
SEPAC Response to Special Education Survey Report 
  

On behalf of SEPAC, we would like to speak to yu of our concerns regarding the special 
education task force report.  We ask that you please request from the special education 
administration how each of these soon-to-be-mentioned concerns will be specifically 
addressed in: 

A. The current plan for improvement,  
B.   How the district intends to move these measures forward, and, 
C.  What unbiased method will be used to assess the efficacy of these proposed 
actions. 

  
As you know, the PCG and CPI report were conducted over two years ago.  SEPAC had 
some very strong observations that were presented to you, the School Committee and 
Administration in detail on June, 2010, July 22, 2010, and for the draft report of June 24th, 
2010.  As such, we feel it is critical for the community and the school committee, which 
provides oversight to the district, to fully understand how these observations made by 
SEPAC have been integrated into this plan and how procedures, intended to improve the 
district, will be modified. 
  
We encourage the School Committee once again to review these documents in their 
entirety. The PCG executive summary does not reflect the data findings in the 
report.  The CPI report addresses serious and strong concerns regarding closed-door 
restraint use in the district. Responsible School Committee members will make it their 
business to read the full report, including data, to become informed.  It is risky to ignore 
the data collected in this survey which depict deficiencies and advised areas for 
improvement in our special education program. 
  
It is imperative that the proposed plan or any procedural changes from the task force 
address the following: 
  
  
• The IEP process: a high number of parents are extremely unsatisfied by the methods 
that the district uses for creation and implementation of IEPs and 504 plans. Parents do 
not feel partners in the educational decisions about their children. Parental inclusion, 
satisfaction and involvement as a member of the team is a real issue that speaks to 
systemic problems. It is critical that we address this procedurally, collaboratively, and 
with transparency. 
  
• Transition planning is identified by both parents and staff as inadequate.  As a 
result FAPE is being denied systematically to those students fourteen and older who 
qualify for transitional services.  This has the potential to lead to a severe fiscal liability 
to the district. This alone could create a fiscally harmful situation for the district.  We 
urge you to look at this issue with due diligence, and ensure safeguards for our students, 
such that the district is consistent thorough out the approach. 
  
• A statistically significant proportion of surveyed parents believe their children are 



not receiving all the services afforded them in their IEP.   Consistent benchmarks and 
goals with measureable progress are required to ensure that all of our children are 
receiving the appropriate services required for their respective IEPs. Teachers, parents, 
and staff do not have an accurate picture of the child’s progress, due to an exigency of 
adequate communication tools.  All professionals involved should be collaborating, 
sharing successful or unsuccessful interventions and techniques for effective student 
progress.  Again, this is systemic.  If FAPE is denied as a result of nonconformity, the 
districtis at serious financial risk.  There is a lack of consistent and effective progress 
monitoring. 
  
• The children with the most needs appear to be the least served based on 
performance differences.  Sadly, the MCAS scores reflect an increase number of special 
education students in the warning category in the Amherst district. 
  
• Parents identify the need for more collaborative school-parent support for 
children with autism. 
  
• The district has a stated goal to move toward zero restraint. We urge you, the 
School Committee, and district Administration to do this and to eliminate the use of 
closed door secluded restraints. This intervention has unfortunately scarred some of our 
children with post-traumatic stress disorder.  As highlighted in the CPI report, restraint 
should not be used. Many states have moved away from this.  We urge Amherst to set an 
example as a leader in this area for the state as this becomes a federal issue. 
  
• The district relies heavily on under-trained para-professionals who are not 
permitted to attend team meetings despite being the educators most connected to 
special education students. We urge you to review the current model of professional 
development to include para-professionals in training sessions, and to also look closely at 
the district hiring policies and training requirements. 
  
• The conflict resolution section of the report does not give an accurate picture of the 
district’s response to conflict, the true cost of litigation, or some of the more 
aggressive tactics that parents have reported to the SEPAC board. This concerns us 
as a board and should concern the school committee and district, as parents have felt 
‘bullied” by administration.   We need a consistent and deliberate conflict resolution 
process that insists on mediation and supports child-centered outcomes.  Please review 
this report and identify where systemic changes can be implemented to safeguard our 
children and parents and the district in this regard. 
  
• PCG conducted fourteen focus groups with fifty-four staff/administrators, but only 
one focus group with 11 parents. It did not adequately explore parent views of the 
special education administration. While SEPAC has conducted an independent survey to 
access parents in our community and to learn more about their needs, we hope that as the 
district moves forward with any review or further evaluation it will be mandatory to 
include SEPAC parents in a transparent process. 
  



  
Special education demands your attention. It is poorly understood by many and in the 
view of the SEPAC board; the program is in need of far reaching reform in order to 
comply with the minimal standards written into federal and commonwealth of 
Massachusetts regulations. 
  

  
 


