OPTIONS FOR DETERMINING CASELOADS IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

In March 2001, the State Superintendent’s Task Force on Caseloads in Special Education submitted its final recommendations to the Department of Public Instruction (DPI).  The Task Force recommended that school districts choose from three options
 in determining special education caseloads and for problem solving regarding concerns about those caseloads.  

DPI, working with the research team from UW-Oshkosh, has revised and simplified the formulas and charts presented in the Task Force’s final report.  In addition, some of the supporting tables have also been revised and updated.  Included in this paper are the following:

· Statewide Caseload Formula (revised) – page 2

· Statewide Caseload Number Chart (revised) – page 6

· Table 1 – Service Level Matrix (revised) – page 8

· Table 2 – Variables Impacting Caseload – page 9

· Table 3 – Average Times for Typical Special Education Tasks – page 10

The Statewide Caseload Formula and the Statewide Caseload Number Chart are designed as starting points to guide discussions about caseload determination if the local educational agency (LEA) chooses to use one of these models for problem solving.

STATEWIDE CASELOAD FORMULA

HOW THE FORMULA WORKS:

Each number on the “Student Factoring Table” assigns a factor to a special education student. A student who does not require special education services has a baseline factor of 1. Factors for all special education students exceed 1. For instance, a student considered to be ‘Level 1 elementary LD’ has a factor of 1.6, while a student identified as Level 3 secondary CD carries a factor of 3.3. The sum of student factors for each caseload should not exceed 26 without additional review.

HOW TO USE THE FORMULA:

1. For each student on the caseload, record service level, type of disability, and school level for each student. You may wish to use Table 1, “Service Level Matrix” to assist in determining service levels. 
 

2. Utilize the appropriate column in the “Student Factoring Table” to identify a factor for each student on caseload.

3. Multiply the number of students with identical disabilities and service levels by the factor obtained in step 2.

4. Add each of these sums together to obtain a total caseload size.

5. Add 10% to total caseload factors if inclusion is the dominant setting.

6. Compare total caseload size with the recommended maximum size of 26.

7. Consider extenuating factors to determine whether additional support is required (see Table 2).

STUDENT FACTORING TABLE

	Special Education 

Service Level
	Elementary
	Middle School
	High School

	Level 1 
	
	
	

	     LD*
	1.7
	1.4
	1.3

	     CD*
	2.0
	1.8
	1.7

	     ED*
	2.0
	1.7
	1.6

	     HI
	2.9
	2.6
	2.6

	     VI
	2.2
	2.2
	2.2

	Level 2 
	
	
	

	     LD*
	2.1
	1.8
	1.7

	     CD*
	2.8
	2.6
	2.5

	     ED*
	2.6
	2.2
	2.0

	     HI
	3.3
	2.9
	2.9

	     VI
	2.6
	2.4
	2.2

	Level 3 
	
	
	

	     LD*
	2.5
	2.3
	2.1

	     CD*
	3.5
	3.3
	3.3

	     ED*
	3.3
	2.9
	2.6

	     HI
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7

	     VI
	3.7
	2.9
	2.9


*Student factors for categories marked by an asterisk are derived directly from caseload research findings.

EARLY CHILDHOOD STUDENT FACTORING TABLE 

	Early Childhood
	One session model
	Two session model

	Moderate
	2.2
	1.6

	Severe
	2.6
	1.9


SPEECH/LANGUAGE STUDENT FACTORING TABLE

	Level of service
	Early Ed .-

1 session


	Early Ed. -

 2 sessions
	Elementary
	Middle School
	High School

	Minimal
	1.0
	1.0
	0.7
	0.6
	0.6

	Moderate
	1.7
	1.3
	1.7
	--
	--

	Comprehensive
	2.2
	1.4
	2.2
	--
	--


STATEWIDE CASELOAD FORMULA APPLICATION EXAMPLES:

EXAMPLE 1. Teacher A serves 6 elementary students with Level 1 LD, 2 with OHI most closely resembling Level 1 LD, and 4 with Level 1 CD in inclusive settings. 

	Number of students
	Student factor
	Pretotal
	Setting 
	Caseload Factor Total

	6 (Level 1 LD)
	x 1.7 
	= 10.2 
	+ 10% (1.0)
	11.2

	4 (Level 1 CD)
	x 2.0 
	= 8.0
	+ 10% (.8)
	8.8

	2 OHI (Level 1 LD)
	x 1.7
	= 3.4
	+ 10% (.3)
	3.7

	TOTAL 
	
	
	
	11.2 + 8.8 + 3.7 = 23.8


Conclusion: This caseload of 23.5 falls within the optimal caseload size recommendation of 26. Barring extenuating circumstances, additional staff support is not necessary.

EXAMPLE 2. Teacher B serves 11 secondary students in a pullout setting including 3 with level 3 CD, 1 with level 3 ED, 6 with Level 2 CD, and 1 with TBI most closely resembling Level 2 CD.

	Number of students
	Student factors
	Pretotals
	Setting 
	Caseload Factor Total

	3 (Level 3 CD)
	x 3.3 
	= 9.9
	na
	9.9

	6 (Level 2 CD)
	x 2.5 
	= 15.0
	na
	15.0

	1 (Level 3 ED)
	x 2.6 
	= 2.6
	na
	2.6

	1 TBI (Level 2 CD)
	x 2.5
	= 2.5
	na
	2.5

	TOTAL 
	
	
	
	9.9 + 15.0 + 2.6 + 2.5 = 30.0


Conclusion: This caseload size of 30.0 exceeds the optimal caseload size recommendation of 26. Additional staff support may be necessary.  Extenuating circumstances should be considered.

EXAMPLE 3. Teacher C serves 10 middle school students including 7 with Level 2 CD, 2 with Level 1 CD, and 1 with Level 3 CD. The Level 3 student is medically fragile, non-ambulatory, non-verbal, and needs extensive physical supports and services. Students are served primarily in a pullout setting.

	Number of students
	Student factors
	Pretotals
	Setting 
	Caseload Factor Total

	7 (Level 2 CD)
	x 2.6
	= 18.2
	na
	18.2

	2 (Level 1 CD)
	x 1.8
	=  3.6
	na
	3.6

	1 (Level 3 CD)
	x 3.3 
	=  3.3
	na
	3.3

	TOTAL 
	
	
	
	18.2 + 3.6 + 3.3 = 25.1


Conclusion: Although this caseload falls below the optimal caseload size of 26, additional staff support may be needed to meet the extensive needs of the Level 3 CD child.

EXAMPLE 4. Teacher D serves 14 students in three elementary buildings. In the first building, she serves 3 students with Level 1 LD; in the second building, she serves 2 students with Level 1 CD and 4 with Level 1 LD; in the third building, she serves 2 with Level 1 CD, 2 with Level 1 LD, and 1 with Autism whose needs most closely resemble those of a student with Level 2 LD. She provides services primarily in pullout settings.

	Number of students
	Student factors
	Pretotals
	Setting 
	Caseload total

	9 (Level 1 LD)
	x 1.7
	= 15.3
	na
	15.3

	4 (Level 1 CD)
	x 2.0 
	=  8.0
	na
	8.0

	1 (Level 2 LD)
	x 2.1
	=  2.1
	na
	2.1

	TOTAL 
	
	
	
	15.3 + 8.0 + 2.1 = 25.4


Conclusion:  Although this caseload falls within the acceptable range, the extenuating circumstances related to multiple buildings may warrant additional staff support.

STATEWIDE CASELOAD NUMBER CHART

	
	Elementary (Pullout)
	Middle school (Pullout)
	High school (Pullout)

	Level 1 
	
	
	

	     LD*
	15(
	18(
	20(

	     CD*
	13(
	14(
	15(

	     ED*
	13(
	15(
	16(

	     VI
	12
	12
	12

	     HI
	9
	10
	10

	     CC (3 or more disabilities)
	12(
	15(
	15(

	     CC (2 disabilities)
	Compute by averaging caseload maximums for the primary disabilities served. 

	Level 2 
	
	
	

	     LD*
	12(
	14(
	15(

	     CD*
	9(
	10(
	10(

	     ED*
	11(
	13(
	14(

	     VI
	10
	12
	12

	     HI
	8
	9
	9

	     CC (3 or more disabilities)
	9(
	11(
	11(

	     CC (2 disabilities)
	Compute by averaging caseload maximums for the primary disabilities served.

	Level 3 
	
	
	

	     LD*
	10
	11
	12

	     CD*
	7
	8
	8

	     ED*
	8
	9
	10

	     VI
	7
	9
	9

	     HI
	7
	7
	7

	     CC (3 or more disabilities)
	7
	8
	8

	     CC (2 disabilities)
	Compute by averaging caseload maximums for the primary disabilities served.


*Maximum numbers for all categories marked with an asterisk have been derived directly from research.

( Subtract 10% from caseload maximum if inclusion is the dominant setting

Note 1:  Students with disabilities where there is generally not a matching categorical program, such as TBI, Autism, OI, or OHI, may be tallied according to the type of services required. For instance, a child with autism requiring substantial curricular modifications and life skills could be tallied as Level 3 CD, while a student with OHI requiring only academic modifications and quiet work space may be tallied as Level 1 LD.

Note 2: When using this chart, it is important to consider extenuating circumstances, as this chart is not meant to imply absolute limits.  Table 2 may be helpful in determining variables which may be significant to particular situations. The availability of paraprofessional staff does not increase the maximum caseload limit.  However, access to paraprofessional staff time may assist in ameliorating an enrollment situation.
EARLY CHILDHOOD:  SPECIAL EDUCATION CASELOAD NUMBER CHART

	Level of Service
	One session model
	Two session model

	Moderate
	12
	16

	Comprehensive
	10
	14

	Itinerant or Homebased/Community Outreach Services (including services in Head Start and nonsectarian daycare centers licensed by DHFS):       Maximum = 12


SPEECH/LANGUAGE CASELOAD NUMBER CHART

	Level of service
	Early Ed. -

1 session


	Early Ed. -

 2 sessions
	Elementary
	Middle School
	High School

	Minimal
	26
	26
	35
	40
	40

	Moderate
	15
	20
	15
	--
	--

	Comprehensive
	12
	18
	12
	--
	--


OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY (OT)

PI 11.24 (9)(b)a: “…the caseload for a full-time school occupational therapist employed for a full day, 5 days a week, shall be as follows:

a. A minimum of 15 children.

b. A maximum of 30 children.

c. A maximum of 45 children with one or more occupational therapy assistants.”

PHYSICAL THERAPY (PT)

PI 11.24 (7)(b)a: “…the caseload for a full-time school physical therapist employed for a full day, 5 days a week, shall be as follows:

a. A minimum of 15 children.

b. A maximum of 30 children.

c. A maximum of 45 children with one or more occupational therapy assistants.”

Table 1

SERVICE LEVEL MATRIX

Instructions for use: Students at each level should meet some or all of the following criteria. Other criteria may be added as deemed appropriate by individual districts.

	
	Criteria

	Level 1
	· No persistent, documented health, sensory, or behavior problems concurrent with primary disability

· Primarily general education curriculum with support and modifications within group/whole class setting; with modifications and accommodations, meets at least minimal behavioral expectations of general education

· Students with LD must have an ability/achievement discrepancy of 1.75 SEe or above* 

· Student receives direct services from special educator for <50% of school day 



	Level 2
	· Persistent documented health, communication, sensory, or behavior problems concurrent with primary disability

· Primarily separately designed and paced curriculum requiring small group/individual instruction; significant behavioral needs

· Students with LD must have an ability/achievement discrepancy of 1.96 SEe or above*

· Student receives direct services from special educator for < 75% of school day



	Level 3
	· Persistent documented health, communication, or behavior problems concurrent with primary disability

· Entirely separate curriculum and pace requiring individual or small group instruction; substantial behavioral needs

· Students with LD must have an ability/achievement discrepancy of 2.33 SEe or above*

· Student receives direct and/or extensive indirect services from special educator for > 75% of school day 




*
SEe – standard errors of the estimate below expected achievement using a standard regression  procedure (see PI 11.36(6) for further information on the eligibility criteria for LD)

Table 2

VARIABLES IMPACTING CASELOAD

NOTE:  This is a tool which can be helpful in determining if additional staff resources are needed to support a particular special education program.  It allows one to indicate those factors which, in addition to numbers of students served, might impact caseload and address the total workload.  The individual completing the checklist should indicate those areas which are pertinent to their specific situation in addressing staffing needs.

Completed by: _______________________________________  Date: _________________

Average minutes per day available for direct service to students:  _____________________
I. IEP/Student Driven

( Severity of impairment (student’s ability to function in a school setting; overall  needs):


___ Number of students receiving individual service


___ Number of students receiving group service


___ Number of students receiving both individual and group service


___ Number of students receiving minimal service


___ Number of students receiving moderate service


___ Number of students receiving comprehensive service

( Number of students served at each of the following levels:


___ Early Childhood


___ Elementary


___ Middle School/Junior High


___ High School


___ Transition planning/community-based settings

( Number of students served in each of the following categories (caseload composition):



___ Autism
___ LD

___ SL

___ Reg. Ed.*



___ CD

___ OI

___ TBI
___ At risk*



___ ED

___ OHI
___ VI

___ ESL*



___ HI

___ SDD
___ 504

___ Title 1*




___ Other (specify)*: ____________________________________


( Number of students added during the year is greater than 3

	
	Number
	Time for each
	Beyond normal or average expectations?


	Initial referrals
	
	
	

	Reevaluations
	
	
	

	IEP/placements
	
	
	

	Screenings
	
	
	

	Students assigned for case management
	
	
	

	Students assigned for assistive technology
	
	
	

	Students eligible for School Based Services
	
	
	


*  Note:  If a special education teacher is serving students other than children with disabilities [per 115.76(5)], salary and fringe benefit claims should be prorated.

II. Teacher/Therapist Driven

[For this section, note whether times listed are per day, per week, etc.]

( Time for professional collaboration ____________________

( Time for parent contacts ____________________________

( Time to provide inservice training _____________________

( Time needed for service delivery/continuum of service


( Pullout/resource _______________________________


( Pullout/self-contained ___________________________


( Regular classroom based (inclusive) ________________


( Block schedule format ___________________________


( Other (describe) ________________________________

( Time needed for communication/coordination with support staff


( SLPA (SL only) ________________________________


( OTA or PTA _________________________________


( Paraprofessional/teacher aide ____________________


( Other (specify) _______________________________

( Other (specify) _____________________________________

III. School/District Driven

( Availability of and support from administrator __________________

( Number of special education staff assigned to building ____________

( Number of buildings served/travel time ________________________

( Scheduling issues (private schools, off campus sites, truancy, etc.) ____________

( Planning time provided ________________ (Check here if none provided:_____)

( Participation on student/building assistance teams _________________________

( Participation on building or district committees ___________________________

( Supervision duties (hallways, bus, playground, study hall, etc.) ______________

( Other (specify) ____________________________________________________

IV. Additional factors/comments

( Development of alternate assessments _________________________________

( Development of alternative curricula __________________________________

( Other (specify) ___________________________________________________

Comments:

Table 3:  CHART OF AVERAGE TIMES FOR TYPICAL SPECIAL EDUCATION TASKS

 Note:  This information was collected in a statewide survey of special education teachers conducted in spring 1999 for the Task Force on Caseloads in Special Education.  The purpose of this information is to suggest starting points for determining “reasonable” amounts of time for various tasks.  Since the figures are averages, they should only be used for general guidance and not taken as absolutes.

	
	Overall average
	Range
	Does level make a difference (elementary, middle, high)?
	Does disability area make a difference?

	Planning lessons/wk
	3.5 hours per week
	3 – 3.8
	No.
	LD teachers spend almost an hour per week more on planning lessons than do speech/language pathologists.

	Teaching lessons/day
	6 hours per day
	5.4 – 6.3
	Elementary teachers spend more time than middle school who spend more time than high school.
	CD teachers spend significantly more time teaching lessons than ED teachers.

	Tutoring/

day
	3.3 hours/day
	2.6 – 3.6
	High school teachers spend more time than middle school who tutor more than elementary who tutor more than early childhood.
	ED and LD teachers spend almost an hour more per day than CD teachers.

	Planning collaborative activities/wk
	1.8 hours per week
	1.6 – 1.9
	No.
	No.

	Teaching collaborative activities/day
	2.7 hours per day
	2.3 – 2.7
	Early childhood teachers taught more collaboratively than middle school who taught more collaboratively than high school who taught more collaboratively than elementary teachers.
	No.

	Completing    paperwork/

day
	2 hours per day
	1.7 – 2.3
	High school teachers spend more time than middle school who spend more time than either elementary or early childhood teachers.
	LD teachers spend the most time. 

	Consulting with parents/day
	1.2 hours per day
	1 – 1.5
	Early childhood and high school teachers spent more time than elementary teachers.
	ED teachers spend the most time.

	Consulting with teachers/day
	2.3 hours per day
	2.2 - 2.5
	Middle and high school teachers consult more than elementary or early childhood teachers.
	ED and LD teachers consulted the most.

	Consulting with other agencies/day
	2 hours per day
	--
	No.
	No.

	Traveling between schools/day
	1 hour per day
	
	
	

	Inservice or

professional dev./week
	1.3 hours per week
	
	
	

	Behavior

Intervention

Plans
	2.2 hours
	1.75 – 2.5 hours 
	Middle school teachers spent more time than high school who spent more time than elementary or early childhood teachers.
	ED and CD teachers spent more time than did LD teachers. 

	Transition plans
	2.2 hours
	1.5 – 2.7 hours
	High school spends the most time.
	CD teachers spent significantly more time.

	Initial IEP meetings


	2 hours
	2 – 2.2
	High school teachers  spent more time than middle school than elementary school.
	No.

	Annual IEP meetings
	1.7 hours
	1.4 – 1.9
	High school teachers spent more time than early childhood, who spent more time than middle school, who spent more time than elementary. 
	No.

	Re-evaluations
	2.3 hours
	2.2 – 2.4
	No.
	No.

	Manifestation Determination
	1.7 hours
	1.4 – 2 
	No.
	No.

	How often take work home (days/week)?
	3.4 days per week
	2.6 – 3.8
	No.
	No.


Notes:

1. In reporting, respondents did not log activities over time; the reporting was a point-in-time recollection.

2. There is no judgment implied in these results – they are not “right” or “wrong” but are the numbers reported by the respondents.

3. There are more consistencies than inconsistencies.

4. Findings may be educationally meaningful rather than statistically significant.

�  Option A:  A caseload plan designed by the district


   Option B:  The statewide maximum caseload chart 


   Option C:  The statewide caseload formula


� Students with disabilities where there is generally not a matching categorical  program, such as TBI, Autism, OI, or OHI, may be tallied according to the type of services required. For instance, a child with autism requiring substantial curricular modifications and life skills could be tallied as Level 3 CD, while a student with OHI requiring only academic modifications and quiet work space may be tallied as Level 1 LD.





� The data sample for itinerant programming in ECSE was not sufficient for developing an empirical model based on a factoring formula.  Therefore, the factor method of determining caseload is generally not feasible for early childhood:  special education. 


�  Examples:  intermittent proximal supervision, support, consultation regarding behavior, etc.


�  Examples:  constant proximal supervision; crisis management, etc.


� See Table 3 for average task time





1
1

