 

regular education. The decision-making process is a time-consuming, inadequate process, and 

much of special education is guided by exact time constraints. 

We talked with several administrators who indicated that many times they 

had to delay service to children because they were unable to get a decision from the Division 

in a timely fashion. 

One of the major aspects of a healthy organization is that a vision exists. In the 

absence of good communication and clear policy, local leadership cannot provide staff with a 

sense of the desired outcomes of their work or provide a framework for decision making. 

This organization does not encourage d ecision making at lower levels, and as a result, 

teachers and facilitators are many times reluctant to make decisions about children without 

approval from somebody above them. Organizational paralysis is evident in the Division. As 

we discuss in other sections of this report, staff often fear reprisal from their actions. This 
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organizational _climate, plus the size and length of the bureaucracy, make decision making. an 

activity that, for the most part, occurs at the Siegle Center or Education Center. 

The Division has made a reasonable effort to quantify resource decisions. Essentially, 

additional classroom teachers, classroom aides, and facilitators are awarded on clear 

standards. Although these standards are clear, they do not encourage local autonomy in 

decision making. Those individuals closest to the child and the building, such as the teacher, 

facilitator, building principal, and SEA, have virtually no ability to commit resources or 

rearrange human resources. During the course of this review, we observed an effort on the 

part of senior managers to begin to understand that tightly controlled organizations do not 

always prod1.:1ce the best work and almost always seem to seek to solve problems with more 

resources. However, the controls by central office administrators continue to reinforce the 

overriding philosophy that decisions are to be made at the Siegle Center and Education 

Center. Over and over, we observed examples of problems identified at the local level, but 

resolutions controlled (but not always resolved) at a higher level. 

Large organizations are without a doubt difficult to manage. The role of 

administrators in managing should not be one of what we euphemistically describe as micro­

managing, but one of providing the leadership for the organization to be creative as it 

responds to everyday challenges. An important role is providing the vision, the policy 

direction, and the analysis of extant data to make adjustments in broad parameters of the 

system. We found few examples of these three functions in the incumbent leadership in the 

Division. The primary leadership we observed is clearly reactive, not proactive. 

In a separate section, we discuss how the district responds to due process complaints, 

which often consists of compromising when challenged with external demands. Almost all 

parties we talked to indicated that the general policy of the district is to not take a stand on 
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tough policy issues. As a result, the district has created many isolated and episodic policies 

that expand when others learn-about them. 

Personnel issues/staff development and recruitment. We identified significant issues 

in reviewing the CCSD district personnel policy. Recruiting professional personnel, selecting 

new qualified professional staff, and selecting 2nd year teachers for reassignment throughout 

the district are problematic. 

Recruitment of staff is a problem jointly shared by the Division and the Personnel 

Division. CCSD, like many other districts, has had problems in recruitment of certain 

specialties. These indude, but are not limited to, audiologists, physical therapists, 

occupational therapists, and early childhood teachers for young children with disabilities. In 

1994, the district hired 25 new teachers in these areas, but only 2 of them were licensed in 

their area. The district has tried to hire audiologists for several·years, and other than 

attempting to place the blame on a school board member, the district has taken little 

proactive action to remediate the critical need. 

Review of the recruitment selection indicated the shared responsibility between the 

two divisions has resulted in neither being able to take full responsibility and leadership to 

solve the recruitment problems. Extra efforts involving advertising and recruiting are 

required to be funded by the Division. 

Neither entity, under the current system, has to accept accountability for the lack of 

professionals in critical areas. Our brief examination of the area of recruitment resulted in 

some finger pointing, but little closure, to resolve the problem. This is not to say no 

cooperation exists between the two divisions, but that the authority and resources need to be 

placed with one entity, which will be held accountable. 

Another area of the personnel process that is somewhat problematic is the selection 

process. In discussions with early childhood (3-5 program) staff, we were informed they have 
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the opportunity to screen all applications for employment in their area, but the ultimate . 

decision on whether to hire is placed in the hands of principals. Designating the hiring of 

qualified professionals to the principals is applaudable, but principals should only be allowed 

to hire from a pool of otherwise qualified individuals. As we reviewed this situation with 

managers in the Division, they articulated several examples of problems that had occurred 

because of this policy, but none had ever raised this issue via a memorandum or formally in 

such a way that leadership in the district could attend to the problems. 

Duplication of programs. Many components of the Division are either duplicated or 

should be decentralized to a position in the district so they could be used best by those 

located closer to schools, such as principals, teachers, and children. The huge centralized 

organization should be streamlined and reduced in size. Clearly, the separate entities of the 

centralized bureaucracy can, and very likely will, make a case that their role in a centralized 

system is viable. For example, one of the programs reviewed is the Transition/Occupational 

Program. The program itself is critically important. However, rather than maintain a 

centralized staff of eight professionals, the program should allocate these resources closer to 

the schools. This program should possess absolutely no aspects that cannot be incorporated 

into the daily functions of the secondary programs. The major goal of this program should be 

to make sure those students with disabilities transition into viable options upon completing 

their public educational programs. Many students go directly from school to the world of 

work, yet we cannot determine if the district has completed any follow-up study. That is, do 

the students get a job at the end of their schooling? Incredible as it seems, there is absolutely 

no data to determine if students go on to post-secondary education or become employed 

upon completion of their public school education. 

Lack of consumer orientation. One of our most troubling findings was the lack of 

consumer orientation throughout the Division. The needs of adults always seemed to 
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permeate the o_rganization. Early in the process, when we pointed out to the managers 

specific problems in the delivery of services to particular children, we were consistently told 

that certain staff would not like it. 

Early in our visits to the Siegle Center, we had to park our car in the street during 

our visits because most of the parking spaces were reserved for staff and only a few were 

reserved for visitors. We pointed out the message this sends to parents and other visitors 

about priorities. Subsequently, we were informed that the administrator of Siegle had 

requested additional places be opened up for visitors. On our visit to Siegle we noticed that 

the most senior administrators still parked closest to the entrance and no visitor spaces were 

available. 

6. How Is Special Education Financed? 

Over the past several years, special education finance has been a topic at all levels of 

government. This attention is not surprising because the costs of special education appear to 

be very high with little demonstration of the positive effects of spending large sums of 

money. The legitimately raised cost benefit questions have become more probing and intense 

at the local level as federal dollars have not nearly approached the commitment made 

initially and state contributions have not kept pace with increased costs at all. Special 

education has increasingly isolated itself from the administrative and service delivery 

structures operating in schools, and the result has been growth with duplication of effort and 

minimal accountability. 

CCSD is a classic example of the financial squeeze brought about by increased costs, 

lack of corresponding increases in resources, and the development of a new and costly 

management and service delivery system. Costs per teacher unit have far exceeded the actual 

funds made available by the state of Nevada to support special education. The following 

pages demonstrate a shortfall in state funds of $18,590,660, after all sources of revenue 
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afforded by the. state and available through local revenue sources are used to support 

instructional and related costs for regular and special education. It is not a coincidence that 

this state shortfall is almost identical to the increase in the cost of a teacher unit as funded by 

the state 16 years ago. 

This analysis and display of costs can be provided with different sources of revenue 

being described as the source of the shortfall. For example, if this were a state report, it 

might be in the interests of the. state to describe CCSD as increasing costs of teachers and 

ending up with a shortfall in local revenues, which must make up the difference between 

state and local revenues . . Any analysis of costs shows clearly that actual expenditures for 

special education at the local level have out-distanced external sources of revenue in Clark 

County and in virtually every other jurisdiction in the nation. 

Another way to understand costs of special education is by comparing cost of special 

0 

education from district to district within the state and throughout the nation. Comparisons 0 
within Nevada are not readily helpful because.CCSD occupies an obviously unique position 

among districts. Its size and the resulting scope of its programs make it quite different. Also, 

the population served in Clark County displays dramatically different demographic 

characteristics than in the rest of the state. 

In several meetings with CCSD staff from the Finance Office and the Division, 

discussion focused on how per child costs were arrived at and what costs were attributable 

to certain kinds of services and programs. Per child cost comparisons with other districts are 

dependent on being able to arrive at these numbers with a good deal of reliability. It is 

important to understand, however, that the numbers provided are not the actual costs per 

student. In fact, they are not even an average cost representation. The only figures in the 

chart that differentiate costs is the number of students and the "load factor." The rest of the 

costs described are merely the expenditures for each service divided equally across the whole 
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population. S~ool psychologist services are not the same for language impaired students .as 

they are for students with emotional problems. Thus, great care must be taken in using these 

numbers for any comparisons. This problem with displays of costs and expenditures makes 

comparisons from district to district almost worthless. In the past, this comparison has been 

made repeatedly and reported to the school board and the public. In fact, CCSD subscribes to 

a service that does this upon request. But again, the comparisons are simply not helpful. For 

example, many districts include the federal funds provided for special education and third 

party revenues in their funding, even arriving at per pupil costs. CCSD does not. Some 

districts include transportation and others do not. Some pro rate transportation costs for only 

students with separate transportation, and others charge a percentage of all costs for 

transportation in computing per child costs. No study, even the one funded by the U.S. 

Department of Education used below, is able to actually compare costs per pupil from district 

to district. 

During this review, comparative data were made readily available through the Great 

City Schools. After the first two districts were reported, it became obvious these data were 

not helpful. The numbers represented estimates. No information on what the numbers 

represented was available. The reviewers chose to disregard these data. However, some of 

the Great City Schools information can be helpful as a basis for comparison on other issues 

besides per student cost. For example, an analysis of how CCSD spends its money is 

possible. 

The Great City Schools data show the number of administrators employed for special 

education in each of five school districts. Unfortunately, CCSD is the leader in number of 

administrators per student according to the reported information. CCSD reports 44 

administrators; Nashville and Brevard report 12 administrators each. Chicago, with three 

\_.,/ times the number of students, reports only about twice the number of administrators. 

Attorney Work Product: Not for Dissemination 41 

'II 



Similarly high. ratios are noted for school psychologists. These data indicate CCSD priorities 

for staffing certainly merit reconsideration (Appendix, p. 63). 

Reliable data were found in a 1995 report by the Economic Policy Institute. This 

report is helpful in determining how CCSD fits into the financing issues and problems 

cqnfronting districts throughout the nation. The report utilizes some interesting and unique 

ways to review information. One of the most helpful is looking at the percentage of various 

types of costs within the per pupil cost without relying on the aggregate amount. In other 

words, whether CCSD spends more or less per student compared with Houston is not as 

significant as knowing how CCSD uses its money compared with the rest of the districts 

studied. In this context, the finance data provide interesting ways of looking at the 

possibilities for cost saving and more serious consideration of expenditures. Table 2 displays 

percentage of per child costs in various categories for districts throughout the nation. 

Table 2. Per Pupil Special Education Funding, 1991 

Spending category 

Teachers (including substitutes) 

Paraprofessionals/ aides 

Other professionals 

Transportation 

Program support (supplies, etc.) 

Overhead 

Other districts 

37% 

7.5% 

6% 

5.7% 

19.9% 

24% 

CCSD 

59% 

13% 

6% 

10% 

3% 

2% 

It is important to note three categories of costs that are much higher as a percentage 

of per pupil costs: teachers, paraprofessionals/ aides, and transportation. Two of these 

categories are precisely indicative of the major problems identified in this report. 

Paraprofessionals, aides, and transportation are controllable costs. CCSD expenditures in these 

areas are a higher percentage of per pupil costs than for other districts nationwide. This 
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report recommends changes in these areas of operation. However, if CCSD does not change 

its basic pattern of service delivery-which is based on moving students to where space is 

available, bus routes can be changed, and aides can be assigned-the problems identified will 

persist. 

Another comparison that is helpful but must be viewed with caution is the overall 

costs as a percentage of regular education. Per pupil costs as a percentage of overall 

expenditures are 13% for the U.S. and 17% for CCSD. The number for the nation is four 

percentage points lower. This does not mean CCSD should, or could, reduce its costs by 4% 

tomorrow. However, it could very well mean CCSD is not as careful with its special 

education dollars as are others. Certainly, the data presented in this report indicate that little 

attention is paid to certain cost areas and that the predominant method of resolving problems 

is to add more staff. 

Another finance factor that must be considered is that federal and third party dollars 

are not included in the budgeting as revenue that can be used to hold down service delivery 

costs. They ~re, rather, for special projects. In fact, direct information is difficult to find on 

some of the funds because they are protected and lumped together. 

If increased special education costs can be directly attributable to increases in what it 

takes to hire a teacher, then cost savings (if any) would appear to be available only by 

increasing student to teacher ratios. This reasoning is incorrect, and the rather simplistic 

solution of increasing student to teacher ratios depicts the danger in claiming that costs are 

mostly, or solely, the result of increased costs of teacher units. When this line of reasoning is 

followed, the reality of special education as its own budget maker and breaker is reinforced. 

Special education cost savings are not found by cutting teacher or other costs in special 

education per se. They are most commonly found through a broader look at the factors that 

generate higher special education costs, such as the following: 
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l. Nee:dless transportation costs, which are sometimes unnecessarily restrictive and 

protective of perceived rather than real threats to student safety. 

2. The drift of special education services toward more costly solutions in equipment 

and personnel to solve educational and behavioral problems rather than reliance 

on more natural and extant supports. 

3. Evaluation procedures that are conducted whether the student needs them or not 

(some schools have extremely high rates of eligibility after referral, indicating no 

discriminations made through testing). 

4. Referrals for instructional problems that can be dealt with more efficiently and 

effectively prior to special education. 

5. Needless use of highly "special" approaches such as complex diagnostic classes, 

specialized evaluations, and isolated planning activities, e.g., extended school year. 

6. The addition of new staff because current staff lack the training and expertise to 

address a problem in a better way, when better staff development is a cheaper and 

more effective solution. 

7. The creation of management structures to compensate for a lack of standards for 

performance and staff development, when expertise and technical assistance to 

schools would be more cost effective. 

8. System of special education that reinforces the behavior of sending instructional 

problems out of classrooms rather than providing instructional solutions in 

classrooms. 

9. The rewarding of management with higher grades and titles when more human 

resources are utilized in these programs, rather than rewarding creative 

management when they find ways to reduce costs and improve services. The files 

are replete with memos by Division managers and supervisors who forecast the 
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need for more staff and subsequently more supervisors, who in turn w ill need 

more staff. 

10. Duplication of service and roles, which adds to the co~t of service. For example, 

school psychologists and speech therapists participate in evaluation activities at 

the school level and also participate in the duplicate activity Child Find. 

Student Resource Team Process and Child Find. Both of these mechanisms are put in 

place to improve decisions for students. Child Find is an older mechanism with considerable 

data to date on performance. Child Find is clearly an antiquated approach to assessment that 
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removes the c_ritical initiating point from the local school. The message remains clear to all 

involved. Students referred to Child Find are so special that no one else can understand their 

unique problems and therefore the centralized service delivery model must be employed. 

Such an approach reinforces all the notions that lead to a climate of separation and 

fragmentation in the service delivery system. The outcomes from Child Find reinforce this 

perception: ·190 children assessed by the Child Find process last year ended up in placements 

outside their local school. 

The Child Find problem is magnified by the implementation of the new SRT process. 

This mechanism is supposed to yield a better decision-making process. It is expensive and 

overstaffed given its work. The expertise necessary to assess and assist in implementing 

programs in less restrictive settings has been diluted across the entire system. The SRT 

process is a classic example of adding more resources and personnel to a problem caused by 

only a very small percentage of the population. Yet, every SEA and many other professionals 

are meeting weekly to review decisions already initiated that could be better made at the 

local level. As of the end of February, data available on 22 students showed that 20 ended up 

exactly where the local team wanted them and the recommendations of SRT were not carried 

out. SRT has not been supported sufficiently or implemented in a way that can yield the 

intended results. Even when the process seems to work, upper level management will 

intervene and change decisions. This process is simply too costly and imprecise, and depends 

on commitment and training, neither of which is apparent on the horizon. The current 

leadership is not supportive of the desired outcome and is not engaged in activities to 

prepare these professionals to arrive at it. 

Third Party Billing 

One of the most difficult aspects of this fiscal review was determining the exact 

income and expenditures of the third party billing program. Listed in the organizational chart 
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of the Divisio1: is a box called "third party billing," yet we were unable to determine what 

person fills this slot. One staff member informed us that this function is performed by an 

outside contractor, but we were unable to verify this and many other aspects of this 

mysterious program. The assistant superintendent of the Division shared a portion of the 

fiscal records (after several requests) with a note dated January 16, 1996, stating, "Don't put 

in report at Marsha's request without Brian's permission." When we inquired as to why, we 

were told it was "confidential information." Our position is that the information should be 

available to the school board, and thus we are including it with this report. We have 

included all the CCSD Medicaid/ Third Party Pilot Project reports in the Appendix (pp. 

29-53). 

Table 3. Third Party Billing Summary 

Document No. 2, Document No. 3, 
Revenue undated dated 2/ 28/ 91 

1993-94 $180,472.08 $149,638.78 $149,638.87 

1994-95 1,359,117.20 1,381,175.82 1,381,175.82 

1995-96 to date 315,292.61 78,141.64 78,141.64 

Note. Different dates may partially explain the different amounts for 1995-96. On February 
28, 1996, the income was $78,141.64 and a month later it was $315,292.61. 

In a letter dated March 21, 1991, we received a summary of the Medicaid/Third Party 

Billing Account indicating the revenues of this program produced income of approximately 

$1,800,000. The documents we received from the Assistant Superintendent are quite difficult 

to evaluate. 

It was impossible for us to make any sense out of the expenditures listed. For 

example, we received one document that indicated a check number, but we were unable to 

determine how the expenditures compared to items purchased in a separate listing. 

According to another document, this fund was used to purchase 40 laptop computers, for a 
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cost of $57,325~ but we could not find this amount in any corresponding check number. 

Essentially, the information presented did not enable us to explain this program or its 

expenditure. 

One document indicates that seven staff attended ASHA in Orlando, Florida; another 

indicates 8 attended; and in a separate document we ascertained that a total of 13 staff 

attended (Appendix, pp. 47-54). It could well be that other funds were utilized for the 5 or 6 

other staff who attended this conference. 

The district's report lists $638,980.72 spent in out-of-district consultants for the current 

fiscal year, and a total of $797,018. From the records that Ms. Irvin provided us, we were 

only able to identify a total of $129,866 from the listing. Either approximately $500,000 was 

spent in the last 3 weeks on out-of-district consultants, or the financial records are 

inadequate. We offer no opinion as to which option is true, but we .have included all 

correspondence and documents we received on this topic to see if the CCSD board can 

understand how many dollars were received, how much was spent, and what it was spent 

on. 

Transportation 

As we pointed out in the financial section, the cost of transportation is roughly twice 

the average of other systems we reviewed. Clearly, the cost of transportation is a major part 

of the budget in delivering services to children with disabilities in CCSD. The most recent 

figure available to the reviewers indicates the cost of transportation of special education is 

approximately $11,000,000. We have rounded the cost upwards over the exact amount of 

$10,846,629 because we found some vehicle costs were paid out of the Medicaid 

reimbursement account. 

It is our observation that the ·cost of transportation is higher than that of most other 

districts for the following reasons: 
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l. CCSD has centralized many programs and services that elsewhere would be 

provided in the school the student would normally attend. 

2. Few incentives exist for schools to provide services in the home school. 

3. There is indication bus drivers have a significant amount of downtime, defined 

here as being paid while in-between routes. 

4. The transportation does not utilize a computer network system, which 

consolidates bus routes. 

5. The Transportation Department indicated to our reviewer that better 

- communication and coordination is needed between them and the Division of 

Special Services. Specifically, they indicated that requests for transportation are 

processed when special transportation is not required. 

6. The Transportation Department also indicated bus aides are recommended when 

not needed. 

The scope of our program review did not allow us to explore in detail the findings 

cited above, but adequate data support the finding that districts should make reducing 

transportation costs a major priority. In a recent brief, the Center for Special Education 

Finance states the following: 

Separate Funding for Transportation: Another important issue relating to local 
flexibility in the use of funds as districts incorporate less restrictive placement 
patterns relates to separate, categorical funding for transportation services. As 
districts attempt to move students with disabilities back to their neighborhood 
schools, they face start-up costs in relation to making these schools fully 
accessible and in purchasing multiple sets of specialized equipment, rather 
than just ·the one set that may be needed in a single specialized school. These 
costs may be largely offset through savings in transportation costs. 

Adapted Physical Education 
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It was pointed out that APE would cost $140,000 for the 1990-91 school year. This 

year, the cost for essentially the same programs is $478,000. We inquired of management as 

to why the legal and fiscal issues had never been addressed. After several discussions with 

senior management, we were informed that an evaluation of this situation was undertaken. 

After several months of inquiries, we were delivered the evaluation (see Appendix). We will 

leave it to the reader to assess the efficacy of this evaluation. It is safe to say that, after 6 

years, this issue has never been thoroughly reviewed by the Division. One individual in the 

district indicated this program had never been the focus of an intense review because it is 

used as a bonus for high school coaches. We could not find any memos in the files 

responding to the 1990-91 report, even though management was aware of its existence. 

Services to Children Who Are Hearing Impaired 

One of the most troubling outcomes of this review was our observations regarding the 

() 

program for children who are hearing impaired. The program is fraught with morale ( ) 
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problems and i_nadequate equipment, curriculum, and staff deployment. We strongly 

recommend that CCSD obtain a review of this program by external consultants who are 

experts in this field. 

Services to Bilingual Students 

Special education services to bilingual students represent a significant challenge for 

CCSD staff and administrators. The reviewers visited two schools where services to bilingual 

students were concentrated. Special education was available in these schools. Special 

education services are provided in bilingual settings, and to a very limited extent, in regular 

settings. 

Two of the four bilingual psychologists were interviewed. CCSD is fortunate to have 

such professionals on staff. They are obviously skilled and capable of providing quality 

services to students. However, they clearly need more help because the caseloads will be 

continuing to grow. They do not need more help solely to administer bilingual psychometric 

measures. The students need more culturally relevant support in their current settings. The · 

interviews, along with an initial review of the data, indicate the likelihood that many 

students are referred because of language problems rather than disabilities. These referrals 

are costly and reflect the lack of necessary culturally relevant instructional support rather 

than a higher incidence of disability. 

This over-referral tendency leads to special education placement more often than not. 

The reason for this is not higher incidence of disability; it is more likely a higher incidence of 

learning need. In multilingual or multicultural populations, these learning needs are 

compounded by cultural differences. It is simply not possible for even the best educational 

diagnosticians to separate how all these factors interact. However, if the only alternative to 

remediate these problems is special education, then children will be labeled disabled. CCSD 

numbers on this issue are not easy to analyze because it is impossible to sort out, in the 
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aggregate, which students are culturally different and which are not. The only real numbers 

are those of students actually receiving bilingual services. These by no means represent the 

rnt.:iltilingual population. Also, t_he numbers reflect availability of services and not necessarily 

need. Clea_rly, the answer to the p·roblems is staffing special education with sufficient 

culturally competent staff to intervene early so special education is the last resort. 

System Must Avoid Future Litigation 

The primary purpose of this report is not to assess CCSD compliance with hundreds 

of legal obligations imposed by federal and state law. However, the reviewers would be 

irresponsible in failing to point out that there are problems in program operations identified 

by the review. 

CCSD has addressed these problems at the Central Office level through greatly 

improved procedures and handbooks about what is required of staff and administrators. 

However, the fragmentation of the CCSD structure, repeatedly pointed out in this report, 

yields idiosyncratic compliance at the school and classroom levels. In many ways compliance 

is a "discussion" held among managers with little follow-through across the system. 

State of Practice Is Ten Years Behind the Times 

Special education is changing, as is the population of students coming to school. 

Unfortunately, special education in Clark County is not changing. There are few examples of 

the Division engaging in efforts to stay abreast of significant changes in the field of special 
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education. Fo~ example, the Division recently completed and disseminated a curriculum . 

guide for students with learning disabilities. This curriculum is dated May 1995. Our review 

of this guide indicates no current research or demonstration literature is used as a basis for 

content. Teachers are dire~ted to use the guide even though the approaches presented have 

been dismissed by the field years ago. This guide was reviewed and approved at the highest 

levels of the Division. District leadership must hold those responsible for it accountable. The 

move toward prereferral interventions has been only partially addressed. The movement 

away from highly centralized services and diagnostic interventions in isolated settings is only 

now on the table because of this review. The need to push services and resources closer to 

classrooms has been specifically resisted during this process. The need to have reporting and 

supervision managed at the service delivery level has ·been so aggressively resisted that staff 

have been solicited by management to write position papers in opposition to such proposals. 

( The absolutely unidirectional trend in practice and litigation to consider integrating students 

as a first option has been resisted openly by school administrators. Finally, senior 

management has said they do not need to change. 

CCSD is 10 years behind the times in serving special education students; innovations 

have been observed only at minimal levels and in selected areas. Real change for improved 

services is simply not occurring despite clear advice from CCSD staff, professional 

organizations, the literature, the lawyers, and the experts that it must occur. 

Positive Observations 

As we point out in various sections of this report, we have observed some quality 

programs operating in CCSD. In particular, we have been pleased to learn about the Teachers 

Educators Institute, the School Nursing Program, the Early Childhood Program, the 

Henderson 7 project, the role of the facilitators, and some episodic work by building 

administrators, teachers, and those responsible for prereferral intervention. 
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Teachers Educators Institute 

Deserving particular credit is the Teachers Educators Institute, which has recently 

been established. As we reviewed its initial activities, the careful planning that is going on, 

and its leadership, we think it will be a viable and i_mportant vehicle for providing staff 

-
development in CCSD in the upcoming months. In the evaluation data we examined, it has 

received positive responses for the staff development to date. This clearly is one program we 

recommend for expansion of its activities. 

School Nursing Program 

One of the most viable Division services that we identified is the School Nursing 

Program. In our interviews with SEAs, facilitators, building principals, classroom teachers, 

and parents, we were informed of positive data regarding the operation of this program. 

Although it is centralized, it provides quality service to schools and children. The cadre of 

school nurses are ambassadors of excellence for the Division. In addition, their efforts to 

provide assistance to children with complex medical and educational needs on regular 

campuses is cme of the few efforts that is not increasing costs in CCSD. 

Teachers 

Clark County has an excellent cadre of teachers, both regular and special education. 

As we sifted through the interviews, reports, and memorandums resulting from this program 

and fiscal review, we found not one negative finding or observation about classroom 

teachers. 

We personally met with teachers long after the school day had ended to discuss the 

CCSD special education program. We learned these highly dedicated teachers frequently 

have to purchase their own supplies and materials. In addition, as we examined the staff 

development provided teachers, we observed that most of the energy these past few years 
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has been devot~d to administration, legal, and compliance issues. Teachers informed us of 

their need for current state-of-the-art training in ways to educate students. 

One telling comment about this issue was made by a group of teachers who said they 

always were pleased when an out-of-di~trict teacher joined their building because this person 

was sure to bring new ideas, and this sometimes was the only way they could get new ideas. 

Feedback from teachers has been incorporated significantly into this review, its 

findings, and its recommendations. A review of the Special Student Service recommendations 

made in January of 1996 shows many of these have been adopted by the reviewer 

(Appendix, pp. 9-12). 

Frincipals 

We were most impressed with the interview conducted with principals at both the 

secondary and elementary levels. Although we did not intend to evaluate their performance 

with a small sampling of interviews, we did come away with a sense that regular education 

administrators are ready to assume an even greater role in providing services to children 

with disabilities and ending the dual system problems associated with a highly isolated 

program of special education. 

Early Childhood Program (ECSE) 

The ECSE program has experienced tremendous expansion over the last several years 

and at the same time worked quite hard to provide quality instruction to children. 

Specifically, we note the effort to assist new untrained and unlicensed teachers with the 

requisite skills to survive the first year of teaching. The fledgling effort to provide services 

within existing Head Start, day care, and private and public preschool programs needs to be 

expanded and nourished by CCSD. 

Attorney Work Product: Not for Dissemination 55 



Beginnings o~ Cost Saving Strategies 

During the course of this audit, we shared with senior managers in the Division that 

we saw little evidence of management reducing costs but, rather, evidence of management 

developing scenarios of serving children that resulted in more staff and, subsequently, more 

managers. In-the latter stages of the review, we did notice the beginnings of some cost 

savings strategies. The Division leadership shared with us a listing of activities they planned 

to undertake in the future, and some activities they had initiated and conducted in the past. 

The significance of these efforts needs to be evaluated by CCSD School Board. 

Due Process and Compliance Section 

Clearly, this program does its job. The staff assigned to this unit do their jobs and do 

them well. This is a solid part of the Division's management team. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. Leadership 

The review team identified the following significant problems and issues in its review 

of the special education program in CCSD: 

a. A coherent vision on where the Division is headed in CCSD is lacking. 

b. Special education in the U.S. is under intense pressure to examine its practices 

and costs. 

c. The outcomes of special education in CCSD are essentially unknown. 

d. Any real effort to reduce or maintain costs of special education in CCSD is 

absent. 

e. Morale problems exist in the district. 

f. Special education programs are relatively isolated from regular education 

programs in the district. 

Attorney Work Product Not for Dissemination 56 

() 

u 



·57 

g. Any summative or formative evaluation of programs in the Division is almost 

totally lacking. 

h. From the very· beginning of this review, mid-level managers indicated 

disapproval of the program review, and senior managers did little to change this 

response. 

j. - During the latter stages of the review, we understood that managers were having 

staff prepare negative responses to potential recommendations to be included in 

the report. Clearly, this effort, which significantly adds to the nervousness 

already present in the Division, could create a fire storm. Strong and proactive 

leadership should focus on the problems, but instead, management may be 

erecting one more problem. 

This is a partial listing of problems and issues identified in this program review. The 

most difficult decision for the school board and leadership in CCSD is whether the current 

management in special education is able or motivated to respond positively to the changes in 

behavior and structure needed within the Division. That is one recommendation we cannot, 

nor should not, make. 

2. Organizational Climate 

It is our strong opinion that before any change or restructuring is considered by the 

CCSD School Board, an assessment of the organizational climate must be undertaken. We did 

not set out to measure this issue, nor was this part of our original charge. However, it 

became impossible to avoid the ultimate conclusion that significant morale problems exist in 

the Division. This awareness, coupled with our observations and reports of potential reprisals 
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and morale prqblems, leads us to recommend that the school board undertake a separate . 

review of these issues. Clearly, we have observed a significant number of problems that 

support our conclusions, but the ramifications of these conclusions make it very important 

that the CCSD determine on its own that our observations are accurate. 

3. Proposed Structure 

We have proposed a new structure that should dramatically improve management, 

reduce costs of services, and improve service to schools and children. At the same time, we 

are certain the incumbent leadership will talk about the structure as too radical for CCSD. If 

we had felt there was an atmosphere supporting change, we would have proposed a 

realignment with regular education. 

Many districts in the nation today are beginning to move toward this realignment, but 

it is our considered opinion that CCSD is not yet ready. Administration in CCSD argue for 

the maintenance of a separate system, whereas some districts have implemented structures 

that call for no director of special education. 

• The proposed structure, in eliminating several positions and administrative layers, 

will present many challenges to the organization. Specifically, specialists who need 

to serve the entire district will be assigned to one geographic area. Some of these 

specialists will still need to be available to serve schools, teachers, and children 

outside their area. This can be achieved by a high level of cooperation. 

• The _proposed structure also calls for the elimination of many duplicate services. For 

example, Child Find, a highly centralized and in many ways quite ineffective 

program, is scheduled for elimination. Essentially, the functions performed by this 

group of professionals (approximately 24) duplicate the service performed by child 

study teams at the local level. The large majority of school districts in the U.S., 

small or large, do not have anything like the CCSD Child Find Program. 
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• This_ proposed structure will work. Adults who have grown quite comfortable with 

the old hierarchical, layered, duplicated, and centralized structure will in all 

likelihood not like it. The implementation of this structure can be achieved quickly, 

but a significant amount of training, orientation, and staff development will be 

needed this summer. 
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Figure 2. 0 
j Current Structure Layout New Proposed Structure 

I 1. Assistant Superintendent I I l. Assistant Superintendent I · 

I 2. Director 

j 3. Assistant Director 
12. Assistant Director 

14- Coordinator 

13. SESs 

Is. SESs 

16. Teacher 14- Teacher 0 

C) 
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Table 4. 

Positions scheduled for reassignment or elimination 

1. Psych Service Asst. Director 
2. Psych Service SEA 
3. Psych Service SEA 
4. Speech Language Asst. Director 
5. Speech Language Specialist 
6. Child Find Coordinator 
7. Occupational Transition Adm. Specialist 
8. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
9. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
10. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
11. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
12. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
13. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
14. Occupation Voe. Counselor 
15. Occupational Transition Support 
16. Siegle Classroom Adm. Specialist 
17. Siegle Classroom Teacher 
18 . . Siegle Classroom Teacher 
19. Psych Service Support 
20. Psych Service Support 
21. Speech Language Adm. Specialist 
22. Special Education Service Director 
23. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
24. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
25. Psychol9gist involved in Child Find 
26. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
27. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
28. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
29. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
30. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
31. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
32. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
33. Psychologist involved in Child Find 
34. Special Education Service Asst. Director 
35. Child Find Coordinator 
36. Child Find Speech & Language 
37. Child Find Speech & Language 
38. Social Worker 
39. Social Worker 
40. Child Find Nurse 
41. Child Find Nurse 
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Table 4 (Continued) 

Elimination or 
Positions scheduled for reassignment or elimination Reassignment reassignment 

42. Child Find Nurse 
43. Child Find Speech & Language 
44. Siegle Classroom Psychologist 
45. Siegle Classroom Psychologist 
46. Curriculum Administrative Specialist 
47. Adm. Specialist (Raymond) 
48. Adm. Specialist (Miles Ballard) 
49. Special Ed. Program Director 
50. E.C. Support 
51. E.C. Support 
52. E.f:. Support 
53. E.C. Support 

X 
X 

+ No one person has been targeted for his/her job to be eliminated. 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

+ It is anticipated that most of the personnel actions can be achieved by reassignment, 

retirement, and other attractive enticements. 

+ A total of 17 positions ranging from two directors to support personnel are scheduled for 

elimination or reassignment. 

+ A total of 46 positions are scheduled to be either reassigned to the new SEA structure, or 

reassigned to providing direct service to children. 

+ A total of 27 positions are scheduled to be reassigned to the SEA structure. 

+ A total of 19 positions are scheduled to be reassigned to serve positions such as classroom 

teacher, psychologist, and speech and language therapist. 

+ This proposed reduction can be implemented with an ultimate out- savings of 

approximately $1.2 million a year. 

+ The proposed structure combines a small amount of decentralization of staff and 

programs, and elimination of several layers of administrative bureaucracy. (See Figure 3.) 
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;et Figure ';:,, 1~roposed Structure of Student Services Division 
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4. Need for Ev:3-luation of Program 

The Division does little or nothing to evaluate its programs. New programs are 

initiated or eliminated with little empirical data. We propose that evaluation be removed 

from the Division and an Office of Evaluation or Office of Accoµntability be established 

similar to that in New York City. We also propose the following areas be subject to a formal 

evaluation effort. 

+ student outcomes 

+ curriculum 

+ instruction 

+ staff 

+ parents 

+ school climate 

e.g., What is the school completion rate? 

e.g., Is the special education curriculum aligned with the 

general education curriculum? 

e.g., Is it state of the art? 

e.g., Do they enjoy teaching in CCSD? 

e.g., Do parents participate in IEP meetings? 

e.g., Do teachers feel supported by the administration? 

This a crude, but beginning, effort. We also propose that the district issue a report to 

the school board on an annual basis on the effectiveness of special education in the district. 

5. Staff Development 

CCSD must embark on a comprehensive staff development program that ensures the 

availability of the types of staff listed below. (Note: These training activities were part of a 

plan provided to CCSD in March 1994.) 

The following training activities should be undertaken: 

a. CCSD will train special education teachers who design, implement, evaluate, and 

assist others with using individualized supports, curriculum adaptations, and 

needed accommodations for students with special learning needs; who work 

effectively with general educators and other team members and supervise 
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paraprofessionals; who provide receiving teachers with needed information anc;i 

support; who foster mutual collaborative planning and cooperation among team 

members; who teach the target children effectively as well as support peers. 

b. CCSD will employ and train building principals who have a positive attitude 

toward the integration of students with disabilities and the students themselves; 

who take and support a collaborative team approach with teachers and parents to 

planning and to the resolution of problems; who start integration with teacher 

volunteers and build on success; who provide information, orientation, and 

training; who obtain the resources and handle the logistics; who support teachers' 

autonomy in recognition for their efforts. 

c. CCSD will employ and train district administrators who understand integration; 

who lend their support by explaining its benefits and assisting with supplying 

resources, planning the logistics, and reducing barriers, but recognize the need for 

flexible and creative planning by individual schools. 

d. Administrators (building and school· system, general and special), related services 

staff and school nurses, "special" staff (art, music, drug awareness, family life 

curriculum, band, PE, adaptive PE, etc.), and school psychologists shall obtain 

training in ability/ disability awareness, rationale/benefits of inclusion, methods 

for supporting inclusion and peer support, collaboration, etc. 

e. Administrators shall receive training in scheduling to support collaborative 

teaming, building-wide leadership, forming and leading school site integration 

committees, basics on the students they have never seen or had in their buildings 

(those with health care needs and severe disabilities) and the related staff training, 

safety monitoring policy, etc.; and the current best practices for their education 

including transition to work and community-based instruction. 
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f. Re~ated services staff will receive training on integrated therapy; the provision. of 

their services within ongoing class activities and for some older students in the 

community. The practice of isolated therapy should be eliminated except when 

privacy is needed or requested by the student and/ or family. 

g. School psychologists shall receive training in assessment of functional skills and 

adaptive behaviors and in appropriate alternative means for more accurately 

assessing students with extensive disabilities and little or no communication. They 

also will need to expand their skills from behavior management to positive 

support strategies and functional assessment of problem behavior. Further, they, 

along with guidance counselors, will want to learn more about peer supports and 

positive interactions among typical students and those with an increased range of 

diversity who are included in their classes. 

6. Common Sense of Purpose 

CCSD leadership must initiate processes to arrive at a clear direction for the future. A 

major component of this process must be the identification of four or five major goals and 

movement toward those goals by all stakeholders. This sense of purpose and vision will help 

end the confusion and ambivalence that currently characterize the system and encourage the 

status quo and stagnation. 

7. Cost Savings 

CCSD can begin to make cost savings in several areas. The areas that should be a 

focus for management review are the use of Medicaid funds, transportation, classroom aides, 

purchase of services, restructuring, and correct assignment of staff. 

The use of Medicaid funds can by itself produce cost savings. The estimated revenue 

from this activity could well produce support for ongoing programs just by it being placed as 

a line item in the budget. This fund has been used to purchase some important equipment 
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for children w~th disabilities, but also has been used for some highly questionable expenses, 

for example, sending 1~ professionals to an ASHA conference in Florida at a cost of over 

$13,000. We recommend this fund be displayed as a regular budget line item, with the 

income and expenses approved by the CCSD School Board as are all other accounts. This 

process would certainly remove any hint that the leadership is using this money for 

questionable expenditures which, if more visible, would be scrutinized and seriously 

questioned. 

a. Transportation: The cost of transporting children with disabilities in CCSD is over 

$10,000,000 a year. Recommendations covered elsewhere in this report can directly 

influence transportation costs and hopefully bring these costs down. Prereferral 

intervention and reduction of the clustering of children when it is not needed can 

contribute significantly to the reduction. We have several other recommendations 

regarding transportation; the background for these is covered in "What We Have 

Learned." 

b. Classroom Aides: CCSD is like many school districts in the nation in its increased 

use of classroom aides over the last few years. In many cases, to resolve a complex 

case an individual aide is assigned to an individual child. Because of this general 

practice of caving in on due process complaints, the number of aides has increased 

the last several years. In addition, the practice of awarding classroom aides based 

on a formula has produced a system in which building principals seek increases in 

student population so they can get an aide whether or not they need one. We 

propose a system that can be implemented over time. that provides fiscal resources 

to the SEAs, who can then manage the fiscal resources closer to the site. Giving 

SEAs some discretionary authority may well provide a strong incentive to 

conserve fiscal resources. 
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-c. Purchase of services: One recommendation that can save considerable dollars and 

improve _services to children is to. gradually expand itinerant ~rvices in CCSD. 

. . 
The current model of adapted physical education (APE) l:las i_nc;:re·ased its costs by 

700%-over the last several years. 

'The strategy proposed in 1990 is viable today. We encourage 

the CCSD School Board to review this document for specifics on how to 

implement itinerant services and eliminate the extra buyout cost of $486,560. 

d. Reduction of bureaucracy and program duplication: The recommendations on 

restructuring and reducing the layers from six to four can save CCSD 

approximately $1.2 million a year and provide more human resources on the front 

line of the delivery system-the school. 

e. Space for early childhood programs: One of the major growth programs in CCSD 

over the past few years has been the 3-5 program. We think the district could 

tighten its criteria for admission into the program. Beyond this obvious need, the 

district should explore utilizing and expanding space in existing Head Start, day 

care, and private and public preschool programs. Utilizing these resources could 

save the district approximately $75,000 per unit and programmatically provide 

LRE options for young children with disabilities. 

f. Expansion of Henderson Homecoming Plan: Over the last several years CCSD has 

implemented a model based on the concept of "shared ownership" among regular 

and special educators to meet the needs of all students. This model, if 

implemented, could ultimately save the district significant dollars in transportation 

and likewise reduce the costs of educating children in special classrooms in cluster 

schools. , 
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The Ea~ly Childhood Program, Psychological Services, Speech and Language Services, 

and all other specialty programs in the Special Education Services should be charged 

immediately with the task of identifying all teaching and service personnel not involved in 

direct service to children and school. For example, the Psychological Services Program has 

several senior psychologists who are given released time to mentor new school psychologists. 

The mentoring of new teachers, psychologists, and other professionals is clearly an important 

aspect of staff development. However, we would suggest that with four full-time 

administrators, the resources should come out of the human resource pool. The utilization of 

teaching and service personnel in quasi-administrative or supervisory positions should be 

clearly justified to the CCSD Board, when at the same time all these programs have been 

articulating the need for additional teaching and other direct service personnel. Many 

bureaucracies are guilty of the strategy of using service personnel to fill quasi-administrative 

positions, but it is ultimately better if these positions are subject to some type of external 

review, and either returned to a direct service role or reclassified as administrative. Given the 

difficulty in quantifying the number of these positions, and determining the posture of the 

school board on this issue, a clear dollar savings is hard to estimate at this time. 

8. Transition From Failure Model to Prevention Model 

Special education in the United States has largely been organized around a failure 

model, in that a child has to be identified as having a disability before special education or 

any assistance can be delivered. We are proposing a prevention model that not only can 

improve services, but as we have pointed out in other sections, can result in significant cost 

savings for CCSD. Pennsylvania is one state that has put significant resources into 

prevention, improved services to children, and achieved a significant reduction in its child 

count (the number of children identified as disabled). The most recent data indicate a 

reduction of 10% has occurred in Pennsylvania. If half of that could be achieved in CCSD, the 
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cost savings could amount to $3 million to $4 million a year. Prereferral technology does ~xist 

in the nation today, but has only been partially· implemented in CCSD. Some local resources 

for this training could be directed at this issue as soon as the summer of 1996. 

A more complex part of our recommendation involves the Office of Federal Programs. 

An additional major resource that needs to be better coordinated with special education is 

the federal Title I program. As we point out earlier in this report, a tremendous need exists 

for CCSD to improve coordination between Title I and special education. We are of the 

opinion that both programs can be better coordinated to improve services to children in the 

district. Chapter 1 can be a resource for some eligible children, so that inappropriate referrals 

to special education can be avoided. In many cases children just need more instruction, not 

special instruction. Many children are referred for special education, especially in the early 

grades, who need more instruction, but because the only resource available is special 

education, the referral for special education is made. 

9. Budget Control of IDEA and Third Party Billing 

As we point out in our findings section, we are unable to provide the school board 

with an accurate picture of what this $2 million category looks like. We do know it has been 

put to some useful outcomes, for example, equipment for children and a slush fund for 

administration. However, it has also been used inappropriately. When we inquired as to why 

13 individuals were sent to Orlando, Florida, when prudent action would have had one or 

two attend and report back, we were informed it was used as a reward for those who helped 

with the paperwork for third party billing. In addition, we have noticed all the federal dollars 

received by the district are not prioritized for services but used for other costs. 

We propose the two following items: 

a. That the leadership of CCSD consider using both IDEA and Medicaid dollars for 

direct services to students and schools. 
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b. Th~t an independent audit by an auditing firm be conducted on IDEA and third 

party reimbursement funds. 

10. Children First 

Finally, we propose that CCSD ~egin a process that puts the needs of the c_hildren 

served and the families of these children above the needs of CCSD personnel. Over and over 

we found examples of poor service to children or conflicting priorities. From the parking lot 

situation at Siegle to sending 14 staff to a national conference in Orlando, Florida, while 

teacher after teacher informed us that he/ she had to pay for classroom supplies out of 

pocket, CCSD management has demonstrated the wrong priorities. Placing children at the 

center of the discussion of resources and outcomes will dramatically change most of what 

occurs in special education. It cannot be made as a single recommendation. It must be an 

integral part of the criteria used when making all decisions. Clearly, the school board and the 

current leadership in CCSD must begin to send a very strong signal that the priorities in 

special education will change. 

A serious warning sign in any bureaucracy is alienated, angry, frustrated, and 

hopeless customers. As discussed throughout this report, these signs are clearly noticeable to 

anybody who takes t}:te time to listen. The next step is up to the CCSD Schooi Board. 
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Memo from Renee Ball to Elise Ax, RE: Request for Chapter 1 02-25-94 

School Nurse fur Pro-K Population 

Memo from Tippy Reid to George Ann Rice, RE: Proposed 

First Aid Safety .Assist.ant Training ProgTam 

Memo from Diana Taylor to Marsha Irvin., RE: Medically 

Fragile Stu.darts 

Memo from Renee Ball and Patti Roberts to Marsha Irvin, 
~: Critic:al Health Services~ 

Memo from ~ Ball to Tippy Reid, RE: Request for Half 

Time Admioistc:ative Spc:ci:alist 

Memo from Renee Ball to Tippy Reid, RE: Ju.sti:fi.cation fur 
Additional School Nurse Positions 

Memo from R!>r. Malcolm to Marsha {n.in, RE: Request fur 

School N~ Posicion fur Seosr.»"}' Impaired Prograu.s f..u 

ilit! 1993-94 School Year 

Mc::mo frcm Renee Ball to Ron Malcolm, RE: Request fur 
School Nurse Posirio~ fur Sensory Impaired Programs fix the . 

1993-94 School Year 

Memo from Renee Ball to Tippy Reid, RE: Dorumeutarioo 

Support for additional Health Sa:vices Staff 

10-15-93 

08-31-93 

08-27-93 

05-26-93 

05-26-93 

05-25-93 

04-12-o/., 

04-06-93 

r-.k:mo from Renee Ball to Marsha I.rvln and Tippy Reid, 08--31-92 

RE: Expanded. Nurse and Admini3trati.ve Responsibilities/Dema 

Memo frmn Renee Ball to Ttppy Rei.cl RE: Plan to 
Implement SB558 

Memo from Renee Ball to Tippy Reid, RE: Projected Staffing 

N~aneuta:tion of SB 5 58 

05-29-92 

05-26-92 



Memo from B. Minnearto Health Services Administratioo, 

RE: School Nurse 

Memo from Lem H. .Procto,:- to Renee Ball, RE: .Helen J. 

Stewart School Nurse 

Ol-1 l-96 

Ol--05--95 

Memo from Doo. McHenry to Renee Bal4 RE: He:al:th 05-05-94 

Aide Request 

Memo from Jan Bennington to Marsha !rvin, RE: School 10-04-95 

Nurse~ 

Memo from Tom Ma:ve.al to Marsha Irvin, RE: Nurse 10-12-95 

Services (RN') 

Memo from Tippy Reid to Tom~. RE: Additional School 10-26-95 

Nurse Tune 

Memo from Renee Ball. to Marsha hvm, RE: Request fuc Full 

Tune Nu~...e St2ff Developmem Position. for First Aid SaC~i:y 

Assista~ Tciring 

:--femo from Deborah Gugino to .Marsha Irvin. RE· Priority 

Budge! Requests., ECSE 

Memo from Beth Duncombe to Marsha Irvin, RE: Early 

Childhood Needs 

Memo from Deborah Gugino and Dornthy Bokdman, 

RE: ECSE Speech Units 

Memo from Deborah Gugino to MMsha Irvin, 

RE: ~"bility Comparisons 

Memo :from Deborah Gugino to Max::sha. Irvin, RE: RJltionale, 

~ Specialist Positions, ECSE 

Memo from Deborah Gugino to Marsha Irvin. RE: Position 

l2-ZS-95 

06-17-92 

06-24-92 

06-24-92 

06-25- 92 

10-05-93 

10-tr-93 

0 
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_) 

~trlamfic,ttioo nf Coordinator of Early Childhood Special 
~ tn Arisaa,,r Direc:toa 

Mano from.Mar.ih4 Irvin tD ~ ~ RE: Rarioeale_fur 
A.:I • • • ~.._,..;~ p . . ECSE 
n1J.i•itiiiS.1•llt!Ye ~ ~ 

Memo from Dc:pocm G,gioo to l...m(m Young, RE: 
Instrucfuual Assistant, Vi®U Valley 

Memo ftom ~ Bait tn Ed Jacltsoo.. RE: Proposed 

Pre-ServreeFirst Aid~ Assisaw: A.~:aeuess To1Bling Fornm 

~ -:from .Dd>oniat G)SmO to Marsha Irvin, RE: Rariooele: 

AdmioostrativeSpocialisz Posiriom. ECSE 
lntc:ragmcy Agr05iit;ti1 hetwteti Economic Oppoctunity Boa:rd 
of Cladt. County He2d Start md CCSD 

Mano from Jody Miller to Bob Borders, RE: Cbiid Find 
Evduarioas l 991--92 Through 1995-96 

l..ettl:r from Mure~ w Bri.m Cr.mi, RE: tXSD 

Case#I0951154 

.. Memo from Susan Gc!1~ to Connie Kraiky, RE: SLD 

Cumcuium 

Memo from Connie Xrad:y to Linda YOURS. RE: Fmzd 
Admiuismttive Pr~ of SLD Curriculum 

Memo troai Myrna~ to Hany Headricbon, 
RE: W<rl:ias Copy of Seff Advocacy~ 

Meno fiooi Susan Gedac:h, et. al to Haay Hcndrid:son, 
RE: W-Od:ing Copy ofS&-~ Objccriws 

10..15-93 

-03-09-94 

11-17-95 

10-05-93 

199'3 

03..{}j-96 

02-95 

10-27-~ 

10-15-9'2 

09--11-92 

11-90 

06-11-93 



Memo from Myrna Nel5an-Barber to fisny Hendrickson, 

RE: Special Educatian Administrative Specialists Retreat 

Memo from Connie Kratky to Task Force Members, 

RE: Self-advocacy skills in o.miculum documem.s 

05-04-93 

12-29-92 

Meroo from Doo:ald Layton t.o Various. RE: Special Student O 1-l 0-96" 

S~ Division Student Resource Team (SRT) Pmcess Iroplemenmtion 

Memo from Marsha Irvin to George Ann Itice,, RE: Human 
Resources Division Liaison 

Mt;mo from Rooat T. ffimry to Ed Sont.ag, RE: Upcoming 
Visit 

State of the School District 

12-19-95 

11-20-95 

02-96 

n 
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-79 

Partial ljst ofDoalJTlCJ¢2 Reviewed 
Dvgµug.¢NJC:Jte Dare 

Assistive T~ w11mirter:., Special Srudr:m S~ Il-22-91 

· Division, Proposal: Short-Tam I Immediate Plan 

--o.rk ·County School District, Special Student Services 07-95 
Dtvisi.on, lmocmati.oo. Pectinent to Special Eduattion Programs,, 
1995-% School Year 

Memo from Cathy ::MdJor to Marsha Irvin, RE: Staff Supervised 10--10--95 

Drnft of Special Studem Services ~ ltinera:m .. Mcm.or 06--06-94 
T~ Imerveution, R£ferra1 Process 

Special .Educa:tion: Program Description and Program Trtle 01-11-94 

Me.mo from Mm-sha lrYtll to Robert Herny, Cathy Mdlor, aod 09-25-95 
Tippy Reid 

~~ f.:"001 MA..rsba kvin to E~ Sontag. RE: S~ ~ . IO--fil-95 

:earn !L{"\..--ti..g l l-3-95 

~~~o:- ~ ·•:::n Marsha Irvin to D~id Rastetter, RE: Student 10--02-95 
~ Te:nl}; D'M"rling I 1-3-95 

Memo from Marsha Irvm to Ed Sontag, RE: Schedule r:banges 1 ~ 12-95 

Adm:inis:trarive Specialist: Special Education K-12, A..sistive 08-01-95 

T ecbnclogy Services_ 1IDd He.21th Services position descriptions 

Draft: Chapter Vl Program~ 11-13-95 

CCSD: Secrion 504 Pol:icies and Procedures Handbook 11--93 

Memo from C-amj' Mdloc to Ed Sootag .aod David Rostetief 11-14-95 
RE: Position Description 

Memo from Robert T . fkm-y to Ronald Dc8pe:o-.za. RE: R.eqaest 07--03-95 
fur Dimitt Vehicle fur Special Studeot. Services PecSOCDcl Use 



Educ.nioaal I:nrerprerer QSP Eligibility Process 

Memo from Robert T. Herny to Rirss .Rao:nrez., RE: Special 
. Programs in Hearing Impaired Program 

M£mO fium Robert T. B.eruy to Donald Layton, RE: Deaf or 
Blind Students Accessing Resource Room Services 

.8--12-95 

11-12-95 

07-03-95 

Memo from Robert T. Henry to Charlene Johnson.. RE: GATE 11-14-95 
Program -Part-time T~ Aide Position 

~ from.Robert T. Henry to .Building Principals, RE: 07-24-95 
~ Gifted and Talented Endorsement 

Memo from RDbert T. Hemy to EJIC1 Sloane, RE: 06-.20-95 
Testing Committee Recommeodations 

Bu~ Requests for 1996-97, Units 129, 148, and 663 

M.e--...ao trom.Rooe:ct T. l!emy to :M.arsh.a.J.-..:-:.i.i_ ~E: Unit 
Fundir--0 Ch.,mge Sheet 

~e.i...~- 5-om Robcri: T. Henry tv Diana Dowling, RE: 
A.tteoo.a:;;ce ·a::: the ~Jementcry Educatiun Divu;i0n Meeting 

Draft ofLeast .Restrictive Enviromnent, Special School 
Transrt:ion Plan Frameworlc 

Itineram: Met:Itor" Teacher- Least Restricti:ve Environment, 

Refrrra.t Process Draft 

Memo from Robert T. Hemy to Donald Layton, RE: 
.Enrol.lment-.Diversely Disabled Programs 

Memo from Robert T. Henry to Marsha Irvin. RE: Special 
Education l.e@sJatioo. - Inpot Request 

Memo from. kobert T. Henry and Tippy Reid to Lynne M~, 

none 

05-!9-95 

07-21-95 

04-1~95 

none 

08-I i-95 

04-26--95 

05-23-95 

0 
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Letter from The Weatherly Law Fmn to CCSD, Boan:l of 

Scbocl T~ 

Letter from US Dept. -of Eduarion to Mr. Brian Cram. RE: 
CCSD Case No. 09911073 

05-13-95 

01-20-93 

l l-01-95 

1990 

07-93 

Lette:- from Pameia A. Cramc::- to Dr. Ann Marek, RE: 09-29-95 

l¼r.a:rin:g Stnc.e~ts with Di~cs- Preschoot Project, Fiscal Year l995, 

F~ Report of~ Poblic ~ 99-457, Project #95-270003 

Ed-,;~ Sbxi:cms c.'tth :1...~ Local Plan, lndividual:s FY 1995 

cit.~~ E~ .~ .. -:t, Public Law 101-476 

&bottmg Smdcrth 'with~: Local Plm, Individuals FY 1996 

with ~ErliJCation Act, Ptmlic l..:,:w 101-476 

B\:icaring Smdents Vrith Disabiiiries: Preschool Project, FY 1995 

Indr.iduah; with Disabiities Education Act, Public Law 99-457 

Angn:eaative Cornrnmrication Lab, Wasden ~, none 
room34 

Memo from Aenie &day to Marsha !rvin, RE: Pre-Scbocl/ 01-10-96 

~ Stzsff; StudeJt Profiles 



Memo from .Marsha Irvin to Site A.dm.imstratof' RE: Special 

Educarioa Placement Procedures 

08-03-94 

Information Pertinent to Special Education Programs., 1995-96 07-95 

School Year 

Summary of Integration Acth.ities none 

Memo :from Robert T. Herny to Kermet.h Greiner? Kcith Hy.ttt, 05-19-95 

Nicld Compton, Taylor SandV3D., Diana Taytor, Edward Jackson 

RE: Bus Aide Training Follow-Up Meeting 

~ from Marsha Irvin to Gioria Dopf: RE: Funding R£quest- none 

Special Education Teacher lnsiefvkc 

1995-96 Schocl Assignments., Ocaipationai & Transit.ion 08--95 

Services .Department. 

Weatherly Insenrice Videotape Script Liability Issues and none 

Discussion of the W eatberly Report 

:W..emo from Boo Borders to Th". Lois i~=.Ji!l, :G:.: Levd 

I As~<:ot In~" 

1 l-26--9G 

Lei.,~ fror,_~ Ken W. Christmas to i..c~.s Ta:i~.anian 09-'.::.5-95 

-r.,,kmo from Jo Sc:hlekewy to Ms. Mille~ RE= Cla.."-STOOID 10-02-95 

Scbedule 

Memo from jo Sdi!ekewy to Special Educarion Departmeot, l l -09-95 

RE: Class Changes 

Memo froro Ron 1-ialcolm to Oral Teacben, RE: StaffMeeting 02--01-96 

Memo from RDn Iv!alco.lm to Staff; RE: Career Education 02--09-96 

Materials 

Meeting 02--02-%, Ron Malcolm and Debi Millett 02-02-96 

0 

0 

() 
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Letter from Jolm J. McGrath to Aon Marek, RE: Final Report l l-16-95 

ofExpeoditure5. Educating StudRnts with Disabilities: Local Pmi, 
Fisou Year 1995. Award Number 95-271523 

Lettedi-om .John J. ~h to A.an M3:rek., RE: 09:-06--95 
Psycboeducational Evaluations Project, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995, 

Fmal Reports., Project #94-271526 

Memo from Annie Barclay to Marsha Irvin, RE: .A.dditiooal 
.Assistance to Schools 

C~us Savings Messures., Transportation Department 

Memo :from Doug Geller to Matt Wallace, RE: Antoma:ted 

Routing a.od Scbeduling Systems 

Memo from Ed Sontag to Marsha 1rvm., RE: Agenda for 

phone ~n Oct-Ober 23 or 24, 199) 

Letter £rem Manha Irvin to David Rastetter 

Letter from Gioriz. Dopf to Tippy Reid 

0}--05-96 

03-95 

05-03-93 

t2--03-91 

none 

1995 

03--04-96 

12-18-95 

Memo from John .McGrath to Marsha Irvin, RE: .Response 03-03-96 
to Information Requested by David Rostetter on February 26, 1996 

l....ettef' from Charles W e3l:berly to Dr. Brian Cram 

Memo from Boo Weices to Marsha Irvin. RE: Summary of 
SSSD Training Activities- 1995-96 Academic School Year 

Memo from Marsha Irvin to Te:a.chc:rs, RE: IEP Forms 
Revisions and Stud.em Resouroe Teltm Prooc:ss 

02-07-96 

03-01-96 

12-.20-95 

0 

() 
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u 
-- ts 

Letter from Charles Weatherly to CCSD Bo.am of School 

Trustees 

05-13-95 

. The IE? Process, A Guide to Indivicfu.al .Education Program O 1-95 

Devd.opment 

Chapter VI: Program Placement none 

Legal Isrues in Special.Educatioo: Liability, The LRE Standard none 

IEP Revisions- 1996 none 

-
Special Education Code = Eligibility Code + Placement Code none 

Letter- from Marsha Irvin to David Rostci:ter and Ed Sontag 01-25-96 

Memo from Marsha Irvin to Various lo.dividu.als, RE: "Think 10--24-94 

Tank" Meeting Notice 

Memo from Tippy Reid to Marsha I~ RE Thio.k. Taruc 04-l 1-95 
(" roals/Object.i:ves 

Memo from WeodyB~_ Miclci Compto~ Mid--ey Harris, 10-24-95 

~ Hyatt to Special Educcion "Think T an.k." Committee Members, 
RE: Specialized Progr.am Teacher Assistant Training 

Lener from Parents .-'\.dvocating Successful Traosition to Marsha 06--20-95 
Irvin 

Special Student Sa-vices Div:i5ion, Goals. 1995-96 none 

.Mono from Bob Weires to Marsha .Irvin, RE: Due Process 11-03-95 
Hearing Requests lm-clving OT aad/or PT Service Issues 

Memo from Annie Barclay to Ed Sontag, RE: Specialized 11-14-95 

Memo from Tippy Reid to Ed Soo.t:ag, RE: ECSE 

Administrative Positions 
11-28-95 



Memo from Deb Gugino to Ed Sontag,. RE: Increase in ll-28--95 

Admimstrative Staff in Early Childhood Spec:ial Education Department 

Memo -from Deborah Gugino_ to Tippy Reid, RE: IllCfl:8.Se in 10-06-95 

ECSE Administrative Staff 

:Mroto from Bill Miller to Tippy Reid, RE: .Anticipated l 0--09-95 

Licensed, ~e & Support StaffNeeds 

Memo from Donald Layton to Ed Sontag and Da:vid Rostetter, 11-20-95 

RE: Special Education Programs - Past Accomplishments~ Ideas 
for; Future Unlization ofR.esources 

Memo from Robert Borders to Tippy Reid. RE: Level I 11-29-95 
Assessment Cost ~ 

Child Find Priority Objective, U pdm:e 

Memo from Marsha l.rvin to George Ano. Rk~ RE: Hum.an 

R.e5ources .Dtvisi..on .Liaison 

1 !-95 

12-19-95 

r-.fir.l<i ~m L:;-udcll Schwartz and Diana D. Schneck to M .... .:-:;ha 12-I0-93 

~:'V!!l.. RE: ~ 81:.rl Reteation 

ltinerant ?vk:ntor Teacher-Behavior Intervention 04-27-95 

Itinerant Menter Teacher~ Bdlavicr Intervention Special none 
Student Services Division 

Staff Development Training, Mandt Training - 1995-% none 

StaffDe..,elopmecrt Traming, CPI T.raining- 1995-96 nooe 

Special Education R.csourcc Classroom. Teacher/ Assistant 09-95 
.4lloca:tion, Fmmula A - Niue Month Schools 

Ck:aft of Componem:s of Comprehensive Planning fur Ail none 
Chi1dreo Learning Together 

n 

() 

u 



~- %7 

Memo froro Sc:oti Reynolds to V~ Distribution, RE: 0&-14-95 
Studo,t~ctJtion.Team.Modd: 

Memo :ftom Ron Roa to Len Paul, RE: Studeat A<l:.i:Slt11tce 09-l 8-95 
~ Pro@nmt Modcl 

Special Edracatinn Survey~ Fall 1993 

. 
OCR Seaior Sta:ffMem,oq,idrmJ 10.21-92 

~ fulCB Charles Wcatheri)· to kffiey L. Burr., RE: Terms 12--02,.94 
ofEngage«m -:rrCharlcs L Weatherly and Julie J. We.atherly 

CCSD Pcliq. Daft 

nn.__., u~· . ~.,.1 Fda . ? Y _... -H l nt..e'-8 .a.~ lil .. ,~ JC'ittloll . . .•. OU n.11;:1 • • 

New Spccigl E.ducation Teachers Mcmor Program, Staff 
Dcvdopment Proposal., 1995-91 

none 

01-24-95 

07-U-95 

.l.etta from Cathy MdJoc to Wtliam C. Healey 11--07-95 

Memoiromui:thyMellm-to~Irvin, RE: Dr.Bill~ 11...01-95 
Communication 



Memo from William C. Healey to Keith Rhellult, RE: 
Audiologists 

Memo from Debor.th Gugino to Tippy Reid, RE: CCSD -

UNL V Preschool Program 

Letter from Marsha Irvin to Wtlliam C. Healey 

Letter from Marsha Irvin to William C. Healey 

Letter from M.aJsha Irvin to WiUiam Healey 

Lette:rfrom Thomas B. Pial::C to Ann Marek 

Lett.o- from M.arsba lrvm to William Healey 

10-23-95 

10-12-95 

08-01-95 

07-14-95 

06-21-95 

06-13-95 

05-12-95 

Memo from Ca.thyMeilorto Robert Henry, Marsha Irvin, Tippy 11--01-95 

Reid., End Ed Sootag, RE~ Cancellation of Meeting, I 1--02-95, UNLV 

Ldier from Cathy Mdlor to William C. Healey 

Memo from Ed Sontag to Marsha 1rv,:.1, RE: Draft Memo 
tc 'Bill H. 

Memo from Bill fkaky to M."l.I"Sha frvin, RE: Meeting: re: Ed 
Institute 

11-07-95 

07-20-95 

facsimile from Cathy Mellor to Ed Sontag. RE: a:greemeo:t 08-16-95 
bem-cen CCSD and the Uni"w-ersity ofNevada Las Vegas 

.l>...geni:h. Educators' Institute W/UNL V Special Education 07-18-95 
Department 

Preliminary Plan for the Educato~· Institute 07-95 

Memo from William Healey to Marsha .Irvin. RE: Educational 06--26-95 
Institute 

New Special Education 1' eachers Mentor P~ Staff none 

0 

() 
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. Devoopmeo.t Proposal, 1996--97 

Fac.sumle fiom Catli.y Mellor to Ed Sontag. RE: letter froni 

Dr. Healey 

Memo from Marsha Irvin. to Vario~ RE: Education Institute 

Meetings 

Letter from G3ry D. Jad::soo to Brian Cram, RE: CCSD 

case #10951154 

In:teragency Agreement, CCSD and u"'NLV 

CCCT A Special Edu.carioo. Teacher Survey, Trairung/Inservice 

Re::oromen.d2tion.s Summary 

Special Education Teacher Assistant Pre-Sen--i-ce Orientation 

Hand in Band, .Early Childhood Parent Coo.fereoce 

Indt,~on in Schools & Soci~, An ITV Tdecot.rrse 

Memo from Marsha Irvin to Site .A.droinistra:tor:s... RE: l ;z;,'-t-<: 

Process/Program Titles 

CCSD, Explanation of Procedural Safeguards Available to 

Parents of Children with Disabilities 

Draft, Arlmmistratrve Specialist Procedural Safeguards/ 

Section 504 

.. Project Learning T ogdher" Worlcing Session 

Draft, Implemo::ttation of Project Learing Togethet-

1...etre{- from Gary D. Jaclcson to Brian. Cram. RE: CCSD 
Case #10951154 

08-24-95 

08-23-95 

10-16-95 

1995 

Fall 1993 

05-26-95 

Oct. 13 & 14, 1995 

none 

03-28-95 

none 

03-V-95 

01-12-94 

05-17-94 

10-16-95 



Lc:ttcr from Mike Shapiro to Brian Cram, RE: CCSD 
Case 10951154 

Cbak County~ of Scbool .Admini~ors, 

Rep:resentuive Council Mmutes 

Student Resource T cam l 

Student Resource Team II 

Studc::nt Resource Team m 

Letter from Marsha Irvin to Educators 

Special Studen::t. Services Division, GOALS, 1995-96 

Sumroa:ry ofDivisi.cms, Three Year Trend 

Assirm-4 Schools Pro. Tnnel..ine e- ~ect, 

Memo from Arlmini:5txanve Team 2 tc, Myrr.a Nel.son-Ba.--¼>c:. 

RE: Ad:::r..:~istrative ~"S 

Comparison of Stare Supported Re'v~ Phis Prorated $hare 

of Local &vem.JCS to Expenses on Behalf of Special Edu.cation 

Students (FY 1994-95 Ameml~ Flll21 Budget) 

Assigned Schools Project, TIIDdine: July 25, 1994 

Memo from Dooa1d Layton to Marsh.a lrvi~ RE: 
~nof Studeat Resource T C3II1 Process 

1995-96 SSSD Training Summary 

Memo from Don Layton and Scott Reynolds to Malm hviD, 
RE: Student 1ksouree Team (SRT) Evaluation 

Memo .from Bob Wcircs to Marsha ~ RE: Summary of 

10-27-95 

12-07-93 

none 

none 

none 

08-06-93 

nooe 

03-29-94 () 

11-94 

07-25-94 

02-12-96 

none 

02--2K-% 

03-01-96 



_ If I 

SSSD Traini,ng Activities- 1995-96 Academic School Year 

Memo from R.obest T. Henry to Mmsha Irvin, RE: SLD 

Curriculum Guide 

Special Programs Curricuhrn Gui.de for the Specia)jze,i . 

I..e.arnmg ~ 

03-05-96 

OS-95 

Memo from Elise J. Ax to 1992-93 Chapta 1 Site Administra:torn 06-01-92 

RE: Cooperative Te::icbin:g 

Memo from Deborah Gugino to Marsha Irvin, RE: Comparison. 10-07-93 

ECSELCbapter I 

Memo from Deborah Gugino to Marsha Irvin, RE~ Specials/ 08-26-93 

Prep Time fur ECSE Tead:ier5 

Memo from E. Wolfe and MartinL King to Dr. P. K.ay Carl, 08-24-93 

.RE: Io:teg:ration ofECSE students with Chapter I Kindergarten 

l\i1emo from P. Kay Carl to MM-sha. lrvin, RE: Early CbiJdbood 03-24-93 

Pmgram 

~;.f~c, fro?n ~ Duncombe to Marsha Irvin., RE: Early O /-3 J-92 

Childhood- Summary ofPriority Issues/General f.nf~!ion 

Memo from Deborah Gugino to Ma:rsbx Irvin, RE: Chapter IJ 09-12-91 

Special Education 

Specia! Stude-Jt Services DMsion, Assistant Directors Meeting 03-01-96 

Con:fidemial Records Folders Survey 03-01-% 

Clark County School District Regulation none 

CCSD Poocy none 

Letter from Ma:rsha frvm to David Rostetter Ol-05-96 



:Mesno uom TJPPY R=id to Mm*~ RE: Clarifx;ation 

MeuMl ii:om Marsha Irvin to Tffl ~ 1lE: Coafideotia1 
~ 

Memo ftum Trppy Reid to M.srsna lfvin, RE: Clari&.tion 

Letter from Marsha lrvin to ~ R.ostettec 

CPC Re:remd 94-95 

1..m:nl1 ltew:ws 94-95 

CPCB.efen-al95-96 

Fk::wada,y SPED Waiver Teac:ben 

Secondmy Special F.ducarioa Teecber"B on w~ for the 

1995--96 School Year A3. of Mardi 5, 1996 

1995-96 ~ Proc=s Requests fur Ilea:rmgs 

M.em) fum Robert Borde.cs to Mm= mm, RE: Adapted 

Fu:ysical E..~ 

Memo from Bob Borde,:-3 to '*Principal Name*. •Sclxicl*, 
-RE: ~ Phystcai Ednarirm ln-Service 

Meno from Bob Bordcr.s to *Principal~, RE: Adspted 

Pbyml Ednc2stion In-Service 

Meno from Bob Borders to Sec.oodmy Principeis, RE: 
Secoodmy Adapted Physical F.docation Studeots 

Memo from&b ~ to XXX. ~ RE: ~i\dap(ed 
Physical .Educ:ation Service Mo4el 

:Memo from Robe,:t Borders to Sec;omJ:as-, School~,., 
RE.: ~ Physical Edocaaon file R.eview 

01-04-95 0 
01--0&-96 

01-04-95 

01--05--96 

O'J-15-95 

10-30-95 

11--09-95 

03-04-96 

03-05-96 

02-28-96 () 
11--08-9:: 

09-15-93 

09-16-94 

06-13-9.5 

08-22-94 

09-05-95 

u 
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FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
~NTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Tippy Reid, Director DATE: April 11, 1994 
Special Education Services 

Glady iaughli.ft!Principal 
William G. Bennett El~mentary School· 

Counseling as a Related Service Support 

At the present time, students eligible for service through 
the Special Education Program in Clark County who live in 
.Laughlin, are not receiving counseling services. We have 
been reluctant to write this service into the identified 
student's IEP because the availability of personnel for 
providing the service has not been feasible in our area. I 
am concerned ~hat failure to address this service in the IEP, 
even when the IEP Team feels that the student's learning 
would be assisted by the service, C.fluld put the District in a 

1ositio.n-9f inviting Due Process hv tbe parPQt. On the other 
and, writ1na counseling as a related service into the 

ia.entified student's IEP and_beina unable to prov i de t"hat 
"sc--rv:.r:-2, also could pc0v~__!:..2_.b~_1~_:2,i_1_?.~-- -

.... ~ .... _ - ----- . 
Please assist us by prcvid~~g di~esti0n t0 ~e ~as~~~~ with 
staff as we explore the resourc~-= th at are .::.':a:..!..=.!J I cc: to the 
student to support" his/her ed.i:.ca tic::--=:. L p:-ograrn. 

Sharla Decelle shared a plan that she learned about at the 
ACRES Conference last month. A plan has been initiated in 
some states to pay for the servic~s of local, private, 
trained professionals to prov~de service to eligible students 
in rural areas. We do have in our area, private counselor~ 
who are trained and licensed to provide services of this 
nature to clients. Please consider formulating a structure 
for us to utilize the · s~rvices of these tr~ined professionals 
as we work with students. 

If you -have other ideas, I wo uld be most interested in 
hearing about them. Thank you for your assistanc e. 

cc: Or Maurice Flores 
Ms. Sharia Decelle 

/ 

() 
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TO : 

FROM: 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Special Stud~nt Service~ Division 
Administ rative Staff 

Marsha Irvi ~flt· 
Assistant Superintendent 
Special Student Services Division 

/ 

DATE: November 17, 1995 

SUBJECT: · SPECIAL" STUDENT SERVICES · DIVISION ·AUDIT· 

This memo is to inform you of a very significant initiative that the 
Special Student Services Division has currently undertaken. Dr. David 
Rostetter and Dr . Ed Sontag are conducting a fiscal . and staff audit of 
major aspects of special education within the Special Student Services 
Division. The audit will involve substanti al collection of information 
from many professionals and data ~ources. · Other consultants involved will 
be Drs . Don Hunter and Ed Von Feldt. 

· I am expecting and would ap~reciate your f ull cooperation with Drs. 
:~1.:nter, Ro::::.et.ter: .301:t--19, and ·Jon Feldt to carr_y out t his ·imDo,-:-:!"!t 
ac~1v, ~y . I anticipate that thei~ work ~i11 result ir recommendations 
t hat wil , ass i st all cf us it! improving ser;ires to a1~ students . 

Please contact ~eat 799-5471 should you h~ve any q~estions. 

MI/ksr 
c: Michae l Alastuey Robert McCord 

Elise Ax Steve McCoy 
Donald D. Burger Don McHenry 
P. Kay Carl Leonard Paul 
Marjorie Conner Billie Rayford 
Brian Cram George Ann Ri ce 
Maurice Flores Tom Rodriguez 
Sidney Franklin Martin Root 
Edward Goldman C. Owen Roundy 
Stella Helvie Eva G. Simmons 
Craig Kadlub Fred Smith 
Don Lee Carla Steinforth 
Elementary/Secondary Facilitators 
Elementary/Secondary Principals 
Special Student Services Division Advisory Council 
Special Student Services Division Mentor Teachers 
Special Student Services Oivision Psychologi cal Services 
Special Student Services Division Vocational Counselors 

Thnr.k you. 

Council 



CCSD Psychological Services, In Perspective 
A Report to Ed Sontag: 11/28/95 

IV. Fundamental Assumptions of the Psychological Services Department 

~:::~::~;~h~;::;~::ch~~;:~:~:::===-"-7 . 
~ . 
j 2. The department links unprecedented growth with expan I 
~ CCSD students. ~ 

i ij 
~ ~ 
~ 3. The department is a home base for timely, competent service which is equitably applied ~ 
~ across CCSD and focused on students most in need. i 
i 4. The department sets the direction of intervention for students--insiCe ar.d outside special I 
~ . education. ~ 

;,.,:«·>>"/.«~:w,;:«·W.W.W/.-:<·X',:<·:<'hmo0<«',W/.·:«..--''-"W.<·:<¼:<0x·:<w.->>:·:««<·>0>',:««<«<-W,»:<'-'/.O-,..,._,.,;.-:-:<·>»w.',/.•W-<•=«<«««'"°""""""'''-''=«..-.,-«<«-:«w,x=,...,.,,xw,,-,:,.,,.~,,_-".,../.·mo,,,.«,J 

Equitable staffing to better target school psychology services is a unique asset of the department. 
Just as student demographics .between schools vary considerably, the need for building-based 
services varies. E~ch year these unique service needs are reviewed in assigning services. Special 
projects are conducted annually to address ~l.:..'111ed tar~~t:.: related service.<:, assessment with 
sttde::.ts su5 p:ec,,,ed of he. ving -low-inc:dence or 1m.1ltiple 

~~f ;i~;~~1~~?~:~;i~~~~~~i1~1;£:;;:~f a11a 
times, but all are in high demand at some time. These services 
(and the considerable investment in training which must precede them) would be extremely-unlikely 
without outside coordination, and even less likely if scant services are isolated with feudal zeal 
\vithin a s ingle school. -

School psychologists in CCSD are usually regarded as the school-based team,s best resource for 
current interpretations of district policy, state regulation, and federal law, and are the sole team 

members-likely to be-held acGountable for demonstrating this · -

- ~~~~~:~~~§1?~::. 
dynamic. New interpretations of the reauthorized IDEA further 

heighten the challenges just ahead. The Psychological Services Department has presented ample 
support for these changes to date, and must continue as a vital financial interest of the school 
district. 

The educational function of school psychology is a balancing act, both educator and_ clinician-­
interpretation of behavior in a diagnostic conte}.'t, interpretation of empirical associations, 
neurological components, learning as operant behavior--unique to the demands of the school. This 

-6-
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APE PREP BUY - OUT S 
Jll•R~i SCHOO L 95 - 96 SY 
~ COf)Lf= 

B e cke r ... . .. . . . .. .. ... . . . 1. 

· Br idger . .. . . . . . . •... . . . .. 1. 

~ B r i nley . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Brown ... . . ... . , .. .. . .. .. . . 1 

Cannon .. . -: .. ... . .. . .... .. . 1 

-C ash ma n ..... . . .. ... .. .. . . .. 1 

Fre mo nt. ...... ... .... . . . . . 1 

-Garre t t . ... . ... .. .. . .. ... 1 

Garsi de . . . . . .. . . ... . .. . . . 1 

~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • L. 

Gr eensp u n . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . l. 

. :-fyd e- Park . . . . .. . . . . .. . ... 1 

Johns on . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

K n u dson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

H a r tin . .. ... . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2· 

O'Ca l lagha n .. . .. . . ....... 1. 

0 rr . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . • . . . 1 

Robison . . . .. ..... .. . . . . . . 1. 

Sm i th . • .... . . . • . • . • .••... 1. 

S wa i n s ton •• . • •... . • . .• .. . 1. 

Von Tobel • • •.• . • ... •• . .•. ·1. 

·White . .. . . ....... .. . .. . .. 1 
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APE PREP BUY-OUTS 
SCHOOL 95-96 SY 

Basic ..... ... .... ........ l 

Bonanza . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Chaparral .. ... . .......... . 2 

Cheyenne ..... : . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

C irnarr·on-Memo rial . . . . . . . . 1 

Durango . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Eldorado .... .. ........ .. . l 

Green Valley .. . .......... 1 

Las Vegas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

RECOMMENDATION: 
95-96 
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UPDATE: 1/2/96 
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RECEIVED 
. MAR O 8 1996 

Ans'd •........... 
DATE: 

FROM: 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM -l,. 

--- ba\/1.'d, rJcJ-k olQ !J 

Marsha Ir:vin, Assistant Superintendent 
Special Student Services Division 

Renee Ball, RN. ~ 
Assistant Director: ':lealth Services 

~Li J 
. \'1 'l C( ~ \ 8-
/) o ~ 

SUBJECT: SUPERVISION OF SCHOOL NURSES - HEAL TH SERVICES' ·POSffiON 
STATEMENT 

~ As ;ou ~ave requested, I am providing you with information which I believe is relevant to our 
/ ffiscuss1on concermng the supervision of school nurses by non-nursing personnel. The job 

responsibilities of a school nurse are quite diverse, as indicated in the accompanying literature. Much 
of his/her activity is very esoteric in nature,.given the technological and theoretical complexity of 
health care and pathophysiology. 

As the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) state, " ... the practice of nursing is a learned profession affecting 
the safety, health and weffare of ,;.e public. .. " NRS 632.240 further states, "The provision of nursing 
servicf"s in ,my .~ystem jcJ!" t.1: z delive, f t,f httaith , ·are mu.<:.t be c,ider the directir:n a~·= :;upen.·ision of a 
chief administrative nurse .. •he is a regist,-.·ed nurs~". The stt!'ute defines "system for thP. delivery of 
health c.:ire" as a "licensed ri1edicailyf1cility ... , or other c~ganizad.c.·, ;:·!,,:c!: provides .organized nursing 
services". 0,'!e exception is sit,~d: c<'lunty sd.ool di.-;tricts whose: --:nrollmerzi :.~/ewer than 35,000 
students. 

The Clark County School District Health Services Department provides organized school nursing 
services to students in a variety of ways. There are numerous health care procedures performed by 
both registered nurses and practical nurses who follow written procedures, daily schedules, and 
physician's orders, just as an acute-care facility does. Health offices, wherein the school nurse is 
consulted regarding injuries and illness, function much like urgent care centers. School nurses also 
routinely provide health screenings to thousands of students throughout the school year. Referrals to 
outside agencies and medical facilities are generated in an on-going manner. 

Supervision is an active process of directing, guiding and influencing the outcome of an individual's 
performance of an activity. To delegate the supervision of these types of health care activities to 
persons untrained in the profession of nursing raises questions about the ability of the district to 
safeguard the well-being of students. In addition to confonning to national standards for evaluation, 
we must also be consistent with district procedures and regulations (NRS 391.3125). The Guide to 
Supervision and Evaluation of Licensed Emplovees, February 1993, assists district administrators 
with the complex, contractual and legalistic aspects of supervision and evaluation. 

I am requesting your support as I urge the district to maintain its present system of direct supervision 
of school nurses by a registered nurse administrator, as indicated in the NRS. For the safety of 
students, as well as the prevention of increased liability for the district, the utilization of non-nursing 
personnel in a supervisory capacity over: school nurses should be avoided. 

The implementation of first aid safety assistants adds another dimension to the supervision process in 
the school setting, one that poses more liability than that of the registered nurse_ This is due to the 6 



, 
fact that registered nurses maintain a license which holds them accountable under the law, to maintain 
their clinical knowledge/skills, and to practice nursing according to the provisions set forth by the 
Nevada State ~oard of Nursing. Supervision by the Chief Nurse adds another safety factor because of 
his/her knowledge and expertise of the nursing process, theory and, therefore, ability and obligation to 
ensure that standards of care are met. Under the current system, first aid safety assistants receive 
basic orientation and minimal on-going training during the year. There is no standard for evaluating 
their health related work and performance, and most importantly, school site administrators 
responsible for their supervision are not knowledgeable about the practices relating to.health and 
safety. They look to the Chief Nurse to validate parent, student, and nurse concerns, as well as their 
own concerns. They ai-e most honest about their limitations to provide adequate and appr_opriate 
supervision of health related practices and, therefore, rely heavily upon nursing to bring to their 
attention, any liability risks related to work performance and student safety. 

The primary safeguard to ensure that safe practice occurs within the district, is that of embracing the 
current supervision process which provides for persons knowledgeable in the field to conduct 
evaluations consistent with the Nevada State Board of Nursing and the National Association of School 
Nurses. Anything short of this will compromise students' safety and well-being while at school. It is 
understood that not all districts have the available resources to provide for school nurse 

, administrators. We cannot minimize the fact that the increased liability for a law suit due to 
negligence or harm to a student would far outweigh the cost to uphold a safe supervision process 
which employs nursing administrators to oversee the practice of nursing. 

In surveying other school districts of comparable size, the following practices for supervision are 
occurring throughout the United States: 

Larger . .Pi~tricts 

Sai~ A.ntonio, Texas 

Alberquerqt.c, New Mexico 

State of Utah 

Smaller Districts 

Des Moines, Iowa 

Little Rock, Arkansas 

Montgomery County, Alabama 

~tud~nt Enrollmem 

150,00U 

%,(l!)(J 

473,000 

Student Enrollment 

32,000 

24,000 

36,000 

Directo. Health Services 

:Ui.ector Nursing Services 
and Site Administrate;rs 

Educational Staff and Head 
Nurse in each district 

S uperviso r/Evaluato r 

Director Health Services 
with principal input 

Coordinator of Nursing 
Services; principal input 

Director of Nursing 
Services; principal input 

I have attended the National Associations of School Nurses' Convention for the past four years and 
had the opportunity to network with nurses and nurse administrators across the United States. It is 
true that while school nursing practices vary, and the method and process of evaluation of nursing 
practice also varies, the standards by which nurses and health services programs function are very 
much consistent and standardized. Over the last five years, I have worked diligently to standardize 
the practice of the Clark County school nurses, and know that we are consistent with National and 



State nursing standards. I am satisfied that student safety is a first and primary focus here in Clark 
County. Likewise, our adherence to the Nevada State Board of Nursing Regulations requires 
supervision by_ a Chief Administrative that is a registered nurse. I am fortunate that I have the £ 
opportunity to work in a district who recognizes that the health, safety and well being of students • 
comes first, rather than the financial resources needed to maintain personnel in an area with such high 
litigious potential. 

A conceptually sound and properly implemented evaluation system is a vital component in the 
development and delivery of effective services. Regardless.of how well a program is designated, it is 
only as effective as the people who implement and support it. According to a 1993 nationaf survey 
(Stronge, 1993) revealed that 79 percent of the responding states (42) legally mandate-evaluation of 
support personnel such as nurses, counselors, school psychologists, by state law, state board of 
education policy or state superintendent directive. The percentage of states that provide guidelines 
for the evaluation of the school nurses (Stronge and Tucker, 1993) is 15 percent. Therefore, models 
for evaluating support personnel have emerged in response to the lack of formal training of educators 
to evaluate these speciality area personnel. I find it most distressing that one would suggest that this 
model is the most efficient and effective way to manage health services personnel. 

I must inform ou that I, along with my other administrative staff. are of the utmost concerned about 
the possibility of having school nurses supervise by personnel other than a nursing supervisor as w 
as the outcome and its effect on student safety. Therefore, contact with the Nevada State Board of 
Nursing, Nevada Nurses' Assoc1ahon, Clark County School District Association of School 
Administrators, and the National Association of School Nurses has been initiated. As registered 
nurses, we must adhere to the standards of nursing practice no matter where the work setting. We 
believe that assigning the supervision of school nurses to anyone other that a licensed nurse 
administrator would, in the long run, severely compromise the safety and well-bein?: of students and 
their families, as well. as place m.:.r-s~ in jeopardy with rl:'~:.rds to their nur-sins :ice-nse .. I ,-.:,,sp~ctfu!ly 
r~quest your support of this position :-•. 1d anxic-uslv await your re~pnnse. 

ds 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
ofthe 

SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES TEACHER ADVISORY COUNSEL 
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DIS1RICT 

Las Vegas, Nevada 

0 

These recommendations of SSSTAC are a compilation of ideas and suggestions from 
facilitators, special education teachers, Early Childhood personnel, speech/language 
therapists, and psychologists, and include physical restructuring of Seigle Diagnostic 
Center and the administrative hierarchy in Special Student Services, expansion of 
some positions, redefining of some positions, and general practical Q 
suggesti.uush1.i.shes. . 

1. Physical restrn.c!U.ri.ng of Seigle Di~onostic C.-;nter: 
Currently, special servjces housed by S~igle Diagnc:"tic Center and 
surrounding buiidings include: 

• Seigle Diagnostic Classroom 
• Speech/Language Services 
• Psychological Services 
• Data Management and Confidential Records 
• Early Childhood Programs 
• Gifted and Talented Education Programs 
• Health Services 
• CbildFind 
• Occupational and Physical Therapists, and Adaptive P.E. teachers 
• Audiology Services 
• Various specialized groups (SEAS, Behavior Intervention Teams, 

Integration T earns, I.RE committee members) 
• Offices of the Director of Special Services, and various 

Administrative Assistants 

This site does not have adequate parking for personnel and visitors, does not 
provide waiting areas, restrooms, or adequate assessment or inteiview/IEP 

0 
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SSSTAC Recommendations 
January 11, 1996 

area for visitors. Conference rooms are limited, and office space is cramped 
and unattractive. It is recommended that relocation of Special Education 
Administrative Specialists (SEAS), specialized groups and administrative 
offices be housed elsewhere. If this is not possible, then perhaps if the 
Adult/Alternative Education Program were relocated, that building, which is 
adjacent to Seigle could be utilized for special student services 
offices/personnel. In.any event, it is recommended that SEAS, mentor 
teachers, behavior intervention team members, integration team members, and 
other personnel directly related to providing services to special education 
teachers be housed in the schools where they are more accessible. 

2. Facilitators 

It is recommended that every school have a facilitator at least part-time. The 
job description of facilitators should be rewritten to reflect duties more 
specific to special education needs. Contracts for facilitators should extend 
beyond the typical 9-month contract, especially in year-round school settings. 

3. Mentoring of new special education teachers 

The mentoring program already under development should continue with 
emphasis on training mentors, providing time prior to the beginning of the 
school year for mentors to meet with new teachers. Time should be allocated 
during the year for meetings to monitor progress, and for inservicing new 
personnel in Clark County procedures. 

4. Itinerant specialists 

Clustering of schools into smaller zones with teams of specialists would 
facilitate networking and transfer of information. Teams comprised of a 
psychologist, nurse and speech/language therapist could be formed to service 
a specific cluster of schools which would give school and specialists 
continuity of services and ease distribution of information concerning 
evaluations, etc. Each cluster of schools should also have a team comprised 
of such personnel as a SEAS, a behavior specialist, an Early Childhood case 
manager, and social worker. Other specialists, such as adaptive P.E. teachers, 



SSSTAC Recommendations 
January 11, 1996 

OTs and PTs would be available as necessary. This team would be based at 
some school instead of at Seigle. 

5. Social Workers 

Clark County has two school social workers at present Increasing their 
numbers to coincide to clusters of schools would help mesh school district 
services with county and state services, assist parents in obtaining medical, 
mental health, and other services when necessary. 

6. Counselors 

All schools should have a counselor. 

7. Seigle Diagnostic Classroom 

SDC's purpose should be redefined. At present it is seen by some as yet 
another step to be taken in a JEP committee's efforts to gain a more restrictive 
environment for students with such a need If it is to continue to exist, it 
should be enlarged and extended past the end of the 9-month school year so 
that the·wait for a child receiving its services is not so long. 

8. Special Education Administrative Specialists (SEAS) 

SEAS act as liaison between school personnel and the various specialist 
teams. Because of the high ratio of SEAS to schools serviced, they are often 
difficult to contact, and can spend little time in the schools other than "putting 
out fires". Referrals to resource teams are put on hold because everything is 
filtered through the SEAS. Either more SEAS need to be hired, or 
restructuring done so that they may be more effective in their jobs. 

9. Miscellaneous 

• The allowable number of students for resource rooms increases at a time 
when the cooperative/consultative teaching model is being urged as a means 
to integrate students with disabilities into the general education classroom. 

() 
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SSSTAC Recommendations 
· January 11, 1996 

Teachers find it difficult to schedule time periods to go into the classrooms to 
help general education because there are too many kids who still need the 
pull-out situation. 

• The option of a computerized IEP should be provided. Enormous amounts of 
time are being spent on paperwork, particularly on preparation and actual 
complete of IEPs. Perhaps IEP facilitators ( or SEAS) could coordinate IEPs 
and assist with introducing the technology involved 

• All schools to have pre-referral teams to assist teachers in implementing 
interventions before referral for psychoeducational assessment 

• More psychologists hired. Well-trained psychologists have a multitude of 
talents and are being underutilized. School-level consultation, inservicing, 
and intervention with the aid of the school psychs could help reduce the 
numbers of referrals for assessment. 

• Transition of elementary/middle, and middle/high school should be looked at. 
There is not enough communication between educators during these transition 
times and this is resulting in inappropriate IEPs being written. 

• Time allocated for special education personnel inservicing during the year. 
Possible addition of a psych.services zone administrator, and the reduction of 
ize of the current zones into which psychologists are divided. 

The Special Student Services Teacher's Advisory Counsel would like to thank Dr. 
Sontag for providing us the opportunity to give our suggestions and 
recommendations. We enjoyed meeting with you. IfSSSTAC can be of further 
service, please let us know. 

SSSTAC/sss 



Los Angeles Unified School District 
Office of Communications 
Diana Mufiatones, Director 
(213) 625-6766 
FAX (213) 625-6380 

Contact: Brad Sales, LAUSO, (213) q25-6253, or 
. Bonifacio Bonny Garcia / :Lorie Campos 

{attorneys for LAUSD), {213) 889-6600 

L_A_ SCHOOL BOARD TO SEEK PUBLIC COMMENT ON CONSENT 
DECREE TO IMPROVE SERVICE TO STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 

) 
#95/96-122T 

Embargoed until 
Dec. 11, 1995 
11 a.m. 

The City Board of Education announced today it will seek public comment on 

a proposed consent decree which could, over the next five years, dramatically 

alter how educational services are delivered to the 65,000 students in the Los 

Angeles Unified School District who have physical, mental ahd emotional 

disabilities. 

The board is going into its last months of review before final adoption of 

th~ proposed decree, which resulted from a class action lawsuit brought to 

improve services to disabled students. 

Public hearings will be scheduled in January and a final board vote is 

anticipated in February_ 

The landmark suit, filed in November 1993 in u_s _ District Court as Chanda 

Smith v. Los Angeles Unified School District, is notable not only for the major 

changes in special education programs that will result , but also for the unique 

working relationship among attorneys and consultants for both sides -- a pro­

cess which shortened litigation, enabled rapid negotiation of an interim 

agreement in 1994 and established a framework for a final settlement_ 

One key tc the ~ropcsed ccnsent decree, according to a report by outside 

consu 1 tant_s, was the schoo 1 di strict' s acknowledgment, from the beginning, of 

its "absolute obligation to comply with special education laws in every 

respect." As a result, the report stated, the matter became a "cooperative 

venture to improve educational services to students with disabilities." 

The suit was filed by the ACLU Foundation of Southern California and 

Newman.Aaranson.Vanaman [c.q. punctuation] on behalf of the named plaintiff, 

Chanda Smith, and all other LAUSD students with disabilities who receive 

special education and related services_ 

- more -
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CONSENT DECREE SETTLEMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION LAWSUIT· #122 2-2-2 

The suit ·a 11 eged that the LAU SO had failed to comp 1 y with its ob 1 i gati ans 

to special education students under the federal Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act ( IDEA)-, Section 504 of the Rehabi 1 i tati on Act of 1973 and the 

Equal Protection "Clause of the 14th amendment of the U.S. Constitution. In 

essence, the plaintiffs stated that the district.had " . .. failed to search for, 

identify,- track and timely and properly serve the educational needs of children 

with disabilities." 

In response, the school district, aided by Bonifacio Bonny Garcia of the 

law firm of Barbosa Garcia & Barnes [c.q . punctuation], reviewed a list of 

specjfic areas where the plaintiffs alleged that sufficient compliance was not 

met . The district agreed to take action to correct those areas compelled by 

law, but rejected proposed changes that were not required by law . 

Consultant te~ms headed by ~pecial education experts Louis S. Barber, 

Ph.D., and Mary Margaret Kerr, Ed.O., were selected independently by each side. 

The teams worked together over a 10-month period beginning in late 1994 to 

conduct a detailed examination of the district's policies and practices in 

delivering special education services, to assess whether the district is 

.operating in compliance with federal and state laws, to determine what the dis­

trict must do to achieve and remain in compliance, and to produce recommenda­

tions for "relief" or Corrective action. 

Included in a summary of the consultants' findings are: 

Failure to identify, assess and serve students within timelines and as 

required by law . 

Failure to provide effective staff development . 

Out of compliance regarding maintenance of and access t o student records. 

Disproportionate identification, by race or ethnic group, of students who 

need services, in relation to district's racial - ethnic makeup as a whole. 

Out of compliance with ensuring the meaningful representation, participa­

tion and informed consent of parents. 

Lack of structure and mechanisms to ensure compliance with mandates con­

cerning "least restrictive environment." 

-- Personnel policies and practices of the district result in "substantial 

and repeated" non-compliance with legal requirements for delivery of service. 

The report notes that the shortcomings are "systemic and are not the sole 

- more -
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CONSENT DECREE SETTL~~ENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION LAWSUIT · #122 3-3-3 

responsibility of any one individual or group of ir.dividuals within the dis­

trict. Indeed, there are individual administrators, certificated and classi­

fied personnel who are working hard to comply with the _law and appropriately 

deliver .special education services to students-with disabilities." 

· Supt. of Schools Sidney A. Thompson said the proposed consent decree and 

the manner in which it was developed "shows that the district is interested, 

most of all, in providing the services that children are entitled to under the 

1 aw." 

Thompson said, "While our district has been a nationwide leader in special -

education in many respects, the proposed settlement points out the obstacles· we 

must overcome and the changes we must -make to prevent some young people from 

slipping through the cracks. This district tries to take care of educational 

and other needs in so many areas, but the consultants' report and the consent 

decree are very clear that we cannot use lack of resources , lack of personnel, 

lack of training or lack of the right technology as reasons for inadequately 

serving students. We must take the approach that we will do whatever is 

necessary to correct the s~tuation, ~nd we must all start with the concept that 

these are OUR children and this is OUR problem." 

Commenting on the proposed consent decree, ACLU Legal Director Mark Rosen­

baum said, "This historic case is . the Brown v. Board of Education of special 

education litigation, signifying the end to a system of separate_and unequal 

education for children with disabilities. To the three Rs of education, we now 

add a fourth -- Respect for all children." 

Robert Myers of Newman.Aaronson.Vanaman added, "The systemic change man­

dated by the proposed consent decree is the prescription for ending the pain 

and frustration experienced by parents .trying to obtain the special education 

services guaranteed by law. " 

0 

( ) 

The consultants' report indicates that part of the problem in the district 

has been "a systemi~ failure to recognize that the education of students with 

disabilities is the responsibility of the entire district -- general education 

as well as special education . " Too often, the needs of special education 

students and the delivery of services to those students "have been marginalized 

by long-standing traditions and well-entrenched practices" because there is ''no 

district structure or i nternal oversight mechanism to ensure that .. . programs U 
- more -
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and services .are governed, managed and operated in compliance with the law." 

Consequences of continued non-compliance could be severe, possibly 

jeopardizing LAUSO's federal education funds for special education -- about 

$27 million annually. 

The steps for final approval of the proposed consent decree will include 

public hearings in January and/or February before the board's final vote some­

time in February. Once adopted, the consent decree must be taken to U.S. 

District Court Judge Laughlin E. Waters for fina1 approval. 

Among recommendations for corrective action in the consultants' report 

formaiized as a legal mandate in the proposed consent decree -- are the 

following: 

-- A ":ornmitment" statement by the Board of Education and superintendent to 

serve the needs of students with disabilities; providing policies and proce­

dures to every school site and all personnel who must carry them out; monitor­

ing and enforcement of implementation. 

Consolidation and. restructuring of special education services. 

Revision and updating of special education policies, practices and forms, 

including "search and serve" obligations. 

Implementation of Behavioral Intervention Plans for all students in need. 

Review and revision of policies and procedures for student discipline, 

including but not limited to suspension, expulsions and intra-district "oppor­

tunity transfers;" also, development and implementation of a comprehensive 

training program for staff regarding these procedures. 

-- Establishment of "Student Study Teams'' (or the equivalent) at every site 

to review the needs of every student referred to them on a timely basis. 

-- Centralizing and computerizing of all student records; development of a 

comprehensive special education management information system with the capabil­

ity of performing a variety of analysis, tracking and updating tasks at every 

school site. 

More effective communication with parents and school personnel. 

Regular inservice training for board members, superintendent, all admini­

strators and all other certificated and classified personnel on their legal and 

professional obligations to students with disabilities, with similar orienta­

tions for staff newly assigned to duties involving special education. 

- more -
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CONSENT DECREE SETTLEMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION LAWSUIT #122 

-- Emphasis on the education of all students in the least restrictive 

environment. 

5-5-5 

-- Access for special education students to programs in all district schools; 

and assurance that those sch·oo ls have appropriate speci a 1 e.ducation services. 

Phase in the integration of the district's 18 special education schools 

with regular programs, reduce the number of "segregated" (separate) schools for 

special education students, and increase sites for less restrictive programs. 

Accountability standards for all personnel involved in special education. 

Revision of personnel policies and practices to ensure adequate number of 

appro-priately qualified staff, including substitutes. 

-- Review of special education budgeting practices; implementation of 

on-going audits to monitor special education encroachment on general education 

funds; take steps necessary to maximize state and federal revenues. 

In addition, if the proposed decree is approved, the ~istrict would 

establish a six-person "Superintendent's Interventicn Team," headed by Deputy 

Superintendent Dr. Ruben Zacarias, to administer LAUSD's special education 

programs and operations. 

Consultants Barber and Kerr would be appointed as the "consent decree 

administrators" to develop ~ians for implementation, oversee the district's 

efforts, assist in administration of the programs and monitor compliance . They 

or their designees will serve on the Superintendent's Intervention Team. 

United Teachers-Los Angeles (UTLA) and Associated Administrators of Los 

Angeles (AALA), the two employee bargaining units representing the bulk of the 

district's school site staff, have been given and will continue to be given 

opportunities to review and comment on the proposed implementation plans. 

The U.S. District Court will continue to review the case at least annually 

until the school district can show that it has been in substantial compliance 

for three consecutive years after full implementation of the consent decree. 

Changes wrought by the Chanda Smith case to improve programs for special 

education students in Los Angeles are expected to have nationwide repercussions 

as other districts begin to use the consent decree as a guide for examining the 

adequacy of their own special education programs. 

It # 
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SSS DIVISION 

PROGRM IMPROVENENTS AND COST SAVING "EASURES 

1. Consolidated three Director positions into two once one director was 
reasstgned . 

PAGE 03 

2. Consolidat~d data management from three individuals into one centralized 
data management area. 

3. Revised all preparation period buy-outs, saved 6 units. 

4. Reviewed teacher assistant positions to determine necessity. Will implement 
new procedures for the 1996-97 school year to reduce cost. 

5. Reviewed all units/caseloads. Reallocated units rather than adding ~ew 
units~ 

6 . Developed job responsibilities and expectations into a published document. 

7. Reviewed itinerant staff schedule to minimize travel (time and cost) and 
maximize instructional/related services. 

8. Utilized level 1 assessments for Early Childhood Special Education, 
resulting in cost and time savings. 

9. Utilized video conferencing for staff recruitment . 

10. Collapsed several teacher councils {self-contained, elementary, secondary, 
etc . ) into one Special Student Services Division Te&cher Advisory Council. 

11. Developed and provided video tapes for staff tratning, eg . , IEP, discipline. 

12 . O~veloped ar.ct implemented ~~d~caid/Thiid Paity 8i 11ing proceduras, generating 
$1,608,956 .33 to date. (Se~ attached memo dated October 27, 1995.) 

13. Aligned program Special Education Administrative Specialists {SEAS) 
and SEAS in Health, Speech, Psychological Services, and Mentor Teachers 
with elementary and secondary areas . 

14 . Developed and implemented mentor teacher model to support teachers achieving 
the Least Restrictive Environment {LRE) for students. 

15. Developed proposals to have special education schools become year-round 
schools. Will review with other divisions and superintendent by the end of 
the 1995-96 school year. 

16. Strengthened language in th~ Special Education progr~m Information sheet to 
establish guidelines for appropriate use of special e<lu~ation instructional 
dollars. 

17. Changed allocation for teacher assist~nts in specialized programs from 
automatic to need generated basis. 
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18 . Reviewed ill available school resources before providing building requested 
teacher assistants. 

19. Identified structure for use of educational interpreters for hearing impaired 
programs . 

20 . Established procedures to utilize Early Chi1qhood staff to assist children 
transitionin·g· ·into first grade, thereny reducing/eliminating the need to hire 
additional staff. 

21 . Worked with Transportation Department to develop procedures for utilization 
of classroom teacher assistants as bus assist~nts (cost savings are realized 
by the Transportation Department} . 

12 I 
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PROGRM IMPROVEMENTS 

1. Developed a Program Guide to be utilized by staff implementing Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE). 

F'AGE 05 

2 . Designed/implemented trained aid~ poql to be utilized as substitutes or for 
other special purposes. 

3. Developed IEP guides . 

4. Design~d and implemented Behavior Intervention Team and Integration Teams . 

5. Updated various Department procedures and manuals . 

6 . OeveJoped and distributed a Special Student Services Procedures Manual. 

7 . Designed new procedures for opening of school transportation for special 
education students and those requiring special provisions. 

8. Streamlined assessment procedures to respond to referral questions . 

9. Provided bus driver/aide training programs. 

,_ ;;3 
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FUTURE PLANS 

1. Exa~ine the possibiliti~$ of ~n~cial sthools ~uving to yQar-round calendar. 

2. Establishment of a teacher an~ teacher assistant. traini~g progr~m Jt a 
· special education school wh~rtDY q,n,ral Qdur.ators learn t.or.hniouP<; tn 
utilize with .childr~n·with si~nificant needs. 

3. Implement and provide training for SIT members on districtwide basis. 

4. Expand CC spee~h therapy service delivp.ry model implemented during the 
1995-96 ~~hnnl YP~r . 

5. Improve assistive technology services to children; to include increased 
knowle-dge of assessment procedures, current technology, and ·training··of 
rea$s1gned staff. 

7. RP.view/revise all special education curriculum documents . 

8. F~tablish "non-nurse" teams for routine health screenings of student!. 

9 . Improve recruitment of high need special education professionals {i.e . , 
Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy, Speech Therapists, Psychologists , 
Hearing Impaired and Visually Impaired teachers). 

10. Expand the Henderson Plan to other areas. 

11. Refine service delivery model for Adaptive Physical Education at secondary 
level to include all physical education staff. 

12. Implement the Student Resource Team (SRT} process en January 25, 1996. 

13. Decrease number of school programs SEAS are responsible for, thereby 
increasing services to each school. 

14. Implement and expand Friends of Special Education to become~ viable division 
link to the community ~nd parents. 

15. Implsment Educators' Institute with an emphasis on generating rev~nue for 
self-sufficiency . 

16. Identify new school sites that could host ~clust~r" of special educdtion 
school programs. 

17. Integrate ~lternatives to improve pre-vocational and vocational ~ctivities 
for special education students. 

18 . l~plement a computerized IEP for 1996-97 school ye~r. 

19. Review programming for stud~nts et Miley Achievement Center . 

Ja 
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20. Continue collaborative efforts with Transportation Department to develop cost 
efficient measures. 

21. Emphasis on pre-referral process. 

22 ; Implementation of -new procedures of assignment of· teaching assistants to 
reduce on-going incr~ased requests and still meet the inte·gration of 
students. 

,. //.) 
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Henderson 7 "Homecoming" Plan 

Historically in Clark County School District, students presenting significant educational 
challenges, have been provided service outside of the regular classroom, and !Ilost often outside of 
their neighborhood school. These students described as having "signif1cant educational ' . 
challenges" have been identified for special education eligibility as mentally retarded,.learning 
disabled, speech/language disabled or emotionally disturbed. These students have commonly 
been provided education in a specialized classroom in a "cluster" school different from the one 
that they would attend if they did not have a disability. 

In October, 1994, a team of individuals from CCSD (Stuart Reid, Nadeen Archer, Susan 
D'Aniello, Linda Mitchell, Kathy Erickson, and Mr. Mason-parent of Raymond Mason, student 
at Dooley) were provided a five day training in Vermont. has provided inclusive education to 
students with disabilities for 20 years. The training focused around developing student support 
teams, to enable schools to provide quality education for all students in their Neighborhood 
School. This concept is called the Vermont "Homecoming Model." · 

The "Homecoming" model is based upon the concept of "shared ownership' among regular and 
special educators to meet the needs of ALL students. The "Hom~coming" model utilizes a 
building-based planning team approach to insure that special education and related services arq 
provided in the least restrictive environment. 

Seven Elementary Schools in the Henderson area, Dooley, Newton, Galloway, Sewell, Hinman, 
McCaw, and Taylor, have made a commitment to a "Modified Homecoming" for students 
residing in each school's zoned area. Beginning the 1995-96 school year approximately 30 
students ranging from age five to age twelve will return to their home school and receive the same 
level of support that they Vvould receive at the "cluster" school that they currently attend. This will 
aliow each of these student to attend school with the peers that live in the neighborhood in which 
tmy live. 

Several informal meetings/trainings sessions were held with the administrators from each of the 
participating seven elementary schools. Information regarding each of the "returning" students 
was provided to each administrator. From the information obtained from each students' IEP, a 
determination of needed staff was made. It is important to note that each student will receive the 
same support that they received in the service delivery model at the cluster school. No IEP 
changes were made in order to implement the model-rather the model is molded to meet the needs 
of each student. 

Two full-day inservices were provided to administrators, special educators, general educators, and 
related service providers to assist each school team in the development and utilization of 
Individual Student Support T earns for each of the seven schools. Emphasis was placed upon the 
need to develop a collaborative relationship among school staff so that expertise can be shared. 
The Henderson & Project uses th.a local planning team as a vehicle for nurturing a collaborative, 
cooperative relationship among instructional staff. The planning team is a team of "experts" who 
agree to cooperate to attain a common goal, _and contribute their unique expertise to the group 
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endeavor. The desired outcome of team problem-solving is shared ownership and responsibility 
for implementing solutions generated by the group. 

During the summer months, six different one half day sessions have been identified as times that 
special Student Services staff will be -available for any of the seven school staff or parents to 

answer questions, discuss concerns, or share ideas. Three· Administrative Specialists, a Itinerant 
Mentor Teacher, and a LRE Mentor Teacher will be available throughout the 95-96 school yea,r to 
provide technical assistance to all seven schools. 
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ADAPTED PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

SERVICE DELIVERY MODEL 

An Administrative Training 
- Leadership Project 

Presented by 

Barbara Ann Chambers 

March 1990 
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been found ineligible, testing out of adapted physical 
education ~n the elementary schools are arbitrarily placed 
into the APE cl ass in junior high (to pr·ov ide the 
self-contained classroom teacher preparation time). This 
violates . the least restrictive environment requirement of PL 
94-142. Also, there are instances of children with 
temporary disabilities, conduct disordered, and other 
non-special education stud~nts b~ing placed in APE classes 
thr6ughout the District.· Some adapted p.e. programs in the 
district are sitting with only one o~ two students. 

Proposal 

It is proposed to eliminate the paid-for-prep p6sitions and 
~ave qualified adapted physical education specialists 
provide the instruction for-the APE clasi at each school on 
an_ itinerant basis as we do in_ the elementary programs. 
Models for this method of service delivery are readily 
obtainable through other school · districts . such as the Los 
Angeles County School District. Impl~mentation of these 
services would involve some cooperative planning. For 
example, each school's schedules a~d facility arrangement 
would need to be assessed, as well as staffing .availabi lity, 
but I believe that it is the solution. 

Last year it cost $140,000 to buy out the preps of 32. 
teach ers. Of those 32, -10 did not hold an adapted physic al 
education 1 icense. Of those 32! 12 are not teaching adapted 
physical education this year leaving 12 new replacement 
teachers. John McGrath was recently contacted and he said 
that CCSD has budgeted $157,000 for prep buy-outs for the 
1989-90 school year, an increase of 11Z. This averages 
around $4,900 per prep buy-out/year. He also said that it 
would cost $30,000 for a new teaching unit p l us a 25Z 
benefit package bringing it to. around $39,000. With this 
information and the i nf ormation obtained from other school 
districts, a five year plan was prepared to p hase itinerant 
adapted physical education special ists intci ihe secondary 
schoo l s with the design to pha~e out the paid-for~prep 
situation. The ultim~te goal of this five year plan would 
be that disab l ed students will receive instruction from a 

·teacher who only deals with disab·led-chi ldren -and who · wants 
to be there. It would also eliminate the evaluation/IEP 
prob l ems because the APE specialists have received training 
in both areas . In addition , the program would provide the 
adapted physical education program with a cohesive K-12 
curr-icul Ltm. 

It is also suggested that the eligibility process for 
adapted physical education be re-assessed and students 
evaluated according to the least restrictive environment 
stipulatiori. This procedure could cut back and possibly 
eliminate some secondary programs. Also, programs with one 
and two students be handled through a consultative model, 
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Adapted Physical Education Service Del iu~ry Model 

Attached . are sampTe schedules for five itinerant 
adapted· .physical education specialist. Travel time betweeri 
schools, a thirty minute duty-free lunch, and 50 minute 
preparation period are built in to e~ch schedule as is . extra 
time on Fridays for testing or meetings. One specialist 
will trav~l between two secondary schools with large special 
education populatipns: Rancho High School and Ro; Ma~tin 
Junior High. The other ~our specialists are assigned a 
secondary progrJm and ~hen a combination o~ elemen~ary 
prog~ams within that geographic area to·reduce travel time. 
The four elementary/secondary APE specialists will be 
responsible for 23 elementary programs. }°he addition_al 20 
elementary programs, the rural programing, and new referrals 
will be the responsibility of the remaining four elementary 
adapted physical education specialists. 

At the completion of th~ first year, the following will 
beftssessed: 1) Success Df the secondary programs, (meeting 
IEP goals, facility arrangements, st~ffing problems); 2) 
Movement of programs ahd possible adjustments in schedules; 
3) Addition of new staff units; 4) Assessment of student 
populations in existing secondary programs, consultative 
programs, and potential new programs; 5) Poling 
paid-for-prep secondary teache~s as to their intent to teach 
APE the following year; and 6) Budget analysis and 
projection for 1991-92 ~chool year, with design to include 
add it i ona 1 s;.econdary progr-ams in the itinerant model .. 

Conclusion 

Within the five year time frame, all the existing 
secondar-y adapted phys i ca. l education pr~o-;;_n-ams as wel l as any 
nei-, programs ~-Ji 11 be on the itinerant model. t•Jith the rapid 
growth Clark C6unty School District is experiencing, the· 
diversity of the increasing special educat ion population, 
and the demands of state and federal legislation, the 
itinerant adapted physical education model will prove the 
most cost effective and efficient means to provide quality 
services. 
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TO: 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Tippy Reid, Director 
Special Educa;iori Services 

FROM: Donald Layto~sistant Director 
Special Education Programs 

DATE: October 9, 1995 

SUBJECT: Projected Staffing Requirements 

The resources identified below are needed for Special Education Programs and Programs 
Administrative Specialists to meet responsibilities as defined in the Student Resource Team 
process and to continue appropriate support to administrators, teachers and support staff in the 
implementation of federal, state and local mandates. 

• One ( 1) Coordinator, Special Education Programs 

Primary Responsibility: To provide direct supervision and assistance to Special 
Education Program Administrative Specialists, Case Managers and Itinerant 
Mentor Teachers, assuring compliance with district policies and assuring 
consistency of services for students with special education needs and to 
identify and implement building level and special education programs staff training 
and professional development activities. 

• Three (3) additional SEAS positions 

Currently each SEAS is responsible for approximately 25 schools. SEAS are 
making every attempt to be responsive to the needs of the Special Student Services 
Division, parents, administrators, teachers and support staff as documented in the 
Administrative Specialist Activity Log previously submitted. The reality is that 
they are not able to keep up with the current demands and unless additional 
assistance is provided, will be unable to meet their defined responsibilities related 
to the Student Resource Team (SRT) process. 

Three (3) additional positions would provide the potential for each SEAS to have 
quality on-site contact with their assigned schools. A draft of potential 
restructured SEAS assignments made possible by three additional SEAS positions 
is attached. The projected number of new schools to be opened over the next 
three years would increase the number of schools assigned to each SEAS by 
approximately two schools. 



The following resources are recommended specifically to the S 
Process:· 

• Three (3) Case Managers 

• Three (3) Behavior Mentor Teachers 

• Three (3) LRE Mentor-Teachers 

DL/cas [c:\data\tippy\srtstaff.wpd] 

Attachment 

c: Marsha Irvin 
Robert Herny 
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TO: 

FROM: 

\fl\ol'-1(0 L)on -r Pu_,: \ ' \ , efO' ,­
o.::t Harshas reqye.S-C 

\J.)\~u..:-J;- . 
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT . 1 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM \:) r1' lL.n S 

Bri_an Cram 
Superinte~dent of Schools 

Michael Alastuey 
Assistant Superintendent 
Business and Financial Services Division 

.... ' 
~ef~l&s\O'r\ 

J{Y\~t . 
Marsha Irvin· ~ DATE: January 2, 1996 
Assistant Superintendent 
Special Student Services Division 

SUBJECT: MEDICAID FUNDS 

To assist in responding t t may be asked 
regarding the exp of Medicaid funds, I am · ding you 
with a confide of Third Party Billing expenditur 

Please feel free to see me should y ou have any questions. Thank 
you. 

MI/ djm 
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LARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

EAST FLAMINGO ROAD LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89121 TELEPHONE (702) 799-5011 

March 21, 1996 

Dr. Ed Sontag 
University of Wisconsin--Stevens Point 
School of Education 
College of Professional Studies Building 
Stevens Point, Wisconsin 54481-3897 

Dear Dr. Sontag: 

FAX 799-5063 

AN AFFIR:-.1ATIVE ACTION 
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

BOARD O~ SCHOOL TRUSTEES 

Mr. L:r.rry P. M;ison, President 
Dr. Lois Tarkanian, Vice President 
Ms. Sus3n C. Brager, · Ckrk 
Mr. How:ird Hollingswonh, Member 
Mrs. Judy Witt, Member 
Dr. J3mes B. McMillan, Member 
Mr. Jeffrey L. Burr, Member 

Dr. Bri;i.n Cram, Sup:rintcndcnc 
FAX (702) 799-5505 

Enclosed as you requested is a summary of revenues and expenses for the .1993-94, 1994-05, · 
and 1995-96 fiscal years for the Medicaid/Third-Party Billings account. 

This information is maintained in an account specifically designated for Medicaid and is part of the 
Clark County School District's Special Revenue Fund which includes the great majority of federal 
sources. 

Should you have further questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (702) 799-5445. 

Sincerely, 

Michael R. Alastuey, Assistant Superintendent 
Business and Finance Services Division 

MRA:lj 
Enclosure 
cc: Marsha Irvin 

Martin Root 
Diane Davis 
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
REVIEW OF MEDICAIDffHIRD PARTY BILLINGS ACCOUNT 

INCEPTION OF PROGRAM (1993-94) THROUGH 1995-9"6 

REVENUES 1993-94 1994-95 

BEGINNING FUND BALANCE $0.00 $100,472.08 
BILLING REVENUES 180,472.08 1,359,117.20 
MISCELLANEOUS INCOME 5,423.74 

TOT AL REVENUES $180,472.08 $1.465,013.02 

EXPENSE~ENCUMBRANCES 

EXTRA DUTY $728.70 
PREP PERIOD BUY OUT 
TEACHER ASSISTANTS 439.32 
EXTRA DUTY - ADMIN 
CLERICAL SALARIES 
CLERICAL - INFORMATION PROCESSOR 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 10,01 1.66 
AUDIO VISUAL SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTIONAL COMPUTER SUPPLIES 
SPECIAL EDUC. EQUIPMENT - MAJOR 
SPECIAL EDUC. EQUIPMENT - MINOR 
CONSULTANTS-OUT OF DISTRICT $80,000.00 157,958.75 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 11,053.50 
ROOM RENTAL 
PRINTING 1,574.27 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 176.35 
BOOKS & PERIODICALS 
ADMIN COMPUTER SUPPLIES 
ADVERTISING 
OUT OF DISTRICT TRAVEL 
MILEAGE IN DISTRICT 
FRINGE BENEFITS 40.72 

TOTAL EXPENSES $80,000.00 $181,983.27 
TOTAL UNENCUMBERED 

ENDING FUND BALANCE $100,472.08 $1,283,029.75 

1995-96*-
. . 

$1,283,029.75 
315,292.61 

1,341.96 
$1,599,664.32 

$9,596.99 
2,480.64 

1,186.15 
3,395.23 

26,240.90 
2,380.10 
2,933.08 

13,806.54 
302,907.91 

~,47Q,~ 
638,980.72 

40,577.61 
298.00 

1,243.60 
496.28 

5,847.76 
2,351 .78 
1,664.04 

11,191.33 
2,140.29 
5,370.56 

S1 ,096,569.49 

$503,094.83 * 

• Actual reven·ues, expenses, encumbrances. and resultant ending fund balance through March 15, 1996. 

DATA SOURCE: 
Fund-- 0285 
Unit-- 0125 
Project--- 000001/01 

~/ 



Extra Duty 

THIRD PARTY BILLING LINE ITEMS 
FUND 0285, UNIT 0125 

Substitute Teachers 
Prep Periods Buyouts . 
Speech Therapists 
Adaptive Physical Educ. 
Teacher Assistants 
Medically Fragile Assistants (last resort) 
Extra Duty - Admin 
Staff Development-Training 
Instructional Supplies 
Audio Visual 
Computer Supplies-Instructional 
Special Ed Equipment-Major 
Special Ed Equipment-Minor 
Consultants - Out of District 
Professional Services 
Room Rental 
Advertising 
Printing 
Out of District Travel 
Mileage-In District 
Office Supplies 

. Books & Periodicals 
Computer Supplies-Office 
Dues & Fees 
Transportation S·" rvices 
Vehicles-Major 

(; 

() 

{ ) 



SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES DIVISION 
THIRD PARTY BILLING EXPENDITURES 

-C O r~ F I D E Ni I AL 

=,:·<<'-:}::/;:.::.;-: V //}::.·-2?:··--\:.·::>:-.->· _··:.-::::·.-:.·-, : ·., .:.---:= =_---:. ·· . .-:·::_. ._.: __ ·__: _•'.. --==::·:-,=A_oV~~f i § :iN c; ·:.:~,:_ r:_::·::::::::-::{.·;:::,;=:2_:.:·:.·:::: ;·,··:·:::·:.-~/.;~<P:;.;.=:,2<'j·:;~1,''._:·::~;;:'f ;¥::/;;'2?Ft!<1:;~_.:_:· 

ITEM/QUANTITY I· COST DEPARTMENT 

istive Tech. Adm. Specialist $570.00 j Administrative Personnel 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

deos and Manual $1,646.50 Health Services 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

,killstreaming Early Childhood; 16 $1,020.80 Special Education Programs 
streaming Elem. School Child; 16 
streaming the Adolescent 

-,r - American School Health $85.00 Health Services 

ctory of Genetic Voluntary Organ. $22.00 I Health Services 

::ating Boys with Fragile Syndrome $11.00 . Health Services 

jbook for Working with ADHD, $41.00 Health Services 
·ettes or Compulsive Disorders 

irowth Charts l $55.00 Health Services 

mmunity-Based Curriculum; A S289.30 OccL:pation2! & Tr2r.s. Srvcs. 
king Relationship; 3 Standards of 
'.-< Performance 

itional Special Needs Text $82.46 Occupational & Trans. Srvcs. 

ar Manual $27.44 Occupational & Trans. Srvcs. 

VV Guide to Colleges for Learning $62.00 Occupational & Trans. Srvcs. 
bled 

1cil for Exceptional Children - $2,086.05 Occupational & Trans. Srvcs. 
ity books, training package, 
)!ete package 

1tah Special Educator $20.00 Special Student Services Div. 

9-1~7 
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ITEM/QUANTITY .COST DEPARTMENT 
\ ) 

)0 CPI Workbooks "$1,806.00 Special Student Services Div. 

elusive Education Program $125.0b Special Student Services Div. 
Jbscription 
....... • .• .. • .... . .... ... . ... .. . .. ..... . . .. .. . .. .... .. . . .... ·.• .... , .. ,•. ,•.·.• . .t.••.·.····························· ····· ·········-··············· ····.··-. 

... .. . .. . ... .. ················-······ · ......... ....... .. ... .. ..... .. ...... .... .......... .. .... .......... ...... . .. .... .. ·········· ·· ············ ·- .. . . ...... . .. ... . .. .. ... 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

vitch Mate for Student $380.00 Assistive Technology 

ilk about Software for-Mac for Student $502.00 Assistive Technology 

~EG Simm for Mac for Students $332.50 Assistive Technology 

1eaking Dynamically Software; 5 pak $2,414.00 Assistive Technology 
1ardmaker Software; Boardmaker for 
indows 

Ease Software $400.00 Assistive Technology 

/laclntosh Switch Interface Device for $414.00 Assistive Technology 
Jdents 

:essory Kit for Student $43.00 Assistive Technology 
) 

ntence Master Level Diskettes for $504.00 Assistive Technology 
,dent 

:rosoft Office for Windows Software $434.50 Special Education Services 

Modem Cards $1,760.00 Special Education Services 
i .. . .. •.• •.•,•• · \ ,,· ·-- -··- -.• •• ... . . ... . .. .. ....... ... .. .. .. . ... .. . .. .. . ...... ....... · ........... ·- · .... • .. •.•,•.•.• .. .... - ··.•.• ........... •.·.·············· .... 

·i;:·; ... ·.::··.::··:.::::'.',·::·,:t;:;::;::~:;::;::i:,;r:,;i::::::::(::=i,::;::::!'·::'·~)::::::::=:t:i~:::':i::·;:;:::·¢ 9,00:.EJJ.·t ·ER. _·s ~ P. ~ ~J ~_s; 9 .~i=1:c _E_·:.~::::::::;: :.:·:?r:::t~:i:;::::'1:tii;:;t::::!11:!~if ~~tilJ~?~;\:l!::i,::if ::~:;:=:~::rn:::I~~:;:::\l~::,:::~i~:~:ir'.:~;:_
1 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

License for Word Perfect 6.1 $316.00 Health Services 
1dows; Guide to Word Perfect 

:el 5.0 Windows Disks; Excell $750.33 Health Services 
1dows License · 

,rd Perfect for Windows Disks, $92.00 Assistive Technology 
:mse and Guide 

Nord Perfect for Windows Software $954.25 Special Education Services 

(_) 
2 
nber19, 1995 



ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

~ Weatherly Law Firm $58,029.14 Special Student Services Div. 

Ed Sontag I $3,100.00 I Special Student Services Div. 

esa Bunsen-·. $1,813.96 Special Student'Services Div. 

I Barnfield · $2,042.12 Special Student Services Div. 

Norton Roitman, Medical Consultant $8,875.00 Health Services 
1ic 

rim Healthcare $1,471.50 Health Services 

,ersity Pediatric Professional -$1,200.00 Health Services 

Sri Halthore, Neurological $300.00 Heaith Services 
luation Clinic 

1erine Flynn, Medical Consulting $300.00 Health Services 
:titioner 

) I Aloupis, Physical Therapy $12,600.00 j Related Services 

( Valley Physical Therapy $8,500.00 Related Services 

1leen Mazolewski, Physical Therapy $16,400.00 Related Services 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST I DEPARTMENT 

I Power Mac with 8 MEG Ram; $1,767.00 Assistive Technology · 
itor, Keyboard and Claris Works for 
ent 

Macintosh Computer for Student $1,100.00 Assistive Technology 

Macintosh and Printer for Student $1,332.00 As$istive Technology 

racom Computers $8,028.00 Health Services 

M Phonic Ear Receivers; 14 FM $23,660.00 Hearing Impaired 
1ic Ear Frequency Transmitters 

Macir.~osh and Printer for Student $1,332.00 Assistive Technology 

oer19, 1995 
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ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 
I 

I ) 
enith Laptops; Mouse; Installation $4,121.00 Assistive Technology 
Studen'ts 

upine Board; 4 Sandals; 3 Trays; 3 $3,621 .00 Related Services 
md Abduction Block for Students 

Jpine Board; 1 ~andals; 1 Round $1,964.00 Related Services 
luction Block; ; 1 Tray; 1 
ancement Chair for Students 

:intosh Computer with Video $1,748.00 Visually Impaired 
1nector Kit 

=Point Monitor for Macintosh for $1,115.00 Assistive Technology 
jent -

·er Macintosh with Video Connector $2,148.00 Visually Impaired 

Computer with Keyboard; - $1,839.00 Special Education Services 
:master 

\/l Computer with Keyboard; 5 $9,195.00 Special Education Services 
:master -· 
lntosh Computer and Printer for $1,332.00 Assistive Technology ' ,~ 

) 
ent 

le Printer I $3,900.00 Visually Impaired 

'v1achine $699.99 Special Education Services 

1staline, Model 900; 10 Symbol $14,696.00 Health Services 
ts; 10 Audiometers 

ntosh Computer and Printer for $1,431 .00 Assistive Technology 
3nt 

:ialized Motor Vehicle $97,113.00 Psychological Services 

-aillers $6,400.00 Visually Impaired 

=; Computer $1,630.00 Special Education Services 

ntosh Computer; ?rinter; $2,430.00 Assistive Technology 
ssory Kit for Student 

: Copier $8,995.00 Special Student Services Div. 

~) 
)er 19, 1995 
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ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

.cosh Computer and Printer for $2,387.00 Assistive Technology 
ent 

)Tymp ~nd Carrying Case .$2,689.00 Health Services 

taline; Model 900; 6 Symbol Charts $4,332.00 Health Services 

jiometer; 6 120V AC Adapter $4,227.00 Health Services 

r Printer $1,604.00 Health Services 

;er Printer; 1 2MB Ram memory; $2,651.00 Special Education Services 
·inter Cables 

5ktop Computers ~ ~ .--OU ) 1Special Education Services 

iptop Computers ( $57,325.00 
1 

/ Special Education Services 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

)Uter Work Station for Student $230.95 Assistive Technology 

( "tter Work Station for Student $121.35 Assistive Technology 
I 

om for MacIntosh Computer $399.00 Visually Impaired 

et Printers; 8 Printer Cables I s2.6so.oo Health Services 

. for Student $250.00 Assistive Technology 

ler Chair; Tray; Abduction Block $241.00 Related Services 
udent 

a Big Number Printer for Student $42.95 Assistive Technology 

1bleform Versa Form Half $1,806.00 Related Services 
::ss; 1 Tumbleform Versa Form; 4 
1 Form Vacuum Pump for Students 

,tstools for Students · $1,981.00 Related Services 

5-Strap Rehab Wedge $383.45 Related Services 

::II 5-Strap Rehab Wedge $767.01 Related Services 

dng Dictionaries $1,980.00 Visually Impaired 

->er 19, 1995 
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ITEM/QUANTITY COST 

Rom Drive $341.00 

3rhead Projector $141 .00 

1ector; Slide; Circular Slide Tray; $380.00 
note- Control .. 

ig Mack for Students $154.00 

-!yperopia Flippers; 10 Reindeer $1,199.00 
reo Test 

3tereo Fly; 10 Plate Ishihara; 10 $4,363.00 
scope; 10 Child Blood Pressure 
:; 10 Adult Blood Pressure Unit; 1 O 
ilacement lamp; 10 Stethoscopes 

rd Processor and Manual for $335.00 
font 

:t Desk Printer; 5.Replacement $759.00 
:ridges 
............ ., .... .... .. ....... ....... . ··.• ... -·· .... ..... . • . . •• -···· . .. ... ·-· - . .. ... ...... 

ITEM/QUANTITY 

3 Instruction by Certified Staff for 
!ents 

ITEM/QUANTITY 

COST 

$9,585.58 

COST 

DEPARTMENT ( 

Visually Impaired 

Special Student Services Div. 

Special Student Services Div. 
.. 

Assistive Technology 

Health Services . . 

Health Services 

Assistive Technology 

Special Education Services 

.. . .. .... · .. • ..... .... ..... -.--......... -.. -.. ·········-··-·-·-·-·-·-·-·· ··-·,·-·-·· -·-·-·-.... --.. _ ............ _._._ ...... •:-·-·-·-:-·-:-·-

DEPARTMENT 

Certificated Personnel 

DEPARTMENT 

3 Days in Summer 95 $1,186.15 Occupational & Trans. Srvcs. 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

ee Brace $289.85 Related Services 

inated Magnifier for Student $11.50 Assistive Technology 

rrying Bags for Macaw for Students $158.00 Assistive Technology 

1ternce Master Level $1,918.00 Assistive Technology 

ber19, 1995 

-- I 3;t. 

I 

) 
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ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

i"k Early Learning Bundle for $195.00 Assistive Technology 
lent 

ITEM/QUANTITY GOST . DEPARTMENT 

age for Rural Facilitators $1,211.49 Special Education Programs 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

re Business Forms $190.66 Business & Finance 

?ction Screen - $45.80 Health Services 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

:tional Teacher at Silverado HS $22.64/hr. Spedal Student Services Div. 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST . DEPARTMENT (1 
--------------+---------;-------------------1 

J Graphics $1,127.00 Special Student Services Div. 

ITEM/QUANTITY 

II Masters, Tutorina Services for 
mt 

Corder, Physical Therapist, 
1ation of Student 

·raining for 8 CCSD Personnel 

COST DEPARTMENT 

$1,350.00 Special Student Services Div. 

$531.1 1 Special Student Services Div. 

$8,995.00 Special Student Services Div. 

rtification of 9 CP I Instructors $450.00 Special Student Services Div. 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST DEPARTMENT 

: Teachers - Showboat $298.00 Gifted and Talented Education 

,er 19. 1995 
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ITEM/QUANTITY COST 

rn Durbin (Admin), MANDT Training $1,102.05 

I/ Sorenson (licensed), MANDT . $1,527.70 
1i~g . :----_ 

cy Muniz (Licensed{ASHA) 
vention ~ 

1lie Grupido (licensed), Active 
ning for Infant for Blind & Visually 
1ired 

na Breaux (Support Staff), Active 
ning for Infant for Blind & Visually 
1ired 

a Ellis (Licensed)/ASHp;> 
rention ~ 
8rine Ponder (Licensed), {;;sHJ0" 
•ention C/ 

$922.94 · 

$766.11 

$961.96 

$653.20 

$390.00 

een Harrington (Licensed), /si-iA~ $948.08 
·ention ~ \_/ 

1 Stall (Licensed)( A~H 
ention \ ---

$650.00 

tin~ Scally (Licensed{ ASHP;'\ $900.00 
ent1on ~ 

en Danielson (Licensed),[ ASib.A 
ention •\J' 

$926.00 

ITEM/QUANTITY COST 

1; 2 Sedans $51,143.00 

~L $523,015.00* 

• does not include prep period buyout 

,er 19, 1995 

DEPARTMENT 

I Miley Achievement 

Special Student Services Div. 

. . 

Speech/Language Srvcs. 

Crestwood ES 

Crestwood ES 

Speech/Language Srvs. 

Speech/Language Srvcs. 

) 
Speech/Language Srvcs. 

Speech/Language Srvcs. 

Speech/Language Srvcs. 

Speech/Language Srvcs. 

DEPARTMENT 

Special Student Services Div. 

u 

t../-0 



. CCSD MEDICAID/THIRD PARTY PROJECT 
.FUNDS RECEIVED TO DATE 
FEBRUARY 28, 1996 
AMOUNT RECEIVED TO DATE: 
BILLED 

: CHECK 
QUARTER AMOUNT. NUMBER 
JAN-MAR 94 $33,378.00 124512 

I 41378 
139322 

APR-JUN 94 $147,094.00 158057 
160556 
167971 

JUL-SEP 94 $95,866.00 172954 
191839 

. . 
198882 
840227 

OCT-DEC 9~ $175,165.31 223851 
226456 

JAN-MAR 95 $716,393.86 263877 
266441 

APR-JUN 95 $621 I 486.45 290273 
: 292906 

JUL-SEP 95 $107,859.07 328298 

' "322794 
344584 

OCT-DEC 9~ $242,578.12 363077 
; 365719 

368569 

AMOUNT 
DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 
04-15-94 $26,748.67 
04-15-94 $60.88 
05-27-94 $983.53 
07-22-94 $48,463.27 
07-29-94 I $73,382.52 ' 

08-19-94 I $351.20 
09-02-94 $5,403.74 
10-28-94 $3,687.60 
11 -18-94 $82,789.59 
11 - 21-94 $627.55 
01 -27-95 $166,216.91 
02-03-95 $880.94 
05-12-95 $928.25 
05-19-95 $614,092.76 
07-21-95 $77,246.39 
07-28-95 $428,950.89 
10-27-95 $78,141.64 
10-13-95 $18.56 
12-08-95 $15,009.46 
01-26-96 $17,899.67 
02-02-96 $169,1'47.74 
02 - 09-96 $35,094.10 

TOTAL.AMOUNT BILLED MEDICAID TOfAL TO DATE $1,845,437.43 
TO DATE THIRD PARTY TOTAL TO DATE $688.43 

· $2,139,820.81 TOTAL REIMBURSEMENT RECEIVED TO DATE $1,846,125.86 

c~· o , _) 
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0 

AMOUNT · 
BILLED 

i 

QUARTEH AMOUNT : 
JAN-MAR 94 $33,378.00 

APR-JUN 94 $147,094.00 
I 

-TOTAL AMOUNT BILLED 
TO DATE · · 

$180 472.00 

AMOUNT -
BILLED 

' 

QUARTER AMOUNT . 

JUL-SEP 94 $95,866.00 
' 

I 

OCT-DEC 9i $175,165.31 
'. 

JAN -MAR 95 $716,393.86 

APR-JUN 95 $621_!486.45 

TOTAL AMOUNT BILLED 
TO DATE ! 

· $1 608 911.62 

0 :) 

Fl SCAL YEAR 1 993-1 994 

CHECK AMOUNT 
NUMBER DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 

-
124512 04-15-94 I $26,748.6/ 
41378 04-15-84 $60,88 

139322 05-27-94 $983.53 
158057 07-22-94 $48,463.27 
160556 07-29-94 $73 382.52 

MEDICAID TOTAL (1993-1994) $149,577.99 
THIRD PARTY TOTAL (1993-1994) $60.88 
TOTAL 1993-1994 REIMBURSEMENT $149 638.87 

FISCAL YEAR 1994-1995 THROUGH JULY 31, 1995 

CHECK AMOUNT 
NUMBER DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 

167971 08-19-94 $351.20 
172954 09-02-94 $5,403.74 
191839 10-28-94 $3,687.60 
198882 11-18-94 $82,789.59 
840227 11-21-94 $627.55 

· 223851 01-27-95 $166,216.91 
226456 02-03-95 $880.94 
263877 05-12-95 $928.25 
266441 05-19-95 $614,092.76 
290273 07-21-95 $77,246.39 

I 292906 07-28-95 $428 950.89 
I MEDICAi D TOT AL TO DATE (1994-1995f $1,380,548.27 
jTHIR0 PARTY TO"f AL TO DATE (1994-1995) $627.55 
TO DATE 1994-1995 REIMBURSEMENT $1 381175.82 

J 
. 4" 

-...) 
~ 
---..... 
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AMOUNT : FISCAL YEAR 1995-1996 T-HROUGH FEBRUARY 28, 1996 
BILLED - . 

CHECK AMOUNT 
QUARTER AMOUNT : NUMBER· DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 
JUL-SEP 95 $107,859.07 328298 [J__0-27-95 $78,141.64 

I 322794 I 10-13-95 $18.56 
344584 i 12-08-95 $15,009.46 

OCT-DEC 95 $242,578.12 363077 01-26-96 I $17,899.67 
365719 02-02-96 $1 69 I 1 4 7, 7 4 
368569 02-09-96 $35,094.10 

.. 
I I -

I I TOTAL AMOUNT BILLED 
I I 

MEDICAID TOTAL TO DA lE '(199!3-1996) $315 I 311 , 1 7 
1TO DATE· . THIRD PARTY TOTAL TO DATE ("I 995-1996) $0.00 

I $350 437.19 TO DATE 1995-1996 REIMBURSEM_Ef\.'T $315311.17 

NOTE: THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AMOUNT BILLE[, AND THE AMOUNT RECEIVED 
IS CAUSED BY THE FOLLOWING FACTORS: 

A. CLAIMS PENDING 
B. THIRD PARTY CLAIMS PENDING AND/OR WAITING THE REQUISITE 

PERIOD FOR SUBMISSION OF CLAIMS TO NEVADA MEDICAID 
C. CHANGE IN THE ELIGIBILITY STATLJS OF STUDENTS DURING THE 

BILLING PERIOD(S) 

THE AMOUNTS 61LLED FOR THE 1995-1996 SCHOOL YEAR ARE BILLED AT THE 1994-1995 
RATE AND DO NOT INCLUDE ANY CLAIMS FOR TRANSPORTATION. 

~ 
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0 
CCSD MEDICAID/THIRD PARTY PILOT PROJECT 
FUNDS RECEIVED TO DATE 

-AMOUNT RECEiVED TO DATE: 
BILLED 

CHECK 
QUARTER AMOUNT NUMBER 
JAN-MAR 94 $33,378.00 124512 

. ' 41378 
· · 139322 

APR-JUN 94 $147,094.00 158057 
160556 
167971 

JUL-SEP 94 $95,866.00 172954 
191839 
198882 ·. 
840227 

OCT-DEC 9, $175,165.31 223851 
226456 

JAN-MAR 95 $716,393.86 263877 ' 
266441 

APR-JUN 95 $621 .486.45 290273 
292906 

JUL-SEP 95 $.107 859.07 328298 

C 

AMOUNT 
DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 
04-15-94 $26,748.67 
04-15-94 $60.88 
05-27-94 $983.53 
07-22.-94 $48,463.27 
07-29-94 $73,382.52 
08-19-94 $351 ,20 
09-02-94 $5.403.74 
10-28-94 $3,687.60 
11-18-94 $82,789.59 
11-21-94 $627.55 
01-27-95 $166,216.91 
02-03-95 $880.94 
05-12-96·· $928.25 
05-19-95 $614,092.76 
07-21-95 $77,246.39 
07-28-95 $428,950.89 
10-27-95 $78.141.64 

iOi A[-AMOONTB"iLLEJrMEDiCAi"D TOTAL TO DATE $1,608,267.90 
TO DATE THIRD PARTY TOTAL TO DATE $688.43 

$1,789,383.62 JQTAL. REIMBURSEMENT RECEIVED TO DATE · $1,608,956.33 

8 
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-AMOUNT 
BILLED 

QUARTER AMOUNT 
JAN-MAR 94 $33,378.00 

APR-JUN 94 $147,094.00 

rTOiA[ AMOONTBILLED 
TO DATE 

$180.472.00 

AMOONT 
BILLED 

QUARTER AMOUNT 
'--

JUL-SEP 94 $95,866.00 

OCT-DEC g, $175,165.31 

JAN - MAR 95 $716,393.86 

-APR-JUN 95 $621,486.45 

TOTAL AMOUNT BILLED 
TO DATE 

$1.608,911.62 

0 ) 

Fl'SCAL YEAR 1 993- f 994 
I 

CHECK AMOUNT 
NUMBER DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 

124512 04-15-94 $26,748.67 
41378 04 - 15-94 · $60.88 

139322 05-27-94 $983.53 
158057 07-22-94 $48,463.27 
160556 07-29-94 $73 382.52 

MEDiCAiD TOTA[ (1°993-1994) $149,577.99 
THIRD PARTY TOTAL (1993-1994). $60.88 
TOTAL 1993- 1994 REIMBURSEMENT $149 638.87 

FiSCAL YEAR 1994-1995 THROUGH JOLY 31, fg g5 

CHECK AMOUNT 
NUMBER DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 

167971 08-19-94 $351.20 
172954 09-02-94 · · $5,403.74 
191839 10-28- 94 $3,687.60 
198882 11-18-94 $82,789.59 
840227 11 - 21-94 $627.55 
223851 01-27-95 $166,216.91 
226456 02 - 03 - 95 $880.94 
263877 05-12-95 $928.25 
266441 05-19-95 $614,092.76 
290273 .07-21-95 $77,246.39 . . 

292906 07-28-95 $428,950.89 
MEDICAID TOTAL TO DATE (1994-1995) $ 1,380,548.27 
THIRD PARTY TOTAL TO DATE (1994-1995) $627.55 
TO DATE 1994-1995 REIMBURSEMENT $ 1,381 175.82 



0 0 

AMOUNT 
BILLED 

.FiSCAL YEAR f995-199£:fTHROUGH-SEPfEMBER 30, f995 

CHECK AMOUNT 
QUARTER AMOUNT NUMBER DATE MEDICAID THIRD PARTY 
J.UL-SEP 95 $107,859.07 328298 10-27-95 $78,141.64 

. . 

. . 

TOTAL AMOUNT BILLED MEDICAID TOTAL TO DATE '(1995-1996) $78,141.64 
TO DATE THIRD PARTY TOTAL TO DATE (1995-1996) $0.00 

$107,859.07 TO DATE 1995-1996 REIMBURSEMENT $78141.64 

NO°TE: THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AMOUNT BILLED AND THE AMOUNT RECEIVED 
IS CAUSED BY THE FOLLOWING FACTORS: 

A. CLAIMS PENDING 
B. THIRD PAnTY CLAIMS PENDING ANO/OR WAITING THE REQUISITE 

PERIOD FOR SUBMISSION OF CLAIMS TO NEVADA MEDICAID 
C. CHANGE IN THE ELIGIBILITY STATUS OF STUDENTS DURING THE 

BILLING PERIOD(S) 

~ 

~ 
~ 

~ 

~ 
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DATE 

8/17/95 

8/30/95 

8/J0/95 

9/8/95 

9/8/95 

9/8/95 

9/25/95 

9/25/95 

9/26/95 

9/26/95 

NAME 

Linda Raymond 

Robert Henry 

Scott Reynolds 

Robert Henry 

Cathy Mellor 

Debbie Gugino 

Don Layton 

Scott Reynolds 

Robert Henry 

Tippy Reid 

f' 

1~~5-96 
OUT OF DISTRICT TRAVEL 

CONF. TITLE/LOCATION 

Proposed Accountability Components 
Reno, NV 

State Directors Mtg. 
Reno, NV 

State Directors Mtg. 
Reno, NV 

Commission on Professional Stnds. 
Carson City, NV 

Utah Menter Training 
Salt Lake City, UT . 

Utah Mentor Training 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Special Education and the Law 
Seatlle, WA 

Special Education and the Law 
Seattle, WA 

Visit Occupational Work Study Prog. 
Phoenix, AZ. 

Visit Occupational Work Study Prog. 
Phoenix, AZ. 

AMOUNT 

$200.43 

$84.50 .· . 

$80.50 ' . 

$209.34 

$412.00 

$412.00 

$671.26 

$667.93 

$151.50 

$151.50 
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DATE 

9/26/95 

10/6/95 

10/21/95 

10/21/95 

10/21/95 

10/4/95 

10/4/95 

10/4/95 

10/4/95 

10/11/95 

10/16/95 

1 ·· 
v 

NAMl:. 

Alison Browar Kasner 

Mark Hinson 

Susan D'Aniello 

Chris Iddings 

Renee Long 

Mickey Harris 

Nadeen Archer 

Taylor Sandven 

Keith Hyatt 

Robert Henry 

Alison Browar Kasner 

t;UNf. TITLE/LOCATION 

· Visit Occupational Work Study Prog. 
Phoenix, AZ. 

CCBD 
Dallas, TX 

Vermont Projet 
Burlington, VT 

Vermont Project 
Burlington, VT 

Vermont Project 
Burlington, VT 

CEC/Behavorial Disorders 
Dallas, TX 

CEC 
Dallas, TX 

CEC 
Dallas, TX 

CEC 
Dallas, TX 

Admin. Mtg. 
Reno, NV 

Secondary Special Education 
Leadership 
Reno, NV 

-2-

r'\ 
V 

AMOUNT 

$147.50 

I 

$110.00 

$1,000.00· . ' 
.. 

$1,000.00 

$1,000.00 

$1 ,814.83 

$718.88 

$756.73 

$707.78 

$158.00 

$350.00· 

·O 
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DATE 

10/16/95 

10/17/95 

C.'17/95 

10/17/95 

10/17/95 

;10/17/95 

10/17/95 

10/17/95 

10/17/95 

10/19/95 

10/19/95 

10/21/95 

. ,,, ... ._ 

Deb~ie Gugino 

Cathy Mellor 

Sally Jost 

Jean Serum 

Laura Williams 

Marcheta Scott 

Janice Greeson 

Katera Murphy 

Carolyn Rouse 

Pat Robinson 

Alison Browar l<asner 

Tammy White 

- ) vv1, l I I L-1.. / L.VVM I I Vl'II MIVIVUl'il ..... 

NECTAS Paraprofessional $150.00 
Pensacola, FL 

UGI Child Development I $263.23 
Irvine, CA 

UCI Child Development $184.68 
Irvine, CA 

UGI Child Development $178.68 
Irvine, CA 

UGI Child Development $178.68 
Irvine, CA 

UGI Child Development $197.50 
Irvine, CA 

Closing the Gap $1,200.oo· 
Minneapolis, MN 

Closing the Gap $1,200.00* 
Minneapolis, MN 

Closing the Gap $1,200.oo· 
Minneapolis, MN 

Career Develop. & Transition $1,000.00 
Raleigh, NC 

Career Develop. & Transition $1,000.00 
Raleigh, NC 

Vermont Project $1,100.00 
Burlington, VT 

-3-
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DATE I 
10/19/95 

10/19/95 

11/1/95 

11/1/95 

11/1/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

,.---,., 

\,_.,I 

Debi Millett 

Lynn Becker 

Jerry Jolly 

Jennifer Greeley 

Elizabeth Sanders 

Carolyn Rouse 

Katera Murphy 

Carmen Davila 

Linda Newport 

Judy Witt 

Barbara Cegavske 

Janet Butz 

NAME 

I 
CONF. TITLE/LOCATION AMOUNT 

Choices & Challenges, Inclusion $1,319.34 
Montreal, Canada 

Choices & Challenges, Inclusion 
I 

$947.90 
Montreal, Canada 

DEC Con I erence $780.00 
Orlando, FL 

DEC Conference $780.00 
Orlando, FL 

DEC Conference $780.00 
Orlando, FL 

Young Child Cont. $200.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Cont. $200.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Cont. $200.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Conl. $200.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Conf. $200.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Conl. $300.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Conl. $150.00 
Reno, NV 

-4-
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. 
DATE 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/3/95 

11/6/95 
: 

11/6/95 

11/9/95 

11/17/95 

11/17/95 

11/28/95 

11/28/95 

11/28/95 

11/28/95 

NAME 

Cynthia Short 

Kathleen Harrington 

7 PT's 

Jerry Sorenson 

Karyn Durbin 

Mary Bittle 

Sally Jost 

Barbara Cegavske 

Scott Reynolds 

Jackie Lyons 

Donita Kindtz 

Rhonda Fitzgerald 

...... 

CONF. _ /LE/LOGAI IUN AMUUNI 

Young Child Cont. $150.00 
Reno, NV 

Young Child Cont. $100.00 
Reno, NV 

PE for Exceptional Individual $700.00 
San Jose, CA 

MANDT Training $1,300.00 
Salt Lake City, UT 

MANDT Training $1,400.00 
Sa!t Lake City, UT 

·-
CHADD $1,000.00 
Washington, DC 

ADD/ADHD $350.00 
Carson City, NV 

ADD/ADHD $350.00 
Carson City, NV 

Planning Mtg. $200.00 
Reno, NV 

NAEYC $755.00 
Washington, DC 

NAEYC $755.00 
Washington, DC 

NAEYC $755.00 
Washington, DC 

-5-
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Denver, CO 
·on 

-· 
Alison Browar Kasner AVA $1,050.00 

Denver, CO 

1216/95 Carol Lamkins ASHA $1,000.00 
Orlando, FL ' 

1216/95 Joyce Smolarsky ASHA $1,000.00 
Orlando, Fl. 

1216/95 Shar Redick ASHA $1,000.00 
Orlando, FL 

1216/95 Jeanne Slama ASHA $1 ,000.00 
Orlando, FL 

1216/95 Judy Moseley ASHA $1,000.00 
Orlando, FL 

1216/95 Jacqueline Green ASHA $1,000.00 
Orlando, FL 

1216/95 Robin Slall ASHA $650.00 
Orlando, FL 

¥ -6-
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• _ vvU Reynolds State Directors Mlg. "'1'-vv . ... -

Reno, NV 

II TOTAL $49,770.69 

• State Reimbursed 

~ -7-

.------- - ·-·-· -\ 



Early Childhood Special Education Input: 

An additional administrative specialist is needed in the ECSE area. Currently ECSE case 
managers are performing administrative tasks and making administrative-related decisions 
in situations which require immediate action due to the enormous work load and 
responsibilities of the current ECSE administrative specialist. 

• C 

ECSE case managers require extended contracts/add-on days to cover their year-round 
schooband training/inservice responsibilities (for new and returning teachers). 

ECSE IEP case manager requires a ten to eleven month contract to perform the position's 
duties in the summer as initial IEP meetings are continuously held, assist the ECSE 
Coordinator and administrative specialist in school/program assignment for returning 
students, ~pdate teacher guidelines for IEP meetings/procedures, supplemental guides and 
plan/prepare/implement inservices/training for new and returning teachers. 

ECSE LRE Itinerant and Behavior Itinerant Teachers do not require add-on days or extended 
contracts to perform their duties. Add-on days currently assigned to this personnel could be 
shifted to the ECSE case managers. 

At least one and one-half additional teaching personnel is needed at the ECSE Seigle office 
to facilitate the process of monitoring ECSE students in general education kindergarten 
programs. Initial contact, provision of student names, monitoring procedures, checklists 
and support is required from August-October. From November-January follow-up, contact 
and support is required to monitor success and/or additional resources or services students 
require. Between January-May follow-up, contact, support and assistance to assure .all ECSE 
students monitored in a general education kindergarten have been exited or referred and 
assessed by the school site team for services beyond the kindergarten year must be 
completed . This year approximately 250 ECSE students were monitored in general 
education kindergartens at approximately 120 schools. (This year two _teachers assigned to 
the not-yet-completed child development center performed this task, assisted by the ECSE 
IEP case manager. The two teachers will not be available next school year.) 

Current position of ECSE IEP case manager includes duties of program case manager and 
IEP review and team coordination/support. The great number of initial IEPs held each 
month (over 150) has made both components of this position excessive for the current one 
case manager, who consistently works 6-15 hours extra each week and about twice that 
amount during the first month of school. This position could be split into two positions: IEP 
Case Manager/ECSE SRT Coordinator and Programs Case Manager/Kindergarten 
Monitoring Case Manager for example. 

ECSE needs 1-2 additional psychologists and nurses to handle the re-evaluations of all 
kindergarten age students in programs and nurses to assist and review initial folders as well. 

.0 

() 

() 



n All ECSE student~ in year round schools should be on the same track - modified track 5 
would give ECSE the . opportunity to close out current school year and transition to new 
school year. 

All preschool age children initially found eligible as developmentally delayed should enter 
a twice weekly Parent Training/Child Interaction program for .four weeks similar to our 
existing after school preschool program before entering any other ECSE program. This 
would provide more comprehensive family/parent services and · involvement than is 
currently possible with the one day per week home/family intervention/training" day for 
preschool and functional skills programs. The eight teachers currently involved in the after 
school preschool program could offer the expanded service in the four geographic areas 
·of the valley during the school day - 2-3 sessions each of four of the week days with one 
day to do assessment, planning and reconvene IEP meeting with parents/children exiting 
or entering a different ECSE program in addition to the current on~ after school session in 
each area.- Parents would attend two days per week with the current format of the after 
school program: 1 1 /2 hours, parent training, child interaction with teacher and assistant, 
child/parent interaction, non-disabled young siblings also attending. Offering this program 
year-round would reduce and/or eliminate the need for ESY programs for children who 
receive initial eligibility and IEPs at the end of the school year and during the summer 
months as these children would enter the Parent/Child Nurturing Program within two 
weeks of their IEP meeting. The summer program could revert to the one time per week for 
nine weeks format. 

. ;t/9 



CCSD GROWfH WITHIN VARIOUS PO.PULATION GROUPS 
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GENERAL AND SPEC:;IAL EDUCATION 
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Thousands 

Early Childhood Special Education 

Children with l)isabilities 

3518 
3318 

3125 

3 .......... .2792 ...... 
2671 

2156 

2 ..... ........ .. ................................ ... . 

1332 
1446 

1 

6 
197 

0 . ...... - .... ......... . 

1fFIB""r 
.......... .. .. it\!i:~1 6 9 7 ;,/;,;$,\~:--%=' .... 

ttft~\t 
2 60 ,M<~°$;·¼.= 

I -1 
~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ('>,. ~ K) (\ R:> 

C\ ~ <:J:Jeo 9:fOJ ~OJ ,~ n:Qi n .. )> t;:xoS ~Oj roOJ (\ ~ 
Oj'b Oj'o Ojqj OjOj OjOj OjOj O)Oj.., OjOj O)Oj O)Oj O)Oj 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

(ft' 
~ 

0 .r'\ 
\._J 

P.) 
~Oj 

'O)Oj 

0 



~-/53 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
1994-95 AGE 6 - 21 REFERRALS .FOR INITIAL EVALUATION 

BY GRADE LEVEL 

GRADE 1 467 
GRADE 2 600 
GRADE 3 488 
GRADE 4 357 
GRADE .5 248 
GRADE 6 170 
GRADE 7 133 
GRADE 8 98 
GRADE 9 78 
GRADE10 60 
GRADE 11 35 
GRADE12 12 

800 - -----------------------. 

600 .............. ··············································· ······ ····· ·· ···· ·········· ··········· ····· ................................ . 
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01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 og 10 11 
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Clark County School District · 
AGE 3-5 SPECIAL ED GROWTH PERCENTAGE 
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Clark County School District 
e ... 21 Special Education Population as Percentage 0f Enrollment 
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Ideas from tea-chers: 

Empower Sp. Ed. Teacher Facilitators/ECSE Case Managers to access resource personnel 
and services for and make decisions regarding student needs directly via the IEP ream 
process (eliminate the layering of req.uesting assistance through SEAS). 

This can be accomplished by assigning resource personnel to be responsible for spee::ific 
schools (the present five zone system could be utilized or another if more efficient). For 
example: an IEP team member (such as a facilitator) would call the school's designated 
behavior intervention itinerant teacher for assistance with behavioral intervention 
recommendations; the designated LRE itinerant teacher for assistance with mainstreaming 
for an individual student; request instructional strategies from the autism itinerant teacher; 
make direct requests for instructional assistants based upon site team findings and SRT input; 
etc.· Resource personnel (behavior intervention teacher, autism itinerant teacher, etc.) for a 
designated zone/cluster should be housed at different centrally located school sites within 

the zone/cluster. 

The role, duties, responsibilities, of special education facilitators need to be more clearly 
defined to enable them to perform the above tasks. Facilitators and ECSE Case Managers 
need to be placed on year-round and/or extended contract to cover the needs of the 
students and provide financial incentive for qualified teachers to apply for the positions. 

Facilitators should be placed at each school site in the district either ful; o,· part time (shared 
by t\.vo or more schools) based on school special education population needs. 

Special education teachers are often isolated and sometimes treated as outsiders w ithin the 
general education school environment of which they are a member. Information from the 
Special Student Services Office regarding procedures, due process cases, district policy, etc. 
as they continually change does not always accurately get to the classroom teacher. 
Assistance and input from teaching peers in other schools is not available. Training and 
re-training time during the special education teacher's paid instructional day is not available. 

An informal survey of some special program teachers revealed that after a full day of 
teaching their special need students, they were mentally and physically unable and/or 
unwilling to attend training/inservices after school or weekends during their own personal 
time, yet recognize the importance and need to receive information to keep them current. 

Special education teachers should be provided with inservice training days or half days to 
receive the essential information required to effectively perform their duties. Since ·part of 
the duties of special education teachers is to observe, assess, plan, recommend and 
participate in IEP development meetings these teachers must be given a block of time each 
week (approximately one hour) to execute these responsibilities adequately. This time 
should be in addition to instructional preparation time which all teachers receive and special 
education teachers also require to plan for the individualized instruction of their students. 

_ /57 
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Cross coverage by in-school personnel and/or substitute tim.e .(one and a half or two hours} 
could be utilized to ailow all special education teachers in a zone or clustered area to have 
a meeting each month at a central location to share new information from the Special 
Student Services Office and other sources, to provide opportunities for teachers to 
give/receive input and assistance from their peers and to ease isolationism of special 
education teachers. 

Teachers feel it is essential for these activities to be provided during their paid instructional 
- time. This may aid the reduction of burn-out and rapid loss of personnel ( especially in some 

of the self contained specialized programs with greater teacher involvement demands). It 
is felt the information which needs to be provided is necessary for them to optimally 
perform their teaching duties and that they are currently overloaded with day-to-day 
classroom and paperwork responsibilities. 

Perhaps the SEAS could be utilized as resource personnel for various school zones or 
clusters in their areas of specialization. 

() 
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Clark County 

Houston 

Broward 

Nashville 

Chicago 

Students with Teachers 
Dlsabll!11es 

15,500 974 

20,000 1,635 

21.995 . 1ABO 

9.000 515.5 

45,000 NA 

} 

School Social Speech Admln. 
Psych. Workers Supp~rt 

98 2 123 44 

17 17 85 NA 

89 63 208 12 

39.2 18 59 12 

NA NA NA 80 
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Clark County School district ; 
6·21 Special Education Popufatlon as Percentage of Enrollment 
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CLARK COUN'I'Y SCHOOL DISTRICT · 
1994-95 AGE 6-21 REFERRALS FOR INITIAl EVALUATION 

BY GRADE LEVEL 
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. CLARK coUNTY·scHoo·L DISTRICT 
1994-95 ... ~GE .6-21 REFERRALS FOR INITIAl EVALUATION 

BY Q-RADE LEV~L 
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T .anscription· of additional notes for ~SD Review Report 

GOOD NEWS 

. . . 

As we have pointed out in va,rious sections of this report. we have observE;K:j some high 

quality programs operating rn CCSD._ In particlf_lar, we have been pleased to learn 

ab-Out the Teachers Educators lnstrtut:e, the School Nursing Program, the Henderson 7 

project. the role of th€ facilitators. and some episodic work in the area of prereferral 

intervention, building administrators and the teachers themselves. 

Deserving particular credit, is the Educators Institute which has recently been 

established. As we reviewed its initial activities, the careiui piannlng t;·.aL :s go:ng o,,, 

and it's leadership, we think that it will be a viable and important vehicle for providing 

staff devekJpment in CCSD in the upcoming months. In the evaluation data we . 

examined, r! has received positive responS""'_s for the; staff development to da~. This 

clearly, is one program that we recommend for expansion of itG activities. 

SCHOOL NURSING SERVECES 

One of the most viable Division services that we have identified, is the School Nurse 

Program. ln our interviews with SEAs, facilitators, building principaJs, classroom 

teachers, and parents, we were informed of positive data regarding the operation ot 

this program. While it is centralized. it provides quality service to schools and children. 

Not only is the cadre of school nurses an ambassador of excellence for the Divis,on. 

In addition, their efforts to provide assistance to childran with complex: medical and 

educational needs on regular campuses is one of the few efforts that is not increasing 

costs in the CCSD . 
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TEACHERS · 

Clark Co~nty has an excellen1 cadre of teacilers, both regular arid _special edocation. · 

As we sifted through the results of interviews, reports, memorandums, resulting iTom 

this program and fiscal review, W€ found not one negative finding or obseIVation about 

classroom teachers. 

We personally met with teachers long after the school day had ended to discuss the 

CCSO special education program. We learned that these highty dedicated teachers 

have to frequentry purchase their own supplies and materials. In addition. as we 

examined the staff devefopment provided teachers, w& uose-rved tr-,a.t ii,vst 0-f the 

energy these past few years has been devoted to administration, legal and 

compliance issues, etc. Teachers informed us of their need for current state of the art 

trainir:9 :r. '.J'!?.ys t:J educate students. 

(Jne telling comment about this issue was when one group of teachers told us that they 

always were.pleased when an out of district teacher joined their building, for this 

person was su~ to bring new ideas, and this sometimes was the only way lhey coul<l 

get new ideas. 

Feedback from teachers has been significantly incorporated into this review, it's 

findings and recommendations. A review of the Spacial Student Service 

recommendation made in January of 1996. wiU find that many have been adopted by 

the reviewer. In fact. a basic thrust of our review oi moving services closer to school 

and children is also mflected in their recommendations, which in part is stated: 

«j1 is recommended 1hat SEAs, mentor teachers, behavior intervention 

n 

() 
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team members. integration team members, and other personnel directly 

rela~ed to providing _servi<:es to special education teachers be. housed _in . 
. ·: . . . . .· . . . . . 

· the schools -where they are· more accessabie. ~ 

. . . 
A more thorough discussion of 1hese recommendations is found in pages 9 - 12 in the 

Appendix:. 

PRINCIPALS 

We were most impressed with the interview oonducted with principals at both the 

secondary and elementary levels. While we did not intend to evalua1e their 

performance with a small sampling of interviews, we did come away with a sense that 

regular ~uca:tion administrators are ready to assume an even greater role in 

providing services to children with disabilities and ending the dual system problems 

associated with a highly isolated program oi special education. 

!;t~RLY C:~lLD:1OO0 PROG.RAM {ECSE} 

The ECSE prcgrarn has axperienced tremendous expansion over the last several 

yea.rs, and at the same time worked quite hard to provide quality instruction to children. 

Specifical!y, we note the effort that has been provided to assist new 1.mtrained and 

unlicensed teachers with the requisite skills 1o survive the first year of teaching. 

-/?~ 

The fledgling effort to provide services within existing Head Start, day care, and private 

& public preschool programs needs to be expanded and nourished by CCSD. 

BEGJNNINGS OF COST SAV1NG STRATEGlES 
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During the course of this audit. we shared with senjor managers in the Division that we 

saw little evidence of managemem reducing_ costs, but we did observe managers 

d-eveloping scenarios of serving children, resulting in more staff, and subsequently 

more managers. In the latter stages of the reviews, we did notice the beginnings of 

some cost savings strategies . The Division feadership shared with us a listing of 

activities that they planned to undertake in the future, and some activities that they had 

initiated and conducted in the past. The significance of theses efforts need to be 

evaluated by the CCSD School Board. 

DUE PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE SECTION 

Clearly. this program does its job. The staff assigned to this unit do their jobs and do 

them well . This is a solid part of the Divisions management team. 

(} 

() 

() 
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