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Abstract
There is a nationwide concern among students, parents, and educators regarding high
school administrators’ inequitable disciplinary practices and students with disabilities
(SWD) policies in the U.S. The problem addressed in this study was that high school
SWDs in a local Midwestern urban school district have higher rates of suspension from
school than their nondisabled peers. Guided by Bandura’s social learning theory, the
purpose of this basic qualitative study was to understand local administrators’ perceptions
of their knowledge of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) related to
disciplining SWDs to gain insight into their decisions to suspend. The research questions
examined administrators’ perceptions on their training and knowledge of IDEA, their
decision-making process to suspend and the additional training administrators identified
as needed to support a decrease in suspension rates of SWDs. A purposeful sample of
eight high school administrators responsible for dispensing school discipline participated
virtually in semistructured interviews. By creating codes, which led to themes, the
findings revealed that administrators felt unprepared and had a lack of understanding of
the relationship between disability and behavior, which led them to misunderstand laws
protecting SWDs during the discipline process. Administrators reported a need for
ongoing professional development (PD) about the areas of disability and how students’
behavior may be impacted. A 3-day PD training session was developed to educate
administrators about IDEA, disabilities, and laws related to disciplining SWDs, to avoid
inappropriate suspension of SWDs, thereby decreasing punitive student discipline and

promoting positive social change over time.
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Section 1: The Problem
The Local Problem

The problem in this study was that high school students with disabilities (SWDs)
in a local Midwestern urban school district have higher rates of suspension from school
compared to their nondisabled peers. Students with disabilities make up 19.1% of the
student population in this urban district but are suspended at a rate that is more than twice
that of their nondisabled peers. The problem may be related to or exacerbated if high
school administrators have a false sense of their knowledge and understanding of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and its relationship with disciplining
SWDs. If administrators’ sense of knowledge of IDEA regarding discipline is flawed, this
impacts their decisions to suspend, which violates rights of this population of students
(Decker & Pazey, 2017; Pazey & Cole, 2013).

The state database for educational information noted both local and statewide
suspension rates for the 2017-2018 year. The overall statewide suspension rate for SWDs
for the 2017-2018 school year is 23.8%, compared to the local districtwide suspension
rate for SWDs at 67.4%. The suspension rate for students without disabilities (SWODs)
in 2017-2018 was 5.8% statewide and 24.2% local districtwide. The problem increases in
severity if the data set is reduced to high school students. For the 2017-2018 school year,
suspension rates for high school students for SWDs were 27% statewide and 83.6% for
the Midwestern local urban school district. There are 23 high schools in the Midwestern
local urban school district with approximately 70 high school assistant principals

assigned to high schools.



The Midwestern urban school district has a parent/student handbook on rights,
responsibilities, and discipline documenting codes of school and classroom conduct
discipline for grades 3-12. Levels of disciplinary action are assigned a level number from
1 through 4. Level 1 actions result in a conference or positive behavior intervention
strategies, and Level 2 actions may result in suspension for not more than 3 days. There
are 27 level 2 or 3 suspension recommendations. Actions at level 3 or 4 are severe school
breaches of conduct with referrals to centralized student services. Level 4 actions are the
most severe breaches of school rules or deemed criminal. Any violation of Level 4 is a
recommendation for expulsion.

The National Clearinghouse on Supportive School Discipline (NCSSD, 2013)
defined exclusionary discipline as an action that removes or excludes a student from their
typical educational setting, temporarily following the violation of school rules or policies.
Suspensions have adverse effects extending beyond the classroom when students miss
significant instruction. Adverse effects of suspension include missed academic
educational services, gradual disengagement from school and learning opportunities,
weak social interactions, increased dropout rates, and juvenile justice encounters
(Brobbey, 2018; Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019; National Council on Disability, 2015; Pyne,
2019; Skiba & Losen, 2015). Losen et al. (2014) said, “significant disparities in
suspension rates have a disparate impact on both the academic achievement and life
outcomes of millions of historically disadvantaged children, inflicting on them a legacy
of despair rather than an opportunity” (p. 2). Removal from the educational environment

excludes students from full access to opportunities and services that are necessary to



bridge the education gap (Anderson et al., 2019; Lashley & Tate, 2009; Mendoza et al.,
2020). Academic gaps may exacerbate when schools suspend or expel SWDs for
behaviors that involve their disabilities. Social costs result for community, local, and state
tax bases when students become disengaged from school because of suspension
(Rumberger & Losen, 2016). These social and economic costs include diminished wage-
earning ability, increased crime and costs associated with it, and higher social welfare
costs when students become disenfranchised and drop out of high school (Marchbanks et
al., 2015; Mendoza et al., 2020; Rumberger & Losen, 2016). Administrators using
suspensions may not consider economic costs because there is no immediate and apparent
social impact (Marchbanks et al., 2015; Rumberger & Losen, 2016).

Rather than suspend, schools must look closely at why students may be exhibiting
behavioral challenges in the classroom or school environment (Pierce et al., 2022;
National Association of School Psychologists, 2010). Pierce et al., (2022) said students
may use avoidance strategies when frustrated or academics become too challenging.
Inappropriate education programs and support may be contributing factors to their
conduct. Misbehavior may be triggered by inappropriate academic programs and
supports, which lead to frustration for SWDs if they do not have prerequisite academic
and social skills. A programming review may clarify the relationship between students’
disciplinary problems and disability-related needs. The punitive strategy of suspension
and expulsion of SWDs adversely affects future outcomes. The National Association of
School Psychologists (2018) said ineffective punitive discipline policies only temporarily

suppress negative behaviors. As negative behaviors increase, the likelihood of students



dropping out of school and interacting with the juvenile justice system increases
(Mendoza et al., 2020).

In 2014, the U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights, following
complaints from students, parents, community members, and educator concerned with
students’ treatment in the discipline process by administrators, prepared a brief on school
discipline. In response, following an investigation of disciplinary practices and policies
across the U.S. regarding SWDs, a letter was drafted by the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services. The letter authorized school personnel via the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) regarding code of conduct
violations for children with disabilities. The letter supported school safety but provided a
reminder to schools regarding their obligation to consider behavioral needs concerning
disabilities and effects of choosing discipline options while ensuring the provision of Free
and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). Administrators’ awareness of laws and
obligations concerning disciplining SWDs is critical. At administrative meetings within
the local Midwestern urban school district, administrators have expressed concerns that
they lacked requisite knowledge to make informed decisions when suspending SWDs and
determining when behaviors were a manifestation of student disabilities. Local
Midwestern urban school administrators’ understanding of how their knowledge of IDEA
related to SWDs may directly impact students’ future outcomes and the adverse effects
which extend beyond the classroom, may be a catalyst for social change. Limited
research is available involving how administrators make decisions or acquire knowledge

concerning special education.



Rationale

Administrators are responsible for staying abreast of updates regarding discipline
of SWDs to navigate safeguards put in place via the IDEA for this vulnerable population
(Couvillon et al., 2018; Reed et al., 2020). Understanding how behaviors and subsequent
suspensions affect SWDs helps administrators develop positive interventions to prevent
suspensions that may be avoidable through experience (Richard & Hardin, 2018).
Administrators’ knowledge of special education laws may directly impact how they
discipline SWDs (Roberts & Guerra Jr., 2017). As incidences of school violence have
risen, administrators are tasked with understanding and implementing disciplinary
policies in school settings. There may be legal ramifications related to discipline of
SWDs and rights that are inadvertently violated due to a lack of administrators’ requisite
knowledge of special education laws (Couvillon et al., 2018; Decker & Pazey, 2017,
Lewis, 2017). The purpose of the study was to gain an understanding of high school
administrators’ perceptions of their knowledge of the IDEA as it relates to disciplining
SWDs in order to gain insights about decisions to suspend.

Definition of Terms

The following key terms and definitions used in this study support research on
administrators’ perceptions regarding their knowledge of the IDEA related to discipline
of SWDs.
Behavior Intervention Plan: A behavior intervention plan (BIP) is a formal, written plan
developed from the FBA, that seeks to teach and replaces negative behaviors with

positive behavioral strategies in an effort to prevent or stop misbehavior that interferes
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with students learning. The BIP lists the problem behavior, describes why it is happening
and puts in place strategies or supports to help the student move towards positive
behavior.

Discipline disparities: Disciplinary actions that are disproportionately
disseminated at a greater rate for a particular demographic group in terms of race, gender,
sexual orientation, or disability status compared to other demographic groups (NCCSSD,
2014). This also includes types of disciplinary actions taken against students when
similar offenses are committed among demographic groups.

Exclusionary discipline: The removal of a student for a specific period, using
suspension or expulsion, which prevents them from engaging in classroom academics
(Marchbanks et al., 2015).

Expulsion: The highest discipline level which is reserved for criminal acts or the
most severe school rule violations. Students are removed from school and not allowed to
attend for a period of more than 10 days and are removed from school rolls during this
period. A preliminary expulsion hearing is conducted within the period the student is
suspended from school.

Free Appropriate Public Education: Public schools are required, under IDEA, to
provide a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment,
to every child with a disability, at no cost to the child's family. The concept means an
educational program, individualized to meet a child's unique need, is designed to assist
them in receiving education benefits, preparing them for the future.

Functional Behavior Assessment: A functional behavior assessment (FBA) is an



ongoing process of collecting information with a goal of identifying what’s behind
behavioral challenges. This assessment is conducted by a team who begin by seeking to
determine and define in specific and objective ways, what the problem behavior is. The
information is gleaned by gathering information through school records, interview of
staff and student and assessment tests. The information is then analyzed to determine the
reason for the negative behavior. The FBA provides the data to develop the behavior
intervention plan to teach and replace negative behaviors with positive behaviors.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act: The individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) is the U.S. special education law with entitlement of each eligible
child with a disability to a free appropriate public education (FAPE) that emphasizes
special education and related services designed to meet the child’s unique needs and that
prepare the child for further education, employment, and independent living. 20 U.S.C.
§1400(d)(1)(A).

Individual Education Plan: A student’s individual education plan (IEP) describes
their unique special education services, related services and environment in which the
services will occur. The IEP also explains why the student’s services are placed outside
of a general education classroom; if applicable. The IEP is developed by a team
consisting of the student, parents (or legal guardian), LEA, regular education teacher,
special education teacher and related service providers (if applicable). To understand
achievement, the IEP team explores and documents the student’s current academic
achievement and functional performance as it relates to access, engagement, and progress

in relation to early childhood/grade-level academic standards and functional skill
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expectations. The team seeks to identify effects of disability and disability-related needs
to determine why the student may be struggling to access, engage, or make progress in
identified grade level academic standards and functional expectations. The IEP team next
develops ambitious and achievable goals that close achievement gaps by supporting the
student’s unique disability-related needs. Services are then aligned Services to determine
the specially designed instruction, related services, supports, and accommodations needed
to address disability-related needs, attain IEP goals, and ensure access to the general
curriculum. Lastly, the IEP team analyzes progress by reviewing the systems in place to
ensure the student is making progress toward ambitious and achievable IEP goals.

Least Restrictive Environment: The least restrictive environment (LRE) is not a
place but rather a principle that guides a child’s education program. It means that students
with disabilities should be in the same general education classroom as their non-disabled
peers and involved in the general education curriculum; as much as possible. LRE is an
important part of IDEA, the U.S. special education law.

Local Education Agency: Local Education Agency (LEA): An LEA is the person
assigned by the district to oversee the IEP meetings. This role is typically fulfilled by a
principal or their representative. As a member of the IEP team, this person works
collaboratively with other IEP team members to develop a program based on each
student’s unique needs that is reasonably calculated to enable the student to make
progress appropriate in light of the individual student’s circumstances and assists the
team in documenting that program in the student’s IEP. The Individuals with Disability

Education Act (IDEA) 2004 identifies the LEA representative as someone who; (i) is
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qualified to provide, or supervise the provision of, specially designed instruction to meet
the unique needs of children with disabilities; (ii) is knowledgeable about the general
education curriculum; and (iii) is knowledgeable about the availability of resources of the

public agency. (34 CFR 300.321(a)(4))

Manifestation Determination: The U.S. Department of Education (2017) said an
IEP team must meet within 10 school days after a code of student conduct violation when
considering a change in student placement. The IEP team must review all relevant data in
the student’s file and other information provided by parents and teachers. Parents and
students are team members to determine if behaviors that violate student codes of
conduct are caused by or had a direct and substantial relationship with any student
disability. During the meeting to determine if the behavior is a manifestation
determination of the student’s disability, the IEP team must also address if LEAS’ failure
to implement the IEP resulted in the behavior in question.

Suspensions: Temporary exclusion from the building, which includes classes and
all school-related activities held during and after school and on weekends. Parents are
notified of the suspension and expected to meet with a school administrator before the
child returns to school. School-based suspensions are not more than 3 days, though
suspensions involving a referral to district level administration and the Department of
Student Services that oversees the due process of individuals involved in discipline levels

that may escalate to an expulsion from the district, may be up to 5 days.
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Significance of the Study

This study investigated high school administrators’ perceptions about their
knowledge of IDEA related to disciplining SWDs to gain insight into their decisions to
suspend. Addressing the problem in this study is significant because it may provide
insight into how high school administrators make decisions to suspend SWDs, their
knowledge of the laws related to the discipline of SWDs and what additional training
they deem is necessary to make informed decisions. If administrators’ sense of
knowledge of IDEA regarding discipline is flawed, this impacts their decisions to
suspend, which may violate rights of SWDs and contribute to adverse effects of
suspension. Well (2013) said further studies should be conducted “to determine how
well-informed school administrators are with the legal issues surrounding special
education discipline” (p. 427). School administrators’ use of zero tolerance policies
resulted in adverse effects on SWDs (Losen et al., 2014; Smith, 2015; Williams et al.,
2015). Adverse effects of suspension include gradual disengagement from school and
learning opportunities, weak social interactions, increased dropout rates, and juvenile
justice encounters (Lieberman, 2021; Maag, 2012; National Council on Disability, 2015;
Skiba & Losen, 2015).

Administrators have the power to alter the trajectory of exclusionary discipline
policies that create discipline gaps for SWDs (DeMatthews et al., 2017). Lack of
administrators’ understanding of due process provisions creates confusion and feelings
that there is a conflicting discipline system (McCarthy & Soodak, 2007). Although

administrators are primarily responsible for assigning disciplinary consequences in
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schools, research on their understanding does not involve why overrepresentation of
SWDs is happening. This project study involved addressing their knowledge base
regarding the IDEA in relation to suspensions of SWDs. Administrators’ understanding
of how their knowledge of the IDEA related to the discipline of SWDs may directly
impact SWDs future outcomes and the adverse effects which extend beyond the
classroom, may be a catalyst for social change.

In the local Midwestern urban school district that was examined in this study, out-
of-school suspensions are decided by a building-level administrator who is given the
authority to make and enforce disciplinary consequences. | sought information regarding
high school administrators’ perceptions of their knowledge of the IDEA related to the
discipline of SWDs and how that knowledge informs their decisions to suspend SWDs. |
also addressed if high school administrators perceived they had requisite knowledge to
determine if student disabilities may affect their behavior to make informed decisions and
IDEA laws governing the discipline of SWDs. | examined if high school administrators
need to expand their professional acuity and knowledge related to special education
discipline as well as identified areas for more specific training to support administrators.
Findings resulting from this study may close the gap in practice regarding administrators’
perceptions of their knowledge regarding disciplining SWDs and how those students’
behaviors may manifest due to disabilities, resulting in a more equitable distribution of
disciplinary practices.

| also sought to determine areas of need to expand their professional acuity and

knowledge related to the special education discipline. Districts may identify more
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specific training needs to support administrators. Training needs include supporting
administrators regarding IDEA regulations and use of exclusionary discipline.

The IDEA emphasized improving student achievement and ensuring students
remained in classroom environments. Suspension is a disciplinary practice widely that is
used to manage student behavior in response to improving classroom climates in terms of
student achievement. Due to rising concerns about the increase of SWDs receiving
exclusionary discipline, Congress amended the IDEA, requiring states to monitor
suspensions and expulsions in terms of overrepresentation.

Results from the study may provide the district with information for the
development of professional development (PD) to educate administrators on how student
disabilities manifest as behaviors. As members of the IEP (Individualized Educational
Plan) team, they help guide and support teachers in terms of implementing and
documenting behavior intervention plans (BIPs) that move students towards positive
behaviors and outcomes. The rush to suspend creates time away from academic
instruction, which is foundational to closing the achievement gap. Findings resulting
from this study may help the Midwestern local school district understand administrators’
professional training needs to close the gap in practice regarding administrators’
perceptions of their knowledge base in relation to disciplining SWDs, resulting in more
equitable disciplinary practices.

Research Questions
The following research questions (RQs) were used for this qualitative

investigation to understand administrators’ perceptions of their knowledge of the IDEA
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related to disciplining SWDs to gain insight into decisions to suspend.

RQ1: How do administrators describe how their training and knowledge of
special education laws related to discipline affects their decisions to suspend?

RQ2: How do administrators describe their decision-making process in terms of
suspension of SWDs?

RQ3: What additional district training or supports do administrators identify as
needed to support a decrease in suspension rates of SWDs?

When high school administrators increase their knowledge of the IDEA and
understand how student disabilities may affect behavior, they can work from that
foundation to determine proactive measures.

Review of the Literature

Past research dating from 1979 to 2022 was the foundation for this study. I
searched for keywords using the following databases via the Walden Library: Google
Scholar, Education Source, ERIC, SAGE Journals, Academic Search Complete, ProQuest
Central, Emerald Insight, Scholar Works, Taylor and Francis Online, Dissertations &
Theses at Walden University and Thoreau Multi-Database. Key search phrases were:
discipline of students with disabilities, special education and administration,
disproportionality in school discipline, discipline and special education, special
education and the manifestation of the disability, school administrators and knowledge of
special education law, discipline and disability, exclusionary discipline and students with
disabilities, discipline disproportionality and students with disabilities, special education

and discipline, exclusionary discipline, administration training in special education, and
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overrepresentation and students with disabilities.
Conceptual Framework

The study was guided by Albert Bandura’s social learning theory with the concept
of observational learning. Learning is a direct result of experience. Various
environmental systems, including home, community, and work, directly impact how
individuals make meaning, from learning to interactions with others in a social context.
Bandura (1971) said people observe to perform and develop a hypothesis to determine
their course of action during learning experiences. Formal education does not shape
social attitudes, activities, and behaviors. Information may be gleaned from
environmental influences and experiences in terms of responding to the actions of others.
The mass media plays a significant role in terms of shaping expectations and responses of
people. Bandura (1971) said an “accurate hypothesis gives rise to successful
performances, whereas erroneous ones lead to ineffective courses of action” (p. 3). For
example, given a set of behaviors that are deemed offenses and require suspension, the
administrator may make an erroneous decision to suspend, leading to an ineffective
course of action if the student’s disability manifests itself in behavior that is not taken
into consideration. Where administrators get their knowledge concerning the behavior of
SWDs determines their courses of action when deciding to suspend.

Development of discipline policies is complex. Interactions with administrative
peers and how they perceive discipline may influence administrators when they do not
have a solid foundational knowledge from which to build (Samuels, 2018; Sun & Xin,

2019). Bandura (1971) said how administrators react to behavioral challenges is a direct
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response to how they perceive or have learned to discipline SWDs. Without proper
training about how behaviors might be considered a manifestation of disabilities,
administrators’ understanding is developed through personal and professional
experiences. Bandura’s social learning theory applies to how administrators view
behavior and disseminate consequences. | applied this theory as a guide to investigate the
problem by examining how local Midwestern urban school district administrators’
knowledge base may be developed for disciplining SWDs absent formal training. When
administrators have a standard framework to understand how student disabilities may
affect their behavior, they can work from that framework to determine how and what
disciplines would be proactive. Administrators can alter the trajectory of exclusionary
discipline practices that create discipline gaps for SWDs (DeMatthews et al., 2017).
Exclusionary Discipline

The 1990s, saw a paradigm shift in education concerning the inclusion of SWDs
in the general education curriculum and classroom. This has forced administrators to
acknowledge the importance of their role and need to have a knowledge base to ensure
compliance with laws mandated under the IDEA for SWDs. SWDs are already a high-
risk and vulnerable population that is affected by exclusionary practices and have
struggled to receive education that is aligned with their nondisabled peers in inclusive
schools and classrooms (Anderson et al., 2019; Brobbey, 2018; Miller & Meyers, 2015;
Yell, 2016). SWDs are guaranteed rights and access to a FAPE in the general education
classroom and curriculum in the least restrictive environment (LRE) through a legally

binding document known as the IEP (IDEA, 2004).
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Blad (2015) said academics are not the most significant hurdle SWDs need to
clear; it is disproportionate dissemination of discipline practices in schools. Despite
classroom inclusion, SWDs continue to be vulnerable to exclusion, as documented by
disproportionate suspensions and expulsions which lists the rate SWDs as 13% compared
to 6% for SWODs. (Brobbey, 2018; U.S. Department of Education, 2014a).
Administrators’ use of exclusionary discipline for SWDs has emerged as one of the most
persistent issues receiving attention and creating legal liabilities in schools today. School
administrators have an ongoing challenge of balancing school discipline while teaching
social values and maintaining an environment that is conducive to learning.

Lashley and Tate (2009) said, “children are works in progress, and their learning
to meet the social, emotional, and behavioral expectations embedded in the school
environment does not occur without mistakes, conflicts, arguments, or altercations” (p.
24). Students’ inappropriate social behaviors that are manifested due to their disabilities
may cause them to be at higher risk for disciplinary actions. Administrators’ knowledge
regarding disciplinary procedures governing SWDs has become increasingly crucial as
districts balance disciplining SWDs while maintaining their right to FAPE.

Under the tenets of the IDEA, general and special education disciplines are joined
to ensure all students receive equal educational opportunities. A brief issued by the U.S.
Department of Education Office for Civil Rights disaggregated 2011-2012 suspension
and expulsion data for every public school in the nation. The rate of exclusionary
discipline for SWDs was over twice their nondisabled peers at 13% for SWDs compared

to 6% for SWODs. Sullivan et al. (2013) said disability status is significantly related to
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suspension risk following a study they conducted to examine indicators predictive of the
likelihood of school suspension. This conclusion was reached using multilevel linear
modeling and multinomial logistic regression Vincent and Tobin (2011) said the period
of exclusion is impacted significantly by disability, in particular emotional and behavioral
disorders. Exclusion jeopardizes students school performance as removal deprives them
of exposure to any type of instructional activity and special education services, which is
critical for SWDs.

Johnson (2017) said high school administrators do not have the knowledge base to
determine how mental health issues manifest in high school educational environments.
SWDs continue to be suspended and excluded from academic participation, impacting
other areas of their lives. Administrators must have a solid knowledge base to address
whether conduct was caused by or had a direct and substantial relationship to students’
disabilities.

McCarthy and Soodak (2007) explored how nine public school administrators, in
the state of New York, balanced the protection of high school educational environments
with educational rights of SWDs. Most administrators favored the safety of the broader
school community over the rights of SWDs. Some of the nine high school administrators
evoked the concept of fairness when they were unable to impose the same consequences
on all students regardless of disability. A perception shared among high school
administrators was that the practice of a manifestation determination was unfair, with
students’ individual rights given inappropriate weight during the discipline process.

McCarthy and Soodak (2007) said public high school administrators vary in terms of
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degree of balancing school safety and SWDs’ individual rights due to differences in their
experiences and training. Rose (1988) said administrators used different discipline rules
when issuing suspensions for SWDs, despite prior court recommendations following
lawsuits on this subject.

Reed et al. (2020) described exclusionary discipline of SWDs and other
marginalized groups as “an equity and social justice issue” (p. 172). In the governmental
policy changes on the accountability for suspension and expulsion data to address the
discipline process, Reed et al. said minimal training involves school administrators
‘moving from a fixed mindset to a growth mindset about student centered behavior
deficits, which impacts school administrators understanding of school discipline policies
and legal mandates. PD is a vehicle to improve equity in educational discipline reform.

IDEA legislation has been amended several times to effectively support and level
the educational landscape for SWDs. Receipt of educational benefits through FAPE and
legal protections of SWDs has been a continual struggle for school districts across the
country (Wagner & Katsiyannis, 2010). The U.S. Government Accountability Office
(GAO, 2018) said SWDs represented 11.7% of the K-12 student population for the 2013-
2014 school year yet make up approximately 25% of students suspended from school (p.
23). Out-of-school suspension for SWDs is 12%, and SWODs are 4.8%.

Lacoe and Steinberg (2019), using instrumental variable strategies, said
suspensions affect math and reaching achievement when students miss academic
instruction, thereby decreasing grades and performance on cognitive and standardized

tests for reading and math. A minimum of 2 days of suspension has adverse academic



19

effects with more significant declines in math and reading as more days of suspension are
imposed. The more time outside of the classroom, the more critical information a student
misses.

Richard and Hardin (2018) said SWDs were suspended more than their
nondisabled peers, and males were suspended more than females. Recommendations for
staff to receive training on alternate methods of discipline to reduce suspension are
needed. Districts using suspension discipline data provide targeted interventions and
training of administrators to reduce the dispersion of suspension discipline gap between
SWDs and SWODs. Brobbey (2018) said representation of SWDs with learning
disabilities in the discipline process is not traditionally reviewed when discussing
disability and discipline because the focus is typically on students with emotional
behavioral challenges. School administrators need reminding that all SWDs need to be in
school for additional academic support and strategies that are necessary for classroom
success. When these supports are removed because of suspension, their academic
problems are exacerbated.

Laws Governing Discipline of SWDs

Equal rights in education for SWDs were secured following the civil rights
movement during which individuals with disabilities argued were part of the civil rights
agenda (Aron & Loprest, 2012). In 1975, in response to correcting adverse experiences of
SWDs and enforcing the 14th Amendment equal rights protection clause, Congress
congressionally mandated the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA).

The name became Public Law (PL) 94-142 and was signed into effect by President Ford
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in November 1975. The law was renamed in 1990 with a people-first focus as the IDEA.
Modern phraseology under IDEA included using the term disability to replace handicap
and SWDs instead of disabled students (Snow, 2013). The IDEA was reauthorized in
2004 and signed into law by President Bush as the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). The IDEA is considered for policies, laws, and
practices governing education of SWDs. With the guarantee of due process rights, IEPs,
FAPE, and LREs, the IDEA ensures equal access to meaningful educational opportunities
for SWDs.

According to the IDEA, students are entitled to be educated in LRES with their
nondisabled peers. However, laws did not explicitly address discipline of SWDs (IDEA,
1997; Osborne, 1988; Skiba & Losen, 2015). USC. Sec.1415 of the IDEA delineates
administrator regulations supporting the discipline of SWDs to prevent subjective
decision-making.

IDEA (1997) [20 U.S.C. 81418 (c)] amendments also introduced mandates by
Congress for the collection and monitoring of overrepresentation data by states to ensure
special education procedural compliance (Albrecht et al., 2012; U.S. Department of
Education, 2014; U.S. Department of Education, 2017). 2004 IDEA reauthorization [20
USC. 81412 (a) (22, 24)] strengthened Congress's monitoring of school discipline, the
overrepresentation of minorities in special education, and the least restrictive
environments. The monitoring tied federal funding eligibility to states as an incentive to
identify districts with significant discipline discrepancies of SWDs, reporting annually

[20 USC. 81412 (a) (22, 24)]; (Albrecht et al.,2012; U.S. Department of Education,
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2014). The monitoring included the rate of suspensions expulsions in disciplinary
practices among SWDs for significant discrepancies, including race and ethnicity, and
covered under Indicator 4 of the twenty defined indicators [20 USC. §1412 (a) (22)];
(Albrecht et al., 2012; U.S. Department of Education, 2014; U.S. Department of
Education, 2018). IDEA 1997 also introduced mandates by Congress to collect and
monitor over-representation data by states (IDEA, 1997).

The reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 brought clarity to districts on how to
discipline SWDs in alignment with the due process rights afforded to them (Hartwig &
Ruesch, 2000; IDEA, 1997; Walker & Brigham, 2017; Zurkowski et al., 1998). The
reauthorization focused on positive behavioral supports to change behavior rather than
the punitive acts of exclusionary discipline (Hannigan & Hannigan, 2019; Zurkowski et
al., 1998). IDEA (1997) mandates that districts may discipline SWDs similarly to
SWODs if the disciplinary infraction is not directly due to the student's disability. The
SWD cannot be suspended if the district fails to implement the student's IEP. The offense
results from the student's disability or the disciplinary measure will violate the student's
due process rights under IDEA.

In determining whether a behavior is a manifestation of a student's disability,
administrators as part of the IEP team manifestation determination meeting should review
the following items for supporting data: information provided by parents, initial and
subsequent evaluations with diagnostics results, student observations, educational
placement, individualized education plans, and previous discipline infractions and actions

(Arnberger & Shoop, 2006; Walker & Brigham, 2017). A systematic review is
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complicated and must be guided by IDEA laws and those knowledgeable of the laws
(Leone, 1985; Raj, 2018). An IEP review is critical; the school must be able to document
that the student's IEP has been implemented with fidelity to eliminate the concern that
there may be an underlying connection between the failure of the implementation of the
student's IEP and the student's behavior (Arnberger & Shoop, 2006; Walker & Brigham,
2017).

Administrators may suspend SWDs for up to 10 days for violation of the district's
code of conduct in the same manner the sanctions placed on SWODs (IDEA, 1997;
IDEA, 2004). When SWDs exceed the 10th day of suspension in the same school year,
the 11th day of suspension and forward represent a placement change. In this area, IDEA
is clear; a pattern of disciplinary removals constitutes a change of placement, which is a
direct violation of the district's need to provide FAPE to ensure the students' educational
needs are met (IDEA, 1997; IDEA, 2004). Districts may provide FAPE through
programming offered beginning the 11th day of removal, in conjunction with the
documented IEP to support academic and behavioral support.

A manifestation determination is required by IDEA to be held following the 10th
day of removal from the educational environment. This is required to determine if an
SWDs suspension constitutes a pattern of suspensions or the appearance of a change of
placement (IDEA, 2004). The LEA must review the removals' length, total time, and
proximity factors in determining if a pattern is leading to a change in educational
placement. The manifestation determination considers whether the violation relates to the

student'’s disability or the district's failure to implement the student's IEP. Suppose the
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IEP team, which consists of the parent, agrees that the district's code of conduct violation
is a manifestation of the student's disability. In that case, the student must be returned to
their original placement unless the parent agrees that a new placement is warranted.
When the IEP team determines the violation is a manifestation of the student's disability,
if warranted, a functional behavior assessment (FBA), behavior improvement plan (BIP),
behavior goals, strategies, and supports are developed (IDEA, 2004).

When the IEP team determines that the violation of the code of conduct is not a
manifestation of the student's disability, the district may implement disciplinary actions
consistent with non-disabled students, including expulsion (IDEA, 2004). Regardless of
the IEP decision on the manifestation determination, the school district must continue to
ensure a continuation of services for compliance with FAPE, whether in traditional or
alternative educational settings (IDEA, 2004). Parents may request a due process hearing
when not in agreement with the IEP team's decisions. The due process hearing must
occur within 20 days of the date; the hearing request is processed (IDEA, 2004; U.S.
Department of Education, 2014; U.S. Department of Education, 2017).

Guns-Free Schools Act and Zero Tolerance

Researchers have expressed opinions that the rise in suspensions of SWDs
directly correlates to President Clinton's Guns-Free Schools Act (GFSA), signed into law
in 1994, thereby amending Improving America’s School Act of 1965 by Congress
(Cheng, 2017; Guns Free School Act, 1994; Skiba & Losen, 2015). Under this law,
school districts receiving federal funds were mandated to develop and implement policies

that stated that students bringing firearms to school receive expulsion from the school
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district for one year with referral to juvenile justice (Guns Free School Act, 1994). Since
GFSA is not a zero-tolerance law, with the elimination of federal funds for GFSA in
1995, school districts began the implementation of zero-tolerance policies for policies
enacted in response to the Guns-Free Schools Act (Cheng, 2017; Findlay, 2010).

Zero-tolerance guidelines were developed in response to students bringing
dangerous weapons or drugs onto school grounds, which allowed school districts to
suspend or expel students for these infractions (Alnaim, 2018; Anderson & Ritter, 2017).
Zero-tolerance policies were broadened to include less egregious school infractions (e.g.,
fighting, truancy, disrespect, alcohol) as a cause for suspension or expulsion. Zero-
tolerance policies have shifted administrators' mindset to a punitive and reactive model
for minor infractions (Alnaim, 2018; Evenson et al., 2009). Under the zero-tolerance
philosophy, students may be removed from the educational environment for violating the
school code of conduct, ranging from truancy to violent offenses (Anderson & Ritter,
2017; Cheng, 2017). Zero-tolerance policies, intended to be a deterrent to negative
behaviors through the use of suspension and expulsion, were found by Curran (2016) to
have not contributed to a reduction in violations of the school’s code of conduct.

The Guns-Free Schools Act (1994), in coordination with IDEA, does not strip
SWDs of their procedural protections and rights under IDEA, nor does it exempt SWDs
from discipline involving weapons offenses, drugs, and serious bodily injury in alignment
with their non-disabled peers (Lashley & Tate, 2009). Administrators continually try to
implement a process that is individually driven by IDEA within a zero-tolerance

framework (Alnaim, 2018). The Guns-Free Schools Act (1994), in coordination with
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IDEA, does not strip SWDs of their procedural protections and rights under IDEA, nor

does it exempt SWDs from discipline involving weapons offenses, drugs, and serious
bodily injury alignment with their non-disabled peers (Cruz & Rodl, 2018; Lashley &
Tate, 2009). Administrators continually try to implement a process that is individually
driven by IDEA within a zero-tolerance framework.

Historically, SWDs received higher exclusion rates from their non-disabled peers,
particularly around disciplinary exclusion (Camancho & Krezmien, 2020; U.S.
Department of Education, 2016; Miller & Meyers, 2015). Punitive measures, such as
suspensions, prevent students' access to required special education services to support
academic success (National Council on Disability, 2015). A policy brief written by
Epstein (2014) proffered the need to reduce discipline disparities and the criminalization
of youth through zero-tolerance policy reformation. Reformation considerations when
disseminating discipline to SWDs include, but are not limited to, determining whether the
incident is exasperated by the student's disability or preventive services wrapped around
the offending student (Epstein, 2014). Whitford et al. (2016) provided a comprehensive
overview of the disciplinary discipline and associated overuse of suspension, impact,
theoretical underpinnings, and consequences to students. The findings of this research
supported that narrowing the overuse of suspension in the discipline of SWDs begins
with revamping administrative practices (Whitford et al., 2016). Arnberger and Shoop
(2006) said:

the process of determining whether the behavior of a student is a manifestation of

his or her disability is not only complex but also subject to evolving
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interpretations. To reach legally correct decisions and avoid unnecessary conflict
during the discipline phase of school leadership, savvy school leader must keep
their professional knowledge of special education law current. Competent school
leaders must stay current with evolving education law, primarily related to the
challenging task of protecting all students' rights while also providing appropriate
discipline to SWDs. (p. 21)
Walker and Brigham (2017) using a quantitative and qualitative approach, sought to
understand the perceptions of both general education and special education teacher on the
manifestation determination process. They noted that although the manifestation
determination process allows teams to review and discuss information related to the
student and behavior, the process resulted in different outcomes between special
educators and general educators. Walker and Bringham (2017) found that general
educators have a lack of understanding of disabilities causing confusion and conflict on
deciphering the guidelines for discipling SWDs. Lewis (2017) said IDEAs intent
regarding manifestation determinations was lost regardless of procedural requirements
followed. The author determined that the decision-making process is subjective and
arbitrary. The findings suggest that the standard for manifestation determinations be
modified to ensure fidelity and guidance beyond procedural aspects, with a change in
phrasing to justify the decision-maker's decisions.
Raj (2018) provided historical background on the history of IDEA and the
discipline of SWDs. An area of particular focus for the author is the concept of misplaced

burden of proof, looking closely at the statutory text that explains the manifestation of
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disability guidance. Raj (2018) expressed that the burden of proof that the behavior is a

manifestation of determination lies on the student's shoulders. Since disabilities are not
fixed or well defined, this creates unintentional consequences for the student. Disability
and behaviors are individual to students and situations and cannot be compartmentalized
(IDEA, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2014).

Raj (2018) said the way the statute is currently written around manifestation
determination, schools continue to, without clear understanding, discipline students for
behaviors rooted in their disability. Contested discipline decisions lead to an abundance
of appeals by families of SWDs for reversing the school's decision. Determining a
manifestation determination is inherently tricky, with regulations silent on the burden of
proof. Without regulations defining the burden of evidence, the responsibility falls to the
student. This is important as we work to educate administrators on the manifestation
determination process (IDEA, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2017).

Discipline

School administrators’ use of zero-tolerance policies resulted in an adverse effect
on SWDs (Losen et al., 2014; Pyne, 2019; Smith, 2015; Williams et al., 2015). These
adverse effects included missed academic educational services and diminished interest in
academic success. Gradual disengagement from school and learning opportunities, weak
social interactions, increased dropout rates, and juvenile justice encounters were also
noted as adverse effects (Allman & Slate, 2012; Gregory et al., 2010; Maag, 2012;
National Council on Disability, 2015; Skiba & Losen, 2015).

Zablocki and Krezmien (2012) conducted a national longitudinal and transitional
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study to determine the correlation between school suspension and the dropout rates of
SWDs. With a participant group size of 5,018, their results showed that the odds of
SWDs dropping out increased at three times the rate of SWODs (Zablocki & Krezmien,
2012). The relationship between student achievement and student discipline was
reviewed through a study conducted by Kaitlin et al. (2019). There is a correlation
between exclusionary consequences such as suspension and grade retention, which
produce worse academic outcomes for students. The study further identified that
administrators' bias in selecting the discipline type and approaches in response to a
behavior infraction affects academic outcomes.
Possible Predictors of Student Suspensions

Sullivan et al. (2013) explored suspension predictors and patterns of SWDs in a
study of 39 schools within a Midwestern district. Williams et al. (2013) analyzed the
literature, through the lens of intergroup threat theory, in response to the disproportionate
exclusionary discipline of SWDs. Their analysis revealed that administrators held
perceived threats from SWDs. These threats created a higher likelihood that
administrators would use exclusionary discipline or suspensions when administering
discipline following the infringement of local educational agency (LEA) policies by
SWDs. To alleviate this threat, principals expanded their knowledge to understand
IDEA's complexities (IDEA) that guide discipline (Decker & Pazey, 2017; IDEA, 2004;
Williams et al., 2013).

Skiba et al. (2014) conducted a multilevel analysis of students' discipline records

and school-level data on principals' attitudes. They noted that although student behavior
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is a predictor of suspension, the more reliable predictor might be administrators' attitudes
and perspectives regarding discipline. Skiba and Edl (2004) surveyed 325 principals
across Indiana using the Disciplinary Practices Survey to understand the principal's
attitudes toward school discipline. Data gleaned from the study suggests that school
suspension is a choice made by administrators based on their knowledge of and beliefs
concerning the disciplinary process. Administrators deliver discipline according to their
level of knowledge and personal interpretations.

Schaaf et al. (2015) conducted a study in which 174 administrators in a
Midwestern state were surveyed on their readiness to support special education aspects.
The researchers documented administrators' readiness to address behavior issues of
SWDs. Only 5% of the administrators indicated being well-prepared following
preparation programs, and 32.8% noted they were adequately prepared. More than half of
the administrators stated a need for additional training on special education laws in -the
form of PD. The studies above support that limited PD of administrators in special
education areas has a negative impact on SWDs (Ball & Green, 2014; Lynch, 2012; Reed
et al., 2020).

Cruz and Rodl (2018) conducted a study to examine the prediction of out-of-
school suspension using school context and student characteristics to determine discipline
disparities. To accomplish this archival data spanning six years, 56,000 students and 41
schools provided the study data for suspension risk. One of the school-level contexts
reviewed in the study included a critical role of principals’ perceptions of disparities and

a school-level predictor of disability. The study shows that SWDs had a significantly
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higher suspension rate for student-level results.
Knowledge of Special Education Law

When working to support SWDs, procedural safeguards surrounding discipline,
administrators must be knowledgeable about varying disabilities and their impact on
behavior to properly document, provide feedback, and assist in developing behavior
management strategies. Navigating IDEA requires a frontline defense approach to ensure
administrators' training needs are identified and advocated proactively (Culver, 2013;
Raj, 2018). The National Council on Disability (2015) believes that schools' focus on
reducing discipline overrepresentation should be to provide appropriate academic and
behavioral supports, guaranteed under IDEA through FAFE.

Administrators are primarily responsible for adhering to discipline policies and
determining disciplinary punishment (e.g., in and out of school suspensions, alternative
school placements) to maintain safe and instructional learning environments. To ensure
the procedural safeguards and due process rights adhered to following the discipline,
principals are required to understand the complexities of the IDEA that guides discipline
(IDEA, 2004; Samuels, 2018). When considering disciplinary actions, administrators
must understand the relationship between behavior and the student's disability.

Administrators' knowledge and understanding of the special education laws
provide a guideline on how disability may manifest in relation to behavior (Ball & Green,
2014; Decker & Pazey, 2017; Pazey & Cole, 2013). Under the amendments to IDEA
2004 and 2006, administrators must know and understand their duties under the special

education law (DeMatthews et al., 2019). Administrators' roles and responsibilities in
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ensuring the required federal mandates under IDEA have significant ramifications when
not followed (Decker & Pazey, 2017; Pazey & Cole, 2013). Administrators need to
understand the legal compliance mandates to support special education, resulting in
negative consequences for districts that do not have knowledgeable administrators. An
IDEA reauthorization by Congress in 1997 included the 10-day rule limiting the out-of-
school placement of SWDs (IDEA 1997). This change resulted from organizers
representing administrators who urged discipline to be the same for SWDs and SWODs
(GAO, 2001; National Council on Disability, 2015). The compromise was that SWDs are
disciplined the same as SWODs for up to 10 days per school calendar. On the 11th day,
districts must provide services to ensure SWDs continue to receive FAPE (20 USC. 8§
1415(k)(1)(B)(i). The IEP team must meet within ten school days to determine if the
behavior is a manifestation of the student's disability, conduct a functional behavior
assessment (FBA) and develop a behavior intervention plan (BIP) (20 USC §
1415(k)(1)(E)(F)). National Council on Disability (2015) "believes that administrative
guidance would be the most effective method to improve IDEA implementation” (p. 15).
DeMatthews et al. (2019) conducted a qualitative study with six principals to gain
information about their exceptional education attainment through university leadership
programs. The research results show that the principals were provided very little
instruction and guidance surrounding special education, with one to three courses focused
on special education law in their programs. While the principals did not gain much
knowledge from university coursework, they expressed that special education law is an

integral part of their job.



32

Browning (2019) conducted a study to understand how administrators make
decisions when disciplining SWDs. The findings report that administrators did not have
prior training in special education and therefore lacked the background knowledge to
make informed decisions. Other study findings indicate that administrators reference
previous experiences, allow others to help shape their actions, are provided minimal
training, and rely on research from their initiatives. The study supports districts' need to
fill the education gaps of administrators related to special education through ongoing PD.
These qualitative study results align with prior research results (Angelle & Bilton, 2009;
Ball & Green, 2014; Pazey & Cole, 2013; Roberts & Guerra, 2017; Sun & Xin, 2019).
Administrator Training

Local school districts set standards for how discipline and safety are handled in
their schools. At times, one might question whether there seems to be a double standard
in enforcing discipline about SWOD and SWDs. Outside of the regulations for student
discipline for all students in a school district, there are rules for disciplining SWDs
(GAO, 2001; GAO, 2018). Numerous authors discuss the need for educators to be literate
in the laws governing special education to address the inequities surrounding the
discipline of SWDs and prevent legal challenges to their actions (Decker & Brady, 2016;
Garrison-Wade, 2005; Pregot, 2021; Roberts & Guerra Jr., 2017; Samuels, 2018). When
school administrators are illiterate in the laws governing the discipline of SWDs, they
unknowingly violate the rights afforded to this population of students. Literacy in special
education laws changes school administrators' trajectory from the negative concept of

punishment to a problem-solving mindset stemming from making informed decisions
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(Decker & Brady, 2016).

Decker and Pazey (2017) conducted a study focused on educators' lack of training
in the requirements related to disciplining SWDs and the implementation of those laws
when suspending or recommending expulsion for behavior infractions. Christensen et al.
(2013) studied 64 principals' beliefs about preparation programs that trained educational
leaders regarding special education support issues. The investigation revealed that 87.1%
of principals prioritized understanding legal guidelines for disciplining SWDs,
emphasizing the need for better training in special education matters. A review of the
literature documents a lack of course content focused on special education in preparation
programs leading to a lack of knowledge for administrators (Angelle & Bilton, 2009;
Bateman et al., 2017; Billingsley et al., 2014; DeMatthews et al., 2019; DiPaola &
Walther-Thomas, 2003; Pazey & Cole, 2013; Sun & Xin, 2019). Principal preparation
programs offer a small glimpse into special education. The recommendation for
increasing school administrator's legal literacy in special education laws are the
implementation of PD for administrators, the expansion of research related to special
education laws, and more thorough integration of special education laws in administrator
preparation programs (Billingsley et al., 2014; Decker & Brady, 2016; Roberts & Guerra
Jr., 2017).

Sun and Xin (2019) investigated 134 principals' opinions on preparedness to
provide services and support to SWDs and obtain their knowledge. The study results
documented that 23.8% of administrators have special education academic knowledge

gained through leadership programs. The study found that administrators did not have
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adequate knowledge despite being required to implement special education programs.
Their knowledge of special education is obtained through on-the-job experience
(Samuels, 2018; Sun & Xin, 2019). Looking from the lens of perceived threats from
SWDs, Williams et al. (2013) and Roberts et al. (2017) conducted a study with 155
survey responses from administrators to determine if perceived threats impacted
administrators’ decisions when disciplining SWDs. The study is significant because of
historical bias towards SWDs. The authors looked at intergroup threats to determine if
administrators could not psychologically identify with the SWDs group and the
behavioral challenges manifested by their disability. With administrators and SWDs
being identified as two separate groups, the authors used “structured equation modeling
to investigate the relationship between the latent variables of the perceived threat and
administrators’ disciplinary decisions related to SWDs” (p. 238). The study results
indicated a correlation between threat perception from SWDs by an administrator and the
disciplinary decisions made from that threat level.
Positive Behavioral Supports

Preventive strategies are needed to minimize behavior and increase academic
achievement. When informed, principals seek to integrate positive behavioral supports
within the school as a proactive measure to address behavioral challenges. When
practical, behavior management establishes a critical process necessary for student and
administrative success (Allday et al., 2021; Fetter-Harrott et al., 2009; Hannigan &
Hannigan, 2019). For SWDs, more individualized preventive strategies to support

positive behavior need to be established. The root cause of the behavior and its purpose
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must be understood before a replacement behavior can be taught. Mclntosh et al. (2018)
conducted a study to use discipline data to address equity and identify specific challenges
to assist administrators in decision-making concerning discipline. The authors used a data
guide process to calculate disproportionality metrics, determine the vulnerable decision
points, plan the implementation, and use the data to support data-driven decisions to
reduce exclusionary discipline practices for SWDs. This process study documented a
reduction in discipline referrals (MclIntosh et al., 2018).

A study on implementing the PBIS framework and exclusionary discipline for
SWDs was conducted by Simonsen et al. (2021). The finding indicates that when PBIS is
used with fidelity, there is less likelihood that SWDs will experience suspensions. The
goal is to create a safe, orderly school climate where students are appropriately taught
how to respond to negative challenges (Allday et al., 2021; Nese et al., 2021; Skiba &
Losen, 2015; Simonsen et al., 2021). A collaborative group of individuals comprised of
analysts, researchers, educators, and advocates participated in a national initiative
focusing on the overuse of suspension in school discipline. At the end of their research,
the group released a series of papers focusing on evidence-based interventions. Socio-
emotional approaches (manage emotions), relationship building (student-teacher), and
interventions (unique to the student) are under the positive behavioral supports umbrella
(Skiba & Losen, 2015).

The changes do not begin with students but rather with the administrators. Green
et al. (2018) shared results from a study that provided additional support for

administrators to increase equitable discipline processes. These processes include
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establishing equity teams, reevaluating current policies, establishing evidence-based
supports, and reviewing disaggregated data continuously to mitigate discipline
disparities. Nese et al. (2021) addressed the use of preventative and instructional supports
to reduce the number of behaviors and level of exclusionary discipline of
underrepresented students. The article supports the use of alternatives to exclusionary
discipline through building relationships and logical responses to student behavior. The
authors suggest incorporating instructional support in the classroom and tiered support
for students in need. We are reminded that exclusionary practices are deeply embedded in
education and shifting mindsets will take time. This philosophical shift will set our
students up for academic and social-emotional success.
Implications

Reduced disparities in suspension rates would positively impact both the
academic and life outcomes of historically disadvantaged SWDs, providing them with a
legacy of hope rather than despair. The findings resulting from this study may help close
the disproportionate gap in administrators' practice, resulting in a more equitable
distribution of disciplinary practices. A project (see Appendix A) in the form of PD was
created based on the study results. This information may guide districts in identifying
areas for more specific training needs to support administrators regarding IDEA
regulations and the use of exclusionary discipline.

Implications include a project consisting of hands-on PD workshops in
determining how a student's behavior may manifest his disability and proactive measures

to reduce behavioral incidents. Administrators will learn how to implement appropriate
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interventions to manage students' behavior with disabilities on a case-by-case basis by
identifying the root cause. SWDs would benefit from increased time in the educational
setting receiving services, increased opportunities for positive social interactions,
increased graduation rates, and fewer juvenile justice encounters. Expanding the
administrator's knowledge of IDEA and disciplinary policies related to SWDs may
change administrators' behavior in determining suspensions or provide legal justification
for suspending. Without understanding SWDs' protected rights under IDEA,
administrators grapple with a misunderstanding that creates assumptions that generate
disagreement surrounding SWDs (Decker & Pazey, 2017; Lashley & Tate, 2009). The
goal is to reduce the disciplinary gap and provide data that brings a suspension of SWDs
in alignment with their non-disabled peers by the administrator's understanding of IDEA
related to disability and discipline.
Summary

| aimed to understand high school administrators’ perceptions of their knowledge
of the IDEA related to disciplining SWDs to gain insight into decisions to suspend.
Research helped determine if high school administrators need to expand their
professional acuity and knowledge related to special education discipline. Furthermore,
school district personnel may identify areas for more specific training needs to support
high school administrators. Section 2 includes the methodology I used for my study. The
chapter includes the rationale for this choice of methodology, potential participants,

instruments, data collection, data analysis methods and results.
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Section 2: The Methodology

Qualitative Research Design and Approach

This basic gqualitative study was conducted to gain an understanding of how high
school administrators’ perceptions of their knowledge of the IDEA as it relates to
disciplining SWDs affect their decisions to suspend. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) said
individuals construct reality in response to their environment, sharing how they interpret
experiences and construct knowledge and meanings attributed to those experiences in
qualitative studies. The meaning of the phenomenon is established from participants and
developed via patterns and relationships to generate meaning (Creswell, 2014).
Qualitative research is investigative and involves using interviews to provide in-depth
information about intricate issues. The interview process was selected to gain insights
from high school administrators in the local Midwestern urban school district on their
requisite knowledge and understanding of the IDEA and discipline of SWDs.
Quialitative Research Design

A qualitative research design was chosen to describe and analyze high school
administrators’ perceptions in the local Midwestern urban school district. Individual
interviews were used with a group of eight administrators from various high schools
within the local Midwestern urban school district to ensure data saturation. Qualitative
studies are typically done by collecting data through interviews, observations, and
analysis of documents and artifacts (Creswell, 2014; Merriam, 2009; Merriam & Tisdell,
2016).

When interviewing, researchers can ask probing questions that elicit additional
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information to ensure sufficient data are collected to answer the RQs. This qualitative
study involved documenting high school administrators within a local Midwestern urban
school district experiences concerning discipline of SWDs. This qualitative study is
designed with the purpose to describe experiences and perceptions of selected high
school administrators in a Midwestern urban school district have involving discipline of
SWDs. Research was conducted to address overuse of suspensions given to SWDs and
determine if high school administrators’ lack of knowledge related to disciplining SWDs
impacts overuse. SWDs in the district are suspended from school at higher rates than
SWODs. The overall statewide suspension rates for all SWDs for the 2017-2018 school
year was 23.8% compared to the local Midwestern urban school districtwide suspension
rate for SWDs at 67.4%. For the 2017-2018 school year suspension rates for high school
SWDs was 27% statewide and 83.6% for the local Midwestern urban school district. |
sought to answer three RQs:

RQ1: How do administrators describe how their training and knowledge of
special education laws related to discipline affects their decisions to suspend?

RQ2: How do administrators describe their decision-making process in terms of
suspension of SWDs?

RQ3: What additional district training or supports do administrators identify as
needed to support a decrease in suspension rates of SWDs?

The purpose of the study was to gain an understanding of administrators’
perceptions of their knowledge of the IDEA and disciplining SWDs to gain insights

regarding decisions to suspend. Grounded theory, phenomenological, narrative, and
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ethnographic designs were considered and rejected for this study. These designs require
procedures for collection of data over sustained periods of time and may involve more
than one group for constant comparison as well as multiple data collection stages and
cultural group participation in natural settings, stories, and lived experiences (Creswell,
2009; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I did not aim to collect
multiple forms of data from different sources over an extended period. A basic qualitative
approach was selected to understand high school administrators within a local
Midwestern urban school district perceptions of their knowledge and practices, for which
the basic qualitative design and interviewing administrators were the best options. The
basic qualitative design and interview format allowed from probing questions to be asked
that elicit additional information. Personal interviews allowed the high school
administrators to tell their stories or point of view in their own words from their personal
experiences. Therefore, the basic qualitative design was used to garner information
necessary to address the study’s purpose.
Justification of Research Design

| sought to address high school administrators” views in the Midwestern urban
school district and perspectives concerning their knowledge of discipline of SWDs. The
guantitative methodology was not appropriate for this study since | was not seeking to
collect or examine the relationship between variables using numerical data. The
quantitative design is evaluative and involves considering relationships between variables
and would not allow for individual voices of high school administrators to be heard. This

methodology involves hypotheses and statistical analysis. Mixed methods research
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involves combining qualitative and quantitative methods. This methodology is complex,
time-intensive, and costly.

Interview results include how high school administrators perceive their
knowledge of special education law and discipline procedures. The district is seeking
ways to reduce suspension rates of students by race, gender, and disability. All
information used in the analysis derived from interview data may help the district
develop authentic PD that is targeted to administrators’ needs related to the discipline of
SWDs.

Participants

Multiple high schools within a local urban district within a Midwestern state is
the research site for this study. The district has approximately 76,000 students, with
about 20% or 15,200 identified as SWDs. There are approximately 160 schools with a
targeted administrator population of roughly 250; approximately 70 assistant principals
and deans of students are assigned to high schools. Participants were comprised of eight
administrators of various local high schools within the Midwestern urban school.
Criteria for Selecting Participants

All participants were high school administrators in the district who were
responsible for administering disciplinary actions following disciplinary referrals. High
school administrators who hold non-discipline roles were excluded from the study. In the
local district located in this midwestern state, assistant principals have a minimum of a
master’s degree with an administrative leadership license. Participants were purposefully

identified and recruited to be representative of the high school administrators in the local
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Midwestern urban school district. Participants were responsible for implementing
disciplinary policies. Due to the nature of the qualitative design, participants were
purposefully selected. Collecting information for data analysis from various
administrators may provide the district with knowledge to understand training needs for
addressing the discipline overrepresentation phenomenon involving SWDs.

Four participants had regular education backgrounds and four had special
education backgrounds (two special education teachers, one special education
administrator, and one psychologist). Average length of time teaching among participants
was 24.25 years as educators and 10 years as administrators. The four administrators with
special education backgrounds had an average of 5 years in their roles as administrators.
Volunteer participants were school administrators and did not represent a protected or
vulnerable population. Identities of participants remained confidential. Participants were
provided invitations to participate in the study, with a consent form link embedded in the
email.

Justification of Number of Participants

Merriam and Tisdell (2016) recommended using purposeful sampling to select a
sample size that provides credibility to the topic of study. Although there is no set rule in
a qualitative study for sampling size, there must be an adequate number to answer the
research question (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). A total of 51
high school administrators in the local Midwestern urban school district met the selection
criteria for participating in the study and were provided an invitation to participate. Eight

high school administrators who met the criteria volunteered to participate. Data were
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collected, through deep inquiry, from the eight interviews with assistant principals to
reach data saturation and answer the research questions. Once | began to document
similar responses repeatedly from the eight participants, | became confident that
saturation was indicated during the data collection process.
Procedures for Gaining Access to Participants

Obtaining permission to gain access from the local Midwestern urban district for
this study was not required since the district would not be providing any support role. The
participants were accessible without permission or help from the organization. A
requirement of the Walden University Instructional Review board (IRB) is the
submission of the proposal for approval prior to data collection. Upon approval by IRB
(IRB# 04-07-21-0534329) to conduct my proposed study, | gathered publicly available
emails for high school assistant principals and deans.
Researcher-Participant Relationship

The protections of participants in a research study are essential (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018). To ensure |, the researcher had a clear understanding and readiness to
protect the participants in the research study, Walden University’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB) required academic course instruction on the subject. The Basic Course from
the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) program for human subjects’
protection was completed in January 2021. This course provided me with valuable
knowledge and information on interacting with the participant by reviewing risks,
history, ethical principles, and unanticipated problems. The need and requirements for

informed consent, respecting participants' privacy and confidentiality were also provided
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through the course content.
Protection of Participants

Ethical discretion is an essential aspect of qualitative research in protecting
participants from harm. Confidentiality to protect the participants was provided through
the form of aliases. For example, Administrator 1 was referred to as Al. The research via
interviews was conducted from my home office, which was locked to ensure privacy,
unintended observation, and being overheard by others. | requested that participants
interview away from others to ensure confidentiality. Precautions were in place to
respond to an unintended breach of confidential information through the intrusion of
privacy of others who are not involved in the study (e.g., participant’s family). There was
no unintended breach during the project study.

| assured the participants that | was the only one with access to the interview files.
The transcribed interview is stored in a locked file cabinet in my home office. The
electronic files are stored on my home-based personal computer, password-protected, and
backed up on a password-protected cloud drive. Both transcribed and electric files will be
maintained in a locked cabinet and password-protected cloud drive and deleted at five
years. After five years, the transcribed interviews will be shredded via a shredding
machine, and electronic files will be deleted from the password-protected computer and
password-protected cloud drive.

To help the participants in the research study feel comfortable with participating,
a letter was sent via email to each participant, including a brief description of the study,

an explanation of procedures for participation, risks and benefits, and the assurance of
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confidentiality. The latter portion of the consent form provided the participant with the
voluntary nature and opportunity to withdraw consent with contact information for the
researcher. | shared with each participant that | am the primary instrument for gathering
data.
Data Collection

A basic qualitative study was conducted using an interview format. An interview
format's benefit is that it can yield a large quantity of data from the conversation between
the researcher and the participant (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). Personal interviews
allow the participants to tell their stories or point of view in their own words. This study
uses Bandura’s (1971) social learning theory that learning is a direct result of experience
to develop research questions to examine how the administrator’s knowledge base may
be developed for disciplining SWDs absent formal training.
Data Collection Instrument

Participants had the choice of conducting an in-person, phone, or teleconference
interview. Before the start of the interview, participants were asked to provide permission
to have the interview audiotaped. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, | provided
participants the option of whether to use video within a synchronous virtual platform,
such as Zoom. All participants selected the virtual option via Zoom. The Zoom
interviews were conducted during the evenings and weekends outside of the participant's
scheduled work hours. Participants were provided an invitation to participate in the study,
with a consent form link embedded in the invite. Once | received consent verification, |

reached out to each participant to schedule a day and time for the interview. When a day
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and time were agreed upon by both parties and confirmed, a Zoom link was sent to the
participant. The data collection process took approximately eight weeks, with each
interview lasting between 24 minutes 38 seconds to one hour 12 minutes. A total of eight
assistant principals from the local district high schools volunteered to participate in the
study.

| set the stage for the interview to put the interviewees at ease by sharing essential
information about the interview, the purpose of the study, and how the interview was
structured. | developed an interview guide for data collection during the interview to
ensure continuity across all interviews. Probes were incorporated to remind me to ask for
clarification of responses, allow the interviewee to ask questions, and close the interview
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The interview guide was developed to provide a list of
questions to explore the participant's perceptions of their knowledge of IDEA related to
disciplining SWDs and gain insight into decisions to suspend. RQ1 contained six open-
ended interview questions to elicit personal perspectives. RQ1 sought to understand how
administrators' training and knowledge of special education laws related to discipline
affect their decisions to suspend. The following are samples of questions asked of every
single high school administrator participating in the study to address RQ1:

e Think back to your university coursework. Describe your university
administrative coursework. What is your perception related to preparedness from
this coursework to support special education programs? The discipline of SWDs?

e How much training have you received around the discipline of SWDs? Where did

you receive this training?
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Describe your depth of understanding concerning the laws related to the discipline
of SWDs.
What, if any, does a student’s disability factor into consequences for behaviors?

When do these factors become important?

RQ2 contained seven open-ended interview questions. RQ2 sought to understand

administrators' decision-making process when disciplining SWDs. The following are

samples of questions asked of every single high school administrator participating in the

study to address RQ2.

What is your philosophy about disciplining SWDs?

What guidance do you follow in disciplining SWDs? What information do you
use to determine whether an SWDs will be suspended?

Explain the process used when considering the suspension of a student with a
disability when their disability manifests itself in what would be regarded as
unusual behavior.

Please explain if there are any barriers to disciplining SWDs.

RQ3 contained four open-ended interview questions. RQ3 sought to understand what

district training or support administrators identify are needed to support a decrease in the

suspension rates of SWDs. The following are samples of questions asked of every single

high school administrator participating in the study to address RQ3:

What additional training, if any, would you like regarding the disciplining of

SWDs?
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e Whom do you rely on when you have questions about disciplining a student with

disabilities, and why do you use this individual as a resource?
Keeping Track of Data

| recorded Zoom interviews to organize and keep track of the data. Note-taking
was present during the process of the Zoom interview with each participant and added at
the end of the transcribed interview produced by Microsoft Word. Using an Excel
spreadsheet table helped me track the raw data’s coding, cataloging, and organization.
Each volunteer participant was given a code, such as Al through A8, to ensure | was not
referencing specific individuals as | reviewed the transcripts. All interview documents
were password protected in electronic files, with physical files stored in a locked file
cabinet.
Gaining Access to Participants

Obtaining permission to gain access from the local Midwestern urban school
district for this study was not required since the district would not be providing any
support role. The participants were accessible without permission or help from the local
Midwestern urban school district. I gathered publicly available emails for the high school
administrators from the district’s website. Before sending an email for participation in the
study, I checked potential participants against the Department of Public Instruction
licensing division to ensure they held an administrative license as specified criteria for
participation in the study. Licensing verification yielded a target population of 51 high
school assistant principals in the local Midwestern urban school district. An email was

sent to all 51 high school assistant principals describing the study and requesting an email
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response with ‘I consent’ if volunteering to participate. The emails yielded a total of 8
high school assistant principals that consented and volunteered to participate in the study.
Role of the Researcher

| was employed in the local Midwestern urban school district where this study
was conducted for approximately 25 years as a special education teacher supporting
students with orthopedic impairments, learning disabilities, and emotional and behavioral
disabilities. I held the position of special education supervisor for the latter eight years of
my employment. The special education supervisor works within the schools to ensure
evaluation, IEP development, delivery of special education services, and due process in
discipline are afforded to special education students within the school setting. | had a
previous working relationship in my role as a special education teacher with two of the
volunteer participants, A6 and A8 (one 10 years prior and one 12 years prior). We did not
keep in touch over the years, and our prior relationship did not affect data collection or
analysis. The interview protocol questions did not change for participants A6 and A8, and
everyone was provided an opportunity to review and confirm their responses.

At administrative meetings, high school administrators in the local Midwestern
urban school district have expressed concerns that they lack the requisite knowledge to
make informed decisions when suspending SWDs and determining when the behavior is
a manifestation of the student's disability. My special education administrative position
piqued my curiosity regarding the discipline of SWDs and moved me to delve deeper into

the topic which led to this study. To maintain objectivity and reduce bias, after removing
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identifying information | had a peer, that is an educator but not under the umbrella of
special education, review my findings for accuracy
Data Analysis

| began the data analysis by transcribing audio recordings into a written format to
capture what was said in the interview in word-for-word format. To ensure that | captured
what the participants expressed verbatim, | shared a copy of both the audio and
transcription via email for accuracy verification to each volunteer participant. Once
confirmation of the accuracy of the data was received from volunteer participants, data
analysis began. Data from the interviews were analyzed to identify critical themes related
to the research questions. Audiotapes were transcribed, critically read, and preliminarily
coded. A set of codes grounded in and consistent across interviews were developed to
organize and assign meaning to the data. Participants’ responses across themes supported
identifying patterns and relationships among themes (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Open
coding was used to organize and begin to find common topics in the data. Once all the
data was coded, the codes were organized into larger categories from which the
overarching themes emerged (Belotto, 2018; Williams & Moser, 2019).

Creswell’s (2016) description of data analysis refers to notes taken during the
interview to capture thoughts, gestures, and comments made and answer the interview
questions. Reading these notes allowed the dissection of the text with a critical lens to
establish relevant pieces. Codes were established when looking for patterns in words and
phrases, participants' quotes, words that repeat, surprise, align with the theory, or were

mentioned in the literature review. Once codes were established, the merging of several
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of them together created categories or patterns. Information was further developed by
labeling the categories or patterns and interpreted to create themes in order of importance
or connectedness (Belotto, 2018; Creswell, 2016; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016).

When beginning to code, | read each interview and became familiar with the
contents to get an idea of the data collected. | reviewed all participants’ comments and
began to assign codes. | then sorted the codes for similarity, moving from codes to
categories. Creswell and Creswell (2018) said, the open coding process is used to develop
themes. A critical piece of data analysis for a qualitative study is the winnowing of data
to sift out information that is not relative to the study and keep information that addresses
the research question. For this research, the inductive coding method allowed me, the
researcher, to start with a blank slate, reading and thinking about the data to form codes
and develop categories to themes related to the research question. Deductive coding was
not used as it requires developing a codebook from someone else’s theoretical framework
to guide the coding process (Xu & Zammit, 2020).

Using a concept map and table helped me organize raw data and aggregate codes
into themes when coding by hand. The analysis included research participant quotes,
carefully chosen and embedded, transparency, and an authentic voice to summarize data
in the analysis. Using verbatim quotes gave the research participants an authentic voice
through their actual words and lent credibility to the final narrative. Verbatim quotes
were illustrative (explicit), succinct, and representative (reflecting strong patterns) in

alignment with themes or categories that address the research questions (Lingard, 2019).
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Once | determined the information was becoming redundant and that no
additional coding or themes were yielded from the data, data saturation had been reached
(Braun & Clarke, 2021; Guest et al., 2020). In the development and identification of
themes, direct attention has been given to discrepant data to support the credibility and
dependability of this study. As themes emerged, | included the eight high school
administrators' perspectives in this study to ensure the accuracy and validity of the
findings. There were not fully discrepant cases, but | did find that some of the
participants expressed differences of opinion that do not refute the data, which I
incorporated into the analysis and reported above.

Data Analysis Results

The problem | investigated was that high school SWDs in the local Midwestern
urban school district have higher rates of suspension from school than their non-disabled
peers. The study aimed to understand high school administrators in the local Midwestern
urban school district perceptions of their knowledge of IDEA related to disciplining
SWDs to gain insight into decisions to suspend.

Generation of Data

Eight high school assistant principals from the local Midwestern urban school
district volunteered to participate in the study and provided the sample. For interview
transcript confidentiality, the name of each participant is not included in the interview
transcripts but has been replaced with a number identifier. For example, | use Al to refer
to the first high school administrator interviewed through A8, the last high school

administrator interviewed. The semi-structured interviews consisted of open-ended
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questions with probes to ensure representation of a detailed description of responses.
One-on-one interviews were conducted, and responses were recorded (with participants’
permission) via the virtual platform; Zoom. Notes on my thoughts during the sessions
were kept in a separate notebook.

Transcription of the interview was completed using speech-to-text software. |
transcribed all interviews within one week of conducting the interview by converting the
interview using the platform of speech-to-text software. | then listened carefully to each
interview to clarify any speech-to-text errors and corrected the transcript to ensure the
participants’ voices were accurately documented. A manual coding system was used.
Saldana (2021) and Creswell and Creswell (2018) provided coding guidelines and
techniques used in this study. The following approach was used (a) the printed interviews
were organized in a readable format with spacing for notes, (b) thorough reading of the
interview transcripts; (c) color, circling, highlighting were used to develop pre-code
notes, (d) coding system that laid out interviews side by side on a spreadsheet to develop
categories, (€) moved from categories to emerging themes (f) apply meaning to themes
through narrative writing, and (g) findings interpretation (Saldafia, 2021).

Coding

For this study, when beginning to code, I read each interview and became familiar
with the contents to get an idea of the data collected. I reviewed all participants’
comments to best a thematic analysis. | began by sorting the codes for similarity and
moving from categories to themes. A critical piece of data analysis for a qualitative study

is the winnowing of data to sift out information that is not relative to the study and keep
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information that addresses the research question. Coding was ongoing and completed
during and after the interviews. The inductive coding method was used to keep an open
mind and spontaneously create original codes to make sense of themes (Saldafia, 2021).
For this research, the inductive coding method allowed me, the researcher, to start with a
blank slate, reading and thinking about the data to form codes and develop categories to
themes related to the research question. Using an Excel spreadsheet helped me organize
raw data and aggregate codes into categories and themes when coding by hand (see
Appendix B).
Thematic Analysis

Several themes that emerged from the analysis are presented. The following
research questions of this study drove the qualitative investigation to understand high
school administrators in the local Midwestern urban school district perceptions of their
knowledge of IDEA related to disciplining a student with disabilities to gain insight into
decisions to suspend. Audio tapes from participant responses were transcribed into a
word document to support in the development of themes. Warm-up questions provided a
window into the background of the eight high school administrators that participated in
the interview process. For confidentiality, demographic information did not contain any
information identifying the participants, school, or district.
Results for RQ1
Theme 1

To address RQ1, administrators shared that they obtained knowledge about

special education from experience, not their licensing programs. The responses from all
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eight high school administrators were similar. All participants indicated they were not
prepared from their administrative licensing coursework to support special education
programs and the discipline of SWDs, having only one course in school law. Al stated, "I
don't know if I necessarily really got much out of it." A2, A6, and A8 expressed similar
sentiments that there were not enough courses offered in administrative programs to
prepare educators to deal with SWDs. A3 looked at administrative licensing preparation
from the lens of a special education teacher. A3 stated, "if | had not been a special
education teacher, | would be left with many questions related to public laws related to
SWDs." A4 and A5, who hold Director of Special Education licenses, indicated that their
administrative licensing programs did not prepare them. A4 summarized it, stating,
To be honest with you, | can say quite sure that we didn't have anything
specifically on special education. If that were the only educational background
that | had, I would be left with a lot of unknown information. I would not have the
appropriate background to be able to know the rights of my SWDs, to know the
appropriate processes and procedures for SWDs and their protections.
However, A8 felt prepared through an accelerated administrative program he participated
in for a second licensing but not in his initial administrative licensing coursework. He
shared that his accelerated administrative program coursework focused on different
student laws, special education, and regular education. "It focused on being fair and the
discipline piece. | felt prepared,” shared A8.
Theme 2

Participants stated that they had received more training from the district regarding



56

suspension within the last six to seven years in response to a lawsuit or corrective action
plan. Al, A6, and A7 describe the district training as held annually at the beginning of
the school year. Training is on the subject of discipline in response to a corrective action
plan. Several PD topics, shared A2, "are more general in dealing with behaviors." A2 also
shared that the training is "reactionary" following a lawsuit instead of proactive. A3
expands his professional understanding by attending district PD and conferences outside
the district. A4 said:

The district changed two to three years ago in response to a corrective action

complaint from the Office of Civil Rights. These changes led to the

operationalization of the code of conduct, so 'less subjectivity' can potentially lead

to discriminatory practices. A4 continues noting that there is not a lot of training

on IDEA. There is a lot of self-learning that must happen.
A5 noted that training on IDEA came from her position as a former special education
administrator. A5 also shared information on the annual training, stating that it is
"grassroots, just a baseline of what we need to follow." A7 was provided more district
training as the special service administrator assigned to the building. In this role, he is
provided more training on special education issues than the average administrator.
Theme 3

The following was shared in RQ3 when seeking to determine if the administrators
understand the student's disability and relationship to behavior. Al described having a
pretty good knowledge but felt that teachers need to understand this topic better. A2

believes that administrators "should not suspend if the behavior plan has been followed.
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Equality looks different for one student versus the other, but they are both getting the

same treatment.” A3 indicated that a student "cannot be suspended for more than ten days
without a review/revise."

A4 and A5, who hold Director of Special Education licenses, both indicate strong
knowledge of understanding how a student's behavior may be a manifestation of their
disability. A4 expressed, "there are certain protections in place for SWDs that make
building-based administrators more mindful of the use of exclusionary discipline." A6
shared those administrators need to read the IEP and know the student. At the same time,
AT noted that administrators should ensure that IEP services are provided and "if the
behavior is a manifestation of the student's disability, you should not be suspending
them." A8 shared, "not to pull kids out independently. You can't remove kids from the
inclusion environment’.

Results for RQ2
Theme 1

In addressing RQ2, there were varying personal perspectives regarding
information learned about the discipline of SWDs. Comments made by A2 include:

Lack of patience that educators have for SWDs, and there is a lack of tolerance

for SWDs. Students are being suspended because the adults in the building have

not supported them academically or emotionally.
"Students may want to be suspended” is a comment shared by A3. In that same line of
thinking, A7 stated, "from my experience, most of our disciplinary issues are within the

sped population, and there are different consequences for sped students." A8 also saw
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students acting out "to seek administration attention."

When asked to provide more insight into their personal understanding of the laws
related to disciplining SWDs, five administrators felt they understood well but struggled
to articulate their knowledge clearly. Two administrators, A4 and A5, indicated strong
expertise because of their special education backgrounds. Administrators expanded on
their knowledge about disciplining SWDs. Al does not always believe that discipline of
SWDs is necessary. The belief shared by Al is that "we've done too much of it" and
"definitely stereotyped.” A2 noted the need to understand and build relationships by
implementing interventions. A3 seeks ways to discipline that are not punitive but help the
student. A4 shared that punitive discipline "isn't helpful in terms of modifying behavior."”
A4 believes that we should approach the discipline from "a teaching lens.” "Make sure
we're in compliance before disciplining SWDs," stated A5 regarding a personal
philosophy. A6 records his philosophy and attitude as having changed from a 'zero
tolerance’ before he understood special education laws following a PD that stemmed from
an OSEP complaint on the overrepresentation in the suspension of African American
males. A6 describes himself as a listener trying to analyze the root problem. A7
administers disciplinary actions but communicates with the special education teacher to
develop a plan to address the behavior. Counseling and making students feel important is
A8's personal philosophy, so he spends time on that aspect.

Theme 2
Administrators shared that they felt there conflicting messages by the district

regarding the issuance of suspensions. As A8 explained, "the district is trying to eliminate
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suspensions, advising us (administrators) to hold them (students) in school and keep the
attendance rate up." Al also shared that policy and procedures create a barrier to
disciplining SWDs. With a similar sentiment, A2 shared:
The district ties your hands with how many students you can suspend when they
are under a class action lawsuit. If an administrator puts a kid out and says, 'you're
going home for a day," the special education administrator will let you know that
it's still counting as a suspension.
A4 noted that "I think some assistant principals think they can't suspend SWDs. There is
a lot of misunderstandings.” A6 explained, “there are certain things that we want to do we
can't do due to the barriers that are in place.” When asked to expound on barriers, A6
shared:
Suspension because at the end of the day, we must make sure that everyone is safe
in the building, and if it is a manifestation of the disability, no actions will be
taken because of what they're doing is they're displaying their disability.
To combat this barrier, A6 indicated that administrators would send a student home for a
day without issuing a suspension, referring to it as 'a cool off' period or self-reflection
time. A8 identifies the barrier as
When the district puts it out that they want absolutely no special education
students suspended, | mean, that's a Catch-22. It's almost like your hands are tied,
and then you start to be selective about trying not to suspend a kid.
Theme 3

There are district guidelines and expectations for disciplining all students.
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Administrators advance discipline according to the discipline action levels noted in the
code of student conduct. The administrators expressed that the guide is for disciplining all
students with a small blurb regarding SWDs and the number of suspensions. Although
there is a code of student conduct handbook, administrators expressed information on its
alignment with the discipline of SWDs. A2 shared that the code of student conduct is
followed, but "suspension of SWDs is sometimes distributed when there is a level of
intolerance of behaviors without investigating the root cause.” A3 shared that he defaults
to a 1-day suspension unless the principal does not give him a choice. A4 stated:
| follow the handbook because it is pretty black and white in terms of what's a
suspendable offense, and I cannot use a lower level, and | include the IEP team in
the conversations. For more severe Level 4 offenses that go to the central office, |
talk to the SPED supervisor to go through a manifestation determination. There
are separate steps to follow for SWDs; behavior plans and manifestation
determinations. There are certain protections in place for SWDs that make
building administrators more mindful of the use of exclusionary discipline. Be
mindful of patterns and address those patterns in student behavior through the
IEP. Be mindful of not suspending SWDs for more than ten days without
provisionary-like practices in place.
Ab stated that:
A5 consults the district code of student conduct but researches the student's
behavior history to see if there are patterns that indicate the behavior may be a

manifestation of the student's disability. The factors become important depending
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upon the disability label. Make sure plans are in place for the student regarding
possible triggers and how to support them. Have those plans and procedures in
place so that students will not lash out and receive a disciplinary consequence
from someone unfamiliar with the disability. Especially when an administrator
without background information with students with various disabilities.
Al, A6, A7, and A8 seek to discipline in alignment with the student code of conduct for
minimum and maximum discipline penalties. A6 also looks for patterns of behavior while
following the code of conduct. A6 shared, "when you have exhausted all of your
resources, made every effort as an administrator, provided them with documented
support, and the behavior remains, you have to take further disciplinary action." A7
shared that a student's disability factors in consequences if it is part of the disability,
which helps drive administrators' consequences.
Results for RQ3
Theme 1
The following responses involve determining if assistant principals need more
training on understanding disabilities and their relationship to behavior. Participants are
seeking information on the laws related to disciplining SWDs. Al expressed a need for
additional training that is not simply based on policies and procedures. A2 shared:
| absolutely, wholeheartedly feel there has to be more training on the different and
the specific behaviors of students with IEPs. The training must be intentional. The
current training lumps regular and special education students together. If the PD is

on disruptive behaviors, it is just blanket disruptive behaviors covering any
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student. You have a lot of administrators that don't understand special education
law. They don't understand the different disabilities. They (the administrators
without SPED knowledge) are part of the problem of the suspension rate being

higher than it should be because they don't understand special education.

A3 would like training delivered in unison with the special education administrators’

team. A4 expressed that:

Some assistant principals think that they can't suspend SWDs. There is a
misunderstanding, and I think it's based on just not having the information they
need. All administrators need to be more well-versed in disability in general. |
think there's a considerable lack of knowledge around special education as a
whole. A4 continues with if you don't have that foundational knowledge, then
when you're trying to apply that information to the discipline, and you don't have
it, how are you ever going to fix the problem of SWDs being suspended three

times the number of students without disabilities.

A5 would like staff trained on understanding disabilities by personnel with expertise in

that area, not delivered by just anyone. The A5 expressed that the district may need to

seek training from experts outside the district. A6, A7, and A8 seek training on disability

categories and how the student's disability manifests in behavior because they lack this

knowledge. A8 shared that "decisions to suspend are sometimes based on frustration

when you lack understanding.” A7 would like more training on supports that are

available before the suspension. A5 reiterated that if she did not have special education

administration background and training, "I truly don't believe that | would have had
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everything that | needed to assist me in the role of assistant principal. The laws and
everything that | had to learn in a special education administration role."

A common theme among administrators was more PD on disability categories and
how a manifestation of a student's disability is determined. After the school principal, the
administrators all seek out the special education administrator and use the district code of
student conduct handbook as a guide to deciding whether to suspend SWDs.

There is confusion about the 10-day rule surrounding the suspension of SWDs
and the implementation of disciplinary actions consistent with non-disabled students
when the IEP team has determined that the code of conduct violation is not a
manifestation of the student's disability.

Discrepant Cases

Creswell and Creswell (2018) said that researchers must present information that
contradicts the themes to support the credibility and validity of the data. In developing
and identifying themes, direct attention was given to discrepant data that may run counter
to the themes. Different perspectives were reviewed to support the study's credibility and
dependability to search of contrary information. As themes emerged, | included the eight
administrators' perspectives in this study to ensure the accuracy and validity of the
findings. I did not find information that would contradict the study’s themes.

RQ1, Theme 1, identified a possible lack of preparation regarding special
education in administrative licensing programs. Administrators' knowledge regarding
disciplinary procedures set forth governing SWDs, has become increasingly crucial as

districts balance disciplining SWDs while maintaining their right to FAPE (Decker &
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Brady, 2016). The findings from this theme identified that all of the eight study

participants align with the following studies from the literature review, which supports
administrators’ perceptions that coursework for administrative licensing does not
adequately prepare an administrator in the knowledge of IDEA and the discipline of
SWDs. Schaaf et al. (2015) conducted a study in which 174 administrators in a
Midwestern state were surveyed on their readiness to support special education aspects.
The researchers documented administrators' readiness to address behavior issues of
SWDs. Only 5% of the administrators indicated being well-prepared, following
preparation programs, and 32.8% noted they were adequately prepared.

DeMatthews et al. (2019) conducted a qualitative study with six principals to gain
information about their exceptional education attainment through university leadership
programs. The research results show that the assistant principals were provided very little
instruction and guidance surrounding special education, with one to three courses focused
on special education law in their programs. While the principals did not gain much
knowledge from university coursework, they expressed that special education law is an
integral part of their job. These qualitative study results align with prior research results
(Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Ball & Green, 2014; Pazey & Cole, 2013; Roberts & Guerra,
2017; Sun & Xin, 2019).

Christensen et al. (2013) studied 64 principals' beliefs about preparation programs
that trained educational leaders regarding special education support issues. The
investigation revealed that 87.1% of principals ranked the need for understanding legal

guidelines for disciplining SWDs, emphasizing the need for better training in special
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education matters. A review of the literature documents a lack of course content focused
on special education in preparation programs leading to a lack of knowledge for
administrators (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Bateman et al., 2017; Billingsley et al., 2014;
DeMatthews et al., 2019; DiPaola & Walther-Thomas, 2003; Pazey & Cole, 2013; Sun &
Xin, 2019). Principal preparation programs offer a small glimpse into special education.

Sun and Xin (2019) investigated 134 principals' opinions on preparedness to
provide services and support to SWDs and obtain their knowledge. The study results
documented that 23.8% of administrators have special education academic knowledge
gained through leadership programs. Despite being required to implement special
education programs, the study found that administrators did not have adequate
knowledge. Their knowledge of special education is obtained through on-the-job
experience (Samuels, 2018; Sun & Xin, 2019).

RQ1, Theme 2, identified that the district provides on-the-job training on
discipline. The findings from this theme noted that the district provides minimal training
annually on the subject of discipline but is not specific to the discipline of SWDs. The
reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 brought clarity to districts on how to discipline SWDs in
alignment with the due process rights afforded to them (IDEA, 1997; Walker & Brigham,
2017). Where administrators get their knowledge concerning the behavior of SWDs
determines their course of action when deciding to suspend. The administrator’s
development of dispensing discipline is complex. Interactions with administrative peers

and how they perceive discipline is issued may influence the administrator when the
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individual administrator does not have a solid foundational knowledge from which to
build (Samuels, 2018; Sun & Xin, 2019).

Browning (2019) conducted a study seeking to understand how administrators
make decisions when disciplining SWDs. The findings report that administrators did not
have prior training in special education and therefore lacked the background knowledge
to make informed decisions. Other study findings indicate that administrators reference
previous experiences, allow others to help shape their actions, are provided minimal
training, and rely on research from their own initiatives. The study supports districts' need
to fill the education gaps of administrators related to special education through ongoing
PD.

RQ1, Theme 3, identified administrators’ knowledge of the discipline of SWDs
and how a student’s behavior may be a manifestation of their disability is limited.
Findings from this theme identify a lack of consistency among administrators
surrounding the understanding of the relationship between the students' disability and
behavior. When working to support SWDs, procedural safeguards surrounding discipline,
administrators must be knowledgeable about varying disabilities and their impact on
behavior to properly document, provide feedback, and assist in developing behavior
management strategies. In order to comply with legal regulations related to SWDs,
administrators must have a depth of knowledge of special education to adhere to these
regulations. Educating administrators on issues surrounding the punitive discipline
consequences and providing training on the discernment of why problem behaviors are

occurring may reduce suspensions (Allday et al., 2021). Pregot (2021) said administrators
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have a minimal knowledge base of these functions. There is a higher likelihood that
administrators would use exclusionary discipline or suspensions when administering
discipline following the infringement of local educational agency (LEA) policies by
SWDs. To alleviate this likelihood, principals expanded their knowledge to understand
IDEA's complexities that guide discipline (Decker & Pazey, 2017; IDEA, 2004; Williams
etal., 2013).

RQ2, Theme 1, identified that administrators used their varied personal
philosophies and knowledge to make suspension decisions. The finding indicates there
were varying personal perspectives concerning the discipline of SWDs. Skiba et al.
(2014) conducted a multilevel analysis of students' discipline records and school-level
data on principals' attitudes. They noted that although student behavior is a predictor of
suspension, the more reliable predictor might be administrators' attitudes and perspectives
regarding discipline. Skiba and Edl (2004) surveyed 325 principals across Indiana using
the Disciplinary Practices Survey to understand the principal's attitudes toward school
discipline. Data gleaned from the study suggests that school suspension is a choice made
by administrators based on their knowledge of and beliefs concerning the disciplinary
process. Administrators deliver discipline according to their level of knowledge and
personal interpretations.

RQ2, Theme 2, identified misconceptions about when the discipline of SWDs
warrants suspension. Administrators felt there were barriers put in place by the district
regarding the issuance of suspension. McCarthy and Soodak (2007) said that

administrators lack understanding of due process provisions. They noted that this might
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create confusion and feelings of a dual discipline system. The dual discipline system is a
sentiment expressed by Participant A6 regarding a barrier to disciplining SWDs. They
said SWDs are handled differently with different consequences or disciplinary level
actions. Many administrators get confused over the concept of equality when it comes to
serving students who receive special education services.

RQ2, Theme 3, has identified district policy as the main source of guidance for
decision making regarding suspension, which applies to all students and may not consider
the special circumstances of SWDs. Findings for this theme noted that administrators
advance discipline according to discipline action levels noted in the code of student
conduct. Administrators question the code of conduct in its alignment with disciplining
SWDs. In handling discipline cases, administrators have a responsibility to review each
case from an individual basis and not simply impose the same, consistent disciplinary
actions to all (Alnaim, 2018). Cruz and Rodl (2018) conducted a study to examine the
prediction of out-of-school suspension using school context and student characteristics to
determine discipline disparities. One of the school-level contexts reviewed in the study
included a critical role of principals’ perceptions of disparities and a school-level
predictor of disability. The study shows that SWDs had a significantly higher suspension
rate for student-level results.

RQ3 identified administrators who indicated a need for additional training on
specific disabilities categories, how the behavior might be a manifestation of a student’s
disability, and the laws related to disciplining SWDs. Reed et al. (2020) described the use

of the exclusionary discipline of SWDs and other marginalized groups as "an equity and
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social justice issue™ (p. 172). In the wake of reform to address the discipline process, the
authors addressed the concern that minimal training is specific to how administrators'
attitudes and knowledge impact their understanding of school discipline policies and
legal mandates. They promote the use of PD as a vehicle to improve equity in educational
discipline reform. Schaaf et al. (2015), conducted a study where more than half of the
administrators stated a need for additional training on special education laws in the form
of PD. The studies support that limited PD of administrators in special education areas
has a negative impact on SWDs (Ball & Green, 2014; Lynch, 2012; Reed et al., 2020).
Decker and Pazey (2017) conducted a study focused on educators' lack of training in the
requirements related to disciplining SWDs and implementing those laws when
suspending or recommending expulsion for behavior infractions. Lieberman (2021) said
that the process of disciplining students’ needs an overhaul to change policies and
practices to reduce inequity in discipline practices. The results of this study align with
literature reviews and with a common theme expressed among study participants
suggesting the need for more PD on disability categories and how a manifestation of a
student’s disability is determined. A2 summarized the need for PD “because a lot of
administrators don't understand special education law. They are part of the problem of the
suspension rate being higher than it should be because they don't understand special
education.”
Conclusion
In exploring high school administrators’ perceptions about their knowledge of

IDEA regulations related to disciplining SWD, | addressed three research questions and
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themes developed from the study. The research questions addressed administrator
training on IDEA regulations, the decision-making process administrators use when
issuing suspensions to SWDs and what training administrators report they need to

decrease the suspension rates of SWDs.

RQ1: How do administrators describe how their training and knowledge of
special education laws related to discipline affects their decisions to suspend?
Findings from theme 1 indicate a possible lack of preparation regarding special education
in administrative licensing programs. Theme 2 identified that the district provides on-the-
job training on discipline. The findings from this theme noted that the district provides
minimal training annually on the subject of discipline but is not specific to the discipline
of SWDs. Theme 3 identified administrators’ knowledge of the discipline of SWDs and
how a student’s behavior may be a manifestation of their disability is limited. Findings
from this theme identify a lack of consistency among administrators surrounding the
understanding of the relationship between the students' disability and behavior.

RQ2: How do administrators describe their decision-making process in terms of
suspension of SWDs?
Findings from theme 1 identified that administrators used their varied personal
philosophies and knowledge to make suspension decisions. The finding indicates there
were varying personal perspectives concerning the discipline of SWDs. Theme 2
identified misconceptions about when the discipline of SWDs warrants suspension.
Administrators felt there were barriers put in place by the district regarding the issuance

of suspension. Theme 3 has identified district policy as the main source of guidance for
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decision making regarding suspension, which applies to all students and may not consider
the special circumstances of SWDs. Findings for this theme noted that administrators
advance discipline according to discipline action levels noted in the code of student
conduct. Administrators question the code of conduct in its alignment with disciplining
SWDs.

RQ3: What additional district training or supports do administrators identify as
needed to support a decrease in suspension rates of SWDs?
Finding from theme 1 identified administrators who indicated a need for additional
training on specific disabilities categories, how the behavior might be a manifestation of a
student’s disability, and the laws related to disciplining SWDs.
Based on the findings, high school administrators responsible for disciplining SWDs need
additional training and supports to gain a better understanding of IDEA regulations
related to disciplining SWDs and how the student’s behavior may be a manifestation of
their disability. | propose that a PD be developed that provides administrators with
training on IDEA, disability areas and a manifestation of their disability. In section 3, |
will utilize the information from the findings to provide a project that will offer a plan for

professional development for high school administrators that provide discipline to SWDs.
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Section 3: The Project

Introduction

| have created a project in the form of a PD plan based on my project findings
(see Appendix A). Section 3 includes this project study plan as well as the rationale for
developing a PD plan, a review of literature related to PD, the project evaluation plan,
and implications for social change.

A 3-day PD session is the proposed project for this study. The purpose is to help
high school administrators in the local Midwestern urban school district better understand
different disabilities and how students may exhibit behaviors that are manifested due to
these disabilities. | also provide information on laws that were developed to ensure
equitable protections and reduce inequalities in suspensions for SWDs. The project was
developed from themes that emerged from interviews. Data from this study informed the
creation of PD to fill knowledge gaps involving the IDEA and discipline of SWDs that
are not provided in administrative preparation programs. Data revealed that high school
administrators in the Midwestern urban school district would like a deeper understanding
of how student disabilities manifest as behaviors. This project would supplement PD
opportunities that are currently provided in the district, with a more specialized focus for
administrators who deliver discipline to students.

Rationale

Topics for PD sessions include (a) understanding what different disabilities are

and how they may impact student behavior, (b) functional behavior assessment, behavior

intervention plan, manifestation determination process, and positive behavioral
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intervention strategies, and (c) understanding laws governing the discipline of SWDs.
This study may help close the disproportionate gap involving disciplinary referrals of
special education children in the local district. Reed et al. (2020) described exclusionary
discipline of SWDs and other marginalized groups as “an equity and social justice issue”
(p. 172). PD is promoted as a vehicle to improve equity in educational discipline reform.
This PD project may guide the district in terms of implementing this specific training on
an ongoing basis to support high school administrators in the local Midwestern urban
school district regarding IDEA regulations and use of exclusionary discipline.
Review of the Literature

Peer-reviewed articles on PD of educators were part of the literature review for
this section of my project study. High school administrators in the local Midwestern
urban school district are tasked with having a solid understanding of discipline policies of
their districts. Furthermore, they are tasked with understanding laws related to discipline
of SWDs. PD is a vital tool to provide administrators with knowledge and improvement
in this area. Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) said effective PD, structured as professional
learning results in changes in practices and improvements in outcomes. Wide acceptance
from decision makers within the local Midwestern urban school district to support
continuous PD is needed for high school administrators to gain required knowledge to
strengthen leadership practices (Aas, 2017; Brion, 2020; Gumis & Bellibas, 2016).
Reviews of effective PD for administrators are rare.

PD is multidimensional. Gimus and Bellibas (2016) said PD should include

activities with hands-on learning experiences to improve administrators’ leadership skills.
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Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) said active learning involves interactive experiences to
engage educators. High school administrator’s want high-quality PD that includes
individualization, coaching, and hands-on experiences (Desimone & Park, 2017; Koonce
etal., 2019.

PD must be engaging and provide administrators with relevant skills to lead to
educational change (Aas, 2017). The more principals take part in PD activities, the more
they engage in leadership practices that allow them to practice developing in-depth
understanding of the knowledge learned. Administrators want PD that allows them to
apply knowledge and skills that contribute to leadership practice enhancements (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2017; Koonce et al., 2019). School administrators want PD that provides
them with strategies and skills that can be used immediately in their practice and
sustained over time (Akinyemi & Nkonki, 2021; Koonce et al., 2019; Matherson &
Windle, 2017).

Effective PD involves allowing administrators to practice and apply their
expertise in schools (Goldring et al., 2012; Koonce et al., 2019). These opportunities
provide leaders with active learning as well as new capacities and experiences,
strengthening areas they may be weak in and stretching their comfort zones (Goldring et
al., 2012). Professional learning opportunities should involve information that supports
situations that high school administrators may encounter daily. When targeting
information needed for administrators to succeed, PD must address information and
experiences the district needs to effect change for both administrators and the district

(Bond & Blevins, 2020; Daniels et al., 2019). Embedding PD in the job allows for
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continuous practice, leading to positive outcomes (Davis et al., 2020). Gumus and
Bellibas (2020) said PD contributes to leadership practice enhancements and there was a
statistically significant positive relationship, £=0.485, p < 0.001 between principals’ PD
and leadership practices, using a cross-sectional survey design to examine direct and
indirect links. An ongoing learning process is critical to principals’ development in terms
of meeting the demands of school leadership.

The effectiveness of PD is dictated by the content and quality of activities and
their relationship with job-embedded responsibilities (Glimis & Bellibas, 2016). Job-
embedded PD which is linked to administrators’ daily responsibilities is most effective.
Leadership practices are improved with more hands-on action approaches for PD
activities involving passive dissemination of information (Zepeda, 2019). The most
beneficial PD is engagement through active participation rather than formal or isolated
experiences (Evans, 2014).

Irby et al. (2017) said mentoring is used to develop trust and community as well
as increase skill sets and improve productivity and retention. PD activities that include
partnering administrators with mentors and networking opportunities to improve
administrators’ leadership skills (Brown & Militello, 2016; Daniels et al., 2019; Darling-
Hammond et al., 2017; Davis et al., 2020). Networking allows for discussion and
reactivation of knowledge and exchange of effective practices (Daniels et al., 2019). Bai
and Martin (2015) said urban school administrators seek knowledge to strengthen their
competence in terms of special education and determine their PD needs. The study

looked at 289 urban school administrators to assess their needs for supporting special
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education programs. Their research supports that urban school administrators want to
acquire knowledge that betters their practice in terms of serving the needs of SWDs.

Several studies examined a vast amount of literature on PD to establish design
elements that make up effective PD. The first element focuses on content that connects
the theory of learning to authentic practice in developing in-depth understanding (Daniels
et al., 2019; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). The second element is active learning which
focuses on interactive experiences to engage the educator. Glimiis and Bellibas (2020)
showed the more active exercise of learning-centered leadership from principals who
participate in more days of PD activities. The third element includes building
opportunities for collaboration to extend educators' knowledge beyond their isolated
experiences by working in groups to arrive at solutions (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017).

Existing knowledge is activated when administrators are provided an opportunity
to network and share ideas with colleagues. Collaboration with peers is essential with
opportunities for critical problem-solving support to gain a higher understanding for
administrators while transferring knowledge and practice opportunities while developing
confidence in their skills (Brown & Militello (2016); Daniels et al., 2019; Davis et al.,
2020). When collaborating, administrators are provided support through motivation,
encouragement, morale, and teamwork opportunities (Akinyemi & Nkonki, 2021).

The fourth element addresses modeling or demonstrating effective practice
strategies (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). The fifth element seeks to provide
professionals with expertise in the area being taught that act as coaches to assist the

process of understanding by linking the learning to an application (Daniels et al., 2019).
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The sixth element builds in opportunities in the PD for constructive feedback and
reflection of the information to deepen learning (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017).
Reflection noted by Bond & Blevins (2020) should be an essential part of PD to allow
participants to identify how the information gained will be carried into continuous
practice.

Continuous reflection and coherence to the subject being studied may be a critical
component of instructional coaching for effective PD (Desimone & Park, 2017). The
opportunity for reflection in PD is required for administrators to challenge thoughts,
analyze the problem and search for solutions (Davis et al., 2020). Focus on sustained
duration, with concepts being job-embedded for continuous learning (Bates & Morgan,
2018; Gumus & Bellibas, 2020). In contrast, Koonce et al. (2019) identified barriers to
principal engagement in the PD process. The study shared that time and money were
consistent among participants as overarching barriers to effective PD, time being the
most significant barrier. Another barrier presented was principals' concern or lack of
confidence regarding PD planning and evaluation. Principals identified needs
assessments, surveys, and time necessary to ensure adequate quality PD. Principals'
ability to overcome these barriers may be contingent on external locus of control factors.

The global landscape for PD shifted with the COVID-19 pandemic, with online
PD becoming an integral part of this new landscape (Charteris et al., 2021). Online PD is
not new. Before the pandemic, the online platform gained recognition as a powerful
vehicle for delivering high-quality, low-cost, accessible training. Bragg et al. (2021)

define PD as “structured, formal professional learning that is entirely online, resulting in
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changes to educators’ knowledge, behavior, and practices” (pg. 2). Design is critical to
providing a supportive learning environment and opportunity for engagement. Studies
document that design is critical to successful online PD (Bedford, 2019; Sterrett &
Richardson, 2020). Technology cultivates learning by understanding others’ experiences
within a social community of peers. Studies document that design is a critical component
of successful online PD. The evidence indicates that quality online PD design elements
include activities that account for various learning modalities. The activities may include
incorporating opportunities for participant engagement and embedded practical learning
activities to support acquired knowledge and skills (Bedford, 2019; Bragg et al., 2021,
Rodriquez-Gomer et al. (2020)). Activities may include incorporating opportunities for
participant engagement and embedded practical learning activities to support acquired
knowledge and skills.

Technology is shifting the paradigm of PD from a more traditional format to
newer forms using multiple device platforms, allowing participants to participate in PD
tailored to their individual needs. Stevenson et al. (2015) examined how leaders
supported PD by leveraging technology to manage and facilitate change. When educators
are provided choices, traditional versus online, there is more autonomy to engage in
learning as there is a relationship between tools of learning and learning itself (Bedford,
2019; Stevenson et al. (2015).

Administrators enjoy the technological aspect of ease of use with more autonomy
to engage in learning and build relationships with other participants on this platform,

contributing to increased learning (Bedford, 2019; Sterrett & Richardson, 2020). The
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platform cultivates learning by understanding others' experiences within a social
community of peers. Video is a technology platform that allows educators to view
realistic, complex environments for discussion and modeling and supports educator
cognitive development (Major & Watson, 2018).

Sims and Fletcher-Wood (2021) provided a critical review that questioned the
validity of several influential reviews on teacher PD, exposing the literature to scrutiny.
The authors argued 3 points to extend the literature and refute the previous findings of
other studies. First, there is no distinction between rigorously evaluated interventions and
causally redundant components. Second, isolate PD that is effective from theory. Third,
identify areas that are not evidence-supported. The review documented that researchers
seeking alignment of effective PD should focus on how people acquire skills and PD
interventions that are rigorously evaluated. Through the Every Student Succeeds Act,
federal funding requires the components of collaboration and sustainability are included
in PD.

Project Description

The PD project will be conducted in three sessions on student non-attendance
days to avoid interruption of school services. The three workshops will take place within
the academic school year. | will need permission from the district to conduct the PD with
administrators to provide a space and resources for the PD. The PD sessions will be
targeted at administrators that are responsible for delivering discipline to SWDs. The
sessions will be delivered over three days (it does not have to be delivered three days in a

row). The first session on day one will concentrate on administrators learning about each
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of the 13 disability areas, how they are defined, and the criteria for qualification. The
second session on day two will concentrate on developing a functional behavioral
assessment, a behavior intervention plan, and the manifestation determination process.
Also discussed will be how positive behavioral supports align with documents. The third
session on day three will bring all the information together, understanding the laws
governing the discipline of SWDs. This project consists of hands-on PD workshops in
determining how a student's behavior may manifest his disability and proactive measures
to reduce behavioral incidents. Administrators will learn how to implement appropriate
interventions to manage students' behavior with disabilities on a case-by-case basis by
identifying the root cause.
Needed Resources and Existing Supports

| will need permission from the Midwestern urban school district to conduct the
PD sessions. | will also need to request the district to provide adequate space for
approximately 100 attendees, technology to support a PowerPoint presentation, poster
chart paper, colored markers, and post-it notes for each PD session. Existing support lies
in the school district having a school building where PD is conducted for large groups of
participants.
Potential Barriers

The study also yielded a small sample of 8 assistant principals who volunteered
and participated. A possible solution would be to share the presentation with the district,
with the district making the PD mandatory for all principals and assistant principals.

Another barrier may be administrators’ time away from their buildings. A solution to this
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barrier would be to conduct the PD workshop on a student non-attendance day. COVID-
19 may present a barrier to in-person PD in the current climate.
Implementation and Timeline

Before implementing the PD project, it is my responsibility to first meet with the
district administration to share the project, discuss its benefits, and for permission to
conduct the 3-day PD workshop for administrators. Once permission is obtained from the
district, the district will notify administrators of the PD opportunity defining the purpose
and benefits to their attending. The district will be responsible for granting permission to
conduct the PD sessions. Provide the venue, technology, poster chart paper, colored
markers, and post-it notes for each PD session held in person.

The administrators are responsible for attending all three sessions to learn the role
a student’s disability may play in a student’s behavior and apply that knowledge when
determining the suspension of an SWDs. | am responsible for the development and
presentation of the PD sessions. All handouts and resources will be developed and
provided by me.

Project Evaluation Plan

Determining the effectiveness of PD through evaluation is critical. Participants
will be asked to complete a pre-assessment survey on the first day and a post-assessment
on the last day as the evaluation methods for this study. During the presentation, snapshot
polls will be conducted. At different intervals after each section of the information
presentation, participants will be polled with a one-question quick understanding check.

There will be six polls, two polls per each PD day. Participants will also have the
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opportunity to collaborate in short five-to-10-minute break-out sessions with four to five
people. Upon completion of the 3-day PD, the responses from the pre, post, and six polls
will be evaluated to assess the quality of this PD project. The pre-assessment survey and
the post-assessment survey will provide an opportunity to provide open-ended feedback.
Results from these surveys allow the presenter to make adjustments to future
presentations. It also provides information to the district to determine continued or
additional PD for improving administrators' understanding of disability and its
relationship to the discipline of SWDs.
Project Implications

Expanding the administrators’ knowledge of IDEA and disciplinary policies
related to SWDs may change administrators' behavior in determining suspensions or
provide legal justification for suspending. Without understanding SWDs' protected rights
under IDEA, administrators grapple with a misunderstanding that creates assumptions
that generate disagreement surrounding SWDs (Decker & Pazey, 2017; Lashley & Tate,
2009). My goal was to assist administrators in learning how students' behavior may be a
manifestation of their disability. A further goal was to provide tools to help these local
administrators understand the laws related to disability and discipline. The administrators
in the study discussed the corrective action the Midwestern district is under to reduce the
number of suspensions being disseminated in the district. An understanding of behaviors
could aid in this reduction.

Positive social change of reduction in the punitive strategy of suspension of

SWDs, when administrators have a baseline understanding of disabilities, may positively



83

affect students' future outcomes since social costs are imposed when students become
disengaged from school through suspension. Administrators’ reduction in suspensions
would benefit students with increased time in the educational setting receiving services,
increased opportunities for positive social interactions, increased graduation rates, and
fewer juvenile justice encounters.

Social costs are imposed on community, local, and state tax bases when students
become disengaged from school through suspension (Rumberger & Losen, 2016). These
social-economic costs include diminished wage-earning ability, increased crime and costs
associated with it, and higher social welfare costs when students become disenfranchised
and drop out of high school (Marchbanks et al., 2015; Rumberger & Losen, 2016). Those
using suspensions do not consider economic costs because there is no immediate and
apparent social impact (Marchbanks et al., 2015; Rumberger & Losen, 2016).

Conclusion

Section 3 includes information on the 3-day professional development project |
chose for my study. The chapter includes the rationale for choosing a PD, a review of
literature on PD, a description of the project, how the project will be evaluated and the
projects implications. This PD session was designed to help administrators deepen their
knowledge and understanding of IDEA regulations and the laws related to disciplining
SWDs, understanding the 13 disability categories and how a student’s behavior may be a
manifestation of their disability. In section 3, the project plan for the 3-day PD session
was outlined and described. A connection between the project and the research was

established. I combined information gathered from both the research on PDs and the
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interviews and created a 3-day PD session for high school administrators that provide
discipline to SWDs. Section 4 will offer a reflection for the development of the study
and the project. The information will provide insight to the strengths, limitations, and

implications of the project.
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Section 4: Reflections and Conclusions

This section includes my reflections and conclusions about the project study,
including the project’s strengths and limitations related to addressing high school
administrators within the local Midwestern urban school district perceptions of their
knowledge base related to the IDEA and discipline of SWDs. Section 4 includes
recommendations for further research in this area. | propose implementing PD sessions
based on the research problem and findings over a period of 3 days.

Project Strengths and Limitations

Administrators are stakeholders who are directly responsible for making decisions
and issuing suspension notices to SWDs. The PD session was presented to support high
school administrators within the local Midwestern urban school district in terms of
understanding special education laws related to disciplining SWDs. This will strengthen
high school administrators understanding of disabilities and how behavior may be a
manifestation of disability. By sharing findings from the project study with other school
administrators, they may gain an understanding of why knowledge involving special
education to support students properly is critical. This will provide all school
administrators with information involving working collaboratively with special education
teachers to increase positive behaviors and reduce suspensions. Although research was
conducted with high school administrators, PD sessions would be open to all K-12
administrators, ensuring they all have the same information and strategies which lead to
better discipline decisions. The PD session is focused on high school administrators in the

local Midwestern urban school district understanding IDEA, basics of specific



86

disabilities, how student behaviors may be a manifestation of their disability, and laws
related to disciplining SWDs, which all administrators need to understand.

Although meaningful, a limitation to the 3-day PD session may be inconsistencies
in high school administrator attendance since it may be difficult for high school
administrators to have the time to attend 3-day presentations. Each session builds on the
previous session, and therefore attendance for all 3 days is critical. They will have
opportunities for meaningful conversations with colleagues during breakout group work
sessions to brainstorm presented scenarios.

Recommendations for Alternative Approaches

A 3-day PD session was selected as the project deliverable for this study to
support high administrators in the local Midwestern urban school district in terms of
gaining a deeper understanding of special education laws related to disciplining SWDs.
With high school administrative level of responsibilities, there may be time constraints,
an alternative approach to addressing the research problem could involve asynchronous
virtual delivery of the PD session with individual modules and passing assessments
before moving on to the next module.

Other alternative methods of delivering critical information to high school
administrators may include the following. Content regarding special education could be
delivered to high school administrators during a monthly PD session conducted by the
special education director in collaboration with the special education administrators
assigned to support specific high schools. These PDs could be a part of an ongoing series

of half-day PD trainings for high school administrators regarding reduction of behaviors
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through understanding disability and how it may manifest in behavior, use of behavioral
intervention strategies, development and use of an FBA/BIP. Another alternative would
be to hire an outside consultant specializing in the discipline of SWDs, which may
require significant financial investments and possibly be a one-time PD opportunity. Last,
a job-embedded coach to mentor and provide parallel training or pairing administrators
with special education administrators for job-embedded training may be an option.
Scholarship, Project Development, and Leadership and Change

| collected data for this qualitative study via one-to-one interviews with eight high
school assistant principals in the local Midwestern urban school district, responsible for
delivering discipline to students. As a novice researcher, | applied knowledge | gained
through Walden University to conduct basic qualitative research. This included
determining what previous research was peer-reviewed, databases, and search terms.
Conducting a rigorous literature review was necessary to develop my knowledge base. It
allowed me to determine what method would best answer my RQs and guided me when
collecting data through interviews and analyzing transcripts for emergence of themes.
Descriptive feedback was integral to completing the project study. This helped in terms
of developing my role and understanding as a research practitioner.

| developed PD sessions to deliver information regarding special education laws,
discipline, and manifestation of behaviors to high school administrators responsible for
delivering discipline to students. PD sessions will have knowledge checks embedded with
a survey presented after each session to evaluate the project deliverable. Evaluation

survey information will be shared with the district research department and district
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managers responsible for district PD. Information gleaned from the survey assisted me in
determining adjustments which need to be implemented for the PD session.
Reflection on Importance of the Work

I conducted this qualitative research project study to use knowledge imparted to
me through coursework when developing this basic qualitative study. Applying this
knowledge helped me understand high school administrators’ perceptions of their
understanding and preparedness to discipline SWDs. Using the interview method and
guiding questions for collecting data, | learned more about myself as a research
practitioner. During this project study, | understood the significance of reviewing
previous scholarly literature to substantiate the need for this particular study. The
development of the 3-day PD session required me to spend time carefully constructing a
platform that would be impactful for attending participants and make a difference in
terms of supporting students with behavioral challenges instead of issuing suspensions.
Understanding how to support behavioral challenges should positively affect
administrators, SWDs, and the district.

Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research

Findings from this study and PD may build high school administrators’ capacity
for knowledge on proactive behavior interventions. Preventive strategies are needed to
minimize behavior and increase academic achievement. When informed, administrators
seek to integrate positive behavioral supports within schools as proactive measures to
address behavioral challenges. Reduced disparities in suspension rates would positively

impact both academic and life outcomes of historically disadvantaged SWDs, providing
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them with hope rather than despair. Exploration of high school administrators’
perceptions and understanding of their knowledge of the IDEA related to discipline of
SWDs may directly impact students’ future outcomes. It may be a catalyst for social
change.

A guantitative study, using statistical suspension data for SWDs, could help
identify which administrators and grade levels produce the highest suspensions rates.
Additional data collection involving a mixed methods approach combining interview
focus groups and local reviews of data may lead to information about administrators’
perceptions related to discipline of SWDs. Future research may include a year-long
follow-up study to review suspension data and administrator perceptions prior to PD
sessions. A review of suspension data and administrator perceptions should be conducted
approximately 6 months after the PD session to determine its effectiveness for each study
participant. Future studies may be conducted on individual high, middle, and elementary
schools with disproportionate suspensions rates as well as administrators disseminating
suspension notices. Future research should also expand on this PD session by making a
discipline helpline to support administrators when they have questions or need
clarification on disciplining a SWDs. Future research should also focus on school
administrators’ legal literacy in terms of special education laws and implementation of
PD for all school administrators, expansion of research related to special education laws,
and more thorough integration of special education laws in administrator preparation
programs. Themes developed from perceptions of high school administrator participants

in this study align with previous studies that document lack of administrator preparation
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programs, district mandates, and need for PD.
Conclusion

High school administrators are responsible for staying abreast of exclusive
education updates regarding the discipline of SWDs to navigate the safeguards put in
place through IDEA for this vulnerable population (Couvillon et al., 2018; Nashatker,
2010; Reed et al., 2020). Understanding how behaviors and subsequent suspensions
affect SWDs helps administrators develop positive interventions to prevent suspensions
that may be avoidable through experience (Richard & Hardin, 2018). Principals'
knowledge of special education law may directly impact how they discipline SWDs
(Roberts & Guerra Jr, 2017). As incidences of school violence have risen, administrators
are tasked with understanding and implementing disciplinary policies in the school
setting. There may be legal ramifications related to the discipline of SWDs and rights
inadvertently violated due to a lack of administrators’ requisite knowledge of special
education laws (Arnberger & Shoop, 2006; Couvillon et al., 2018; Decker & Pazey,
2017; Lewis, 2017).

To address this, a qualitative study was conducted to gain an understanding of
administrators’ perceptions of their knowledge of IDEA as it relates to disciplining a
student with disabilities. The findings from the study indicate there is a lack of
preparation regarding special education in administrative licensing programs with the
district providing on-the-job training on the subject of discipline. Despite district training,
administrators’ knowledge of the discipline of SWDs and how a student’s behavior may

be a manifestation of their disability is limited. The district policy is the main source of
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guidance for decision-making regarding suspension, which applies to all students and
may not consider the special circumstances of SWDs. Therefore, administrators used
their varied personal philosophies and knowledge to make suspension decisions which
lead to misconceptions about when the discipline of SWDs warrants suspension.
Administrators indicated a need for additional training on specific disabilities categories,
how the behavior might be a manifestation of a student’s disability, and the laws related
to disciplining SWDs. The findings indicate that administrators have a need for
additional training on specific disabilities categories, how the behavior might be a
manifestation of a student’s disability, and the laws related to disciplining SWDs.

As a novice researcher, | have gained a greater understanding of the construction
of a qualitative research process. Qualitative research is an investigative model, using
interviews as conversations that provide in-depth information about intricate issues. As
the data collection method, the interview process was selected to gain insight from
administrators on their requisite knowledge and understanding of IDEA related to the
discipline of SWDs. A qualitative research design was chosen to describe and analyze the
administrators' perceptions. Individual interviews were the data collection technique from
eight high school administrators to ensure saturation of emerging themes. This qualitative
study was designed to describe in-depth the experiences and perceptions volunteer high
school administrators in the Midwestern urban school district have with the discipline of
SWDs. The targeted research was conducted to address the overuse of suspensions given
to SWDs and determine if administrators' knowledge impacts the overuse.

The development of this project study required the search of multiple academic
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databases and the review of numerous peer-reviewed articles. It also taught me how to
conduct a literature review by synthesizing information gleaned from the resources. This
required me to improve my reading comprehension and writing skills, which is critical to
the development of this paper.

My learning curve was further developed during the IRB process to gain approval
for data collection. To ensure I, the researcher had a clear understanding and readiness to
protect the participants in the research study, Walden University's Institutional Review
Board (IRB) required academic course instruction on the subject. This course provided
valuable knowledge and information on interacting with the participant by reviewing
risks, history, ethical principles, and unanticipated problems. The need and requirements
for informed consent, respecting participants' privacy, storing of information, and
confidentiality, were also provided through the course content.

This process required an unwavering determination to endure this challenging
process. Many personal obstacles could have derailed the completion of this study, but a

personal commitment to myself and my now deceased spouse kept me moving forward.
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Appendix A: The Project

3-day Professional Development Plan

The purpose of the PD is to help administrators better understand the different disabilities
and how students may exhibit behaviors that are manifested from the disability. The PD
will provide information on the laws developed to ensure equitable protections that seek
to reduce inequalities in suspension of SWDs. The PD seeks to fill the knowledge gaps of
IDEA and the discipline of students with disabilities not provided in administrative

preparation programs.

Day 1: Enhance the understanding of the 13 disability areas.

Day 2: Enhance the understanding of the laws related to disciplining SWDs.

Day 3: Enhance the understanding of FBA/BIP and the manifestation of disability.
The PD is designed based on the expressed varying degrees of assistant principals
understanding of the discipline of SWDs. This PD was created to provide knowledge and
resources to school administrators and seeks to accomplish the following learning

outcomes. By the end of the 3-day PD sessions, participants are able to:

e Understand and apply the laws related to disciplining students with disabilities

e Understand how to develop a functional behavior assessment and behavior
intervention plans

e Understand how to participate in the manifestation determination process

The sessions have been developed utilizing the virtual format to accommodate
administrators from elementary, middle, and high schools. The session for day one will

begin with the welcome, introductions, participation norms, a pre- assessment survey,
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and the outline for the 3-day sessions. The structure for this 3-day, six hour per day PD
opportunity will consist of 30-45-minute information sessions to include short polls to
check for understanding and five-minute collaborative breakout sessions (4-5
participants) within the information sessions. The participants will be provided two 15-
minute breaks and a one-hour lunch for each session. Each session will end with an
opportunity for questions and answers. Day 3 will end with a post-assessment evaluation
survey to gain the administrators perception of the PD information provided to improve

future PD opportunities.
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Professional Development Agendas

Professional Development Session Day 1: IDEA/ Define and Understand Disabilities Areas

Time Activity Materials
8:00 — 8:45 Set the tone for the training by having soft music playing as Computer Acc
participants enter the Zoom link to Zoom
Welcome and introduction by the facilitator and sharing of agenda Slides 2-3
Introductions — ask everyone to briefly identify themselves and
rename themselves to include their name and whether they are Slide 3
elementary, middle, or high school
Participation Norms- share the norms for participating on the virtual
platform Slide 4
3-day Agenda Outline — share information on topics of each day’s
session Slide 5
Pre-assessment survey — provide a 5-minute opportunity to complete
the pre-assessment survey via a Google document Slide 6
Google doc
8:45-9:30 Why learn information regarding disabilities? Slide 7
(Ask for participant responses)
Share information regarding the Individuals with Disabilities Slide 8
Education Act (IDEA).
Provide background and historical context of IDEA. Slide 9-12
Six pillars of IDEA
Individualized Education Program (IEP)
Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) Slides 13-19
Lease Restrictive Environment (LRE)
Appropriate Evaluation
Parent/ Teacher Participation
Procedural Safeguards
9:30 — 9:45 Break
9:45-11:00 Zoom Poll — How many disability areas are eligible under IDEA Zoom Poll

Slide 21
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Eligibility Criteria- eligibility and disability

Group Activity — In breakout rooms, using the Google doc, take 2
minutes to determine which of these disabilities is eligible for special

Slide 22-24

Breakout sessi

education. (5 minutes)
Slides 25-26
Share out group results Slide 27
Eligibility or Disability Results Slide 28
Putting it all together on eligibility Slide 29-30
11:00 — 12:00 Lunch
12:00 - 1:15 Zoom Poll — Ask participants — Is disability an indicator of negative | Zoom Poll
behavior? Slide 32
Disability Areas — Afternoon agenda
Present information on each disability area- share each Slide 33
disability area regarding eligibility, overview, impact on
curriculum and instruction and impact on social-emotional
behavior.
e Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) Slides 37-37
e Deaf or hard of hearing (DHH) Slides 38-39
e Emotional behavioral disability (EBD) Slides 40-44
e Intellectual disability (ID) Slides 45-48
e Speech & Language (SP/L) Slides 49-50
Following the presentation of information, allow participants an Breakout sessi
opportunity to share their thoughts with peers and develop a (5 minutes)
clarifying question. Slide 51
Response to clarifying questions Slide 52
1:15-1:30 Break
1:30 - 2:30 Present information on each disability area- share each disability area

regarding eligibility, overview, impact on curriculum and instruction
and impact on social-emotional behavior.
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e Specific Learning Disability (SLD)

Slides 53-54
e Other Health Impairment (OHI)

Slides 55-59
e Orthopedic Impairment (Ol)

Slides 60-62

Questions??

Slides 63
e Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) _

Slides 64-65
e Vision Impairment (V1)) .

Slides 65-68

Following the presentation of information, allow participants an

opportunity to share their thoughts with peers and develop a Breakout sessi

clarifying question. (5 minutes)

Response to clarifying questions Slide 69
2:30 Questions/ Reflections Slide 70

Google doc — what was your ‘ah ha’ moment from today Google doc
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IDEA

Defining and Understanding Disability Areas

Day 1

Agenda

+ Welcome

+ Introductions

+ Participation Norms

+ 3-Day Agenda Outline

+ Pre-Assessment survey

+ |DEA History

+ Eligibility Criteria

+ Disability Areas-relationship to behavior

+ Questions/ Reflection
Welcome-Introductions
Rename yourself to include whether you are working in an elementary,
middle and high schoal Professional
Ex: John Smith/Elementary development
norms

nn
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3-Day Agenda
Day 1- IDEA/ Defining and Understanding Disability Areas :
Day 2- Understanding the Laws Related to Disciplining SWDs l 0U|CK g Pre-
: Assessment
SURVEY- | Evaluation

Day 3- FBA/BIP and Manifestation of Disability

Why learn information regarding disabilities?

Participant shout outs.....

Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA)

Qverview



' » Qongress enacted the Fducation for Al

andicapped Children Act (Public Law
94-142) al=0 known a5 the EHA, in 1975
to support states and localities in
protecting the rights of, meeting the
individual needs of, and impraving the
results for infants, toddlers, children,
and youth with disabilities and their
families, This landmark law's name
changed to the Individuals with
DinEiIities Education Act, or IDEA, in
1990 reauthorization, The law was last
reauthorized in 2004, and the
department has periodically issued new
or revised regulations to address the
implementation and interpretation of
the DEA.

Background

+ Before EHA, many children were denied access

to education and appartunities to leam. In
1970, U5, schoals educated onlyone In fiv
children with disabiliies, and many states h
[ws excluding certgin students, includin
children who were deaf, blind, emotiona
disturbed, or had an intelleccusl disability.

* Since the passage of EHAIn 1975, significant
progress Nas been made toward meeting
maor national goals for developing and

Historical
CO ntext for early intervention, sgeua\ education, and

excluding nearly 1.8 milion childrén with
disabilities from Fub\ic schaols prior to EHA
|mf3|ementat|nn oﬁrwldmg more than 7.5
million children with disabilities with special
education and related services desi%ned 0
meet their individual needs in the 2018-19
schoal yesr.

11

' v Before the EHAS enactment, the fate of

any individuals with dizabilities was
ikely dim. Many individuals lived in
staté institutions for persons with
intellectual disabilities or mental
illness, Many of these restrictive
settings provided enly minimal food,
. clething, and shekter, and persons with
Education for diabilities were often merely

A” accommodated rather than assessed,

educared and rehabilivated,
Ha ndifapped + Further, most families wers not
Children Act

Before the
passage of

afforded the opportunity to take part in
planning or placement decisions
regarding their child, and resources
were not available to enable children
with significant disabilities to live at
home and receive an education at

= neighborhcod schools in their
/ community.
| | M

Putting it all together - Timeline at a glance

« https:/fsites.ed.gov/idea/osep-fast-facts-idea-45th-anniversary/

implementing effective programs and services

related services. The U.s. has progressed from
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Six Pillars of IDEA

ParentTeacher
Partcipatian

Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)

What is FAPE?
Defined as special education and related services
that are;
Free: 5t no cost o parents
Appropriate; meet the unigue needs of the

Public; are as close to resident area as possitle '

studnt
Education; are designad to provide educations| Free and Appropriate
beneft Public Education

125

Individualized Education Program (IEP)

Each public-school student who receives special
education and related services must have an
Individualized Education Program (IEP) designed
and druly indvidualized for that one student. The
|EP i5 & callaborafion and creates an opporiunity
foreachers, parents, school administrators,
related services personnel, and students (when
appropriate) to work tagether. to improve
educational resuft for children with disabiities.
The EPis the comerstone of a quality
educationand seeks to improve educaionl results
for each child vith a disabily.

Least Restrictive Environmen {LRE

Whatis LRE?

L

=38

Defined as special education and related services ey

thatare | i |
[rrysr—
s ) (

in the Least Restrictive Environment. Which

St Contared
MERNS.. : =
r‘. Rosaurce Conter b Is“.
Tne aw requires that o the MAmumentent. /' j e Spportesores

Epprogriate, children with dzabiltes be educated
with children without disabilities. This placement is’

— ]
called "the least restictive environment " GeneralEducaton/Inclusion }'G



17

19

126

' ; Parent,Teacher Participation
Appropriate Evaluation i pato
In conducting the evaluation, the public agency must-= § 4 IR :
+ Uso a varlety of assasament tooks and strateghes to gathar relevant hunctionsl, mr“ﬁﬁﬁf b:l\‘i mmh;m — ofu: i
davelopmenta), and academic nformation abaut the child,Icludiglnformation : P e COEGETd Oporact parmer
provided b the paent, that may asist ndetemining = meating the needs of children withdisablte.
+ Not use any single measure or assessment 35 the sok criterlon for determining ’
‘whather a child Is a child with a disability and for datermining an appropriate g S uide il nd o fsicaal o
aducationa program fo th chld;and + IDEA inchudes kev principlesto 2 : 3
+ Use tachnkcally sound instruments that may assess the relative contribution of otk togter o enhance the eduatoral Opportais fortier *
copntve g ek fcr, i sl o sl deopmental cors children ~
Assessmants 3nd other evaluation eaterals used to seess 3 child under thi part= « IDEA requir active parent paricipation throughout the educational
* Aresclocted and o anottob onaracaler procezs including the development of the child's [EP.
cultural basls,
+ A prouidad and adminitered Inthe child's native inguage or other mode
o dinth I o ed acurate format "
+ IDEA 1997 amendments mandated that schools report progress to
onwhat the child knows and can do academically, developmentally, and Sy e 3 d s "
fonctonaly,unless s clearyno el to s provide o adinke, parents o children withdzablioes s frequently & heyrepontto.
. Ace used for the purposes for whichthe asessmants of measures ae vald parents of ron-Gzabled Mm The ntent s 0 DAL equl
and relable; and respectfl partnership between schools and families.
¢ A and i, and
+ Are administered In accordance with any Instructions provided by the
producer of the assessment
Procedural Safeguards

Any State educational agency, State agency, or local
educational agency that receives assistance under
this subchapter shal establish and maintain
procedures in accordance with this section to
ensure that children with disabilities and their
parents are guaranteed procedural safeguards with

. - l ¢
respect to the provision of a ree appropriate public SNEGLARBD

education by such agencies. (P(\fe'\} R\ths)
-examine records

pROCEL i

for Spedil i

-Written prior notice
-oppartunity for filing compliant and mediation

20



zoom pO ‘ ‘ How many dislilty areas are eligile under IDEAT
/1
Eligibility

Guiding Questions:

+ What's the difference between disabilty and eligibilty?

+ What are the thirteen special education eligibiltes

recognized under the law?
2

127

There are 13 different disability

categories a5 defined by the Individuals
with Disailities Education Act IDEA),
under which 3- through 22-years-olds

g may be eligible for services,
ighilty | ™™

Cmer[a In arder to qualify for special education,
the [EP Team must determine that a
child has a disability in one of the 13
categories, and it must adversely affect
their educational performance:

2

4

Eligibility and Disahility

Fligiblity:
' Eh'jgihility of studznts with disabilities for special education is determined by the

individualized education program {|EP) team according to specific citeria for each of
the efigihility categories.

Disability:
+ A piysical or menta| condition that imits a person's movements, senses, or activities;

A disability s a condition or function judged to be significantly impaired relative to
the usual standard of an individual or graup.

The IDEA ncludes 13 primary terms under the main definiton o’£ "ychildwitha
disabilty." These federol defintions urdfnuwﬂalqsde!inew 05 eligible for a
frez appropriate public education (FAPE) under special ecucation I,

B Sebrtore, 2021
'



Eligibilty

Group Activity:

Using the handout of the next
slide, take 2 minutes to circle
which of these disabilities is a

+ special eigibility.

25

Share out

group
results

e

2

Eligibility or Disability

Circle the 13 Special Education Eligibilities

ADD/ADHD Dysgraphia

Aphasia Dyslexia

Asperger's Syndrome Emotional Disturbance

Asthma Hard of Hearing

Astigmatism Intellectual Disability

Autism Muscular Dystrophy

Autism Spectrum Disordg Multiple Disabilities

Behavior Disorder Obsessive/Compulsive Disorder
Bipolar QOther Health Impairment

Cerebral Palsy Orthopedic Impairment

Conduct Disorder Schizophrenia

Deaf Speech or Language Impairment
DeafBlindness Specific Leaming Disability
Depression Traumatic Brain Injury s zoutere 021
Down's Syndrome Vicual Imnairmant !

Eligibility or Disability

ADD/ADHD

ey Dysgraphia
i ;

Dysl
Asperger's Syndrome V“.*‘a : 2
Asthma w
Astigmatism "

ellectual Dis

At tellectual Lisatifty

: ) Muscular Dystrophy
AutismSpectrum Disorder s

thav:orblsordef ive Disorder
Bipolar

Cerebral Palsy

(o isorder
De
Deaf-Blindness
Depression
Down's Syndrome
Dysfluency

nt

128
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Putting It All Together: [Putting It All Together: J
Eligibility Eligibility
mpoct; * Eligibility cannot be changed without a formal /

The impairment (disability) adversely affects the studant's
educationzl performance and requires special education to
meet the student's needs

Na Impact:

ffit is determined that the student has 2 disability, but does
not require or no longer requires special education, the
student is not eligile for special education services and
SUpports.

The IEP team should discuss whether the student
is efigible fora Section 504 Plan

4

comprehensive assessment by the appropriate
BS5ES5015

* Eligibility DOES NOT HAVE TO be changed in order
to address the student's changing needs

* Eligibility and placement &
services are nat the same thing

BLG. Zolutierz, 2021 BLG Sektierz, 2021

Lunch time
(30 minutes)

Zoom poll

3



Disability
Areas-

Afternoon
Agenda

Autism
Spectrum
Disorder
Overview

35

H#

36

(One who has a dizability reflected in~
severe disorders of communication, \
behavior, socialization, and acadamic
skills, and whose disability was evident
in the early davelopmental stages of
thildhood. The aufistic child appears to
suffer primarily from a pervasive
impairment of cognitive and perceptual
functioning, the conseguences of which
are manifested by a imited ability to
understand, communicate, learn and
participate in social relationships.

ligibility
Criteria
Autism

Spectrum
Disorder
(ASD)

IMPACT OF o @ @

ASD ON

MAY PERSEVERATL  MAY APPLAR NOT MAY CALLQUT

CURRICULUM
AND
INSTRUCTION @ e o

130
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00

MAY HAVE AT BE BACKGROUND

BIFIEULTY DISTRACTEDBY WIS, CR VISUAL
lSNE)P(‘;\IgLEI’:'Ig'Sﬂ%r? Rll. SHARING TEMS DETALLS
BEHAVIOR

MAYNOT MAY HAVE
UNCERSTAND THE  LIFFCLLTY WITH
HGRICIURE TRANSITIONS
3

IMPACT OF DHH
S0CIALEMOTIONAL BEHAVIOR

May feel isolated or misunderstood
and display inappropriate behavicrs

May feel uncomfortable around
hearing peers

May reject hearing aids or FM devices

May not accept hearing loss

39

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA DEAF
OR HARD OF HEARING (DHH)

* Medical: An audiological evaluation

documents a permanent or fluctuating

hearing threshold level that interferes with

Drogress in any one of the following areas: O
+ Developmental skills or academic

performance, social-smotional

development or finguistic and —

communicative skills.

+ Educational: The student needs special
education.

8

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
Emotional/Behavioral Disability
(E/BD)

+ Astudent with an Emofional/Behavioral
Disability (E/BD) demonstrates an inability to
maintain adequate educational performance
inthe educational snvironment that cannat O
he explained by physical, sensory, socio-
cultural, developmental, medical, or health
factors. —

* In addttion, a student with an E/BD
temonstrates one or more of the following
inernal or external characteristics (and
m:ee]ts all other requirements of the E/BD
rlle):
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(Eérng‘[u‘ﬁnal’Behaviora\ Disailty ' '

wlﬂay appear anious and'or womied and unable

Internal factors characterized by: o concenirete

+ 1 Feglings of sadness, or frequent crying, or restlessness, | . )
o \ossrtﬁ inerest in Find andlor schadkuark, o mood |M PACT OF + May have dificuty atending
swings, o et ehaiar or + My be chsessie sbout ask

v 2. The presence of symptoms such as fears, phobias, or ) )
emessrp}emnylng o7 anety regarding persongl or school I E/ B D ON ' 'M?)f appear sad and show no nferestin

prablems; or

v 3. Behaviorsthatresult fom thoughts and feeings that 3
ingonsistent with actual events or cicumstances, or
difcuty maintaining noral thought processes, or
enessive |evels of wihdrawal from persons or events; or

CURRICULUM  [je

+ ‘May eloge, (run or walk away) from & sfressful

AND situation

—

+ ‘May display nancompliznt behaviors
Extemal factors characterized by: . - - LEARN | N G « «May display verbal andlar physical aggression
1.An inbilty to buld or maintain safisfzctory interpersonal ) )
relationships with peers, teachers, and other aduls in te + *May display many other behaviars that are 2n
sthool setting; or \ impact of their dizatility and interfere with
+ 1 Befaviors that are cfronic and dlsrurmre ETEH learning
noncompliznce, verbal andlor physical apgression, andlor \
poory developed socialskils fat are manifestations of
|ntemal factors
4 {
IMPACT OF E/BD ON IMPACT OF E/BD ON
SOCIALEMOTIONAL BEHAVIOR COMMUNICATION
+ olay vithdraw ar isolate from athers; notintaract with ' Students with E1E0 often have difficuly '
peers and adufs + communicating and expressing themsehves
+ +May aopear sad andior cry easily I * “spproprately. They ofen dispay the I
* *May display social sl that e immature; not age- * behauiors that are an impactof heirdiabilty
Fnprognzte « rather than communicaing ‘appropristely’
+ «May often over or under react fo situafions o+ May withdraw, cry, shut down’, elope
+ «May avoid inferacton with ofhers due to fears or + My appear andous, woried, arful

pobi's Way persaverate on or ot et go of an issue (particulary
« «May eloge; run or walk away fram an ‘uncomforable’ sl elted o fimess, may seem paranai]
social situation + My procss information based on thoughts and feglings that
+ ay display vrbel andlor physcel aggression a2 incongistent wih sctual events or circumstances
+ May displzy vertal andlor physical aggression toward o
+ May displzy s=ftinjurious behaviors

4 4



133

-y
Shorafientonspan
Dificulty retaining infarmation

L -
Significanty sub-avérage
general ntellectual

L

AREETANNA,  functioning existing \ Need equent feedback and
w IMPACT OF 1D GEd TEQUERT fEedtackan
CRITERIA concurrently with deficits n oN f;‘“’”ﬂ’;lefme"‘ —
i i *GENENLTOM Vernal Cues, prompis,
R adaptive behaviorand CURRICULUM [ ”
Disabil maniested during e AND O—
ISaDliles developmental period that [ e e e
() acersel afects a sudents - A kgt
educational performance" # \iary in their ability to leam and in their
(\ DEA). ability to be independent and sacially
responsible
46
e \ 7z \

+ Difficutty expressing needs and \

« May display temper tantrums, self
\ wants

injurious behaviors, self-stimulations
IMPACT OF ID * May have difculty demonstrating + Very limited communication
7 age-appropriate social interactions IMPACT OF D (particitory el
soon/omon. Ul + My requie assistietechnology
BEHAVIOR + Difficuty following rules WOLLLCIIRRSY 30 communication training
(articipatory level)




v\

* An impaiment in the [anguage system
ELIGIBILITY

is an abnormal processing or production
of

CR”ERI A *Form including

*Phonology (system of sounds),

Language *Syntax (grammar), and

|mpai|'ed Morphology (forms of words)

«Content including semantics (word
(SP l L) meaning), or

*Function including pragmatics (use of
anguage in context)

49

Breakout Room

Share your thoughts with
your colleagues and
develop a clarifying

Question

‘

5

2

134

IMPACT OF SP/L ON
SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL BEHAVIOR

BREAK TIME
(15 minutes)
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ELIGIBILITY CRITERIASPECIFIC LEARNING

DSABLITY (5L
*May have difficulty with social
development

| *May appear less mature than their
». y same age peers

3 %

IMPACT OF SLD ON SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL
BEHAVIOR

*May have difficulty forming
friendships

+ May have diffculty paying attention to

* Other health impaired means having detal.
limited strength,vitaliy, or alertness (VIR Moy hae ifcuty saing ocused
due to chronic or acute health « May have difficutylocating school work and
OTHER " OH
problems such as a heart condition, books,
HEALTH tuberculosis, rheumatic fever, ON « May havedificuty partiiptingn group
IVIENPAYISAAR  nephrits asthm, sicke cell anemia 00T RBYRS  Teaming activiies dues to faigue.
(OH hemophilz, eplepsy lead poisoning AND » Comprehension may be affected due o
leukemia, or diabetes that adversely (EARNING distractibilty,
afects  hids education! « May have difficuly sorting out important i
performance, information from the surrounding
/ envionment, /
/ /
& =0

) )
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IMPACT OF Okl [MPACT OF Ol
ON SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL ON INDEPENDENT FUNCTIONING

* May have Mayh f
diffcutyprocessing ~ cificultybreaking
and following tasks into small

directions. steps.

« May have * May have
difficufty sitting sMaybeditracted difficutyarranging
during some by noise. things on'a page or
learning activities. aligning numbers.

%

IMPACT OF OHI
ON COMMUNICATION

« May have dificulty with word etrival,
+ ey iy ndrstndig e i

Ehlg’b'.hty + OrthopedicallyImpaired means a severe
Criterfa; skeletal, muscular,or neuromuscular
PHYSICALLY impairment which adversely affects achlds
educational performance, and includes
IVPARED WITH impairments resulting from congentta
AL R0 gnomay isaseandother causes g
IMPAIRMENT cerehral palsy, amputations, and fractures or
burns that cause contractures
(0]

» May have dificuty staying on topic
 May have dificulty communicating wants and needs effectivey,
* May not advocate for personal needs.

5 0



« IMPACT OF P1 with O1 ON CURRICULUM AND
LEARNING » May impact ability to

PHYSICALLY participate in group activities in various
IMPAIRED classroom settings. » May impact student’s
ability to produce written work. « May
WITH impact abiity to manipulate materials to
O1RI[01ap [ respond. » May be unable o independently
access needed materials, » May have
IMPAIRMENT difficulty holding books and turning pages. s
(O” May have difficulty accessing curriculum ,
materials, texthooks, workhooks, art
materials, writing tools. /
/
-
b1
! Questions

\ 0
\

03

137

VMFACT OF Plwith 01 ON SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL «

+ Student may be self conscious shout the disability
which may interfere with peer relztionships and
PHYS' CAU-Y interpersanal interactions.
|MPA| RED + Student may be unable to raise hand to indicate
& desire or need resulting in frustration and
WlTH reduced involvement in activities
ORTHOPED[ + Student may not advocate for nezds and
accommedations necessary to manipulate

IMPAIRMENT ey

+ Student may shy away from participation in
sports and other physical activities.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA Physically
Impaired with Traumeatic Brain Injury (PI
with TBI}

» Traumatic brain injury means an acquirad
injury to the brain caused by an external I
physical force resulting in fofal or parfial
functional disabilty or psychosocial
impairment, or both, that adversely affects

educational perfurmance The tem
includes open or closed head injuries

resuffing in impairments in one or more ’h.
areas spacified in Rule GA-
6.03015(4)(a)2. FAC, but does not include
brain injuries that are congenital or
deqenerative or brain injuries induced by
birth trauma.
b4
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IMPACT OF Pl with
TEION
SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL

IMPACT OF VI
ON
CURRICULUM
AND
LEARNING

‘May become depressed or anxious
winen unable to perform previously
fmown skills after the injury.

*Social judgment may be impaired.

+Social inferactions may be difficult
(ue to changes in behavior.

*May have dificulty with problem
solving and criical thinking skills.

‘May have behavioral outbursts.

» Limitations in accessing printed
materials
+ Difficulty accessing hoard work

+ 3y require
assistance/modification to access
general education curriculum

+ May need assistance/training to
maneuver school

+ 1 Amedical eye report docu?mingv
visual acuity of 20/70 or less in the better \
eye after best correction;  peripheral field
50 Conatricted that it impacts function in
the educational setting, or a know
prograssive lnss of vision.

ELIGIBILITY
CRITERIA

+ 2. Afunctional vision evaluation performed
by & qualified teacher of the visually
impaired or an Orientation & Mobility
specialist

VISUALLY
IMPAIRED

IMPACT OF VI ON SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL
BEHAVIOR

* Students may nat
have skills to interact

+ Concepts of personal ey
low self-gsteem or self
image may accur

space and social norms
may be missing ar
under developed

with their sighted
pesrs

138
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Breakout Session

(5 minutes) Closing remarks

Share your thoughts with your peers on the
information that was presentzd and develop a
clarifying question.

Response to clarifying

questions

+ BLG. Solutions. (2021), 13 catzzoriss of disabiliry undar
[DEA Lew :#%)‘iﬂr I il com/spacial-2d-
rasonrees cifeEonEs-TeabIy-Igee-1ay

+ Edcatio for Al Hndicapped Chliren Actof 1975, 0
USL. 401 (107)

+ [DEA, Pub. L. Mo, 105441, 118 STAT2647 (2004),
References
« Martindal, Fracico. (015). Impact o iabilty: Whathae
irpact of dizabilty mean”
i eideplaver fom shide40 39030/

5D of Education, (ffice of § Educmfn il
Rehabilirarve Services J020. mﬁpfﬁﬂmms
Anniverzany [DEA 47 vaars - 1973-2000. )

5 ites e zovided gsep-estfarte-idesd -aversary
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Professional Development Session Day 2: Understanding the laws related to

disciplining SWDs

Time Activity Materials
8:00 - 8:30 Set the tone for the training by having soft music Computer
playing as participants enter the Zoom link Access to Zoom
Welcome and introduction by the facilitator and Slide 2
sharing of agenda
Slide 3
Introductions — participants should rename
themselves to include their name and whether they
are elementary, middle, or high school
Slide 4
Participation Norms- share the norms for
participating on the virtual platform Quick write/
Jam Board
Quick write Slide 5
Slide 6
Sharing of quick write
Zoom Poll — How do you view the discipline of Slide 7-8
SWDs? Choose reality, equality, equity or
liberation. Share equity picture after the poll.
8:30 -9:30 Share current state and districtwide discipline data Slide 9
on discipline of SWDs in relationship to their non-
disabled peers
Slide 10
Breakout session — break participants out in groups | Breakout
of 4-5. What does the data tell you? Why is this session
information important to know? (5 minutes)
Post group thoughts to Google doc Google doc
Share outs: Allow groups to share out their thoughts | Slide 11
on the data
Overcoming Barriers — Stumbling blocks or Slide 12
steppingstones?
YouTube Video- School suspensions are an adult Slide 13
behavior
Why do we discipline students? Slides 14-18
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Discipline and Disability/ Urgency Slides 19-21
IDEA Regulations Slides 22-25
Breakout Session- Share your thoughts with peers Breakout
and develop a clarifying question session
(5 minutes)-
Jam Board
Slide 26
9:30 — 9:45 Break
9:45-11:00 | Group Activity — In breakout rooms, using the Breakout
Google doc, please review the behavioral scenario session (5
with your team and discuss what disciplinary minutes)
measures will be taken. What challenges did you Slide 28
encounter in making this determination?
Discipline flowchart- When is a student protected Slide 29
under IDEA for disciplinary purposes?
Discipline flowchart - If a student is found eligible | Slide 30
for special education services, how must behavior
concerns be addressed?
Discipline flowchart - Disciplinary removals Slide 31
Discipline flowchart — Student Protected under Slide 32
IDEA* Violates School Code of Conduct Discipline
Flow Chart, Page 1 of 2
Discipline flowchart - Student Protected under Slides 33
IDEA* Violates School Code of Conduct
Discipline Flow Chart, Page 2 of 2
Clarifying questions and answers from Midwest Slide 34-41
bulletin 6.02 and 7.01. As we go through the next
couple of slides, please take a moment to jot
clarifying questions that you would like to have
answered.
Pause- check in regarding information presented Slide 42
Clarifying questions and answers (continued) Slide 43-48
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Pause- check in regarding information presented Slide 49
11:00 — Lunch
12:00
12:00 — 1:15 | Clarifying questions and answers from Midwest
bulletin 6.02 and 7.01. As we go through the next Slides 51- 56
couple of slides, please take a moment to jot
clarifying questions that you would like to have
answered.
Breakout Session - Thoughts Breakout room
(5 minutes)
Clarifying questions and answers from Midwest
bulletin 6.02 and 7.01. As we go through the next 58-60
couple of slides, please take a moment to jot
clarifying questions that you would like to have
answered.
Proactive approaches Slides 61-65
1:15-1:30 Break
1:30 - 2:30 Strategies for Addressing Behavior Slide 67-74
Behavior change is complex Slide 75-77
Group Activity- Breakout Session- Share your Breakout
thoughts with your peers on the information that was | Session
presented and develop a clarifying question (5 minutes)
Slide 77
2:30 Closing remarks - Response to clarifying questions
Exit ticket- Google doc / What was your ‘ah ha’ Slide 78

moment from today
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« '/ AV Fg
Understandmgthe }(aws elted to

Discip{ining SWDs

Welcome

Rename yourself to
include whether you
are working in an
elementary, middle
and high school

Day?2

Ex: John
Smith/Elementary

144

(O

WELCOME RENAME YOURSELF TOINCLUDE  PARTICIPATION NORMS DAY 2 AGENDA
ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE, OR HIGH
AFRLIATION

; Wt your i when o e ot peig]
Pr0f955|0na| usethe raise hand to signal to ask a question
development ¢ "
norms




Quick write
Activity

How do you define
exclusionary discipline?

How do you view the
discipline of SWDs?

Zoom Poll

On the Zoom poll choose
reality, equality, equity or
liberation to describe

145

Sharing of
quick write
responses

How do you view the discipline of SWDs?




Data on the discipline of
State and SWDs in relationship to

districtwide
d|SC|p“ne (Insert current disability

their non-disabled peers.

data discipline data here from
Midwest state and district)

Group share
out

(Group share out of
the questions below:

1. What does
the data tell
you?

2. Whyis this
information
important to
know?

146

Breakout session

(5 minutes)
As & group respond to the following
Questions,

1. What does the data tell you?

2. Why s this information important

to know?

10

hearTTTReE e
Sumbling locks and tepping tongs
508 Way ou se e

Overcoming Barriers

1
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School suspensions

el are an adult behavior

suspensions are
an adult
behavior

Breakout

T+ Whyisitimportant to understand the laws
Discussion related fo disciplining students with

Rosemarie Allen | Sminutes RS
TEDxMileHigh

Why do we discipline students?

Four purposes of schoal discipline;

+ Ensuring the safety of students and teachers;

+ (reafing a climate conducive to leaming;

+ Teaching students needed skills for successful
interaction in school and society; and

* Reducing rates of future misbehavior,

Introduction
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* Eclusionarydiscpline rtesareat « s e ith e disroporionl, udents o ot n Midves
ol ime hghs. Students ae emoied state are more [ely identified 2 hiving &n emotionsl behavioral disahilty,

g{::ﬂ}}[thhuﬂ::Iyrrlplag'r'}l%f%g:ﬁg]:f cognitive disability ar speciic leaming dizability, (Wisconsin Department of Public

A, T o i AT,

i, Instruction, 2019
riiiepind il ights, 2018) e 203
immrli"nrﬂ . )
el * School suspension predicts further
suspension and a greater likelihood = Students of color end students with disabilites are punished mare severely for
of dropping out of school. the same offenses. (00 Dear Colleaguz Letter, 2004; Sz B Rausch, 2013}

* School to jail pipeline: Nationwide,
We're focused on atleast 73 percent of youth with
dent outcome emational disabilities wha drop out
f dent outcomes. of school are arrested within five
| Why do we need to 13
change AR

« The highest suspension rates were observed at the intersection of rece, disability,
and gender. for example, 38K of 2l Blzck middle school males with disghilities
were suspended ane or mare times, (Martingz & Losen, 203)

+ 20% of students need mental health
intervention. Only 30% of thase who
need it wil get any assistance at all.

= Suspension or expulsion from schaol zre highly predictive of [ater contect with the
Juvenile ustics system or zrrest. (DCR Deer Callezgue Letter, 2014)

National data shaws that exclusionary discipling rates

Children with disabilities are ntitled to the same areat an all time high. Students are removed from

disciplinary protections afforded children wha are school at nearly double the rate of the early 1970s.
not disabled 15 Degarment o ection 013)
How & students behavior refates to their disability
it into consideration i Afican Aeica tudents i th Widwet i
Discipline and [ ie i Ll Whythe [

U5, Department of Education (2018) data indicate
that students with disahilities are twice as likely
to e distiplined as their nondisahled peers.

U3 Dpurtmied ol cedatabain, 2013

students are 3.5 i and Hispanic students zre 2.4
Urgency? [icomrsbustesto e ey

Disability

Students with disabilities in the Midwest $tate are 3 times more
[ikely to be suspended and 2 times more [ikely to be expelled
than non-disabled students, Students with emotional and
behavioral disabilities are 10 times more ikely than non-
disabled students to be suspended or expelled, (Wisconsin
Department of PublicInstruction, 2019)
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Protections for
Childran Not Yet
Eligible for
Specia| Education + The childs parent did not consent to an evaluation or
refused special education services; or
+ The child was evaluated and determined not to be a child
with a disability
+ 1 district must evaluate 2 child referred for special
education during 2 period of disciplinary removal
+ The evaluation must be conducted in an expedited
manner,

+ Children with disabilities can be removed
from school for up to 10 cumulative schools
days in a schaol year, hefore the spacial
education “discipline requirements” apply

Disciplinary
Removals

+ After 10 cumulative school days, services
must be provided so as enable the child to
continue to participate in the general
education curriculum, although in another
setting, and to progress toward meeting |EP
aoaks

B

OSEP Part B

regulations
key issues

related to
discipline of
SWDs

IDEA Final

Regulations

P2
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« Authority that allows school personnel to consider unique
dircumstances on a case-by-Case basis

» Expand removal authority for special circumstances related
to serious bodily injury

» Immediate short-term removals {10 days or less) and

« Long-term removals (more than 10 days] for behavior that is
not & manifestation of the disability

» Clarify when services are required during & disciplinzry
removal: For 10 school days or less, only if the agency
provides services to others similarly removed. That ocours
after a removal from the current placement for 10 school
days in the same school year,

« Thatis & disciplinary change in placement for mare than 10
consecutive school days where the behavior is not 3
manifestation of the disability

« For spedial circumstances refated to drugs, weapons o
serious bodily injury

+ U5, Degartment of Cducation, 2018

Change of placement:

 For purposes of removals of a child with 2
disability from the child's current educational
placement a change of placement occurs if the
remaval s far more than ten consecutive schaal
ays

Serious bodily injury:

+ The term “serious bodiy injury” mezns bodily injury
which invalves—{4) 2 substantial risk of death; [B)
extrame physical pain; (C) protracted and dbvious
disfigurement; ar (0] protractad loss o impairmant of
the function of 2 bodily membar, organ, or mental
fazulty

o LIS Dugraitmie i Edovitazn, 21&
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IDEA Final

Regulations

Specify when the LEA must give notice;

* Onthe date on which the decision s made to make 3
removal that constitutes a change of placement of a
child with a disability because of a violation of a code of
student conduct, the LEA must notify the parents of
that decision, and provide the parents the procedural
safeguards notice

Services:

* A child with a disability who is removed from the child's
current placement must— continue to receive
educational services, 5o s to enable the child to
continug to participate in the general education

curriculum, afthough in another setting, and to progress
toward megting the goals set out in the childs IEP

+ S, Ovpurtment of dcation 2034

Break time
(15 minutes)

Breakout
Session
(5 minutes)

Welcome back-
Breakout
session (10
minutes|

2

Share your thoughts with your peers
on the information that was
presented and develop a larifying
question, Postto the Jam board.

150



When i 2 student protected under

IDEA for discplinary

When a arentcoesens tothe ikl ol ofthe propced
spectal education and rele sarvices lsted n  student's nfll
TER, st has b doteminod gl for serviesand
o bt protecians ofthe IDEA.

Wt | 2 cletrict e to nat hav incwlodge
that 2 shudent & 2 sun it 3 dlabilty?

Foeral regulaions sta thatthe diemed o know prsilons da not

plyinthe folwing reumstancns:

(1) 1 the et ot alkiowed the evluaion o the student;

(2 Thi parent has rehused spetal educaton and related services for
the studes;

(3 Wt sadent s evaluated and determingd nct o be a student with

ity 0

(4} 1t parent it vk cnsent o spocalecucaton and rlatid

s

It Inetanc, e adant would e subec o the same
diplinary meazures aplcab o shudents without iabiltes.

Wihietar or ot th e bean identifad stuidents with
dhabilte ao protectad by the dsciplinary rotections f

i irct s coamie ta e Knciukede thatthe studcnk
s 3 bty

Whan s 3 hstict diacmed to o inaruled that
sfucent s 3 sudeat wikh  disablity?

Thieschal s deema to have knowladga thata
shudent 2 shudent with 2 clabity  bafore e
il occumd:

* The parentespressedconcer n g ko
suporvisay o admilirtg pessomel, o 2
faacher ofthe studont, that the shudont & b o
ofspertal eucation and reated senvics,

+ Thi arctof the shudont eqused an valuaton;
1]

* T tuacher of the shudend, or other LEA persomnel,
eipressed specflc concems abouta pattem of
behavlor exhibitad by thi student dircctly to tha
direciceof skl sducation o othersupenisary
el
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The EP team mast coneder the s of
posthe: behavioml Iterventions and supports ¥
and othertategesforanystudent whose el
Impeds the s’ eamingo theleamingof aters

AFEA k ruied whee the A FE and appropelate pastie

behaulor 2 manfetationafthe lf rat; hieharla kerientions and

st cabiley unless o s apports o addres the

heen previotehy conducted. bieharlaralconcerns arerqired
sechugion andjor st
reazanably anfcpated, (Wi

devekaped for the suden, & mist
e ke and o,

at. § L3055

NOTE: Secluscn and estrank are

micegsay, o addressthe hehavor R R——

oo be L anly when there &
it dangerto e e

or ehefs.

STUDENT PROTECTED UNDER IDEA* VIOLATES SCHOOL CODE OF CONDUCT

When s disiplines countee a5 a removalfrom the students cument placement for
defermining whether to rovide educational services
aferthe 10 dayof removal i  schoel ! (2]
Disipinary remaval inclute, but are nat fimited oz i

DISCIPLINE FLOYY CHART, PAGE 1 OF2

i g Lhi
{uilich :

Craprtry il i i i i

* il i

e it gl
it gt i

-~ udkir P
+Siie e il M-
parlicagal wilk + The e 8 et
il i || v it
it il fithed i1
i by i EP:

il
St il
i thi
gty
pipialiy
piic i i
il ufficubi,

iafigoralist

Dkt
Laipiiiény

LEA i enchce s
el sl
wilhiul dblglion 15
s b LEA
i v
it ol
duiiltics whaii
iy i,

Al th 0P it ichilly o sl
U i el i, Lok il
D i i ' it Wi
ki L wich i e 6 1

b i ikl i s il

i, dthingh it i
WO D050, (]

s e, LEA il sl e
i h

il o iy chage of latitinl.
i, LEA sl iy it o i i
il v s  procichotal e i,
1EP i i it o,

Wil 10 ichoe i ay Ao s i i
il sl st by et
v f e of il o, U LEA,
o, ] il EP i v i
i it e i
i ]

Coti b g & of 2 o Deciphe e Chert
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AN FESTATION DETERMIMATION: |1 i thi st i it risill oF this LEAS Fiuri 19 issplirniast tha E7
[2] Wt et i by e il i i i et e st il e th lability? .

40 o BOTH Camtizn: Dsbavir b i
Warituttor ot o ity

(larifying
questions
and answers

Dt L
awiss tugd
et mpt ol e
rediovie of e B
i through 0 £
masthg!

Toa L o o the e a e
ot ok o a it
‘o ot e sy,

+ A wie go through the next couple of slides,
please take a moment to jot clarfying
questions that you would like to have
answered.

from W
Bulletin 6.02
and 7.01

3 M

+Yes, under §118.64, Wis, Stats, o teacher
may remove o pupil from the teocher’s closs
if the pupil violated the code of classroom

The principal or his or her designes may select one of the following
four optians fo the child:

* An alemative education program under §145.28(7el 1] Wis.
Stats. An alternative program is an instructional program,

May a teacher
remove a student
from a particular
tlass without a

school official
suspending the
child from school?

conduct odopted by the schoal board under
§120.13(1]). The teacher may also remove
the child from the classraom if the pupil i
dangerous, unruly or disruptive or exhibits
behavior that interferes with the obility of a
teacher to teach effectively, os specified in
the code of clossroom conduct,

From Bulletin 06.02:

When a student
is removed from
class by a teacher
under §118.64,
Wis. Stats,,

where s the child
placed?

approve by the school buard, that uses successhul altemative
or adaptive schoal structures and teaching techniques in
H.DdI% diamal cha qmm ched [med el

programs ar that i offered in place of these programs. It does
et indude 2 private school or home: schaoling by the parent;

» Another class in the school or another appropriate place in the
school, 5 determined by the princigal or his designes;

» Another instructional setting; or

+ The classroom from which the child was removed if, after
weighing the interests of the removed puil, the other pupilsin
thee class and the teacher, the school principal ar his or her

designee determines that re-admission to the class i the best or
only ahemative.

Fram Dalitie 06.02




e autharity of  school districtto suspend a pupl i found al
12IJ.13|1]H£, Wi, Stats. State o permits 2 schoal disrict

adminidraor o any principal o leache: designated iyt schoal

distict administraor to suspend 4 pupil for , \

* Honcompliznce with school rules;

* Knovwingly comveying any threat o false information concern
an altempt or dlleged aﬂ!mil bing made or 1o be made to ?
destroy am schow! property by means of explosives;

+ Conduct by the pul while a schoolar while under the
superyisi of  school authoty which endangers the property,
fealth or sefety ofothers; or

* Conduct whle not at schoal ar while nat under the supervision
ofa schaolauthority which endanges the property,bealth or
sy of others at sthaol or under the supension of a sthacl
authority or endungers the pragety, el lhnrsﬂefl{qh.n\r
empluye ar school board member of the schoul dstrictin
which the upil isenrolled.

Whatis a schoal
district's general
athority under

state law to
suspend  pupll
from school?

Conduct that endangers  person or property indudes making a thraat
o lher?lwahh ar sty o a person or making a threat o damage
pregerty.

Friot b the suspension, tv pupil must be adised of the reasen for the
progased suspension, Ifthe pupildenis the accusation, the scheal
et el e informtion it has md pamit e pupil b proide his
orber version. The pupil's parent must be ghven prompt notice of the
suspension and the reasan or the suspension.

frin Bl M0

]

A parent or a pupil may, within five school days following
the commencement of & suspension, have & conference
With the school district administratar ar his or her
desianee. The designas may not be the principsl, an
administrator, or a teacher in the childs schoal. Ifthe
school distict administrator ar hs or her designes finds
that th child was suspended unfairly or unjustly, or the
sUspension was inappropriate given the nature of the
offense: or the child suffereg undue conseguences or
penalties 25 a result of the suspensian, reference to the
child's suspension must be removed from the child's
records. The finding must be made within 15 days of the
confirence. A parent of & child with a disshility may also
thallenge any issue relating to the identification,
evalution, educational placement or the provision of free
approprizte publc 2ducation to the child by requesting a
e process hearing. ,

May a parent
ora pupil
challenge a
suspension?

From Suletin 05.02: ,

/

-

)

3

For how many
consecutive
days may a
student be

suspended
from school?

the total number of
school days a pupil

with a disability may
be removed from

his or her
educational

placement during
the school year?

The general authority Under State [ permits
suspensions from school for up to five consecutive
sthool days and for up to 15 consecutive school days
when anotice of expulsion hearing has been sent,
Additionl requirements apply to children with
disabilties. A child with a disability may only he
suspended for more than 10 consecutive schoal days
ifthe conduct s not a manifestation, as described in
this hullein, of the il disabiliy

fram Bulletn 06.02: /

z"\

No. State and federal law do nat establish
an absolute limit on the umber of
cumulztive days of removal permitted ina
sthool year. The district must follow the
requirements descrined in this bullegin
when a student with a disability is
remeved more than ten cumulative days in
asthool year.

153
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Yes. If the chld is refrred for an IEP team

, : evaluation during a period of disciplinary removal
Must an LEA the agency must conductthe evaluation in an
VTR T oM expedited mamne. Untlthe evaluaton's
VT completed, the child remains n the placement
referred foran etermined by school officials, which can include
IEP team suspension or expulsion without educational
evaluation services.ffthe LEA determines thatthe child s a

' child with a disabilty the agency must provide a
free appropriate public education to the child n

during period
ofdlSCipHnaW accordance vith the aw.

removal?
From Bulletin 06.02
L
Do ar-day removals count toward considring Wht s  schooldistric’ '
whether a chikd has been removed for more than toexpel apupi? g

ten cumulativeschools days in 3 schoolyear?
The schaol dstricts general suthority o expel 8 'Jmllloul
§12f 1)), W ﬁ:Gr\cranpm may ot expelled from
ool fthe schoel bourd Fds the pu gty o
Indetermmmg wheterthechid hd been e T
removed for more than ten cumulatve school *Repat el o et 0 ey e s
days or subjected toa change i |n lacement the * Threteingt st schoel propery by exloio;
tat%aetngytmu:\daldné?gne rg?nrgsgé %eanémgooJcN ' Lr,‘ai\m 1Iw dL;Ll : school that endangers the praperty
Heaith or Safety of others; or
wnhadhabmw home duringthe chool day fo g o il e

not following school rles wuthout following the sy Jfl vision o enangeig e progery hat
procedures rlaing to suspensmn constitutes 10 oy o o e
et suspenson o il from ool iy ot e i
These days must be considered when Pt i ot e

determining whether a seies of removals domge ey,
resulted in 3 change of educational placement

or whether the chid had been removed from Thebourd st et theerestofthe oo
school for more than ten cumulative daysina demands e puplf'sexpusin, Pt the exulsion, e
school vear schoal board must hold a hearing, I the dwitha
J. disubity, the apency o must ollow the IOEA requirements
deseribed in this bulletin

Frove Mo (6,20
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May a parent
or adult pupi
appeal the
school board's
tecision to
expel a pupil?

Yes. A pupil o, ifthe pupi i 2 mingr, the pupifs parent
or guardian may appzal the expulsion to the State
Superintendent of Pudlic nstruction, who must review
e board's decisin within 50 dzys after receiving the
appe to determing whether the dstrict has follovied
required procedures. A parert may also thallengz the
enpulion of a child with 2 dizblity by requesting a
due process hiearing.

Fram Bullein DE.00: ,

What s the LEA'
authorityf the
behavior involves
weapons,illeal
rugs,controlled
substances or
serious bodiy
injury?

LEA personnel may order a change of placement toan
approprite interim altemtive educational setfing
(1AES) without regard to whether the befavior s
determined to be:a manifestaton of the chlds
diabilty, ifthe chil caries 2 weapon tochol or
POSSESSES 3 Wespan atschool, knowingly possesses or
s llegal drugs o sels o solicits the sele of a
ontrolled substance at school or s inficted serious
bl injury upon another person while 2t school.
“Schoof" includes any schaol function under the
idiction f an LEA orthe Department of Public
Insruction. The placement may be o the same
amount of time a cild without: a disebifty would be
disciplined, notto exceed 45 schooldats. The interim
altemative educrional setting must be determined by
telE . |

Does §L20.13(1), Wi
Stats, permit aschaol
districttarefuse a
special education
referralfor an expeled
child from anather
districtor permita
districttorefuse a free
appropriate public
education to an expelled
child with disabity?

For the purpose
0f discpline
requirements of
special
education law:

155

Mo, Section 120.13{1){f) provides that 2 sthaol board s
ot required to enmllapugil from ancther schodl
disrict during the term of i orRer expuision.
Therefore, the schoal bogrd s not required toadmit
the pupil to the district’s schools during the ferm of s
gr her expulsion. However under federal and state law,
LEﬂs Mgt locate, identfy (L andpmwdeafree
appmfnate puhllc edicaton o 3l il wih
disabilties, including children who hauebeenexg;elled
fom schol A scho disrict canatrefse an P
team evaluation because a cild s been expelled
from another schoal district. Aschaoldistrict cannot
refuse t provide afee appropriate public education to
a il vith a disabiity expelled from another schodl
disrict. However, the school poard mappmuide the
senvices tothe child in a setting ather then one of the
dlstrict’ schools, 2 determined by the IEP team.

/
/

-
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Lunch time |
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“in-school suspensions™ aor other in-schoal .

What constitutes
achangein
educational

placement for a
child with a
disability?
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Are

g i echucational paceroar ko & chikd with & isablly aceurs when &
il i o frern his o ber curreit educational placément i more than
1 conscuive schoal s, A change of tnla::mem.lsu wcgurs i the hild

i e s Lo i o reamls et condtilud & patten because:

o Theeseres of emavals otal meare than ten schoel deys in sehaol
i,

o Thechis bihaor i substantialy similar o the chids behasdar in
previcus incidents that resulie in the series of removel and

» O] such ol o gt o e resnal, the et aeneunt.
ol ime the chid hs bsen e, and the prsiety cf e el
Lo ane another

Whether the behndor in the incidents that resulecin the seres of

v i *subsnliallySiilar” should be decided o o cise-by-cie

s and include consideralion of any elesent infrmmation reganding

me glgslfﬁms, includivg, where appiapriale, any ilarmation in
e chik$|EP.

/
/

=

In-school remavals from class must be
considered a removal unless the child has
the opportunity:

+ To continue to participate in the general curriculum;
# T regeive the services specified in his or her IEP; and

To participate with nondisabled children to
the extent he or she would have in the
current placement.

H

+ Whether a eries of removals consttutes 3 change in
education placement is determined on a se-by-cse fesis by
the public agency. The degertment recommends that the

. incipal of the dhild's schoal or other administrator and the
Who decides mﬂmﬂmm:mm»Mm

. short-{em removel will consttute a change in educetional

whetherasmes e 1 gt - oty
of removals wil m&mﬂ!mmmﬂmﬂm
resultin a change
of educational
placement?

\What must an LEA do when removals excesd a total of ten
cumulative days during the school year, but wil not result in
2 change in placement?

\Whei femiovalé s en cumulative echocl davi in &3chodl year,
The public iﬁqmuﬂ! deteirie whether the remivl would
rajlin change ol ducatonsl placsmen, | heremoeal wil ot
risuling MEM scucilondl placemenl, the LA iy rerioe
s chil o he e that & noncisablad chid waukd be rem

Mmfunlrﬂli"'uumla!im&mldwremmiilssch
v, and during subsequén rermivals, e agency must piovids
s 0 Lhe eitenl o etabie the child o cortinue Lo
itiigate approgriately inthe generel curriculum, althaugh in
guﬂmﬂ%‘?ﬂ ap;vnpuiale presmbend aﬁmwe
JEP gal. Th Geciion aboul the neeisary service  rade
school pervainel, &, the schaol ringgel or other advivé
in corstaton with a leastone of the chikd's teachers. Schol
e dieterning whese the senices wil hegm«jlhd'ﬂe
rices may vary demending on the neseds of the child and the
listgthf the remil.

+ from ki 08 01

3

157
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Breakout
foom
(5 minutes)

+ Develop a clarfying question

& parent or 2n adul puf'l\ may submit 2 request for a dus
process hearing fo the LEA and send 2 capy of the requast
to the Department of Public Instructian. The LEA must ha'd
aresolution meeﬁniwfmin seven calendar days of
receiving notice of tha due process complzint, unless the
parents 2nd LEA 2gres in writing to waive the resalution
megfing or agres to sz the mediation procesz. The dug
process hearing may proceed unless the metter has besn
resalved to the satisfaction of both garties within 15
calendar days of the receipt of the hieari nF request, and 2
decizion must be fssued within ten schaal days following
the hearing. The hearing officer’s decision i final unless
appealed in stat circuit curt or federal district court.

What f a parent
disagrees with a
manifestation
determination or 3
disciplinary removal
fom ﬂ.,'E curent put” no langer applies to disciglinary removals. The
educational chi\_ remaing n tﬁe setting o iwhich he was remaved
p|BEEﬂI eit? until the hearing is complete or untl the arizingl remaval ’

Deriod expires, unless tne parent and LEA agree
otherwise.

Fran daline 560 ,
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What must an LEA do when a removalwill resuitin 2 '
chenge of eductionel placement?

Wk el il result i a nlnm

mm$mMMWMmm%%F

e klmlllﬂnnﬂudlﬂ

%ﬁlﬂl mmmm IIIIHIM‘S

* Thi corduct must e detemingd o b a manitstaton of the hilds
diabiltyt

HIMWWW.WM!MGWM|
mmmmh‘sm o

L N
\
\

.
oo =

1fthe childs behauior poses  threat of injury to seff r others,
the agency ey requsst an expedied due process hearng to
request 2 hearing officer ta place the chidin an interim
lfemztive edurztion setting. The hearing officer may order
the child to 2n interim aiternative educational setfing for up fo
45 schuol days i the hearing officer determins thet maintzining
the child's current placement i substantially ikely to resutin
injuryto the child or to ofhers. A3 2n altemative to 2 dus process
hearing, th LEA may 3pply to 2 court order for an arder
chEnging the child's placzment.

What may an LEA do when the
tonductis 8 manifestation of
the child's disability but the
LEA befives it would be

dangerous to réturn to the
previous placermént!

Fum Bl 602 ’



* Pestarchdesmonsirates thal adcresing ehoier
preactiely s more et than eclsionary
s,

Being
Pmactwe it beasiosel iderventions and sugports

are peificaly et by Cangres, inthe
|mpr0ve5 Irvicuals with Disabftes Ecucation et NOEA),

50 way o mprove outcomes for students with

Gudent el

0 (5] At 30 years of reseanch and
panerience his demansirated that the
Utcomes educaion of chidren with disabites can be
made more efecie by~
(Fricing ncemves o whele-schoa
dpproaches ientficalybased el reading
pregram, peiie behevionalinterentions
and supparts, and ey inlervening sevices
1o e the e b abel chiiren as
il in e o ddess the eaing and
ehavial mends o such hidren,
v MUSCELAOLE)GHE)

fl

At safaapectatons:
» Reflect proactive mo el
. » Emphize pestv nterrtions overstudent remagel
HUW (af » Usg sy disciine 25 2 st et
» Inevss il n lzsronm management and behaior changs o
SChOO|S and degrase czsroom drugfion, incluing eidence-nased
ditricts make

techmigues of asstoam managemert  conflictresaluton and -
: salstion approachies,
[he Shlﬁ f03 Provid taf g and prfesonl deveapment o the e of
SPCIMN e bt nentons end uppons.
more: pmaawe » iglore aterntiv beniin change modls and oal
m0d9| fUT » Uge data o mesure progres et on cumentprcice

» Anelze schoal and distict pol s

addmﬁlﬂg  rovide shodents with suoports such a5 evidence-hased ered
0 pnarts and il 2nd emationsl leaming,

D! ————

- Etablh et approprist, 2nd cosistent expectetons and

T LENTE,

 Commuricats with and engage shool cammunties.

&

IDEA Promotes
Proactive Approaches
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On an individual student level, EP teams should take a
comprehensive view of addressing behavior

Inerventions willbe more successful when they are
consstent withthe indngs of & FBA and each ofthe
follwing componentsareclosely aned: Break time

» Al o (15 minutes)
* BIPthat incudes teachingreplacement behaviors
and uiizes postive behavior interventions and

supports
«Special education and related senices;and
« Supplementary aids and sevice,

63

Positive behavor interventions and supports are morethan

providing reiards for desired behaor
+ Mot oes oo N—
+ Desnandimplementinerventionsan supports et syl e Mm;m
. proaciely address e provdin tdents ith
Strategles for iﬁnﬂ;ﬁmﬁ? L Research indica?es
Addressing [ - dedie
; b L implementation of
BehﬂVIOT At ma e moifcaions o the i o, i bt
mre frequent adultatention, adjustmentsto crricular proactve ?a\”om bpE :
upectations, r the ably o worlk on assgnments ith  peer supportsmcludes: X proice guinsthathovea

sigpificant and

Students will ind greate success when hehavioris saffolded

Withthe ncessary supports combined with teaching,

modeing, and rinforcing n order to eam, general, and

transfe new behavioral sills, Many experts agre that i)
expctedehavrshoud e acnowidged tyhetexcher v e
Ieas four times for evry time it s corrected, e et

eoacth ity NASS, 2002)

) 08
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Before moving
forward with
xpulsion, &k

Nationa
SUrveys

s b 3

iltohel i, o pbbir mosilrng
i i ichool s posily bl g i iy i i
i il Fomciturreg)
!h‘nl:uqumllmdhllumIh\lhm\lwm’mlhniﬁnhv
ki i i i e s i o
mﬂlmlhmmundibdfhnlphflhxldihind\hh‘llnhn
hi, i hi il 1 ) lthi i bidy
nd et up wih s,

o national surveys report that schools with

Fewer iscilingry problems n genera sk
reqort e incdents of sious crime. These
findings ve remendously important
mplications, or ty sy that what we do n aur
stnools on & day-do-day s in terms of
discpling may be refated o serious rime and
violence. By implementing comprenensive
oroarams that imorove overal schaal cimate
and reduce minor disruption, schools may be
able o reduce e isk of more serious violent
nddents Skibaetal, 2011).

[

1

Suspensions;

Proactive

Aoproaches

Areineffective deterents o future behavoraisues;
* Fiduce the student'snstructiona time and deirease engagemen,

Consider: "o camshudentsbe et inschool while e work fo address thei
thallenging efhaviore!”

o the st nbrainstorming and exploring possiftes. ven young
students can b engaged i this process with praper supportsand pidance.

e o Camgle

* s rstratve pratices el Yo the specfic cident. For example,
the student s ighting on the playground becaus the sudet was called
o0t e, they migh esearch and teach non-corpetie ames
durngrecss,

o e e o e thestudent b s relaionshi, An effetie
atult menior can e the student i refecing on behavionand exporing
strategis o earing, paficing and emealzngexpected e,

o Wi ferstsdoes e student e Hows might e uppert and
encourage those ineneste? s theve  schoal b e fudent coud jin g
ifate? Are e classes ot might evmand o refped skl Can
partication indeie e be e to encarageenpeced behair?

Proactve appraaches hove consistenly been found o e moreeffectve
than reace discipin, particlarly when rling on excluve dicplinary
megsures thaols should |den|| studints E‘Illh:k eand

dhillto be pmdfnm anduerlHﬂnlhlmntmLmnnd
Y0 e that tudetsare s, and e can st do that tho

proacivemegsures, Consider whatopportunities it for coukd be
developed)for tudents with mare sgnficant behavional concerns to
retie

» Postive Behavival Inteventions and Supports

* Wraparound servies

* Wetaring

* Heatve dicpinesetings within e scaal,ucha i <choel
stEpension

Iurﬂlim s adgquately stefed and incorporaes effectve ntventons

* istrucion

o Restratiejustice

v Social il intrucion
* (ounseing

161



Even ifthe discipline does not result i a disiplinary change of placement, it
is goud pradtice to review and revis, as needed, the FBA and BIR.  fidefity to
quality has been maintained in implementing the B, suffiient data should
be availabile o determine if the BIP s effectively addressing the behavior,
thie P aligns well with the FBA, and what changes might be needed to
reduce the feefinood the behavior will accur.

Competing Befiavior Pathuy
(0 way to check the 2inment betuieen the FEA and BIP s to complete
2 competing hehavior pathway, A competing behavior pathay provides:
+ Asummary of the behavior, antecadents, et identified in the
ek,
» An atemtive behaviar pathway through identiying behaviors
that "compete" with the challenging behavior, rrﬂlnng itimelevent
inorter o achie the same cutcomes o the studznt;
» An onportunity o idetify intervention stategis hat can be
heﬂmnmtedatwnous paints, suchasstm%es that divert the
jior when &n antecedent oceurs, provide aditionlsupparts
When there isasettirgwmhamil'lmkeﬂnhehaviurme
ety occur, and ogportunites to mode and teach expected
s

(ompeting
Behavior
Pathway

13

Behavlor changz b5 a comples process. Challenging behaiors are typleally
malntained by an pagaing interplay betwoen biokaglzal, cviranmental,
dbspositional, and offwe factars.

A5 result, (ntprictians o addrass behawors shauid regrosent o math
dimensional apgraach that takes info concideristion thi- iy

offesting the indidual student.

Changing

Al to often, Inerveritions focus on “fhiing th child” vsing methods that
it Inkended to malncain posser and coniral, These strategles have 2
tendency ta refy heailly on the wse of eiclusion rather than proacthie
miastares that make the behaviors less lely to accur. With tralning and an
understanding of otfective behavior Interventions, teachers can croate
clasroams which provide the conditions or behavioral sueceis.

Behavior

It extontlalthat these who wark with students with emtienal
biehavioral disabilitkes create therapeutic learning erdronments that help
shudints understand and evercome, rahier than replicate, the conditlons
that have bieen hey tactars Im{ammunmthml and behavkaral
prablems.” lones etal,, 2004

73

14

To

Alternative

Placement

changing

behaviors

In making an atermative placement, the (ER considers @
number of factors aboutthe particular situation to increase
thelbelihod of success for the sudent.

Some guestions to consider include:

+ Do thie setting allow the student to progress in the gonerl cumculum?

+ Wil this softing be lkely to hedp the shudant b suztesshil?

M there any satety or behawiar concerns that need to be considered?
il

+ example, 2 student has a poat attendance pattem and wauld need to
i

+ hinesetherselfto the |AES independently, would the student lhely
attend?

+ g there an 2dultthe student trusts that might e belpful In praviding

* snvas!

+ What other aitematives might we comsider?

Fareatspay a ctica ol n heling t addres challenging behaviors.
Erw;:;h H m:ﬂm.mm Mmdhhhdw
ehaviors mare efectie. Father than forsing on meacthe diiplasy

MeasLaes, ry proactel imoling paentsIn undersancing te beavi,
tovelopingnéerestons, nd implementing 3 BF.

befr ditterent trom home far

our ehil?

+ D this bahiautor refate to cuttural expectatlons, valuis, or bellefs?

+ e atademic expectations agpropriate?

+ e there any heakth, eatingsloeping habits, changes at home, or ather
pattene that might be affecting your child's behaviar?

+ What do you think s the purpose of your thild's beniar?

I yaur opinton, what behavior woukd be 2 more acceptable way to
athleyt the same outcome:?

+ What does your child lhe abut schaal?

M there any adults that your child talks about frequently or seems to
e connecied in mar closely than others?

162

* How are these behaviars simikar or diforent 2t hame?
+ What warks at home? What doesn't!
+ How doyou see theschoal
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‘T ensur parcats and staffwho work with the student understand and
implement the provisions In the EF consistently:

* Ensure yeryone understands their olo and responsibilidos;
* Engage in regular communication between al parties; and
* Manitorto check for progress and fidelty of implementation.

Prowide eath tam membes with a copy of the 8P, akong with a rubnc to
help them chearly understand what ks eipected. The rubric should:

+ Dutline cach inderventlon;
|EP + Destribe what successful Implementation looks llke,

+ Destribi what the strategy locks llke when Its pocrly
implemented, and

‘mpl;.}m ta“O“ + Engureal st are Implemening canssuntl,

* For Exampl

The 1EP all o the student to recev reguent seknowledgement fram
theteathierfor following dirstions.

Fldclgmgyil\% Imghementatan EmmF\n:Thc teacher makes 3 mark on
‘TChart Kept o e StUGenTs esk ach time a divection s allowed.

Foor Imglnmmtlun Exam%e. The tgacher tells the student at the end of
agood [ob of following drections the day
before.

Referances

llim, i {200, Auguit). S¢heol susmnaoni ani as adub babiviar [Vidan). fouTubi, belgi: . keI

Inhvcduals with Dibiliies Eduation Act fngulitions, 38 €40, 500,930 o sieg. btz fdsisad o doweluic inilragulationi gdf

hartmer, T Lovan, 0. |B13% Ot ofschonl and off trich - Thi oviarusa of suipimiaomi in Asiaricin middh and higs schooki. The Cantar for
il Hights arnidis,

Sk, L1, & Lowies, D . [215). Fram riackion ko prcwimicn: Tursing thi paga on schos! dicipfine. &mirian Educater, 39[4], &1,

U3, Dapirtmist of Education. 24). Deer collengun et
ol ehtin, ilps: i fabsut ol

¥ fichool diicipfing, U Digartmurt
jui-201 601w en

UUS, Dipartmiest e Eduatinn. | 2718). 201516 Col Mights Dita Collaetinn: School chmati and sifety. Wishinglan, C: Suthae

Wistariin Digartmest of Poblic imiuetion. {2015 WiSkdish Publi Portal [orline ditabaie]l.
wisidiih.dpiw o/ Dis e et Hami jsp

Wacarin Digirtmiest ef ol okruction. (2008, Lingl reguivarrants rilatic o ciiciplsing childrios with disabitn.
dpun g wiaeliws-riciduri-eel ot bl s 0.2

Wiscaiin Cirtmiest of Pl ikuction. {2006, Maanhavtation detiemisation. dai.wi i pudiowi-prociduis-

it foutini 14,53

Wistariin Digartmest of Poblic Imiruetion, [2018), Addrsing th bharizral niseds of wudants with driablitis. dei.w o/ soudionse
wozedunii-bllitiss ulitins /07,01
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Closing

remarks
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Response to clarifying
questions

it ticket- Goagle doc / Whit
was your ‘zh ha moment from
today
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Professional Development Session Day 3: FBA/ BIP/Manifestation of Disability-

Proactive Strategies

Time Activity Materials
8:00 — Set the tone for the training by having soft music playing Computer
8:30 as participants enter the Zoom link Access to
Zoom
Welcome and introduction by the facilitator and sharing of | Slide 2
agenda
Introductions — participants should rename themselves to Slide 3
include their name and whether they are elementary,
middle, or high school
Participation Norms- share the norms for participating on Slide 4
the virtual platform
Assumptions about behavior Slide 5
Rethinking challenging kids: you-tube Slide 6
8:30 — What escalates behavior? Slides 7-9
9:30
Positive behavioral supports/ interventions Slides 10-12
How should LEAs address behavior Slide 13
9:30 - Break
9:45
9:45 — Zoom poll — I have participated in completing a functional | Zoom Poll
11:00 behavior assessment (Yes/No) Slide 14
Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA) Slides 16-23
-Strategies for Addressing Behavior
- Definitions
- Assumptions and myths
- Best practices and benefits
Conducting FBA’s Slides 23 -
28
Steps for Conducting and FBA Slides 29-31
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Take a moment to discuss with your group. Develop a Breakout
clarifying question. session
Slide 32
11:00 — Lunch
12:00
12:00 — Continued steps in developing an FBA Slides 34-41
1:15 Gather data
ABC summary
Indirect/Observational/ Direct data
Recordings
What’s next...after the FBA Slide 42
Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP) Slides 43- 48
Key components
Breakout session- Take a moment to review a completed Slide 49
Behavior Interview Plan. Questions/ Clarification
1:15- Break
1:30
1:30 - Zoom Poll — I have participated in a manifestation Slide 51
2:30 determination meeting. (Yes/No)
Change of placement Slide 52
Manifestation Determination Slides 53-60
Pulling it all together- strategies Slides 61- 65
Break out session- Discuss what additional training should | Breakout
be included to understand disciplining students with session
disabilities. (Google
Doc)
Slide 66
2:30 Post assessment survey Google Doc

Evaluation: Participants will be asked to complete a survey. The information gained
may be used to better understand the perceptions of administrators on their knowledge
of IDEA related to the discipline of students with disabilities.
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‘. Welcoma
i

B .
arietafonf : ==
Disabily Agenda

U Particition Norms
3 o Pl

Day 3 Agenda

1
,

Plece be present with camera on

Rename yourseff o include

\hether you are workingin an

elementary, midd and igh : Mt your mic when yauare nctspesking
= hoal Professmnal Use the rise hand 0 sgnalto ask & question

 Welcome development
o Engage in diccussions and smile!
o norms

E: John Smith/Elementary

Whil in Breakout Rooms say engaged




Before
Assuming 3
Child s Smply
Mistefaving

or Reflsing 1
Comply,
Consider This:

Antecedent

Sills Defct

The studert does not o
horto pefonm he sk or
beaiar

o Povide drect nstuction of
fne expected iehaiir

+ Mode the expected
Behgiior

« Brovide opportunites to
Dreeics e egperted
Eehiiar fen.

v Frovideconecte feedheck
When befaior dags not
mest expectetions (dvays
stated i positve terms,

o Provice s
arronledzement and
DI When Behiiior mes
SpBLiEONS.

Perfurmance Defict

The student s preiausly
peromed the askor
behavi bt s inconsitet.

v Wit the fncton of
the inconsistent
behior? Why s the
sfUdent incongitent?

o s rinforcing srateges
thet encourze student
fo perfarm benavior or
i

* ook for mativtion
oraclems hat mey 24,

- Does e tudent Fave
ihe abilty o dscrmingte
sty hentoeihit the
anaraprise befior
!

A cause, course, or event that influences
the development of 2 behavior or

behaviors,

This could be the sze o the
environment and the number of people

init.

It could also be a specifc event,time of

ey et

Rethinking challenging kids - where theres
sl there's a way

« it youtube com watch e zuoPZeeclVe

Teacher
Antecadents
That May
Escalate
Intense
Behavior

+ Yeling
o Um the boss'
o nssting on a5t word

» Humtion arczzm/Shame
» Cheracter atfatk

o Physicel force
o Assuing studt s behaior

i deloerate and intention:|

o hssuming e student ko

ity shefhe ngaged nthe
beeiior

» Doufle standard
* Prafing

* | S bk

+ Bagking tudent nto

[ormer

v Bringing up unreled

Bients

]
o Banereling ‘Eieny

time."

o Fraienting sudent om

Mheeting s her negds

+ Refectin cilg
o ngtiling e of filure
o At rigeers stucent’s

raums

168



11

Common
Antecedents
of Intense
Student

Behavior
from
Student
Perspective

What are
positive
behavioral

supports or
Interventions?

Sense offear

Need to maintain self-asteem

Sense of ailure/shame/ attack
Loss of personal power
Attention seeking

Displaced anger

Physiologica ssues

+ Pasitive behavioral supports or interventions, which
are based on FBA, attempt to understand the
purpase of a prablem behavior 5o the problem
behavior is eplaced with new and more apprapriate
behaviors thet achieve the same purpose.

* In general, positive approaches are
developmentally, chronologically, cognitively, and
functionally ppropriate for tha student and focus
on two areas: (1) madifying the enviranment to try
to prevent challenging behavirs; and/or(2)
addressing behavior programmatically by teaching
replacement behaviars and skill.

+ From Bulletin O7.01:

10

12

Behavior

Interventions,

strategies, and
supports?

What one does in
response to the event,
cause or condition.

Behavior fulfills a
specific need,

* The two main areas ta consider zre modifying the
enviranment and addressing behaviar programmatically
by tezching replacement benaviors and skils.

* When madifying the environment, the gaalis to prevent
the behaviar from occurring by adjusting the
antecedents of the behaviar, the consequences, or bath,

* Exzmples include: madifying or adjusting instructiona!
stratepies, curriculum and materials; modifying or
atusting classraom seating, amangement, or traffic
petterns; modifying or 2djusting testing and evalustion
procedures; providing increased apportunities for
students to make chaices; oroviding predictable
Cizssroom routings; foreshadowing changs; cusing
students; hiving clezr, consistent expectations and
cansequences n classraams and throughout the school,

¥ From Bulletin 07.01;
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Zoom pol

| have participated in completing a functional behavior
assessment (FBA)

How should a local educational

agency (LEA) address
inappropriate behavior by a

<child with a disability?

Behind every challenge is an unresolved
problem and a lagging skill

FUNCTIONAL

BEHAVIORAL

Break time ASSESSMENT
(FBA)

(15 minutes) |

13 10
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 Use FBds and BIs Froaetely

* While only required by kaw under certain conditions, 2 FB& and AP
i an effective way to address challenging behavios any time there
i concern. Consider using this process 2 soun 23 @ need for mare
intensieinerventions has been dentfied,

Strategies for
Addressing
Behavior

* Pl provide CP teams with a systematic processfor gathering
information in order o understand the rlationship betiween
challnging behainrs ond the contest in which they occur.

U the FBA and BIP process to penerate hypotheses about why
the chllenging behasior occurs, underwhat conditions t s most
[kely o geeur, and under what conditions the student i more [kely
tobe most sueeessful

+ This progctive appraach wil resultin 2 better understanding of 3
students behavir and the positive interventions and supports to cregte
the conditions within which the student can be successful.

Al beavior serves a pumose.

Behavior continuzs hecause it s reinforced in some
way. The outcoms may appear to be undesiratle fo
the observer (such a being ramaved from a class
for disrupting instruction repaztecly), but the
student exhibiting the behavior finds the result
reinforcing because t serves & particular function,

Assumptions
of FBA'S

Before we are able to develop positive befaviora
interventians fikely to be successful with 3 particular
student, we need to first understand the function,
or purpase, the bebavior has for the studznt,

Boyd, 012
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+ FBAS & methad for idenffing the
Underiying cause of 3 behavior (FBA)

Simple
definitions

.and using that information in 2 way
fhat helps the child develop new,
apprapriate replacement behaviors
Df FBA and fhat are more efficient and effective at
B|P {efting te child what he wansin &
more appropriate manner. (BIF)

18

Natice

o O the e e cecion € mad L0 ke 4 remowal that conglitues &
chirein placstrent, e chlds parents st benoi ol the
diiion e st b v procdurel afsguanes e
[t o parent ] chid ights).

What must an LEA
do when 3
removal i

e Marillslatin Determindtion
i change + Withiten hul o e thedteonwhich thedecinto
thangethe chid's lacement is mads, the public apency,the parent
and refevant memers o the |EP team must determine whether the
tondiet i 2 manifestation of the hilds disablity. In making the
determination, all relevant information in the student’s fle,
including the chil's 1%, any teacher ohservations, and any refevant

infarmation provide by the parents, must be reviewed.
* The conduct must be citermined to be a manifestation of the
childs disabity f:
* The conduct was coused by, or had 2 direct and substantia
relationship to, the childs disablity; or

* The conduct was the diect result of the agencys falre to
implement the (%

Fizm Buletin B 03

Ll



MAYTH:“FBA s jst required forchiloren
identified with emotional behavioral
(isabilties"

FACT: FBA's are required in  situations
regardless of the child'sdisabilty desiznation.

Boyd, 2012

Reduction of challenging behzviors and increzsing
desred behaviors n the genaral eduzstion setting his
resulted from using FBAs Inthe general education
setting,

Intarventions based an FBAs conducted with English

Language Leamers in peneral education dzszraoms

resulted in an incresse in academic engagement from
5% to 843 and reduction i task-avoidznce

behavinrs,

Who Benefits

from FBAs?

Ressarch nta function-based intervention his
demanstrated is efectivenass with studznts with
seere disabilities, multiple disabiltizs, ADHD,
learning disahilties, and thos with or atrisk for
emotional o befaviaral disablities (EBD).
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Hisalso good practiceto condluct an FAA an any
chil, regardles of disafilty fatus

When there arerepeated and serious hefavior
roblems

Bast Practice
in FBAS

When the current behaior program s not

effective

When the student or thers are at ik for herm
orexlusion

{When a more restrictive placement ora mare
ntusive intervention s contemplated

Four GeneralSteps to Conduct FBs

L Describe the bebavias tha ane interfeing with earmingin
conerete and obuervable berms.

L Collt data from multpl sources o measure the
halleging  behaviorto establish a basefineand dentfy the

sefingeents, - antecedents and putcomas for
consequences)of the behavior B¢~ sure totriangulate

datato ensureyou b anaccurale picure,

L oy et e ottt decies

whythe  behowioris accuring, 2 replacement behavior that
[eads o thesame  outcomes, and the conditions that wil

mak it more kel to occur

4 Usethis informationto brainsterm nterventins ot the
Various points in 2 campeting behavior pathway and develog
2 behavior ntervention plan.
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Exaruple;o posice renfoeement m incud:
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! iy umtm S Potential
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*+ Tistoryof posie trauma
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sudents i educational setting

Functions
of Behavior
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Ensure the FBA is completed with inerity o
the pracess {rather than smply a requirement

tobe met).

Look for patterns o determine the conditions

Underwhich the behavior i liely or ot lkely
tooccur:

 When o the befnia czur and whenis i s el
toaeur?

Wit whom doe thebefaior oz end i wham
doesrti!

* o Frequenty doeste hehnorocru?

* For oo o e ehaor acur?

Wt hagpens e o aneceden

*\ihat agpens after ehaior?jonsequence/outcome|

Conalucting

FBAS

(Clearly define the target
Beavior in observable,
mesurahle terms.

Clearly Define
the Benavior

Steps for I

l—‘

Conducting
an FBA

Tke a moment 0 review

completed Functonal Behavior
Breakout Assessments, Questions/
Room Clrification

(5 minutes
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Lunch Time

130 minutes]

ABC Summary
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Indirect Doto

Il meeting
Review of eisting dta
ParentInerview
Student ntenview

Observational Dota/Direct Doty

44 bservations, 10-20 minute,
ctossseftngs

ABC, "ABC2
Narraive Recording
et Recording
Duration Latency
Momentary time sampling
Teacher interactions
Scatter ot

Inerviews [Parent Student, Teacher] & Review ofBackground

Indirect
Sources of
Information

Iformation Which may b relevnt.

-Physialand mentalhealth itory and concems

-+HearingVision, HisoryofLoss GrieTraumaresponse

~{ounseling/Medicaton/ Other nterventions and effct e

Include community, educationsl and medica nerventions

~Relatonship etween home and schoo, include any cutura
infuence f any eits

-+Home expectaions &nd suppors foutings stengths and

Weaknesses

~Hfecive motvatrsinthe past

«Destribethe ehviors the nerfere it earing



Narrative

Recording

Momentary

Time Sampling

Event
Recording

"When the behavior is
noteasly talled

Belaioroeurat | High lntensity
moderate and steady
-Low

fite
Frequency

Diitetieaenatn T\ :
| Behaviors

time nto equal
intervals and then
record whether or not
the behavior oceurs at
the very end of each
interval

Ll
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Easiest form ofdata collection

Oftencolcted overseveral elavely arge
segments ofte ssson or over the ntire
sesson

Tally amount of timesan event taes lce

When the behaiortatyou arelooking & can
be sl counted, and s  lear begining
andending

Destructions, Sef-njurous ehavior

Records
Review

Interviews A8




¥ Befavior negds a
Cear beginning Hrcord g e
i andend FEA,theteam should
Durgtion and aekthe fllowing
[a’[enqa questionsbefoe te
; ‘ team develops a 8P
ELOTTING - -
sl reies

e 8 Behavior needs
Clear beginning

Key Companents
of Behavior
Intervention

Developing Behavior
Intervention Plans (B

Plans

1

~

Hasa ypeis een dveaped e o the i

7
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Effactive
Behavior
Intervention
Plans

Supportive
nterventions versus
Punishment-Basad
Interventions

An effective BIP should include:

+ A detaled description of the challenging behavior and the fundtion
the behavior serves for the student,

+ The replacement befiasior we want to teach the student to replace
the challenging behavior. This behaviar MUST have the same
function for the child.

v A deszription of the strategies that will be used to scaffold the
thu\kngﬁghehaviur'lu r!éum its pocurrence, including
madifications to the environmen, teacher behaiors, expectations,
it Scaffolding strategies should be sure to address the setting,
evetts, and antecedents,

+ Reinfarcements that will be used when the chid shibits the desired
ehaviot.

+ When and how the student will be piven oppartunities to leam,
practice, and peneraliz: the replacement behavier

+ Thes roles and respansibiities of each person fincluding the student]
respansibhe for implementing the BIE.

Exclusion &nd punishment are ineffective at
Producngongem reducton prolem

4

A BIP provides a clear, concise set of strategies that can be
communicated to al staff working with 2 student and
implemented consistentfy with fidelity.

Staff must share a comman understanding of what the
strategies look like, who is responsible for implementing
them, and under what conditians each strategy is to be

Behavior

Intervention [

BIPs need to address the SAME function as the target
behavior,

Plans

BIPs are in addition ta the positive befavir interventions
and supports required in the [EP

* BIR Implementation:

v Ensure that the Interventions are strength-based and groactive i
ardresng challenging behaviars behure they accur o 5 garky In
the cythe as passible.

v Faramters for expectations shoud be dlsoussed and sgreed wpon
5o that there & consistenty In Implementation,

* For Exampla

BlP + Astudent's BIF includes allowig 2 student to choose alernathe ways of

|mp|emen ta [ign wompleting a writing aslgnment.

+ Thie BIP should provide parameters the teather can use In what cholees
1o allow.

* This willvold Inconststercy In implementation, such 2 having ane
ieacher s they tan choose to do the ssslgnment at home or at schoa,
‘il another teacher allows the student o chodse 1o work with a peir,
complote the assknmant Inwriing, or create 3 visual instead of writing
Innarmattve fom.
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beso Take a momen t rview a completed
Room Behavornerview Plan, Questions

T i Break time

(L5 minutes)

& l

Manifestation
Determinations

A manfetation determinationis onfy requiredin tuatons
that contitut a discplinary change in placement

* have artcpated n 3 manifstaton
Joom p0|| determination meeting,

Manifestaton Determinatons must b made within 10 chool
days afterthe dote on which the decision tochangethe child's
placementis made because of avilation o  code of tudent
wonduct

The school district, the parent and relevant members of the
[P eam determine whether the conduc is manifstation of
he childs dsabilty

Inmaking the determinaton, f refevant inormation i the
student’s lemust b reviewed,incuding te hid's £,
Heacher observations, and nformtion povided by the
parens,

Trem b 402
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Mantfestation Determinations RYTPR————

pacement fom uhichthe chid was
FEm0ved et exeptions gl

Whenthe  WREAT LN Dl P}

beheiorics  MREALCAEL e plan
implementafion, and modfy,  needed o

manifestation” R
* The conduct was caused by, orhad a

et s QTSRS Mo B—IEb team mastconducta fnciond

the s sty disability ih;&a:;:ﬁraﬂﬁssﬂi;sment,developand

» The conduct must be determined

h manifestainnol thechids
gty it s determine he

OY

* The condlct was the irectresul of
the agency's fale to mplement the
i

Frndanl

i bl 1411

st Detervinalon

» fthe befuviors determined ntto b 2 manifsaton of hechid's
bty e LEA may remove the chil o the same efent it woukd
remove 3 ch] whodoes o hve ity

o ol Bl At FAG) el Beaied et Pl
(A5

» the efuvio i not manitation o the ' sty the chid
DE ||” “'f it reeive, 2 pproprat,  functional behavioa sessment, and

ehavcralinersention semices and madificaios that are cesgned o
addres s ehavic viation 0 that it does mat recr,

When the
befiavior is not
manfestation of

the chlds

Manfestation

Saryices

disablity

* Whenthe Behavor i detemined no o be  manstatin  hechid's
bty e LEA may proceedwith the thang nplacement The LA
s provide educational enies, 22 detemined by the P team, b
enibe thechdt vantnue o paridate i thegeneral educatin
curiulum, though nanather seting, nd o progrss kward meeting
the goutset ot the s K. Particpaionnthe pemral ariuhum
doet nol e thta schoo i ruet et eyt of he
servies that a chid v receivef s or b vl oo

b

* Heapons
* Hegal s crcomrlled substines
» e iy oy

i ot (B




What if 2 parent dis3grees

with 2 manifestation
determination or 3

disciplinary remu,a\frnm

pla"-munt’

What may an LEA do
when the conduct is

amanifestation of

the chil'sdisability
hut the LEA believes

itwould be
dangerous o retum
to the previous
placement?

o A parent or &n adult pupil may submit 2 request for  due
Arocess hearing to the LEA and send a copy of the request
to the Degartment of ublic Instruction, The LEA must
hald a resolutian mesting withinseven calendar days of
regeiving mofice ofthe due process complaint, unlessthe
marents and LEA agree n writing to waive the rzsolution
megting or 3 10 use the medizton process, The due
process Rering mey prcceed unless the matter s been
resalved to the atifaction ofhoth pames vithin 15

clendzr days of the receipt of the eanﬁmqm anda
decision must be issued withinten schaoldays folowing

the hearing, The hearing officers dision isfinalunless
appealed nstatcircuit court or federal distict cour,

o "Stay put” no langer 2ppliesto disciplinary remaval, The
hild remaing inthe setting to which he was removed
until the hearing s complete o untithe origingl removal
neriad expires, unles the parent and LEA agree
otherwise

Fram Bl 0602

Ifthe child's behavior pasesa threat of injury
toseffor atfers, f1e agency may request an
ipedited due process hearing to requesta
hearing officerto place the chld in an interim
altemative educational setting. The hearing
oficer may order the child to an interim
altemative educztional setting for up to 45
sthool days i the hearing officer determines
that maintining the child's current placement
issubstantially fikely o resut ininjury o the
child orto athers. As an aitemative fo a dug
process nearing, the LEA may apply toa court
order for an order changing the child's
placement.

From Bullen 06.07
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* The LEA must take immecfiate stens to remedy 2 falure
toimplement the EP. A parent of a child with 3
disability who disagrees with any decision regarcing
the manifzstation determination may requestan
expedited dug process hesring.

+ Excent where a student isdisciplind for behavior
involving weapans, drugs ar serious badily ham, if the
beaviar s determined ta be a manifastztion of the
child's disahilty,the IEP team must return the child to
the placement from which the child was removed,
Unless the parent and the LEA agree toa changz of
placement a5 part of the modfficatian of the
behavioralinterventian plan.

Manifestation
Determination

From fullatin D5.02:

. mrmmmuedfnr
wﬁmhﬁedﬁww:lmm ml
ot cude  ocket i with  ade ot 2 ches

Considered
Dangerous

» Does ot include tobscen or alohol
» Dogs notindlude over-the-counte drugs
» Dioes ot incud restiption e used pursn b the R

. Doesmdudena 63 mﬁm,ham,m other legal
antor recrption s ot s sttt

behavior

Ir[uryﬂ\atlmdmjﬂmlrd(ddeﬂl extreme physical
pain, protracted and obwious difigurement bssur
|mparir€n|t'gmei|.rmmdahuih
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Functional
Behavioral

Assessment

Strategies

for
Addressing
Behavior

Required when discipfinary change of

placement occurs and the behavior s
amanifestation of the disabilty.

* |nformation Update 06.02- Lega
Requirements Relating to Diciplining Children
yith Disabiltes

Also required when an |EP team

etermines the use of seclusion or
restraintis reasonably anticipated.

turuman

Functional Behavioral
Assessments (FBAS)
and Behavioral

Intervention Plans

(BIPs)

0

Strategies for
Addressing
Behavior

182

If the behavior s a manifsstation of the child's
disability and the chil already has a behavioral
intgrvention plan, the EP team must megt to review
the plan and ts implementation, The IEP team must
modify the plan and its implementation, if
necessary, to address the child's behavior. Ifthe
child does not have a behavioral intervention plan,
the IEP team must conduct a functional behavioral
assessment and implement a behavioral
intervention plan for the chid.

rom ulltin Co.02

+ What behanfor sl doas the student need o leam?
+ What ehanfor il do | need to tesch!

o What academlc noods doss the student have that, It unmet, may Influence
v o hor abibty to act responsibly?

{5 the cazstoom community meting the paychological needs ofthe student?

+ Am | 2bk toteach these skl or make these academic modcations n the
casstoom envronment with the resources | have avalladle?




Strategies for
Addressing
Behavior

m&mm

Thank you for
articipating in this
training!

Plese take 3 moment to complete the post assessment
slirvey!

Referances

b7 68

Breakout Room
15 minutes|

What additional tranings would you lke regarding the
disciplng of studzs with disablities?

Ablon, 15, (2014), Rethinking challenging kids -vhera there's 3
kil there's 2
ey Video e vweyoutube com/watch=zuof el

Boyd L 1012, October,Fve myths ahout stdent e,
Eucational Lederstip, 70 £,

Wisconsin Department of Public Intructin, [2006) el
reiquirements reated to disciplining children with disahiftes,
dpia zowspedlaus-procedures-ulltins bulletng |06.02

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, [201¢],
Manifestaion determinatian, doigov/spedlavs-procedures-
Buleing bl 1402

Wisconsin Department of Public Intruction, {2015}, Addressing
the behaviora] neds of students with disabiltis.
Ao e procedres- bl g 701

183
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Pre-Assessment

Based on your new knowledge, please respond to the following questions.

On a scale of 1-10 please rate the following areas with 0 being the least
knowledgeable and 10 being the most knowledgeable.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

How would you rate your overall understanding of special education disability
categories?

------ IS RS SO NS _ S DUy SUSSSS SN  S— | g

How would you rate your overall understanding of the laws related to disciplining
students with disabilities?

------ IS RS SO NS _ S DUy SUSSSS SN  S— | g

Are students with disabilities disciplined the same as their non-disabled peers?

------ IS USSR, SRS RSN SRR, Sy JUNNU R RS | o W

Name 3 things you hope to learn related to discipline and students with
disabilities throughout the 3-day PD sessions.

1)

2)

3)

What additional PD would you need concerning the discipline of students with
disabilities?
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Post-Assessment

Based on your new knowledge, please respond to the following questions.

On a scale of 1-10 please rate the following areas with 0 being the least knowledgeable
and 10 being the most knowledgeable.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

How would you rate your overall understanding of special education disability
categories?

------ IS RS SO NS - S SOy SUSSSS . SUS  S— | w—-

How would you rate your overall understanding of the laws related to disciplining
students with disabilities?

------ RSN RN MR RSN . SR NSy SRS WS- MU | ) S

Should students with disabilities be disciplined the same as their non-disabled
peers?

------ ISR RN, MR RSN . U NSy SRS WU . MU | ) S

Name 3 things you learned related to discipline and students with disabilities
throughout the 3-day PD sessions. Your ‘ah ha’ moments.

1)
2)
3)

What additional PD would you need concerning the discipline of students with
disabilities?
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Appendix B: Findings Summary

Perceptions of School Administrators on the Discipline of Students with Disabilities

Categories of Data

Themes

Codes

Preparation in Admin
Programs

Lack of preparation in
administrative licensing
programs

Not enough courses in SPED

Left with unknown
information

Knowledge obtained through
experience

One course on SPED law

District PDs on
discipline

On-the-job training about
discipline is provided by the
district

Annual PD on discipline

Not exclusive to SWDs

Depth of understanding

Limited knowledge of
IDEA and the discipline of
SWDs, behavior, and
manifestation of disability

Should not suspend

Read the IEP/provide
services

More emphasis on laws in
the last 5 years

Strong knowledge

Personal philosophy

Varied personal
philosophies and knowledge
to make suspension
decisions

Suspension is not necessary
Understand the child
Build relationships

Based on their disability

Misconceptions

Misconceptions about the
discipline of students with
disabilities

Address different situations
Not the same for every
student

Certain protections
Exhausted their resources
It depends on the disability
label

Basic Training on
Discipline

District policy is the
guidance for decision

Corrective action
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suspension, which applies to
all students and may not

Code of student conduct

. . District PD
consider the special
circumstance of SWDs.
Additional training Administrators indicated a IDEA

needs

need for additional training
on specific disability
categories, how the behavior
might be a manifestation of
a student’s disability, and
the laws related to
disciplining SWDs

Understanding Disabilities
Manifestation Determination

Discipline of SWDs
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