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In this section, three examples of measures for specialized service professionals (SSP) are provided. The nine 
categories of SSPs are: audiologists, occupational therapists, physical therapists, school counselors, school 
nurses, school orientation and mobility specialists, school psychologists, school social workers and speech 
language pathologists. Measures for SSPs, referred to as Measures of Student Outcomes (MSO), are not limited 
to academic measures but may include measures focused on increasing access to learning and general student 
well-being.  
 
It is important to note that these measures do not specify if the measure is attributed collectively or individually 
as, per S.B. 191, this is not a requirement for specialized service professionals.  
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Measure Name Occupational Therapist SLO 

Educator Type SSP 

Attribution (Individual or Collective) Not Applicable 

Weight (Out of 100%) 60% 

Description: Elementary OT Writing - Rubric evaluates (letter formation, size, spacing, word formation, and sentence 
format) November to March 
 
Measure Type: Educator Custom 
 

 

Success Criteria 

Much Less Than Expected Less Than Expected Expected More Than Expected 

Less than 55% of students 
grew a minimum of 33% 

56% to 74% of students 
grew a minimum of 33% 

At least 75% of students 
grew a minimum of 33% 

All students grew at least 
33% 

 

Questions to Consider  Strengths and Limitations 

 What is the baseline measure and how is growth 
defined?  

 What is the N size? Is it substantial enough for data 
collection? 

 Is there additional progress-monitoring throughout 
this timeframe? 

 From where does the 33% come? What exactly does 
this mean? 

 Are pre- and post- the same prompt? 

 Is the severity of the disability taken into account? 

 Strengths: 

 Description is time-specific (Nov-March). 

 Criteria is clear and makes sense. 

 Meaningful and student specific. 

 Very applicable to the SSP position. 

 The baseline does not start at zero. 
Limitations: 

 It is not clear what is meant by a student grew by 33%. 

 This does not account for student growth before 
November or after March. 

 Success criteria does not account for students who 
grew substantially more than 33%. 

 

 

Voting Reflections 
This measure was reviewed by all three groups at the EE leaders’ retreat. Based on the sum of votes from each 
group, one group showed medium interest in this measure, one group showed low interest in this measure and 
one group showed high interest in this measure (Group 1: Medium Interest;  Group 2: Low Interest;  Group 3: 
High Interest). 
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Measure Name IEP Objectives Obtained 

Educator Type SSP 

Attribution (Individual or Collective) Not Applicable 

Weight (Out of 100%) 60% 

Description: Percentage of objectives obtained on IEP goals related to Standard 3 would be self-monitored using dated 
annuals and triennials. Objectives would be from students on the SSP's case load. 
 
Measure Type: District Custom 
 
Content Area/Other: Aligns to multiple content areas and includes both behaviorally and academically based goals. 
 

 

Success Criteria 

Much Less Than Expected Less Than Expected Expected More Than Expected 

0-24.9% 25-49.9% 50-74.9% 75% or above 
 

Questions to Consider  Strengths and Limitations 

 What criteria is being used to determine percent in 
levels? 

 What is the instructional period? 

 Is the success criteria talking about the percentage 
of students or the percentage of goals met? 

 What number of students is this referring to? 

 How is this information being tracked? 

 Is it really ‘ok’ for expected for only 50% of goals to 
be met? 

 Is there a base number of IEP goals for each student 
and is it consistent? 

 Strengths: 

 Designed for the SSP to become an expert on his/her 
IEP case load. Self-monitoring promotes buy-in. 

 Meaningful, student specific and well-structured. 

 This aligns both behavior and academic outcomes. 
Limitations: 

 More clarity is needed on the success criteria (i.e., 50-
75% of students will obtain 50-70% of their objectives). 

 More specific information is needed regarding the 
success criteria. 

 Need clarification regarding Standard 3 and the 
relationship to IEP goals. 

 
 

 

Voting Reflections 
This measure was reviewed by two groups at the EE leaders’ retreat. Based on the sum of votes from each 
group, one group showed very high interest in this measure and the other group showed low interest in this 
measure (Group 2: Very High Interest; Group 3: Low Interest). 
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Measure Name Domain Team Progress on Goals 

Educator Type SSP 

Attribution (Individual or Collective) Not Applicable 

Weight (Out of 100%) 15% 

Description: Percentage of IEP goals met at level 3 (progress made, goal to be met on time) or level 4 (goal met)        
 
Measure Type: Other; Based on most recent progress report results pulled from Infinite Campus - no later than March 
30th of each school year.      
 
Content Area: Speech Pathologist, Occupational Therapist, School Psych, Family Social Worker 
 

 

Success Criteria 

Much Less Than Expected Less Than Expected Expected More Than Expected 

<65% of goals met at level 3 
or 4 

65% - 76% of goals met at 
level 3 or 4 

77% - 85% of goals met at 
level 3 or 4 

> than 85% of goals met at 
level 3 or 4 

 

Questions to Consider  Strengths and Limitations 

 How do you know the IEP goals are rigorous? Are 
they academic goals or behavioral? 

 How do you set a reasonable data cutoff date and 
make sure the SSP provides services through the 
end of year? 

 How do you manage reporting and progress 
towards goals prior to IEP meetings?  

 What are the monitoring systems along the way? 

 Strengths: 

 Cut-off date in time to compile data. 

 Rigorous criteria. 

 Team approach is good. 
Limitations: 

 Could differentiate more criteria for level 3 versus level 
4. 

 Teachers may lose motivation to teach after the cutoff 
date. 
 

 

 

Voting Reflections 
This measure was reviewed by one group at the EE leaders’ retreat. Based on the sum of votes for this group, 
they showed low interest in this measure (Group 1: Low Interest). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


