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INTRODUCTION

Soon after its inception in June 2007, the DistsfocColumbia Association for Special
Education (DCASE) launched an effort to directlgaa$s one of the central issues in the
Blackman-Jones Consent Decree—the backlog of assess resulting in or from due
process complaints. Many of the students involveithése complaints were placed in
DCASE member schools without appropriate and/oatgatlassessment information,
making it a challenge for them to access, and dshiio@rovide, the most appropriate
services. By March 2009, the District of ColumBiablic Schools (DCPS) agreed to
contract with DCASE to reduce the backlog and cetephew assessments, thereby
empowering participating schools to build capaatyd help correct student data long
known to be inaccurate. Thus began a first-of-itetlpartnership between DCPS and a
group of non-public schools through DCASE. Ourumaligoals included:

1. Eliminate the backlog of assessments

2. Build capacity to complete new assessments

3. Correct inconsistencies in student records (adddklet contract for the first
renewal)

In addition to these mutual goals, DCASE intenaetake full advantage of the new
partnership to begin improving related concerns wauld have longer-term impact for
successful DCPS-DCASE and DCPS-Non-public schoBiS)Nrelationships and
processes. A history and culture of misinformato mistrust have long been the basis
for the relationship between DCPS and the non-pspét times to the detriment of the
students served. The DCASE mission is to ensuimapservices are provided to our
city’s most vulnerable children. We believed thejéct presented a tremendous
opportunity to enhance not only the delivery ofeassnents to children by improving the
quality, timeliness and cost-effectiveness of smwiprovided, but by improving the
environment in which they were ordered, made betitr better relationships. Our
additional goals included:

4. Create a network of screened, qualified providessifamong schools and
regional vendors

5. Improve the timeliness for conducting assessments

6. Create an electronic means for monitoring studss¢ssment data

7. Improve communication and relationships betweenaandng involved DCPS
and school representatives

8. Streamline invoicing and contain assessment costs

9. Ensure SEDS access for all schools

Ultimately, the Assessment Project enabled DCASE@m participating members to
offer a better option to meet our students’ negdeely, high quality and cost-effective
assessments that contribute to students’ overdilbeeng and success in the school
environment.
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ACCOMPLISHING OUR GOALSAND LESSONS LEARNED

Overall, we are tremendously proud of what we hes@mplished in the past 19
months. The scope of our contract included a desidive years, allowing for up to one
million dollars per year, to eliminate the backlaigassessments, and build an
infrastructure for schools to complete their owsessments. Though our agreement
allowed us five years, we needed only 16 monttectmmplish our primary goal: by
June 2010, we eliminated the backlog of assessnmeBXSASE participating schools.
This effort was a tremendous accomplishment reguftom the very hard work of
DCASE, our participating schools and DCPS, andutd not have been done without
our partnership.

1. Eliminatethe backlog of assessments

Under the Project, 761 assessments were complatdd® students in 13 participating
schools from June 2009 through October 2010. Kighte percent (89%) of these
assessments were completed within 45 days of teetldey came under the Project, and
80% of them were completed within 30 days. At |&8§ of these assessments were
backlogged — some of them for as long as seveeabyget the backlog was eliminated
by June 2010 — 16 short months after the stalt@Prroject. The chart below shows

participating schools, and the total number of siisl served and assessments completed
per school.

School Number Students Number Assessments
Served Completed

Chelsea School 9 14
Children’s Guild 5 6
Episcopal Center for 8 9
Children
Florence Bertell Academy 9 10
Foundation Schools 37 45
High Road Schools and
Academies — DC 153 243
lvymount School 27 41
Kennedy Institute 56 17y
Kingsbury Day School 55 78
Lab School 21 21
Leary Schools 9 14
Pathways Schools 3 4
Rock Creek Academy 78 99
TOTAL: 470 761

Though the assessment totals reflect an averay® @fssessments per student, we found
that schools with higher acuity students (Ilvymoamd Kennedy Institute) conducted on
average 2.6 assessments per student, perhaps ttheebimad range of services on each
student’s IEP, and the need to offer specializedssnent in order to determine student

Blackman-Jones DCASE Assessment Project Final Regovember 1, 2010 3



progress. We also found that each school in tbge€trhad a number of students
requiring up to three or four assessments eacpainalepending on the number and
intensity of services required on those studeiEB’sl

Perhaps among the most telling discovery in oua dathat no student was offered any
assessment more than once during the Project peftamigh some schools may utilize
annual testing as a means to objectively determine student progress, the cost associated
with this practice is NOT referred to DCPS according to the data collected during the
Project period.

2. Build capacity to complete new assessments

Under the Project, 556 initial or routine assesdserere completed by participating
schools. These assessments were ordered by IER dreaess either due to 1) a newly
manifested condition, 2) need for updated infororatiue to significant perceived
student progress or decline, and/or 3) need foatgudassessment consistent with
triennial assessment requirements under Individwats Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA).

We recognize that IDEA 2004 (IDEIA) suggests thinnial testing mayo longer be
the exclusive manner in which schools measure stymtegress. Indeed, all DCASE
schools utilize a number of methods to determirerall/student progress, and some
schools have stepped away from traditional anresdirtg in order to incorporate these
changes. However, IDEA is clear that use of assessis under the discretion of the
IEP Team, and may continue to be used as an olgeantid appropriate manner for
determining student progress in addition to clamsrivased assessment, observation,
teacher report, parent report, related serviceigen\progress notes, and other forms of
progress monitoring. Consistent with the DCASEsis, Project schools prioritize
student need above all else — if the IEP Team ohétess standardized assessment is the
best approach to assessing a student’s well-biagchool will ensure that student is
tested. The Project supported this approach cdeiplensuring that students who
needed testing were assessed in order to infolpest-practices” approach to their
success.

Participating schools had the autonomy to assadgsts who had been identified by the
IEP team as needing one or more assessmentsobilsdiad internal capacity, they
performed these assessments themselves; if ngtctiudd seek highly qualified,
screened providers through the DCASE Qualified RleniNetwork (QPN) to do the
assessments on their behalf. Regardless of agpribecincreased capacity provided by
and to participating schools under the Project estsa much more effective means for
completing assessments in a timely way.

3. Correct inconsistenciesin student records

Approximately three months into the Project, botASE and DCPS staff recognized a
significant need to devote resources to reconcsingent data. The implementation of
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the Special Education Data System (SEDS) by OS8Etilhnot reached student
records located in non-public schools, and exidtiag management systems within
DCPS were still in various stages of developmeid.part of our contribution to the
Project, DCASE developed a comprehensive data neamagt system in an effort to
better track assessment timelines and other igamiinformation. However, DCASE
discovered the data we were collecting to popuwatesystem was highly inconsistent
with DCPS data, or the data did not appear to @xiBICPS systems at all.

Despite heroic efforts, DCPS was also unable teigeoDCASE with clear information
about outstanding Hearing Officer Decisions (HO@®ttlement Agreements (SAs), or
any other sources for outstanding backlogged asssds required for students in non-
public schools. In short, neither DCPS nor DCA8&lly knew where to start with
attacking the backlog — there were no clear recofaghat assessments, exactly, were
overdue. By August 2009, DCASE and DCPS unifietheeffort to establish data
reconciliation as a significant need under the éatoj We modified our contract to allow
for necessary attention to ensuring student datado-public schools, regardless of its
source, was centralized and clarified. Many schdor example, were still actively
using paper records to manage student performandack of an electronic option.
Other schools had invested in their own internadleht management systems, but those
systems were not connected in any way to a cerddhliata source to inform DCPS.
Additionally, inconsistencies and turnover amongH3Jepresentatives placed in the
schools for monitoring purposes resulted in a trehoeis amount of student information
loss. The Project offered both DCASE and DCP Sfiportunity to:

o identify student records and information previousigught to be lost;

o determine a significant number of assessments titdade backlogged were
already completed by the schools in the studemrist imterests;

0 consolidate a consistent record of student assedsangvity over time;

o identify which assessments were truly backloggetiraquired completion;

o determine where some previously “lost” studentsewecated or placed
(incarcerated, relocated or changed jurisdictioapded out, etc.), if not at the
school in the DCPS record,;

Though there were a tremendous number of studeotde corrected under this effort,
DCASE was able to formally identify 178 cases thHdug be outstanding backlogged
assessments, and reconcile student records wihmation including:

0 92 assessments were already completed by the s¢hool

0 8 students had transferred out of jurisdictiormedarned to public school;

0 34 students had dropped out of school, primarily thupregnancy, truancy or
incarceration; and

0 44 students’ records had misrepresented needgesssient due to missing or
omitted information (one school reported DCPS hameted an assessment
months ago, but there was no record of it untilxitwee 18 due date for all
backlogged assessments).
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The remaining “informal” reconciliations were maedghrough direct communication
among DCASE and DCPS staff, or directly through@@PS Quickbase student data
system. In an effort towards transparency, codjerand efficiency, DCPS gave
DCASE staff direct access to their Quickbase ass&sts database in December 2009.
Where DCASE had previously used only our data systemanage assessments and
reconciliations, we were able to contribute toEH&PS data system by communicating
our progress and findings directly into Quickbakereby consolidating data more
effectively into one system, while using our owstgyn to track Project-specific data for
auditing purposes. Though still not completelytcaized in a universal system such as
SEDS, this effort enabled us to effectively manstyelent data until non-public schools
were granted access to and training for SEDS.

4. Createanetwork of screened, qualified providersfrom among schools and
regional vendors

In order to ensure we completed quality assessnneoss effectively and efficiently,
DCASE needed first to identify existing resourcethim our schools and community for
the Project. Seven participating schools indicatgaacity for doing their own
assessments, as well as helping other schoolsassthissment needs. We also
acknowledged the abundance of vendors in the anegwovide all means of assessment
types for a wide range of fees. At the inceptibthe Project, DCASE agreed to the rates
established by the Chancellor for reimbursemeingfparty conducting assessments on
behalf of DCPS. These rates, along with a basskhef quality standards, became the
basis for our arrangement with any provider — stboeendor — who wished to
participate in the Quality Provider Network (QPN).

Each school or vendor who enrolled in the QPN sigmeontract with DCASE
guaranteeing specific standards for each assessh)eXit necessary assurances with
regard to safety, screening and security for waykuith children MUST be in place; 2)
All providers MUST be appropriately credentialedheir field of practice; 3) All
providers MUST abide by the rates set forth in@mancellor’s fee schedule; 4) All
providers must agree to a specific baseline stanfdarquality of content pertaining to
the referral question from the IEP Team; and 5)pidlviders MUST submit sample
assessment reports to be anonymously screenedobgtiag panel of school and clinical
professionals. Providers agreed to participatberfull assessment process, including:
review of existing student records; observatiothefstudent in class and school
environment (where applicable); consultation witld anterview of teachers, parents and
other collateral supports; testing with updatecsssent tools; comprehensive review of
testing results; a well-written and understandabpert; and representation of the report
at the student’s review meeting. All providersesgt to adhere to all prescribed DCPS
testing protocols, where available, all clinicarsdards guiding their practice as
professionals under licensure in the District ofubabia, and all requirements for
adherence to Medicaid regulations.

In all, the QPN expanded capacity for completingeasments using 18 vetted providers
in the DC metropolitan area. The QPN successhtfflgred Project schools assurance
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that they, and more importantly, their students famdilies, would have a quality
assessment experience. DCASE was pleased toagfetance in finding an appropriate
vendor for schools and students with particuladseas well as close monitoring of
timeliness, quality and cost for any school accestie QPN.

5. Improvethetimeinessfor conducting assessments

DCASE was able to deliver completed assessmernitsanitneliness rate of almost 90%
for the 45-day completion timeline, and over 80%d@0-day completion timeline.
Nearly 100% of assessments were completed witkeib@hday timeline allowed by
federal IDEA laws. In short, once an assessmaneda DCASE'’s attention, we
prioritized getting it done as quickly as possiiéhin the 30 day timeline.

Though not perfect, we are very pleased with ouiop@ance under the Project with
regard to timeliness, given the original scopewfantract with DCPS. DCASE was
able to support schools that encountered timeladienges, either by providing
alternative providers to assist in assessment cgtiop| close timeline monitoring,
including reminders of when assessments were coduergor by facilitating
communication with DCPS Placement Specialists (nalled Progress Monitors)
regarding specific issues barring successful tgstdne school, for example, serves a
child with Sickle Cell Anemia -- a condition thaquires frequent hospitalization and
student loss of time at school. DCASE was ablad¢ditate an arrangement with school
representatives, the provider and DCPS Placemesti&@ist to determine the best course
of action for the student, resulting in a compledisdessment in time for the student’s
review meeting.

In addition to pushing for timely assessments, DEA®0 captured reasons for why
assessments were late, and informed DCPS of tihadlercges in order to provide a more
unified approach to compliance. DCASE participatethe development of a
methodology for use of due diligence for occaswhsgre barriers to student assessment
arose. Under the Project, we determined late sissags most often resulted from
student refusal as a manifestation of his/her disafEmotional Disability), truancy, or
parental neglect of the process (such as parenpaditipation on the IEP Team, or
challenges with reaching a parent due to a disadadehone number and lack of
forwarding information). DCASE was pleased to bkedo help both schools and DCPS
explain the reason for late assessment in this way.

6. Create an electronic meansfor monitoring student assessment data

In preparation for the impending Project, and i itliterest of managing data in the best
possible way, DCASE created a database specifidaligned to organize student data
by case type: HOD, SA, Unknown, or General; assessoategory: Backlog, Initial or
Other; and then assessment type. We created feeldsntify dates when cases were
opened (HOD or SA Issue Date), assessments weeeeol,dDCASE was notified, school
was notified, assessments were due and dates gilemom. Our intent was to capture as
much information as possible to help explain tteedmy of the backlog, and how we
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addressed the backlog moving forward. We thenrmglthe policies and procedures for
use of the system — electronic and manual — tonipéeimented for the Project in a
Handbook that became the basis for our contratanguage, and the foundation for how
we planned to execute the work.

At the Project inception, DCASE relied on an assaeafrom DCPS that HOD and SA
information would be forthcoming in the interestpoioritizing which schools needed
assessments done expeditiously. Unfortunately,daia was not available at that time,
and DCPS was working hard to streamline their oystesns in order to organize the
data themselves. We moved forward anyway, usifagrimation we could gather from
schools, DCPS Expeditors, DCPS Placement Spesiadistl parents to inform our
priorities, and kept open communication with DCRSva progressed. By June, when
DCPS and DCASE decided to modify the contract ¢tuithe data reconciliation, DCPS
also generously approved covering the expense #®8IEof modifying our data system
to accommodate the backlog data they were unalgeotade.

Ultimately, DCPS systems improved, but not in timeour system to be populated with
the critical HOD and SA-related data. Though owstesm tells us we completed 205
backlogged assessments, it is highly likely thahber is greater, and we completed
older assessments without the knowledge that theeg WOD, SA, or Consent Decree-
involved.

7. Improve communication and relationships between and among DCPS and
school representatives

Previous sections of this report have alreadytiliided the multi-faceted ways in which
DCASE helped facilitate better communication amBngject stakeholders. Historically
strained relationships between DCPS and non-psbhiool representatives were relieved
at critical times as we collectively moved towaediminating the assessment backlog
and built capacity in schools. Even when thereeviienes of disagreement, the Project
offered a specific forum for working through thatiferences in a professional and
direct manner.

The Project brought many miscommunications to lggttter directly or indirectly,

forcing much-needed communication in order foistdkeholders to move forward with
some sense of resolve. Routine turnover of PlaneByeecialists, for example, left many
schools feeling out of touch and uninformed withanel to critical information needed to
serve their students. DCASE was able to helpifat@l some of the necessary
communication about the impact of these deficitisdlp improve overall functioning of
both the school and DCPS.

The resulting misunderstanding at higher levelseqterception by DCPS, for example,
that assessments were left undone when schoolsomapleted them long ago, or
assessments were left incomplete because schooigthththey had no alternative for
completing them in the absence of an IndependealuBtion authorization from DCPS
(IEE) — contributed to the dynamic of mistrust. skbmmunication seemed pervasive in
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some areas: multi-disciplinary teams not conneactiity DCPS providers for review
meetings; schools not knowing who their Local EdieaceAgency (LEA) representative
was; schools not knowing students referred to fi@igrams were HOD or SA involved;
DCPS not being informed of scheduled Team meetimgsmely ordering of
assessments by LEA representatives who did atteathTmeetings; and the
misperception of schools’ apparent lack of accduititp. Though this history and
culture existed, and still is not fully dispellddCASE and DCPS staff working within
the Project worked diligently together to improtie breakdown. Collaboration among
DCASE and DCPS staff regarding outreach to DCPSitoramg and due process staff;
training of LEA representatives on the nature amedrit of the Project; communicating
and troubleshooting on specific student issuesitijeng need for improvements in
school accountability; and training of schools ewrlDEA rules with regard to
frequency of assessment are all examples of theettdous effort put forth by all parties
in our contract to improve the DCPS — non-publicosd relationship.

DCASE was pleased to offer a centralized pointoshimunication for DCPS to reach our
members, and for our members to collectively comoata with DCPS. We hope to
continue to do so, even in the absence of the &roje

8. Streamlineinvoicing and contain assessment costs

As a service to our participating schools, and asaessity for ensuring proper processes,
DCASE centralized all billing of assessments contgple@inder the Project. Abiding by

the terms of our contract, DCASE submitted compmelve invoices and supporting
documentation in the form of Assessment Completiatking (ACT) forms for all
participating schools to DCPS according to the limeewithin the Petties Payment

Order. This centralization enabled DCPS to diaest question with regard to invoicing
for Project assessments to one place, as opposeatacting each school involved. Use
of the ACT form also protected student confidentyiddy providing DCPS with the
information necessary to confirm assessment cormplewithout receiving a full paper
copy of the assessment reports.

Mid-way through the Project, DCPS determined imm@atation of the Petties Payment
Order needed to be done in entirety, and, thougASE continued to follow the word of
our contract, DCPS disputed an invoice submitte®@6GASE for the Project in March
2010. At the dispute mediation, the Petties Spdtsester and DCPS General Counsel
agreed the dispute was unfounded since DCASE weeriag to our contractual
obligation. DCPS paid the invoice in full. In pesmse, and in good faith, DCASE moved
forward with the intent of following Petties rulemd divided our invoices so that
assessment fees were delineated for the OffideeoState Superintendent of Education
(OSSE) and administrative and contractual fees waaced separately for DCPS.
Unfortunately, the dispute caused damage to tla¢ioakhip among Project stakeholders
-- where DCPS staff might have avoided the dispitteyether with simple
communication with DCASE staff, they chose insteagroceed with a formalized and
costly legal process. The decision was also costiie collaborative foundation both
DCASE and DCPS had worked to build from the begigrof the Project, and trust
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naturally eroded as a result.

Though not the central focus of the Project, DCA&IS also invested in learning more
about the true cost of assessments and relateides@rovision in the region. By creating
the Qualified Provider Network (QPN), DCASE wasaessful in containing the cost of
conducting assessments for DCASE Project schoadlsrenstudents they serve. With
efforts underway within OSSE to establish a coesistate structure for non-public
schools, we hoped to learn more about the pregailites from the QPN and other
providers we worked with through the Project, thatld then inform the rate setting
process with OSSE using real, market-based raté®iBDC area. Our hope was to also
impact the costs to schools that will likely beuigd to conduct assessments themselves
under new, OSSE-developed DC Municipal Regulatidd€ASE has already provided
both DCPS and OSSE with an informal rate matrixagsessments and services, and
continues to research the additional costs schoalsincur as a result of a requirement
to do assessments internally, and without the Btoje

9. Ensure SEDS accessfor all schools

Clearly, one of the primary motivations for alllgtholders in the Project was better data
management. OSSE, DCPS and DCASE were and contirbeeinvested in ensuring
student records are as accurate and up to datesaible. Unfortunately, unifying those
records efficiently and cohesively has taken aiggnt amount of time, and will
continue to require more effort. During a Blackridammes status hearing approximately
one year ago, the Court Monitor called for the igaiion of data systems, claiming the
disjointed management of student data continudx ta deficit to progress. DCASE
agreed completely with this assertion, and incré@ase advocacy for access to SEDS by
non-public schools.

The Project contract called for use of SEDS byaiticipating non-public schools.
Though nearly all schools were willing to use SEDSy a few had received training
and had user access to the system. OSSE repbetgtiad not planned for non-public
school SEDS training until a later phase of implatagon, and so had not set aside
funding to conduct training for non-public schootdil after the Project began. After a
period of strong advocacy, where DCASE appealdmbtbh OSSE and DCPS for support
with training the non-public schools, training bega Spring 2010, and developed in
force from July through September 2010. Immedyatglon learning that training would
be available, DCASE pushed our membership strotoglylly participate in the training
under a “train the trainer” model, and continuesffer assistance to schools newly
implementing full use of SEDS. To date, all Projearticipating schools have received
training, and are actively training their schoalfsbn use of SEDS.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS
Much of the narrative throughout this report speaksur accomplishments and lessons

learned throughout the duration of the Assessmenéeé&t. Before we conclude, DCASE
offers the following list of recommendations andhsiolerations to the remaining
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stakeholders in the interest of keeping forward-mgwnomentum.

» Definitions— Suggest clarifying service and assessment tiefisi
between DCPS, OSSE, schools and providers. Cumemtsistency
makes it difficult for IEP Team members to know whssessments to
order during meetings, and for OSSE to know whhobsts are invoicing.
DCPS produced a guide for psychological assessime®09, yet
DCASE recently provided a copy to OSSE'’s invoicstaff for
clarification purposes.

» Guidance- Suggest developing clear guidelines to determwimen formal
vs. informal assessment is needed. DCPS hasm@asdihe time they
believe non-public schools are ordering too mard/@munnecessary
assessments. DCASE offered several times to &GSB6 to develop
training to help schools understand all assessoigns — formal and
informal — that also comply with IDEA and are certbon student best
interests. Unfortunately, DCPS did not follow thgh with this offer to
collaborate, and has not conducted this trainidgpendently. DCASE
continues to be interested in offering assistand2@PS in this regard.

» Consistency Suggest consistency among all schools for adbert®
DCPS and OSSE policies, procedures and protocolsgessment and
use of SEDS. We learned early into the Projedtsbme non-public
schools negotiated individual agreements with D@R&or OSSE to do
their own assessments. We have also learned ®ashntends to
address school capacity to do their own assessroasesby-case, where a
school’s relationship with DCPS will be a factortie determination.

This seems a subjective approach and is perhaps tieg best interests of
students placed in schools who may not be in DG@&&'r for political
reasons. Implementation of, and access to SE@Sralges from school
to school, where some schools are allowed broattemastrative access
in the role of case manager, while others have i@ hiraited role.
Consistency among access privileges seems ciiticdandardized
implementation and use.

* Administration— Suggest improved coordination and communication
between OSSE and DCPS. Alleged jurisdictional tioies arose several
times through the course of the Project, where DEA&s in the
untenable position of navigating between Local State agencies in
order to identify direction and/or guidance for ouembership. This is
particularly acute for issues regarding SEDS andibéed, where an
apparent lack of communication between OSSE andDi@Pacted
DCASE and non-public school ability to more easilgve forward with a
sense of clarity. Clearer lines of accountabdity ownership of these,
and other similar issues will be helpful to non-lmbchools’ ability to be
fully compliant with all policies and procedures.
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» Capacity— Must be in place for the whole process: compmsgessments
AND complete reviews. Though 761 assessments ea@rgpleted under
the Project, not all of those assessments havereg@mwed by IEP Teams
to inform student intervention and progress. trisical that capacity
includes both timely completion of assessments ANi2ly reviews, so
students may receive the full benefit of proposedriventions. DCASE is
aware that DCPS has struggled with capacity to gcineeviews, even at
times seeking contractual assistance to completa.thn light of recent
layoffs at DCPS OSE, this is even more acute. DEA&s contacted all
providers to inform them they are responsible épresenting any
assessment they completed under the Project attlev meeting, and
will continue to work with schools to ensure thgarticipation and
cooperation with scheduling review meetings movorgvard.

» Accountability— Suggest a broader scope for identified case gesigan
SEDS. New assessment and IEP processes arerbuitidethe Progress
Monitor in the role of case manager and the sotgypasponsible for
moving the IEP process forward in SEDS. DCASE iliesmeoncerned
about the narrowness of this role, and its potktdiaegatively affect a
timely IEP process. Though perhaps due to factaisiding large
caseloads, understaffing and/or system unavaifgbifrogress Monitors
have historically proven non-compliant with timegand data
management, and perhaps contributed to the baoklagsessments
recently eliminated under the Project. The unikitezliance on Progress
Monitors in this critical role sets up potentiabptems for future
untimeliness, data loss and possible due procéismaRecent news of 24
Progress Monitor layoffs at DCPS makes this conegan more acute.

» Outsourcing- Suggest closer screening of contract Progresstbfs.
DCPS is outsourcing the majority of their most g@resand highly
accountable work in the non-public schools. As BEAas learned more
about the staff contracted to work as Progress donfor DCPS, we are
concerned there is no apparent screening of mehitcedentials and
knowledge of special education practices. Thisgragen challenging in
recent experience with staff from the same conttgency: one school
was assigned a social worker trained in maritaiae as their Placement
Specialist, who was then given a caseload of o@8rstudents. The
Placement Specialist became incapacitated by thileeal, his lack of
knowledge of special education processes, anddbokderstanding of
his role, and resigned not long after being pladddny of our schools
report an historical routine turnover of staff imstrole, contributing to
inconsistency with and neglect of critical tasks.

* Monitoring— Suggest development of clear guidelines for tooinig
other than SEDS, and a coordinated effort for nooimg with OSSE.
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DCASE agrees that program monitoring is esserditiié accountability
of all schools in their work with vulnerable chidlr, and we respect the
need for distinction between Local and State-lessles and motivations
for monitoring. It would be helpful and more efént, however, if both
DCPS and OSSE established some consistency in@nogiin the
interest of continuity and reduction of interruptito schools’ delivery of
services.

CONCLUSION

On September 22, 2010, DCASE received notificatiom Glorious Bazemore of the
DCPS Office of Contracts and Acquisitions that Pablic Schools “decided not to
exercise Option Year 2 of the contract for the t&0G1i1/10-9/30/11, therefore no services
will be required of your organization.” Thoughshmessage stated DCASE had no
further responsibilities with regard to the AssesshProject as of September 30, 2010,
we submitted a proposal to address several ouistpgsues in order to appropriately
terminate the Project. The proposal included dtiewing work be done as part of a
“Completion Plan” during the month of October:

Completion of final invoices.

Completion of final project report.

Technical assistance to schools for transitionobtite Project.
Technical assistance to schools for adjustmenéto ILEA role.
Support implementation and use of SEDS.

arwnE

DCASE was able to offer assistance to our schooddl iof these key areas, and will
continue ongoing support as much as possible amkctvork to remain compliant with
assessment timeliness and delivery of high-quaétyices. DCASE also requested and
was granted a meeting to review Project progreQainber 22, 2010. We remain
hopeful that DCPS will continue to offer clear gande to schools and a fair and
unbiased determination of their capacity to conéssessments internally.

DCASE takes tremendous pride in our successestetiAssessment Project, not the
least of which is the elimination of years-worthbaicklogged assessments within the
relatively short term of the Project. We strongglibve there is more work to be done,
and had proposed to do much of it through extensidhe Project in order to ensure a
high level of capacity and stability for DCPS mayiforward. However, with the
termination of the Project, we hope DCPS will acaap recommendations and
considerations as they move in a different directin the interim, we plan to continue
to do what we can — ensure as much stability asilplesfor the students in our member
schools through technical assistance, advocacyagading support.

Thank you for the opportunity to serve the studeitie District of Columbia through
the Blackman-Jones DCASE Assessment Project.
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