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SPECIAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COUNCIL 

Minutes – December 1, 2017
9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

PRESENT: Brendelyn Ancheta, Debbie Cheeseman, Annette Cooper, Motu Finau, Gabriele Finn, Sage Goto, Martha Guinan, Scott Hashimoto (for Kurt Humphrey) Amanda Kaahanui (staff), Thomas Moon (for Stacey Oshio), Kaili Murbach, Kaui Rezentes, Charlene Robles, Susan Rocco (staff), Rosie Rowe, Daniel Santos, Tricia Sheehey, Todd Takahashi, Christina Tydeman (liaison to the Superintendent), Steven Vannatta, Jasmine Williams
EXCUSED: Bernadette Lane, Dale Matsuura, Ivalee Sinclair, James Street, Gavin Villar, Amy Wiech, Susan Wood
ABSENT:  Bob Campbell, Kathy Kahoohanohano
GUESTS: Sandra Jessmon, Christina Kishimoto, Patricia Meyer, Cheri Nakamura
	TOPIC
	DISCUSSION
	ACTION

	Call to Order
	Chair Martha Guinan called the meeting to order at 9:11 a.m.
	

	Introductions
	Members and guests introduced themselves to Superintendent Kishimoto.
	

	Announcements
	Martha announced that December 1st is the last day to register for an IDEA Due Process Hearing System Stakeholders meeting scheduled for December 6th from 2:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. at the OCISS Annex.  Christina Tydeman added that there is a phone-in option for folks who cannot attend in person.
	Members wishing to attend are advised to email special_ed_complaints@notes.k12.hi.us or call 586-5374.

	Dialogue with Superintendent Christina Kishimoto


	Dr. Kishimoto reported on her activities since joining the Department four months ago and gave examples of feedback she has received from students as part of her focus on student voice.  The other two areas of emphasis are school design and teacher collaboration.  She recently rolled out a visual of learning organizations—a pyramid with equity and excellence at its base, new strategies for delivering teaching and learning supporting the core, and pilot projects and design thinking at the apex of the pyramid.  She also talked about the two task forces she has put together this school year—one around special education issues and the other around supporting English Learners—as well as her plans to have an additional work group by mid-spring to develop a 10 year plan for the recruitment and retention of teachers.  Dr. Kishimoto then invited dialogue and questions from the group.
Comments/questions from members and guests

Q. In meeting with student groups, have you met with any special education students?  A. Yes.  My intent is to meet with students who are representative of the school population—not just student leaders.  At one school visit,
the leadership had arranged for me to meet only with special education
	Two handouts were distributed:  Hawaii DOE Learning Organization and Hawaii DOE Implementation Plan 2017-2020.
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	Dialogue with Superintendent Kishimoto (cont.)


	Comments/questions from members and guests

students and English Learners.  They utilized different strategies to give the students time to articulate what was on their mind.
Q. Were there common themes in the students’ responses?  A. Most of the feedback was relevant to activities at that school campus.  They were very fair when asked where schools needed to improve, not blaming teachers.

Q. Where do the students get most of their information about community events?  From news outlets?  Social media?  A. Kids talk about social media.  They are having a lot of dialogue about ‘fake news’ and what that means.  They gave great examples of how they use Google to prep for classes.
Q. Have you been able to connect with parents across the state?  A. I have met with some community groups and also heard from parents at the community forums co-hosted by the Board of Education.  I have also asked principals to let me know about ready-made events where I can interact informally with parents.  I was supposed to do something last week, but I was sick.  One of my priorities is to hear the student voice.  I am also making rounds with legislators and encouraging state leaders on my team to go to at least one school per semester to see what is being implemented at the school level.

C. Thank you for all the work you are doing.  Q. At what point will you take what you are hearing and do something with it?  Do you have a timeline?  
A. Once a week we (my team and I) reflect on what is heard.  It comes back to the 30 implementation action steps (outlined in the Implementation Plan handout).  We make sure that what we are hearing will inform the work in process, including the task forces.
Q. Is your position one of making suggestions and leaving final decisions up to school leaders, or do you mandate certain actions?  A. It’s two fold.  When I came in, the emphasis was on site-based leadership.  There is a role for each decision-maker to reinforce that work.  I will support site-based innovation with an eye to how the state supports you.  At the same time, standards have to be met.  There must be structure and other non- negotiables.  English Learner and special education services are working for
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	Dialogue with Superintendent Kishimoto (cont.)


	Comments/questions from members and guests (cont.)
some students and not working for many.  Systemically, it is an issue.  It is clear from the outcomes—no sustained growth.  We are not nationally normed in some areas and need to change.  Within these non-negotiables, there may be decisions made at the school level.  The financial model must be standardized.  When you manage an organization of this size and scope, I believe in empowering staff, but we also have to meet standards.
Q. Are the Common Core State Standards non-negotiable?  A. Yes, although some flexibility can be justified under the guidelines.
C. I want to hear your thoughts about interagency relationships.  For agencies like DVR, we have found it very challenging to have a better relationship with the Department as it is now enforced by the Workforce Investment and Opportunity Act (WIOA).  A. I have spent some time with agency leaders sharing missions and their intersections and how to set up partnerships to complement each other’s work.  I am spending zero time trying to understand what didn’t work in the past.  Most agencies are willing to re-norm together and we are trying to set standards around how we do that work.  An agency that is primarily working with adults has a different operational plan than a program with children, having to provide education during the day.  We are coming up with some different processes to fix things that we have come to heads over in the past.
C. I have been working well with the Honolulu District transition teacher, but there is nothing at the state level to allow easy access to programs available to students.  A. What is happening in our discussions is to look at the purpose and mission of each agency.  If I can say this is not related to my education mission, I can redirect to potential partners.  Another agency can spearhead an activity, if it is not education related.  With safety issues, we can all be partners at the table.  There is a lot of work to do.
Q. (Chair) Do you have any ideas on how you would like SEAC to work with you?  A.  I am open to have conversations around how SEAC wants to have an impact.  It would be presumptuous of me to tell you; I want to hear about how you are organized and what your hoped for outcomes will be.  
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	Dialogue with Superintendent Kishimoto (cont.)


	Comments/questions from members and guests (cont.)

Having SEAC members on my special education task force has been helpful.  Are you organized by island?  A. (Chair)  Our mission is to be advisory to you, the Superintendent, on the unmet needs of students with disabilities.  Our membership has a majority of parents of children with disabilities and individuals with disabilities, and we do have parent representatives from each island district.  We also have representation from the Department and agencies working with students and families.

C. I am excited that you are coming in with a fresh perspective.  I want to know what you are seeing so far for special education—what is normal and what issues are unique to Hawaii.  A. These are all questions that we are trying to answer through the Task Force.  When I looked at the data, English Learners and special education data jumped out as red flags.  When I asked questions, I expected standard responses, like having very clearly delineated special education weights.  When I asked about the funding structure, and I don’t believe we are underfunded in special education, something is not quite right.  On the programmatic side, when I ask how we are structured to provide a continuum of services, I am not hearing a programmatic design.  I actually thought there was a data error when I looked at inclusion rates.  There is something definitely wrong there.  We have got to get our arms around what we are doing.  What do we need to solve right now to create momentum for other things to fall in place?  The push for additional resources worries me when we are not sure what we are aiming to do.  We may need more resources, but we also may be misapplying those resources.  That is the big issue right now—a course correct.  I told my team that my goal is to say we have a model of excellence for special education and English Learners, that we have a goal for access for all students.  We need a vision of students seamlessly engaging.  When I was in Hartford, we had an active OCR (Office of Civil Rights) case regarding complaints about inequities in the delivery of special education services.  It wasn’t a money need but how we were providing services.  We ended up building a system of choice for families in other districts with programs where all districts
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	Dialogue with Superintendent Kishimoto (cont.)


	Comments/questions from members and guests (cont.)

sent their students, rather than sending them out to private placements.
Q.Would you be open to meeting with parents through the Parent Training and Information (PTI) Center in Hawaii, Leadership in Disabilities and Achievement of Hawaii (LDAH)?  A.  Yes.
	

	Update on Annual Performance Report Indicators 
	Dr. Christina Tydeman, Director, Monitoring and Compliance Office,

Provided a status update and basic overview of data on 8 of the Annual Performance Report indicators.  Data on another 8 indicators is undergoing data quality checks, and Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan is in discussion with the Deputy Superintendent to talk about possible adjustments due to new leadership and initiatives.  Christina is also gathering information from the complex areas to see if professional learning communities were convened over early literacy. The first 16 indicators are due into the Office of Special Education Programs the first week of February 2018 and the SSIP is due April 1st.  Christina asked SEAC members not to share the preliminary data in the Powerpoint as it is subject to change.  She also cautioned that the final data may look different for the APR and the Strategic Plan, as the federal government has different requirements for data accountability for OSEP and ESSA.
Comments/questions from members and guests

Q. Can you explain what dates are included in FFY 2015?  A. That is data for the 15-16 school year that was reported to OSEP in February 2017.
Q. Are you using the federal fiscal year dates or the school year?  A. Both.

Q. Are the indicator targets carried over year to year?  A. Targets are set in advance and can be adjusted.

Q. How often do you do the pre-school assessment (for Indicator 7-Preschool Outcomes) and who does it?  A. The TS Gold is the newly adopted assessment tool as of 2015, and it is administered annually at the school site.

C. In early intervention, we use the same assessment tool, but we do it within the Individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP), so the parent is part of the team.  Q. Who participates in the process for pre-school assessments?
	Christina will provide hard copies of the APR data once it is shared with DOE leadership.
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	Update on Annual Performance Report Indicators (cont.)
	Comments/questions from members and guests (cont.)

A. I suggest we do a deep dive on this indicator at a future meeting, so that we can share more information.

C. When I was a pre-school teacher, we did the TS Gold assessment three times per year.

Q. When is the Parent Satisfaction Survey (Indicator 8) given?  I have only been given the survey once in the last five years.  A.  It is supposed to be sent out yearly.
C. I get the survey at my son’s IEP meeting.

C. I don’t know about this last year’s participation rate for returning the parent survey, but in past years it has been really low—less than 8%.

Q. Does Indicator 13 (Secondary Transition) include incarcerated students 18 years old and above?  A. The student would have to have an IEP.
C. Olomana School reports on Indicator 13 for their incarcerated youth.

Q. For Indicator 14 (Post-Secondary Outcomes) are you querying the schools?  A.  There are DOE personnel who maintain relationships with the students and contact them the year after graduation.

Q. Do we know what the Stetson consultants are telling schools about inclusion?  A. I know that the Superintendent has requested a memo to provide clarification about what inclusion looks like and what it doesn’t look like.
C. In Windward and Central Districts the Complex Area Support Teams (CAST) visit classrooms with key components they are looking for.  They collect evidence rather than rely on schools self-reporting.

C. If the Department is going to use a checklist to see how schools are performing on various initiatives, it should not be developed by the school, but rather a blend of agreed upon non-negotiables and some additional options.
Q. Can we revisit the Parent Survey?  I know that the process and the questions are part of a national survey that is set in stone, but another tool might offer a more meaningful perspective.  A. The problem may be in how we are using the survey, and making sure parents understand and have access to the process.
	Christina will lead a deep dive discussion of Indicator 7 - Preschool Outcomes, Indicators 9 & 10 – Disproportionality, and Indicator 8 – Parent Satisfaction at a future meeting.
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	Demonstration and Discussion Regarding the Dynamic Strategic

Plan Report


	Susan Rocco reported out the first year results for key student success indicators approved by the Board of Education in December 2016 as part of the 2017-2020 Strategic Plan.  She utilized the on-line tool developed by the Department—the Dynamic Strategic Plan Report (https://tinyurl.com/yaj2qqaa)—to demonstrate how users can utilize drop-down menus to see special education-specific results and complex area results for most success indicators.  The dynamic report will be helpful to SEAC and other interested groups, as it offers some data that was previously unavailable to the public.  For the six student success indicators discussed, the disparities were greater for special education than any other subgroup, highlighting the urgent need for improvement.  Members also viewed data from the two staff success indicators.  Special education teacher recruitment yielded a smaller percentage of teachers with degrees from states approved teacher education programs (SATEP) than general education teacher recruitment.  Unfortunately, under teacher retention, there was no data available on special education teacher retention.
Comments/questions from members and guests

Q. Does the graduation data only reflect 4-year graduation rates.  A. Yes, the data follows a 9th grade cohort of students and measures how many have graduated in four years.
Q. If special education students walk with their same-age non-disabled peers during graduation ceremonies, does that count in this data?  A. Only if they have received a regular high-school diploma.

Q. Is the complex area data for inclusion specific to high schools?  A. No, it represents a combined rate of elementary, middle and high school students within the complex area.

Q. Could you have a special education teacher listed as having completed a state approved teacher education program who does not have a special education credential?  A. Yes, it could be a general education teacher who is teaching students with disabilities who did not receive coursework in special education.
C. In the past, a general education teacher could teach a special education 
	A handout with 2017 Strategic Plan results for academic achievement (ELA and Math), inclusion rate, absenteeism, graduation rate, college-going rate and teacher retention and recruitment was disseminated.
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	Demonstration and Discussion Regarding the Dynamic Strategic

Plan Report (cont.)

	Comments/questions from members and guests (cont.)

class for one year, take the Praxis, and be qualified to teach special education; however, the Hawaii Teacher Standards Board is changing those requirements.

C.  The special education SATEP teacher percentage is misleading, because it includes general education teachers without a special education foundation or coursework.  It also makes it difficult to be awarded grants for pre-service training efforts, because the data doesn’t show a need.
C. When Deputy Superintendent Schatz asked for SEAC input on the draft strategic plan in 2016, we encouraged him to add a success indicator on teacher retention; however, the plan is not collecting data specific to retaining special education personnel.

Q. Is the fact that we are recruiting spouses of military personnel as teachers impacting retention, because they leave the state?  A. Yes.

Q. In measuring chronic absenteeism, are medically fragile students given special consideration?  A. Everyone who misses 15 days of school is counted, except if the student is on home hospital placement or getting educational supports at home while absent from school.

C. If the student’s absence from school results in a change of placement in the IEP—like being suspended for a lengthy period but receiving educational supports—then it is not considered chronic absenteeism.

Q. Do the absenteeism numbers included preschool students?  A. I don’t think so, but it does include kindergarten, because attendence is now mandatory.  
	

	Feedback Regarding Act 206 (Restraints and 

Seclusion) Parent Brochure
	Martha reminded members that she requested that they review the Department’s recent parent brochure, “What Parents Should Know About the Use of Restraints and Seclusion,” that was forwarded to schools and complexes on October 10, 2017, along with a memo by Superintendent Kishimoto.  SEAC received public input via email on November 13 and 14 from a parent expressing concern about the brochure’s description of a behavior management technique called “timeout.”  Specifically, the brochure does not clarify that students cannot be prevented from leaving the timeout area should they choose to do so.  Martha added that OCISS
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	Feedback Regarding Act 206 (Restraints and 

Seclusion) Parent Brochure (cont.)
	Assistant Superintendent Mulcahy is aware of this concern and is presently reviewing the brochure with her staff with an eye to revising it.  She welcomes input from SEAC as well.
Suggestions(S)/Comments (C)/Questions (Q) from members and guests

C. The brochure doesn’t make mention of the Safety Care system taught by Quality Behavioral Solutions.  S. Mention the protocol that is being used to provide some context to parents reading the brochure.  For example, “Safety Care addresses problematic behavior with positive behavioral supports to reduce the need for restraints.  When restraints are applied, they are in the least restrictive manner.”
Q. What percentage of children does the restraints guidance affect?  C. For parents who don’t have a kid with a behavioral issue, the brochure might be confusing.

Q. Is the brochure given out to every single parent?  A. Yes.

C. There is no mention of the protocol to determine when and how restraints are used.  Q. Is the determination purely up to the personnel involved?
Q. How many people on a school campus would be trained on this? A. (Martha) We should ask for that information from the Department.
C. Act 206 includes the imminent threat to school property as a condition for restraint, but the brochure only mentions imminent physical injury to the student and others.  S. Include mention of threat to property in the parent brochure.
C. Act 206 also required a database to record incidences of restraints.  Q. Can SEAC have access to that data?

C.  The memo from the Superintendent says that parents will be notified “immediately” by verbal or electronic communications when restraint occurs, but the parent brochure says the school will call or electronically notify “on the day of the incident.”  Q. Will this information be clarified?  The word “immediate” is somewhat subjective.
Q. Will the student be invited to the meeting to talk about the restraint?

S. It might be helpful to give examples of what might constitute a restraint.

C. Most of the restraints I’ve witnessed at the school level have occurred for safety reasons because the student is running toward the street. 
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	Feedback Regarding Act 206 (Restraints and 

Seclusion) Parent Brochure (cont.)
	Suggestions(S)/Comments (C)/Questions (Q) from members and guests

Q. May SEAC have a sample letter for notifying a parent of an incidence of restraint, or will a sample letter be included in the information given out to parents?

C. The brochure doesn’t make mention about equipment needed for positioning some students (like prone standers) that might be construed as restraints.
C. The brochure describes restraint as restricting the free movement of arms, torso, head and legs.  S. There should be mention of the prohibition of restricting breathing.
	Susan R. and Martha will compile the input and send it to Assistant Superintendent Mulcahey.

	Review of Minutes for November 3, 2017
	No corrections were offered for the minutes of the November 3, 2017 SEAC meeting.
	The minutes were approved as circulated.

	Agenda Setting for the January 12, 2018 Meeting
	Members suggested the following agenda items for discussion in January:

· Legislative updates,

· DDD presentation on employment options for transitioning youth,

· “Deep dive” discussions on disproportionality, preschool outcomes and the parent survey,

· Discussion of APR targets, and

· Summarizing transition discussion points to date.
	

	Input from the Public
	1) Jasmine Williams provided input that the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation is experiencing financial problems and is not honoring the application for services that she submitted for her grandson last March because his DVR counselor didn’t complete an Individual Plan for Employment by September 1st—the date that the Order of Selection went into effect.  Motu Finau advised her that she can file for due process, or take him off the waitlist and receive five pre-employment training services under the Workforce Investment and Opportunity Act.  Jasmine added that she has spoken to the Hawaii Disability Rights Center who take complaints regarding vocational rehab issues, and they have received a lot of calls about defunding of DVR supports and the Order of Selection.
2) Todd Takahashi shared the good news that his former student at Chaminade, who was a pioneering blind student teacher, will be graduating this year and seeking a position with the Department.  
	


