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Special Education Schools
Preliminary Survey Findings
December 2011/January 2012
Massachusetts Interagency Restraint and
Seclusion Prevention Initiative -- Vision
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All youth serving educational and treatment settings will use trauma informed, positive behavioral support practices that respectfully engage families and youth.

Massachusetts Interagency Restraint and Seclusion
Prevention Initiative – Organizational Structure
Governance
(DCF, DMH, DYS, EEC, ESE, DDS Commissioners)
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Executive Committee
(DCF, DMH, DYS, EEC, ESE, DDS Senior Managers)

Steering Committee
(40+ Public/Private partners)

Sub-committee on
Training and Support

Sub-committee on
Policy and Regulation

Sub-committee on Data
Analysis and Reporting
Massachusetts Interagency Restraint and
Seclusion Prevention Initiative -- Goals
ò
Increase the # of settings with organizational change strategy that promotes non-violence and positive behavioral supports.

ò
Align and coordinate state-wide policies and regulations.
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ò
Decrease the incidents of restraint and seclusion.

ò
Increase family involvement in development of behavioral support policies and practices.

ò
Provide resources and training for providers to increase their capacity to prevent and reduce restraint and seclusion.

ò
Improve the educational and permanency outcomes for children being served by all Interagency Initiative partners.

ò
Use data – at every level of the system – to inform and promote change in policy and practice.

Massachusetts Interagency Restraint and Seclusion
Prevention Initiative – Data Collection Strategy
As part of the Initiative, the partner agencies

have been conducting a series of surveys to:
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ò
Better understand current restraint and seclusion practices in child and youth serving and

educational settings across the Commonwealth;
and

ò
Identify needed supports
and successful strategies to prevent the use of restraint and seclusion.

Massachusetts Interagency Restraint and Seclusion
Prevention Initiative – Who is Being Surveyed?
V
Congregate care providers/Residential Schools
• Findings presented in July 2010
ò
Approved public/private day special education schools
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• Findings presented in December 2011
ß
Public schools
• Anticipated Spring/Summer 2012
ò
Surveys vary slightly in scope but all are intended to establish a baseline of current practices.
Complete
survey findings and analysis anticipated Summer 2012.
Survey of Approved Public/Private Day
Special Education Schools
ò
Survey opened: 3/16/2011 . . . . closed:
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4/29/2011
ò
41% (82 of 199) of approved public/private day special education schools completed the survey

ò
Overall margin of error = +/- 8.32% (at 95%
confidence level)
Special Education Schools– Program Profile
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34.1%

47% (28 of 60) of Public Day
Program run by an Educational
Collaborative
54.9%

29% (9 of 31) of Public Day
Program run by a Public School
District
42% (45 of 108) of Approved
Private Day Program
11.0%
N = 82

Special Education Schools– Responder Profile
ò
65% completed by Program Directors (35%), Executive Directors (15%) or Principals (15%)

ò
0% completed by superintendents or school nurses

14.6%

14.6%


Superintendent (n = 0)
2.4%
12.2%
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1.2%
4.9%
14.6%

Principal (n = 12)
Assistant Principal (n = 1)
Special Ed. Director (n = 4)
Executive Director (n = 12)
Program Director (n = 29)
Educational Admin. (n = 10)
Social Worker (n = 2)
School Nurse (n = 0)
N = 82



35.4%

Other (n = 12)
Special Education Schools– Enrollment Counts
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ò
Average: 74

ò
Median: 50

ò
Range: 3 to 500

2
1
1
0
0
0
0
N = 82

Special Education Schools– Grade Levels
ò
Programs completing the survey represent a cross section of all grade levels

100%
90%
80%
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76.5%


82.7%
70%
60%



59.3%
50%

44.4%
40%
30%
20%


22.2%
10%
N = 81


0%
Early Childhood/ Preschool


Elementary
Middle School
High School
Young Adult (up
to age 22)
Special Education Schools– Populations Served
Other
Transition to Independent Living
Fire Setting
Traumatic Brain Injury

6.2%
11.1%


22.2%
23.5%
Problematic Sexual Behavior
Regular Education
Physically Handicapped/  Medically  Fragile
PDD/Autism

Learning Disabled/ Special Education
Juvenile Offender
Dual or Multiple Diagnoses
Serious Behavior Disorder
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0.0%


13.6%
19.8%
23.5%


46.9%


58.0%
64.2%
56.8%
Serious Emotional Disturbance/  Major Mental Illness
Developmentally Delayed
Deaf/ Hearing Impaired
Cerebral Palsy
Blind


13.6%
19.8%
11.1%


37.0%


55.6%
N = 81
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90%   100%
Special Education Schools– Restraint Definitions
ò
Vast majority of programs completing survey share ESE’s definition for “RESTRAINT”

Physical Restraint

Restraint - Other

Physical Escort
94%

96%

96%
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Extended Restraint

Chemical Restraint
N = 77-78


97%

95%
Special Education Schools– Restraint Practices
ò
29% (22 of 77) of day programs report that restraint practices are NOT

utilized within their programs

•
Of the 55 programs reporting the use of restraint:
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%


0.0%
0.0%


52.7%
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90.9%


47.3%


29.1%
25.5%
Mechanical
Medication
(Chemical)
N = 77



Seated
Standing
Prone/Floor
Supine/Floor
Other "hands on" physical restraint
Survey of Approved Public/Private Day Special
Education Schools– Post Restraint Activities
ò
100% (49 of 49) of responders engage in some type of post restraint activity

•
NOTE: 14% report that they do NOT “debrief with youth” . . . .  compliance concern
•
Programs appear to do a better job processing with STAFF than with STUDENTS
100%
90%
80%


81.6%

93.9%
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79.6%


85.7%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%


28.6%
20%
10%
0%


0.0%


10.2%
N = 49


Program level restraint review

Post restraint incident processing with teachers and staff

District/Agency level restraint review

Debriefing with parents

Debriefing with youth

NONE
Other
Survey of Approved Public/Private Day
Special Education Schools– Restraint Prevention
ò
100% (71 of 71) of responders engage a technique/activity for preventing the occurrence of a restraint

100%
90%
80%


90.1%
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81.7%


78.9%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%


56.3%

64.8%


33.8%


43.7%
20%
10%
0%
	Contact Parents
	Sensory Items
	Individual Identification
	Get Someone Else
	Medication
	Scheduled daily
	Other

	to Help with Calming
	or Rooms
	of Triggers/Individualized
	Involved (e.g., social
	Administration
	check-in with
	

	
	
	Service Planning
	worker, principal,
	- as prescribed
	consistent
	

	
	
	
	school nurse)
	for that student
	staff person
	


N = 71

Survey of Approved Public/Private Day
Special Education Schools– Restraint Philosophy
ò
“Please indicate how closely the following statements match or do
not match your program’s philosophy about the use of restraint:”
	Strongly
Agree
5
	Moderately
Agree
4
	Neither Agree nor Disagree
3
	Moderately
Disagree
2
	Strongly
Disagree
1


N = 70


•
93% (65 of 70) strongly/moderately agree that “restraint should only be used
to prevent injury to self or others” . . . . average rating = 4.8
•
80% (56 of 70) strongly/moderately disagree that “restraint should never be permitted” . . . . average rating = 1.8
•
79% (55 of 70) strongly/moderately agree that “restraint is necessary but should only be used as a last resort” . . . . average rating = 4.3
•
64% (45 of 70) strongly/moderately disagree that “restraint is an important behavior management tool” . . . . average rating = 2.0
•
49% (34 of 70) strongly/moderately disagree that “restraint is a treatment failure” . . . . average rating = 2.7
Survey of Approved Public/Private Day Special
Education Schools– Data Collection/Reporting
ò
In addition to reporting to ESE, day programs are utilizing data on incidents

of restraint within their organizations to drive change:

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%


80.8%
To share with parents/guardians


44.2%
To share with youth

94.2%
To share with teachers and staff


75.0%
To inform/change policy


82.7%
To inform/change practice


86.5%
To inform training needs


23.1%
Other
N = 70 (note: 52 report utilizing restraint)

Education Schools– Data Collection/Reporting
ò
91% (50 of 55) of day programs report aggregating data about incidents of restraint:

•
48% (24 of 50) of day programs utilize electronic databases to manage data
ò
Day programs aggregate data at various levels:

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
N = 55



40.0%
Yes, at the classroom level


7.3%
Yes, at the grade level


87.3%
Yes, at the program level


21.8%
Yes, at the district/agency level


9.1%
Aggregated data is NOT collected
Education Schools– Prevention/Reduction Efforts
83%

ò
83% (58 of 70) of day programs report having
engaged in restraint prevention or reduction initiatives

5.2%
32.8%

<1 year
•
The majority of programs report involvement in these initiatives for greater than

6 years:


29.3%


1-5 years
6-10 years
>10 years
N = 70


32.8%
Education Schools– Prevention/Reduction Efforts
ò
Restraint prevention or reduction initiatives have been conducted with staff

at multiple levels:

100%
90%


93.1%
80%
70%


69.0%
70.7%
60%
50%
40%


39.7%
30%
20%
N = 58


10%
0%


At the student level


At the classroom level


At the program level


At the district/agency level

1.7%
Other
Education Schools– Prevention/Reduction Efforts
ò
Day programs
have
undertaken several
restraint prevention/
reduction initiatives
ò
55% (32 of 58) report having designated a high level administrator or manager to lead these reduction

Other
Added or modified teacher and staff training
Designated a high level administrator or manager to lead and oversee reduction efforts
Changed official (written) policy and procedures
Implemented data collection systems
Adopted GOALS for reduction, and integrated these GOALS into short and long range plans
Instituted regular reviews with the goal of reducing and/or preventing restraint
Attended other workshops or trainings
Attended workshops or trainings on the Six Core Strategies
Formed a committee on the topic


13.8%



29.3%
34.5%



43.1%



55.2%
56.9%



69.0%
65.5%


91.4%
efforts
N = 58


39.7%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Education Schools– Parent Involvement
29%

ò
29% (17 of 58) of day programs report that parents/
guardians are involved with their restraint prevention

or reduction efforts; though at varying levels (excludes debriefing on individual incidents):

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%


11.8%
Parents/guardians are members of an advisory committee that specifically looks at restraint prevention or reduction


47.1%
Parents/guardians are members of a parent council that addresses broader issues, sometimes including
restraint prevention or reduction


35.3%
Parents/guardians participate in/are invited to relevant trainings with staff


0.0%
Parents/guardians deliver or co-deliver relevant trainings


35.3%
Other
N = 58

Education Schools– Student Involvement
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%


31%
5.6%

ò
31% (18 of 58) of day programs report that students are
involved with their restraint prevention or reduction efforts; though at varying levels (excludes debriefing on individual incidents):

77.8%
22.2%
5.6%
0%
Students are members of an advisory committee that specifically looks at restraint prevention or reduction

N = 58



Students are members of a youth council that addresses broader issues, sometimes including restraint prevention or reduction



Students participate in/are invited to relevant trainings with staff

0.0%
Students deliver or co-deliver relevant trainings


Other
Education Schools– Transitioning Students
When transitioning
students TO their day program FROM another setting, day programs report
holding pre-enrollment meetings with students/families
•
Less contact with
personnel from the
previous school/
program
•
Low incidence of written behavior
management plans at transition

Other
Assignment of a faculty mentor
Assignment of a peer mentor
Development and implementation of a transition schedule for the student
Development of a written individualized behavior management plan
Program tour/visit
Pre-enrollment meeting with personnel from previous school/program

Pre-enrollment meeting with family
Pre-enrollment meeting with student

21%
21%



46%
51%
46%
54%



100%
100%
96%
N = 70
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Education Schools– Transitioning Students
When planning a
transition of a student FROM their day program TO another setting, day programs report transition/ goodbye meetings with students and staff
•
Less contact with
personnel from new
school/program
•
Low incidence of written aftercare


Other
NOT APPLICABLE
1%
Development of an aftercare plan
Development of an individualized behavior support plan/profile to accompany the student to the next program/school
Joint meeting with staff from new program/school
Program tour/ visit with new program/school
Goodbye party for student with friends and staff

16%



26%


53%



61%


69%



80%
and/or behavior management plans at transition

Transition/goodbye meeting with family
Transition/goodbye meeting with student


66%



89%
N = 70


0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Survey of Approved Public/Private Day Special
Education Schools– Training/Professional Development
ò
At the beginning of each school year, each day school

principal or program director is required by ESE regulations

to authorize a program staff person/team to serve as a school-wide resource to assist in ensuring proper

administration of physical restraint.

•
67% (47 of 70) of day programs report the
67.1%

32.9%
Individual
Team

designation of TEAMS for this function
• 23.6 hours were devoted on average at each
day program for training on the use of physical
restraint during the 2010-2011 school year.

N = 70

94%

ò
94% (66 of 70) of day programs utilize a particular
model/approach/theory of care that specifically addresses restraint prevention or reduction

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%


44.3%


51.4%


1.4%
1.4%
5.7%



15.7%



35.7%


20.0%


32.9%


5.7%



48.6%
"Collaborative Problem Solving"

functional behavior analysis

"Risking
Connection"

"Sanctuary
Model"

"Seeking
Safety"

"Trauma Systems Therapy"

program based crisis team

peer supervision

self developed model/ approach/ theory of care

NONE
other
N = 70

97%

ò
97% (68 of 70) of day programs utilize a curriculum
for training on behavioral interventions and supports
•
80% (56 of 70) utilize a “formally recognized” curriculum
65.7%
22.9%


2.9%


1.4%
5.7%
1.4%
5.7%
0.0%
0.0%
1.4%
0.0%


10.0%


17.1%


2.9%

24.3%
Behavioral

CALM
Crisis

Handle

Non-Abusive

Nonviolent

PBIS
Physical

Professional

S.O.L.V.E.   Trauma Affect  Therapeutic  Self-designed


NONE
Other
Intervention


Prevention


With


Psychological  Self Defense

Intervention


Assault

Regulation:

Crisis

curriculum
Training

Institute (CPI)
N = 70


Care
(HWC)

& Physical
Intervention


(NVSD)/CARE

Training
(P.I.T.)

Response
Training

Guide for Education and Therapy (TARGET)

Intervention

(TCI)
ò
52% (36 of 69) of day programs report a willingness to participate in

a regional “training co-op” – offering their training schedule to staff

in other programs to attend in-house trainings

47.8%
Yes
52.2%
No
N = 69

64%

ò
64% (36 of 69) of day programs report having a model
for training administrators, teachers or staff, which has reduced and/or prevented the use of restraint

•
39% (27 of 69) of day programs

reported providing at least 16 hours

of restraint-related training in their programs within

the last 12-months


>20 hrs
16-20 hrs
11-15 hrs
6-10 hrs
1-5 hrs

18.8%
20.3%
10.1%
15.9%


31.9%
0 hrs

2.9%
N = 69


0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
Survey of Approved Public/Private Day Special
Education Schools– Training/Professional Development
“Please indicate how helpful you believe each of the following strategies


Training for teachers, social wrkrs, sups, or admins. on restraint prevention (e.g., crisis prev., de-escalation tech., sensory integr., etc.)
Training on family and youth involvement
Training on program level implementation of restraint prevention or reduction efforts (organizational culture change)
Trainings or peer technical assistance/networking with other programs about their current efforts and the obstacles they've overcome

Not
Helpful
1

Slightly
Helpful
2

Moderately
Helpful
3

Very
Helpful
4
3.57
3.35

Extremely
Helpful
5
4.64
4.22
are (or could be) in preventing and/or reducing the use of restraint.”

Increased supervision of teachers and staff Increased qualifications for teachers and staff Reducing teacher and staff turnover
Written policy/procedure  changes Organizational culture change efforts Increasing reporting  requirements to ESE
Using data to understand and change practice


2.19



3.62
3.46

3.94
4.20
4.12
4.12
N = 69

Survey of Approved Public/Private Day
Special Education Schools
Prevention/Reduction Strategies
Respondents noted the following strategies they
found successful in prevention or reduction efforts:
• Training for teachers, social workers, supervisors and
administrators;
• Reducing teacher/staff turnover;
• Increasing supervision of staff;
• Sensory integration tools/room; and
• Using data about restraint incidents to understand and

improve behavior management practices.
Respondents also noted the challenging nature of
the populations served by their programs as a key

barrier to prevention and reduction efforts.
ò
The survey findings are being used to promote,
inform and further the Initiative’s goals, priorities and action steps.

ò
For more information about the Initiative or to view a full copy of the findings, visit the “Initiatives” page of the DCF website: www.mass.gov/dcf.

Frequency





�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�








�











 


