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INTRODUCTION 

Act 839 of 2015 created the Legislative Task Force on the Best Practices for Special Education. 
The Act calls for 22 members representing the following entities: 

 The Governor’s office 

 The General Assembly  

 Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families 

 Arkansas Association of Educational Administrators;  

 Arkansas Education Association who is a teacher specializing in special education;  

 Arkansas Public Policy Panel;  

 Arkansas School Boards Association;  

 Department of Education;  

 Disability Rights Arkansas;  

 Arkansas Association of Special Education Administrators;  

 A charter school origination or support group for charter schools;  

 An institution of higher education who works in a teacher preparation program 
specializing in special education;  

 Special education teachers 

 Parents of special education students  

 Special education students  
 
The following individuals were named to the Task Force: 
 

1. Senator Uvalde Lindsey  
2. Representative Tim Lemons 
3. Senator Blake Johnson 
4. Representative Sheilla E. Lampkin 
5. Ms. Carla Brainard 
6. Ms. Jessica Dewitt 
7. Ms. Lisa Haley 
8. Ms. Barbara Hunter Cox 
9. Ms. Renee Johnson 
10. Ms. Sarah Moore 
11. Ms. Bailey Perkins 
12. Ms. Debra Poulin 
13. Ms. Shirley Ann Renix 
14. Ms. Lisa Tisdale-Parker 
15. Ms. Tina Vineyard 
16. Ms. Cindy Marie Weathers 
17. Ms. Angela Winfield 
18. Mr. Samuel Young 
19. Dr. Anne Butcher 
20. Dr. Greg Murry 
21. Dr. Bruce Smith 
22. The 22nd member has not been appointed. 

 
During the Task Force’s first meeting, the members elected Senator Lindsey to serve as chair 
and Representative Lemons to serve as vice chair.  
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Act 839 requires the Task Force to perform the following functions:  

(A) Review the current practice for identifying students for special education services and 
programs in public schools in Arkansas and other states;  

(B) Compare outcomes of students participating in special education services in programs in 
Arkansas with those in other states;  

(C) Review the requirements for teacher preparation and licensure of special education 
teachers in Arkansas and other states;  

(D) Review the requirements for professional development: related to special education, 
including anticipated changes to professional development in Arkansas and other states;  

(E) Review support staff and staffing ratios for special education services and programs, 
including nurses, teacher aides, and personal student aids;  

(F) Review discipline practices for students in special education programs in Arkansas and 
other states;  

(G) Review Response to Intervention (RTI) practices in Arkansas, including identifying RTI 
programs in public schools that are successful and can be identified as best practices;  

(H) Review the current practice for screening students for learning disabilities and the services 
provided for students with learning disabilities;  

(I) Review the availability of support services for special education programs, students, and 
families, including without limitation behavioral health services and social services with an 
effort made to identify best practices;  

(J) Review the practices of school districts regarding self-contained classrooms, inclusion 
programs, and resource rooms, including model policies and programs in Arkansas and 
other states;  

(K) Review the use of outside services and organizations by school districts that provide the 
best level or support for students receiving special education services or participating in 
special education programs;  

(L) Review the facilities, equipment, and materials available in school districts for special 
education services and programs;  

(M) Compare the amount of academic instruction with the training time for independent 
function and career development;  

(N) Review special education services and programs currently in Arkansas public charter 
schools and public charter schools outside of Arkansas;  

(O) Identify exemplary school district special education programs in Arkansas and other 
states; and  

(P) Review the research and findings of national organizations that support students receiving 
special education services or students participating in special education programs.  

For each item above, the Task Force shall consider the separate strengths and challenges for 
children who:  

(A) Are developmentally delayed;  
(B) Have severe behavioral challenges; or  
(C) Have severe physical disabilities.  

The Act also requires the Task Force to review the financial support provided for special 
education services and programs, including whether or not the financial support provided is 
adequate to meet the needs of the students in special education programs or receiving special 
education services. The study must also include a review of the financial practices of school 
districts in Arkansas for the support of special education services and programs. 

Act 839 requires the Task Force to prepare a preliminary report by February 1, 2016, and a final 
report by September 1, 2016. This document serves as the Task Force’s preliminary report 
documenting the material the group reviewed during the first six meetings between August 2015 
and January 2016. Each section of the report corresponds with a required area of study listed in 
Act 839.  
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The Task Force’s mission is to explore the best practices in special education and communicate 
them to Arkansas educators and policymakers. The Task Force is proud of the work being done 
by Arkansas schools to ensure all students with disabilities are identified early and that they 
receive the education services and support that will allow them achieve to their fullest potential. 
The Task Force is also proud of the advancements being made by the Arkansas Department of 
Education to ensure schools have adequate staff and resources to help these students thrive. 
The Task Force members are committed to continuing to advance special education expertise 
in this state and hope that this report will serve as a guide to members of the General Assembly, 
the Department of Education and educators across the state. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION IN ARKANSAS: BY THE NUMBERS 

STUDENT COUNT 

There were 55,874 special education K-12th grade students in Arkansas public schools in the 
2014-15 school year (not including students in the Division of Youth Services [DYS], the 
Department of Correction or the Conway Human Development Center), making up 11.7% of the 
total student enrollment in the state1. The statewide proportion of students with disabilities has 
remained fairly stable — between 11% and 12% of all students over the last six years. However, 
individual districts’ (not including charter schools) proportion of students with disabilities varies 
considerably from 6.8% (Springhill School District) in 2014-15 to 20.7% (Fordyce School 
District. Most of the students with disabilities in Fordyce are in a residential facility located in the 
district). Charter schools typically have lower percentages of students with disabilities than 
traditional school districts. Six charter schools have the lowest proportions of students with 
disabilities of all districts and charter schools, while only three charter schools have higher 
proportions than the state average. 
 

 
Source: Arkansas Department of Education, Annual December 1 Child Count and Annual Oct. 1 Enrollment Data. 
Data does not include Conway Human Development Center, the Division of Youth Svs. or the Ark. Dept. of Correction. 
 

A comparison of state student counts with the national average is only possible using federally 
collected data, which counts students with disabilities and the total student enrollment slightly 
differently from the calculation in the chart above. According to data reported by the Arkansas 
Department of Education (ADE) to the U.S. Department of Education (U.S. DOE), students with 
disabilities comprised 12.2% of the total student body among children ages 6 through 21 in 
2012-13, compared with the national average of 13%.2 
  

                                                
1
 Calculation made using data retrieved from https://adedata.arkansas.gov/statewide/Districts/EnrollmentCount.aspx?year=25&search=&pagesize=10 and 

the Arkansas Department of Education’s Dec. 1, 2014, special education child count data. 
 

2
 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Part B Data Display: Arkansas, Publication 

Year 2015, Retrieved at https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/8086 
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TYPES OF DISABILITIES  

In Arkansas, there are 12 categories of disabilities used to determine students’ eligibility for 
special education for students ages 5-21. Appendix A provides the definitions of each of the 12 
categories. Appendix B provides the number of students in each category in each school district 
and charter school in the 2014-15 school year. 
 

 

 Autism  Deaf-blindness 

 Hearing impairment, including deafness  Emotional disturbance 

 Intellectual disability (formerly known as mental retardation)  Multiple disabilities 

 Orthopedic impairment  Specific learning disability 

 Speech or language impairment  Traumatic brain injury 

 Visual impairment, including blindness  Other health impairment 

The “other health impairment” category includes chronic or acute health problems that result in 
limited strength, vitality or alertness that adversely affects a child’s educational performance. 
These health problems include asthma, attention deficit disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart condition, hemophilia, lead poisoning, leukemia, nephritis, 
rheumatic fever, Tourette’s Syndrome and sickle cell anemia.3 The 12 disabilities that qualify for 
special education mirror the 13 disabilities named in the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA), except that Arkansas combines hearing impairment and deafness into one category.  

The following chart and table provide a breakdown of the types of disabilities affecting Arkansas 
students with disabilities. Specific learning disabilities — which include perceptual disabilities, 
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction and dyslexia4 — are the most prevalent impairments 
among special education students, affecting about 33% of the state’s students with disabilities, 
or 3.8% of all students.5 Speech impairments are the second most common disability, affecting 
26% of students with disabilities, or 3.0% of all students. 

 

Source: Arkansas Department of Education 

                                                

3
 Arkansas Department of Education, Special Education and Related Services 6.00 Evaluation-Eligibility Criteria, 6.09.8 

4
 http://nichcy.org/disability/categories#ld  

5
 Calculation made using Dec. 1, 2012, Arkansas special education child count data (excluding the counts of the 

Conway Human Development Center, the Division of Youth Services, and the Arkansas Department of Correction) 
provided by the Arkansas Department of Education and enrollment data for the 2012-13 school year, 
https://adedata.arkansas.gov/statewide/Districts/EnrollmentCount.aspx  
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Some of the increase in the number of students with disabilities over the last several years is 
due to an increase in students with autism. In 2011, there were 2,733 students with autism and 
by 2015, that number had grown to 3,944, a 44% increase. The number of students in the “other 
health impairment” category also increased significantly from 8,494 in 2011 to 10,522 in 2015, a 
24% increase. 

For a national comparison, 2012-13 is the most recent year for which data is available. The 
following table shows the percentage of students with disabilities for each of the 12 categories 
of impairments. Values in red indicate that the state’s percentage is lower than the nation’s, 
while values in blue indicate the state’s percentage is higher than the nation’s. The table also 
shows students in each disability category as a percentage of total enrollment. 

 

2012-13 
% of Students with 

Disabilities 
% of All Students 

Disability State Nation State Nation 

Autism 6.6% 8.4% 0.81% 1.06% 

Deaf-Blindness 0.0% 0.0% 0.00% 0.00% 

Emotional Disturbance 1.4% 6.2% 0.17% 0.78% 

Hearing Impaired 0.8% 1.2% 0.10% 0.15% 

Multiple Disabilities 2.6% 2.2% 0.31% 0.28% 

Intellectual Disabilities 10.6% 7.3% 1.29% 0.93% 

Orthopedic Impairment 0.3% 0.9% 0.04% 0.11% 

Speech Impairment 24.0% 18.3% 2.93% 2.32% 

Specific Learning Disabilities 34.3% 40.4% 4.19% 5.13% 

Traumatic Brain Injury 0.3% 0.4% 0.04% 0.06% 

Vision Impairment 0.4% 0.4% 0.04% 0.06% 

Other Health Impaired 18.6% 14.2% 2.27% 1.80% 

Total 100% 100%   
 

Source: Part B Data Display: Arkansas Publication Year 2015, https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/8086  

 
There are many different reasons students are placed in individual disability categories. There are few 
checks and balances statewide to ensure that districts appropriately place students in the most 
appropriate category.  

A. CURRENT PRACTICES OF IDENTIFYING STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES 

 

 

 

What is considered a disability has a broad definition and is defined differently by different 
statutes. Disability includes both physical and mental impairments.  

IDENTIFYING STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires that: 

 The state has policies and procedures in place to ensure ALL children with disabilities 
are identified, located, and evaluated, regardless of severity of their disability. 

Task Force Responsibility: A) Review the current practice for identifying students for special 
education services and programs in public schools in Arkansas and other states. 

 

https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/8086
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 The state’s plan includes identification of homeless children, wards of the state and 
those attending private school. 

 The state’s plan includes children suspected of being a child with a disability in the 
evaluation/identification process, even if the child is advancing from grade to grade. 

Each local educational agency must develop and maintain a written child find plan, which also 
must document the annual child find activities. 

Under federal law and state rules, a school or a child’s parent may request an initial evaluation 
of a student to determine if the child has a disability that requires special education services. 
Schools must conduct the evaluation within 60 days of receiving parental consent. The 
evaluation must consist of procedures: 

1.) To determine if the child has a disability under IDEA and  
2.) To determine the educational needs of the child. 

As part of a student’s initial evaluation, a district’s individualized education program (IEP) team 
must review the student’s existing evaluation data, determine what additional data is needed 
and conduct the review. Within 30 days of the evaluation, an evaluation/programming 
conference must be conducted. The IEP team, which consists of a group of qualified 
professionals and the child’s parent must decide if the student has a disability as defined in 
federal regulations. The school must provide a copy of the evaluation to the parents. If the child 
is determined to have a disability that requires special education services, an IEP must be 
developed describing the educational services to be provided. 

In FY2015, Disability Rights Arkansas, Inc. (DRA), a private, non-profit organization designated 
by the Governor to implement the federally funded protection and advocacy system throughout 
the state, had 121 cases involving evaluation/identification issues in FY2015. 

In those cases, DRA focused on the following issues: 

 Students eligible under the category of Serious Emotional Disturbance (SED) being 
under-identified. Many students with SED present with difficult or challenging behaviors. 
They may experience an increase in disciplinary action due to a lack of or inadequate 
programming, yet they may continue to progress from grade to grade and/or are 
academically strong.  

 Reluctance by districts to identify students as eligible for special education services. 

 Use of Response to Intervention (RTI) for prolonged periods of time. (See page 17 for 
more information on RTI.) 

 Inappropriate use of Alternative Learning Environments (ALE). ALE may be presented to 
parents as a structured environment that can better meet a child’s needs than placement 
within the regular school setting. Students are often sent into ALEs without ever being 
identified or provided with special education and related services. Some districts are not 
completing the required assessments, interventions, or plans prior to or upon placement 
within the ALE. 

B. STUDENT OUTCOMES IN ARKANSAS AND OTHER STATES 

 

 

 

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS 

Because each state assesses students using its own test, it is difficult to accurately compare 
student proficiency from one state to another in the same way that the state compares one 

Task Force Responsibility: B) Compare outcomes of students participating in special 
education services in programs in Arkansas with those in other states. 
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school’s or one district’s student performance with another. The best way to compare the 
student achievement of students with disabilities in Arkansas with those in other states is with 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scale scores.  

However, caution must be used in making state-to-state NAEP comparisons. The NAEP scores 
are based on a random sample of students — not the entire state population of students — in 
each state. Therefore, these scores are estimates with sampling errors, which means that if the 
entire population had been tested, the score may have differed somewhat. It is also possible 
that states may apply federal guidelines a little differently in classifying children with disabilities. 

Finally, NAEP is still working to achieve uniformity in the way states exclude some students with 
disabilities from the test taking process and the way they make accommodations for other 
students. The lack of uniformity has narrowed over the past five years. However, it is still an 
issue that NAEP officials address in national conferences. There does not appear to be a 
consensus on how much lack of uniformity exists. 

Considering those cautionary notes, the following tables show how the average scale score for 
Arkansas’s students with disabilities (excluding those with 504 plans) compares with the 
average scale scores in surrounding states and nationally.  

Arkansas’s students with disabilities scored below similar students in surrounding states. 
Arkansas’s 4th grade students scored below 4th grade students with disabilities in all other 
surrounding states in both reading (tying with Tennessee) and math. Arkansas’s 8th grade 
students with disabilities fared somewhat better. They outperformed two surrounding states in 
reading and one state in math. 

Arkansas’s 4th graders had the lowest NAEP scale scores among surrounding states, while 
Arkansas’s 8th grade students with disabilities had nearly the lowest scores in reading and math. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STATE ASSESSMENT UNDER IDEA 

Each year the U.S. DOE assesses whether each state meets the requirements of Part B of the 
federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. In 2013, Arkansas was one of 38 states 
considered to have met the requirements of IDEA, Part B on the basis of specified compliance 
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measures (e.g., students were evaluated in a timely manner, etc.). However, in June 2014, the U.S. 
DOE announced a significant change in the methodology it uses for evaluating states’ special 
education programs. The new methodology focuses less on “procedural requirements” and more on 
student achievement results. In 2014, just 15 states received a “meets requirements” assessment, 
compared with 38 a year earlier. In 2015, 19 states received a “meets requirements” rating, but 
Arkansas was not among them. 

Under the new methodology, Arkansas’s overall score was “needs assistance” in both 2014 and 
2015. This lower score was the result of low “results-driven” scores based on student achievement 
measures, rather than “compliance” scores. In 2015, the state received 20 of 20 possible points on 
compliance indicators and just 11 of 24 available points on results indicators.  

In 2015, two of the states surrounding Arkansas received an overall score of “meets requirements”: 
Missouri and Oklahoma. Three surrounding states—Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee—are 
considered “needs assistance” states, and Texas is considered a “needs intervention” state. 

The tables below provide the indicators on which Arkansas’s performance was measured. The state 
received two points for each indicator colored green, one point for each indicator in yellow and zero 
points for each indicator in red.  

Indicator for Results-Driven Score 2015 Assessment 

State Assessment Participation (Students With Disabilities)  

% of 4
th
 grade students participating in state reading assessments 82% 

% of 8
th
 grade students participating in state reading assessment 80% 

% of 4
th
 grade students participating in state math assessments 82% 

% of 8
th
 grade students participating in state math assessment 80% 

NAEP Performance (Students With Disabilities)  

% of 4
th
 grade students scoring basic or above on NAEP reading assessments 23% 

% of 8
th
 grade students scoring basic or above on NAEP reading assessments 20% 

% of 4
th
 grade students scoring basic or above on NAEP math assessments 53% 

% of 8
th
 grade students scoring basic or above on NAEP math assessments 22% 

NAEP Participation (Students With Disabilities)  

% of 4
th
 grade students participating in NAEP reading assessments 92% 

% of 8
th
 grade students participating in NAEP reading assessment 83% 

% of 4
th
 grade students participating in NAEP math assessments 90% 

% of 8
th
 grade students participating in NAEP math assessment 84% 

Graduation and Drop Out Rates (Students With Disabilities)  

% of students who dropped out 13% 

% of students who graduated with a regular high school diploma 85% 

Districts with a significant discrepancy, by race and ethnicity, in the suspension and 
expulsion rates and the percentage of those districts with policies procedures or 
practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements 

0% 

Disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and 
related services due to inappropriate identification 

0% 

Disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability 
categories due to inappropriate identification 

0% 

Timely initial evaluation 99.62% 

IEP developed and implemented by third birthday 99.86% 

Secondary transition (IEPs of students 16 and older contain all the required 
components) 

98.58% 

Timely and accurate state-reported data 100% 

Timely state complaint decisions 100% 

Timely due process hearing decisions 100% 

Longstanding noncompliance  
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STATE SYSTEMIC IMPROVEMENT PLAN (SSIP) 

To address the state’s shortcomings identified by the federal assessment, ADE has developed a 
comprehensive, multi-year plan to: 

1.) Improve results for children with disabilities and  
2.) Support improvement and build the capacity of school districts to implement, scale up 

and sustain evidence-based practices. 

Phase I of the plan, which occurred in federal fiscal year 2013, focused on data and 
infrastructure analysis to guide selection of coherent improvement strategies that will increase 
the state’s capacity to lead meaningful change with school districts to improve results for all 
children. This plan is to be delivered to the U.S. Department of Education (U.S.DOE) by April 
2016. 

The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services of the U.S. DOE provided feedback 
to ADE on its Phase I SSIP submission. Federal officials suggested that the state’s emphasis 
should be on: 

 Instructional practices, including how teachers instruct;  

 Materials or content of instruction; 

 Child variables, including individualized and differentiated instruction, and  

 Time or scheduling considerations 

The federal officials also indicated that the state has a need for professional development and 
technical assistance related to providing effective, individualized, and differentiated instruction. 

Phase II, which occurred in federal fiscal year 2014, was a planning phase. During Phase II, the 
department developed a multi-year plan addressing the following three areas:  

 Infrastructure development 

 Strategies for supporting school districts in implementing evidence-based practices 

 An evaluation plan 

Phase II of the SSIP will focus on building state-level capacity through the alignment and 
coordination of efforts/systems to support school districts’ capacity to implement evidence-
based systems and practices. The plan’s infrastructure strategies will focus on: 

1. Redesigning a tiered state monitoring system that includes a focus on results with an 
emphasis on literacy. 

2. Creating a special education professional development and technical assistance system 
that aligns with other ADE units and is differentiated by school district needs. 

Phase III, which spans federal fiscal year 2015 through 2018, focuses on evaluating the state’s 
progress under its plan. During this phase, the state will report on the progress made and will 
make any necessary revisions to the plan. The state’s progress reporting will provide 
information on: 

 The results of ongoing evaluation and  

 The extent of the progress made. 

During Phase I of the plan, the ADE identified low literacy achievement as a focus for 
improvement. The following chart indicates that only 32% of the state’s students with disabilities 
scored in the proficient range on state literacy assessments in 2014. 
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The following chart shows that student achievement drops precipitously in 6th grade and 
remains low through the middle school and high school years. 

 

The next chart shows the level of proficiency on state literacy assessments by the type of 
disability students have. Proficiency levels are lowest among students with a specific learning 
disability, and they are highest among students with multiple disabilities. 
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C. SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER PREPARATION AND LICENSURE 

 

 
 

According to figures compiled by ADE, there are currently 7,235 people who are licensed to 
teach special education, although not all of those individuals are actually teaching special 
education. In 2014-15, there were more than 3,500 full-time employee (FTEs) working as 
special education teachers in Arkansas school districts. On average, districts employ 1 special 
education teacher for every 15.6 students with disabilities. However, this ratio ranged from one 
teacher per 10.6 students in one district to one teacher for every 55 students in another district. 
On average, special education teachers earned $49,296 in annual salary in 2014-15. Appendix 
C provides information on starting salaries for all teachers in each district. 

One issue districts have faced in providing special education is an inadequate supply of 
appropriately licensed special education teachers who choose to teach in the field. A district that 
cannot find an appropriately licensed teacher must apply to ADE for a waiver from the licensing 
requirements. As of October 2015, 138 districts and charter schools had requested waivers for 
295 special education teachers who are not fully licensed to teach special education. Among all 
of the district and charter school requests for waivers, 38% were for special education teachers. 

In an effort to increase the number of people who are certified to teach special education and to 
reduce the number of waivers districts need, ADE recently changed the special education 
licensure to create more opportunities for teachers to become certified in special education. 
Until 2014, ADE regulations required individuals who wanted to teach special education to get 
an initial license and then add a special education endorsement to their license. This meant that 
in addition to the undergraduate degree required for their initial teaching license, they also must 
take an additional 21 credit hours of a master’s level special education program for the 
endorsement. There was concern that many aspiring teachers chose not to get special 
education certification because it required additional training but offered no increase in salary.  

As a result, the ADE made the following changes to licensure rules: 
 

1. ADE created a new K-12 first time license for special education, allowing teachers to get 
their standard license in special education. This change allows them to teach special 
education after obtaining their bachelor’s degree without having to add an endorsement to 
their license. Arkansas universities launched preparation programs for the K-12 special 
education license in the fall of 2014. Today six Arkansas higher education institutions offer a 
bachelor’s degree in K-12 special education. 

2. ADE created a K-6, 7-12 special education resource endorsement option. This option is 
for individuals who are already licensed to teach elementary grades (K-6) or English, math, or 
science (4-8 or 7-12). Previously, teachers who wanted to add a special education 
endorsement were required to complete at least 21 hours of graduate-level coursework in 
special education. The new resource endorsement option, which received final approval in 
late October, requires teachers to complete 12 credit hours of additional coursework. Three 
of those hours must be obtained through a course called “SPED 101 Academy,” which will be 
developed by higher education institutions. Applicants who completed a special education 
survey course as part of their undergraduate degree can count up to three credits toward the 
12 required for this endorsement. Teachers with this certification will be certified to provide 
indirect services and teach students with exceptionalities in inclusion settings, co-taught 
settings and/or resource settings. 

3. ADE created a route to credential special education teachers through a Masters of Arts in 
Teaching (MAT) program. This avenue allows people who are not certified teachers to 
obtain a master’s degree in teaching to become certified. Previously this option was not 

Task Force Responsibility: C) Review the requirements for teacher preparation and 
licensure of special education teachers in Arkansas and other states. 
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available to individuals who wanted to teach special education. This certification is pending 
final approval of ADE’s Policies Governing Educator Preparation Program Approval.  

The Task Force reviewed the National Council on Teacher Quality’s evaluation of each state’s 
policies affecting the teaching profession. The NCTQ gave Arkansas an overall grade of a B- in 
its 2015 State Teacher Policy Yearbook, but the report also evaluated the state’s progress for 
special education teachers specifically. For special education teacher preparation, the state 
received the lowest grade of “does not meet” the NCTQ goals. For special education 
preparation in reading, the state was deemed to be meeting “only a small part” of the goals.  

The priorities the organization set for Arkansas in this area and its reasoning for each are 
quoted below: 

 “Eliminate the K-12 special education certificate, and require licenses that differentiate between 
the preparation of elementary and secondary teacher candidates. 

It is virtually impossible and certainly impractical for Arkansas to ensure that a K-12 special 
education teacher knows all the subject matter he or she is expected to be able to teach. While 
the broad K-12 umbrella may be appropriate for teachers of low-incidence special education 
students, such as those with severe cognitive disabilities, it is deeply problematic for the 
overwhelming majority of high-incidence special education students, who are expected to learn 
grade-level content. 

 Require elementary special education candidates to pass a rigorous content test as a condition of 
initial licensure, as well as a rigorous assessment in the science of reading instruction. 

To ensure that special education teacher candidates who will teach elementary grades possess 
sufficient knowledge of the subject matter at hand, Arkansas should require a rigorous content 
test that reports separate passing scores for each content area. Arkansas should also set these 
passing scores to reflect high levels of performance. Failure to ensure that teachers possess 
requisite content knowledge deprives special education students of the opportunity to reach their 
academic potential. 

 Ensure secondary special education teachers possess adequate content knowledge for the 
grades and subjects they teach.  

While it may be unreasonable to expect multi-subject secondary special education teachers to 
meet the same requirements as single-subject teachers, Arkansas’s current policy of requiring no 
subject-matter testing is problematic and will not help special education students to meet rigorous 
learning standards. 

 Ensure that all new special education candidates are prepared to meet the instructional shifts 
related to informational text and incorporating literacy into all content areas associated with 
college- and career-readiness standards. 

Arkansas should require a rigorous reading assessment tool to ensure that special education 
teacher candidates are adequately prepared in all five instructional components of scientifically 
based reading instruction: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension.” 

Several members of the Task Force questioned NCTQ’s credibility and suggested its grading 
system should not be the standard the state should follow. 

D. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

 
 
 
 
  

Task Force Responsibility: D) Review the requirements for professional development 
related to special education, including anticipated changes to professional development in 
Arkansas and other states. 

http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2015/Meeting%20Attachments/098/I14227/EXHIBIT%20D%20-%202015%20State%20Teacher%20Policy%20Yearbook.pdf
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In August 2015, ADE received a $5 million five-year grant that will be used to:  

 Develop Response to Intervention (RTI) literacy and behavior resources and tools 

 Provide professional development and technical assistance for districts and schools to 
assist all students, especially students with disabilities 

 Evaluate implementation fidelity and outcomes at the state, regional, district, school, and 
student level 

Through the grant, the state will also partner with: 

 The American Institutes for Research to support RTI resource development 

 Arkansas State University’s Center for Community Engagement to implement a 
statewide multi-tiered system of support for behavior 

 The Parent Teacher and Information Center to provide parents with an understanding of 
RTI and their role in supporting their child 

E. SUPPORT STAFF 

 

 

 

F. DISCIPLINE PRACTICES 

 

 

 

MANIFESTATION DETERMINATION REVIEW 

Students with disabilities are often subjected to increased disciplinary action due to not being 
identified as a child with a disability or to inadequate or incomplete programming.  When this 
happens, these students miss valuable instruction time, and their education is greatly impacted.  
Because of the impact, disciplinary action can have on students with disabilities, federal law and 
state rules provide procedural steps that districts must follow in certain circumstances. 
 
If a school district proposes to change the educational placement of a child for more than 10 
days (including suspensions), the district must conduct a Manifestation Determination Review 
(MDR). An MDR is designed to determine if the student’s behavior is a manifestation of his/her 
disability or a failure of the district to implement the IEP. The IEP Team makes this 
determination. If the determination is that the disability is a manifestation of his/her disability or 
that the IEP was not implemented, the student should remain in his/her current placement. 
 
The disciplinary practices that Disability Rights Arkansas (DRA) has worked to address in the 
state during FY2015 include: 

 Failure by districts to conduct MDRs 

 Reliance on corporal punishment 

 Improper use of restraint/seclusion 

 Failure to implement IEPs and behavior support plans properly 

 Reliance by districts on contracted mental health providers 

 Placement of students with disabilities in Alternative Learning Environments (ALEs) 

 Use of Family in Need of Services (FINS) by schools to remove students with disabilities 

 Use of delinquency by schools to remove students with disabilities  

 Committing students to Division of Youth Services (DYS) custody 

Task Force Responsibility: E) Review support staff and staffing ratios for special education 
services and programs, including nurses, teacher aides, and personal student aides. 

 

Task Force Responsibility: F) Review discipline practices for students in special education 
programs in Arkansas and other states. 
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RESTRAINTS AND SECLUSION 

Both the U.S. and Arkansas Departments of Education have issued guidance on the use of 
restraints in schools, recommending that: 

 Every effort should be made to prevent the need for physical restraint. 

 Every student has the right to be treated with dignity and to be free from abuse. 

 Physical restraint should only be used when a student’s behavior poses imminent threat 
of serious physical harm to self or others and should be discontinued as soon as this 
threat has passed. 

 Chemical and mechanical restraints should never be used in a school setting. 

However, because the restraint guidelines are not established in statute or regulations, there is 
no enforcement mechanism in Arkansas to ensure that the districts follow them. 

Arkansas has adopted regulations regarding seclusion in school. Section 20.00 of the ADE 
Special Education and Related Services Procedural Requirements and Guidelines establishes 
rules for a “Time-Out Seclusion Room.” Under the rules, schools are instructed to use seclusion 
only if the student’s behavior is: 

 Destructive to property 

 Aggressive toward others 

 Severely disruptive to class 

Students are not to be secluded for general noncompliance or academic refusal AND can only 
be placed in seclusion when less restrictive means of controlling behavior have proven 
ineffective. 

Appendix D provides the Arkansas Department of Education’s Advisory Guidelines for the Use 
of Student Restraints in Public School or Educational Setting. 

CONTRACTED MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

Many districts do not employ their own school-employed mental health providers, instead 
choosing to contract with local mental health providers. Some districts and contracted mental 
health providers are either unable or unwilling to communicate effectively. As a result, districts 
experience a disconnect in understanding what the student needs from the district in order to 
receive a free appropriate public education.  

USE OF ALE, FINS AND DELINQUENCY 

An Alternative Learning Environment (ALE) is sometimes presented to parents as a structured 
environment that can better meet a child’s needs than a placement within the regular school 
setting can. Students are often sent into ALEs without ever being identified or provided with 
special education and related services. Some districts do not even complete the required 
assessments, interventions, or plans prior to or upon placement within the ALE. The same can 
be said for students referred to the courts through a Families in Need of Services (FINS) or a 
delinquency action. 

Students with mental health disparities are often the students referred for placement within the 
ALE or into the court system. The placement of students in disciplinary ALEs, the use of FINS 
and the use of delinquency to remove students with disabilities with behavior issues—instead of 
identifying them as students with disabilities and providing needed specialized instruction, 
services, supports and accommodations—circumvents federal and state law requirements for 
students with disabilities. 

DISCIPLINARY REMOVALS 

State data indicate that students with disabilities were removed from class for disciplinary 
reasons a total of 27,262 times in 2014-15. The following table shows that about 10% of special 
education students were suspended or expelled from school and nearly 14% of special 
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education students were removed for in-school suspension. The data do not include students at 
the Arkansas School for the Deaf, Arkansas School for the Blind or the Division of Youth 
Services. 

 
 10 Days 

or Less 
More Than 

10 Days 
% of SPED 
Population 

Students in Out-of-School Suspension or Expulsion 5,311 490 10.4% 

Students in In-School Suspension 7,174 619 13.9% 

 
The following table shows the number of students by the total length of disciplinary removals 
(out-of-school suspensions, expulsions, and in-school suspensions collectively). 
 

 1 Day 2-10 Days 10+ Days 

Number of Students 2,408 6,926 1,548 

Percent of All Special Education Students 4.3% 12.4% 2.8% 

 
Students with specific learning disabilities make up 42% of the students removed from the 
classroom for disciplinary reasons, though they comprise just 33% of the population of students 
with disabilities. Students with speech or language impairments make up 11% of the students 
with disabilities removed, though they make up 26% of the total special education population. 
 

 
 
Students with lower levels of disciplinary removals performed better on statewide literacy 
assessments. The first bars indicate that students with disabilities who were not removed from 
the classroom for disciplinary measures performed better on the state assessments. Of those 
students who were removed for disciplinary reasons, students who were removed for shorter 
periods of time had higher levels of proficiency than those removed for longer durations. 
 

Intellectual 
Disability 

10% 

Speech or 
Language 

Impairments 
11% 

Visual Impairments, 
Orthopedic 

Impairments, 
Developmental 

Delay, Traumatic 
Brain Injury, 

Hearing 
Impairments 

1% 

Specific Learning 
Disabilities 

42% 

Emotional 
Disturbance 

3% 

Multiple Disabilities 
1% 

Autism 
4% 

Other Health 
Impairments 

28% 

Students With Disciplinary Removals By Disability, 2014-15 



 

Legislative Task Force on the Best Practices for Special Education Preliminary Report February 1, 2015 
 

 

Page 16 
 

 
 

G. RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION (RTI) PRACTICES 

 

 

 

 
RTI is a multi-tiered approach used to identify and provide support for struggling learners. The 
programming is intended to be carefully monitored, with increasing interventions in order to 
reach the desired level of progress. RTI cannot be used to deny or delay formal evaluation 
required under IDEA. 

As part of the state’s comprehensive, multi-year State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), ADE 
has included school district capacity building strategies for increasing RTI supports for 
academics and behavior. These strategies include: 

 Creating a tiered system of supports for literacy, 

 Creating a tiered system of supports for behavior, and  

 Increasing and supporting the number of students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. 

The resources and tools developed to support SSIP will be directly aligned with and will support 
the RTI Arkansas statewide initiative. 

H. SCREENING FOR LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 

 

 
Specific Learning Disability is one category of disabilities identified under IDEA. Under ADE 
rules, “The term means a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved 
in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, that may manifest itself in an imperfect 
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations, including 
conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 
developmental aphasia.” The category of specific learning disabilities “does not include learning 
problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental 
retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage,” 
according to ADE rules. 
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Task Force Responsibility: G) Review Response to Intervention (RTI) practices in Arkansas, 
including identifying RTI programs in public schools that are successful and can be identified 
as best practices. 

Task Force Responsibility: H) Review the current practice for screening students for 
learning disabilities and the services provided for students with learning disabilities. 
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I. SUPPORT SERVICES 

 
 
 
 
 

Act 414 of 2013 created the Public School Health Services Advisory Committee and charged it 
with studying the on-campus health needs of public school students and the provision of school 
health services. As part of its research, the Committee surveys public school nurses with the 
help of the Arkansas Department of Health. The survey conducted for the 2013-14 and 2014-15 
school years found that common allergies suffered by students include: 

 Insect stings 

 Peanuts 

 Dairy 

 Treenuts 
 
Rescue medications that school nurses most commonly administer include albuterol, 
epinephrine, glucagon and diazepam. The most frequent types of emergencies that require a 
call to 911 or to a doctor/dentist are 1.) sprain/strain 2). laceration 3.) head injury 4.) respiratory 
difficulty 5.) fractures. The most common procedures that school nurses perform include helping 
students with toileting, blood sugar and counting carbohydrates. School nurses deal with a 
variety of issues including students who are pregnant, who are homebound, who have dropped 
out of school and who are at high risk. 
 
School nurses also provide health care services to school faculty and staff, including blood 
pressure checks, first aid and height and weight measurements. 
 
According to the survey, many nurses must split their time between more than one campus, 
leaving some buildings without the services of a nurse for part of the day or week. A total of 937 
school campuses share a nurse with at least one other campus. Five nurses cover more than 
six campuses. What’s more, 174 school nurses surveyed said they spent between five and 30 
minutes between campuses and another five nurses said they drive more than 30 minutes 
between campuses. When a school nurse is available only during limited windows of time, it can 
cause backlogs of students waiting to be seen. For students who frequently need to see the 
nurse, including many with disabilities, waiting for the school nurse may mean significant time 
out of class. 
 
Among the items school nurses said their office needs were: 

 Running water 

 A double lock cabinet for medicines 

 Privacy 

 Telephone 

 Toilet 

 Cot/bed 

 Locking file cabinet 

 Refrigerator 

 Sharps container 
 
The survey also asked school nurses about their salaries. Licensed practical nurses (LPNs) in 
Arkansas typically earn between $15,000 and $30,000, and most registered nurses (RNs) make 
more than $30,000. 

Task Force Responsibility: I) Review the availability of support services for special 
education programs, students, and families, including without limitation behavioral health 
services and social services with an effort made to identify best practices. 
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J. SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOMS, INCLUSION PROGRAMS, AND 
RESOURCE ROOMS 

 
 
 
 
 

Under IDEA, students with disabilities are to be educated in the “least restrictive environment.”  

According to the law, that means “to the maximum extent appropriate,” students with disabilities 
should be educated with children who are not disabled. Education provided outside the regular 
educational environment should occur “only when the nature or severity of the disability of a 
child is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services 
cannot be achieved satisfactorily.”6  

The following chart shows the educational placement of students in school districts and charter 
schools. Each placement category is defined as follows7: 

 Regular class: Students who are in the regular classroom 80% or more of the school day. 

 Resource room: Students who are in the regular classroom between 40-79%. 

 Self-contained: Students who are in the regular classroom less than 40% of the school day. 

 Other: Special education students who are in publicly funded facilities, private day schools, 
hospitals, private or public residential facilities, etc. (The chart below includes only students 
for whom school districts are responsible and does not include students in the Conway 
Human Development Center, the Division of Youth Services (DYS) or the Arkansas 
Department of Correction.) 

 

 
Source: Arkansas Department of Education 

 

As part of its responsibilities under IDEA, Arkansas is required to provide data on students with 
disabilities by their educational environment. The following table shows the percentage of 
students for each placement description. Values in red indicate that the state’s percentage is 
lower than the nation’s, while values in blue indicate the state’s percentage is higher than 
the nation’s. 

                                                
6
 20 U.S.C. §1412(a)(5)(A)  

7
 Arkansas Department of Education, Special Education School Age Data Dictionary, 

https://arksped.k12.ar.us/documents/data_n_research/DataDictionaries/dataDictionary_SchoolAge.pdf  
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Task Force Responsibility: J) Review the practices of school districts regarding self-
contained classrooms, inclusion programs, and resource rooms, including model policies and 
programs in Arkansas and other states. 

https://arksped.k12.ar.us/documents/data_n_research/DataDictionaries/dataDictionary_SchoolAge.pdf
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2012-13 State Nation 

% of Day Spent in Regular Classroom   

0-39% 13.4% 13.6% 

40-79% 30.6% 19.2% 

80-100% 52.9% 62.0% 

Separate Residential Facility 1.8% 3.3% 
Source: Part B Data Display: Arkansas Publication Year 2015, 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/8086  

 
The following table indicates that students with disabilities who are placed in the regular 
classroom for at least 80% of the school day have higher levels of proficiency than all students 
with disabilities collectively. The chart also shows that while proficiency drops precipitously 
among all students with disabilities in the 6th grade, this drop is less dramatic among the 
students with disabilities placed in regular classrooms. 
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Task Force Responsibility: K) Review the use of outside services and organizations by 
school districts that provide the best level or support for students receiving special education 
services or participating in special education programs.  

Task Force Responsibility: L) Review the facilities, equipment, and materials available in 
school districts for special education services and programs. 

Task Force Responsibility: M) Compare the amount of academic instruction with the training 
time for independent function and career development. 

https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/8086
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N. SPECIAL EDUCATION IN CHARTER SCHOOLS 

 

 
 

O. EXEMPLARY SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

 

 

P. NATIONAL RESEARCH  

 

 

 

Q. FINANCIAL SUPPORT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STATE FUNDING 

FOUNDATION FUNDING 

Arkansas funds special education through the foundation funding matrix, which provides funding 
for 2.9 special education teachers for every 500 students, or $366.15 per student in 2014-15. To 
calculate this as a per-student amount, the following formula is used: 

(2.9 teachers X the salary and benefit amount in the matrix)/500 students 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Number of special education teachers 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 

Salary and benefits $58,214 $59,378 $60,566 $61,839 $63,130 $63,663 

Per-student amount $337.64 $344.39 $351.28 $358.67 $366.15 $369.25 

Under this funding methodology, the state funds special education based on each district’s total 
number of students, rather on the total number of students with disabilities. Like every other 
component of the matrix (with the recent exception of health insurance), districts’ use of the 
special education funding is unrestricted, meaning they can spend the money however they 
choose. This differs from the way funding is distributed for English language learners (ELL), 
students in alternative learning environment (ALE) programs, and students who are 
economically disadvantaged (those who qualify for a free or reduced price lunch). That 
categorical funding is based on the number of ELL, ALE and economically disadvantaged 
students, respectively, and its use is limited to certain types of expenditures. 

The Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy set the special education funding rate in the 
foundation funding matrix in 2003. The Committee determined that the matrix would fund 2.9 

Task Force Responsibility: Review the financial support provided for special education 
services and programs, including whether or not the financial support provided is adequate to 
meet the needs of the students in special education programs or receiving special education 
services. 

The study shall include a review of the financial practices of school districts in Arkansas for the 
support of special education services and programs. 

Task Force Responsibility: N) Review special education services and programs currently in 
Arkansas public charter schools and public charter schools outside of Arkansas. 

Task Force Responsibility: O) Identify exemplary school district special education 
programs in Arkansas and other states. 

Task Force Responsibility: P) Review the research and findings of national organizations 
that support students receiving special education services or students participating in special 
education programs. 
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special education teachers for every 500 students. The Committee’s consultants, Lawrence O. 
Picus & Associates, had originally proposed funding 2.0 special education teachers, but after 
receiving input from panels of Arkansas educators, the Joint Committee opted to increase the 
number to 2.9 teachers. Hired again in 2006, Picus & Associates affirmed the state’s 
methodology of funding special education using a “census” approach — funding based on total 
enrollment rather than on the number of students with disabilities.  

In 2006, Picus & Associates recommended continuing the census-based funding methodology, 
and they affirmed the state’s funding of 2.9 special education teachers for “high-incidence, lower 
cost students with disabilities.” 

In 2014, Picus Odden and Associates performed a desk audit of Arkansas’s education finance 
system and presented evidence to the House and Senate Education Committees on the recent 
developments in their evidence-based model. They offered recommendations for applying the 
new evidence to the Arkansas matrix. The consultants’ model would increase the recommended 
number of special education teachers from 2.9 teachers per 500 students to 3.3 teachers. Their 
model also would add funding to pay for 3.3 special education aides per 500 students. The 
current matrix does not include any funding for special education aides. 

In 2014-15, districts received about $168.8 million in foundation funding for special education 
teachers, and they spent about $166.7 million from foundation funding on special education 
teachers (spending just slightly less than they received). While the matrix provides funding for 
2.9 special education teachers, districts hired 2.97 special education teachers, on average, 
using foundation funding.  
 

Foundation Funding 
Received for Special Ed 

Foundation Funding 
Spent for Special Ed 

Number of Special Ed 
Teachers in Matrix 

Number of Special Ed Teachers 
From Foundation Funds 

$168.8 million $166.7 million 2.9 2.97 

Of the 236 districts operating in 2015, 126 employed fewer than 2.9 special education teachers 
using foundation funding, while 110 districts employed more than 2.9 special education 
teachers.  

CATASTROPHIC FUNDING 

Because districts receive the same rate of foundation funding regardless of the severity of 
students’ disabilities, the state’s consultants in 2003, Picus & Associates, noted the need to 
provide supplemental funding. “The small category of students with severe and multiple 
disabilities, i.e., the low incidence and very high disabled students, are not found in equal 
percentages in all districts and their excess costs need to be fully funded by the state,” they 
wrote in their 2003 report. At the time, the state provided additional state aid, known as 
Catastrophic Occurrences funding, when the cost of educating a student exceeded $30,000 of 
district expenditures. “Because this expenditure threshold is far above what any district receives 
in state equalization aid, a considerable financial burden is placed on districts for these 
students,” the consultants wrote. They recommended the state reduce the expenditure 
threshold. In 2004, the State Board of Education approved new rules that established the 
threshold at $15,000, in effect making more students’ costs eligible for reimbursement. To 
support the change, the General Assembly increased the Catastrophic Occurrences funding 
appropriation from $1 million for FY2004 to $9.8 million for FY2005. In 2006, the consultants 
recommended continuing the Catastrophic Occurrences funding, and they affirmed the new 
$15,000 threshold and the cap on funding at $100,000 per child. 

State statute defines special education catastrophic occurrences as “individual cases in which 
special education and related services required by the individualized education program (IEP) of 
a particular student with disabilities are unduly expensive, extraordinary, or beyond the routine 
and normal costs associated with special education and related services provided by a school 
district and funding is pursuant to rules promulgated by the state board” (A.C.A. § 6-20-2303). 
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These students may be tube fed, for example, or they may require nursing assistance all day 
long.  

Districts qualify for the funding for any student who needs more than $15,000 worth of services, 
after Medicaid, federal IDEA Part B funding (see following section), and available third-party 
funding is applied. Districts are reimbursed $15,000 for each catastrophic occurrence, 80% of 
the amount between $15,000 and $50,000, and 50% of the costs between $50,000 and 
$100,000.  

The number of students incurring catastrophic expenditures is increasing, as is the number of 
districts that are eligible for catastrophic funding. At the same time, catastrophic funding has 
been provided at a flat $11 million for at least the past five years. In 2011, districts that were 
eligible for funding received nearly $26,000 per eligible student. In 2015, the average per 
student amount dropped to less than $9,600. 

*Eligible expenditures are those that ADE has deemed eligible, but to which the formula ($15,000+80% of the amount 
between $15,000 and $50,000+50% of any additional costs) has not been applied. 

In 2014, the number of students incurring eligible expenditures spiked from just under 600 
students in 2013 to about 1,100 students in 2014. According to ADE, the spike resulted from a 
change in the rubric the Department uses to identify students whose expenses qualify as 
catastrophic. The previous rubric focused on students with low IQs who needed extensive 
occupational, physical and speech therapy. It did not adequately adjust for students with autism 
or another disability who may have a high IQ and good mobility skills, but still require 
considerable supervision. 

The General Assembly has appropriated $11 million in Catastrophic Occurrences funding since 
2008. However, ADE requested a $1.9 million increase for FY2014 to keep pace with the 
growing number of students incurring catastrophic expenses, according to the Summary Budget 
Information provided for the 2013-15 biennium. The General Assembly appropriated $12.9 
million each year for FY14 and FY15, but only $11 million of the appropriation was funded. The 
General Assembly returned to appropriating $11 million for this program for FY16. 
  

 
# of 

Students 

# of 
Districts/ 
Charters 

Funding 
Per 

Student 

Total Eligible 
Expenditures* 

Total Funding 
Provided 

Amount  
Not Funded 

2010-11 487 111 $22,587 $15.96 million $11 million ($4.96 million) 

2011-12 546 129 $20,052 $17.96 million $10.95 million ($7.01 million) 

2012-13 599 137 $18,364 $18.05 million $11 million ($7.05 million) 

2013-14 1,102 145 $9,981 $27.78 million $11 million ($16.78 million) 

2014-15 1,136 153 $9,565 $30.18 million $10.87 million ($19.31 million) 
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OTHER STATE FUNDING 

The state provides additional funding that is specifically intended to pay for services necessary 
for students with disabilities. These funding programs and the amount the state provided in 
2014-15 are provided below. 

  Funding Recipient 

 Program Description Districts 
Charter 
Schools 

Education 
Service 

Cooperatives 

Dept. of 
Human 

Services 

Children With 
Disabilities—LEA 
Supervisors 

Funds to support the salaries 
for special education 

supervisors 

$1,776,518 $28,189   

Extended School 
Year 

Funding for Extended School 
Year service for eligible 

students 

$908,128 $13,468 $76,220  

Residential 
Treatment-
Children With 
Disabilities 

Funding to reimburse school 
districts for educational costs 

associated with disabled 
students in approved residential 

treatment facilities 

$5,638,371    

Early Childhood 
Special Education 

Base funding for special 
education services for 3- to 5-

year-old children with 
disabilities. Funding is also 

provided to education service 
cooperatives for behavioral 

intervention services for 
preschool programs 

$3,490,468 $46,755 $13,046,547 $255,387 

 

FEDERAL FUNDING 

A major source of funding is the federal IDEA Part B funding (also known as Title VI-B). Part B 
funding must be used to pay the excess costs of providing a free and appropriate public 
education. Districts can use the funding to pay for: 

 Special education teachers and administrators 

 Related services personnel 

 Materials and supplies for students with disabilities 

 Professional development for special education personnel or general education teachers 
who teach students with disabilities 

 Specialized equipment or devices 

For FY2015, school districts received $102.4 million in federal IDEA funding and charter schools 
received more than $2 million. IDEA Part B funds are not distributed to districts based on the 
number of students with disabilities in each district. They are provided to each state based on 
historic funding levels, the number of children in the state and the number of children living 
poverty in the state.8 
  

                                                

8
 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs,  

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/osepgts/index.html  

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/osepgts/index.html
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SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCIAL PRACTICES 

This section of the report provides information on the cost of providing special education 
services. In 2014-15, districts spent nearly $423 million on special education services, or about 
$7,694 per special education student, according to the data districts reported in the Arkansas 
Public School Computer Network (APSCN). Charter schools spent a little over $5 million 
providing special education services, or about $5,516 per special education student. Those 
figures should not be mistaken for the total cost of educating students with disabilities, because 
they do not include expenditures that districts make on behalf of all students, such as the cost of 
principal salaries or utilities. Those figures represent only the expenditures that are specific to 
special education services or students.  

The following chart shows the districts’ and charter schools’ total special education 
expenditures. The expenditures are broken down by the type of funding they used to make the 
expenditures. The numbers do not represent the total amount spent from each funding 
category, only the total amount from each funding category spent on special education. 
According to expenditures reported in APSCN, districts used state and local funds to cover 
about 70% of their special education costs, and federal funds cover the remaining 30%. About 
52% of the cost of special education provided in charter schools was paid for with state funds, 
and 48% of it was paid for using federal funds. 

 2014-15 Special Education Expenditures 

Districts $422.9 million 

Charters $5.0 million 
 

 

The following chart provides a breakdown of special education expenditures based on the 
funding source that districts and charter schools used. 

Funding Type Description 
Expenditures 

Districts Charters 

State and Local   
 

 
Foundation funding, 
local funds, and 
activity funds 

Foundation funding, additional local millage transferred for 
salaries or operations and local funds raised by event ticket 
sales, concessions, etc. 

$264,626,259 $2,410,584 

Isolated, Student 
Growth, Declining 
Enrollment 

State isolated or special needs isolated funding, student growth 
and declining enrollment 

$434,649 $21,927 

Catastrophic 
Occurrences 

State funding designed to reimburse districts for students with 
disabilities with unusually high needs 

$9,834,592 $31,934 

Special Education 
Services 

State funding designed to help districts pay for special education 
supervisors and extended-year services for students with 
disabilities 

$2,707,120 $64,294 

Residential  
State funding for the education provided to students in residential 
treatment centers, youth shelters and juvenile detention centers 

$6,651,517  

State  
and Local 

Funds 
70% 

Federal 
Funds 
30% 

Districts  

State   
and Local 

Funds 
52% 

Federal 
Funds 
48% 

Charter  
Schools  
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Funding Type Description 
Expenditures 

Districts Charters 

State and Local   
 

 
Early Childhood 
Special Education 

State funding for special education services provided by school 
districts for 11,500 pre-school children with disabilities 

$3,973,376 $42,854 

Categorical funds 
State National School Lunch, English Language Learner and 
Professional Development categorical funds 

$2,840,746 $53,122 

Desegregation  
State payment to three Pulaski County school districts for 
desegregation lawsuit 

$3,392,798  

Other state funds  $14,824  

Federal  
 

 

IDEA Federal funding provided to help states meet the excess costs of 
providing education and services to students with disabilities 

$102,338,462 $2,190,815 

IDEA Early Childhood $1,098,454 $30,062 

Medicaid Medicaid reimbursement for services districts provided to 
Medicaid-eligible students 

$24,935,876 $190,961 

Medicaid Pre-K $13,645  

Other federal  $2,310  

Total  $422,864,627 $5,036,554 
 

The following chart provides information on the same special education expenditures. However, 
this time the expenditures are broken down by the type of service provided. The data show that 
about 35% of districts’ special education expenditures were spent in resource room instruction, 
while 53% of charter schools’ expenditures were spent in the resource room. About 24% of 
districts’ expenditures were spent on instruction in self-contained classrooms, compared with 
about 2% of charter schools’ expenditures. Health expenditures accounted for about 23% of 
districts’ special education expenditures, and about 33% of charter schools’ expenditures. 
 

Service Type Description 
Expenditures 

Districts Charters 

Instructional Expenditures 
Itinerant Instruction 
(excluding itinerant 
speech pathologists) 

Instruction provided by an educator serving more than one 
school, in their homes or in hospitals 

$12,282,772 $800 

Resource Room 
Education provided by a resource teacher who works with 
students who are assigned to regular classrooms more than half 
of the school day 

$147,441,614 $2,693,782 

Special Class 
(Self-Contained 
Class) 

Education provided to students assigned to a special class for at 
least half of the school day. Student to teacher ratios range from 
1:15 to 1:6. 

$101,835,637 $84,266 

Residential/Private 
Education provided to students in residential facilities, separate 
day schools or by other private agencies 

$10,678,361  

Co-Teaching 
Education provided by both a special education teacher and a 
non-special education teacher in the same class 

$4,385,894  

Pre-school Education provided to preschool students $6,746,382 $40,941 

SPED director Supervisor of special education services $25,293,193 $449,584 

Health Expenditures 

Guidance counseling services $535,774  

Nurses $2,411,880 $7,225 

Psychological testing and other psychological services $16,452,743 $69,644 

Speech therapy and audiology services (including itinerant speech pathologists) $45,450,159 $1,076,871 

Physical and occupational therapy $23,024,148 $470,321 

Medicaid match $6,479,914 $40,941 

School-based mental health $647,581  

Other health services $529,579 $845 

Other Expenditures 

Transportation $7,142,028  

Other expenditures $11,526,967 $101,370 

TOTAL $422,864,627 $5,036,554 
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PAPERWORK REDUCTION 

The Task Force’s statutory framework does not require an examination of the paperwork 
demands on special education teachers. However, it is a topic that has received considerable 
discussion and interest among members. The amount of time special education teachers are 
required to spend on paperwork is an ongoing concern in Arkansas and nationally. The ADE is 
committed to reviewing special education paperwork to reduce unnecessary items and 
duplication as much as possible, while maintaining accountability, procedural safeguards, and 
parental involvement. 

As part of its efforts, ADE surveyed all special education supervisors in the state. When asked 
whether paperwork reduction is an important issue for the Department’s Special Education Unit 
to review, more than 98% of respondents said, yes, it is an important issue. Below are a sample 
of the additional comments respondents provided: 

“Paperwork reduction is a real issue that affects the ability of teachers to provide quality 
instruction. Planning time is limited. Teachers become more fixated upon the compliance of the 
documentation (which is important) rather than the quality of the instruction.”  

“Teaching is the vital part of special education. Teachers have paper work just with teaching 
(lesson plans etc.) then put all of the due process on top of that. It is just way too much. We have 
to do everything a classroom teacher does and then much much more.” 

“It is the top reason teachers tell me they leave special education. Special education teachers are 
trained to teach in a specialized manner, but don't have time to do so due to paperwork. I agree, 
the documentation is important, my question is, could it not be done by requiring a district to have 
a designee to take some of the load off of those teachers.” 

When asked to estimate the amount of time special education teachers spend on ADE-required 
paperwork each week, 44% of the respondents said teachers spend at least three hours each 
week on paperwork. Another question asked special education supervisors to quantify the 
amount of that time that is spent outside of regular school hours. About 13% of respondents 
(24) said at least 75% of the amount of time spent on ADE-required paperwork occurs outside 
of their regular work hours. 

  

Less than 
30 

minutes, 
1% 

30 
minutes 

to 1 hour, 
8% 

1-2 
hours, 
17% 

2-3 
hours, 
30% 

3+ 
hours, 
44% 

Time Spent on ADE-Required 
Paperwork: % of Respondents 

Less 
than 

10%, 8 

10-25%, 
40 

25-50%, 
52 

50-75%, 
54 

75+%, 
24 

% of Time Outside Regular 
Hours: # of Respondents 
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The same question was asked of the time 
spent on additional district-required (NOT 
ADE-required) special education paperwork. 
About 9% of respondents said special 
education teachers spend more than three 
hours a week on district-required paperwork, 
compared with 44% who said they spend 
more than three hours on paperwork required 
by ADE. 
 
The survey also asked respondents if they 
believe the amount of paperwork negatively 
affects the recruitment and retention of 
special education teachers and the quality of 
instruction. The overwhelming majority said 
they believe it does. 
 

 
 
The ADE has formed a task force representating of multiple stakeholder groups to convene 
around the issue of special education paperwork reduction. The first meeting was held January 
20, 2016, and five additional monthly meetings are scheduled with the last meeting set for June 
8, 2016. Additional stakeholder groups will be involved in the review of the task force 
recommendations throughout this period. Key task force activities include: 

 Review initial LEA special education paperwork survey results including specific comments 
for streamlining. 

 Identify additional stakeholder groups to be surveyed. 

 Review Arkansas special education paperwork required for specific events or conferences. 

 Crosswalk Arkansas required forms with federal and state regulatory requirements. 

 Eliminate duplication and unnecessary items and forms. 

 Identify opportunities to save time (drop downs, etc.). 

 Review paperwork requirements from other states. 

This is an opportunity to positively impact policy and procedure in the state. 
 
 
  

Yes 
96% No 

2% 

Not 
Sure 
2% 

Paperwork Negatively 
Affects Recruitment 

and Retention 

Yes 
90% 

No 
5% 

Not 
Sure 
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Paperwork Negatively 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

This document represents the Task Force’s preliminary report and reflects the data-gathering 
process that has dominated the group’s deliberations to this point. For the most part, the Task 
Force has elected to reserve its authority to develop recommendations until it completes the 
study. However, the group has settled on one recommendation at this early stage.  

 The Task Force endorses the Arkansas Department of Education’s effort to reduce paperwork for 
special education faculty and staff across the state. The Task Force commends the Department’s 
effort to not only do this work, but to do it using the agency’s existing operating funds. 
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APPENDIX A 

The following is an excerpt of the ADE rules on Special Education and Related Services Evaluation 
and Eligibility Criteria. 

 

6.09 ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA The terms used to establish eligibility criteria are defined as follows - 

6.09.1 AUTISM 

Autism means a developmental disability significantly affecting verbal and nonverbal 
communication and social interaction, generally evident before age 3, that adversely affects a 
child’s educational performance. Other characteristics often associated with autism are 
engagement in repetitive activities and stereotyped movements, resistance to environmental 
change or change in daily routines, and unusual responses to sensory experiences. Autism 
does not apply if a child’s educational performance is adversely affected primarily because the 
child has an emotional disturbance, as defined in paragraph (c)(4) of 34 CFR 300.8 and at § 
6.09.3 of these regulations. 

6.09.1.1 A child who manifests the characteristics of autism after age 3 could be diagnosed 
as having autism if the criteria in this part are satisfied. 

6.09.2 DEAF-BLINDNESS.  

Deaf-Blindness means concomitant hearing and visual impairments, the combination of which 
causes such severe communication and other developmental and educational needs that they 
cannot be accommodated in special education programs solely for children with deafness or 
children with blindness. 

6.09.3 EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE.  

Emotional disturbance means - 

6.09.3.1 The term means a condition exhibiting one or more of the following characteristics 
over a long period of time and to a marked degree that adversely affects a child’s 
educational performance - 

A. An inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors. 
B. An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and 
teachers. 
C. Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances. 
D. A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression. 
E. A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or school 
problems. 

6.09.3.2 The term includes schizophrenia. The term does not apply to children who are 
socially maladjusted, unless it is determined that they have an emotional disturbance under 
paragraph 6.09.3.1 of this section and 34 CFR 300.8(c)(4). 

6.09.4 HEARING IMPAIRMENT INCLUDING DEAFNESS. 

6.09.4.1 Deafness means a hearing impairment that is so severe that the child is impaired in 
processing linguistic information through hearing, with or without amplification, that 
adversely affects educational performance. 

6.09.4.2 Hearing impairment means impairment in hearing, whether permanent or 
fluctuating, that adversely affects a child’s educational performance but that is not included 
under the definition of deafness in this section. 

 A. Audiological Indicators. 

https://arksped.k12.ar.us/rules_regs_08/1.%20SPED%20PROCEDURAL%20REQUIREMENTS%20AND%20PROGRAM%20STANDARDS/6.00%20EVALUATION%20-%20ELIGIBILITY%20CRITERIA.pdf
https://arksped.k12.ar.us/rules_regs_08/1.%20SPED%20PROCEDURAL%20REQUIREMENTS%20AND%20PROGRAM%20STANDARDS/6.00%20EVALUATION%20-%20ELIGIBILITY%20CRITERIA.pdf
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1. An average pure-tone hearing loss in the speech range (500 - 2000 Hz) of 20dB or 
greater in the better ear. A child with a fluctuating hearing impairment, such as one 
resulting from chronic otitis media, is classified as hearing impaired (HI). 

2. An average high frequency, puretone hearing loss of 35dB or greater in the better 
ear at two or more of the following frequencies: 2000, 3000, 4000 and 6000Hz. 

3. A permanent unilateral hearing loss of 35dB or greater in the speech range (pure-
tone average of 500 - 2000Hz).  

4. A diagnosis of auditory neuropathy.  

6.09.5 MENTAL RETARDATION.  

Mental retardation means significantly subaverage general intellectual functioning, existing 
concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the developmental period, 
that adversely affects a child’s educational performance.  

6.09.6 MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

Multiple disabilities means concomitant impairments (such as mental retardation-blindness, 
mental retardation-orthopedic impairment, etc.), the combination of which causes such severe 
educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in special education programs solely for 
one of the impairments. Multiple Disabilities does not include deaf-blindness.  

6.09.7 ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENT 

Orthopedic impairment means a severe orthopedic impairment that adversely affects a child’s 
educational performance. The term includes impairments caused by congenital anomaly, 
impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis), and impairments from 
other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputations, and fractures or burns that cause contractures). 

6.09.8 OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENT 

Other health impairment means having limited strength, vitality or alertness, including a 
heightened alertness to environmental stimuli, that results in limited alertness with respect to the 
educational environment, that - 

6.09.8.1 Is due to chronic or acute health problems such as asthma, attention deficit 
disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart condition, 
hemophilia, lead poisoning, leukemia, nephritis, rheumatic fever, sickle cell anemia, and 
Tourette syndrome; and 

6.09.8.2 Adversely affects a child’s educational performance. 

6.09.9 SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY. 

6.09.9.1 General. The term means a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological 
processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, that may 
manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do 
mathematical calculations, including conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. 

6.09.9.2 Disorders not included. Specific Learning disability does not include learning 
problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental 
retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic 
disadvantage. 

6.09.10 SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENT.  

Speech or language impairment means a communication disorder, such as stuttering, impaired 
articulation, a language impairment, or a voice impairment, that adversely affects a child’s 
educational performance. 
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6.09.11 TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY.  

Traumatic brain injury means an acquired injury to the brain caused by an external physical 
force, resulting in total or partial functional disability or psychosocial impairment, or both, that 
adversely affects a child’s educational performance. Traumatic Brain Injury applies to open or 
closed head injuries resulting in impairments in one or more areas, such as cognition; language; 
memory; attention; reasoning; abstract thinking; judgment; problem-solving; sensory, 
perceptual, and motor abilities; psychosocial behavior; physical functions; information 
processing; and speech. Traumatic Brain Injury does not apply to brain injuries that are 
congenital or degenerative, or to brain injuries induced by birth trauma. 

6.09.12 VISUAL IMPAIRMENT. 

Visual impairment including blindness means an impairment in vision that, even with correction, 
adversely affects a child’s educational performance. The term includes both partial sight and 
blindness. 

6.09.12.1 Students with partial sight are those whose vision, although impaired, is still the 
primary channel of learning and, with adjustments, are able to perform the visual tasks 
required in the usual school situation. Generally, their visual acuity with correction is 20/70 
or less. 

6.09.12.2 Students with blindness are those with no vision or with little potential for 
developing vision as a primary channel for learning and, therefore, must rely upon tactile 
and auditory sense to obtain information.  
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APPENDIX B 

The following table shows the number of students (K-12) in each school district and open enrollment charter school in each disability category for 
2014-15. The table also provides the total enrollment in each district and charter school. 

District LEA 
School District 
 Description 

2014-15 
Total 

Enrollment 
Autism 

Deaf-
Blindness 

Emotional 
Disturbance 

Hearing 
Impaired 

Multiple 
Disabilities 

Intellectual 
Disabilities 

Other Health 
Impairment 

Orthopedic 
Impairment 

Speech 
Impairment 

Specific 
Learning 
Disability 

Traumatic 
Brain 
Injury 

Vision 
Impairment 

Total  
SPED 

0101000 Dewitt  1,257 5 0 3 0 0 15 48 0 16 68 0 0 155 
0104000 Stuttgart  1,661 20 0 2 1 2 25 25 2 52 55 0 0 184 
0201000 Crossett  1,785 14 0 0 2 10 25 39 1 42 28 0 0 161 
0203000 Hamburg  1,935 14 0 6 0 4 26 52 0 33 42 0 2 179 
0302000 Cotter  701 7 0 1 0 3 7 13 1 21 38 0 0 91 
0303000 Mountain Home  3,960 20 0 4 3 4 43 39 1 103 159 1 0 377 
0304000 Norfork  472 4 0 2 1 2 5 10 0 17 17 1 1 60 
0401000 Bentonville  15,497 227 1 52 17 47 75 359 5 330 440 3 4 1,560 
0402000 Decatur  544 1 0 1 1 0 10 12 0 14 16 0 0 55 
0403000 Gentry  1,418 28 0 1 1 3 20 20 0 24 54 0 1 152 
0404000 Gravette  1,870 13 0 7 1 12 20 53 1 40 87 0 2 236 
0405000 Rogers  15,027 318 0 28 25 37 121 314 8 280 467 8 2 1,608 
0406000 Siloam Springs  4,113 40 0 13 0 17 65 85 1 112 120 0 0 453 
0407000 Pea Ridge  1,841 14 0 2 3 4 20 25 0 41 60 0 0 169 
0440700 Ark. Arts Academy 758 16 0 3 1 1 0 17 0 20 15 0 0 73 
0442700 Resp. Ed Solutions NW 

Ark Classical Academy 
522 4 0 1 1 0 0 3 0 13 2 0 0 24 

0501000 Alpena  521 3 0 0 0 0 7 21 0 15 42 0 0 88 
0502000 Bergman  1,132 5 0 0 0 0 14 23 2 21 59 0 0 124 
0503000 Harrison  2,699 15 0 1 0 7 18 44 0 43 91 1 1 221 
0504000 Omaha  412 4 0 0 2 0 5 7 0 6 24 0 0 48 
0505000 Valley Springs  934 4 1 1 0 0 10 36 0 11 46 0 0 109 
0506000 Lead Hill  368 1 0 0 0 1 4 7 0 7 27 0 0 47 
0601000 Hermitage  405 3 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 21 13 0 0 43 
0602000 Warren  1,655 7 0 0 0 3 16 16 0 67 33 0 0 142 
0701000 Hampton  538 0 0 0 1 1 8 1 0 25 28 0 0 64 
0801000 Berryville  2,054 20 0 3 3 2 21 38 1 42 121 0 1 252 
0802000 Eureka Springs  604 5 0 8 0 1 8 18 0 10 25 0 0 75 
0803000 Green Forest  1,220 8 0 0 0 5 15 26 0 24 43 0 1 122 
0901000 Dermott  415 1 0 0 0 1 12 5 0 16 25 0 0 60 
0903000 Lakeside (Chicot) 1,061 1 0 1 0 3 30 9 0 19 37 0 2 102 
1002000 Arkadelphia  1,903 6 0 8 1 4 35 35 5 49 60 4 1 208 
1003000 Gurdon  705 2 0 2 2 6 9 12 0 17 33 3 0 86 
1101000 Corning  920 4 0 1 1 1 14 25 0 29 36 0 0 111 
1104000 Piggott  889 10 0 2 0 1 14 40 0 45 23 1 1 137 
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District LEA 
School District 
 Description 

2014-15 
Total 

Enrollment 
Autism 

Deaf-
Blindness 

Emotional 
Disturbance 
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1106000 Rector  609 1 0 0 0 0 6 32 0 24 30 0 0 93 
1201000 Concord  446 4 0 1 0 1 5 10 0 21 30 0 0 72 
1202000 Heber Springs  1,791 8 0 0 2 1 13 23 1 58 107 0 1 214 
1203000 Quitman  656 5 0 1 1 1 9 15 0 22 33 0 1 88 
1204000 West Side (Cleburne 445 3 0 1 0 2 3 17 0 15 29 0 0 70 
1304000 Woodlawn  542 1 0 0 0 0 4 12 0 27 21 0 0 65 
1305000 Cleveland County  873 5 0 0 0 4 11 21 0 14 30 0 2 87 
1402000 Magnolia  2,930 14 0 0 1 5 41 55 0 53 108 0 0 277 
1408000 Emerson-TaylorBradley  987 2 0 0 0 1 9 11 0 24 34 0 0 81 
1503000 Nemo Vista  429 4 0 0 0 1 3 10 1 14 34 0 0 67 
1505000 Wonderview  417 1 0 0 0 5 5 13 1 14 30 0 1 70 
1507000 South Conway County  2,294 11 0 0 1 1 9 34 0 105 58 0 1 220 
1601000 Bay  586 2 0 0 0 1 2 12 1 21 36 0 0 75 
1602000 Westside Cons.Craig. 1,709 13 0 1 0 2 13 84 0 77 73 0 0 263 
1603000 Brookland  2,097 16 0 3 1 2 19 65 0 59 46 0 2 213 
1605000 Buffalo Is. Central  812 5 0 1 1 0 12 39 0 11 38 0 0 107 
1608000 Jonesboro  5,875 36 0 3 1 10 121 126 1 137 264 0 1 700 
1611000 Nettleton  3,264 36 0 13 2 8 59 133 1 76 131 1 0 460 
1612000 Valley View  2,683 16 0 6 0 3 15 41 3 77 85 2 0 248 
1613000 Riverside  802 9 0 4 0 0 17 25 0 29 50 0 0 134 
1701000 Alma  3,221 28 0 5 8 11 26 101 1 102 101 0 1 384 
1702000 Cedarville  871 3 0 0 0 1 29 8 0 12 61 1 0 115 
1703000 Mountainburg  660 5 0 0 1 0 16 20 1 15 53 2 0 113 
1704000 Mulberry  366 1 0 0 1 0 17 7 0 12 26 0 0 64 
1705000 Van Buren  5,828 28 0 6 2 3 70 44 1 158 323 1 1 637 
1802000 Earle  612 0 0 0 1 0 21 4 0 12 31 0 0 69 
1803000 West Memphis  5,437 16 0 1 4 3 160 49 0 64 276 0 0 573 
1804000 Marion  4,122 37 0 1 2 9 38 103 0 47 223 1 1 462 
1901000 Cross County  616 2 0 1 1 7 6 10 0 14 34 0 0 75 
1905000 Wynne  2,810 26 0 5 5 13 31 103 1 44 139 0 1 368 
2002000 Fordyce  836 2 0 12 2 7 76 34 0 16 19 0 0 168 
2104000 Dumas  1,401 10 0 2 1 2 38 6 1 15 49 1 1 126 
2105000 Mcgehee  1,164 7 0 1 0 2 26 9 0 22 67 2 0 136 
2202000 Drew Central  937 5 0 0 0 1 9 24 1 34 46 2 0 122 
2203000 Monticello  2,091 11 0 0 0 9 33 59 1 21 40 2 1 177 
2301000 Conway  9,771 75 0 5 5 21 34 307 4 180 414 3 0 1,048 
2303000 Greenbrier  3,375 31 0 3 3 7 24 69 1 67 96 2 0 303 
2304000 Guy-Perkins  408 9 0 2 1 7 1 11 1 19 19 0 0 70 
2305000 Mayflower  1,123 16 0 1 1 2 6 24 0 49 45 1 0 145 
2306000 Mt. Vernon/Enola  497 5 0 0 0 0 6 7 1 12 23 0 0 54 



 

Legislative Task Force on the Best Practices for Special Education Preliminary Report February 1, 2015 
 

 

Page 34 
 

District LEA 
School District 
 Description 

2014-15 
Total 

Enrollment 
Autism 

Deaf-
Blindness 

Emotional 
Disturbance 

Hearing 
Impaired 

Multiple 
Disabilities 

Intellectual 
Disabilities 

Other Health 
Impairment 

Orthopedic 
Impairment 

Speech 
Impairment 

Specific 
Learning 
Disability 

Traumatic 
Brain 
Injury 

Vision 
Impairment 

Total  
SPED 

2307000 Vilonia  3,228 25 0 9 2 10 22 101 4 60 207 0 1 441 
2402000 Charleston  876 2 0 0 0 5 12 23 1 15 33 0 1 92 
2403000 County Line  456 1 0 2 0 0 6 13 0 8 15 0 0 45 
2404000 Ozark  1,866 11 0 1 1 3 29 25 0 50 51 1 0 172 
2501000 Mammoth Spring  450 2 0 3 0 0 5 13 0 17 15 1 0 56 
2502000 Salem  766 4 0 0 1 2 12 13 0 18 47 0 0 97 
2503000 Viola  392 0 0 0 0 2 2 7 0 10 33 1 0 55 
2601000 Cutter-Morning Star  601 6 0 0 0 0 3 23 0 9 29 1 0 71 
2602000 Fountain Lake  1,306 9 0 0 2 6 5 26 5 43 46 1 0 143 
2603000 Hot Springs  3,689 22 0 10 2 21 71 87 0 106 148 0 3 470 
2604000 Jessieville  903 7 0 0 0 0 1 32 0 13 50 1 0 104 
2605000 Lake Hamilton  4,443 35 0 9 1 11 27 126 1 136 85 0 2 433 
2606000 Lakeside Garland 3,319 33 0 4 1 7 38 103 4 93 46 1 0 330 
2607000 Mountain Pine  536 1 0 0 0 1 10 22 0 25 16 0 0 75 
2703000 Poyen  582 2 0 0 0 1 6 14 0 16 37 0 0 76 
2705000 Sheridan  4,119 33 0 0 2 10 33 62 1 73 172 1 0 387 
2803000 Marmaduke  743 2 0 1 0 2 15 30 1 23 34 0 0 108 
2807000 Greene Co Tech  3,556 29 0 1 0 5 45 110 0 111 239 1 1 542 
2808000 Paragould  3,049 10 1 3 2 9 64 85 1 102 74 2 1 354 
2901000 Blevins  490 1 0 0 0 4 5 9 1 17 28 0 2 67 
2903000 Hope  2,501 11 0 6 0 11 25 31 0 53 115 2 1 255 
2906000 Spring Hill  570 2 0 0 0 2 2 7 0 10 10 0 0 33 
3001000 Bismarck  969 9 0 3 0 2 17 27 0 17 35 0 0 110 
3002000 Glen Rose  1,003 9 0 1 1 4 25 39 0 15 47 0 0 141 
3003000 Magnet Cove  672 7 0 0 0 1 7 12 2 10 10 1 0 50 
3004000 Malvern  2,065 15 0 2 2 7 54 53 1 72 76 1 2 285 
3005000 Ouachita  513 3 0 0 0 0 5 13 0 7 11 0 0 39 
3102000 Dierks  583 0 0 0 2 1 0 9 0 13 27 0 1 53 
3104000 Mineral Springs  406 2 0 1 0 1 14 16 0 10 25 0 0 69 
3105000 Nashville  1,908 11 0 1 1 2 22 50 0 50 89 2 1 229 
3201000 Batesville  3,027 13 0 2 3 19 30 73 0 100 84 0 1 325 
3209000 Southside Indep 1,658 8 0 0 0 8 33 18 1 34 91 0 0 193 
3211000 Midland  501 7 0 0 0 1 9 12 0 5 14 1 0 49 
3212000 Cedar Ridge  835 5 0 1 0 1 15 22 0 42 53 0 0 139 
3301000 Calico Rock  396 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 0 12 22 0 1 45 
3302000 Melbourne  851 5 0 0 0 2 17 24 0 30 35 0 0 113 
3306000 Izard Co  Consol 482 6 0 0 0 4 11 11 0 15 25 0 0 72 
3403000 Newport  1,266 8 0 0 0 5 38 34 0 69 50 0 0 204 
3405000 Jackson Co.  851 4 0 0 0 1 11 23 0 21 29 0 0 89 
3502000 Dollarway  1,297 5 0 4 1 4 29 12 0 17 49 0 0 121 
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3505000 Pine Bluff  4,240 10 0 8 1 17 140 76 0 50 222 1 1 526 
3509000 Watson Chapel  2,779 10 0 1 2 5 62 54 0 34 80 0 0 248 
3510000 White Hall  2,944 13 0 4 1 1 37 46 0 80 97 1 2 282 
3541700 Pine Bluff Lighthouse  293 2 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 11 13 0 0 33 
3542700 Resp. Ed Solutions 

Quest Middle School 
Of Pine Bluff 

57 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 

3601000 Clarksville  2,685 16 0 6 4 17 21 38 0 51 116 0 3 272 
3604000 Lamar  1,251 7 0 0 0 2 24 25 0 37 52 1 2 150 
3606000 Westside Johnson 654 2 0 0 0 3 16 12 0 23 49 0 0 105 
3704000 Lafayette County  648 2 0 0 0 4 4 10 0 8 17 1 0 46 
3804000 Hoxie  863 6 0 4 0 1 22 19 0 24 35 1 0 112 
3806000 Sloan-Hendrix  706 4 0 0 1 1 9 11 0 11 47 0 0 84 
3809000 Hillcrest  422 0 0 1 0 0 9 14 1 8 20 0 0 53 
3810000 Lawrence County  922 9 0 2 0 1 17 26 0 47 24 0 0 126 
3840700 Imboden Charter  64 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 0 0 11 
3904000 Lee County  827 0 0 0 0 0 23 7 0 33 58 0 0 121 
4003000 Star City  1,570 8 0 0 1 3 17 12 3 48 52 1 0 145 
4101000 Ashdown  1,446 15 0 6 0 6 15 21 0 41 33 1 1 139 
4102000 Foreman  502 2 0 1 0 0 5 7 0 9 38 0 0 62 
4201000 Booneville  1,271 7 0 0 5 1 24 39 1 33 67 0 1 178 
4202000 Magazine  525 1 0 0 1 1 7 17 0 18 45 0 0 90 
4203000 Paris  1,089 11 0 0 4 2 19 20 0 24 38 1 2 121 
4204000 Scranton  413 0 0 1 3 1 3 2 0 8 16 0 0 34 
4301000 Lonoke  1,754 8 0 2 0 11 8 47 0 55 77 0 1 209 
4302000 England  752 6 0 1 0 0 20 13 0 24 41 0 0 105 
4303000 Carlisle  686 3 0 0 0 0 3 19 0 17 38 0 0 80 
4304000 Cabot  10,128 106 0 59 5 28 161 247 3 235 288 3 3 1,138 
4401000 Huntsville  2,303 8 0 2 4 5 26 31 0 52 90 0 1 219 
4501000 Flippin  811 6 0 0 0 3 10 14 0 16 54 0 0 103 
4502000 Yellville-Summit  694 4 0 0 1 0 9 21 0 15 44 0 1 95 
4602000 Genoa Central  1,086 5 0 0 0 3 2 10 1 19 30 0 1 71 
4603000 Fouke  1,018 1 0 0 1 2 6 10 0 36 33 0 1 90 
4605000 Texarkana  4,321 24 0 4 0 5 84 90 2 63 86 0 0 358 
4701000 Armorel  424 3 0 0 0 0 4 5 1 8 21 0 0 42 
4702000 Blytheville  2,348 21 0 0 4 5 84 49 2 48 87 2 0 302 
4706000 Rivercrest  57 1,247 4 0 0 1 1 20 20 0 26 30 2 1 105 
4708000 Gosnell  1,305 15 0 2 0 3 26 37 0 31 25 0 0 139 
4712000 Manila  1,058 4 0 0 1 0 12 25 0 38 52 0 0 132 
4713000 Osceola  1,300 4 0 0 0 5 54 13 0 17 49 0 2 144 
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4801000 Brinkley  518 4 0 0 0 0 8 13 0 7 43 0 0 75 
4802000 Clarendon  550 0 0 1 0 0 14 8 0 9 54 0 0 86 
4901000 Caddo Hills  574 5 0 1 0 2 4 11 0 22 33 0 0 78 
4902000 Mount Ida  483 4 0 1 0 0 6 13 0 25 24 0 0 73 
5006000 Prescott  1,006 2 0 0 3 5 10 20 0 19 40 0 0 99 
5008000 Nevada  411 1 0 2 0 1 6 12 0 12 20 0 0 54 
5102000 Jasper  876 6 0 0 1 1 12 24 0 14 40 0 1 99 
5106000 Deer/Mt. Judea  355 0 0 0 0 1 4 13 1 3 45 0 0 67 
5201000 Bearden  525 3 0 0 0 1 4 6 0 18 15 0 0 47 
5204000 Camden Fairview  2,567 21 0 1 1 10 32 51 0 82 63 0 2 263 
5205000 Harmony Grove Ouach 960 4 0 0 1 0 2 27 0 15 41 0 0 90 
5301000 East End  611 8 0 2 0 2 8 21 0 29 39 0 0 109 
5303000 Perryville  977 3 0 1 0 0 11 47 1 30 78 0 0 171 
5401000 Barton-Lexa  818 0 0 0 0 0 10 14 0 6 49 0 0 79 
5403000 Helena/ West Helena  1,586 4 0 1 0 0 37 4 0 50 59 0 0 155 
5404000 Marvell-Elaine  375 0 0 0 0 2 12 2 0 2 46 0 0 64 
5440700 Kipp Delta Public Sch 1,324 5 0 1 0 0 29 7 0 27 59 0 0 128 
5502000 Centerpoint  942 5 0 1 0 0 7 27 0 39 28 0 0 107 
5503000 Kirby  371 1 0 0 0 1 0 14 0 7 9 0 0 32 
5504000 South Pike County  695 0 0 2 0 4 3 20 0 38 34 0 0 101 
5602000 Harrisburg  1,219 13 0 0 0 6 25 40 0 40 70 0 0 194 
5604000 Marked Tree  558 4 0 3 0 0 11 14 1 21 35 0 0 89 
5605000 Trumann  1,636 11 0 3 0 4 51 45 0 47 97 2 2 262 
5608000 East Poinsett Co.  706 1 0 1 3 1 9 26 3 27 38 0 1 110 
5703000 Mena  1,751 10 0 2 0 10 18 36 0 38 49 2 1 166 
5706000 Ouachita River  712 2 0 0 1 2 2 15 0 32 16 1 2 73 
5707000 Cossatot River  1,092 9 0 0 2 2 4 21 0 35 45 1 0 119 
5801000 Atkins  1,002 2 0 0 1 3 8 39 1 37 44 1 0 136 
5802000 Dover  1,394 14 0 1 0 0 11 53 4 47 37 0 1 168 
5803000 Hector  577 4 0 0 0 2 2 12 0 21 20 0 1 62 
5804000 Pottsville  1,647 14 0 0 2 3 13 63 0 41 41 0 1 178 
5805000 Russellville  5,191 53 0 1 7 19 43 124 6 130 133 0 2 518 
5901000 Des Arc  562 0 0 0 0 1 4 8 0 17 36 0 0 66 
5903000 Hazen  634 4 0 0 1 1 18 15 0 18 38 0 0 95 
6001000 Little Rock  23,363 241 1 38 17 82 211 736 7 851 555 13 7 2,759 
6002000 N. Little Rock  8,576 40 0 10 2 23 69 185 1 266 223 1 1 821 
6003000 Pulaski County Spec 16,592 136 0 32 12 101 152 435 8 571 683 3 6 2,139 
6040700 Academics Plus  749 6 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 25 20 0 0 63 
6041700 Lisa Academy 1,488 16 0 1 1 0 5 15 2 19 30 1 0 90 
6043700 Arkansas Virtual Acad 1,647 37 0 6 2 3 11 52 0 24 69 0 1 205 
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6044700 Covenantkeepers Chart 157 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 5 2 0 0 13 
6047700 Estem Public Charter  1,462 16 0 0 0 1 1 26 2 23 42 1 0 112 
6049700 Little Rock 

Preparatory Academy 
398 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 19 4 0 2 33 

6050700 Jacksonville 
Lighthouse Charter 

913 2 0 2 0 0 1 4 0 22 33 0 0 64 

6052700 Siatech Little Rock 
Charter 

152 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 6 

6053700 Resp. Ed Solutions 
Premier High School 
Of Little Rock 

130 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 8 0 0 14 

6054700 Resp.Ed Solutions 
Quest Middle School 
Of Little Rock 

166 3 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 3 0 0 13 

6055700 Exalt Academy Of 
Southwest Little Rock 

112 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 

6102000 Maynard  445 1 0 0 1 0 6 13 0 11 29 0 0 61 
6103000 Pocahontas  1,883 18 0 1 1 11 51 35 0 86 38 0 0 241 
6201000 Forrest City  2,668 20 0 5 1 4 57 94 0 74 96 1 1 353 
6202000 Hughes  318 2 0 0 0 1 9 13 0 12 19 0 0 56 
6205000 Palestine-Wheatley  767 1 0 0 0 1 11 19 0 13 45 0 0 90 
6301000 Bauxite  1,595 4 0 0 3 3 5 29 1 18 60 1 0 124 
6302000 Benton  5,000 25 0 12 1 8 36 92 0 108 157 3 3 445 
6303000 Bryant  9,017 87 0 18 7 23 58 152 13 182 374 5 2 921 
6304000 Harmony Grove Saline 1,153 5 0 2 0 2 7 31 0 24 46 0 0 117 
6401000 Waldron  1,521 8 0 1 1 4 38 41 0 12 108 1 0 214 
6502000 Searcy County  816 2 0 0 2 2 6 12 0 18 28 1 0 71 
6505000 Ozark Mountain  657 2 0 1 1 3 11 19 1 4 50 0 0 92 
6601000 Fort Smith  14,317 126 0 44 15 48 96 168 5 900 511 10 7 1,930 
6602000 Greenwood  3,621 29 0 15 2 8 19 87 1 162 110 1 0 434 
6603000 Hackett  610 3 0 4 1 1 11 6 0 16 39 0 0 81 
6604000 Hartford  298 1 0 0 0 1 10 3 0 12 22 0 0 49 
6605000 Lavaca  850 5 0 1 0 1 4 18 0 21 50 0 1 101 
6606000 Mansfield  839 5 0 0 0 1 16 8 0 8 56 1 0 95 
6701000 Dequeen  2,415 8 0 2 2 4 26 17 0 44 59 0 0 162 
6703000 Horatio  855 2 0 2 1 2 7 20 0 16 27 1 0 78 
6802000 Cave City  1,284 8 0 1 2 4 27 22 0 28 66 0 0 158 
6804000 Highland  1,601 15 0 4 0 1 24 37 2 40 33 0 0 156 
6901000 Mountain View  1,661 7 0 1 1 7 28 33 0 54 82 0 0 213 
7001000 El Dorado  4,502 12 0 0 1 30 42 65 2 67 71 1 2 293 
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7003000 Junction City  679 1 0 0 0 3 1 9 0 16 18 0 0 48 
7007000 Parkers Chapel  783 2 0 0 0 5 5 16 0 10 28 1 0 67 
7008000 Smackover-Norphlet  1,182 8 0 0 1 7 6 21 1 30 47 0 0 121 
7009000 Strong-Huttig  335 2 0 0 0 6 5 5 0 11 14 0 0 43 
7102000 Clinton  1,293 15 0 5 0 5 20 32 0 49 64 2 0 192 
7104000 Shirley  412 3 0 3 1 0 7 18 0 13 31 0 1 77 
7105000 South Side Vanburen 497 1 0 0 0 2 4 29 1 17 27 0 1 82 
7201000 Elkins  1,112 11 0 3 1 3 11 16 0 21 38 0 1 105 
7202000 Farmington  2,321 24 0 4 4 2 21 51 0 61 77 1 0 245 
7203000 Fayetteville  9,503 172 0 54 13 31 44 195 11 212 358 2 5 1,097 
7204000 Greenland  836 12 0 4 1 4 11 15 0 11 52 0 2 112 
7205000 Lincoln  1,194 10 0 4 0 3 20 47 0 25 38 0 0 147 
7206000 Prairie Grove  1,840 16 0 4 2 2 11 38 2 59 63 0 0 197 
7207000 Springdale  21,120 196 0 40 31 61 260 333 9 413 656 7 8 2,014 
7208000 West Fork  1,122 9 0 5 2 7 4 33 0 20 60 0 4 144 
7240700 Haas Hall Academy 320 

             
7301000 Bald Knob  1,257 5 0 1 0 2 9 34 0 40 54 0 2 147 
7302000 Beebe  3,261 27 0 3 3 10 9 88 0 97 153 2 3 395 
7303000 Bradford  445 1 0 0 0 1 0 11 0 14 18 0 0 45 
7304000 White Co. Central  680 3 0 1 0 2 7 18 0 20 47 0 0 98 
7307000 Riverview  1,369 7 0 2 1 2 18 33 2 45 62 0 2 174 
7309000 Pangburn  766 2 0 0 0 3 0 16 0 23 21 0 0 65 
7310000 Rose Bud  842 2 0 0 0 0 5 18 0 33 62 2 0 122 
7311000 Searcy  4,142 43 0 14 2 9 61 105 1 95 126 1 0 457 
7401000 Augusta  374 3 0 0 0 1 8 4 1 10 19 0 0 46 
7403000 Mccrory  626 1 0 0 0 0 10 6 0 17 40 0 0 74 
7503000 Danville  864 1 0 1 0 1 9 14 0 30 58 0 0 114 
7504000 Dardanelle  2,097 16 0 1 6 9 39 36 2 74 95 1 1 280 
7509000 Western Yell Co.  423 1 0 1 1 0 7 9 0 23 31 0 1 74 
7510000 Two Rivers  794 6 0 0 0 0 14 25 0 18 81 0 0 144 

  
 

3,778 4 780 348 1,293 5,669 10,451 181 12,535 18,064 147 153 53,403 
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APPENDIX C 

The following table provides the minimum teacher salary for each school district for the 2015-16 
school year. 

 BACHELOR’S MASTER'S HIGHEST 

LEA District BA: 0 yrs 
BA:15 

yrs 
TOP BA MA: 0 yrs 

MA:15 
yrs 

TOP SCH 

101 DEWITT $35,535 $42,660 $43,135 $39,784 $47,284 $47,784 

104 STUTTGART $35,320 $42,670 $44,274 $38,657 $46,877 $51,811 

201 CROSSETT $31,000 $37,750 $40,100 $35,300 $42,800 $48,053 

203 HAMBURG $32,000 $38,750 $42,432 $36,500 $44,150 $47,620 

302 COTTER $30,983 $37,969 $42,930 $35,336 $43,082 $48,037 

303 MOUNTAIN HOME $35,780 $44,180 $56,285 $39,455 $47,855 $57,545 

304 NORFORK $30,900 $37,650 $44,600 $35,025 $42,525 $48,025 

401 BENTONVILLE $44,708 $55,664 $57,358 $47,843 $59,578 $71,121 

402 DECATUR $31,600 $38,350 $43,562 $35,725 $43,225 $48,225 

403 GENTRY $35,000 $42,500 $51,030 $39,532 $47,032 $55,768 

404 GRAVETTE $41,300 $49,550 $56,510 $44,645 $53,645 $66,035 

405 ROGERS $44,250 $56,480 $67,892 $46,696 $58,926 $73,605 

406 SILOAM SPRINGS $39,500 $46,970 $52,197 $41,700 $49,820 $58,207 

407 PEA RIDGE $40,000 $47,875 $57,450 $42,550 $50,425 $60,850 

501 ALPENA $32,000 $39,500 $44,750 $35,870 $44,270 $53,120 

502 BERGMAN $32,151 $42,408 $47,058 $35,401 $45,658 $51,058 

503 HARRISON $33,780 $43,005 $48,975 $37,120 $46,345 $51,545 

504 OMAHA $31,000 $37,750 $40,000 $35,650 $43,150 $44,650 

505 VALLEY SPRINGS $31,126 $40,143 $45,978 $35,369 $45,183 $52,554 

506 LEAD HILL $30,122 $37,122 $38,122 $34,640 $42,140 $43,140 

601 HERMITAGE $30,122 $36,872 $41,271 $34,640 $42,140 $47,026 

602 WARREN $31,100 $37,900 $45,964 $34,928 $42,478 $48,528 

701 HAMPTON $32,049 $38,799 $46,179 $35,174 $42,839 $54,177 

801 BERRYVILLE $33,750 $40,500 $45,750 $37,875 $45,375 $51,375 

802 EUREKA SPRINGS $35,750 $42,500 $50,093 $39,875 $47,375 $52,375 

803 GREEN FORREST $32,650 $39,400 $44,900 $36,881 $44,381 $50,381 

901 DERMOTT $30,122 $36,872 $38,872 $34,640 $42,140 $43,965 

903 LAKESIDE $34,244 $40,994 $43,044 $38,630 $46,130 $48,130 

1002 ARKADELPHIA $31,204 $38,074 $40,822 $35,329 $42,949 $48,013 

1003 GURDON $32,621 $40,496 $42,596 $37,438 $46,063 $48,363 

1101 CORNING $31,000 $39,445 $40,571 $35,650 $44,016 $45,142 

1104 PIGGOTT $31,910 $39,110 $40,845 $35,685 $43,635 $45,455 

1106 RECTOR $32,305 $40,555 $40,555 $35,505 $44,505 $44,505 

1201 CONCORD $32,000 $40,250 $45,550 $36,500 $44,750 $48,050 

1202 HEBER SPRINGS $31,550 $39,990 $46,520 $35,750 $44,190 $52,680 

1203 QUITMAN $32,000 $39,500 $40,305 $36,535 $45,535 $46,341 

1204 WESTSIDE $32,000 $39,500 $48,000 $36,000 $44,250 $51,400 

1304 WOODLAWN $31,000 $38,500 $46,300 $36,150 $43,650 $48,650 

1305 CLEVELAND COUNTY $31,136 $38,786 $43,046 $35,427 $43,077 $47,337 

1402 MAGNOLIA $37,700 $44,450 $49,700 $40,400 $47,900 $54,400 
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 BACHELOR’S MASTER'S HIGHEST 

LEA District BA: 0 yrs 
BA:15 

yrs 
TOP BA MA: 0 yrs 

MA:15 
yrs 

TOP SCH 

1408 EMERSON-TAYLOR-BRADLEY $34,000 $40,750 $43,900 $38,500 $46,000 $49,500 

1503 NEMO VISTA $30,530 $40,280 $42,280 $34,655 $43,655 $43,655 

1505 WONDERVIEW $31,050 $38,550 $39,580 $35,700 $43,950 $44,435 

1507 SOUTH CONWAY CO. $33,260 $42,260 $47,960 $37,860 $48,360 $52,860 

1601 BAY $33,254 $40,124 $42,414 $37,453 $45,088 $47,633 

1602 WESTSIDE $31,995 $40,095 $46,249 $36,741 $44,841 $59,129 

1603 BROOKLAND $36,886 $46,186 $51,766 $39,386 $48,686 $57,366 

1605 BUFFALO ISLAND $32,850 $39,600 $43,744 $35,637 $43,137 $45,637 

1608 JONESBORO $39,000 $47,400 $53,185 $41,800 $50,200 $64,385 

1611 NETTLETON $36,524 $44,549 $51,014 $39,883 $47,908 $56,544 

1612 VALLEY VIEW $35,910 $44,385 $49,305 $38,910 $47,385 $54,405 

1613 RIVERSIDE $32,577 $39,327 $43,977 $36,137 $43,937 $48,977 

1701 ALMA $38,800 $45,100 $59,540 $40,800 $47,100 $63,540 

1702 CEDARVILLE $31,800 $39,300 $43,850 $36,025 $44,275 $52,625 

1703 MOUNTAINBURG $32,400 $39,960 $48,588 $36,552 $44,112 $54,816 

1704 MULBERRY $30,132 $36,972 $40,164 $34,640 $42,380 $46,772 

1705 VAN BUREN $37,600 $44,620 $52,876 $40,272 $47,292 $56,784 

1802 EARLE $33,000 $40,304 $43,283 $34,982 $45,953 $49,732 

1803 WEST MEMPHIS $42,000 $48,750 $54,600 $44,275 $51,025 $58,475 

1804 MARION $39,305 $46,505 $54,185 $41,580 $48,780 $61,010 

1901 CROSS COUNTY $31,500 $38,250 $42,000 $36,000 $44,250 $55,600 

1905 WYNNE $37,000 $47,200 $55,400 $41,200 $51,400 $61,100 

2002 FORDYCE $30,500 $38,000 $42,300 $34,725 $42,225 $45,425 

2104 DUMAS $30,122 $37,202 $39,562 $34,640 $42,140 $46,140 

2105 MCGEHEE $32,125 $39,985 $45,521 $36,500 $44,360 $49,897 

2202 DREW CENTRAL $32,000 $38,750 $45,330 $36,500 $44,000 $49,880 

2203 MONTICELLO $32,000 $39,500 $45,286 $36,650 $44,300 $50,346 

2301 CONWAY $39,878 $52,332 $56,196 $45,189 $57,643 $70,355 

2303 GREENBRIER $39,650 $49,025 $56,502 $43,513 $52,888 $65,353 

2304 GUY-PERKINS $32,500 $41,770 $42,733 $37,155 $47,970 $48,952 

2305 MAYFLOWER $33,273 $42,818 $47,440 $37,517 $47,146 $53,115 

2306 MT VERNON-ENOLA $33,500 $40,250 $41,600 $37,650 $45,900 $47,550 

2307 VILONIA $37,245 $47,595 $55,875 $40,005 $50,355 $59,985 

2402 CHARLESTON $36,650 $46,223 $55,797 $39,841 $49,414 $58,988 

2403 COUNTY LINE $31,606 $38,356 $46,272 $36,272 $43,772 $46,872 

2404 OZARK $37,119 $45,744 $50,494 $41,494 $50,119 $58,394 

2501 MAMMOTH SPRING $30,516 $37,266 $37,266 $35,018 $42,518 $42,518 

2502 SALEM $34,500 $42,000 $46,000 $38,500 $46,000 $48,000 

2503 VIOLA $32,000 $39,500 $44,600 $36,200 $43,700 $47,200 

2601 CUTTER-MORNING STAR $30,500 $38,000 $44,500 $34,800 $43,050 $50,050 

2602 FOUNTAIN LAKE $38,255 $45,905 $52,535 $42,380 $50,030 $60,785 

2603 HOT SPRINGS $38,749 $46,459 $51,139 $40,913 $46,823 $56,441 

2604 JESSIEVILLE $34,054 $41,554 $50,754 $37,054 $44,554 $53,054 

2605 LAKE HAMILTON $40,050 $50,550 $52,800 $43,150 $53,650 $60,250 
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 BACHELOR’S MASTER'S HIGHEST 

LEA District BA: 0 yrs 
BA:15 

yrs 
TOP BA MA: 0 yrs 

MA:15 
yrs 

TOP SCH 

2606 LAKESIDE $40,813 $49,629 $59,003 $44,473 $53,288 $62,663 

2607 MOUNTAIN PINE $31,000 $38,350 $43,850 $36,000 $44,100 $49,100 

2703 POYEN $33,050 $40,550 $48,750 $37,875 $45,375 $52,875 

2705 SHERIDAN $36,500 $46,850 $53,282 $39,482 $49,832 $57,644 

2803 MARMADUKE $32,500 $41,500 $43,800 $34,700 $43,700 $49,300 

2807 GREENE CO TECH $33,450 $40,950 $43,450 $37,000 $44,950 $54,250 

2808 PARAGOULD $32,300 $39,350 $42,230 $36,500 $44,450 $54,280 

2901 BLEVINS $30,122 $36,872 $39,122 $34,640 $42,140 $44,640 

2903 HOPE $32,025 $39,225 $43,465 $36,340 $44,440 $53,940 

2906 SPRING HILL $31,966 $39,466 $45,966 $36,257 $44,507 $51,657 

3001 BISMARCK $31,940 $38,690 $40,940 $36,274 $43,774 $46,274 

3002 GLEN ROSE $32,820 $43,024 $44,384 $37,196 $47,399 $50,120 

3003 MAGNET COVE $31,500 $39,000 $44,500 $35,500 $43,000 $50,000 

3004 MALVERN $35,199 $45,004 $49,579 $39,382 $49,186 $53,761 

3005 OUACHITA $32,000 $38,750 $40,300 $36,550 $44,050 $45,550 

3102 DIERKS $31,975 $38,725 $40,975 $36,266 $43,766 $46,266 

3104 MINERAL SPRINGS $33,133 $40,783 $43,117 $38,103 $46,593 $49,618 

3105 NASHVILLE $36,600 $45,600 $47,700 $41,500 $50,500 $52,600 

3201 BATESVILLE $31,310 $40,779 $43,430 $36,007 $45,475 $48,127 

3209 SOUTHSIDE $31,635 $40,635 $43,535 $35,760 $44,760 $47,660 

3211 MIDLAND $31,000 $37,750 $40,000 $35,500 $43,000 $45,500 

3212 CEDAR RIDGE $31,000 $38,800 $40,250 $35,400 $42,900 $45,100 

3301 CALICO ROCK $31,250 $38,000 $43,631 $35,631 $43,131 $43,631 

3302 MELBOURNE $33,300 $40,050 $41,400 $37,634 $45,134 $46,634 

3306 IZARD COUNTY $32,700 $39,450 $41,700 $37,000 $44,500 $47,000 

3403 NEWPORT $32,000 $41,360 $46,560 $36,160 $45,520 $51,760 

3405 JACKSON COUNTY $30,628 $37,378 $39,628 $35,015 $42,515 $45,105 

3502 DOLLARWAY $32,275 $39,775 $44,775 $36,275 $43,775 $46,775 

3505 PINE BLUFF $33,394 $46,504 $50,828 $36,405 $49,515 $55,775 

3509 WATSON CHAPEL $36,500 $45,125 $50,875 $40,300 $48,925 $56,775 

3510 WHITE HALL $37,500 $49,487 $53,844 $39,299 $51,286 $57,901 

3601 CLARKSVILLE $37,500 $44,550 $55,145 $40,500 $49,575 $61,710 

3604 LAMAR $34,977 $42,702 $46,864 $39,264 $46,989 $53,231 

3606 WESTSIDE $31,440 $38,190 $45,050 $35,565 $43,815 $51,775 

3704 LAFAYETTE COUNTY $31,500 $38,250 $38,700 $35,625 $43,125 $43,625 

3804 HOXIE $31,038 $38,493 $42,875 $35,424 $43,149 $48,453 

3806 SLOAN-HENDRIX $31,611 $38,361 $43,656 $35,902 $43,402 $51,192 

3809 HILLCREST $30,730 $37,684 $37,684 $35,248 $42,975 $42,975 

3810 LAWRENCE COUNTY $30,900 $37,650 $39,550 $35,225 $42,875 $46,425 

3904 LEE COUNTY $32,660 $40,910 $42,660 $35,260 $43,510 $48,240 

4003 STAR CITY $32,014 $42,469 $51,418 $36,669 $47,610 $56,997 

4101 ASHDOWN $32,250 $38,850 $44,630 $36,250 $43,600 $49,980 

4102 FOREMAN $31,844 $38,594 $40,894 $36,230 $43,730 $45,980 

4201 BOONEVILLE $33,475 $40,725 $45,775 $35,875 $43,625 $49,225 
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 BACHELOR’S MASTER'S HIGHEST 

LEA District BA: 0 yrs 
BA:15 

yrs 
TOP BA MA: 0 yrs 

MA:15 
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4202 MAGAZINE $31,608 $38,558 $42,308 $35,946 $43,446 $47,527 

4203 PARIS $33,200 $40,100 $43,440 $35,950 $43,600 $49,050 

4204 SCRANTON $31,700 $39,200 $41,700 $35,975 $43,475 $45,475 

4301 LONOKE $33,966 $41,016 $44,856 $37,154 $46,104 $53,484 

4302 ENGLAND $30,996 $38,157 $43,462 $35,373 $43,329 $48,899 

4303 CARLISLE $31,000 $38,125 $40,050 $35,400 $43,275 $47,450 

4304 CABOT $40,575 $50,775 $59,550 $43,230 $53,430 $61,795 

4401 HUNTSVILLE $35,073 $49,102 $53,311 $38,230 $52,259 $56,468 

4501 FLIPPIN $31,500 $39,300 $43,400 $35,500 $44,000 $50,200 

4502 YELLVILLE-SUMMITT $32,100 $39,975 $44,625 $36,200 $44,075 $49,825 

4602 GENOA CENTRAL $33,025 $42,025 $46,975 $36,550 $45,550 $51,175 

4603 FOUKE $31,050 $40,365 $46,265 $35,242 $44,557 $50,456 

4605 TEXARKANA $35,958 $44,736 $46,842 $40,639 $50,295 $54,391 

4701 ARMOREL $32,500 $40,000 $42,500 $38,000 $45,500 $48,000 

4702 BLYTHEVILLE $32,961 $40,448 $48,427 $35,236 $43,554 $51,429 

4706 RIVERCREST $32,605 $40,105 $42,605 $36,405 $43,905 $48,405 

4708 GOSNELL $35,187 $42,766 $49,197 $35,936 $44,237 $51,123 

4712 MANILA $33,374 $45,149 $48,284 $35,714 $47,489 $50,624 

4713 OSCEOLA $34,065 $42,260 $46,175 $35,865 $44,510 $50,665 

4801 BRINKLEY $31,200 $40,575 $43,700 $35,325 $44,700 $50,825 

4802 CLARENDON $30,760 $38,260 $38,260 $34,885 $43,135 $43,135 

4901 CADDO HILLS $30,500 $37,325 $40,576 $35,018 $42,593 $44,108 

4902 MOUNT IDA $30,250 $37,750 $41,410 $34,640 $42,290 $45,950 

5006 PRESCOTT $31,550 $38,300 $41,225 $35,884 $43,384 $46,634 

5008 NEVADA COUNTY $30,122 $36,872 $37,772 $34,640 $42,140 $43,140 

5102 JASPER $30,415 $39,440 $44,200 $34,928 $43,953 $46,962 

5106 DEER/MOUNT JUDEA $30,122 $36,872 $39,150 $34,640 $42,140 $43,200 

5201 BEARDEN $31,050 $38,150 $43,350 $35,250 $42,750 $47,100 

5204 CAMDEN FAIRVIEW $34,022 $41,672 $45,442 $36,852 $44,502 $49,802 

5205 HARMONY GROVE $32,100 $38,850 $43,100 $35,100 $42,600 $47,500 

5301 EAST END $30,122 $37,622 $42,381 $34,640 $42,140 $47,640 

5303 PERRYVILLE $31,748 $39,473 $44,528 $36,473 $44,198 $47,803 

5401 BARTON-LEXA $38,246 $45,622 $48,080 $40,868 $49,063 $53,899 

5403 HELENA W.HELENA $36,246 $45,561 $47,424 $39,017 $48,332 $50,195 

5404 MARVELL-ELAINE $36,500 $43,250 $44,150 $40,368 $48,768 $55,867 

5502 CENTERPOINT $30,122 $36,872 $37,872 $34,640 $42,140 $43,140 

5503 KIRBY $30,122 $36,872 $37,322 $34,640 $42,140 $42,640 

5504 SOUTH PIKE COUNTY $30,122 $37,622 $40,622 $34,640 $42,890 $46,190 

5602 HARRISBURG $31,400 $39,350 $43,850 $35,740 $46,565 $55,865 

5604 MARKED TREE $32,000 $38,750 $42,450 $36,000 $43,500 $48,500 

5605 TRUMANN $32,310 $39,060 $45,860 $36,530 $44,180 $51,980 

5608 EAST POINSETT $31,500 $39,000 $41,500 $35,000 $43,250 $46,000 

5703 MENA $33,100 $39,850 $46,900 $35,500 $43,000 $53,100 

5706 OUACHITA RIVER $30,122 $36,872 $43,372 $34,640 $42,140 $47,140 
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5707 COSSATOT RIVER $30,122 $36,872 $43,222 $34,640 $42,140 $48,640 

5801 ATKINS $32,236 $41,236 $44,736 $36,636 $45,636 $49,136 

5802 DOVER $33,705 $45,360 $48,468 $37,830 $49,485 $51,039 

5803 HECTOR $31,250 $40,250 $42,850 $35,550 $44,550 $45,150 

5804 POTTSVILLE $35,623 $44,623 $50,023 $38,023 $47,023 $52,423 

5805 RUSSELLVILLE $37,550 $45,500 $53,450 $40,190 $48,890 $66,290 

5901 DES ARC $30,122 $36,872 $43,868 $34,640 $42,140 $49,140 

5903 HAZEN $30,122 $36,872 $41,372 $34,640 $42,140 $47,140 

6001 LITTLE ROCK $35,232 $54,202 $62,231 $40,550 $59,521 $68,634 

6002 NORTH LITTLE ROCK $34,510 $49,887 $56,038 $37,687 $53,064 $65,873 

6003 PULASKI COUNTY $34,106 $47,906 $54,206 $39,806 $55,856 $69,206 

6102 MAYNARD $30,122 $37,622 $39,955 $34,640 $42,890 $45,080 

6103 POCAHONTAS $34,600 $42,535 $45,585 $38,584 $46,519 $49,569 

6201 FORREST CITY $36,832 $46,942 $53,728 $41,230 $51,340 $62,775 

6205 PALESTINE-WHEATLEY $30,951 $39,951 $44,151 $35,089 $44,089 $48,289 

6301 BAUXITE $40,000 $47,900 $54,800 $41,600 $49,500 $58,000 

6302 BENTON $36,425 $49,835 $56,570 $39,143 $52,553 $61,529 

6303 BRYANT $38,580 $51,450 $59,398 $42,080 $54,950 $68,746 

6304 HARMONY GROVE $38,200 $46,450 $54,550 $40,600 $48,850 $58,850 

6401 WALDRON $34,550 $41,675 $46,450 $37,950 $45,825 $49,450 

6502 SEARCY COUNTY $31,000 $37,750 $40,500 $34,905 $42,405 $45,400 

6505 OZARK MOUNTAIN $30,122 $36,872 $39,572 $34,640 $42,140 $43,840 

6601 FORT SMITH $37,500 $51,850 $62,350 $44,250 $58,600 $69,100 

6602 GREENWOOD $40,341 $47,841 $59,591 $43,341 $50,841 $63,841 

6603 HACKETT $35,500 $42,250 $48,500 $39,400 $46,900 $53,800 

6605 LAVACA $33,450 $40,950 $46,130 $37,475 $44,975 $51,675 

6606 MANSFIELD $30,939 $37,689 $45,964 $36,576 $44,076 $50,576 

6701 DeQUEEN $38,200 $45,700 $48,200 $40,700 $49,700 $52,700 

6703 HORATIO $33,300 $40,800 $45,550 $35,800 $45,550 $48,800 

6802 CAVE CITY $30,740 $37,490 $39,740 $35,126 $42,626 $44,876 

6804 HIGHLAND $32,750 $40,250 $43,250 $36,775 $44,275 $54,325 

6901 MOUNTAIN VIEW $30,122 $40,435 $48,061 $35,374 $45,686 $51,562 

7001 EL DORADO $35,000 $41,950 $43,750 $37,625 $45,125 $49,175 

7003 JUNCTION CITY $31,470 $38,970 $41,470 $35,970 $43,470 $47,970 

7007 PARKERS CHAPEL $31,704 $38,574 $42,964 $35,904 $43,539 $49,234 

7008 SMACKOVER-NORPHLET $32,000 $38,750 $41,900 $36,500 $44,000 $45,000 

7009 STRONG-HUTTIG $30,122 $36,872 $39,872 $34,640 $42,140 $44,640 

7102 CLINTON $31,494 $38,244 $43,587 $35,880 $43,380 $46,880 

7104 SHIRLEY $30,122 $37,081 $41,101 $34,640 $42,364 $46,690 

7105 SOUTH SIDE $33,000 $40,400 $41,400 $37,200 $45,300 $45,300 

7201 ELKINS $33,301 $40,051 $48,751 $36,301 $43,801 $55,876 

7202 FARMINGTON $40,200 $47,910 $57,120 $42,700 $50,410 $59,120 

7203 FAYETTEVILLE $41,310 $50,235 $53,397 $44,778 $56,253 $70,176 

7204 GREENLAND $33,008 $39,758 $46,208 $36,730 $44,230 $51,030 
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7205 LINCOLN $36,000 $42,750 $49,500 $39,000 $46,500 $54,000 

7206 PRAIRIE GROVE $38,700 $45,874 $53,251 $40,847 $49,386 $56,636 

7207 SPRINGDALE $46,816 $57,161 $68,692 $49,340 $59,891 $75,316 

7208 WEST FORK $35,007 $43,482 $52,857 $37,607 $46,082 $54,957 

7301 BALD KNOB $36,900 $43,920 $48,540 $40,150 $48,106 $52,600 

7302 BEEBE $39,000 $47,625 $54,385 $42,240 $50,865 $60,500 

7303 BRADFORD $31,750 $39,400 $40,000 $35,875 $43,525 $43,525 

7304 WHITE CO. CENTRAL $34,000 $41,500 $47,250 $38,125 $45,625 $50,625 

7307 RIVERVIEW $40,250 $47,750 $53,450 $44,375 $51,875 $56,875 

7309 PANGBURN $34,000 $42,250 $46,500 $38,200 $46,450 $49,200 

7310 ROSE BUD $35,250 $43,500 $45,150 $39,375 $47,625 $49,275 

7311 SEARCY $40,100 $48,725 $57,550 $42,800 $51,425 $60,700 

7401 AUGUSTA $30,122 $36,872 $36,872 $34,640 $42,140 $42,140 

7403 MCCRORY $36,200 $43,700 $45,700 $39,500 $47,000 $49,000 

7503 DANVILLE $32,000 $38,825 $42,810 $36,000 $43,575 $47,910 

7504 DARDANELLE $36,650 $46,192 $48,533 $40,649 $50,440 $53,260 

7509 WESTERN YELL CO $31,000 $37,750 $42,144 $35,650 $43,150 $47,794 

7510 TWO RIVERS $31,600 $38,350 $43,860 $36,020 $43,520 $49,330 
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APPENDIX D 

Arkansas Department of Education 

Advisory Guidelines for the Use of Student Restraints  

in Public School or Educational Settings 

2014 

 The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) believes that it is the responsibility of every 
school district in the state to ensure the safety of all of its students and school personnel. This 
includes the responsibility of ensuring that every student is safe and protected from being 
unnecessarily or inappropriately restrained. (Duncan, U.S. Department of Education, July 31, 
2009) 

 In 2009, the Congressional Research Service published a report documenting a number of 
serious injuries and even deaths resulting from the use of different types of restraints in selected 
schools nationwide. In the summer of 2009, U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, asked 
all state departments of education to address this issue by reviewing their respective statutes, 
regulations, rules, or advisory documents in this area to determine whether they needed to be 
developed (if not yet in existence) or updated (Duncan, U.S. Department of Education, July 31, 
2009). This review was extended to include both acts of student restraints and seclusion, and in 
2012, the U.S. Department of Education published Restraint and Seclusion: Resource 
Document (U.S. Department of Education, Washington D.C., 2012) to assist states in this 
process. 

 The Restraint and Seclusion: Resource Document clearly states that every effort should be 
made (a) to prevent the need for the use of physical restraint and seclusion; and (b) any 
behavioral intervention must be consistent with the student’s right to be treated with dignity and 
to be free from abuse. The document also emphasizes that: 

 Restraint should be avoided to the greatest extent possible without endangering the 
safety of students and staff; and 

 Physical restraint should not be used except in situations where the student’s behavior 
poses imminent danger of serious physical harm to self or others, and it should be 
discontinued as soon as the imminent danger of serious physical harm to self or others 
has dissipated. Chemical and mechanical restraint should never be used in a school 
setting.  

 The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) has developed this advisory document to 
provide guidelines and recommendations to Arkansas school districts on essential principles, 
policies, and practices to implement in order to meet the above goals. This document includes 
(a) definitions of important terms, (b) approaches that prevent the need for student restraint, (c) 
the responsibilities of Arkansas school districts, (d) guidance on how and when to use a 
restraint if needed, (e) details on how to communicate, report, and debrief following the use of 
restraint, and (f) recommended training and program components. 

 These guidelines are applicable to any school-aged and enrolled student, regardless of 
whether the student has an identified disability, but they do not supersede federal or state law. 
Districts must still follow all relevant federal and state laws, including the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (as amended), 
and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (as amended), whenever a student with a 
disability is restrained or secluded, or whenever such action is contemplated. Because these 
laws and legal requirements exist in separate statutes, they are not addressed in this document. 

 It is recommended that all Arkansas school districts review this document and adopt policies 
and procedures consistent with the guidance herein. Additionally, school districts should review 
the ADE Special Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, Section 20.00, 
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governing the use of a Time-Out Seclusion Room. The regulatory requirements for the use of 
Time-Out Seclusion are not addressed in this advisory document. It is further recommended 
that all Arkansas school districts provide their staff with the training, tools, and supports needed 
to ensure the safety of all students and personnel. 

 

Section 1. Definitions.  

(1) Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) – the State educational agency 

(SEA) designated in State law as responsible for the State supervision of public elementary and 
secondary schools. (ADE Special Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, 
Sec. 2.00) 

(2) Aversive behavioral interventions – a physical or sensory intervention program intended 
to modify behavior through the use of substances or stimuli that the implementer knows would 
cause physical trauma, emotional trauma, or both, to a student, even when the substance or 
stimulus appears to be pleasant or neutral to others, and may include hitting, pinching, slapping, 
water spray, noxious fumes, extreme physical exercise, loud auditory stimuli, withholding of 
meals, or denial of reasonable access to toileting facilities. (Kentucky Administrative 
Regulations, 704 KAR 7:160) 

(3) Behavior intervention – the implementation of services, supports, or strategies to teach 
and increase appropriate behavior and/or substantially decrease or eliminate behavior that is 
dangerous, inappropriate, or otherwise impedes the learning of the student and/or other 
students. 

(4) Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP) [also referred to as a Behavior Support Plan (BSP)] – a 
written plan, developed by a team, that delineates emotional, social, and/or behavioral goals for 
a student and the steps that the school, student, parent and/or others will take to positively 
support the student’s progress toward those goals. A Behavior Intervention Plan is comprised of 
practical and specific strategies to increase or reduce defined behaviors or one or more patterns 
of behavior exhibited by a student. A Behavior Intervention Plan includes the following:  

a) A definition or description of the desired target behavior(s) or outcome(s) in specific, 
measurable terms.  

b) A plan for preventing and eliminating inappropriate student behavior (where it exists) by 
changing some of the conditions that are triggering, motivating, underlying, or supporting 
that behavior as determined through a Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA).  

c) A plan for teaching the student to demonstrate appropriate social, emotional, or 
behavioral self-management, or new ways to address or meet his or her own needs.  

d) A description of how specific incentives and/or consequences will be used to, as 
needed, decrease or eliminate inappropriate student behavior, and to increase 
appropriate behavior.  

e) A plan for how to manage crisis situations if they occur.  

f) A data collection, analysis, and evaluation system.  

g) The people, other resources, and training needed before implementing the plan. 

h) The timelines for implementing different facets of the intervention, including when the 
intervention will be formally reviewed. 

(5) Chemical restraint – the use of a drug or medication to control a student’s behavior or 
restrict his freedom of movement. This does not include medications prescribed by a licensed 
physician, or other qualified health professional acting under the scope of the professional’s 
authority under state law, for the standard treatment of a student’s medical or psychiatric 
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condition, and administered as prescribed by the licensed physician or other qualified health 
professional acting under the scope of the professional’s authority under state law. (Keeping All 
Students Safe Act, H.B. 1381 (2011))  

(6) Consequence – an event that occurs immediately after a behavior or behavioral response, 
or a planned action in response to an inappropriate student behavior, whose purpose is to 
motivate the student to demonstrate an appropriate behavior the next time.  

(7) Crisis – a situation where a student is engaging in behaviors that threaten the health and 
safety of him or herself or others. Often these are situations in school where a student becomes 
aggressive or violent and is unable to regain self-control without posing a danger of injury to self 
or others. 

(8) Crisis Intervention – the implementation of services, supports, and strategies to 
immediately stabilize a crisis situation, and after the crisis is over, to prevent the crisis from 
reoccurring.  

(9) Crisis Intervention Training Program – a program that provides training, using effective 
evidence-based practices, in: (a) the prevention of the use of physical restraint; (b) keeping both 
school personnel and students safe in imposing physical restraint in a manner consistent with 
these guidelines; (c) the use of data-based decision making and evidence-based positive 
behavioral interventions and supports, safe physical escort, conflict prevention, behavioral 
antecedents, functional behavior assessments, de-escalation of challenging behaviors, and 
conflict management; and (d) first aid, including the signs of medical distress, and 
cardiopulmonary resuscitation; and requires certification, including periodic renewal, in the 
practices and skills necessary for school personnel to properly implement the program. 
(Keeping All Students Safe Act, S.B. 2020 (2011)) 

(10) Dangerous behavior – behavior that presents an imminent danger of serious physical 
harm to self or others. This does not include inappropriate behaviors such as disrespect, 
noncompliance, or insubordination, nor destruction of property that does not create imminent 
danger. 

(11) Day; School day – day means calendar day unless otherwise indicated as a school day. 

School day means any day, including a partial day, that students are in attendance at school for 
instructional purposes. (ADE Special Education and Related Services, Procedural 
Requirements, Sec. 2.00) 

(12) De-escalation – the use of behavior management techniques that help a student to 
become more emotionally and behaviorally in control, thus reducing a present or potential level 
of danger that, in turn, reduces the imminent danger of serious physical harm to self or others. 

(13) Emergency – a serious, unexpected, and often dangerous situation requiring immediate 
action. 

(14) Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) – the problem analysis step that occurs within 
the context of data-based problem-solving, and that involves (a) the review of existing records 
and other sources of information, (b) diagnostic and historical interviews, (c) structured 
academic or behavioral observations, and (d) authentic, criterion-referenced, or norm-
referenced tests. The goal of a functional behavior assessment is to determine why a specific 
problem or situation is occurring so that a strategic intervention can be directly linked to the 
assessment and solve or resolve the problem. (ADE Special Education and Related Services, 
Procedural Requirements, Sec. 2.00) 

(15) Imminent danger – when a danger exists that could reasonably be expected to cause 
death or serious physical harm immediately. 

(16) Incident – an event or occurrence.  
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(17) Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) – the Federal statute that requires 
states to provide all eligible students with disabilities with a free appropriate public education, 
from infancy through age 21 years, consistent with State law age provisions for making 
education available. (ADE Special Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, 
Sec. 2.00) 

(18) Individualized Education Program (IEP) – a written plan for a student with a disability 
that is developed, reviewed, and revised in accordance with federal and state regulations. (ADE 
Special Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, Sec. 2.00)  

(19) Mechanical restraint – the use of any device or equipment to restrict a student’s freedom 
of movement. 42 USC 290jj(d)(1). This does not include devices used by trained school 
personnel, or used by a student, for the specific and approved therapeutic or safety purposes 
for which such devices were designed and, if applicable, prescribed, nor does it include vehicle 
safety restraints when used as intended during the transport of a student in a moving vehicle. 
(Keeping All Students Safe Act, S.B. 2020 (2011)) (The use of a weighted vest, bean bag chair, 
muffling earphones, or deep pressure/sensory stimulation, are examples of devices that should 
be included in the IEP if necessary and prescribed by a licensed physician or other qualified 
health professional acting under the scope of the professional’s authority under state law.)  

(20) Parent – a biological or adoptive parent of a student; a foster parent; a guardian generally 
authorized to act as the student’s parent, or authorized to make educational decisions for the 
student (but not the State if the student is a ward of the State); an individual acting in the place 
of a biological or adoptive parent (including a grandparent or stepparent, or other relative) with 
whom the student lives, or an individual who is legally responsible for the student’s welfare; or a 
surrogate parent who has been appointed in accordance with 34 CFR § 300.519. (ADE Special 
Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, Sec. 2.00) 

(21) Physical escort – a temporary touching or holding of the hand, wrist, arm, shoulder, or 
back for the purpose of redirecting or inducing a student to move to a safe location. 42 USC 
290jj(d)(2) 

(22) Physical restraint – a personal restriction that immobilizes or reduces the ability of a 
student to move his or her torso, arms, legs, or head freely. This does not include a physical 
escort. 42 USC 290jj(d)(3)  

(23) Positive Behavioral Supports (PBS) – the application of behavior analysis to achieve 
socially important behavior change. PBS occurs (a) at the prevention level for all students in a 
school; (b) at the strategic intervention level for students who are not responding, from a social-
emotional and behavioral perspective, to the prevention level; and (c) at the intensive service or 
crisis-management level for students who need multi-faceted and/or comprehensive behavioral 
or mental health services. PBS involves a planned and collaborative school-wide approach with 
a goal of establishing positive and supportive school environments that teaches and reinforces 
students' prosocial behavior, holding students positively accountable for meeting established 
behavioral expectations, and maintaining a level of consistency throughout the implementation 
process. This goal is accomplished by using positive behavioral programs, strategies, and 
approaches. (ADE Special Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, Sec. 
2.00) 

(24) Prone restraint – occurs when a student is restrained in a face down position on the floor 
or other surface, and physical pressure is applied to the student’s body to keep the student in 
the prone position. (Ky. Admin. Reg., 704 KAR 7:160) 

(25) Punishment – an action, usually following an inappropriate student behavior, whose goal 
is to decrease, stop, or eliminate that inappropriate behavior’s reoccurrence in the future. 
Punishments generally are not focused on replacing inappropriate behaviors with future 
appropriate behavior(s).  
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(26) School personnel – any person who works with students in an elementary or secondary 
public school, a public charter school, a school district, or an education service cooperative, 
including without limitation, a: 

a. School or school district administrator; 

b. Teacher; 

c. Coach for a school athletics program; 

d. School counselor; 

e. School social worker; 

f. School psychologist; 

g. School nurse; and 

h. Paraprofessional 

This does not include volunteers or other persons not employed by the district. 20 USC 
7161(10) 

(27) Serious physical harm – bodily injury which involves a substantial risk of death, extreme 
physical pain, protracted and obvious disfigurement, or protracted loss or impairment of the 
function of a bodily member, organ, or mental faculty. 18 USC Sec. 1365(h)  

(28) Student – any person legally enrolled in a public school district in Arkansas and any 
student receiving services in Arkansas under section 619 or Part C of the IDEA. (Keeping All 
Students Safe Act, S.B. 2020 (2011)) 

(29) Student with a disability – a student evaluated in accordance with 34 CFR 300.304 - 
300.311 and § 6.00 of ADE Special Education and Related Services, Procedural Requirements, 
as having mental retardation, a hearing impairment (including deafness), a speech or language 
impairment, a visual impairment (including blindness), serious emotional disturbance (referred 
to as “emotional disturbance”), an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, other 
health impairment, a specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, or multiple disabilities, and who, 
by reason thereof, needs special education and related services. (ADE Special Education and 
Related Services, Procedural Requirements, Sec. 2.00) 

(30) Supine restraint – occurs when a student is restrained in a face up position on the 
student’s back on the floor or other surface, and physical pressure is applied to the student’s 
body to keep the student in the supine position. (Ky. Admin. Reg., 704 KAR 7:160). 

 

Section 2. Prevention  

 Safe, effective, evidence-based strategies are available to support children who display 
challenging behaviors in school settings. Staff training focused on evidence-based positive 
behavior supports, de-escalation techniques, and physical restraint prevention, can reduce the 
incidence of injury, trauma, and death. The effective implementation of school-wide positive 
behavior supports is linked to greater academic achievement, significantly fewer disciplinary 
problems, increased instruction time, and staff perception of a safer teaching environment. 
(Keeping All Students Safe Act, H.B. 1381 (2011)) 

 Positive Behavioral Supports (PBS) involve school-wide approaches that result in positive 
classroom and school climates, prosocial student and staff interactions, and the teaching and 
reinforcement of students’ academic and social, emotional, behavioral engagement and 
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achievement.9 When effective positive behavioral supports are established in a school, 
emergency situations that require the need for restraints can be prevented.10 

  

                                                

9
 PBS approaches occur at the (a) prevention level for all students in a school; (b) strategic intervention level for 

students who are not responding, from a social, emotional, and/or behavioral perspective, to the prevention level; 
and (c) intensive service or crisis-management level for students who need multi-faceted and/or comprehensive 
behavioral or mental health services. A PBS system includes teaching and reinforcing interpersonal, social problem 
solving, conflict resolution, and coping skills to students, holding them positively accountable for meeting 
established behavioral expectations, and maintaining a high level of consistency throughout the implementation 
process. 
Building effective positive behavioral supports in schools involve several, interrelated activities, including (a) 
proving a school-wide approach to students discipline and safety rather than just students with behavior problems 
(b) focusing on preventing the development and occurrence of problem behavior (c) reviewing behavior data 
regularly to adapt school procedures to the needs of all students; and (d) providing a multi-tiered approach to 
academic and behavior services and supports to meet the academic and behavioral achievement of all students. 
(U.S. Department of Education, Restraint and Seclusion: Resource Document, Washington, D.C., 2012) 
The following principles represent the foundation to a school’s positive behavioral support system and to its 
approaches when conflict resolution or de-escalation is needed (Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders, 
2009): 

 Schools should promote the right of all students to be treated with dignity. 

 Students should receive necessary academic, and social, emotional, and behavioral supports provided in 
safe and the least-restrictive environments possible. 

 Positive and appropriate academic and social, emotional, and/or behavioral interventions, as well as 
mental health supports, should be provided routinely to all students who need them, and school staff 
should be trained to employ these techniques. 

 Behavioral interventions should emphasize prevention and are delivered within a school’s positive 
behavioral support system. 

 Schools should have the staff to effectively provide positive supports to students, and they should be 
appropriately trained and able to address the needs of all students. 

 All school staff should receive mandatory training in the use of positive behavior supports for student 
behavior and in preventive techniques for teaching and motivating prosocial student behavior. 

 All school staff should have mandatory conflict de-escalation and resolution training, and these 
techniques should be employed by all school staff to prevent, defuse, and debrief crisis and conflict 
situations. 

 All students who exhibit ongoing behaviors that interfere with their learning or the learning of others, and 
that have been non-responsive to effectively implemented classroom or administrative interventions, 
should receive more intensive behavioral interventions that are based on functional assessments and 
data-based problem solving.  
 

10
 For students who are exhibiting social, emotional, or behavioral difficulties that may escalate, if not addressed, 

to potentially dangerous behavior, schools should involve (or establish) a problem-solving and intervention team. 
At the ADE, this school-level team is called the SPRINT team (the School Prevention, Review, and Intervention 
Team), and its permanent members include the best academic and behavioral assessment and intervention 
professionals in or available to the school. The SPRINT team should work with the classroom teachers to complete 
a functional behavior assessment of the student and any problematic situations, and consider the need for a 
Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP). The goal of the BIP is to prevent or resolve the student’s social, emotional, or 
behavioral difficulties, and to develop responses that will de-escalate and stabilize potential emergency situations 
that are approaching a level of danger. If the student is suspected of having a disability that relates to the 
behavioral concerns, the school should follow district, state, and federal special education procedures. All of these 
preventative approaches focus on decreasing the probability that student restraints or seclusions will become 
necessary with the student in question. 
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Section 3. Physical Restraint 

 The ADE recommends that all Arkansas school districts adhere to the following 
guidelines: 

(1) School personnel should not impose the following on any student at any time: 

(a) Mechanical restraint; 

(b) Chemical restraint; 

(c) Aversive behavioral interventions that compromise health and safety; 

(d) Physical restraint that is life-threatening; and 

(e) Physical restraint that is medically contraindicated11. 

(2) Physical restraint should never be used: 

(a) As punishment or discipline;  

(b) As a means of coercion to force compliance;  

(c) As retaliation; 

(d) As a substitute for appropriate educational or behavioral support; 

(e) As a routine school safety measure;  

(f) As a planned behavioral intervention in response to behavior that does not pose 
imminent danger of serious physical harm to self or others; 

(g) As a convenience for staff; or 

(h) To prevent property damage unless the act of damaging property causes imminent 
danger of serious physical harm to self or others.  

(3) Prone restraint or other restraints that restrict breathing should never be used because they 
can cause serious injury or death.  

(4) When implementing a physical restraint, personnel should use only the amount of force 
reasonably believed to be necessary to protect the student or others from imminent danger of 
serious physical harm to self or others. 

(5) The use of physical restraint should never be accompanied by any verbal abuse, ridicule, 
humiliation, taunting, or the equivalent, which could result in the emotional distress or trauma of 
the student involved.  

(6) Restraint should only be used for limited periods of time and should cease immediately when 
the imminent danger of serious physical harm to self or others has dissipated or a medical 
condition occurs putting the student at risk of harm.  

(7) School personnel should use the least restrictive technique necessary to end the threat of 
imminent danger of serious physical harm. 

(8) A student’s ability to communicate should not be restricted unless less restrictive techniques 
would not prevent imminent danger of serious physical harm to the student or others.  

(9) If restraint is used, the student should be continuously and visually observed and monitored 
while he or she is restrained.  

(10) School personnel administering physical restraint should use the safest method available 
and appropriate to the situation. Supine restraint should only be used if the school personnel 

                                                

11
 When utilizing crisis intervention procedures and techniques, the individual’s health and safety must be 

considered and monitored. Possible existing medical conditions may make the use of physical restraint inadvisable. 
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administering the restraint has received training by an individual or individuals who are certified 
by a training program that meets the established criteria in Section 7 of these Guidelines, and in 
the judgment of the trained staff member, such method is required to provide safety for the 
student or others present. 

(11) The use of physical restraint as a planned behavioral intervention should not be written into 
a student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP), Section 504 Plan, BIP, individual student 
safety plan, or any other planning document for an individual student. Physical restraint may be 
considered as a crisis intervention, if appropriate for the student.  

(12) A functional behavior assessment should be conducted following the first incident of 
restraint, unless one has been previously conducted for the behavior of issue. 

(13) Physical restraint should only be implemented by assigned personnel appropriately trained 
to administer physical restraint. 

(14) School personnel administering physical restraint in accordance with these guidelines 
should: 

(a) Be trained by an individual or individuals who are certified by a training program that 
meets the established criteria in Section 7 of these Guidelines, except in the case of 
clearly unavoidable emergency circumstances when trained school personnel are not 
immediately available due to the unforeseeable nature of the emergency circumstance; 
and  

(b) Be trained in state guidelines and school district policies and procedures regarding 
restraint. 

(15) If an incident occurs where trained school personnel are not immediately available due to 
the unforeseeable nature of the emergency circumstance, the district should:  

 (a) Reevaluate the district’s staff training needs and restraint policy or practices, and 

(b) Develop a plan to prevent future incidents.  

(16) The use of any technique that is abusive is illegal and should be reported to the appropriate 
authorities.  

 

Section 4. District Responsibilities 

 As it relates to the use or potential use of physical restraints, it is recommended that school 
districts develop policies and procedures to: 

(1) Ensure that school personnel are aware of and parents are notified how to access state 
and local policies and procedures regarding restraint; 

(2) Ensure the safety of all students, including students with the most complex and intensive 
behavioral needs, school personnel, and visitors; 

(3) Require appropriate school personnel to be trained in accordance with these ADE 
advisory guidelines; 

(4) Establish appropriate procedures during and after any incident involving the imposition 
of physical restraint upon a student, including notice to parents, documentation of the 
event, and debriefing, as outlined in Section 5 of these ADE advisory guidelines; 

(5) Establish a procedure for accepting complaints from parent(s) regarding specific 
incidents of the use of physical restraint. Such complaints should be referred to 
appropriate personnel for review or the student’s IEP or 504 team, if applicable. If the 
student has an IEP or 504 plan, the team should consider whether a BIP should be 
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developed or revised, or if additional behavioral goals and interventions should be 
included in the existing plan; and 

(6) Establish a procedure to regularly review data on restraint incidence and adjust 
procedures as needed. 

 

Section 5. Documentation/Notification/Debriefing  

 After a restraint incident occurs, it is recommended that school personnel complete the 
following documentation and notification activities: 

 (1) All incidents involving the use of physical restraint should be documented by a written 
record and be maintained in the student’s education record. Each incident record should include 
all information contained on the ADE recommended Physical Restraint Incident Record, 
attached, and any additional documentation the district deems necessary.  

 (2) The Incident Record outlined above should be completed within (24) hours following the 
incident involving the use of physical restraint. A copy of the Incident Record should be sent to 
the parent(s) within one (1) school day of the report being completed. 

 (3) The principal of the school, or other designated administrator, should be notified of the 
use of physical restraint as soon as possible, but no later than the end of the school day on 
which it occurred. 

 (4) The parent(s) of the student should be notified of the use of physical restraint verbally or 
through electronic communication as soon as possible but no later than the end of the day on 
which it occurred. If the parent cannot be reached by either means within (24) hours, a written 
communication should be sent to the parent within (48) hours of the incident.  

 (5) A debriefing meeting should be held within (2) school days of the incident involving the 
use of restraint.  

 (6) The debriefing meeting should include all district personnel present during the restraint 
incident, district personnel who were in the proximity of the student immediately before and 
during the time of the incident, a district administrator, and other staff determined appropriate by 
the district.  

 (7) The purpose of the debriefing meeting is to:  

(a) Determine whether the procedures used during the incident were necessary;  

(b) Evaluate the staff’s use of behavioral supports and de-escalation techniques prior to 
and during each incident; and  

(c) Evaluate the school district’s positive behavioral support system and prevention 
techniques in order to minimize the future use of restraint. 

 (8) At the debriefing meeting, district personnel should:  

(a) Consider relevant information in the student’s records and information from teachers, 
parents, other school district professionals, and the student, including the student’s 
social/medical history, functional behavior assessment(s), behavior intervention plan, 
and parent concerns; 

(b) Discuss and identify the events and conditions that preceded the physical restraint 
including intervention and de-escalation techniques used; 

(c) Discuss whether positive behavior supports were implemented with fidelity;  

(d) Discuss the duration and frequency of the use of physical restraint with the student;  
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(e) Discuss appropriate actions to be taken to prevent and reduce the need for restraint 
and consider whether additional interventions and supports are necessary for the 
student or staff; and 

(f) Consider how and when to debrief individuals not present at the debriefing meeting, 
including the parent(s), student, and other staff and students that witnessed the incident.  

  (9) The ADE recommended Debriefing Report, or an alternate report including all of the 
information contained on the ADE recommended Debriefing Report, should be completed 
during the debriefing meeting and filed with the school district’s designated administrator. A 
copy should be sent to the student’s parent(s) within (2) school days after the meeting. All 
documentation utilized in the debriefing meeting should become part of the student’s education 
record. 

 

Section 6. Personnel Training 

 School districts should conduct the following personnel training activities: 

 (1) Appropriate school personnel should be trained to use an array of positive behavior 
interventions, strategies, and supports to increase appropriate student behaviors and decrease 
inappropriate or dangerous student behaviors. 

 (2) Appropriate school personnel should be trained annually on how to respond to students 
in a behavioral crisis and how to prevent a behavioral crisis. The training may be delivered 
utilizing web-based applications and should include: 

(a) Appropriate procedures to prevent the need for physical restraint and crisis 
intervention, including positive behavior management and support strategies; 

(b) The proper use of positive reinforcement; 

(c) The continuum of alternative behavioral interventions; 

(d) Crisis prevention; and 

(e) De-escalation strategies for problematic behavior, including verbal de-escalation, and 
relationship building.  

 (3) A core team of selected school personnel should be designated to respond to crisis and 
emergency situations, which may require the physical restraint of students. The core team 
should receive annual training in the following areas: 

(a) Appropriate procedures for preventing the need for physical restraint or crisis 
intervention that shall include the de-escalation of problematic behavior, relationship 
building, and the use of alternatives to restraints; 

(b) A description and identification of dangerous behaviors on the part of students that 
may indicate the need for physical restraint or crisis intervention and methods for 
evaluating the risk of harm in individual situations, in order to determine whether the use 
of physical restraint or crisis intervention is safe and warranted; 

(c) Simulated experience of administering and receiving physical restraint and crisis 
intervention, and instruction regarding the effect(s) on the person restrained, including 
instruction on monitoring physical signs of distress and obtaining medical assistance; 

(d) Instruction regarding documentation reporting requirements and investigation of 
injuries; and 

(e) Demonstration by participants of proficiency in administering physical restraint and 
crisis intervention. 
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(4) All school personnel should be notified by the district of those school personnel who 
have been trained to engage in physical restraint procedures. 

 

Section 7: Crisis Intervention Training Program Criteria 

 Any program used by a district to train its personnel should have the following 
characteristics or components:  

 (1) Teach evidence-based techniques that are shown to be effective in the prevention and 
safe use of physical restraint;  

 (2) Provide evidence-based skills training related to positive support, conflict prevention, de-
escalation, and crisis response techniques including: 

(a) Guidelines on when to intervene (understanding imminent danger to self and others); 

(b) Emphasis on safety and respect for the rights and dignity of all persons involved 
(using concepts of least restrictive interventions and incremental steps in an 
intervention); 

(c) Refresher information on alternatives to the use of restrictive interventions; 

(d) Strategies for the safe implementation of restrictive interventions; 

(e) The use of emergency safety interventions which include continuous assessment 
and monitoring of the physical well-being of the student and the safe use of restraining 
throughout the duration of the restrictive intervention; 

(f) Prohibited procedures;  

(g) Debriefing strategies, including their importance and purpose; and 

(h) Documentation methods/procedures;  

 (3) Be competency-based, and include measurable learning objectives, measurable testing 
(written and by observation of behavior) on those objectives, and measurable methods to 
determine passing or failing the course; 

 (4) Require re-certification a minimum of biennially; and 

 (5) Be consistent with the philosophies, practices and techniques for physical restraint that 
are established by these Guidelines.  


