Leadership for Focused

Accountability: Monitoring for

Improving Results proud tradition of

serving children

with disabilities

and their families.
v It's an honor to be
part of your
Warm-Up for the
coming school year.

W. Alan Coulter, Ph.D.
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LSU Health Sciences Center
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This presentation 90 minutes,
was developed for
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Working Principles
=  What gets Counted gets Done.
=—-Attention Paid Indicates Relative
Importance.
We Know More than We Know.
Brainstorming Good ldeas is Easy; But it's
the Work and Results that Matter.
Our Work is more than Business — It says
Something About You.
A Goal that Can’'t be Measured is Just a

a1

3 Leadership Factors
In Focused Accountability

1. Emphasize what Must Count
- Results (and what is Most
Important)

. Use Key Data to drive
Continuous Improvement

. Support Scientifically-Valid
Practices

Just a Review - Specific NCLB

Requirements?

B Inclusive Results = Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) by grade/group until

(NCLB) - 2002 (emphasizes 2012-13

Current Context - Two Laws -
Overlapping Accountability

B No Child Left Behind

results w/scientifically-
valid practices)
Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) - 2004 (processes
leading to results)

Public dissemination of accountability
data (AYP, Diploma, Not highly
qualified teachers, etc.)

Support to failing schools

Support to students (AYP, safety, )
Sanctions for schools

who do not improve
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What Accountability Does
I.D.E.A. Require?

Individuals
Child Find
FAPE in the LRE
Data on Progress

Systems
State Performance Plans
Annual Reporting on each LEA
Focused Monitoring

Here’s the Rub ...

You can be in compliance with all

755 required items and NOT be
Achieving Results for students
with Disabilities.

What do we have show for all our
advocacy and best intentions ?

Too many requirements Trivialize
Special Education by making compliance

Hispanic Student Age
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Specifically, What
Does [.LD.E.A. Require?

“There are /DD specifically

required compliance items"”

Chris Drouin, CDE, count of
items on the 'OSEP Checklist.

Ex: 755+ items x 6,750,000+ students
with disabilities x 180+ days = compliance
with federal law.

—( X
Sp’__E: Compllancea- —y
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Impossible. Culture of Procedural Culture of Results

Compliance Compliance

(Results = Compliance)



disabilities is an essential
&€leément of our national policy
of ensuring equality of
opportunity, full participation,
independent living, and
economic self-sufficiency for

individuals with disabilities” ..
1400 (c) (1)

> Disproporiienaliiys6
2 - ——
TimelyEvaluations
. Part C to B
IDIOP=OU . Transitiion Prep
Banticipation/Perfor 14, Transition (1 year)
é;:nsion . Corrected
RE (6-21) Noncompliance
"'RE preschool . Resolved Complaints
Preschool Oufcomes . Due Process
Parent Involvement  Resolutions
Disproportionality. " Mediations
. Timely, Accurate
Data

Rigorous Targets

o) Emphasizes RESULTS for
Students.with-Disabilities ™
udentsawiths -

Disabilities in accountability
ystems (6AO Report !)

acking Progress and ‘qap’ over

- [l Achievement

' Diplomas

& Drop-out

Including with Typical Peers as
much as appropriate

‘Focused Monitoringgs

- el
orimary focus of Federal and State
oring.a s de bed In
agraph (1) shall be on—
A) improving educational results and
actional outcomes for all children with
lisabilities; and
(B) ensuring that States meet the
program requirements under this part,
with a particular emphasis on those
requirements that are most closely
related to improving educational results
for children with disabilities.”
Section 616 (a) (2)

Big*ldeas intFocusedsy
Accountability?*
‘/r PGUSINGonspricritiesior critical
gRonsp! crifical
jfdicators concentrates limited

pesolurces for Continuous
improvement

Compliance for what is
portant then becomes Achievable

—

: \/“Monifor'in" becomes the

accountability and management tool
that supports Continuous
Improvement

3 Leadership Factors
in Accountability
1. Emphasize what must count -
Results (and what is most
important)
. Use Key Data to drive Continuous
Improvement
. Support scientifically-valid
practices




What’s the
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Number of Michigan Special Education Students Leaving School (14-21+)

What will be Michigan’s Rigorous Targets
through 2011 ?

Whatiisi the “Diploma GAP” for your
Sehooll (system) for last 3 years for
jdisaggregated groups? Disaggregate
Responsibility. How do you compare to
state averages?

How do these data disaggregate by
groups (disabilities, ethnicities, gender)?
and by each high school?

What happens to your ‘consumers’ after
exit? [more on this later]
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rom: Education
(i'e. Compliance)

Examples
coming...




Percent of Students from the Class of 2005 that Met or
Exceeded State Standards on the MEAP Reading

Students without
Disabiliies

Economically
Disadvantaged

Limited English
Students with Proficient
Disabiliies

Reading

"oUMbili'ry Implication 2
ierformance fop stlidents with

oiher' sub-groups)| by grade
A ———— e

e

/n- is, 1'he ‘Gap' by grade level for
rvr versus “special,” other sub-

_ r_ do) these data disaggregate by other
| por'ranf variables? By school site?

hat is working (to achieve results)?
What: is not? (www.whatworks.ed.gov)

What: is needed to support continuous
improvement (close the gap)?

Are the goals ambitious/sufficient to meet
NCLB' requirements?
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Smallest
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1 with Typical Peer's?

_‘-_-Ar'e General Education Teachers
‘Supported to include students with
~disabilities?

U Do you Publicly Report your
Overall Performance and Progress?




3 Leadershig Factors
in Accountability

1. Emphasize what must count -
Results (and what is most
important)

. Use key data to drive
continuous improvement

. Support Scientifically-Valid
Practices

Early Intervention Changes Reading
Outcomes

instructional
intervention

With research-
«* 3.2 pased core but
without extra

Low Risk
- on Early

Screening instructional
““lintervention

Reading grade level

Do we prevent

i ?
- AtRisk on Early Screeningljearnmg problems.

L L L L
1 2 3 4
Grade level corresponding to age

Impact of First Grade Teacher CaLoacn

Baltimore Longitudinal Data on Top 25% Aggressive First-grade Boys: Risk of Being Highly
Aggressive in Middle School (Kellam Merisca, Brown, & lalongo, 1998)

- Do we prevent

some problems?

B Well-managed
standard classroom

O Chaotic standard
classroom
If we know this,
then what are our
responsibilities to
families?

Odds ratio

With substantial

20

-
[6,]

4]

Average Student Growth Over One Year
o

- Train in Knowledge
& Skills with on-site
follow-up

Boston Students with Effective Teachers
Showed Greater Gains in Reading and

(14.6)
Least Effective Teachers

Most Effective Teachers

(5.6)

| (08) | | (0-3)_ |

MATH READING

Source: Boston Public Schools, "High School Restructuring,” March 9, 1998.

ability Tmplication##:

What's the standard for teachers? Others?
2 Most Powerful Characteristics?

/- Does professional development meet
national standards (NSDC)?

v/ Do you follow-up? Measure
implementation integrity?




Impact of Training Components on
Teacher Learning and Use

Concept Skill Application
Understand- | Attainment
ing (Mechanical

S
Theory

Modeling by 85%
Trainer

Practice & Low- 85% 80% 10-15%
Risk Feedback

(on-site)

B EXpected Outcomerias

OnIyAhen every public:schoolihas the
el resdlifces el angglgys
drand well-trained' staff who
iSiandiand accept their roles and
prsibilities, incorporates research-
dpractices, involves parents as equal
Soerners, welcomes all children and their
families and believes children with
disabilities <all children> can be
successful, can we as a nation have
confidence that NCLB/IDEA is being
effectively implemented.”

Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities, 2002.

K) Leadershlp FacTor‘s —

ount - Results (and
SWhat is most important)

.Use Key Data to drive
continuous improvement

3. Support Scientifically-
Valid Practices

Let’'s Summarize
(3 Things)

RE preschool
Preschool Outcomes
Parent Involvement
Disproportionality

Rigorous Targets

I Disproporienaliiy=6

Timely’Evaluations

. Part C to B

. liransiiion Prep

. Transition (1 year)
. Corrected

Noncompliance

. Resolved Complaints
. Due Process

. Resolutions

. Mediations

. Timely, Accurate

Data

Comments ?
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Remember: - RO

- ~ Your Courtesies
=gaucally*
Focus on

) It m—ww.hdc.Isuhsc.edu
eSU S - Visuals are posted and
available for your use

e Al ThC(nk You Come to New Orleans some time

* Follow-up Coaching

* Data-based

* Continuous progress
measurement




