Kate Brown
SECRETARY OF STATE

SECRETARY OF STATE
136 STATE CAPITOL
SALEM, OREGON 97310-0722

BARRY PACK

Phone 503-986-1523 & Fax 503-986-1616

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE

www.sos@state.or.us

To:

Governor John Kitzhaber, Chair
Oregon Education Investment Board

From: Kate Brown, Secretary of State
Date: August 1, 2011

I am pleased to release this report from the Design Lab for Special Education. I sponsored this
design work as part of my responsibility to help improve state government.
The SOS Audits Division does performance audits to independently evaluate how well programs
are achieving their objectives. Performance audit reports include recommendations for
improvements in current programs or systems. However, in some cases we need to consider not
only improvements in current systems, but also innovative options that can transform systems.
We chose special education as our first Design Lab topic aimed at creating breakthrough ideas
for the future of that system. We contracted with the Public Strategies Group to organize and
carry out the Lab.
I am pleased to now release the work of the Design Lab. Over seventy stakeholders met to
identify outcomes they wanted from the special education system. These goals were provided to
the Design team, a group of twelve people who met to craft potential proposals to transform the
system. Following the Design Lab, the stakeholders were given the opportunity to provide input
and commentary about the ideas it produced. This report offers the ideas from the designers with
changes made based on the feedback of stakeholders.
I believe that the most effective way to use these ideas is to make sure they are part of the
conversation and deliberations of the new Education Investment Board that is constructing an
education continuum from birth through college. I will be requesting an opportunity to present
the ideas in this report to the Education Investment Board as soon as possible.
As this report indicates, the special education community has an extremely valuable contribution
to make to the work of the new Education Investment Board. Thanks so much for your
consideration. I look forward to working with you.
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• A design is purposefully cast at a high level conceptually. It looks and
feels closer to an architect’s ﬁrst rendering.
• The ideas generated in the Design Lab are meant to s?mulate thought
and ac?on for new approaches.
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• Only aBer accep?ng this design and improving it, are the more
detailed construc?on, engineering and decora?ng drawings produced
to help make it a reality. If the ideas from the Design Lab are adopted
careful planning and stakeholder engagement will be required.
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• Full summaries of the April 14, 2011 Stakeholder Input Workshop and the
May 26 Stakeholder Feedback Workshop are available.
• At the April 14 Stakeholder Input Workshop par?cipants were asked:
• What outcomes for special needs children from birth to high school
gradua?on would you like the Oregon system of special educa?on to
achieve?
• How will you know or measure whether these outcomes are being
aQained?
• What is working in Oregon’s special educa?on system that should be
preserved and built upon?
• What is not working well and should be changed?
• At the May 26 Stakeholder Feedback Workshop par?cipants were asked to
brainstorm for each of the seven ideas:
•What are the posi?ves of this idea and why?
•What are the nega?ves of this idea and why?
•What ques?ons do you feel will need to be answered about this idea
in order to move it forward?
• The Design Lab was conducted May 16‐18, 2011. The designers were
brought together to assist PSG to iden?fy breakthrough ideas. The ﬁnal
report is a work product of PSG not the designers as a group. Therefore
designers did not have to reach consensus about the ideas generated.
However, the designers were enthusias?c about the ideas although not all
agreed with every design idea.
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• Sixty people aQended the April 14 Stakeholder Input Workshop from a
wide variety of stakeholder groups.
• The Design Lab par?cipants organized the desired outcomes into the
categories of Responsive System of Care, Outcome Driven System, and
Suﬃcient Educator Capacity.
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• During ini?al discussions among the Design Lab par?cipants the term
“children with diverse abili?es” in the original charge was subs?tuted
for “children with disabili?es”.
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• Special Educa?on law (PL 94‐142) was passed in 1975 as a civil rights issue ‐‐‐
students with disabili?es now had the right to be included in the public educa?on
system. The basic premise was that every child should have a “free, appropriate
public educa?on”.
• “…America needs to approach special educa4on with greater crea4vity and
ﬂexibility in the future
than it has shown in the past. Instead of engaging in polarizing discussions around
whether to mainstream
students versus serve them in pull‐out seAngs—or around the dispropor4onate
iden4ﬁca4on of students by
race—let’s focus on how to diﬀeren4ate learning for all students. In other words,
how can we make educa4on
“special” for every one of our students, reserving unique services for the small
percentage of severely disabled
children who need them? Surely the advent of new tools, service providers, and
customized technology packages
can help on this front. Special educa4on, like general educa4on, needs a makeover
for the twenty‐ﬁrst century. Its service models, instruc4onal strategies, funding,
iden4ﬁca4on methods, disability deﬁni4ons, IEP protocols, and so on, no longer
serve the needs of truly disabled youngsters. But we can’t get there un4l we peel
back the layers of ﬁnancial and
opera4onal opacity that currently shroud the ﬁeld and hinder our eﬀorts to make it
more transparent, eﬃcient,
and eﬀec4ve in the future.” ShiBing Trends in Special Educa?on, Skull and Winkler,
Fordham Ins?tute, pg. 16
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• The Educa?on Investment Team appointed by Governor Kitzhaber is
iden?fying outcomes and a budget process for a grade 0‐20 system
based on achieving 40 percent of Oregon adults with a bachelor's
degree or higher, another 40 percent with at least an associate's degree
or technical creden?al, and the remaining 20 percent with a high school
diploma that represents a high level of academic and work readiness
skill.
• “We need to create an integrated, eﬃcient, and accountable
educa4on system that connects early childhood services, the K‐12
system, and post‐secondary educa4on programs and bases investments
on student performance, encouraging schools to adopt proven
strategies to educate Oregon's kids. We call it zero‐to‐20 to cover the
4me a child is born through age 20. (the Educa4on Investment Board
will create) an eﬃcient, accountable, and integrated zero‐to‐20 funding
and governance system for public educa4on, from early childhood
services through post‐secondary educa4on and training.” Governor
John Kitzhaber
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• The percentage of children served in regular classrooms varies by type of diﬀerence/
disability so the challenge is to increase percentage in regular classrooms across all
categories.
• “Special educa4on is a ﬁeld in ﬂux. AYer decades of steady increases, the popula4on of
students with disabili4es
peaked in 2004‐05 with 6.72 million youngsters, comprising 13.8 percent of the na4on’s
student popula4on.
The following year marked the ﬁrst 4me since the enactment of the Individuals with
Disabili4es Educa4on Act
(IDEA) that special‐educa4on par4cipa4on numbers declined—and they have con4nued to
do so, falling to 6.48
million students by 2009‐10, or 13.1 percent of all students na4onwide.”
• “The popula4on of students iden4ﬁed as having “speciﬁc learning disabili4es,”
the most prevalent of all disability types, declined considerably throughout the
decade, falling from 2.86 million to 2.43 million students, or from 6.1 to 4.9 percent
of all students na4onwide.”
• Other shrinking disability categories included mental retarda?on, which dropped
from 624,000 to 463,000 students, or from 1.3 to 0.9 percent of all pupils, and
emo?onal disturbances, which fell from 480,000 to 407,000 students, or from 1.0 to
0.8 percent.
• “Au4sm and “other health impairment” (OHI) popula4ons increased drama4cally.
The number of au4s4c students quadrupled from 93,000 to 378,000, while OHI
numbers more than doubled from 303,000 to 689,000. Even so, au4s4c and OHI
popula4ons cons4tuted only 0.8 and 1.4 percent, respec4vely, of all students in
2009‐10.”
ShiBing Trends in Special Educa?on, Skull and Winkler, Fordham Ins?tute, May
2011, pg. 1.
• Note: The number of OR students qualifying under IDEA has averaged 12.9% of total
enrollment over the last 5 years although there was substan?al change in percentages
within disability categories.
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• The Special Educa?on community can lead the way by:
• Improving on features of the current special educa?on system
that will be the aQributes of the new 0‐20 system
• Changing features of the current special educa?on system that
will also have to be changed for the en?re educa?on system
• Important to learn from history of children with special needs not
being well served by the general educa?on system.
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• Note ﬁndings and recommenda?ons in “The New Era: Revitalizing Special Educa4on for
Children and Their Families”, the President’s Commission on Excellence in Special
Educa?on, July 2002:
• Key ﬁndings related to eﬀec?ve instruc?on, preven?on and interven?on, sharing responsibili?es

between special and general educa?on, misiden?ﬁca?on of children, and highly qualiﬁed teachers,
evidence based prac?ces
• Major recommenda?ons of: 1) Focus on results ‐‐‐ not on process, 2) Embrace a model of preven?on
not a model of failure, and 3) Consider children with disabili?es as general educa?on children ﬁrst.

• Current “special educa?on” children are general educa?on children who get specialized
services.
• The 0‐20 transforma?on will require that the current organiza?on for governance and
oversight of educa?on be reconsidered and redesigned to align with the new approach.
For instance currently:
• Early childhood: Some in ODE, some in DHS, some in other organiza?ons

• Age 0‐21: Some in ODE, some in Voc‐Rehab
• In ODE: Special educa?on separated from general educa?on in the Oﬃce of Educa?on Improvement
and Innova?on and Oﬃce of Student Learning and Partnerships (also covers all early childhood
programs and other programs)

• The role of regions, ESDs, districts, and private providers will need to be examined to
conform to an outcome based system rich in data.

• A new budget process for alloca?ng resources based on outcomes is being designed and should
include a best prac?ce logic model for producing the desired outcomes.

• Need a center for innova?on and best prac?ces.
• With one educa?on system incorpora?ng “special educa?on” students will need to
consider the way graduates are counted including how to account for “modiﬁed” diplomas
and students that take more than 4 years to graduate.
• Stakeholders see beneﬁt to all students in schools that are using peer tutoring.
• “ …there are three strategies for boos?ng achievement among mild to moderate special
needs kids that are both eﬀec?ve and cost‐eﬀec?ve: relentlessly focusing on reading,
shiBing responsibility to general educa?on, and maximizing student ?me with content
expert teachers.” Something Has Got to Change: Rethinking Special Educa4on, Future of
American Educa?on Project, 2011, pg. 5.
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May 26, 2011 STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK TO: THERE IS NO SEPARATE
SPECIAL EDUCATION SYSTEM
Posi?ves
•Good idea on paper (but a huge cultural shiB!)
•Could reduce s?gma for children and youth with diverse abili?es.
•Would encourage and support cross‐discipline collabora?on among
educa?on professionals.
Concerns
•Resources could be taken away from those children and youth with special
needs.
•Need to pay careful aQen?on to deﬁning “outcomes.”
•Adequate teacher training resources will be essen?al.
•Remember that having “one educa?on system” doesn’t mean all classes
should include children with a wide range of abili?es and needs.
Ques?ons
•What happens to the gains achieved (for special needs children and their
families) through IDEA?
•What will be the roles of general and special educa?on teachers? How can
individual teachers be given roles commensurate with their skills and
talents?
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• Oregon started its Response to Interven?on (www.oregonr?.org) program in 2005 and it
now includes 39 districts. The model covers PreK‐12 and includes reading, wri?ng, math
and behavior. ODE contracts with Tigard‐Tuala?n School District for training and technical
assistance to districts. Core features of RtI:
• High‐quality, research‐based classroom instruc?on
• Monitoring classroom performance
• Universal screening
• Con?nuous progress monitoring
• Research‐based interven?ons with progress monitoring during interven?ons
• Fidelity measures
• For more informa?on about implementa?on of RtI in northwest states see Models of
Response to Interven?on in the Northwest Region States, Regional Educa?onal Laboratory,
September 2009
• Early interven?on leads to beQer adult health (see Enhanced Early Childhood Educa?on
Pays Long‐term Dividends in BeQer Health, Columbia University School of Public Health)
• 35% of students who received early interven?on services were not considered to have a
disability ﬁve years aBer interven?on (see Na?onal Early Interven?on Longitudinal Study,
US Department of Educa?on).
• Need non‐tradi?onal assessment methodologies calibrated to individual children’s
developmental levels and goals and that provide real‐?me informa?on for students,
parents and teachers. Assessment should be strength based and built into the the learning
process both for the providers and for students and their parents.
• An Au?sm Spectrum Disorder (ASD) Framework is just being piloted by volunteer districts
doing self assessment of needs.
• Preschool Literacy framework is used to frequently assess in the EI/ECSE system.
Stakeholders see an increasing number of community referrals to EI/ECSE and a more
seamless system as a strength to build on.

22

May 26, 2011 STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK: EVERY STUDENT IS ASSESSED EARLY AND
MONITORED OFTEN
Posi?ves
• Evidence backs the eﬀec?veness of early assessment and interven?on.
• There are already successful models of this idea in place in Oregon (e.g.,
EBISS, EI/ECSE).
Concerns
• Too much focus on early assessment and interven?on could mean less
resources for older children and youth.
• Ongoing evalua?on of the appropriateness, quality and u?lity of child and
youth assessments is challenging (and essen?al).
Ques?ons
• Why focus on literacy rather than a broader range of skills/abili?es?
• How will accountability for student progress be spread beyond classroom
teachers to include schools, districts, parents and communi?es?
• How will individual progress monitoring and response be inﬂuenced by
schools’ and districts’ need to demonstrate overall Adequate Yearly Progress
(under NCLB)?
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• The IEP has the poten?al to be the most crea?ve part of the system. But in the new
system teachers will not be burdened by the old cumbersome IEP process and tools will be
used to make it more eﬃcient and eﬀec?ve. IEP process has to change:
• Simpler with ?me spent on value added aspects; fewer “requirements” unique to
Oregon; for those that remain, make it easy through technology
• Student is present from early on ‐‐ primary role of plan facilitator is to understand
what the child wants; children are asked “What’s your dream? and What do you
want?” See Project Success from Minneapolis and St. Paul public schools where
they have now reached 10,000 students – covering every middle school student.
www.projectsuccess.org
• Assessment occurs whenever a student enters the 0‐20 system, whether at birth,
age 5, 8, or 17
• Everyone starts from building on abili?es/strengths not from disabili?es
• FAPE and IDEA principles remain
• Partnership between parents and teachers, not viewed as adversaries. Fear of
lawsuits is key cause of poor or no communica?on between parents and teachers.
Build on Oregon’s successful media?on model when things go awry, not the courts.
• Research shows that progress monitoring (assessment of academic progress weekly or
monthly) increases students’ success. See What Is Scien?ﬁcally‐Based Research on Progress
Monitoring?, Fuchs and Fuchs, Na?onal Center on Student Progress Monitoring.
• Michigan requires as part of its high school gradua?on requirements an Educa?onal
Development Plan (EDP) to be completed no later than eighth grade for ALL students.
Note: Redmond School District is working toward a similar goal.
• Use “scaling up” principles as model to move forward building on ODE’s State
Implementa?on and Scaling Up of Evidence‐Based Prac?ces. Note: Oregon is one of three
states who are being assisted by the federal Oﬃce of Special Educa?on Programs to build
scaling up capacity. Stakeholders see this as a strength to build on.
• Individual learning plans should not be “high stakes” ‐‐‐ not be the basis for li?ga?on or
ranking of schools but should be focused on student learning.
• In North Carolina the legislature is considering a bill to require a personal learning plan that provides an
ongoing record of a student's interests, strengths, needs, learning styles, and progress. It would be created by,
and is the responsibility of, the student to update in grade six through high school gradua?on. HB 855, General
Assembly of North Carolina.
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May 26, 2011 STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK: EVERY STUDENT HAS AN INDIVIDUAL LEARNING
PLAN
Posi?ves
• Increase parent’s and child’s involvement in educa?on process.
• Provide teachers with framework for communica?ng collabora?vely with parents
and children about needs and progress.
• Encourages ﬂexible, customized educa?on and frequent progress monitoring for
all.
• Incen?ve for schools and districts to expand program con?nuum to meet wider
range of needs.
• “Skill tree” could help children and youth pursue individualized educa?on and
career/work goals.
• Eliminates IEP s?gma.
Concerns
• Current IEP form and process is cumbersome, ineﬃcient, ?me‐consuming – would
need to modify both considerably.
• Need to be sure that ILP and “learning tree” is strength‐focused and needs‐based
(op?ons considered should not be limited to available resources), and responsive to
changing needs and abili?es.
• Engaging parents and building rela?onships with them is ongoing challenge –
children whose parents cannot or will not become involved may be at a
considerable disadvantage.
Ques?ons
• How will Oregon sa?sfy (or be able to modify) federal IDEA requirements related
to the IEP process?
• Where will the addi?onal classroom and other resources necessary to support
individualized instruc?on for all come from?
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• Important to be cognizant of not replacing personal contact with technology, focusing on evidence based

prac?ces using technology not shiny new toys, and equity in access to technology (See One Economy, www.one‐
economy.com, for an organiza?on working on access for low income people to technology)
• Social media sites with closed networks can be used to broadcast successes in achieving learning goals and can
indicate when students are checking into speciﬁc sites which might encourage other students to check into the
same sites.
• Gamiﬁca?on makes technology more engaging and encourages desired behaviors by taking advantage of
humans’ psychological predisposi?on to engage in gaming and play for intrinsic mo?va?on. Examples of using
game mechanics:
• Khan Academy is an example. www.khanacademy.org
• Nike has sensors in shoes to tell you how many steps you take
• Note that gamiﬁca?on theories don’t have to just be incorporated into technology. Intrinsic mo?vators can be
incorporated in a variety of ways into the educa?on system for mo?va?on to learn, parent engagement, etc.
• Resources for applying technology:
• CASTLE (Iowa State University) is the na?on’s only center dedicated to the technology needs of
school administrators. See www.schooltechleadership.org
• Code for America www.codeforamerica.org develops soBware for educa?on applica?ons and others
• Technology can assist with real ?me monitoring of learning for students, teachers and parents.
• Use capital funds for technology to do more than provide a computer – apply them to developing solu?ons.
• Lee Sheldon, a teacher of game design at Indiana Universitπy, bases his en?re teaching philosophy on the
online game, World of WarcraB. He has overhauled the grading system and gives “experience points” instead of
grades and “quests” instead of exams. Sheldon has seen an increase in mo?va?on since implemen?ng the new
system.
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May 26, 2011 STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK: NEW TECHNOLOGIES AND GAMING TECHIQUES
ARE USED
Posi?ves
• Individualized technologies can allow children and youth to make educa?onal
progress at their own pace.
• Using gaming techniques builds on what many children and youth enjoy and are
skilled at to help them learn new informa?on and skills.
• Enables educa?on to become more 24/7, to move outside of tradi?onal
classrooms.
• Provides greater access to mul?ple sources of informa?on for all students and
their families.
• Schools can make technology more available to all children, youth and parents
(reduce “digital divide”, level playing ﬁeld across socioeconomic groups).
Concerns
• District IT oﬃces are obstacles to innova?on because of their focus on archiving
and analyzing individual and school assessment informa?on at the expense of
suppor?ng technologies for instruc?onal purposes.
• The op?mal uses and likely impacts of technology are not yet fully “evidence‐
based” – need more quality program evalua?ons and broad‐based research.
• Need to plan for con?nuous upda?ng of hardware, soBware and its uses.
• Greater use of gaming techniques might foster addic?ve behaviors and/or have
nega?ve impact on social skills for some children and youth.
Ques?ons
• How will the educa?on system have input into the content and quality of “apps”
developed by the private sector?
• How can we provide teachers with tools and knowledge they require to develop
customized interac?ve e‐learning tools for their classes?
• How will schools ensure access to technology for all children and youth regardless
of their economic means or family status?
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• Streamline and braid funding from mul?ple “pots” and allocate based on

outcomes. In the future K‐12 funding will not be allocated by formula so the 2x
funding for special educa?on students will no longer be relevant. All children are
assessed and provided “specialized” help. For some this will be less than 2x as for
an “average” student; some?mes more. There will be an incen?ve to address issues
early to avoid high costs and to have more money available for more children.
• Find opportuni?es to align and increase the impact of funds ‐‐ for example
connect "child care" and "early educa?on" funds for kids with disabili?es and those
living in poverty to promote school readiness. Another might be to align Title 1,
Special Ed, and any school improvement funds the state has to drive improved
achievement and, in turn, lower Special Ed referrals.
• For analysis and recommenda?ons regarding data collec?on and funding issues in
the OR Special Ed system see Special Educa?on Funding in Oregon: An Assessment
of Current Prac?ce with Preliminary Recommenda?ons, Parrish and Harr, American
Ins?tutes for Research, 2007.
• Use experience with Individual Development Accounts as model. See
www.ida.neighborhoodpartnerships.org
• The role of regions, ESDs, districts, private providers will need to be examined to
conform to an outcome based system rich in data. Alloca?on of resources based on
outcomes will change the rela?onship of districts and service providers including
ESDs. Districts will have choice about buying from ESDs based on district’s beliefs
about where the best outcomes can be procured. ESDs may merge for eﬃciency,
specialize to show dis?nct value or wither because not perceived as providing
value.

31

May 26, 2011 STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK: 15% OF EDUCATION MONEY GOES TO INDIVIDUAL
LEARNING ACCOUNTS (changed to ALLOCATE EDUCATION MONEY TO INDIVIDUAL LEARNING
ACCOUNTS)
Posi?ves
• Could allow children and parents more voice in choosing how to meet their iden?ﬁed
needs and build on their strengths.
• When individual students’ alloca?ons are aggregated, could enhance availability of
program areas that schools and districts do not currently priori?ze, e.g. music and other
arts and out‐of‐classroom learning.
• Would work best if all decisions about these funds are made by a team (ILP) that
includes teachers, parents and students (not just by parents or students).
Concerns
• This feels like another step toward priva?zing public educa?on.
• Could decrease funding levels for programs needed by children and youth with
diverse abili?es.
• Allowing districts to decide amounts allocated would foster inequi?es across districts.
• Children with more expensive needs will have a smaller propor?on of their needs met
through ILA funding if it is the same across individuals; however, funding according to
need levels may encourage “gaming” the system.
• Those less able to ﬁnd or advocate for resources (e.g., children from poverty, English‐
as‐second language speakers, children with special needs) will ﬁnd it more diﬃcult to
get their needs met with these ILA funds.
Ques?ons
• Which decision‐makers will determine how much goes into ILAs, using what criteria?
• How can equity and quality of services purchased/funded via ILAs be assured?
• Are there other, beQer ways to empower children, youth and their families to make
good choices and to encourage innova?on by educa?on professionals?
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• Stakeholders see good, high quality teachers who care as strengths to build on.
• For all children focus is on progress – not just class ?me; children move at their own pace
as they achieve proﬁciencies. See HB 2220 (passed by both Houses) requiring assessments
“to show whether student meets or exceeds academic content standards…and to show
student’s progress toward becoming proﬁcient in con4nuum of knowledge and skills.”, A‐
Engrossed HB 2220 Summary
• Special educa?on teachers know how to instruct across a wide range of learning abili?es,
styles and responses. This exper?se can be built on for the new integrated system.
• AQract and retain the best teachers ‐‐‐ teachers who set condi?ons for learning and adapt
and respond to needs as they emerge and design adap?ve learning opportuni?es for
children inside and outside the school walls. Provide alterna?ve paths to the classroom
(e.g. currently an expert can teach at the college level, but not in high school).
• See School of One as example of using diﬀeren?ated instruc?on for unique student needs
and learning styles. Students have “playlists” for instruc?on. See www.schoolofone.org.
• Research through the Na?onal Wri?ng Project (www.nwp.org) found 5 paQerns of
engagement that seem to support student learning most eﬀec?vely:
• Connec?on ‐ The teacher supports the students to connect their learning and
ideas across subject areas, in their own lives and experiences, in each others'
stories, and across texts
• Media?on ‐ The teacher helps to build the founda?ons for further learning for the
student to con?nuously move toward new learning (scaﬀolding)
• Empathy ‐ Teacher and student engage with each other in ways that reﬂect
empathy and understanding of the struggle, joy, etc. in learning
• Authen?c Tasks and Audiences ‐ Assignments and performances are created by
the student to accomplish real work or to share with a real audience
• Inquiry ‐ Student and teacher stand in inquiry to see and adapt to the paQerns
that emerge around them
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May 26, 2011 STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK: TEACHERS FACILITATE DIVERSE LEARNING
OPPORTUNITIES
Posi?ves
• Encouraging teachers to be facilitators rather than managers reﬂects the fact that
educa?on involves many partners and should be a collabora?ve enterprise.
• This paradigm shiB would be best supported in learning organiza?ons that
encourage team teaching and lifelong teacher learning.
• Rewarding crea?vity and risk‐taking can result in beQer outcomes for all children
and youth and enhance teacher recruitment and reten?on.
• Teachers who are less ﬂexible or crea?ve will be more likely to leave the
profession.
Concerns
• Individual teachers could be overwhelmed by the number and variety of partners
with whom they would have to interact on behalf of each child.
• Current teacher training programs do not prepare teachers (especially in general
educa?on) to assume a team facilitator role.
• Use of non‐cer?ﬁed people in educa?onal sexngs can diminish the value placed
on teachers’ specialized training and educa?on.
• This facilita?ve, team approach may work beQer for older rather than younger
children.
Ques?ons
• How will current teachers be supported in becoming facilitators of teaching
teams?
• How will the quality and posi?ve outcomes of educa?on be maintained as more
people and groups become part of the provider team?
• What would/should it mean for districts, schools or teachers to “partner” with
tech companies?
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• Special educa?on laws and regula?ons are extensive and restric?ve. A key is to be
crea?ve within this framework to allow as much ﬂexibility as possible while also
considering possible federal waivers and/or advocacy at the na?onal level to
change non‐value added laws and regula?ons.
• For recommenda?ons and an assessment of the ﬁscal and opera?onal eﬃciency
of special educa?on in Oregon see Study of Early Interven4on and Early Childhood
Special Educa?on and Regional Low Incidence Programs, Parrish, Helsel and Harr,
American Ins?tutes for Research, 2007.
• Federal repor?ng requires indica?ng what state repor?ng is required that goes
beyond federal requirements.
• Examples of issues:
• Feds require using a speciﬁc survey ﬁrm for parent sa?sfac?on. They do a
poor sampling and are expensive.
• There are 68 items with186 ﬁelds to ﬁll in on the current OR IEP form.
• To reduce resources for IEP mee?ngs school administrators could give
teachers authority to represent them in IEP mee?ngs with a pre‐determined
amount they are authorized to commit to for services.
• Asking teachers to do paperwork that could be done by para‐professionals
• Build on Oregon School Improvement Facilitators.
• Stakeholders see Oregon’s media?on system as a strength to build on.
• In its applica?on for IDEA funds ODE must outline where the state standards
exceed the na?onal standards. Legisla?ve ac?on has generated addi?onal required
standards.
• The reauthoriza?on of NCLB and IDEA gives an opportunity to consider how IDEA
ﬁts and to reduce duplicated or unnecessary paperwork.
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Posi?ves
• The current OR state (ODE) repor?ng system is strong; it is a model for other
states), and can be built on to further reduce duplica?ve data collec?on and entry.
• Having more ?me to focus on serving children and families (by spending less on
unnecessary paperwork) will enhance outcomes and reduce teacher burnout.
Concerns
• In reducing IEP paperwork, it is essen?al that the integrity of individual
protec?ons (conﬁden?ality, rights) for both students and providers remain intact.
• It will be important to revisit the purposes behind the paperwork to be sure that
important informa?on is s?ll collected and reported in ways that promote
accountability.
• It is essen?al to ensure that the strengths and needs of children and youth are
appropriately and thoroughly assessed.
• Some types of paperwork reduc?on could shut parents out of educa?on system
evalua?on processes.
Ques?ons
• How can federal accountability requirements be met while also reducing the ?me
taken up by paperwork?
• How can both excellent accountability (though data collec?on and repor?ng
systems) and a wide range of great services to children and families best be
provided?
• How can we ensure that parent input will inform the evalua?on of programs and
processes as well as the assessment of their own children’s progress?
• How will we assess and document that students with special needs are receiving
the “free and appropriate educa?on” to which they are en?tled under federal law
(IDEA)?
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