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Introduction 

The Groton-Dunstable School District is focused and committed to ensuring that all students, 

both with and without IEPs, achieve at high levels and that the needs of all students are being 

met. In this spirit, the Groton-Dunstable School District has worked with District Management 

Group (DMGroup) on an effort to evaluate the effectiveness, availability and equity of services 

for learners both with and without an IEP, as well as the staffing and course offerings within the 

district.  

The purpose of this study is multi-faceted and, as is the case in any district, different 

stakeholders have differing goals. Some may be focused primarily on improving and expanding 

services, others on reducing costs, some on shifting resources and many believe in a 

combination of the above. This report provides data to better inform these discussions for 

district administration and school committee members but does not make recommendations. 

This work is conducted under the continuous improvement framework. It assumes all 

organizations can improve and build upon current strengths. 

The opportunities discussed in the report should be considered more complex in nature given 

the district’s already efficient staffing practices. Many opportunities are dependent on making 

tradeoffs or in some instances, require a significant deviation from current practices and 

guidelines. None of these opportunities should be considered immediately available and would 

require careful planning and consideration prior to enacting. 

General education, intervention, and special education staff play an important role in the 

education of many students. Better managing how these staff spend their time and determining 

staffing needs at each school can have a big impact on students and resources; however, this is a 

complex task, often made more difficult by limited availability of key data, and further 

complicated by shifting enrollment patterns, changing IEPs, and the constraints of building 

master schedules. In many districts these complexities lead to a gap between the intended plans 

and the reality of daily school practices. Using data and analyses, districts can have the 

actionable data to effectively and efficiently manage staffing, scheduling, and student support 

models based on clear guidelines. By capturing a detailed understanding of current staff and 

student schedules, the analysis highlights opportunities to maximize student learning, while 

creating greater equity for teachers and schools, all in a more cost-effective manner. With this 

information, the district can thoughtfully allocate resources and free up funds for strategic 

priorities while enhancing or maintaining the level of student support. 

The opportunities are based on a comparison of Massachusetts district practices with best 

practice research (see Appendix 1 for DMGroup’s Approach to Best Practice), experiences of 

districts that have raised the bar and reduced achievement gaps and the wisdom of district staff 

and leaders. A short list is better than a long list and not all areas identified for further 

consideration can be addressed at once or quickly. It can take years of careful planning, 

research, communication, coordination, and roll-out, with a commitment from the leadership to 

provide focus and stability to fully implement all desired improvements. 
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Please note that each individual student is unique, and nothing in these findings should suggest 

otherwise. Student needs are personal and individual, and services and supports must be 

personalized as well. Some of the opportunities are appropriate for students with mild to 

moderate disabilities and struggling students without disabilities, but not appropriate for 

students with severe disabilities or with autism.  All recommendations and guidance outlined 

in this document should be considered in light of specific student needs.   
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Commendations 

Tier 1 Practices 

1. The district uses efficient staffing practices for some aspects of school 

schedules that are typically complex to manage. 

Groton-Dunstable Regional School District (GDRSD) in general appears to use efficient staffing 

practices across all school levels, evident by the presence of a few key strategies. 

The district is effectively managing specials staffing with thoughtful elementary scheduling and 

the use of part-time staff, which is typically an indicator of overall staffing efficiency at the 

elementary level. As a result of this precise management, very little opportunity to free up 

resources was identified for the staffing of elementary specials teachers. 

At the middle school, scheduling leaders have found creative ways to increase support to 

students without dramatically increasing staffing. These methods have included creating 2-

person teams where each teacher covers two subjects (i.e., Math and Science) and having 7th and 

8th grade students go “off-team” for Math to take Math courses from teachers outside of their 

team.   

Building this flexibility has required both creativity from the scheduling team and willingness 

from staff to teach multiple subjects. These methods have allowed Groton-Dunstable Regional 

Middle School (GDRMS) to stay within class size targets while thoughtfully utilizing staffing 

resources.  

Further, the high school has a thorough and effective process in place to identify student interest 

in courses and allocate staff in a way that responds to student demand for courses. Guidance 

counselors meet individually with every student three times to discuss their schedule. This 

thorough process helps to minimize shifts in enrollment during the add-drop period, helping the 

high school staff courses more efficiently and effectively. 

2. The high school manages its course offerings in a way that provides student 

choice while still maintaining efficient staffing. 

Department chairs and the scheduling staff at Groton-Dunstable Regional High School 

(GDRHS) have been able to work together to offer more electives and increase the number of 

courses that count towards graduation requirements. These courses have increased the breadth 

of offerings available to students and provided more flexibility in individual student schedules as 

well as the overall high school schedule. A notable example of this policy is the Independent 

Learning Experience Program now offered to juniors and seniors and offers multiple courses 

and methods of fulfillment.  

In cases where a student is unable to access a course due to scheduling constraints or would like 

to pursue a course as part of their future college career, staff have been willing to oversee 

independent study courses during their free periods. 
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Moreover, in the past, non-teaching staff members who are certified teachers have been willing 

to offer courses in their areas of certification to meet student demand. 

The staff at Groton-Dunstable Regional High School have a longstanding practice of combining 

similar courses so that students may access courses of appropriate rigor while the school limits 

low enrollment courses and sections of courses. Electives, language, and advanced core courses 

have benefited from this policy. Scheduling staff has made creative and thoughtful decisions, 

while teaching staff has been willing to differentiate to the needs of students in different courses 

within the same classroom.  

3. The high school has many practices promoting rigorous coursework for 
most students. 

Groton-Dunstable Regional High School offers an online course catalog of 116 unique courses 

through Virtual High School that students may take to enrich their learning experience.  These 

courses include 11 Advanced Placement courses, 12 foreign language courses in 6 languages, as 

well as other courses that cater to specific student interests, but may not be feasible for a school 

to offer. 

Students are also able to take courses and earn college credit in both off-campus and in-house 

dual enrollment courses with local colleges and universities.  These dual enrollment courses 

help further expand the rigor and breadth of courses available to students.   

The high school offers many rigorous AP and Honors courses to students across all departments 

of core courses. It is important to note that this report analyzed a snapshot of courses from the 

first quarter of Semester 1. Due to the nature of Advanced Placement courses and their spring 

test dates, Groton-Dunstable Regional High School offers a far greater number of AP courses in 

the Spring.  As of the writing of this report, GDRHS will offer 17 sections of AP courses in the 

Spring from a variety of departments. Additionally, it should be noted that in this snapshot of 

data there are no special education students enrolled in the AP courses besides Mathematics. 

This could be an area that the leadership team evaluate more closely to understand this trend 

and how to potentially address. The breakdown of AP courses offered by semester and 

department is detailed below.   
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Rigor Courses Offered by Core Departments 

Percentage of Seats in Courses by Course Level (Fall Semester) 

 

• Over 80% of World Language seats are in Honors courses. 

• Across all departments, at least 25% of seats are in Honors or AP courses, and at least 1 

section of an AP course is offered. 

• The science department offers the greatest number of sections of AP courses (7). 

• 24% of students in Math department courses are in the lowest tier of rigor, compared to 

approximately 10% as seen as a best practice. This is an opportunity for further 

investigation and consideration. 

 

Tier 2 and 3 Practices 

4. Staff felt that new Student Study Team (SST) process will help ensure staff 

and administration have the data they need to make informed decisions. 

The Groton-Dunstable Regional School District has committed to a new Student Study Team 

(SST) process to drive the monitoring and progress of struggling students in the district. This 

process is intended to utilize data generated by universal screeners to ensure the identification 

process is objective and equitable for all students. Additionally, the process has a built-in step 

that considers a variety of solution-focused options available to support struggling students – 

push-in support, co-teaching, interventions, etc. – so that the SST process functions as a tool to 

match supports to a student and not just a required step before referral to special education. 

Staff in focus groups reported that they approved the new process, reporting were glad that “we 

look for solutions.” As is the case with any new system, one can expect that the SST process at 

GDRSD to continue to evolve and improve over time. 
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5. Some best practices, including dedicated time for intervention and 
enrichment, universal screeners, and reading interventions are now in 

place in elementary schools.  

Schools at the elementary level have some integral foundational practices in place to ensure 

strong literacy support for students. Both elementary schools also provide some form of 

intervention to students who struggle in the form of the “What I Need” or WIN blocks.  Students 

are grouped by need and specific skill gap and staff review student progress at regular data 

meetings. This intervention system is aligned with best practice in that it is data-driven, includes 

progress monitoring, and students are supported from reading specialists skilled in teaching 

reading. The district can build on these existing best practices and continue to invest in data-

based intervention and enrichment programs such as the WIN block in the elementary schools.   
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Summary of Opportunities 

The purpose of this study is multi-faceted and, as is the case in any district, different 

stakeholders have differing goals. Some may be focused primarily on improving and expanding 

services, others on reducing costs, some on shifting resources and many believe in a 

combination of the above. This report provides data to better inform these discussions but does 

not make recommendations. This work is conducted under the continuous improvement 

framework. It assumes all organizations can improve and build upon current strengths. 

The below opportunities should be considered more complex in nature given the district’s 

already efficient staffing practices. Many opportunities are dependent on making tradeoffs or in 

some instances, require a significant deviation from current practices and guidelines. None of 

these opportunities should be considered immediately available and would require careful 

planning and consideration prior to enacting.  

Tier 1 Opportunities 

1. Review the costs and benefits associated with the middle school team model. 

• Shifting away from the team model could free up between 2.0 and 3.2 FTE. 

 

2. Consider setting guidelines to pursue strategic increases in class size in 
order to free up resources. 

• Elementary guidelines could free up between 2.0 and 8.0 FTE. 

• Middle school guidelines could free up between 4.0 and 9.33 FTE (these already 
include the 2.0 to 3.2 FTE from eliminating the team model). 

• High school guidelines could free up between 2.0 and 8.67 FTE. 

 

Tier 2 and 3 Opportunities 
3. Consider the cost and effectiveness of providing additional time for 

intervention while reducing the reliance on the existing co-teaching model. 

• Shifting away from the current investment in co-teaching could free up 10.75 FTE 
of special education teachers that could be repurposed for additional time 
models. 
 

4. Focus the role of special education paraprofessionals towards support for 
students with health, safety, behavior, or severe needs. 

• Moving away from the heavy reliance on paraprofessionals to a state-
recommended approach could free up between 18 and 30 FTE of 
paraprofessionals. 
 

5. Further refine the MTSS model by putting in place consistent criteria and 
strategies for Tiers 2 and 3. 
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Tier 1 Opportunities 

1. Review the costs and benefits associated with the middle 

school team model. 

Best Practice 

Utilization of the team model at the middle school has seen mixed results in research, with no 

strong evidence suggesting that schedule model is a substantial factor in relation to student 

outcomes. It should be noted that the majority of school districts in the state of Massachusetts 

and nationwide utilize a team model for middle schools. The district’s decision to use the middle 

school model and provide team time may be the appropriate choice, but it has investment 

implications as noted below. As with any large investment, the district should examine whether 

team time is delivering the desired outcomes given the cost of the investment. The below 

analysis outlines the costs and staffing implications of the team model, and the district should 

conduct analysis of outcomes, climate, attendance and other factors to assess whether the 

investment has produced the desired results. 

Any change in staffing or schedule model is a challenging or complex process that requires 

careful planning, coordination with relevant unions and sufficient time for implementation. It 

should not be considered immediately available and would require careful consideration prior to 

enacting. 

Current Practice 

Groton-Dunstable Regional Middle School currently employs a teaming model in which a cohort 

of students are taught core courses by a team of 2 or 4 teachers.  The breakdown of teams across 

grades is detailed in the table below: 

Team Model at Groton-Dunstable Regional Middle School 

Grades 5-8 (not including special education co-teachers) 

   

Grade 
2-Person 

Teams 

4-Person 

Teams 

Total 

Teams 
Total FTE 

Fifth 4 0 4 8 

Sixth 1 2 3 10 

Seventh 0 2 2 8 

Eighth 1 2 3 10 

Total 6 6 12 36 

• 50% of teams are 2-person, mostly in 5th grade. 

• 50% of teams are 4-person, mostly in 6th, 7th, and 8th grade. 

GDRMS leaders expressed that they aim to maintain target class sizes of 15-25 students with a 

class size maximum of 25 students for core courses.   Exceptions to these guidelines include 

courses that may benefit from a larger number of students (Band, Chorus, Physical Education). 
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Presently, within these targets, the middle school scheduling team aims to schedule courses with 

20-22 students per section with a maximum of 25 students per section. The current staffing 

model and its FTE implications are detailed in the table below:   

Potential Staffing with Existing Guidelines (without Team Model) 

Based on SY2017-18 enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.9 38.5 22.4 36.0 2.5 

English 20.5 9.0 21.7 8.5 0.5 

Social Studies 20.9 9.0 22.2 8.5 0.5 

World Language 21.2 2.5 23.6 2.3 0.3 

Science 21.0 9.0 22.2 8.5 0.5 

Math 20.8 9.0 22.7 8.3 0.8 

Non-Core 22.8 8.0 25.1 7.3 0.7 

Fine Arts 23.9 5.0 24.9 4.8 0.2 

Physical Education 21.3 3.0 25.5 2.5 0.5 

Total 21.5  46.5 23.3 43.3 3.2 

 

• GDRMS’s Current Average Class Sizes are in line with DESE/state averages. 

• If GDRMS were to move away from the team model, it could potentially be able to shift 

up to 3.2 FTE while keeping resulting class sizes below the desired maximum.  

• It should be noted that opportunities for FTE repurposing are all less than 1.0 FTE. 

A change in staffing and staffing ratios can be a complex and difficult process, it may not be 

feasible or desirable for the district to make all the changes necessary to achieve this number.  

Reallocating the full 3.2 FTE would require some difficult choices on the part of the district. Two 

major potential changes are detailed below.    

1. Share core teachers across subjects (potentially 2.0 FTE) 

Already, 12 middle school teachers teach across two subjects.  It could therefore be possible 

through attrition and careful hiring – such as filling the role of a retiring teacher with a 

teacher dual-certified to teach both English and Social Studies – to explore repurposing a 

combined 1.0 FTE across English and Social Studies. A similar opportunity of a combined 

1.0 FTE could also exist across the Science and Math departments.   
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2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 1.2 FTE).  

Additional opportunities at GDRMS could exist to further repurpose FTE, but these are 

challenging in nature.   

o By reducing one section in the math department, the district can free up a portion 

of a math teacher’s time to offer additional intervention or enrichment courses.  

o GDRMS already uses part-time language staff.  It may be worth discussing 

whether it would be feasible to reallocate 0.25 FTE.  Districts have also been 

successful in sharing language teachers across secondary schools.   

o Many districts have been successful in sharing their Fine Arts and Physical 

Education staff across secondary buildings.  Alternatively, GDRMS could discuss 

repurposing underutilized FTE to add other course offerings. 

Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 2.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years.  

Putting these shifts into practice requires the school to further move to a standardized bell 

schedule across all grades.  A standardized bell schedule would have several key benefits, 

foremost among them allowing for the sharing of teachers across grades.  It would also allow for 

greater student choice in classes, more scheduling flexibility, and reduced confusion. However, 

it should be noted that a standardized bell schedule can be a complex and difficult 

implementation, especially when building in travel time between schools for staff who will need 

to split their time, as well as for parents and students who will need to alter drop-off and/or 

pick-up times or rely on a new bus schedule. 
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2. Consider setting guidelines to pursue strategic increases in 

class size in order to free up resources. 

Best Practice 

Class size is a hotly debated issue in many districts, and even small increases in class size can 

result in significant debate and contention. Advocates on both sides frequently point to research, 

leading many to wonder whether there is any consensus on this topic. In fact, while 

disagreements remain, most research shows a few consistent points to be true. For class size 

reduction to lead to measurable improvement, there needs to be a significant change (e.g., from 

22 to 15). The benefit of class size reduction is largest for students in early grades, students in 

poverty, and minority students. Teachers must adapt their teaching style to a more engaging, 

interactive approach in order for the smaller class sizes to have an effect. And when states have 

tried mandating small class sizes as a strategy, the result has been very expensive with no 

positive impact. 

Districts face a challenging decision over class size. The substantial reductions shown to be 

effective in research are almost always financially out of reach, since few districts can afford to 

add 50% more teachers. Politically, it is very difficult to increase class size, but often, the 

resources can be better spent on improving targeted services or coaching supports for teachers; 

both investments can provide larger gains at a fraction of the cost.  

Changes in class size as a strategy to reduce costs can be difficult and must take into account 

negotiated guidelines regarding class size targets and balancing the preferences of the 

community. The analysis below is intended to help district leaders make well-informed 

decisions about the best use of these resources. For the purposes of general comparison to 

districts in the state of Massachusetts, current class sizes for all (core and non-core) classes, by 

grade span, are: 

Grade span 
MA Median 

class size 

GDRSD Median 

class size 

PK-2 20 18.3 

3-5 21 21.9 

6-8 20 19.9 

9-12 17 19.6 

If the district wishes to investigate shifting class size targets to adjust staffing levels, the 

complexity of the process of changing established guidelines, including discussions and 

agreements with the teacher’s union and school committee, should be factored into that change 

process. 
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Current Practice and Potential Scenarios 

Elementary 

District leadership provides general guidelines around class size, while leaving principals a large 

amount of autonomy to pursue their own policies. Though class sizes now average around 19 to 

20 students per class in each of the elementary schools, it was reported that there have been 

years in the past when class sizes were as large as 27 or 28 students.  

Current class sizes are shown in the tables below: 

Elementary Current Staffing and Class Sizes 

SY2017-18 

 

 Florence Roche Swallow Union 

Grade Enrollment Sections 
Average class 

size 
Enrollment Sections 

Average class 

size 

K 94 5 18.8 55 3 18.3 

1 107 5 21.4 54 3 18.0 

2 98 5 19.6 52 3 17.3 

3 109 5 21.8 73 3 24.3 

4 110 5 22.0 57 3 19.0 

Total 518 25 20.7 291 15 19.4 

 

• The average class size for students at Florence Roche Elementary School is 20.7 and the 

average class size for Swallow Union is 19.4.   

Developing consistent class sizes by grade would not only create more equitable class sizes for 

teachers and schools, but it has the potential to free up funds for other priorities without 

pushing the envelope beyond practices that had existed in the district in past years. 

If a maximum of 25 students per class were established, Florence Roche would be able to 

reallocate 2.0 FTE of teachers. 

In the following tables (Model A), class sizes are adjusted upward while maintaining a maximum 

class size of 25 students. In some cases, this would reduce the number of sections required and 

free up FTE currently deployed to those sections.  
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Elementary Model A: No Classes Larger Than 25 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Florence Roche Swallow Union 

Grade Enrollment Sections 
Average class 

size 
Enrollment Sections 

Average 

class size 

K 94 4 23.5 55 3 18.3 

1 107 5 21.4 54 3 18.0 

2 98 4 24.5 52 3 17.3 

3 109 5 21.8 73 3 24.3 

4 110 5 22.0 57 3 19.0 

Total 518 23 22.5 291 15 19.4 

Current 518 25 20.7 291 15 19.4 

 

• The average class size at Florence Roche would increase to 22.5, while the average class 

size would remain at 19.4 at Swallow Union. The district would free up 2 FTE from 

Florence Roche. 

• It is worth considering that the tradeoffs required to free up 2 FTE at Florence Roche 

would mean increasing average class size at Kindergarten and Grade 2, which may be 

counter to the district’s strategy. 

 

A more aggressive (and more complex) approach would be to explore the impact of even larger 

class sizes. If this maximum class size were increased to 29, Florence Roche would be able to 

repurpose 5 FTE, while the overall average class size would increase to 25.9. 

Elementary Model B: No Classes Larger Than 29 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Florence Roche Swallow Union 

Grade Enrollment Sections 
Average class 

size 
Enrollment Sections 

Average 

class size 

K 94 4 24.5 55 3 18.3 

1 107 4 26.5 54 2 27.0 

2 98 4 24.5 52 2 26.0 

3 109 4 27.3 73 3 24.3 

4 110 4 26.8 57 2 28.5 

Total 518 20 25.9 291 12 24.5 

Current 518 25 20.7 291 15 19.4 

Note: MA law requires that Kindergarten class sizes do not exceed 25 students. 

http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr8.html?section=all 

 

http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr8.html?section=all
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• Overall, if both schools increased their maximum class size to 29, the district would be 

able to reallocate 8 FTE and the overall average elementary class size would only 

increase to 25.3 districtwide. 

 

While the district will need to determine what the right average class size looks like for each 

grade at the elementary level, it is important to note that having clear, consistent guidelines 

around class sizes can improve equity between the schools and help ensure that resources are 

used as efficiently as possible. 

With any scenario involving adjusted class sizes, there will be trade-offs, such as balancing more 

evenly staffed schools and parent choice versus forced placements for students. The 

community’s voice, the school committee’s point of view, and the district’s strategy all play a role 

in these types of decisions. 
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Middle School 

Groton-Dunstable Regional Middle School currently uses a partial team model, grouping 

students into cohorts with a consistent team of teachers. As discussed above, schools with team 

models often experience difficulties staffing precisely to enrollment.  Though the middle school 

scheduling team has been able to find creative solutions to this scheduling conundrum (as noted 

in Commendation 1), it is worth considering the staffing and scheduling implications of a non-

team model.   

Separate from the potential efficiencies captured by eliminating the team model, below are three 

further non-team scenarios: 

Model 

Average Core 

Class Size 
FTE For 

Repurposing 

Current 20.9 -- 

Model A 23.4 4.0 – 5.83 FTE 

Model B 24.7 5.0 – 7.75 FTE 

Model C 26.0 7.5 – 9.33 FTE 

 

In each scenario, the FTE for repurposing is relative to the current situation and includes the 2.0 

to 3.2 FTE from eliminating the team model within the number shown. 
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Middle School Staffing Model A: Average Core Class Size of 23.4 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.9 38.5 23.4 34.25 4.25 

English 20.5 9.0 24.6 7.5 1.5 

Social Studies 20.9 9.0 22.8 8.25 0.75 

World Language 21.2 2.5 23.6 2.25 0.25 

Science 21.0 9.0 22.9 8.25 0.75 

Math 20.8 9.0 23.4 8.0 1.0 

Non-Core 22.8 8.0 29.1 6.42 1.58 

Fine Arts 23.9 5.0 28.9 4.25 0.75 

Physical Education 21.3 3.0 29.4 2.17 0.83 

Total 21.5 46.5 25.2 40.7 5.83 

 

• In Staffing Model A, it would be possible for Groton-Dunstable to repurpose up to 5.83 

FTE (or an additional 2.6 FTE beyond the savings from eliminating the team model, as 

this model assumes a departure from the team model). 

Reallocating the full 5.83 FTE would require some difficult choices on the part of the district.  

The district could apply similar strategies to those outlined above: 

1. Share core teachers across subjects (potentially 4.0 FTE) 

o Share teachers across English and Social Studies (combined 2.25 FTE), or Math 

and Science (combined 1.75 FTE) to take advantage of partial FTE savings. 

2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 1.83 

FTE) 

o GDRMS already uses part-time language staff.  It may be worth discussing 

whether it would be feasible to reallocate 0.25 FTE.  Districts have also been 

successful in sharing language teachers across secondary schools.   

o Many districts have been successful in sharing their Fine Arts and Physical 

Education staff across secondary buildings.  Alternatively, GDRMS could discuss 

repurposing underutilized FTE to add other course offerings. 

Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 4.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years. Additionally, this continues to assume 

the district’s willingness to move away from the team model at the middle school. 
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Middle School Staffing Model B: Average Core Class Size 24.7 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.9 38.5 24.7 32.42 6.08 

English 20.5 9.0 24.6 7.5 1.5 

Social Studies 20.9 9.0 25.1 7.5 1.5 

World Language 21.2 2.5 24.5 2.17 0.33 

Science 21.0 9.0 25.2 7.5 1.5 

Math 20.8 9.0 24.2 7.75 1.25 

Non-Core 22.8 8.0 29.5 6.33 1.67 

Fine Arts 23.9 5.0 29.6 4.17 0.83 

Physical Education 21.3 3.0 29.4 2.17 0.83 

Total 21.5  46.5 26.2 38.75 7.75 

• In Staffing Model B, it would be possible for Groton-Dunstable to repurpose 7.75 FTE (or 

an additional 4.55 FTE beyond the savings from eliminating the team model). 

Reallocating the full 7.75 FTE would require strategies such as: 

1. Share core teachers across subjects (potentially 5.75 FTE) 

o Share teachers across English and Social Studies (combined 3.0 FTE), or Math 

and Science (combined 2.75 FTE) to take advantage of partial FTE savings. 

2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 2.75 

FTE) 

o By reducing sections in the math and ELA departments, the district can free up a 

portion of a math or ELA teacher’s time to offer additional intervention or 

enrichment courses.  

o GDRMS already uses part-time language staff.  It may be worth discussing 

whether it would be feasible to reallocate 0.33 FTE.  Districts have also been 

successful in sharing language teachers across secondary schools.   

o Many districts have been successful in sharing their Fine Arts and Physical 

Education staff across secondary buildings.  Alternatively, GDRMS could discuss 

repurposing underutilized FTE to add other course offerings. 

Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 5.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years.  
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Potential Staffing Model C: Average Core Class Size 26 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.9 38.5 26.0 31.0 7.5 

English 20.5 9.0 28.4 6.5 2.5 

Social Studies 20.9 9.0 25.1 7.5 1.5 

World Language 21.2 2.5 26.5 2.0 0.5 

Science 21.0 9.0 25.2 7.5 1.5 

Math 20.8 9.0 25.0 7.5 1.5 

Non-Core 22.8 8.0 30.4 6.17 1.83 

Fine Arts 23.9 5.0 30.3 4.08 0.92 

Physical Education 21.3 3.0 30.6 2.08 0.92 

Total 21.5  46.5 27.4 37.2 9.33 

• In Staffing Model C, it would be possible for Groton-Dunstable to repurpose 9.33 FTE 

(or an additional 6.13 FTE beyond the savings from eliminating the team model). 

 

Reallocating the full 9.33 FTE would require strategies such as: 

1. Share core teachers across subjects (potentially 7.0 FTE) 

o Share teachers across English and Social Studies (combined 4.0 FTE), or Math 

and Science (combined 3.0 FTE), to take advantage of partial FTE savings. 

2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 2.33 

FTE) 

o GDRMS already uses part-time language staff.  It may be worth discussing 

whether it would be feasible to reallocate 0.5 FTE.  Districts have also been 

successful in sharing language teachers across secondary schools.   

o Many districts have been successful in sharing their Fine Arts and Physical 

Education staff across secondary buildings.  Alternatively, GDRMS could discuss 

repurposing underutilized FTE to add other course offerings. 

Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 7.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years.  

As stated above, any change to class size targets to adjust staffing levels must factor in the 

complexity of the process of changing established guidelines and community preferences.  
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High School 

As mentioned in Commendation 2 the high school is already implementing many best practices 

to manage class sizes through thoughtful scheduling and staffing. Outlined below is the current 

range in core and non-core1  class sizes by department and potential opportunities based on data 

from the 2017-18 school year. For all scenarios below, staff and students in ELL, intervention, 

and special education classes were not included as they were analyzed separately.2 

Current guidelines for class sizes aim to schedule most courses with 15 to 25 students per section 

with a class size maximum of 30 students. Exceptions to these guidelines include courses that 

may benefit from a larger number of students (Band, Chorus, and Physical Education). 

Presently, the high school scheduling team aims to schedule courses with 20 students per 

section. The current model allows for some flexibility in section size to accommodate the 

constraints of individual student schedules. For instance, due to scheduling conflicts, in the 

past, the AP Literature course had one section with 27 students and one with 13 students.   

Following are three models showing possible staffing scenarios in the high school, outlined 

below: 

Model 

Average Core 

Class Size 

Potential FTE for 

Repurposing 

Current Approach 20.0 -- 

Model A 21.6 2.0 – 3.67 FTE 

Model B 22.6 4.0 – 5.33 FTE 

Model C 24.3 7.0 – 8.67 FTE 

  

                                                        

 

1 Core classes were defined as World Language, Math, Science, Social Studies, and English courses.  Non-core classes 

were defined as Physical & Behavioral Health, Elective, and Fine Arts courses. 

2 Note that to capture a snapshot in time of current practices, only classes that are from either Semester 1 or Quarter 1 

were used in the analysis. 
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If the high school scheduling team were to continue their existing scheduling practices and 

adhere to the guideline of a target core class size of 25 and maximum class size of 30 more 

consistently, they would be able to repurpose up to 3.67 FTE. 

High School Model A: Applying Existing Guidelines Consistently 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.0 32.3 21.6 30.0 3.33 

World Language 19.8 5.3 22.6 4.67 0.67 

Math 20.3 10.0 21.0 9.67 0.33 

Science 18.8 10.0 21.7 8.67 1.33 

Social Studies 21.4 7.0 21.4 7.0 0.0 

English 20.1 9.0 22.6 8.0 1.0 

Non-Core 23.1 8.0 23.1 7.67 0.33 

Physical & 

Behavioral Health 
24.4 4.0 24.4 3.67 0.33 

Elective 22.7 1.0 22.7 1.0 0.0 

Fine Arts 21.6 3.0 21.6 3.0 0.0 

Total 20.6 40.3 21.9 37.67 3.67 

 

Given some of the scheduling constraints that small schools may experience as they try to offer a 

robust, rigorous curriculum to all students, some of the measures that need to be taken to 

repurpose the 3.67 FTE may not be feasible or desirable at this juncture.  However, it is worth 

considering and discussing which measures the district could continue to take to ensure that the 

high school is staffed at enrollment 

1. Reallocate English and Science FTE (2.0 FTE) 

o It is important to account for the unique nuances and certification requirements 

of courses offered at the high school, and the challenging nature of realizing some 

of these opportunities.  In order to reallocate 1.0 Science FTE, the high school 

would reduce two sections of biology and one section of chemistry, requiring a 

teacher who is certified to teach both subjects, which may additionally require 

specific long-term attrition management and hiring strategies. 

2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 1.67 FTE) 

o While the district currently has part-time language staff, it may be worth 

discussing the feasibility of multiple FTE repurposing options, including shifting 

to a 0.33 FTE Spanish teacher (and reallocate 0.67 FTE), or sharing a 1.0 FTE 
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Spanish teacher with GDRMS. In any scenario where staff are shared between 

schools, there will be the added complexity of aligning schedules. 

o By reducing one section in the math department, the district can free up a portion 

of a math teacher’s time to offer additional intervention or enrichment courses.  

o It may not be ideal for the district to shift the Technology and Engineering 

teacher role within the Science department to a part time (0.67 FTE) position.  

Instead the district may want to use the underutilized FTE to provide enrichment 

courses and increase the breadth of offerings available to high school students. 

o Many districts have been successful in sharing their Fine Arts and Physical 

Education staff across secondary buildings.  Alternatively, GDRMS could discuss 

repurposing underutilized FTE to add other course offerings. 

Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 2.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years.  

It may be also worth considering the implications of adjusting the desired class size ranges as 

well as class size maximums.  Two further potential models are shown below (Model B and 

Model C).  
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High School Model B: Average Core Class Size of 22.6 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.0 32.3 22.6 28.7 5.0 

World Language 19.8 5.3 22.6 4.67 0.67 

Math 20.3 10.0 22.6 9.0 1.0 

Science 18.8 10.0 23.5 8.0 2.0 

Social Studies 21.4 7.0 21.4 7.0 0.0 

English 20.1 9.0 23.6 7.67 1.33 

Non-Core 23.1 8.0 24.1 7.67 0.33 

Physical & 

Behavioral Health 24.4 4.0 26.6 3.67 0.33 

Elective 22.7 1.0 22.7 1.0 0.0 

Fine Arts 21.6 3.0 21.6 3.0 0.0 

Total 20.6  40.3 22.9 36.3  5.33 

 

• In Staffing Model B, it would be possible for Groton-Dunstable to repurpose up to 5.33 

FTE 

 

1. Reallocate English, Math, and Science FTE (4.0 FTE) 

o It is important to account for the unique nuances and certification requirements 

of courses offered at the high school.  In order to reallocate 2.0 Science FTE, 

some science teachers to be able to teach multiple subjects. 

2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 1.33 

FTE) 

o The district has hired part time language staff.  It may be worth discussing 

whether or not it would be feasible to hire a 0.33 FTE Spanish teacher (and 

reallocate 0.67 FTE) or share a 1.0 FTE Spanish teacher with GDRMS. 

o It may not be feasible to hire a part time (0.67 FTE) English teacher.  Instead, 

districts have been successful at repurposing underutilized English FTE to offer 

additional intervention or enrichment courses. 

o Many districts have been successful in sharing their Physical Education staff 

across secondary buildings.  Alternatively, GDRHS could repurpose underutilized 

FTE to increase course offerings to students within the high school building. 
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Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 4.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years.  

High School Model C: Average Core Class Size of 24.3 

Based on SY2017-18 Enrollment 

 

 Current Approach For Possible Consideration 

Department 

Current 

Average 

Class Size 

Current 

Staffed FTE 

Projected 

Average 

Class Size 

Projected 

FTE  

FTE For 

Repurposing 

Core 20.0 32.3 24.3 26.7 7.67 

World Language 19.8 5.3 22.6 4.7 0.67 

Math 20.3 10.0 24.4 8.3 1.67 

Science 18.8 10.0 23.5 8.0 2.0 

Social Studies 21.4 7.0 26.4 5.7 1.33 

English 20.1 9.0 25.9 7.0 2.0 

Non-Core 23.1 8.0 26.4 7.0 1.0 

Physical & 

Behavioral Health 24.4 4.0 32.6 3.0 1.0 

Elective 22.7 1.0 22.7 1.0 0.0 

Fine Arts 21.6 3.0 21.6 3.0 0.0 

Total 20.6  40.3 24.7 33.6 8.67  

 

• In the more aggressive Staffing Model C, it would be possible for Groton-Dunstable to 

repurpose 8.67 FTE 

 

1. Reallocate Physical & Behavioral Health, English, Math, Social Studies, and Science FTE 

(7.0 FTE) 

o It is important to account for the unique nuances and certification requirements 

of courses offered at the high school.  In order to reallocate 2.0 Science FTE some 

science teachers to be able to teach multiple subjects. Shifting class sizes from 

20.1 to 25.9 could allow for reallocating 2.0 English FTE, as well as similar class 

size shifts in Social Studies (1.33 FTE) and Math (1.67 FTE). 

2. Apply a range of strategies to make effective use of partial FTE savings (up to 1.67 FTE) 

o The district has hired part time language staff.  It may be worth discussing 

whether or not it would be feasible to hire a 0.33 FTE Spanish teacher (and 

reallocate 0.67 FTE) or share a 1.0 FTE Spanish teacher with GDRMS. 

o It may not be feasible to hire a part time (0.67 FTE) Social Studies teacher.  

Instead, districts have been successful at repurposing underutilized Social 
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Studies FTE to offer additional enrichment courses and expand the breadth of 

course offerings available to students. 

o It may not be feasible to hire a part time (0.33 FTE) Math teacher.  Instead, 

districts have been successful at repurposing underutilized Math FTE to offer 

additional intervention or enrichment courses. 

Given the difficulty implementing these changes in a small school, it may be more feasible to 

reallocate 7.0 FTE of core teachers over the coming years.  

Substantial shifts in class size targets and maximums may not be desirable for the district at this 

time.  However, a careful and thoughtful discussion around which class size targets and 

maximums are appropriate for each department and course type could be a worthwhile exercise.    

To act on this type of opportunity for more precise core staffing, there are three strategies 

districts have used successfully.  

• Move in this direction over time: With more precise data about staffing and class 

size inconsistencies, many districts move gradually toward bringing classes closer to 

desired targets and maximums. As staff move on from a school, more precise data allows 

districts to make strategic decisions about whether to fill the position or simply schedule 

more effectively. 

• Reconfigure offerings cross-departmentally to eliminate need for partial 

FTE: When analysis finds a partial FTE available for repurposing, this can seem difficult 

to implement. Districts have been able to achieve these by reconsidering what courses 

are offered to optimize staffing across departments. For example, if 3.2 FTE are needed 

in English and 2.8 FTE are needed in Math, eliminating one English elective and 

creating a new Math elective would allow both departments to be staffed with 3.0 FTE. 

• Investigate viability of part-time or shared staff: While part-time positions and 

sharing staff are not common practices at the secondary level, more and more districts 

have found ways to make it work. Part-time positions can be attractive to teachers with 

family care obligations and can allow teachers to keep working during times of life where 

they need greater flexibility. Shared positions can be easier to implement if schedules are 

optimized across schools or subjects (certifications allowing). 
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Tier 2 and 3 Opportunities 

3. Consider the cost and effectiveness of providing additional 

time for intervention while reducing the reliance on the 

existing co-teaching model. 

Best Practice 

Students who struggle to read on grade level often need more time for reading instruction in 

order to catch up and keep up with their peers. For students who struggle in reading at the 

elementary level, extra time is crucial to reshaping their educational trajectories.   

An overwhelming majority of students who have not mastered reading by the end of third grade 

will continue to struggle with reading throughout high school. These students tend to have 

increased rates of behavioral problems in later grades and are less likely to graduate high school 

or enroll in college. Specifically, a study by the Annie E. Casey Foundation found that, of 

students who were not reading on grade level by 3rd grade, four times as many failed to 

graduate high school on time compared with peers who did read proficiently by 3rd grade. For 

students who were both living in poverty and reading below grade-level in 3rd grade, 13 times as 

many of these students failed to graduate on time compared with their proficient, wealthier 

peers. 

Not all students will master this critical skill as quickly as their peers. Research has shown that 

this is true for most students who struggle, both with and without IEPs.  In an effective 

intervention framework, at least 30 minutes a day of additional reading instruction is typically 

required for struggling elementary readers to catch up.  Careful planning and scheduling can 

help ensure that reading intervention support is over and above the time dedicated to the 

instruction provided in the core literacy block and not in place of it.  

Elementary Schools 

Current Practice 

Data from focus groups and schedule sharing suggest that Groton-Dunstable elementary schools 

have some of the key components in place to provide high-quality additional instructional time 

for students who struggle. For example, schools have implemented “What I Need” (WIN) blocks 

dedicated to daily intervention. During WIN students are flexibly grouped based on similar skill 

deficits, which is aligned with best practice. However, a common sentiment in focus groups and 

interviews was that there is a need to develop a more systemic, coordinated approach to identify 

struggling students and ensure they receive additional instructional time as needed. The new 

universal screening process is partially addressing identification.  The universal screening 

process is new to the district and with further development will likely bring improvement and 

consistency across students when it comes to identification.  

Additionally, scheduling challenges make it difficult to provide all students who struggle in 

reading with targeted extra time. During focus groups, it was revealed that students with IEPs 

were being pulled out of classrooms for additional support outside of the WIN blocks, often 

during core instruction. One contributing factor is that while the WIN blocks are scheduled to be 



 

 

 

28 

40 minutes, IEPs often call for 45-minute services. The result is that struggling students will be 

pulled from the classroom for some time outside the WIN block and miss core instruction from 

the classroom teacher. In some cases, teachers dedicate only 30 minutes to WIN rather than the 

prescribed 45 minutes, leaving special education teachers and service providers with even less 

time to meet IEP requirements through WIN. 

Range of Special Education Models 

Elementary special education teachers provide services to students with mild-to-moderate 

disabilities through a combination of co-teaching, push-in, and pull-out models. The use of 

models differs between the two elementary schools. The schedules provided by elementary 

special education teachers show this difference. 

Teacher Time by Setting 

As reported during a representative week by participating Special Education Teachers 

(Elementary) 

 

  
 

• At Florence Roche, special education teachers reported spending, on average, 61% of 

their time with students co-teaching. 

• At Swallow Union, special education teachers spend, on average, 53% of their time 

pushing into the general education classroom and no time co-teaching. 

• It is worth emphasizing that the two schools have different models, as Florence Roche 

utilizes co-teaching while Swallow Union does not. 

At both schools, students with 504s and IEPs are clustered together into one classroom at each 

grade level. Some co-taught general education classrooms contained more than 50% special 

education students. Teachers reported that in some cases, general education students needing 

intervention are also placed disproportionately into co-teaching classrooms due to the perceived 

higher level of support. These cohorts of students with IEPs and academic struggles tend to 
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remain highly consistent as they progress through grade levels, amounting to de facto tracking 

of students.  

The primary difference is that at Florence Roche, there is one class section at each grade level 

using a co-teaching model with a dedicated special education teacher. 

Staff had mixed perspectives about the co-teaching model: 

• “We see off-the-charts progress compared to other classes.” 

• “There’s an inequity of service between the different models, and it often comes down to 

parent involvement.” 

• “Co-teaching uses 4 teachers, so there are only 2 special education teachers to cover the 
rest of the school. We don’t have enough time to help kids.” 

• “Kids are still being pulled out of the co-teaching classroom for Wilson [literacy 

intervention program] by other special education teachers.” 

In general, research on co-teaching does not find that the model leads to better outcomes for 

students relative to other special education models. There are also a number of drawbacks to co-

teaching. Co-teaching is highly costly, requiring two teachers for the whole day in each co-

teaching classroom (as opposed to push-in, pull-out or extra-time interventions which use 

teacher time in a more targeted way, allowing more students to be supported). The clustering of 

high-need students required for co-teaching often leads to the whole class receiving a lower level 

of curriculum. There are often large stretches of time when the second teacher is playing a 

limited role while one teacher delivers instruction. Focus groups and observations in Groton-

Dunstable elementary schools found that these issues all occur at times. 

Investment in Co-Teaching Model 

Florence Roche Elementary 

 

Grade # of Co-Taught 

Sections 

Total 

Sections 

% Co-Taught 

Classrooms 

Investment in Co-

Teaching 

Second 1 5 20% 1 FTE 

Third 1 5 20% 1 FTE 

Fourth 2 5 40% 2 FTE 

Total 4 15 27% 4 FTE 

 

• The district currently dedicates 4 FTE of special education teachers to the co-teaching 

model at Florence Roche. 

Additional time for all struggling students 

District leaders may consider models that would ensure that a student with an IEP who is 

struggling in reading has the same access to additional time with an expert teacher as a typical 

peer. Currently, there are intervention services for struggling students without an IEP during 

WIN time, but many students with IEPs instead receive co-teaching support and services from a 
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special education teacher during WIN. This is common practice in many districts, but not always 

effective. 

Just as the content expertise of the general education classroom teacher is critical to high-

quality instruction in the regular classroom, it is essential that students who receive extra time 

and extra help receive support from staff with deep content knowledge of the subjects they are 

teaching and have extensive training and aptitude. For students who struggle to read, research 

indicates that the subject-specific training of the instructor has significant bearing on the 

student’s likelihood of achieving grade-level mastery. 

Because special education teachers are not often trained to teach content, they may not always 

have the depth of expertise needed in specific academic areas. In Groton-Dunstable, one special 

education teacher explained: “There are special education teachers here that do not have that 

specialized training [in literacy]. That really needs to occur.” 

Overall, schedule analysis indicated that elementary special education teachers currently spend 

84% of their time with students focused on academic content, with 42% of this time dedicated to 

reading.   

Instructional Topic by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating Special Education Teachers 

(Elementary)3 

 

 

• Elementary special education teachers spend the majority of their time delivering 

academic instruction, with 42% of this time focused on the teaching of reading. 

 

  

                                                        

 

3 This only includes teachers who work with students with mild-to-moderate special needs. 

Academic
84%

Non-Academic
16%

Academic topic 
% time 
spent 

Reading 42% 

Math 35% 

Writing 17% 

Social Studies 3% 

Science 2% 

Total academic instruction 100% 
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Middle and High Schools 

Current Practice 

At the secondary level, a range of support options are available for struggling students, including 

paraprofessional-supported classrooms, co-taught classrooms, and interventions (both small 

group and individual). 

Both the middle school and the high school have intervention options available to students that 

need additional time. For middle school students who are struggling in math, there is a math 

intervention course available taught by a math specialist. While this is a good option for helping 

students who struggle, a best practice would be to ensure that additional time for support is 

built into student schedules consistently in both math and reading or ELA. The middle school 

uses the Wilson program for reading, and may consider researching additional programs to 

support literacy intervention45.  

Students can receive push-in support; however, data show that occurs at a very low rate (2% of 

the time). The majority of special education support is happening in co-taught classrooms (46%) 

or in Learning Centers (52%).   

  

                                                        

 

4 The What Works Clearinghouse has reviewed a list of literacy programs here: 

https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/FWW/Results?filters=,Literacy 

5 The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has listed evidence-based practices here: 

http://www.doe.mass.edu/research/howdoweknow/clearinghouses.html 
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Time Spent in Settings 

As reported during a representative week by participating Special Education Teachers of 

Students with Mild-to-Moderate Needs (Secondary) 

 

• Of the extra help provided to students with mild-to-moderate disabilities, 48% (46% Co-

teaching + 2% Push-in) of support is achieved by extra adults in the learning 

environment rather than extra time for students. 

Special education co-teachers follow students through their high school years, staying partnered 

with each cohort for 4 years before cycling back start again (looping). One of the strengths of 

this model is that it allows special education staff to build longer-lasting relationships with 

students over time. However, that is balanced against having shorter and more frequently 

disrupted relationships with the general education co-teachers and content.  

One critical challenge is that special education staff reported struggling to build up content 

knowledge that would come with longer-term pairings with general education classrooms. This 

model also makes it less likely that any dual-certified staff can leverage their content knowledge. 

In one case, a special education teacher was dual-certified in both special education and English 

but was co-teaching in a math classroom for the year.  

As is sometimes the case with co-teaching implementation, finding time for co-planning can be 

a challenge. At the middle and high-school level, scheduling constraints result in a lack of co-

planning between special and general education teachers. 

In fact, in focus groups, the frustration with finding co-planning time between general education 

and special education staff came up frequently: 

• “The teachers I work with are very collaborative, but I never have time to meet with 

them.” 

• “It’s frustrating to have no co-planning time.” 

• “There’s literally no co-planning time built into my schedule.” 

This theme was supported by data from the schedules shared. 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating Special Education Teachers 

(Secondary) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction or support 64% 

Total time with students 64% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning/materials preparation 8% 

Collaboration with colleagues (email, phone, in-person) 4% 

Attend Meeting (non-IEP) 2% 

Attend Meeting (IEP) 1% 

Curriculum design 1% 

Total planning and collaboration 16% 

  

Other duties  

Paperwork/IEP writing 8% 

IEP testing/assessment 5% 

Personal lunch 6% 

Communication with parents 2% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) 1% 

Professional development 1% 

Paraprofessional supervision 1% 

Travel 1% 

Overreported* -5% 

Total other duties 20% 

 

• Special education teachers at the secondary level reported only 8% of their time spent on 

planning and 4% on collaboration with colleagues. 
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This theme was further supported by data gathered from general education co-teachers at the 

Middle School and the High School. 

Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Co-Teachers 

(Middle School) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction  65% 

Total time with students 65% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning – individual 10% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department 5% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) 4% 

Attend Meeting (special education) 2% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-grade 1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 22% 

  

Other duties  

Paperwork/grading 6% 

Personal lunch 5% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) 3% 

Communication with parents 3% 

Morning meetings/announcements 3% 

Dismissal <1% 

Professional Development <1% 

Overreported* -7% 

Total other duties 13% 

 

• General education co-teachers reported less than 17% of their time spent on planning 

and/or collaboration with colleagues. 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Co-Teachers 

(High School) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction  65% 

Total time with students 65% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning – individual 10% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department 5% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) 4% 

Attend Meeting (special education) 2% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-grade 1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 22% 

  

Other duties  

Paperwork/grading 6% 

Personal lunch 5% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) 3% 

Communication with parents 3% 

Morning meetings/announcements 3% 

Dismissal <1% 

Professional Development <1% 

Overreported* -7% 

Total other duties 13% 

 

• General education co-teachers reported less than 4% of their time spent on planning 
and/or collaboration with colleagues. 
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As with the elementary co-teaching model, the district has made a substantial investment in this 

approach. The district may assess the relative cost and benefits of the co-teaching model in 

comparison with best practice approaches that provide additional time from staff who are 

experts in their content area. 

Investment in Co-Teaching Model 

Groton-Dunstable Regional Middle School 

 

Department Course # of Co-Taught 

Sections 

Investment in Co-

Teaching 

Math Introduction to Algebra 8 2 0.5 FTE 

Math 7: Standard 2 0.5 FTE 

Math 5 2 0.5 FTE 

Math 6 1 0.25 FTE 

English Language Arts 5 3 0.75 FTE 

Language Arts 6 2 0.5 FTE 

Language Arts 7 1 0.25 FTE 

Language Arts 8 2 0.5 FTE 

Total  15 3.75 FTE 

 

Investment in Co-Teaching Model 

Groton-Dunstable Regional High School 

 

Department Course # of Co-Taught 

Sections 

Investment in Co-

Teaching 

Math Algebra IA 1 0.33 FTE 

Algebra II 1 0.33FTE 

Advanced Algebra 1 0.33 FTE 

Geometry 2 0.67 FTE 

Integrated Math 1 0.33 FTE 

English English 9 1 0.33 FTE 

English 10 1 0.33 FTE 

English 12 1 0.33 FTE 

Total  9 3.0 FTE 
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Further discussions and future considerations 

Creating extra time for struggling students is a complex task, requiring much planning and 

discussion with a wide range of stakeholders. In formulating a district-wide plan to provide 

extra time, the district can investigate defining standards and guidelines to identify and to 

ensure all students in the district identified as struggling, including students with and without 

IEPs, consistently receive additional time for interventions.  

Since service delivery models vary by school, schools are already providing little or much extra 

time for struggling learners. A school-by-school planning process may be helpful and allow the 

district to build off existing best practices. 

School and staff schedules must also support the extra instructional time model. Some schools 

may require help in crafting such schedules. 
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4. Focus the role of special education paraprofessionals 

towards support for students with health, safety, behavior, 

or severe needs. 

Best Practice 

Non-certified special education staff play an important role in supporting many students with 

special needs, especially for health, safety, behavioral, and physical support. For many students 

with severe disabilities, support from paraprofessionals is indispensable for enabling the 

students to successfully participate in school each day and take maximum advantage for 

inclusion. However, the overuse of paraprofessional support can often limit students’ learning 

and independence by limiting a student’s interactions with the classroom teacher and other 

students. Paraprofessionals sometimes help a student with mild to moderate needs through the 

day, but undermine developing the independence and coping skills needs for success after 

graduation. 

When students struggle academically, it is generally more beneficial for them to spend extra 

time with teachers or interventionists highly skilled in the teaching of reading or academic 

content areas than with paraprofessionals, who typically do not have extensive training in the 

teaching of reading or core content areas.  

In addition, being asked to provide academic support can often make the job frustrating for 

tutors who are tasked with responsibilities beyond their training, such as targeting specific 

student skill gaps, remediating content or teaching struggling readers.  

It is important to note that the following recommendations pertain to academic services for 

students with mild-to-moderate disabilities. Students with severe and specialized needs, 

behavior challenges, have autism and other needs will most certainly benefit greatly from the 

support of special education paraprofessionals, and these recommendations do not apply to 

those students’ supports. 

Current Practice 

A benchmarking analysis was performed comparing the district’s staffing level for special 

education mild-to-moderate paraprofessionals to districts nationwide, based on the parameters 

of per-pupil spending, poverty level, identification rate, and student enrollment.  When 

compared to similar districts nationwide, Groton-Dunstable has 1.4 times as many special 

education mild-to-moderate paraprofessionals than the median of this group. 
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Staffing Levels Compared to Similar Districts  

Per 1,000 students 

 District 

Similar 

districts Multiple 

FTE available 

for 

repurposing 

Special education mild-to-

moderate paraprofessionals 
24 16.8 1.4x 18 

• The district has 1.4 times more special education mild-to-moderate paraprofessionals 

than similar districts nationally. 

Using data available from the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary 

Education (DESE), Groton-Dunstable can also be benchmarked against a recommended group 

of demographically similar districts and the state average. This benchmarking shows that 

Groton-Dunstable has nearly two times the state average of paraprofessionals FTE per 100 

students with disabilities, and more than all the comparison districts. 

Number of FTE per 100 Students with Disabilities 

Special Education Paraprofessionals (Elementary and Secondary) 

 

(Note: the state benchmarking comparison is using all special education paraprofessionals and students, whereas the DMGroup 

benchmarking only includes paraprofessionals supporting students with mild-to-moderate disabilities) 

• Groton-Dunstable has 20.7 special education paraprofessionals per 100 students with 

disabilities, nearly twice the state average of 10.9, and higher than any of the comparison 

districts.  

If the district were to reduce staffing levels for special education mild-to-moderate 

paraprofessionals, a sizable pool of FTE could be shifted towards hiring content-strong staff for 

intervention efforts as well as supporting students with mild-to-moderate needs. Matching the 

national benchmark would free up 18 FTE, while matching the state benchmark would free up 

as many as 30 FTE. 
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Refining the support delivery model such that special education paraprofessionals only support 

students with severe needs, and do not support students with mild-to-moderate needs in 

academic issues, could assist the district in achieving staffing levels of similar communities. 

Closer examination of schedules submitted by paraprofessionals brings greater clarity to the 

situation. 

Though in many districts, it is expected that paraprofessionals play an important role 

supporting students with behavior needs, in Groton-Dunstable there are 15 FTE 

paraprofessionals in a role exclusively dedicated to 1:1 behavior supports. The remaining 

paraprofessionals report spending only 20% of their time on behavior and a majority of their 

time on academic supports. 

Through staff focus groups, it was noted that often special education paraprofessionals provide 

academic support to struggling students. As one general education teacher put it: “All the special 

education children are put in my classroom because I have a paraprofessional to support them.” 

Staff described paraprofessionals pulling students out in small groups to provide instruction, 

which leads to students missing classroom instruction with the teacher. Many staff reported that 

paraprofessionals are used to provide services to students who are identified as struggling mid-

year because schedule constraints make it difficult to provide services from a special education 

teacher, the preferred practice. 

Instructional Topic by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating Special Education 

Paraprofessionals (Elementary) 

 

• Paraprofessionals serving elementary students with mild-to-moderate disabilities 

reported 66% of their time spent on academic topics, the majority of which is spent on 

math. 

The current paraprofessional support model in the district indicates a heavy reliance on 

additional adult support, with the primary role of the special education mild-to-moderate 

paraprofessional being direct student support in the general education classroom with an 

emphasis on academic instruction.  In this model, the paraprofessional often serves as a “band-

Academic, 66%

Non-Academic, 
34%

Academic topic 

% time 

spent 

Math 35% 

Reading 30% 

Writing 23% 

Science 6% 

Social Studies 6% 

Total academic instruction 100% 
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aid” response to a perceived student need, but is unlikely to help the student overcome the 

underlying challenge. 

Whether a district follows best practice guidelines for special education paraprofessionals or 

chooses a model with a greater reliance on special education paraprofessionals, decisions about 

scheduling and use of time are a major factor in determining the number of staff required to 

serve students. Districts can measure the amount of time each special education 

paraprofessionals spends directly with students as a percentage of their paid contract day. If the 

percent of time with students is low, that means that the district is paying for more staff time 

spent on activities such as meetings and paperwork, which are not usually the among the 

expected responsibilities for paraprofessionals. 

For special education paraprofessionals, districts nation-wide with efficient scheduling can 

reach 85-90% of time with students. In Groton-Dunstable, the average special education mild-

to-moderate paraprofessionals spends 77% of time with students, meaning that 23% of time is 

spent on meetings, paperwork and other non-student-facing activities. This is equivalent to 

paying for more than a day per week of time that is not with students.  

Percent of Time Spent with Students 

As reported during a representative week by participating Special Education Paraprofessionals 

(Elementary and Secondary) 

 
 How to read this chart: Each horizontal bar represents the schedule of one staff member for this position. The length of the bar 

shows the percentage of the week that staff member spent working directly with students. The remainder of their time staff 

members were working, but not with students (e.g. may include meetings, paperwork, planning, duties, etc.). 
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• Special education paraprofessionals are spending 77% of their work week with students, 

compared to 85-90% in districts nation-wide with more efficient scheduling. 

Clearer expectations and more precise scheduling will help all paraprofessionals maximize the 

amount of time they are able to spend supporting students. 

Further discussions and future considerations 

Any shift in the role of paraprofessionals should be made cautiously, slowly, and only after 

extensive conversations with parents, teachers, principals, and other stakeholders. Most 

importantly, more and better supports for students need to be put in place first. This change is 

an opportunity to improve services to students, not reduce them. 

DESE published a technical assistance advisory in February 2015 specifically to suggest that 

districts review their processes for assigning paraprofessionals. The advisory states: “When 

school personnel or parents request a paraprofessional, they are asking for help. Something is 

amiss. Should a school district respond simply by assigning a paraprofessional to an individual 

student? Absolutely not. If schools respond exclusively to the request for a paraprofessional, 

without fully understanding the meaning behind the request, it increases the likelihood of 

masking the underlying issues and delaying attention to them.”6 

In formulating a district-wide plan for how best to support struggling students, the district can 

seek a deeper understanding of the types of student needs that are currently addressed by 

paraprofessionals. For each area of need, the district could consider if other support approaches 

could provide students with support from certified staff who could provide a higher level of 

service, such as struggling readers being supported by certified reading teachers in place of non-

certified staff. 

Any changes would need to be phased in gradually, with support for teachers and adjustments to 

systems to ensure that students will have access to the needed supports if the role of 

paraprofessionals is redefined. To make this transition smoothly, districts may need to consider: 

• Which types of student needs will continue to be best addressed with a paraprofessional 

• Typical turnover rate for paraprofessionals, so that changes can be handled via 

retirements or individuals choosing to leave the district 

• How to ensure that the teams who write IEPs are aware of the alternative supports 

available 

• A greater focus on student independence and fading supports, depending on student 

need 

 

                                                        

 

6 http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/advisories/2014-3ta.html 
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5. Further refine the MTSS model by putting in place 

consistent criteria and strategies for Tiers 2 and 3. 

Best Practice 

Many districts employ a Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) for both academic and 

behavior concerns.  Academic supports, often referred to as Response to Intervention (RTI), 

help students who struggle by providing targeted academic interventions.  Behavioral supports, 

often referred to as Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), address behavior 

concerns by providing targeted interventions in the behavior realm.  

In a multi-tiered system, supports are typically organized into 3 tiers of increasingly intensive 

supports, which are often thought of as a pyramid. The foundation of the pyramid is strong 

general education which serves all students. From there, students are placed in tiers based on 

their degree of need, and each tier corresponds to an increasingly intense and individualized 

level of intervention. 

The structures and processes vary slightly across districts, as do the exact supports provided to 

students within that framework. However, districts that have experienced greater success with 

MTSS strive to have a consistent, districtwide approach to MTSS with all schools sharing the 

same understanding of what the framework means and how students should be supported 

within that framework.  

While there is not a singular framework dictated by best practice, having a framework clearly 

defined and broadly communicated is the first step to ensuring a successful implementation of 

MTSS across all schools. 

Sample MTSS Framework 

3 Tiers of Support 
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In a multi-tiered system, supports are typically organized into 3 tiers of increasingly intensive 

supports, which are often thought of as a pyramid. The foundation of the pyramid if is strong 

general education which serves all students. From there, students are placed in tiers based on 

their degree of need, and each tier corresponds to an increasingly intense and individualized 

level of intervention. 

A clearly defined and aligned system may allow: 

• A more equitable experience for students across the district 

• Central office to better support schools with guidance and training 

• Greater transparency into staffing and resource needs across buildings 

An articulation of the district-wide support model should include the more detailed aspects of 

the framework as well.  

Highly skilled and effective general education classroom teachers are the foundation for 

ensuring that all students benefit from high-quality instructional practices in Tier 1.  Highly 

skilled reading and math specialists and special education teachers also play key roles in 

providing student supports across all tiers.  

To promote strong tiers of support, general education teachers, reading and math specialists, 

and special education teachers should be provided with the training, resources, and structural 

supports to effectively differentiate instruction and utilize data to monitor student progress for 

early identification of struggling students. 

Current Practice 

Groton-Dunstable is currently in the process of implementing and refining a multi-tiered system 

of supports (MTSS). Staff cited many key components that are either new or refined this year. 

Elementary schools have started using a “What I Need (WIN)” period during the day as a time to 

provide needed services and intervention. The Student Study Team (SST) process has been 

updated this year in hopes of better coordinating efforts to support struggling students.  

Staff had positive feedback in some areas: 

• “There’s been positive feedback about WIN. Special education teachers are able to reach 

their students better, and it took some stress off of them.” 

• “3rd and 4th grade are really thriving with the WIN period.” 

• “The new SST process will be about brainstorming, we’re going to look for solutions.” 

The district uses the Fountas and Pinnell system to measure each student’s reading level and 

progress over time and the district has laid out clear and useful guidelines and benchmark 

assessment information. It is expected that the district will continue its use of the Fountas and 

Pinnell system, along with continued communication and training for staff. Additionally, the 

district has begun to use a universal screener in elementary grades (iReady) in the last school 

year to identify students that may need extra support.  
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Within Tier 1, it should be noted that 5th grade students are part of the middle school and have 

less core literacy and math instruction in their schedules compared to elementary schedules. 

However, staff did report several challenges and opportunities for improvement with the current 

systems: 

• “There’s no clear way to get help for kids on the fly.” 

• “Kids go from struggling to being referred for special education.” 

• “There’s nothing to address math. A lot of the same kids are struggling in reading and 

math.” 

• “The way we are using Fountas and Pinnell is very subjective.” 

• “The system still feels very fragmented, and it takes a long time to get support. It feels 

like you lose a year.” 

• “There have been so many new initiatives, and not a lot of communication from anyone 

above the principal level. There have been memos but no conversation.” 

In focus groups, staff shared that reading expectations vary between classrooms and schools, 

with no districtwide definition of expected Fountas and Pinnell level at each grade. The criteria 

for when a student should receive intervention were not well-understood. Use of data was 

uneven, depending on individual teachers or teams to develop strong processes for looking at 

data. Staff felt that it was difficult to put interventions or supports in place in response to data, 

due to schedule challenges in both elementary buildings (in particular, the co-teaching model at 

Florence Roche).  

Data-driven instruction 

Strong Tier 1 supports depend on the ability for teachers to deliver data-driven instruction and 

effectively progress monitor students. Staff shared that currently progress monitoring and data-

driven instruction are occurring inconsistently and are not systems-driven. Many general 

education teachers make time to progress monitor to conduct data-driven instruction on their 

own, but not all teachers have the skill or devote the time to do so.  

Several specific examples from focus groups and schedule sharing help illustrate the current 

state of progress monitoring and data-driven instruction:  

• “We could do a lot better with exit criteria”  

• “We’ve started to test more consistently, but we still have a culture where parents just get 

what they want”  

• “The PD has been really limited on testing.” 

The district may consider refining and explicitly communicating clear districtwide guidelines for 

providing the necessary academic supports to students.  
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Use of reading and math specialists 

Best practice districts have recognized that the neediest and most struggling students, regardless 

of whether they have an IEP, will benefit most from teachers who are highly skilled and 

knowledgeable in the areas in which they remediate. For students who struggle, it is important 

to ensure they receive intervention support from effective teachers with subject-specific 

training.   

Both elementary schools have two assigned reading specialists, working most often (88% of the 

time) in pull-out settings such as reading rooms or learning centers. During focus groups, it was 

shared that reading specialists provide reading intervention support to struggling readers, 

during WIN blocks. However, some reading specialists reported that it can be challenging to 

ensure that classroom teachers adhere to the scheduled WIN block: “Sometimes I’m just waiting 

in the hallway for 15 minutes until the student is free.” 

Percent of Time with Students 

Reading Specialists (Elementary) 

 

• Elementary reading specialists reported spending on average 63% of their time with 

students, meaning nearly two days per week are spent on meetings and paperwork. 
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A number of responsibilities compete for reading specialists’ time, including conducting and 

scoring assessments and school duties. 

Responsibility Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating Reading Specialists (Elementary) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction or support 63% 

Total time with students 63% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning / materials preparation 8% 

Attend meeting 1% 

Total coaching/staff development other duties 9% 

  

Other duties  

Personal lunch 6% 

Conducting or scoring assessments 6% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) 3% 

Underreported* 14% 

Total other duties 29% 

*Staff reported less than their contracted work day in schedule sharing 

• Reading specialists spend on average 63% of their time working directly with students 

and 9% of their time on planning and collaboration.  
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Further discussions and future considerations 

In formulating a districtwide MTSS framework, the district can consider defining standards and 

guidelines to ensure all struggling students in the district consistently have access to high-

quality core instruction and, for students who struggle, access to targeted, data-driven 

interventions.  

This may include a more in-depth survey of current practice, the identification of best practice 

intervention schedules already in place at some district schools to use as models, and the 

establishment of districtwide guidelines for: 

• Clear and aligned entrance and exit criteria for all tiers 

• Frequency of progress monitoring and metrics collected 

• Understood expectations for differentiation in Tier 1 and corresponding supports to 

teachers 

• Minutes per day dedicated to Tier 2 and 3 interventions at each level (elementary, 

middle school and high school) 

The MTSS approach has been widely supported by research and can be a cost-effective approach 

for a district with limited resources. Ensuring that there is a clear district vision and effective 

professional development is critical to making the MTSS model successful. The district should 

ensure that principals or designated building leaders are supported and empowered to 

successfully implement and/or refine the MTSS process in their building to align with the 

universally-accepted and agreed upon MTSS framework 
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Next Steps 
The opportunities identified are intended to create a common knowledge base of the current 

supports for all students: those who are struggling or not, both with and without IEPs. This 

information can help facilitate discussions on the desired staffing, class size and service delivery 

models and approaches to raising student achievement and meeting student needs.  

District leaders and school committee members face a challenging job: setting the direction for 

the district that will raise achievement, meet wide-ranging student needs, and simultaneously 

control costs. The data and analysis in this report will help leaders understand and quantify the 

cost and impact of their decisions. As in any district, a few key factors have the greatest impact 

on the district budget: schedule structures, class size, support models for struggling students 

and students with IEPs, and use of paraprofessionals. This report should equip leaders to make 

data-driven decisions about these investments. 

Over the next several months, district leaders and the school committee with input from diverse 

stakeholders will gain a deeper understanding, refine to fit the district’s unique culture and 

values, prioritize, and translate these observations into concrete recommendations.  Several next 

steps are required in order to develop a clear vision for the future which facilitates best 

instructional practices, provides social, emotional and behavioral supports, and manages costs. 

Immediate next steps will involve reviewing the observations shared, revising where necessary, 

and developing a plan for decision-making and sharing more broadly for feedback and input. 
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Appendix I: DMGroup’s Approach to Best Practice 

District Management Group (DMGroup) pairs experience of partnering with more 

than 100 school districts around the country with best practice research. There is no 

silver bullet to improving the outcomes for struggling students, yet by thoughtfully 

applying these best practices in a coordinated, systematic way, high achievement, 

lifelong independence, social and emotional health and high levels of inclusion is 

possible.   

While many of these best practices are widely accepted among educators and often are 

seen as ‘common sense,’ faithful and effective implementation of these best practices is 

hard and requires a measured, coordinated systems thinking approach.  

A Broad Definition of Struggling Students 

DMGroup intentionally uses a broad definition of struggling students, which includes students 

with mild-to-moderate disabilities, students behind in math or who struggle to read and 

comprehend well, at-risk students who have not yet been identified for an IEP, English 

Language Learners, and students who have social, emotional, or behavioral needs.  

It is important to note that some students on the autism spectrum, or students 

with severe disabilities, cognitive disabilities, or virtually no English or 

limited/interrupted formal education from their native countries will benefit 

from other best practices, not covered in this document 
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DMGroup’s Framework for Supporting Struggling Students Academically 

 

Six interconnected best practices can help students requiring additional support 

achieve high levels of success in a cost-effective manner.  

 

 

 

1.Rigorous general education curriculum 

 

● General education impacts all students; there is a high correlation between successful 
general education outcomes and successful special education outcomes.  

● High expectations matter. 

● Coaching is a highly effective professional development tool for teachers. 
 

 

2. Coordinated and sustained focus on reading 

 

● Reading is the gateway to all other learning. 

● The identification of struggling readers should begin in Kindergarten and continue at 
each transition. 

● Students should receive at least 90 minutes / day of balanced literacy instruction at the 
elementary level. 
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● A balanced approach to literacy should include the explicit teaching of phonics and 
comprehension at the elementary level; explicit instruction in reading at the secondary 
level when required. 

● Put one person in charge of reading. 
 

3. Extra time to learn 

 

● Struggling students should receive additional time to learn daily. 

● Students should receive at least 30 min / day additional time for all struggling readers at 
the elementary level, and at least 60 minutes / day or one additional period of math, 
ELA, or reading at the secondary level. 

 

4. Targeted interventions 

 

● Struggling students should receive interventions that target specific skill gaps. 

● Intervention should be tightly connected to core curriculum and instruction. 

● Students should be dynamically grouped based on skill gaps. 

● Training and background of the instructor, the length of intervention time provided, and 
the type of instruction presented during intervention are more significant factors for 
increasing student achievement than intervention group size.  

 

5. Content strong teachers 

 

● Nothing matters more than the effectiveness of the teacher. 

● Students who struggle should receive targeted support from staff highly skilled in the 
content area they support that have a proven track record of success. 

 

 

6. Data to track progress and inform improvement 

 

● Performance data should be frequently used as a measure of student progress and 
inform instruction. 

● Common benchmarks should be established to have a consistent approach to identifying 
the needs of students.  

  



 

 

 

53 

Additional targeted best practices 

 

Writing  

● Provide daily time for students to write. 

● Teach students to use the writing process for a variety of purposes. 

○  Teach students strategies for the various components of the writing process. 

○  Gradually release writing responsibility from the teacher to the student.  

○  Guide students to select and use appropriate writing strategies.  

○  Encourage students to be flexible in their use of the components of the writing 
process.  

○  Help students understand the different purposes of writing.  

○  Expand students’ concept of audience.  

○  Teach students to emulate the features of good writing.  

○  Teach students techniques for writing effectively for different purposes.  

● Teach students to become fluent with handwriting, spelling, sentence construction, 
typing, and word processing 

○  Teach very young writers how to hold a pencil correctly and form letters fluently and 
efficiently. 

○  Teach students to spell words correctly. 

○  Teach students to construct sentences for fluency, meaning, and style. 

○  Teach students to type fluently and to use a word processor to compose. 

● Create an engaged community of writers 

○  Teachers should participate as members of the community by writing and sharing 
their writing. 

○  Give students writing choices. 

○  Encourage students to collaborate as writers. 

○  Provide students with opportunities to give and receive feedback throughout the 
writing process. 

○  Publish students’ writing, and extend the community beyond the classroom. 
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ELL  

 

● With the exception of newcomers and students with limited formal education (SIFE), 
ELL students benefit from access to the general education classroom and the same 
approaches to supporting struggling students more broadly. 

● Frequent screening should occur to not only identify reading problems, but to also 
monitor progress. 

● ELL students should receive intensive small-group reading interventions. 

● ELL students should receive extensive and varied vocabulary instruction, particularly 
academic English, and explicitly provide background content. 

● ELL students should receive exposure to native speaking peers through mixed ability 
grouping and schedule regular peer-assisted learning opportunities 

● It is important to clarify roles and responsibilities for staff and how they are incorporated 
into the district’s overall approach to supporting students. 

● Guidelines should be established to specify the amount of time staff will dedicate to their 
primary focus and other responsibilities. 

 

Social, Emotional, and Behavior Best Practices 

 

● Training and supports should be provided to strengthen the capacity of the general 
education teacher to proactively manage student behaviors. 

● Behavior-related data should be collected through frequent student observations to 
identify and refine supports needed and monitor progress. 

● Schools should utilize a common language and coordinated, scaffolded approach to 
social, emotional, and behavioral supports. 

● Determine a model for supporting students with moderate or severe behavior-related 
needs that relies on specialized expertise. 

● Engaging families is important to effectively support the whole student.  

● It is important to clarify roles and responsibilities for staff and how they are incorporated 
into the district’s overall approach to supporting students. 

● Guidelines should be established to specify the amount of time staff will dedicate to their 
primary focus and other responsibilities. 
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Appendix II: Additional Data 

 

Rigor Courses Offered by Core Departments 

Percentage of Seats in Courses by Course Level (Fall Semester) 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Co-Teachers 

(Florence Roche Elementary) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction  61% 

Total time with students 61% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning – individual 15% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-grade 2% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) <1% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department <1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education <1% 

Attend Meeting (special education) <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 19% 

  

Other duties  

Paperwork/grading 8% 

Personal lunch 8% 

Communication with parents 8% 

Morning meetings/announcements 4% 

Dismissal 3% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) <1% 

Professional Development <1% 

Overreported* -13% 

Total other duties 20% 

 

• General Education Co-teachers at Florence Roche Elementary reported 15% of their time 

spent on planning and less than 4% on collaboration with colleagues. 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating Paraprofessionals 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction or support 78% 

Counseling / crisis intervention 1% 

Total time with students 79% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning/materials preparation 5% 

Collaboration with colleagues (email, phone, in-person) 2% 

Attend Meeting (non-IEP) <1% 

Attend Meeting (IEP) <1% 

Parent communication <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 8% 

  

Other duties  

Personal lunch 7% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) 5% 

Student transition/escort 2% 

Student personal care <1% 

Creating / monitoring behavior plans <1% 

Paperwork/IEP writing <1% 

Overreported -1% 

Total other duties 13% 

Setting Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating Paraprofessionals 

Setting 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
General education classroom 65% 

Pull out/resource room 17% 

Special education self-contained classroom 14% 

TLC Classroom 4% 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Teachers 

(Swallow Union Elementary) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction – independent 64% 

Student instruction – co-teaching 0% 

Total time with students 64% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning – individual 14% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-grade 2% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department <1% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) <1% 

Attend Meeting (special education) <1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 17% 

  

Other duties  

Personal lunch 7% 

Paperwork / grading 5% 

Morning meetings/announcements 4% 

Dismissal 2% 

Communication with parents 2% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) <1% 

Professional Development <1% 

Overreported* -1% 

Total other duties 19% 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Teachers 

(Florence Roche Elementary) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction – independent 64% 

Student instruction – co-teaching 0% 

Total time with students 64% 

    

Planning and collaboration   

Planning – individual 14% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-grade 2% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department <1% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) <1% 

Attend Meeting (special education) <1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 17% 

  

Other duties  

Personal lunch 7% 

Paperwork / grading 5% 

Morning meetings/announcements 4% 

Dismissal 2% 

Communication with parents 2% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) <1% 

Professional Development <1% 

Overreported* -1% 

Total other duties 19% 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Teachers 

(Middle School) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction – independent 55% 

Student instruction – co-teaching 9% 

Total time with students 64% 

   

Planning and collaboration  

Planning – individual 12% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department 4% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) 4% 

Attend Meeting (special education) 2% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-grade 1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education <1% 

Total planning and collaboration 23% 

  

Other duties  

Personal lunch 6% 

Paperwork / grading 5% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) 4% 

Communication with parents 3% 

Morning meetings/announcements 2% 

Dismissal <1% 

Professional Development <1% 

Overreported* -7% 

Total other duties 13% 
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Activity Breakdown by Time 

As reported during a representative week by participating General Education Teachers (High 

School) 

Responsibility 

% Time 

Spent 

Time with students  
Student instruction – independent 62% 

Student instruction – co-teaching 5% 

Total time with students 67% 

   

Planning and collaboration  

Planning – individual 26% 

Attend Meeting (other/admin) 4% 

Planning – collaborative: intra-department 2% 

Attend Meeting (special education) <1% 

Planning – collaborative: special education 0% 

Total planning and collaboration 32% 

  

Other duties  

Paperwork / grading 13% 

Personal lunch 5% 

Morning meetings/announcements 1% 

Communication with parents 1% 

Professional Development 1% 

Dismissal <1% 

Assigned school duties (i.e. bus duty, lunch duty, etc.) <1% 

Overreported* -19% 

Total other duties 1% 
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