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ABSTRACT

This document is a report of a focus group meeting convened by the National
Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE) Board of Directors in
February, 1995, to examine the concept of educational accountability for all students including
students with disabilities. Meeting participants included the eight State Directors of Special
Education who comprise the NASDSE Board, six additional State Directors each representing
a different region of the country, NASDSE staff, and a facilitator.

The outcome of the meeting is a conceptual model of educational accountability that
includes three components: inputs and processes, system results, and individual student
learning. The report explains the theoretical basis of the model, the component parts, and the

ways in which each element is related to each other element. The current unbalanced status
of educational accountability is also described.

The report concludes that a process must be undertaken to regain the balance in
accountability with the cooperative involvement of all relevant constituencies.
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FOREWORD

This report is the result of a study done under Project FORUM, a contract funded by
the Office of Special Education Programs of the U. S. Department of Education and located
at the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE). Project
FORUM carries out a variety of activities that provide information needed for program
improvement, and promote the utilization of research data and other information for
improving outcomes for students with disabilities. The project also provides technical
assistance and information on emerging issues, and convenes small work groups to gather
expert input, obtain feedback, and develop conceptual frameworks related to critical topics
in special education.

This activity is part of a series of Project FORUM tasks related to the topic of
compliance monitoring in special education. The purpose of this brief analysis is to document
the substance of a focus group meeting held by the National Association of State Directors
of Special Education to design the initial structure of an articulated mode! of accountability
in education. It was planned in response to a perceived need to reconsider the monitoring
process in special education and to incorporate responsibility for the progress and outcomes
of students with disabilities into a comprehensive accountability system for education.
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REPORT OF A FOCUS GROUP ON ACCOUNTABILITY
INTRODUCTION

Background and Purpose of the Meeting:

The focus group meeting was planned and conducted by the Board of Directors of the
National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE). Support for the
meeting was provided by Utah State University through the efforts of Glen Latham, Director
of the Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center (MPRRC). A copy of the agenda is
included in this report as Appendix A.

Participants: In addition to the NASDSE Board of Directors who convened the
meeting, participants included one State Director representing each Regional Resource Center,

the NASDSE Executive Director, a Project FORUM staff member, and the meeting facilitator.
The list is as follows:

State Directors of Special Education:

Bill East, AL Pam Kaufmann, MA

Diane Sydoriak, AR David Stockford, ME
Kay Lund, AZ Richard Baldwin, MI

Fred Smokoski, CO Wayne Erickson, MN
Martha Brooks, DE John Corpolongo, OK
Gail Lieberman, IL Jill Gray, TX

Hal Hayden, KY Steve Kukic, UT

Other Participants:

Martha Fields, NASDSE

Glen Latham, Utah State University & MPRRC
Mae Taylor, UT Department of Education
Marilyn Crocker, Facilitator

Eileen Aheamn, Project FORUM at NASDSE

Report of Accountabiliiy Focus Group Meeting Page |
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Purpose of the Meeting:

The overall goal of the focus group was to develop a shared vision of accountability.
This goal was clarified in pre-meeting documents in terms of six anticipated outcomes:

1. A shared understanding of the differences among input/process accountability,
results-based accountability, and the accountability for individual student
performance and due process;

2. A shared understanding of the need for a multi-component and multi-level
articulated model of accountability;

3. A shared understanding of the need for multiple stakeholder roles and
responsibilities in the implementation of a comprehensive articulated
model of accountability;

4. A shared understanding of the relationship between an accountability system
for the education of students with disabilities, and the broad-based
systems of accountability that undergird states’ educational reform
efforts;

5. Initial ideas about how best to report nationally the status of the education of
students with disabilities so that the creation of a unified system of
accountability is prompted; and,

6. A plan for sharing and refining the initial understandings and vision that are
developed as a result of this meeting with other stakeholders.

The meeting was conceived as the next step in a process begun with the following
efforts:

° A meeting on monitoring convened by Dr. Tom Hehir in January, 1994 that
engaged key stakeholders in an initial discussion related to the federal
monitoring process;

° The National Agenda for Achieving Better Results for Children and Youth with
Disabilities developed in June, 1994 that developed a vision statement
that called for strategic actions to implement accountability systems that
monitor program effectiveness, balancing process with results; and,

° The Third National Monitoring Conference held in November, 1994 at which
information was shared on the status of both federal monitoring of states
and state monitoring of school districts.

Report of Accountability Focus Group Meeting Page 2
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Background Materials:

Prior to the meeting, participants were provided with some materials related to the
topic of accountability and a preliminary version of an articulated model. The background
documents (incorporated as Appendix B of this document) included:

° A briefing paper for the Accountability Focus Group that includes a copy of
the preliminary model for consideration at the meeting;

° Notes from Tom Hehir’s presentation at the Third National Monitoring
Conference in November, 1994;

° A monograph prepared for the Northeast Regional Resource Center by Mary
Ann Lachat entitled, Learner-Based Accountability: Making Schools
Work for All Students.

° A draft report from Project FORUM entitled State Compliance Monitoring
Practices: An Update;

° A 1993 paper by Edward McCaul entitled 4 Framework for Accountability:
Concepts, Approaches, and Issues

° An inventory of state accountability reports prepared by the Council of Chief
State School Officers entitled State Education Accountability Reports,
Indicator Reports, and Report Cards; _

° A brief summary of the new accountability structure for Title I under the new
Improving America’s Schools Act; and,

° A copy of the article, "Don’t Test, Don’t Tell", from the November, 1994
issues of The American School Board Journal.

Process of the Meeting:

After introductory remarks by Gail Lieberman covering the purpose and goals of the
meeting, the facilitator led a discussion that covered each participant’s expected outcomes of
the meeting and an initial set of ground rules for subsequent sessions.

The first topic of discussion was a definition of accountability. Then, the facilitator
presented a conceptual framework for the development of ihe draft model of accountability.
Using the framework, the participants spelled out the three primary components of the draft
model of accountability, discussed the profound function of each, and identified a list of
examples to illustrate each component.

The major emphasis of the second day was a detailing of the dynamical relationships
between and among the three components of the accountability model using a combination
of large group and individual work. A set of specific action steps was devised and placed on

Report oy Accountability Focus Group Meeting Page 3
Project FORUM at NASDSE, Task #7-3-4 March 23, 1995

10




a calendar. Specific assignments were made for sharing the approach with various
constituencies, starting with a scheduled meeting between the NASDSE Executive Director
and Tom Hehir, Director of the Office of Special Education Programs of the U.S. Department
of Education. Plans were made to obtain input from various groups on the model as a first
step in the process of movement toward the balance represented by the vision. This action
plan was reviewed and finalized by the NASDSE Board before the end of the meeting.

The meeting closed with a discussion about the meeting outcomes and a commitment
to the action plan.

CUTCOMES OF THE MEETING

Acrountability in Education

Consensus was reached on the meaning of accountability in education as a result of

focus group discussions and the vision from the National Agenda. The following statement
represents that consensus:

Accountability is the process by which we take account of what
we intend; a measuring and diagnosing; being answerable for
something; a way of ensuring that children are making progress
toward appropriate outcomes, both cognitive and non-cognitive.

Educators are accountable to families and parents, elected officials, and to the public
in general.

The conceptual framework chosen to represent accountability is based on a dynamic
balance between and among the three major components of the accountability system. The
pivotal concept for the model is described as follows:

The vision for balanced accountability is an educational system
which is accountable for ensuring that all children, including
those with disabilities, benefit form their educational experience
through equal access, high standards and high expectations, and

become caring, productive, socially involved citizens who are
committed to life-long learning.

A model of accountability based on these concepts was developed during the remainder
of the meeting. It is illustrated on the next page and discussed in the following section.
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Concepival Framework of the Model

The conceptual framework used to devise the model of accountability is known as the
social process triangle described in the book, The Social Dynamics of Humanness, issued by
the Institute of Cultural Affairs of Chicago in 1970. This model involves viewing a social
process in terms of its three fundamental components: its economic or foundational aspect;
its political or organizational aspect; and its cultural or meaning-giving aspect. In an ideal
state, each of the three poles of the triangie is robust and performs its unique function to
provide balance. Often in reality, however, a relative imbalance prevails with one pole often
assuming dominance and functioning as a kind of "tyrant," a second pole supporting the
dominant one in an "ally" relationship, and the third pole manifesting a "collapsed" state.

Once the dysfunction has been recognized, achieving balance requires re-empowering
the collapsed poie. This can be accomplished by working directly to revitalize its functions,
and revitalization is often accomplished by re-directing the ally away from supporting the
dominant role. In order to move toward balance, it is helpful to understand the "profound
function" or unique contribution of each component as well as the nature of the relationships
between and arong the components. '

This theoretical framework was used by the focus group participants to develop a
dynamic model of educational accountability.

Components of the Educational Accountability Model

In terms of educational accountability, the three components of the model that must
be balanced and the unique function of each is as follows:

° Inputs and Processes guarantees educational equity. Examples of this
component include (but are not limited to) the following: IEP; LRE;
access standards; procedural safeguards; parent involvement; staffing
credentials; finance/furding; staff development; policy development;
diversity; IDEA; MIS; demand for use of effective practice.

° System Results guarantees program effectiveness. Examples of this component
include (but are not limited to) the following: standards; blended
system; curriculum; ongoing measurement; multiple measures of system
effectiveness; continuous improvement including baseline data,
longitudinal studies, multiple indicators such as dropouts, retention,
completion; cognitive and non-cognitive; staff development; flexibility
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and accessibility to program; appropriate reinforcements, sanctions,
incentives; school report cards; MIS; state, district, school strategic plan.

° Individual Student Learning guarantees individual student achievement.
Examples of this component include (but are not limited to) the
following: parent involvement; teacher empowerment; IEP;
academic/non-academic standards; individual expectati~as both cognitive
and non-cognitive; multiple measures of individual student progress;
MIS; flexibility in assessment meodes; continuous progress with
benchmarks along the way.

The relational dynamics among and between these three components of educational
accountability provide the potential for a balanced system when each component functions
in a robust manner, and there is no expansion of any one of the elements of accountability
to the impairment of any other element. (See Appendix C for diagrams of the model as
balanced and unbalanced.)

A study of accountability in education, especially as it relates to special education,
reveals the following current status:

° the inputs and processes leg of the triangle, in the form of compliance
monitoring, has usurped the entire function of accountability thereby
becoming a tyrant in terms of this model;

° the system results component of accountability has acquiesced to that tyrant as

an ally by allowing the exclusion of students with disabilities from
district assessments; and,

° there has been no accountability for individual student outcomes leaving no
role for the collapsed accountability component of individual student
learning.

The appropriate dynamic relationship of any one component to each of the other
components can be described in terms of three basic relational categories: what that
component creates for each of the other components, what it limits for each of the other
components, and what it sustains for each other component. A review of these functions
portrays the essential interrelationship among the components that interact on each other to
establish and maintain balance. A few examples of the factors that constitute these relational

dynamics for the educational accountability model were developed and are presented in the
next section.
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Dynarmic Relationships Within the Model

The following is a list of examples of the interrelationships among all the components of
the dynamic model of educational accountability:

A)  The relationship enacted by the first component, Rights, Inputs and Processes,
in reference to the second component, System Results is as foliows:

It creates: It provides reliable, valid data to inform system
configuration.

it limits: It defines boundaries for opportunities and flexibility.

It sustains: It reinforces/renews resources for systems.

The relationship enacted by the first component, Rights, Inputs and Processes,
in reference to the third component, Individual Student Iearning is as follows:

It creates: It establishes tools necessary to support and facilitate learning.

It limits: It requires opportunity for each and all.

It sustains: it strengthens emphasis on individualization and parent
involvement.

B)  The relationship enacted by the second component. System Results, in reference
to the first component, Rights, Inputs and Processes, is as follows:

It creates: It shapes inputs required to achieve results.

It limits: It demands constant renewal of inputs/process measures.
It sustains: It ensures continuity and consistency of inputs across
populations.

The relationship enacted by the second component, System Results, in reference
to the third component, Individual Student Learning, is as follows:

It creates: It demands high expectations for teaching and learning.

It limits: It requires connection between what we know sbout a child and
instructional strategies.

It sustains: It strengthens emphasis on individual learning.

Report of Accountability Focus Group Meeting Page 8
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C)  The relationship enacted by the third component, Individual Student Leﬁming,
in reference to the first component, Rights, Inputs and Processes, is as follows:

It creates: It derives the inputs/processes (creates context and purpose).
It limits: It demands individualized instruction.
It sustains: It supports continuous improvement and ongoing match.

The relationship enacted by the third component, Individual! Student Learning,
in reference to the second component, System Results, is as follows:

It creates: It forces the system to assume ownership for all children.
it Himits: It guards against over-generalization of system results.
It sustains: It validates system standards.

CONCLUSIONR

A model of dynamically balanced accountability for education is obviously complex,
requiring shared roles and responsibilities of multiple stakeholder groups in many different
configurations including local, state and national, as well as classroom, school and district
levels. Such stakeholder groups include—but are not limited to—the following: children and
youth, parents and families, advocates, general and special education administrators, general
and special education teachers and specialists, the business community, legislators, boards of
education, higher education, associations, and other service agencies.

It is the responsibility of all relevant constituencies working individually ard together to
establish and maintain a balanced approach to educational accountability. The first step in
this process must be a complete review of compliance monitoring, putting it into an
appropriate perspective at the federal and state and local levels while, at the same tirie.
moving toward the complete incorporation of students with disabilities into evaluations of
schooi system resulits. Initial steps taken in the last few years to assess and improve
individual outcomes for students with disabilities is a third—and equally critical—component
of the strategy needed to achieve 2 balanced approach to educational accountability. It is only
through an exhaustive review and revision of every component of accountability that a new
paradigm can be constructed that will provide a balanced and complete portrait of the
performance of public education in the United States.
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AGENDA

® FOCUS GROUP TO EXPLORE AN ARTICULATED MOBEL OF ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR THE EDUCATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

February 24-26, 1995

® FRIDAY:
1:00 - 1:15 Welcome and Introductions: Martha Fields
1:15 - 1:45 Purpose and Overview: Gail Licberman

® 1:45 - 3:00 Background: Marilyn Crocker

A. Consensus on Iﬁeeting outcomes
B. Agreement about meeting guidelines and ground rules
C. Review and discussion of background reading materials

3:00 - 3:15 BREAK

3:15 - 6:00 Task Onre: Clarifying the Components of the Mcdel
{This activity will take place s a full group session}

A. What are the key elements of the model?

B. What are the functions of each element?
C. What is the unique contribution of each element?
7:00 DINNER
£ 030:02030302050303050507030503050:0:0:0:
SATURDAY
8:00 - 8:30 BREAKFAST r

8:30 - 9:00 Framing the task for today:

Task Two: Clarifying the Dynamics of the Model
{This task will also take place as a full group session}

What is the dynamic relationship between each component and each other component, and
between each component and the whole system in terms of three basic relational categories:

Report of Accountability Focus Group Meeting Page 11
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5:00 - 10:30 A. What does each component ‘create (provide, stimulate, enhance, etc.)
relative to each of the other component s and relative to the whole

system?

10:30 - 10:45 ‘BREAK

10:45 - 12:00 B. What does each component limit (define, delineate, demand, etc.) relative
to cach other component and to the whole system?

12:00 - 1:00 LUNCH

1:00 - 2:30 C. What does each component sustain (ensure, reinforce, represent, etc.)

relative to each of the other components and to the whole system?

2:30 - 2:45 BREAK

2:45 - 4:00 Task Three: Exploring the Roles and Responsibilities of Stakeholder Groups
in the Implementation of a Comprehensive Accountability System
{This activity will take place in three small groups each representing a particular
stakeholder level-—national, state, local—and will begin the identification of the
ongoing tasks to be performed and the resources required for each level.}

4:00 - 6:00 Plenary Reporting Session: following reports from each of the th.ree working
groups to the group as a whole, participants will reflect on how each stakeholder
level can specifically contribute to the work of the other two levels.

7:00 DINNER
0383650503020 050 0005050076005 0 06560
SUNDAY
8:00 - 8:30 BREAKFAST
8:30 - 9:00 Review of and reflection on the products developed r
9:00 - 10:30 Task Four: Identification of Next Sieps

{The whole group will brainstors1 key questions that need toc be resolved and then the three
small groups will develop specific recommendations)

10:30 - 11:00 BREAK AND HOTEL CHECKOUT

11:00 - 11:45 Reporting, discussion and assignments for next steps

11:45 - 12:00 Closing and Send Out
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BRIEFING PAPER: ACCOUNTABILITY FOCUS GROUP
INTRODUCTION:

Leading and Managing for Performance, (NASDSE, 1993) supports educational restructuring and
reform and calls for a greater focus on student performance and results. Accountability for
implementation of the fundamental processes of FAPE is a vital component of this focus and
NASDSE urges that the substantative test (educational benefit) for FAPE should become
moreoperational. There appears to be an emerging consensus that a broad-based accountability
"model" is needed to effectively assess the status of the education of students with disabilities.
Components of a comprehensive accountability model already exist or are evolving. These
components include compliance monitoring (input/process accountability), state assessment systems
based on state determined standards {outcome accountability), and individual student accountability
(accountability for individual student achievement and procedural protections).

To initiate discussion of this topic, the NASDSE Board of Directors has scheduled 2 focus group
meeting to convene February 24 - 26, 1995 in Salt Lake City, Utah.

PURPOSE OF THE FOCUS GROUP:

The overall purpose of this focus group is to begin to develop a shared vision of accountability for
the education of students with disabilities. The development of a shared vision shall consider existing
components, means of articulation across components, and potential roles that the U.S. Department

of Education, state education agencies, local school systems and families have in the implementation
of a comprehensive model of accountability.

ANTICIPATED OUTCOMES:

1. A shared understanding of the differences among input/process accountability, results-based
accountability, and the accountability for individual student performance and due process.
2. A shared understanding of the need for a multi-component and multi-level articulated model
of accountability.
’ r
3. A shared understanding of the need for multiple stakeholder roles and responsibilities in the

implementation of a comprehensive articulated model of accountability.

4, A shared understanding of the relationship between an accountability system for the
education of students with disabilities and the broad-based systems of accountability that
undergird states’ educational reform efforts.

S. Initial ideas about how best to report nationally the status of the education of students with
disabilities so that the creation of a unified system of accountability is prompted.

6. A plan for sharing and refining the initial understandings and vision that are developed as a
result of this meeting with other stakeholders.
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Notes from Tom Hehir’s Presentation at Monitoring Conference - 11/4/94

As a part of the "reinventing government" activities that have been going on throughout the
Executive Branch, OSERS has taken time to consider "Who are our customers?" It

has decided that OSERS’ customers are people with disabilities and sometimes
their parents."

Those who are paid to deliver services to OSERS customers are OSERS’ partners.
OSEP is an "enforcer" and this must be a part of the partnership relationship. It is the
same type of relationship that SEAs have with their LEAs.

OSERS enforces and implements. Although OSEP intends to put an emphasis on
implementing, it cannot deny its responsibility to enforce.

The biggest thing that OSEP’s customers value is the monitoring and enforcement of IDEA -
this is what the customers are saying. They think it ‘< a good law and they want it
protected. Although we might expect that everyone will do what IDEA requires just
because it is right, some do not. The IDEA was passed because the 14™ amendment
to the Constitution was not working for students with disabilities and there was
widespread exclusion of students with disabilities from school.

Do we need to continue to monitor? Yes, because the education of students with disabilities
requires school systems to do things differently from what they would otherwise do
and it is unlikely that what is needed would be done without outside pressure.

Therefore, monitoring is critically important - actually the most important thing done
at OSEP.

OSEP is now looking at a 3 year change effort to emphasize those aspects of monitoring that
are most connected to results for students with disabilities. We must be conservative
and not deny that inputs do matter while we add the emphasis on results.

The Longitudinal Study shows that students with disabilities in regular classes frequently get
no supports or modifications and fail as a result; those who got the necessary support

succeeded. This is wn input issue that is critically important to success for students
with disabilities.

We have to avoid the naive romanticism of looking only ai outcomes. Some states have
dismantled their capacity to monitor compliance and this is misguided.

Every instance of non-compliance is not equal. OSEP is trying to get away from this
approach. We need to be able to focus on the things that are most important. For
example. protecting rights and seeing that students with disabilities get FAPE is the
big issue. OSEP monitoring reports will begin to reflect this emphasis. Easy issues
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have had too much attention and the more difficult ones have not had adequate
attention.

Enormous variability exists from state to state in implementing LRE, a major influence on
student results. We have to move students with disabilities away from inappropriate
segregation. A state’s educational finance system is an important wvariable that
influences LRE. This is another complicated problem. Personnel issues are another
enormous factor influencing LRE and quality.

We have to look at systemic issues to make the system serve students better. The important
point is the intersection of the input orientation and the results orientation.

There are many implications for the federal-state relationship. The feds must use monitoring
to identify the issues that states should be handling to move systems forward in IDEA
implementation. We must move to what the law intended in the first place and
monitoring is a powerful force in this effort.

We have accomplished a lot in access for students with disabilities in the past 20 years, but
we now have to go beyond that. Monitoring has had an important role in this
achievement and it will continue to have an important role in the future.

We have to take a developmental approach - study and phase-in changes to meet newly
identified needs.

It will be important to avoid an esoteric debate on "monitoring for quality.” For example,
monitors cannot judge the efficacy of a specific assessment for a student. We need
to look at the total program a student is experiencing. We must also re-think the

concept of the IEP. Quality can be inferred from results such as dropout rates, access
to vocational training, etc.

OSEP cannot overstep the bounds of legal authority. However, there is enough authority
to do what has to be done to incorporate a results orientation.

The administration is trying to coordinate federal educational policy and programs better than
it has in the past. Reauthorization of IDEA will align mcre closely to Goals 2000,
School-To-Work. and other federal education laws. However, it is clear that these
laws all have different purposes. Such coordination is complicated and it is clear that
it will be a while before meaningful coordination happens at the federal level.
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A NEW PARADIGM—HIGH LEVELS OF SUCCESS FOR ALL

“If schools are to be responsive to the different needs and talents of diverse learners,
they must be organized to allow for variability rather than to assume uniformity. . .
Rather than seek to make the currens sysiem of schooling perform more efficiently by
standardizing practice, school reform efforts must focus on building the capacity of
schools and teachers to undertake tasks they have never been called upon to accomplish.
Schools and teachers must work to ensure that all students learn to think critically, to
invent, to produce, and to solve problems. Because this goal requires responding to
students’ nonstandardized needs, it far exceeds what teacher-proof curricula or
administrator-proof management processes couid ever accomplish.”

Linda Darling-Hammond, 1993

The Economic Mandate for School Change

Across the nation, reform efforts are focussing on what students need to know and be able to do
in a highly complex, technological society and global marketplace. Within this context of
reform, educators, business leaders, policy makers, and legislators agree that the level of student
achievement in American schools must be raised. The two parts to this national “call to arms”
are: 1) too many students are failing to achieve even basic competencies; and 2) the world we
live in requires skills that are not being explicitly addressed in schools. These two concerns have
led to a nationwide emphasis on defining desired student outcomes, establishing standards of

performance, and holding schools accountable for helping all students learn at high levels.

The momentum to create high academic standards for all students has been fueled by the shift
from an industrial-based economy to an information-based economy, a =* .« that has left many
American workers without the necessary skills to succeed. Because the demands of society are
different today, the economy no longer has a place for individuals who are willing to work hard
but have minimal skills. According to a report published by the Hudson Institute, more than half
of the new jobs created in this decade will require education beyond high school, and 90 percent

will require at least a high school education (Hudson Institute, 1987).
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LEARNER-BASED ACCOUNTABILITY

Numerous studies and reports have described the deficiencies and “skills gap” in the American
workforce, concluding that unless educational performance in the United States improves
dramatically, American workers will be unable to use the new technologies that will create most
of the world’s jobs and economic growth in the next century (United Way of America, 1990,
U.S. Department of Labor, 1991, Hudeon Institute, 1987). The high school completion rate
hovers around 75%, students with a diploma are not necessarily literate, and many of those who
enter college or the workforce are not prepared to meet the increasing demands of a rapidly
changing, technology-driven, and increasingly competitive market place.

The need to link educational reform to a mission of ensuring that all students are prepared to
meet the challenges of a high technology information age has been underscored by virtually all
sectors, including corporate America, and imp‘roving student performance is the focal point of
major policy initiatives nationally and in almost every state capitol. Such prominent groups as
the National Business Roundtable, the National Governor’s Association, and the Education
Commission of the States have endorsed the concept of redesigning education around high
standards of student performance as the fundamental principle of school reform.

The emerging reform agenda is calling for a “new paradigm” of education that puts student
achievement at the center of the school’s mission, and holds schools accountable for providing
educational opportunities that enable all students to acquire the necessary knowledge, skills, and
personal orientations needed to succeed in adult life. An emphasis on higher levels of learning
for all students means that schools must shift to a new paradigm driven by assumptions,
principles, and practices that contrast sharply with the current paradigm on which schooling in

America is based.

For the past 100 years, our schools met the worlforce needs of an industrial society by
organizing learning around a standardized curriculum delivered in standardized time periods
called Carnegie Units. Within this structure, curriculum is defined as a set of units, sequences,
and facts, and grades are based on the averaging of performance over a fixed period of time.

Credentials (Carnegie units) are awarded based on “time served”, and the failure of significant
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numbers of students is not only accepted, but regarded as an expected result of norm-referenced
testing. The technology-driven information age requires a very different approach to education.
Today’s workplace already requires individuals to understand multidimensional problems,
design solutions, plan their own tasks, evaluate results, and work cooperativély with others.
These changes represent a new mission for education that requires schools not merely to deliver
instruction but to be accountable for ensuring that educational opportunities result in all students
learning at high levels. The teacher’s job is no longer to *“cover” a time-based curriculum, “but
to enable diverse learners to construct their own knowledge and to develop their talents in

effective and powerful ways.” (Darling-Hammond, 1993).

The Mandate for Equity

The nationwide focus on student performance has heightened concerns about the educational
outcomes of students with diverse needs, including students with disabilities. Echoing other
educational constituents seeking answers about the outcomes that result from special education is
a report of the National Council on Disability (1989), which summarized the views of parents,

educators, taxpayers, and others.

“The time has come to ask the same questions jor students with disabilities that we have
been asking about students without disabilities: Are they achieving? Are they staying in
school? Are they prepared o enter the work force when they finish school? Are they

going on o participate in post-secondary education and training? Are they prepared for
adult life? "

In its Twelfth and Thirteenth Annual Reports to Congress on the implementation of The
Education of the Handicapped Act (now entitled the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act),
the Department of Education reported dismal outcomes for students with disabilities. In 1987-
88, nearly one-third received a failing grade in at least one of their courses, and in 1988-89, only
slightly more than one half of students with disabilities exiting the school system left with a

diploma or certificate. Despite the similarities between students who are labelled as learning
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disabled and those who are not, in 1988-89 more than 80% of the learning disabled students
received educational services outside the regular classroom.

The National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS) collected school performance data on more
than 8,000 youth between the ages of 13 and 23 who were in special education progrars in the
1985-86 school year. The study determined that 1 in 10 students did not receive grades in any
courses, and that a third of the students considered to be in graded programs received a failing
grade in one or more courses. About a third of the 8,000 students dropped out of school over the
two year period; and the dropout rate for students with a learning disability was 36% (Wagner,
1989).

Underlying the momentum to create standards, better schools, and better educated students is a
strong belief that “students who have been traditionally allowed to fail must be helped to
succeed, and that many more must become not just minimally schooled but highly proficient and
inventive (Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 1993). More than ever before in our nation’s history,
policymakers and the public are recdgnizing that educational failure and undeveloped human

talent are permanent drains on society.

“To fulfill the old promise of American education—that students will be prepared to take
their place in society—requires a new level of performance for the system, and a new
level of effort at reform. . . Standards-based reform seeks to establish clear attainable
standards at internationally competitive levels: for the entire student population. This
represents a new way of thinking—a paradigm shifi—about American students. It raises
our expectations for every student in every school, not just some students in some
schools.” :

National Education Goals Panel, 1993
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The New Paradigm—A Catalyst for School Referm

The current movement to reform American schools represents a large-scale shift in national and
state-level policy making toward performance-based reform (Finn, 1990). The paradigm that
puts learner outcomes at the center of the school’s mission has shifted the purpose and direction
of reform initiatives to an emphasis on higher levels of learning for all, and school accountability
to key stakeholders such zs parents, business representatives, and community members. A
conceptual transformation is occurring in education today, and improving the level of student
learning in America’s schools has become the focus of educational policy thinking and action
across the nation. State policy making bodies have placed the debate over what students should
know and be able to do at the center of major statewide efforts to define standards of
achievemeﬁt, design new curricular frameworks, and adopt richer assessment systems to measure
students’ and school performance (Wilhoit,1992). This shift has fundamentally altered

traditional views of school improvement.

Many educational change experts recognized the need for this shift a decadc ago. In 1983,
Theodore Sizer, the founder of the Coalition of Essential Schools, described it as “one that
rejects time-based, means-based, bell-curve-based schooling in favor of results-based, success-

based schools” (Sizer, 1992). Dr. Philip Schlecty of the Center for I eadership on School Reform

describes the “mandate for change” this way:

“Altering the rules, roles, and relationships that govern the way time, people, space, and
technology are deployed and used so that schools are organized around children and the
work we want them to do, and so that communities are organized o support the creation
of conditions that will allow those children to succeed at what we want them to do.”’

Schlecty, 1993

Throughout the history of educational change, the emphasis has been on improving the process

of education——changing instructional methods and practices, adopting new programs, altering
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schedules, etc. Educators and reformers focussed on the content of education—on changing the
curriculum, the textbooks, the lessons and adding new programs. Hundreds of learning
objectives (which were thought of as outcomes) were derived from existing curricula {content)
rather than designing curricula to facilitate the achievement of intended outcomes representing
what students should actually know and be able to do. Our attention to the product of
education—the educational achievement of students—was largely ignored in the old paradigm.
New programs, practices, and curricula may have been “validated” by virtue of having produced
desirable results where they were developed and evaluated, but when these innovations were

adopted by others, their impact on students was rarely assessed, and often non-existent.

Efforts to reform schools over the past several decades conformed to the industrial model,
regarding schools as bureaucracies with various layers of management and instructional delivery
that could be improved by increasing efficiency. The reforms of the 1970’s tried to standardize
the quality of schooling bﬂ' mandating curriculumn guides and narrowing textbook selection.
When the effective schools movement began, it focussed on the common characteristics of “high
achieving” schools. These characteristics, called “correlates” of school effectiveness, became the
foundation of hundreds of school improvement initiatives across the country. The first and last
of these correlates, as expressed by Edmunds, Lezotte, and others, were thought of as the
“pillars” of school effectiveness—an emphasis on success for all students and frequent
monitoring of student progress toward achieving success. However, while many schools
involved in the effective schools movement made a commitment to frequent monitoring of
student progress, progress was tracked in terms of very limited notions of educational
success—getting satisfactory grades, getting promoted, and accumulating credit. Although the
school improvement models of the *80s sought to define the various dimensions of school
effectiveness, few of them directly addressed the outcomes of education. Achievement was
defined in terms of the educational process, and educators became chagrined to learn that a
surprising number of students who had achieved these educational milestones did not have the

knowledge, skills, attitudes and personal qualities that are prerequisites to success in the “real
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world” (Lezotte,1991, Lezotte and Jacoby, 1992, Eaker, Ranells, and DuFour, 1991, Levine and
Lezotte, 1990). What we learned from the effective schools movement was that implementing

new programs and practices does not ensure better results.

“Unfortunately, site-based innovations mean nothing if a school cannot determine if the
efforts have had an efffect on students. Most schools move Jfrom innovation to innovation
(‘We are doing whole language, or cooperative learaing, or curriculum integration’)
and define success as the implementation of the . :st innovation. To be blunt, this is
nonsense. What difference does any innovation make if a school cannot determine
effects on kids? "

Glickman, 1992

In the past, special education also was driven by an emphasis on the content and process aspects
of reform rather than a systematic examination of the outcomes and benefits that resulted for -
students. For more than a decade after the enactment of P.L. 94-142 in 1975, attention at

national, staté, and local levels focussed on compliance with the procedural provisions of the Act

that were designed to ensure access and equity for students with disabilities. Today, however,

special educators have also shifted to an emphasis on defining appropriate outcomes for students

with disabilities, and on determining the extent to which various programmatic and instructional

approaches result in students’ acquiring the knowledge, skills, and orientations they need to lead

productive and fulfill.ag lives.

More and more educational leaders are recognizing that embarking on school reform without
defining and monitoring the intended impact of reform initiatives on educational results does not
lead to improved outcomes or higher levels of learning for students. The emphasis on student
outcomes and school accountability that is driving current national and state-level reform efforts ;
thus represents an imponant shift in our orientation toward educational change and innovation in i

America’s schools.
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THE MOVEMENT TO DEFINE STANDARDS AND OUTCOME FRAMEWORKS

““In the absence of national standards, we have evolved a haphazard, accidental,
disconnected national curriculum based on mass-market textbooks and standardized,
multiple-choice tests. Education reform must begin with broad agreement on what
children should learn. Learning, after all, is the heart and soul of education. When
there is no agreement regarding what students should learn, then each part of the
education system pursues different, sometimes contradictory goals.”

Diane Ravitch, 1993

National Goals and Standards

Under the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the National Education Goals adopted by the
nation’s governors in 1990 have been codified into law. The National Governor’s Association

proposed the national goals as a vision of change for all children. The goals were designed from
a belief that “efforts to restructure education must work toward guaranteeing that all students are
engaged in rigorous programs of instruction designed to ensure that every child, regardless of
background or disability, acquires the knowledge and skills necessary to succeed in a changing

eccromy” (National Governor’s Asscciation, 1990).

Secretary of Education, Richard W. Riley described the National Education Goals as a shared
vision “of the education system our country needs for the 21st century. It is one in which schools
help every child (regardless of her background or where he attends school) to reach challenging
academic standards and leave school prepared for responsible citizenship and a productive fisture.
.. Itis of an education system that is committed to producing real results, for all of its stude=*s”
( U.S. Department of Education, Community Update, September, 1993). Under Goals 2000, the

National Goals have set the following vision for America’s schools.
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By the year 2000:

1) All children will start school ready to learn;
2) The high school graduation rate will be at least 90%,

3) All students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 competent for their level in English, math,
science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history and
geography, and the capacity to use their minds well for responsible citizenship, further
learning, and productive employment in our nation's modern economy;

4) The nation's teaching force will have access to professional inservice training programs;
3) United States' students will be first in the world in math and science achievement,

6) Every adult American will be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills necessary
to compete in a global economy and exercise the rights and responsibilities of
citizenship;

7) Every school will be free of drugs, violence, and the unauthorized presence of firearms
and alcohol and will offer a disciplined environment conducive to learning; and

8) Every school will promote partnerships that will increase parental involvement and
participation in promoting the social, emotional, and academic growth of children.
By focussing on improving the knowledge and skills of the nation’s students, the National
Education Goals provide a foundation for developing national standards that are intended to: 1)
identify what students need to know and be able to do to live and work in the 21st century; 2)
raise the achievement of all students; 3) ensure that all students have equal eduéational
opportunity; and 4) create a coherent and consistent approach to education in the nation’s
educational system. The standards movement reflects widespread recognition that the lack of
consensus about what students should learn in the nation’s schools is contributing to the erosion
of student achievement. Proponents of standards ::-gue that “when no one agrees on what
students should learn, then each part of the educational system pursues different, and sometimes
contradictory, goals. As a result, the education system as a whole is riddled with inequity,

incoherence, and inefficiency” (U.S. Department of Education, 1992).
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The work of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics INCTM) demonstrated the power
of national curriculum standards to drive educaticn reform in a coherent manner. Published in
1989, the NCTM Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for Mathematics were created through a
review and consensus process involving a wide array of participants including business leaders,
parents, mathematicians, and thousands of teachers who collaborated on what students should
know and be able to do in mathematics. The NCTM used a similar consensus process to develop
the Professional Standards for Teaching Mathematics and recently began a two-year effort to
develop stardards for math assessment that will expand upon concepis contained in the

curriculum-standards document.

What is unique about the NCTM effort is that it evolved from the initiative of the professional
community. The momentum and authority to develop the mathemstics standards didn’t come
from a government agency or corporate group, but from the nation’s math teachers who had
surveyed their field and decided it needed to change. The NCTM Standards represent an
empowering vision of school mathematics for all students. They are based on the premise that
all students need to learn more and different types of mathematics in order to be productive
citizens in the 21st century. The Standards emphasize that “student$ need to learn to value
mathematics, to reason 2ad communicate mathematicaliy, and to become confident in their
power to use mathematics coherently to make sense of problematic situations in the world around
them” (Romberg, 1993). Since their publication, the NCTM Standards have had a significant
impact on curriculum development efforts, instructional practices, assessment, staff
development, and teacher education at every level. Every commercial mathematics textbook
published since 1989 has claimed to incorporate the NCTM standards, and according to the
NCTM, by 1992 about a third of the nation’s mathematics teachers were using the new standards
(Ravitch, 1993). A survey by the Council of Chief State School Officers indicated that at least

41 -tates have realigned or are in the process of realigning their state frameworks with the

NCTM Standards (Blank and Dalkilic, 1992).
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Following the work of NCTM, in 1992, the National Council on Educational Standards and
Testing (NCEST), a bi-partisan group established by Congress, published the report, Raising
Standards in American Education which put the issues of standards and assessments before the

public. NCEST recommended the development of high standards that were national, not federal,

i

(i.e., not controlled by the federal government), voluntary, not mandatory, and dynamic, not
static. Their report emphasized that the standards should be developed through a participatory
process and should be used to provide focus and direction to curriculum reform in various
content aréas, but not to create a national curriculum. NCEST did not recommend a single
national examination, but rather “a national testing system that was fair and equitable, in which
different tests would be linked to common standards” (Ravitch, 1993). NCEST provided
clarification of the meaning of standards by recbmmending that the national standards be
developed to include: 1) content standards—what students should know and be able to do; and

2) performance standards—the level(s) of student competence in the content (O’Neil, J., 1993,
Selden, R., 1992).

Proponents of national standards and assessments consider them to be the “best way to propel
education reform forward, from the state policy level to classroom instruction,” and the most
effective means of quickly energizing the entire system (National Association of State Boards of
Education, 1992). The Goals 2000: Educate America Act is intended to provide a framework
for meeting the national goals by promoting coherent nationwide, systemic education reform to
“ensure equitable educational opportunities and high levels of achievement for all American
students,” providing a framework for reauthorization of all Federal education programs, and by
promoting the develop.uent and adoption of “a voluntary national system of skill standards and
certifications.” The law establishes the National Education Goals Panel and the National
Education Standards and Assessment Council which will develop and certify voluntary national

content, performance, and opportunity-to-learn standards, as shown in
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FIGURE 1

NATIONAL STANDARDS MODEL FROM THE NCEST REPORT

Content Standards: Define what children should know
and be able to do. They describe the knowledge, skills, and
understandings students should have in particular subject
areas in order to attain high levels of proficiency. They

provide guidelines for what schoois should teach to ensure
STANDARDS that all students are prepared to live and work in the 21st
FOR century.
STUDENTS

Performance Standards: Identify the levels of
achievement in the subject matter set out in the content
standards. They define how good is good enough by setting
specific expectations for student performance and various
levels of proficiency.

Opportunity—to-Learn Standards: Refer to the
SCHOOL conditions in schools ihat enable all students to have a fair
STANDARDS ——em——> opportunity to achieve the knowledge, skills, and
understandings set out in the content standaids. They
address such areas as curriculum, instruction, assessment,
technology and other resources, ¢ safe environment, and
professional development.

Figure 1 above. The legislation does not propose a single national examination. The legislation
calls for states to submit a Strategic Educational Reform Plan developed by a multi-constituency
group. If the plan is approved, the state will qualify for funds to implement the plan, including

funds that can be awarded to schools that undertake reforms called for in the legislation.
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Currently, at least 11 national professional and subject-matier groups are spearheading efforts to
set academic standards for their own disciplines, and the U.S. Department of Education has
funded national standards projects in the arts, civics, English, foreign languages, geography,
history, and science. For the first time, specialists in various disciplines are setting aside their
parochial interests to agree on a core set of knowledge and skills that all students, not just high
achievers, should be taught. However, the education standards resulting from these efforts will
be anything but standardized. The projects are highly diverse in terms of funding levels (ranging
from $30,000 to over $3 million), timelines, scope of participation, and specificity of learner
outcomes. Some projects are developing detailed guidelines, while others are defining broad

themes on: which to base instruction. The boards that oversee some of the standards projects

&

have éhigh representation of scholars, while others rely more on teachers. As the standards-
setting movement gains momentum, concerns are being raised that the documents may be too
numerous, lengthy, and different from one another, and contain too much to teach (Viadero and
® West, 1993, Viadero, 1993). Thus, while all of the initiatives appear to be significantly

influenced by the work of the NCTM, educators will be seeing more diversity than uniformity in

the approaches and the quality of standards produced.

Outcome Frameworks
Paralleling the interest in national standards has been the emergence of outcome frameworks
intended to provide direction in determining what students should be taught to meet both the

challenges and the promises of adulthood in an increasingly technological and changing world.

The SCANS Reports

Notable at the national level is the outcome framework developed by the Secretary of Labor’s
Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS), which focussed on how schools should
prepare young people for work. The Commission’s charge was to define the skills needed for

employment today in all manner of jobs. The first SCANS report, What Work Requires of
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Schools: A SCANS Report for America 2000, emphasized that the demands on business and
'workers are very different with the “globalization of commerce and industry and the explosive
growth of technology on the job.” The report concluded that “all American high school students
must develop a new set of competencies and foundation skills if they are to enjoy a productive,
full, and satisfying life”, and that the nation’s schools must be transformed into high-
performance organizations “relentlessly committed to pfoducing skilled graduates as the norm,

not the exception” (U.S. Department of Labor, 1991).

Five competencies were identified, which, in conjunction with a three-part foundation of skills
and personal qualities “lie at the heart of job performance today”, and represent essential
preparation for all students. The report emphasized “. . .seldom does one of these eight
componenis stand alone in job performance. They are highly integrated, and most tasks require
workers to draw on several of them simultaneously.” The five competencies and three
foundation skills, referred to in the SCANS document as “workplace know-how”, are depicted in

Figure 2.

A second report, Skills and Tasks for Jobs: A SCANS Report for America 2000, included
hundreds of detailed, job-related examples of how the competencies and foundation skills would
be used (and required) in various job tasks. A third report, Learning a Living: A Blueprint for
High Performance, provides specific examples and recommendations for integrating the SCANS
competencies into the curriculum, and compares traditional approaches to various skills (e.g.,

writing) to approaches that are consistent with workplace requirements.
The SCANS Reports begin from the premise that while “schools do more than prepare young

people for work”, all of the major national reform efforts recognize a need “to link education to

the real world. All seek a particular kind of learner, one who can put knowledge and skills
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FIGURE 2

WORKPLACE KNOW-HOW

The know-how identified by SCANS is made up of five competencies and a three-part foundation of
skills and personal qualities that are needed for solid job performance. These are:

WORKPLACE COMPETENCIES—Effective workers can productively use:
 Resources—They know how to allocate time, money, materials, space, and staff.

» Interpersonal skills—They can work on teams, teach others, serve customers, lead,
negotiate, and work with people from culturally diverse backgrounds.

o Information—They can acquire and evaluate data, organize and maintain files, interpret
and communicate, and use computers to process information.

- Systems—They understand social, organizational, and technological systems; they can
monitor and correct performance; and they can design or improve systems.

« Technology—They can select equipment and tools, 3pply technology to specific tasks,
and maintain and troubleshoot equipment.

FOUNDATION SKILLS—Competent workers in the high-performance workplace need:
« Basic Skills—reading, writing, arithmetic and mathematics, speaking and listening.

» Thinking Skills—the ability to learn, to reason, to think creatively, to make decisions,
and to solve problems.

« Personal Qualities—individual responsibility, self-esteem and self-management,
sociability, and integrity.

SCANS, 1992

into practice as a productive worker, a responsible citizen, and a mor. complex human being.”
To the extent that the SCANS Reports deal with issues of equity and diversity, they do so with
respect to minority and low-income workers and those with limited proficiency in English.
While they do not directly mention students or workers with disabilities, they do argue forcefully

for respecting differences in people:
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“Education in the SCANS skills must begin with the realization that there are many
paths to the same goal; that assessments should play to students’ strengths, not their
wealmnesses; and that tests should not needlessly penalize students who need more
time. .. Variation and diversity are not the enemies of high-quality education. The
enemy is rigid insistence on a factory model of schooling, a prescription for failure
that refuses to accommodate diversity or to allow those students with special
strengths to function productively.”

Learning a Living: A Blueprint for High Performance, 1992

The SCANS reports continue to influence the development of outcome and curriculum
frameworks at the national, state, and local levels, because they have brought core competencies
and foundation skills to life for policy makers, educators, and students alike. Moreover, the

SCANS framework of competencies and skills are seen as highly relevant to life-roles other than

work.

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEQO) at the University of Minnesota, was
funded by the Office of Special Education Programs to develop an outcome framework and a set
of outcome indicatoré for students with disabilities. NCEO’s Conceptual Model of Educational

| Outcomes was developed in collaboration with the National Association of State Directars of
Special Education (NASDSE) through a consensus process involving hundreds of educators,
policy makers, administrators, and parents. It is viewed by NCEO as an inclusive framework
that is applicable to all students, not just students with disabilities. Shown in Figure 3, the model
includes eight outcome domains. Two of the domains, Presence and Participation, and
Accommodation and Adaptation are placed within the context of the educational process
itself——i.e., NCEQ proposes that an examination of outcomes for all students, including students
with disabilities, must take into account their level of participation in school and their adaptation
and coping skills. The six other domains included in the model are Physical Health,
Responsibility and Independence, Contribution and Citizenship, Academic and Functional

Literacy, Personal and Social Adjustment, and Satisfaction.
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For each of the domains, the model identifies outcomes, indicators of outcomes, and data sources
for the various indicators. The domain of Academic and Functional Literacy includes five
overall outcomes, two of which reflect the nationwide emphasis on higher order thinking skills
and use of technology. The five outcomes for which students must d;mb_nsﬁgjmnpﬂgm are:
communication; problem-solving strategies and critical-thinking skills; math, reading, and
writing skills; other academic and nonacademic skills; and using technology. NCEO views its
model as providing a framework and examples that can be used by states, districts, and schools.
NCEO is also using a consensus-building process to identify outcomes and indicators for

developmental levels that will span from 3 years of age to post-school age.
State Frameworks

Over the past several years, many states have started to create curriculum frameworks that
represent a new vision of what students should learn in school and a more integrated approach to
education. According to the National Association of State Boards of Education, at least 30 states
have identified essential student outcomes. While various states differ philosophically about
what is important to include in the school curriculum, the underlying purpose of most of the

states’ efforts is to align curriculum and instruction with clear definitions of student learning.

The state initiatives are often linked to state assessment programs or curriculum frameworks, and
attempt to provide direction for reform at the local level. California was the first state to develop
and use a state curriculum framework as a master plan for reforming instruction, assessment,

textbooks, staff development, and teacher education.

Some states (Connecticut, Maine, Michigan, and South Carolina) have developed frameworks
that tie learner outcomes to a thematic organization of subject matter. These frameworks have
been designed to provide a vision of the opportunities to learn that schools should provide for

students. Other states, including Florida, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and Vermont,
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FIGURE 3
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NCEO, 1993

are seeking to integrate “real-life” workforce characteristics into the curriculum, “attempting to

ensure that students perform at significantly high levels and meet expectations held by schools

and future employers” (Olsen and Massanari, 1992).

Maine and Virginia developed frameworks called a “common core of learning” to articulate a

vision of education in their respective states. Through the notion of a “learning core,” these

states did not attempt to define everything that students would learn during their education

experience, but rather what must be common to all students. Maine's Common Core of Learning
(1990) was intended to challenge traditional beliefs about students and schooling by providing a

conceptual model of what students will need to know in the 21st century in the following four
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areas: Personal and Global Stewardship; Communication; Reasoning and Problem-Solving; and
the Human Record. Organized as a cross-disciplinary integrated approach to teaching and

learning, it was developed as a basis for charting the course of educational change in Maine.

Regarding the participation of students with disabilities, the state-sponsored commission of
business and educational leaders, professionals, and parents that developed the Maine framework
stated, “we believe exceptional students should experience the Common Core of Learning to the
degree that they are able, with the support of teachers who build on their strengths. The
Individual Education Plan (IEP) is the vehicle for identifying which learning outcomes are

appropriate for a given student.”

Virginia developed a program called World Class Education with a Common Core of Learning
as its centerpiece. Six principles guide the Virginia program: 1) a focus on outcomes and the
results of education; 2) schools will be held accountable for their results; 3) the assumption that
all students can learn; 4) an emphasis on collaboration, rather than competition; 5) an emphasis
on active, constructed, and connected learning, drawn from a variety of content areas and related
to real problems; and 6) the role of assessment in supporting better teaching and learning
(Bradford and Stiff, 1993). Virginia’s Common Core of Learning was not designed as a state

curriculum, but rather as an outcomes-based framework for voluntary school improvement.

What Standards and Outcome Frameworks Mean
For Students With Diverse Needs
Understandably, those who advocate education reform on behalf of students with disabilities
have expressed concerns about the implementation of the national goals and have identified
major issues about how the achievement of students with disabilities will be assessed in meeting
the goals. Advocates have emphasized that students’ needs for special accommodations to
complete tests must be taken into consideration, and have pointed to research showing that many

schools leave students with disabilities out of testing programs to boost overall district scores
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(DeStefano, L. and Metzer, D., 1991; Schrag, J., 1991). Each year, the National Education
Goals Panel produces a report on the nation’s progress toward the national goals. However, most
of the sources of information used for the report do not include students with disabilities. The
National Center on Education Outcomes (NCEO) pointed out that in many cases, the lack of
progress information for students with disabilities on goals that focus on academic achievement
and performance is related to the exclusion of students with disabilities from national data

collection programs (McGrew, K.S., Thurlow, M.L., Shriner, J.G., and Spiegel, A.N., 1992).

The NCEST report did not address the issue of how students with disabilities would be
accommodated in a national standards and testig system, and concerns have becn raised about
how a national system will deal with the issue of equity for these students and for poor and
minority students. Several national groups are calling for broader collaboration and consensus
about how to make high standards work for all students. These groups have emphasized that
“democratic standards-setting must keep equity central. We cannot develop a list of new
standards and then ignore the savage inequalities in the opportunities students have to learn”
(Stewart, 1993). The following statement is an excerpt from a document entitled Criteria for
National Testing Proposals which is signed by more than 50 education and civil rights leaders,

including James Comer, Linda Darling-Hammon, Keith Geiger, John Goodlad, and Ted Sizer.

“. . .we believe that any real effort to create accountability in American schools must focus
equal or more attention on improving the capabilities of children to learn and schools to teach
as it does on gauging educational ‘outcomes’. . . Given the tremendous differences between
today's achievements and the goals set for America 2000, the inadequate supports for children
and families in American society, and the dramatic inequalities among schools’ resources, any
policy to establish benchmarks for achievement without creating equity in the educational
resources available to children would be a cruel hoax. "

National Asso:iation of State Boards of Education, 1992
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Supporters of national standards struggle with some basic issues that'have important implications
for special education. One basic question focusses on whether it is possible to develop a relevant
set of content standards for all students, including those with special needs. O’Neil points out
that “all of the efforts to establish national standards in various subject areas at this point affirm
the goal that all students should be expected to master a core set of content standards.” However,
opinions diverge on the matter of student performance standards, i.e., levels of student aftainment
of the content standards. On one side of the discussion are the proponents of one set of
performance standards and a mechanism for measuring and reporting performance for all
students on these uniform standards. This view assumes that multiple performance standards
would have negative results by encouraging differential expectations and tracking. Others point
to the need for differentiated standards and emphasize the importance of recognizing that some
students will develop more specialized expertise in certain content areas. This view also reflects
the belief that outcomes for students with disabilities should reflect the individual and diverse
educational needs of those students. It assumes that performance standards for some students
with disabilities will be differentiated at certain points in the curriculum or at certain age or grade

levels.

In its recent report to the National Education Goals Panel, Promises To Keep: Creating High
Standards for American Students, the national Technical Planning Group for Goals 3 and 4
(goals aimed at academic achievement) emphasized that subject area content standards must be

evel ent

“The standards proposed should support and challenge students achieving at all
performance levels. While they should not represent minimum expectations, the
standards should be suitable to and within the capabilities of students to learn.
Regardless of students’ perceived ability, the standards should be achievable with
proper supports and sustained effort. They should build appropriately on students’
developed capabilities at the elementary, middle, and high school levels of schooling.
Any student who works hard in a good program should be able to mee: “e standards,

and any student who meets the standards should be well prepared for s or her
Sfuture."
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The Technical Planning Group emphasized that “all students should be held to high and
appropriate standards, and should be included in efforts to characterize the nation’s level of
education achievement.” Their report made specific reference to the importance of high

standards for students with disabilities:

“The purpose of standards-based reform is to include everyone in deeper
understanding of the most important and enduring knowledge and skills. To succeed,
the nation must raise achievement at all levels—among the most able as well as the
average and the disabled.”

The report indicated that the standards set by the national professional organizations will be
appropriate for many students now served in special education, recognizing that “for students
with some disabilities, it might be appropriate to modify the conditions of instruction and

methods of assessing attainment of those standards.”

“The standards discussed in this report would apply directly to all students except
those, like the severely mentally retarded, whose individual diagnosis implies a
judgement that the student cannot meet them. The Technical Planning Group defers
to health and special education professionals to identify on a case-by-case basis the
standards, both the content and level of performance, appropriate for these students.”

The challenge facing special educators is to achieve consensus on appropriate outcomes for
students with disabilities. The fundamental question is whether to have the same outcomes for
all students, or to differentiate outcomes for different levels of ability or functioning. The
publication ISSUES & OPTIONS In Restructuring Schools and Special Education Programs
(McLaughlin and Warren, 1992) outlined some of the assumptions, strategies, and implications
that relate to each option. Having a unified set of outcomes for all students assumes that there is
one set of educational outcomes to which all students are entitled and which all students can
attain. The risk is that the educational goals and needs of students with disabilities, particularly
those with moderate or severe disabilities, may go unnoticed or not be reflected in the outcomes

all students must achieve. A unified set of outcomnes assumes that there is a unified curriculum

based on a common core of knowledge that all students must have.
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“Within a unified curricular framework, students with disabilities receive instruction
in the broad curricular domains, but at levels commensurate with their current
functioning and with instructional modifications, as needed. The primary need is Jor
breadth and balance—meaning that the curriculum should be defined not in terms of
narrow subject matter but broader areas of knowledge and skill. A unified curriculum
accompanies the concept of a unified system and responds to a unified set of
outcomes.”

McLaughlin and Warren, 1992, p. 61

Having a differentiated set of outcomes assumes that “some students with disabilities may have
unique educational needs that require a separate set of outcomes and performance measures that
can be used for accountability purposes, and that it is educationally acceptable for those students
to have different outcomes” (McLaughlin and Warren, 1992, p. 47). This option requires
curricula with distinct alternatives designed to meet the unique educational néeds of certain
students with disabilities. The risk is that this approach will result in further separation of these
students from the regular curricula, and could result in increased referral and identification if
regular =ducation viewed the alternative outcomes as less stringent, “thus providing a safety

valve for students who are failing in the regular system.”

Beneath the surface of thé current dialogue around standards for students with special needs is a
question of whether the American dream truly belongs to all students, and whether American

society is morally committed to equal opportunity. Believing that high standards of learning are
appropriate and even necessary for all students requires fundamental changes in our approach to

schooling.

Page 23




LEARNER-BASED ACCOUNTABILITY

“In the past how students were taught was mostly fixed, and the results
varied—some students failed, most learned at least some of what they were
taught. To enable all students to learn at high levels, varied instructional
strategies are needed to challenge them. The standards are fixed but the means
of reaching them are varied. . . High standards for all is a way to say that we
will refuse to settle for low levels of learning for any student. . . All students will
have opportunities to learn at higher levels when American society acts on its
belief that this result is important now and in the future, it is fair, and it is
possible.”

National Education Goals Panel, 1993

Proponents cof national standards hope they will provide the leverage needed to address equity
issues—the necessary leverage to overcome the low expectations set for so ma:ny students, to
ensure that all schools and teachers are aiming at the same high goals, and to motivate states and
local districts to provide the resources necessary to provide all students with equal opportunities
to meet high standards. Standards help to clarify that the purpose of schooling is not to sort
people into artificial and often limiting groups, but to make the knowledge and skills that are
essential to success in today’s society accessible to all so that all students have the chance to

achieve their full potential.

SEAs will have to provide leadership in building a consensus on appropriate outcomes for
students with disabilities in their states. First of all, consensus needs to be built regarding the
extent to which educational outcomes for students with disabilities should be the same or
different from the outcomes defined for students in general education. States have taken very
different positions on this issue. For example, Kentucky has emphasized the inclusion of all
students in general education outcomes that focus on the application of academic and problem-
solving skills (Kentucky Council on School Performance, 1989). Michigan has taken the
opposite approach by developing specific outcomes for each disability category (Frey, 1991).
These outcomes are not intended to replace general education outcomes, but to define the skills

that students with specific disabilities will need in order to achieve the outcomes defined for the

general population.
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Numerous national organizations and agencies have studied the issues surrounding the
implications of outcomes and accountability measures for students with disabilities and related

national initiatives. Their reports highlight the challenges of equity, inclusion, high standards,

and parallel versus unified delivery systems. These groups include the Office of Special

Education Programs (OSEP), U.S. Department of Education, the National Asscciation of State
Boards of Education, the National Association of State Directors of Education, the Council for
Exceptional Children, the American Association of School Administrators, the National
Association of Secondary School Principals, the National Association of Elementary Principals,

' the National Parent Network on Disability, and others. These groups have been active
participants in a far-reaching dialogue related to defining life-long outcomes that span the full
range of abilities and needs that will ultimately impact on how educational programs are

structured for students with disabilities in the future.
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LEARNER-BASED ACCOUNTABILITY—A FOUNDATION FOR SCHOOL REFORM

“Accountability is achieved only if a school's policies and practices work both io
provide an environment that is conducive to learner-centered practice and to identify
and correct problems as they occur. . .accountable schools institute practices for
Jeedback and assessment, safeguards to prevent students from falling through the
cracks, ' and incentives to encourage all members of the school community to focus
continually on the needs of students and the improvement of practice. "

Linda Darling-Hammond & Jon Snyder, 1993

New Expectations for Student Success

A commitment to higher levels of learning for all students is a commitment to learner-based
accountability, and this commitment is central to the emerging paradigm that is driving
educational reform efforts. It is creating new roles for teachers and new perspectives of school
accountability. Establishing this commitment is a major challenge for schools and requires an
effort of sufficient intensity to overcome political and substantive barriers” (Darling-Hammond
and Snyder, 1993). The school restructuring movement has become a major vehicle for helping
schools shift to a new paradigm that reorganizes schools to be genuinely accountable for their
students and to their communities. It makes student learning and school accountability the
central elements of meaﬁingful reform. Restructuring activities “change fundamental
assumptions, practices, and relationships both within the organization and between the
organization and the outside world in ways that are intended to result in higher levels of learning
for all students. Unlike past reforms that often addressed elements of the educational system
separately and focussed on improving the existing organization, restructuring addresses the
changes needed in the total system and all of the interlocking influences on student performance”
(Conley, 1993, David, 1991).

The central questions that drive school restructuring efforts are: What do we want students to

know and be able to do? What kinds of learning experiences produce these outcomes? What
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“does it take to transform schools into places where this happens? In their extensive efforts to

document the policy and organizational requirements of school restructuring, Darling-Hammond
and her colleagues at the National Center for Restructuring Education, Schools, and Teaching
(NCREST) have described new concep's of accountability that emphasize high levels of learning
for all rather than the “traditional school outcomes of success for some and failure for many
others.” They call these forms of accountability “learner-centered, since they seek to focus on
the needs and interests of learners for appropriate and supportive forms of teaching, rather than
on the demands of bureaucracies for standardized forms of schooling” (Darling-Hammond,
Snyder, Ancess, Einbender, Goodwin, and Macdonald, 1993, p.v.). Putting the learner at the
center of school accountability means that schools are responsible for effectively engaging
diverse learners, rather than being accountable for merely providing programs and delivering

instruction regardless of the outcomes.

Recognizing that learner outcomes will not improve unless they are directly addressed, learner-
based accountability means that the entire culture of a school drives toward increasing
student success. This view of accountability implies that as educators, we are responsible for
demonstrating the impact of policies, programs, placements, and practices on learner
outcomes—that we are accountable to the consumers of education, the children, as well as to the
parents, community members, and other stakeholders that provide financial support for
education. This notion of accountability is different from burzaucratic forms of accountability
that focussed on compliance with procedures and directives. 1t “grows from a belief that.school

staff must look at and be guided by the results they produce in their students” (Yssledyke and
Thurber, 1992).

Some of the principles underlying learner-based accountability chalienge traditional concepts of
school organization. These principles emphasize designing curriculum based on what we want
students to know and do, providing expanded opportunities for all students to learn and

demonstrate what they are expected to know and do at a very high level, having high

Page 27

A
LA




LEARNER-BASED ACCOUNTABILITY

expectations for all students. and shifting the reliance on norm-referenced standardized tests to
the use of criterion-based performance assessments (Brandt, 1993). The curriculum is developed
from the competencies students should demonstrate, rather than writing objectives that are

derived from existing curricula.

The premise behind organizing schools around desired standards of student performance is that
there will be high expectations for all students, since instruction will ultimately focus on higher
levels of learning and competencies for all students. This approach has significant implications
for students with diverse needs, since it implies that “teachers will be much more focussed on the
learning capabilities of their students and far less on covering a given amount of curriculum in a
given time block.” Focussing on outcomes creates an inevitable need for educators to
accommodate the differences in learning rates in any group of students “. . .this paradigm
challenges schools to establish delivery systems that can adjust to these time differences” (Spady,
1992, 1993). The assumptions, principles, and practices that are the foundation for this new
paradigm for schooling are dramatically different than those underlying the current paradigm, as

shown in Figure 4.

The principles driving the new paradigm hold great promise for ensuring positive educational
outcomes for students with disabilities through inclusion. In its earliest form, inclusion was tied
to the principle of “least restrictive environment” from P.L. 94-142. Early efforts were largely
characterized by the physical movement of students out of self-contained classrooms and out-of-
district placements into regular classrooms, where they might or might not receive support from
a specialist in the classroom or resource room setting. While this approach may appear to
achieve the goals of equal access and integration, effective inclusion requires that certain
conditions be in place. These include a student-centered, success-oriented philosophy;

instructional approaches that foster cooperative learning and ensure that a wide range of
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FIGURE 4

CURRENT PARADIGM FOR SCHOOLING

NEW PARADIGM FOR SCHROOLING

Schooling is organized around time: curriculum
is “covered”; instruction is paced by the
schedule, and assessment occurs at “unit”
intervals. The “inputs” and process of education
are emphasized over “product”, or results.
Schools accept the failure of a significant
number of students.

Learning is organized around a standardized
curriculum delivered in standardized time
periods. Credentials are awarded based on
“time-served”, issued in “Carnegie Units.”

The curriculum is derived from existing content,
which is most often determined by textbooks.
The curriculum is defined around a set of units,
seauences, concepts, and facts.

Assessment is done at the end of instruction and
is narrowly focussed on lower-level and
fragmented (end-of-unit) skills that can be
assessed through paper-pencil responses.
Grades are based on a cumulative averaging of
performance over a fixed period of time. Norm-
referenced standardized test results are the basis
of accountability, through which, by definition,
half of all students in a norm group will perform
below average.

School accountability is defined in terms of
programs offered, attendance rates, and dropout
rates; the number of students who are
credentialed, and the results of standardized
norm-referenced tests. There is minimal
systematic monitoring of student progress on an
ongoing basis.

School improvement focusses on improving the
existing organization, e.g., by adding new
programs, improving school climate, and
increasing staff participation in decision making.

The orientation to schooling is learning,
achievement, and success. There is an emphasis
on high levels of learning for gll students.
Diverse abilities, developmental levels,
readiness, and learning styles are addressed so
that all can succeed. The pace of instruction is

based on learning, not how much content has to
be “covered.”

Learning is organized around what students
should know and be able to do. Credentialing is

based on student demonstration of proficiency
in these knowledge and skill areas.

The curriculum is derived from standards that
define what students should know and be able
to do. Subject matter is “integrated” around
“real-world” tasks that require reasoning,
problem-solving, and communication.

Assessment is integrated with instruction and
focusses on what students understand and can
do. Assessment methods reveal students’ actual
competencies through demonstrations,
portfolios of work, interviews, and other
observational measures. Grades are based on
culminating knowledge and competencies rather
than an averaging of test scores. Criterion-
referenced tests and performance-based
assessments are used.

The school is accountable for ensuring and
demonstrating that all students are developing
proficiencies that represent high level standards
for what students should know and be able to
do. There is an emphasis on frequent
monitoring of student progress.

School reform efforts are challenging and
seeking to changz the assumptions and practices
that characterize how schools are currently
organized.

Center for Resource Management, 1994
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resources, including computers are accessible to ali students; a learner-driven curriculum that ®
accommodates differences in student learning rates; appropriate in-class support; and
opportunities for community-based experiences. Educational decision-makers involved in
restructuring can also learn from methods emphasized in special education such as:
individualized assessment and educational planning; modifying instruction and assessment to
build on students’ strengths; addressing post-school, “real world” requirements; planning for and
supporting students through critical transition points; and involving parents in making decisions
about their child’s education. ©

The growing emphasis on student learning and educational results that now drives improvement

in all areas (including special education) represents an important opportunity to overcome a long ®
history of fragmented programs and services. Recognition of the enormous diversity that our
students represent—in abilities, learning styles, languacz and culture, personal orientations,
home situations, etc.—requires a levei of individualization that traditional, “regular” education
was not equipped to provide. By focussing on the levels of learning we want all our students to
achieve, and by examining educational models in practice that demonstrate what is possible, we

can move toward an empowering vision of education that achie. s desired results.

Learner-based accountability recognizes that what we really mean by success for all students is

success for gach student: the school is accountable for ensuring that each and every student is

making reasonable progress toward acquiring the knowledge, skills, and orientations that . ®
represent the standards for what studeuts should know and be able to do. Learner-based !
accountability also means that the school is responsible for tracking the extent to which students .
with particular characteristics or who are exposed to specific programs and practices are
succeeding. The ability to systematically monitor the progress of individual and specific groups
of students, then, becomes essential to ensuring success. The question, then, is no longer

whether to establish accountability systems based on learner outcomes, but how.
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A Learner-Based Accountability System

The question of “how” to establish a learner-based accountability system is an important one
because it raises issues about the purposes of accountability and the importance of ensuring that
such systems are not narrowly focussed, but are responsive to the broader issues associated with
ensuring excellence and equity for all students. Student outcomes have to be examined in the
context of educational practice and the nature of opportunities that schools provide for students
to learn—the question of why outcomes appear as they do has to be addressed (Darling-
Hammond, 1989, 1991,and 1992, Oakes,1989). An accountability system has to incorporate
methods for accessing and using ongoing information about student performance and school

effectiveness as well as processes that reinforce the use of effective practices. : &)

NCREST identified three building blocks of accountability as well as several key capacities that

support the implementation of a comprehensive and effective accountability system. The core

building blocks include: 1) a set of policies and procedures that encourage and support good

teaching and valuable learning; 2) methods for regularly eliciting information that shows how the :
school is functioning for all students and that pinpoint what areas of the school context may be

influencing the school’s success or failure with individual students and various groups of

studenté; and 3) mechanisms for rethinking and changing practices—in individual cases or in

cases involving overall school functions—if students are not being well served.
Underlying the NCREST accountability model are fundamental elements of school and

classroom practices that have very positive implications for all students, including students with

disabilities and those with a range of diverse needs. These practices include the following.
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» A school organization that ensures attention to
students’ needs and problems and brings
coherence to teaching and learning.

* School policies and practices that “work both
to provide an environment that is conducive to
learner-centered practice and to identify and
correct problems as they occur.”

> School operations that “heighten the
probability that good practices will occur for
students; reduce the likelihood that harmful
practices will occur; and provide internal self
correctives in the system to identify, diagnose,
and change courses of action that are harmful
or ineffective.”

* A set of processes for guiding practice and for
using information to improve practice.

o Vehicles for staff interaction, shared inquiry,
and continued learning that strengthen practice
and create opportunities for continual
evaluation and improvement of teaching.

» Forms of student assessment that reveal
student strengths, talents abilities, and
performance capacities.

Feedback and assessment practices that
prevent students from “falling through
the cracks.”

“Incentives to encourage all members of
the school community to focus
continually on the needs of students and
the improvement of practice.”

Systematic tracking of the progress of
individual students or cohorts of students
(rather than using aggregated averages of
test score data) to determine the
distribution of student achievement and
school effectiveness.

Evidence of the growth and progress of
individual and groups of students over
time—collecting and analyzing student
performance data longitudinally to
examine whether changes are the result
of shifts in practice.

Mechanisms that help schools
continually evaluate how well they are
meeting students’ needs.

Creating Learner-Centered Accountability, NCREST, 1993

Using Management Information System Technology ¢ Support
Learner-Based Accountability

Putting learner outcomes at the center of school accountability is leading to more widespread

recognition of the necessity for school-based capacity to systematically monitor student

performance, and to evaluate the extent to which new approaches to curriculum, instruction, and

assessment result in higher levels of student learning. However, while there is a growing body of

educational research and practice literature on the many dimensions of school accountability at
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both the policy and program levels, less attention has been given to how schools can develop the

essential information system capacities that relate to learner-based accountability.

For years, researchers and practitioners have emphasized the limitations of aggregated measures
of student outcomes which do not support an understanding of whether specific groups of
students are benefitting from their educational experiences. New visions of learner-based
accountability require school-level capability to demonstrate the outcomes achieved by various
groups of students by disaggregating data (sorting information) so that results can be correlated
with pertinent student, program, and educational process variables; i.e., being able to obtain
information about the performance of students with particular characteristics, the programs and

practices to which they are exposed, and the outcomes they achieve.

“The purpose for disaggregating student outcome data is to give the district and the individual
schools a vehicle for evaluating their own effectiveness. The process seeks to identify the
percentage of pupils in various subsets who achieve mastery of the essential learning at each
grade level by program, course, school, etc. Through this analysis, a district and building can
monitor whether students from all socioeconomic levels, different races, and both genders are
mastering the essential student outcomes. Past experience verifies that such an analysis is one of
the most critical steps in helping staff see the need for change. This analysis clearly shows
whether the curriculum is being equitably learned by all students.”

“ .. Disaggregation is a practical, hands-on process that allows a school’s faculty to answer two
critical questions: Effective at what? Effective for whom? 1t is not a problem-solving process but
a problem-finding process.”

Lezotte and Jacoby, 1992

The Center for Resource Management, Inc. (CRM) has conducted extensive research and
development activities to determine the information system requirements of achieving school-
level, learner-based accountability. This work involved hundreds of regular and special
educators, parents, and community members, and drew from CRM’s role in directing two major
statewide school improvement initiatives in New Hampshire, from conducting school-level
student outcome studies in more than 150 schools involved in school improvement and school
restructuring projects in New Hampshire, South Dakota, and Colorado; and from evaluation
studies that were funded under OSEP’s State Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies (SAFES)

Program. A key issue that cut across all of these projects was how state-of-the-art management

Gl
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information system (MIS) technology can be used to build school capacity to systematically
monitor student outcomes, demonstrate accountability, and implement continuous data-based

program improvement. Areas that were examined include:

1. How schools currently access and use student performance data.

2. The requirements of creating an integrated school-level database of student
performance data and other pertinent information.

3. The types of information that regular and special educators believe should be
included in an accountability system.

4. The types of questions the system should address, and how data would be used by
regular and special educators to improve student performance.

5. How relational database technology can be used to enable schools to disaggregate a
wide range of pertinent data, and to link student performance data with demographic
and programmatic information.

6. The training and technical assistance requirements of helping school staff develop
skills that relate to effectively accessing and using information for monitoring,
accountability, and ongoing improvement.

The research process highlighted that focussing on student outcomes and developing essential
information system capability represents a major culture change for most schools. Access to and
use of performance data are extremely limited, and the way information is stored does not lend
itself to easy access or analysis. Student performance data and other pertinent information is
typically located in a variety of places, or is routinely destroyed at the end of a school year.
Administrative software packages most commonly used by schools were not designed to
function as accountability systems. They create schedules, generate report cards, produce school
and grade-level attendance reports, and in some cases, grade distributions for specific courses.
They were not designed to disaggregate performance data or to correlate performance data ':vith
demographic or educational process variables. Schools, therefore, can’t link student performance
data to specific programs, practices, and policies. This has made ongoing internal evaluation
impossible, and has created a long-standing dependency on external evaluation; that is, without

the assistance of external evaluators, schools have not been able to systematically assess the
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effects of changes they have made in programs, policies, and practices on student performance
over time. Thus, at a time when educators are expected to demonstrate stronger program
accountability, most schools struggle to produce data to answer the most basic questions about
the performance of specific groups of students. In short, demonstrating results and linking
results to specific programs, classrcom practices, and grouping polices requires integrated
recordkeeping approaches and information technology that very few schools have. The current
status of school-level capability to access and use information for program improvement and

accountability is summarized in Figure 5.

From discussions with more than 100 school teams that included both regular and special
education administrators and teachers, parents, business and community leaders, and data

processing personnel, several themes emerged that captured what practitioners and stakeholders

want from a school-based information system. The system should:

o Function to promote a school culture that values and uses information, in contrast to data
systems that seem complicated or irrelevant to school staff.

o Function to focus school planning and improvement activities on ensuring success for all
students.

o Provide teachers and administrators with the data they need to monitor student progress
in formats that lend themselves to decision-making.

o Enable schools to communicate results to pertinent constituencies in formats that can
easily be understood by parents, school board members, and community groups.

o Enable schools to produce data that address school accountability questions about the
performance of specific students.

o Help schools conduct their own program evaluations and reduce dependence on outside
evaluators.

+ Be comprehensive—account for the wide range of student, outcome, and process data
relevant to school-based monitoring and accountability.

Provide methods and technology for creating an integrated school database, and for easily
accessing, aggregating, and disaggregating data.

+ Present data so that practitioners perceive issues systemically and not simplistically.
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FIGURE 5

STATUS OF SCHOOL INFORMATION AND RECORDKEEPING SYSTEMS

e School records aren’! integrated which makes the compilation of essential information
burdensome. Student performance and other data are located in a variety of places.
Administrative software packages create schedules, generate individual report cards,
and provide limited school and grade aggregation.

e Schools can’t disaggregate data to monitor the performance of specific groups of

students and the effects of school programs and practices on student performance over
time.

o Current systems don’t have the capability to compile performance-based assessment
data at multiple levels—classroom, grade, and school levels or for specific student
groups.

* Teachers and administrators don’t have easy access to the data they need to
systematically monitor student progress.

» Schools can’t produce data to answer accountability questions and to communicate the
progress and success of specific groups of students to key stakeholders.

« Be sufficiently flexible to address individual school characteristics, priorities, and diverse
information needs.

* Be interactive with the administrative software used by schools to avoid redundant data

entry.

These information system requirements represent powerful organizational capabilities for
schools. They reflect key elements for bringing schools into the information age and for
empowering school practitioners with information that directly relates to a mission of ensuring
higher levels of learning for all students. To help schools acquire these capabilities, in 1990
CRM began the development of a school-based management information system (MIS) that
creates an integrated school-level database and provides almost unlimited capability to
disaggregate student performance data. In developing the system, it was recognized that it would
have multiple components, and its quality and utility would be tied to the extent to which certain
practical realities were addressed. It would have to address school staff training needs, provide

resource materials, provide forms and procedures for easily and efficiently accessing manual data
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from school records, and utilize MIS software technology to provide adequate data analyses
® capability. It would have to take into account existing computerized databases, such as those

used to generate report cards; the resource constraints and other realities faced by schools; and

the types of report formats that facilitate interpretation and use by administrators, instructional

staff, parents, school board members, and other groups.

The challenge was to make the complex possible, and to produce an information system that
could realistically be integrated into school operations to support ongoing data-based planning,
monitoring, accountability, and program improvement. Schools do not need, nor will they
accept, a system that is another “add-on” to an already burdened organization. Utilizing
relational database software, a “user friendly” learner-based accountability system was developed
@ that interrelates student, process, and outcome data elements, and provides school staff with the
ability to not only address student outcomes, but also to address questions of why outcomes
appear as they do. The system enables school administrators and instructional staff to use
student outcome data in com“ination with other information to monitor student progress and

improve school programs and instructional practices. Because of its emphasis on the use of

information to improve student performance, the system is called the Student Profile System.

The Student Profile System creates a central record of all pertinent information from schools’ '

manual and computerized recordkeeping systems. Because it utilizes relational database

technology, it does not displace schools’ current computerized systems, but has the capability to
import data already entered into these systems to eliminate duplicate data entry and to create an
integrated database. The Student Profile System was designed to be as flexible as possible.
Standard field names can be easily modified to allow for the use of user terminology which
varies somewhat across schools for certain data elements. Based on input from hundreds of
regular and special educators, customized output reports (which are called profiles) were
designed to display data in formats that facilitate ease of use by school staff. While the Student
Profile System includes a set of standazd profiles, the profile formats are designed as “templates”
that can be applied to various types of data and analyses. By having access to an integrated

database. special education administrators, principals, and other school staff have extraordinary
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summarized in Figure 6.

information capability at their fingertips. The key features of the Student Profile System are

FIGURE 6

KEY FEATURES OF THE CRM STUDENT PROFILE SYSTEM

THE STUDENT PROFILE SYSTEM:

« Is a school-based information system that
is customized to incorporate the
characteristics, priorities, and diverse
information needs of each school.
Virtually any number of user-defined
fields can be included to address the
specific population, educational, and
outcome variables the school wants to
track.

°

Creates an integrated database of the
information needed to monitor student
performance. Data includes student
demographics, school and classrcom
processes, performance assessments,
absence, discipline, and dropout rates,
grade distributions, and test scores.

o

Tracks the performance of special
education students by school, grade level,
disability, placement, specific special
education services provided, number of
service hours, and related services
provided.

+ Allows easy access to student
performance data for ongoing use by
teachers and administrators.

« Provides almost unlimited capability to
disaggregate data so that schools can
monitor the performance of specific
student groups and the effects of school
programs and classroom practices on
student performance over time.

Generates a wide array of reports (called
profiles) on student performance in user-
friendly formats for school staff and key
stakeholders.

Profiles performance-based assessment data
at multiple levels—classroom, grade, and
school levels—and for specific student
groups.

Is interactive with (can import data from)
the administrative software used by
schools.

Allows schools to produce data that address
school accountability questions about the
performance of specific students.

Helps schools develop site-based capacity
to evaluate the effects of policies,
programs, and practices on student
performance over time.

Focusses school improvement activities on
increasing student achievement. School
staff identify the factors that impact on
performance, acquire performance data
related to those factors, and develop the
capacity to monitor progress and
performance over time.
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How Special Educators and Other School Staff Can Use a School-Based MIS to Support
Student Learning, School Accountability, and Scheol Improvement

A school-based MIS designed to support learner-based accountability can be an important
vehicle for helping special educators and other school staff develop shared understandings (a
common language) about pertinent outcome indicators and achievement data. The installation
and use of such a system should start with staff consensus about thie outcome data available to
them that provides information about student success. School staff quickly recognize that
monitoring student progress means being able to document success and also being able to
pinpoint where the trouble spots are—determining which students are not succeeding, and what
factors seem to be associated with high or low achievement. It is important that school staff have
opportunities to identify the factors they feel might impact on student performance. These
factors become the data variables that are tracked through the MIS. They may relate to
demographic characteristics of students, students’ priér educational experience, and their current
educational experiences, including curricular programs, specific courses, special programs,
special education placement and services, instructional practices, assessment methods, and
grading criteria. Monitoring student progresé, therefore, means being able to relate outcome data
to pertinent population and educational variables. Having this capacity is essential to linking
outcome data to specific policies, programs, and practices. School teams see the value and
power of this capability. Figure 7 depicts the range of information identified by school teams

that have been incorporated into CRM’s Student Profile System.

The student variables represent groupings of students whose outcome data school teams want to
monitor. For example, schools often want to examine the school performance of boys versus
girls or of students from different ethnic groups. Seme school teams have wanted to examine the
performance of students from different economic levels or from different towns in a regional
school setting. Because national studies are showing that students who read more on their own
and spend more hours doing homework tend to achieve higher levels of proficiency than those
who spend less time on these activities, some school teams have wanted to examine th=

relationship between student performance and these variables.
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FIGURE 7

Student Variables
* Gender

Ethnicity
Disabilité
Limited English Proficiency
Town of Residence
Economic Level
Family Structure
Social Service Involvement
Post School Aspirations
Cohorts by

- Time in Work

- Time on Homework

- Time Spent Watching TV

- Time Spent Reading

® & & 9 0 O 0 & o

THE CRM STUDENT PROFILE SYSTEM

DATA VARIABLES

Outcome Variables

Achisvement Rieasures

» Criterion-Referenced Tests
Performance Assessments
Norm-Referenced Tests

© & o

Other Tests

Performance Indicators
Aftendance Rates

School/Educational Process Varlables
Grade Level

Sending Schoo!

Early Education

Prior Retention

Thapter 1 Participation

Other Program Participation

‘Types cf Extracurricular Participation
Course of Study

Instructional Practices

Class Size

Grouping

Special Education Placement, Hours of
Service, Related Services, Classroom Support

Distributions of Grades or
Other Performance Indicators

Discipline/Suspension Rates

Rates of Course Participation

Dropout Rates

Rates of Extracurricular Participation

X

—

A relational MIS database also allo‘{rs w_omﬂmmﬁlgmb‘;é to be linked to student

performance. School teams can thene\xami-ner@he outcomes of students who are in specific
programs, placements, or courses of study. They can examine whether students who have been
exposed te certain instructional practices or teaching styles are achieving higher levels of
proficiency over time. The influence of class size or different types of grouping policies also can
be systematically evaluated. An.MIS is also an important tool for examining the effectiveness of
inclusion for special education students. Special educators have wanted to monitor the

performance of students in different types of placements and examine variations in performance

68
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that may be linked to the amount of service hours provi&ed. CRM is currently conducting a
study under OSEP’s SAFES Program that is examining the effects of various types of in-
classroom support (such as special education staff co-teaching with classroom teachers, or the
use of instructional aides) on the academic performance of special education students. The wide

range of questions that can be answered by the data profiles generated through a school-based
MIS is illustrated in Figure 8.

A school team from a regional high school participating in the NH Special Education Program
Improvement Partnership wanted to explore the relationship between student success and factors
such as students’ long-term and short-term goals, and hours spent in work or watching television.
This school provides an example of how a performance-based approach to monitoring can

directly involve students in examining the factors that may be influencing their success or failure.

An Advisor Program was established to provide students with a relationship with an
adult who could assist in developing long-terms goals and to set short-term grade
average goals. Working with their advisor and parents, students selected long term
goals ranging fiom 4-year college to the “world of work”, and specified the grade
average they would work to achieve. To “ngage students in looking at factors that
impact on success, the advisors administered a short survey that asked students how
many hours per week they spend doing homework, watching television, and working.
Students also were asked questions about their attitude toward school and self-
confidence related to success in school.

Because the Student Profile System was desngned with student data as its base, long- and
short-term goals and hours spent per week on various activities became population variables
linked to each student. This allowed outcome data to be correlated and displayed for each of
these variables, as well as for particular combinations (e.g., no homework or reading for
pleasure), and the data profiles generated through the Student Profile System illustrated the
difference in performance for each of these variables.

A high school team comprised of regular and special education staff and the advisors
involved students in examining the data profiles. They held discussions to help students
gain a better understanding of how certain factors within their control (e.g. homework,
working, reading, and television time) may impact on performance. Students also

examined outcomes achieved by students according to various short- and long-term
goals.

63
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FIGURE 8

TyPES OF EVALUATION QUESTIONS ANSWERED BY
A SCHOOL-BASED STUDENT PROFILE SYSTEM

Ropulation Trends

What are the characteristics of the school
popuiation? Are there increases or decreases over
time in the number of students with certain
characteristics?

What are the characteristics of students-with-
disabilities and what trends are occurring over
time for this population?

Skill Devel :

Does the performance of the school population
on various assessments indicate that students
have developed adequate competencies in the
skill areas assessed?

Are there particular skill areas where there is a
high incidence of student success? Are there
particular skill areas where many students are
demonstrating below satisfactory performance?

Are there notable differences in the perfor-mance
of specific groups of students?

Does the performance of students-with-
disabilities on various assessments indicate that
these students have developed adequate
competencies in the skill areas assessed?

To what extent are classroom practices such as
cooperative learning, team teaching, and
heterogeneous grouping having a positive impact
on skill development? What are the
characteristics of students who are succeeding
with these practices? Not succeeding?

Attendance, Discipline and Dropping Qut

8.

Which groups of students appear to be at risk of
schoo! failure based on a combination of
excessive absence and discipline problems?

How many and what percent of the school
population have been suspended or involved in
disciplinary actions at least once? Three or more
times?

bedt
1

10.

1.

Do the absence, discipline, or drop-out rates of
anv zzoup of students indicate that there is
problem that needs to be addressed for this
group?

Are there trends in dropont data that indicate that
particular groups of students appear to be at risk
of not achieving future empioyment?

c Participati

12.

13.

What is the participation rate of various groups
of students in specific courses in the subject arcas
of Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, Social
Studies, and Vocational Education?

What is the participation rate of students with
disabilities in lower level courses? In advanced
courses?

Grade Performance

14.

15.

16.

How is the student population performing in the
major subject/skill areas of Language Arts,
Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies at all
grade levels? What is the distribution of grades
in these major subject areas?

Do grading patterns suggest any inconsistencies
in criteria across subject areas? Classrooms?
Within or across departments? At key transition
points?

Does the grade performance of any group of
students indicate they are at risk of cumulative
academic failure?

How are students with disabilities in specific
placements or programs progressing?  Are
students who are in integrated settings achieving
satisfactory grades?

Participation in Extra-Curricular Activities

18.

19.

What is the participation rate of students in
various school activities?

Are there notable differences in the participation
rate of specific populations?
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How 2 School-Based MIS Supports School-Level Implementation
of the NCEO Framework

As discussed in a previous section, the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO)
developed a conceptr:al model of outcome domains, related outcomes, and possible indicators for
each outcome. Outcome indicators are the actual data that schools can use to demonstrate the
extent to which various outcomes have been achieved. For example, for the domain of Academic
and Functional Literacy, the model proposes that students should demonstrate competence in the
following five areas: communication; problem-solving strategies and critical thinking skills;

math, reading, and writing skills; other academic and nonacademic skills; and using technology.

Schools seeking to monitor and demonstrate student progress against the above indicators must
deal with measurement issues as well as accountability issues, The measurement issue is tied to
the assessment methods used by schools through which students actually demonstrate
competence. As discussed previously, there is widespread recognition that the use of norm-
referenced tests and the narrow types of textbook-driven “end-of-unit” or “end-of-semester”
assessment methods used by schools do not adequately assess student competencies, nor do they
measure higher order communication, reasoning, and problem-solving skills. Thus, while
standardized test data and grade performance data provide some evidence of student
competencies, the evidence is insufficient. Monitoring and communicating to parents and other
stakeholders the percent of students who actually demonstrate academic and functional
competencies in the five areas identified in the NCEO model will require that statewide testing
programs and schools become more proficient in the use of alternative forms of assessment that
reveal students’ real performance capacities. Current reform efforts are already showing this
shift. Statewide assessment programs are rapidly shifting to the use of criterion-referenced
measures. Schools are shifting toward teaching and learning practices that integrate assessment
with instruction, focus on what students understand and can do, and draw upon the use of

portfolios, performance demonstrations, and other observational measures to assess student

proficiency.

b
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bomd
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The accountability issue is tied to the extent to which school information systems incorporate a
sufficient array of student performance data that includes criterion-referenced, performance-
based assessment data, and are capable of compiling and disaggregating data so that schools can
monitor and demonstrate the progress of specific groups of students. Current information

system technology can be designed to provide schools with these essential capabilities.

Figure 9 on the next page illustrates how a system such as the Student Profile System acts as a
vehicle for helping schools implement conceptual models such as the cne developed by NCEO
by allowing schools to develop a longitudinal database to systematically track the percentage of
students (for the total school population and designated sub-populations) who develop desired
competencies over. time. It enables regular and sperial educators to determine: the extent to
which students in inclusive classroom settings are developing competencies that represent
emerging visions of what students should be able to know and do; whether the special services
provided to students enhance the development of desired competencies; and whether pacticular
classroom practices have a positive impact on student success. Information system technology
can effectively support an educational approach that emphasizes progress over process, and

equity of opportunity and results. As such, it can support reform initiatives aimed at ensuring the

success of each student.
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FOREWORD

This report is the result of a study done under Project FORUM, a-contract funded by the
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) of the U. S. Department of Education and located
at the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE). Project FORUM
carries out a variety of activities that provide information needed for program improvement, and
promote the utilization of research data and other information for improving outcomes for
students with disabilities. The project also provides technical assistance and information on
emerging issues, and convenes small work groups to gather expert input, obtain feedback, and
develop conceptual frameworks related to critical topics in special education.

The purpose of this analysis is to update and add to the information contained in a 1992
Project FORUM analysis of the results of a 1992 survey on state practices in compliance
monitoring that also coniained input from the Second National Conference on Monitoring held
that year. A Third National Conference on Monitoring was held in November, 1994, and it
involved the distribution of the results of another survey on state monitoring policies and
practices that had been conducted by the Regional Resource Centers. This activity was included
in Project FORUM’s tasks for the 1994-95 year to provide State Directors of Special Education
and others with important and timely information on this critical issue and especially to inform

the debate that will be occasioned by the pending reauthorization of the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act.
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STATE MONITORING PRACTICES: AN UPDATE

INTRODUCTION

The pending reauthorization of the discretionary programs of the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has focused interest on the implementation of the act over the
past twenty years. This analysis is intended to provide an overview of current policies and
procedures that states use to oversee that implementation in their local school districts.

In December, 1992, Project FORUM issued a report entitled Analysis of State Compliance
Monitoring Practices in which the information gathered at the 1992 National Conference on
Monitoring and the resalts of a survey of state monitoring practices completed in that year by the
Regional Resource Centers (RRCs) were analyzed and discussed. In November, 1994, the RRCs
convened the Third National Conference on Monitoring and once again surveyed state monitoring
practices. This documents is an update of the earlier report on state monitoring practices and is
based on data from the more recent conference and survey. (Appendix A contains a copy of the
survey form; a chart of survey results on selected icems is included as Appendix B.)

This report consists of a brief background on the law and its requirements for monitoring,
some child count statistics, and a description of specific monitoring practices in the states
including the following: use of the self-study as part of the process, the composition of onsite
visiting teams, cycles of review, the incorporation of measures of effectiveness and outcomes into
the monitoring process, and other changes adopted recently by states. Also included is a brief
profile of the unique aspects of five state monitoring systems. The report concludes with a

discussion of current trends and proposals to improve monitoring practices at both state and
federal levels.

BACKGROUND

4

Federal and State Monitoring Systems

The passage of P.L. 94-142 (Education of the Handicapped Act, since renamed the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act or IDEA) in November, 1975 marked the beginning
of a far-reaching change in the interaction between State Departments of Education and the Local
Education Agencies (LEA) or Intermediate Education Units (IEU) that deliver direct services to
students with disabilities within the state. The law granted federal funds for providing special
education services to students with disabilities and mandated new responsibilities for States to
monitor how localities provide those services. Specific sections of IDEA and the regulations
implementing it, as well as requirements in the Education Department General Administrative
Regulations (EDGAR), contain responsibilities for Federal oversight, but §1412 of the Act

contains the general provisions that authorize State monitoring of the provision of education to
students with disabilities: '
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The State -educational agency shall be responsible for assuring that the
requirements of this subchapter are carried out and that all educational programs
for children with disabilities within the State, including all such programs
administered by any other State or local agency, will be under the general
supervision of the persons responsible for educational programs for children with
disabilities in the State educational agency and shall meet education standards of
the State educational agency. [20 U.S.C. 1412(6)]

Since 1975, both the U.S. Department of Education and State Departments of Education
have developed monitoring systems to assess compliance with applicable statutes and regulations
pertaining to programs and services for students with disabilities. Originally termed the Prcsram
Administrative Review and now referred to as a multi-faceted program review process, the series
of activities used by the Office of Special Education Programs, Division of Assistance to States
(OSEP/DAS) to determine the extent to which a State is in compliance with IDEA and related
requirements include.; an examination of documents (State Plan, annual performance reports,

policies, etc.) and an onsite verification of the implementation of federal and state laws and
regulations. '

As described in the Sixteenth Annual Report to Congress (U.S. Department of Education,
1994, p. 173), monitoring procedures used by OSEP to evaluate each state’s implementation of
IDEA have evolved as a result of changes in the law and modifications in the strategies states use
to meet their responsibilities under the law. Since their inception, however, monitoring
procedures have involved both a documentation review and a visit to the siate by a team of OSEP
staff. Currently, OSEP staff carry out a pre-visit set of activities that include one or more public
meetings held in the State and preparation for the onsite visit. During their week-long presence
in the State, OSEP staff review state documents and interview state officials, visit selected
schools and other public agencies, review IEPs and interview personnel responsible for programs
for students with disavilities. As a part of each compliance review, OSEP assesses the state’s
procedures for monitoring local education agencies and intermediate education units.  The entire
process results in a written report that cites non-compliance and a corrective action plan to bring
state policies and procedures back into conformity with federal requirements.

In the past, a draft of the monitoring report compiled by OSEP was submitted to the SEA
for teview with an opportunity for discussion of its contents before it was made public.
However, in a memorandum (OSEP #94-19) issued on April 28, 1994, OSEP advised the states
that, in accordance with a Presidential directive to ensure compliance with the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA), OSEP would henceforth make the Draft Monitoring Report available
to the public in response to a FOIA request at the same time that it is released to the state.

OSEP requires that states include in their monitoring system the procedures necessary to
determine their LEA’s compliance with every state and federal requirement. Althougy there are
variations among state monitoring systems, they have all developed a structure simitar to the
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federal approach. Some states add special components or vary the procedures as will be
discussed below. fowever, in general, the monitoring process in states includes a review of
records such as the LEA and/or IEU funding applications, complaint investigations, self studies,
child counts and other data, some type of onsite verification of the iraplementation of policies and
procedures, and the prescription of a correction process for any identified deficiencies.

Factors Affecting State Monitoring Systems

The design of monitoring procedures in a state is influenced by a number of factors
including the size and geography of the state, the administrative structure, the number of school
districts, the number of other entities that must be monitored, and the number of students with
disabilities who receive special education. The RRC survey that will be discussed in detail
throughout this report included items that captured some of these factors, and a summary of those
data is included here to provide a basic context for the description of state monitoring systems.

Child Count: The total number of children found eligible and served by each state under
its special education programs and services is collected in each state as of December 1* of each
year.! The distribution of federal funds under IDEA is based on that child count. This number
has increased every year since the implementation of IDEA. It is subject to audit and is often
revised. However, in order to provide a general frame of reference for the size of state programs
and the support provided by the federal government, the child count used for official notifications
of funding issued by OSEP for the 12/1/91 and the 12/1/93 were reviewed and compared. The
12/1/93 total for each state is included in the survey data chart in Appendix B.

The IDEA child count increased by 362,205 between 12/1/91 and 12/1/93. The totals
were 4,682,604 in 1991, and 5,044,809 in 1993 representing a 7.74 percent increase over that two
year interval. Only three states registered a decrease during that period—Vermont (9.2%),
Pennsylvania (1.8%), and West Virginia (0.4%), while three others—Alabama, Kentucky and
North Dakota—had increases of less than one percent. The highest increase occurred in Nevada
(23.4%), and the next highest set of increases ranging from 13 to 14 percent were in Georgia,
Arizona, Alaska, Louisiana, New Mexico and New York.

Entities Monitored: Because the IDEA makes the state education agency (SEA)
responsible for delivering a free appropriate education to students with disabilities, the SEA must
have a plan to monitor the complian~e of all providers with federal and state law and regulations,
including school districts and others. The number of entities monitored refers to LEAs (local
education agencies or school districts), IEUs (intermediate education units), other state entities
(such as institutions maintained by other state agencies), and private programs Or service
providers. The child count and entities in each state are indicated in Table 1.

1Each state also counted and received separate funds for children served under the "State Operated Programs" section

of Chapter ! of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act until 1994 when the funds available under that law were
transferred into IDEA and those children were then included in the IDEA count.
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Table 1
Child Count and Number ef Units to be Monitored - 1993-94
STATE TOTAL CHILD OTHER
COUNT 12/1/93 STATE UNITS

T wm | ] ol sl sl
AL 99,884 130 0 6 28 164
AK 18,006 54 1 1 0 56
AR 53,251 107 0 3 35 145
AZ 69,530 215 0 6 0 221
CA 553,930 1,150 0 18 0 1,168
CO 66,595 36 14 12 60 50
CT 75846 166 0 0 54 220
DE 15,196 16 0 3 0 19
FL 289,539 67 0 37 0 104
GA 123,143 184 0 43 12 239
HI 15,248 1 0 0 0 1
1A 63,400 390 15 3 5 413
1D 23,536 113 5 10 0 128
IL 257,986 0 96 3 0 99
IN 127,961 65 0 80 0 145
KS 50,441 304 41 14 11 370
KY 80,539 176 0 2 0 178
LA 86,931 66 4 3 0 73
MD 97,998 24 0 5 0 29
MA 160,275 354 0 0 150 504
ME 29,350 161 15 2 0 178
Mi 181,251 536 57 5 0 598
MN 90,918 400 47 5 2 454
MS 64,153 153 0 10 17 180
MO 114,008 536 4 5. 56 597
MT 18,771 235 0 0 0 235
NC 136,513 120 0 0 0 120
ND 12,440 0 31 3 3 37
NE 37,112 692 0 6 450 1,148

State Compliance Monitoring Practices: An Update Page 4

Project FORUM at NASDSE March 3, 1995

GO




TOTAL CHILD OTHER TOTAL l
COUNT 12/1/93 STATE UNITS | UNITS
i NM 43,474 89 0 9 0 98
NV 25242 17 0 1 0 18
o NH 23,404 176 3 2 30 211
B NJ 190,337 585 0 125 137 847
NY 365,697 714 38 29 13 894
OH 219,875 612 88 89 0 789
oK 73,131 554 0 3 0 557
OR 63,212 269 0 128 0 397
PA 210,826 501 0 0 0 501
RI 23,605 36 0 2 25 63
sC 81,930 71 o 23 0 114
SD 15,907 178 4 5 24 211
™ 119,146 139 0 35 47 221
T 411917 1,048 20 2 30 1,100
UT 51,950 49. 0 2 4 46
VT 10,828 60 0 3 18 81
VA 135,060 136 0 52 58 246
WA 101,254 296 0 30 0 326
WV 44,538 55 0 9 0 64
WY 12,480 49 \ 7 6 63_
JURISDICTIONS:
AS 416 1 0 0 0 i
BIA NA 23 0 0 23
CNMI 219 1 0 0 0 1
DC 7,09 1 0 2 57 60
FSM 5,380 4 0 0 0 4
GU 1,568 1 0 0 0 1
RMI 300 1 0 0 0 1
ROP NA 1 0 0 0 1
A 1,501 2 | 0 | Q. 3
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This listing of child count and entities to be monitored communicates some indication
of the size of a state’s moritoring job, but there are differences among states that must be
noted in connection with these demographic data. In some states such as Illinois and
Michigan, the monitoring of LEAs is organized through intermediate units and visits are
planned on the basis of the cluster of districts that are part of each unit. The monitoring of
private schools also differs: either they are monitored separately, or they are included as a

part of the LEA or IEU in which they are located, or they are under the control and oversight
of other state agencies.

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE MONITORING SYSTEMS

A cop - of the survey instrument, Profile of State Monitoring Systems, used by the
Regional Resource Centers to gather information for the 1994 National Monitoring
Conference, is contained in Appendix A. It included the same items as the 1992 survey with
some added level of detail such as the breaking out of the total entities to be monitored into
categories, and the addition of five new items: two about Part H, two about monitoring

beyond requirements to include program effectiveriess and student outcomes, and one on
interagency agreements.

Responses were received from 49 states and nine of the 10 federal jurisdictions that
are subject to the requirements of IDEA. The Wisconsin SEA could not respond to the
survey because their monitoring system was undergoing a complete revision and decisions had
not yet been finalized on many of the areas covered by the items.

It was not possible to analyze data reported for the three items that pertained to SEA
staffing. It was learned through phone contacts with SEA personnel that SEA structure and
staff responsibilities posed problems for those who responded, thus yielding what appeared
to be discrepancies in the reported data. A variety of factors were found to have influenced
responses to the staffing items. In many states, staff have assignments that cover more than
one program area, so it is difficult to isolate the exact amount of time that is spent on
monitoring. This differentiation is made even more difficult by the variations in what is
defined by each state as part of the monitoring process. In some states, those who handle
complaints are considered part of the monitoring staff, while in others this is a separate
function. In addition, many SEAs see an overlap between monitoring and technical assistance
for their LEAs and feel that there should not be a hard line drawn between these two
functions. Given this lack of consistency in definition, no attempt was made to draw any
conclusions from the staffing data.

Although there is much general similarity between state and federal monitoring
systems, there are differences in the specific components that each state chooses to include
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in its system. The variations that were discussed in the first report in 1992 included the
composition of onsite monitoring teams, the use of focused/targeted monitoring, monitoring
beyond federal requirements, and some other specific aspects of the monitoring process in
states. The next section of this report covers issues related to two characteristics of
monitoring systems that were not discussed in detail in the previous repori—monitoring cycles
and LEA self-monitoring—followed by data related to the revised items on monitoring
beyond federal requirements. A brief update on some of the other characteristics of state
monitoring systems discussed in the previous report is also included.

Monitoring Cycles

States usually divide the entities to be monitored into groups determined by the
monitoring cycle whick can be defined as the number of years between onsite visits that the
state has adopted for its monitoring program. The average length of state cycles is 4.6 years
and they range from a low of two years in Alabama, to a high of eight years in Ohio.

There are almost as many patterns for monitoring as there are states. Some states have
designed a schedule of different activities related to monitoring that take place in each year
of the cycle. The Colorado system is an example of this annually structured approach:

Year 1: LEA child count audit through a record review to check compliance with
eligibility data and federal count reports;

Year 2: LEA submits a comprehensive plan by the LEA, and SEA reviews data
col'"~ted on the LEA concerning complaints, hearings, and other
matters;

Year 3: Comprehensive onsite visit to check compliance, determine local needs
and provide technical assistanice regarding program quality and
effectiveness;

Year 4: Follow-up technical assistance by SEA for areas identified as corrective
actions and compliance concerns during the onsite visit; and,

Year 5: Targeted onsite visitation to assure that the LEA has completed alil
corrective actions.

, Some states have a variety of the multi-year schedule or another time design based on
the various components of the monitoring system, while others concentrate most of their
monitoring activity relative to each LEA into the year in which the district will be visited.
However, even in states with the single year focus, follow-up to a corrective action plan and
verification of the corrections usually extend beyond the year of the onsite visit. Many states
describe monitoring as an ongoing, continuous activity.
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A total of fourteen states reported changes in their monitoring cycles since the 1992
report. As Table 2 indieates, 12 states increased the number of years, while only two made
their cycles shorter.

Table 2

Changes in Number of Years in
State Monitoring Cycle

1992 | 1994 l

CA 3 4
CT 4 5
ID 3 5
IL 5 6
KY 5 6
LA 3 4
MD 3 4
NE 3 5
NY 5 7
OH 3 8
OK 3 4
wY 3 5

Shaded rows = decreased cycles

LEA Self-Monitoring

According to survey respenses, 25 out of the 49 responding states include self-
ronitoring by LEAs as pari of their process. For some, it is a voluntary component of the
process, but for others—or in certain circumstances—it is mandatory. Some states include
a type of self-review within the LEA application for federal funding or in a mandated
program plan that each LEA must submit to the state. However, states that include a self-
study in the monitoring process consider it a separate element and provide specific forms or
directions for the LEA to use in preparing its content. A completed self-review is always an
integral part of the state’s monitoring of the district.
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The California Coordinated Compliance Review that monitors all specially funded
educational programs including, in addition to special education, Chapter 1, vocational
education, adult education gender equity programs and other school-based ccordinated
programs, is an example of a voluntary self-review as a monitoring component. According
to state training materials, the purposes of the self-review are to have the LEA take
responsibility for reviewing specially funded programs for compliance, take corrective action
prior to state validation review, and identify areas in which assistance is needed from the
Department (California Department of Education, 1994). The benefits mentioned as derived
from the self-review since its initiation in the mid-80s include:

o The LEA gains an opportunity to correct identified non-compliance problems prior
to the state validation review;

o The state validation review process is shorter when the local entity completes a self-
review; _ :

o LEA staff and community gain a better understanding of state and federal
requirements; and,

o LEA staff and community feel better prepared and less anxious about the state
validation review. -

Self-evaluation is a required part of the Florida monitoring system: the LEA must
undertake a review of critical components of their special education program. Work papers
are provided to the LEA, which must "self-evaluate” at least one student record for each
program area. The names of the students whose records are to be self-monitored are selected
by the state, and the LEA must provide a summary of their findings from each file. The
LEA’s "Report of Self-Evaluation” is included as a part of the state’s monitoring report.

A full year of self-study is part of the Kentucky monitoring system. The state
provides training to encourage districts to spend an eniire year evaluating their programs and
completing the self-study that must be submitted by May 1%. The site visit takes place in the

following school year, and the same instrument is used by the state to verify LEA
comgliance.

Monitoring Beyond Federal Requirements: Program Effectiveness and Student Outcomes
as Part of the Monitoring Process

The 1992 RRC survey item that asked states if their monitoring went "beyond legal
obligations" was expanded in the 1994 survey to two items that asked if the state went beyond
legal obligations in the areas of program quality/effectiveness, and student outcomes/results.
While 19 of the 49 responding states indicated that they included program quality or
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effectiveness, only five said that they incorporate consideration of student outcomes/results
in their monitoring process.

Some of the 19 states that responded positively to the item concerning program
effectiveness as a part of their monitoring system provided brief details in the narrative
component of the RRC Survey Report. For example:

o Idaho describes the major activity in year three of the monitoring process as an
exemplary programs/effectiveness review that involves an onsite visit by personnel
from other LEAs to verify the district’s application for recognition.

» Nevada also includes a program effectiveness review as a required part of its
monitoring system, suggesting that districts use a stakeholder model. Although
Nevada districts can choose to use a model that differs from the one recommended
by the state, they must submit a report of their program effectiveness activities to
the SEA every three years.

 Louisiana also includes a quality indicators component as a part of the seif-study
process, but completion of this document is voluntary for LEAs.

> Michigan has piloted a set of quality indicators based on monitoring standards at
the request of one of its intermediate schoot districts. The process is being refined
and will be incorporated as an optional component of the Michigan systern.

o Alabama noted that, when SEA staff identify a promising practice, the LEA is
requested to prepare a summary that can be shared with other districts—a

component of the review system known as "PSST or Practices Supporting
Successful Teaching."

The five states that responded affirmatively to the item concerning student outcomes
were California, Idaho, Maine, Texas and Vermont. Details about these items for California
and Texas are contained in the next section that profiles distinctive monitoring systems in a
few selected states. The other states are all in the process of trial implementation of various
strategies to add this aspect te the monitoring process. For example, in four supervisory
unions monitored in the 1993-94 school year, Vermont piloted a student outcomes component,
and this segment will be added to three additional monitoring visits in the 1994-95 cycle.

Maine responded affirmatively to this item even though they do not gather specific
data on outcomes as a part of monitoring. The SEA staff feel that the major purpose of
monitoring, especially the examination of IEPs, addresses outcomes issues. Although it is not
officially a part of their process, Maine’s monitoring staff advised that they do discuss issues
relative to the completion of goals, movement to less restrictive placements, and other types
of outcomes information on monitoring visits to districts.
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Composition of Monitoring Teams

Although States are not compelled by Federal statute or regulations to make formal
compliance visits to LEAs or IEUs, the actual implementation of policies must be verified.
As mentioned above, states have generally adopted a monitoring system similar to the federal
process and that includes an onsite visit to verify the implementation of federal and state
policies.  Every state uses at least one representative of the SEA on each team, but the
teams in 16 states are composed exclusively of SEA personnel. Aside from SEA staff, states
use staff from other school districts such as special education administrators or teachers (LEA
peers), parents from other LEAs, and/or ofl.iers such as university faculty or contracted
individuals. Table 3 displays the responses to the RRC survey items concerning types of
individuals included on state teams. States that include all possible categories on their teams
are shaded in the table.

Table 3
Composition of State Monitoring Teams
STATE SEA Staff LEA Peers Parents _Others

Al v

AK v v
AR v v

AZ v v

CA v v

cT v

DE v v
FL v

GA v

HI v v

1A v

=

wn
U RN AN AN
AR AN AN
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STATE SEA Staff LEA Peers Parents Others

MA v
ME v v v
MI v v v
MN v v v
MS v
MO v v
MT v v v
NC v v

v v
NM v
NV v v v
NH v v Vv
NJ v
NY v
OH v
OK v
OR v v v
PA v v v
SC v
SD v v
TN v
TX v v
uT v v
VT v v v
VA v v v
WA v
WV v
WY v Y
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The survey results show that some change Has occurred in these data between 1992
and 1994. Three states—Maryland, Massachusetts and Wyoming— discontinued using LEA
peers, while Kentucky added them to their teams; six states that had included parents no
longer do so—Indiana, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota and Montana—while
Illinois added parents to their teams; seven states that had not previously used others on their
teams—A laska, Kentucky, Maine, Nevada, North Dakcta, Virginia, and W yoming—bcgan
including them, while six states—California, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, Oklahoma,
and South Dakota—no longer do so.

Usually, when an SEA includes LEA peers on a monitoring team, the appointment is
for one visit or, as in Minnesota, the LEA peer is entered on a list of available personnel to
be called on periodically for 2 monitoring assignment. Maine uses a different approach.
The state "buys the contract” of three LEA administrators for a year and, in conjunction with
one SEA representative, they comprise the monitoring team. The LEA administrators remain
on their local payroll, so there is no interruption in their employment benefits. The SEA sees
this strategy as very effective with the only drawback being the loss of the contracted people
after they have acquired expertise in carrying out the monitoring process.

The methods used by states to train non-SEA team members vary. For example,
Indiana offers a structured two-day training course four to six times a year and maintains a
list of individuals who are trained and available for assignment to teams. This formal
approach was tried and rejected by Colorado in favor of a more individualized approach in
which the SEA program person who chairs the team is responsible for preparing the LEA
personnel and parents who comprise the membership of each team. With assistance from the
Great Lakes Regional Resource Center and input from other states, the Minnesota SEA
designed a system that reflects their commitment to the use of a broad-based cadre of peer
monitors. Individuals must apply to this program, and selection criteria are based on the
SEA’s goal of having a diverse pool of peer monitors who represent all types of

constituencies. The program, first implement=d in the fall of 1989, includes an intense training
component for peer team members.

Non-SEA team members almost always have a specific role in the work of the team
even if they are not involved in every aspect of the team prc :ss. The SEA represerntative
is usually the team chairperson and is responsible for final comyliance decisions and
preparation of the report. LEA peers and other education professionals are usually assigned
tasks that involve interviewing district personnel and gathering information from other sources
about the district’s programs and services. The role of parents on a ieam is usually focused
on the assessment of parent-related issues in the district being monitored.

States that use non-SEA members on teams expressed strong support for this approach
during the 1992 data collection. State personnel used terms such as ‘field colleague’ and
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‘significant others’ to refer to these added individuals which communicated the importance
attached to their participation. States that provided input on this issue cited many advantages
and almost no disadvantages when asked for their perception of this practice. State
monitoring staff said the use of individuals other than employees of the SEA on onsite
monitoring teams helps to:

o focus the process on how a district serves children rather than just whether they meet
the letter of the law;

o de-emphasize the negative and adversarial connotations that the monitoring process
usually carries; :

o supplement a small SEA monitoring staff allowing for more comprehensive and
accurate evaluation of compliance in districts; and,

o provide positive public relations for the SEA with sctiool personnel, parents and other
community constituencies.

State monitoring staff singled out the use of LEA peers on monitoring teams as
especially beneficial. They said that LEA peers:

o help to forge a partnership, changing the relationship between the SEA and the LEA
or IEU;

o make the monitoring process more tolerable to local units because the peers are closer
to current field experience and frequently have more credidility with school staff
than SEA personnel;

»  provide technical assistance to their colleagues even if only informally and foster the
development of professional networking for program improvement; and,

o obtain a better understanding of compliance and learn ways to improve their own
district’s program.

Most SEA respondents felt that there were no disadvantages to the use of non-SEA
members on teams. A few cited some problems that could occur, but in all cases they were
not seen as significant. The difficulties (usually expressed as only theoretically possible and
not actually encountered) mentioned by State monitoring personnel were:

> some non-SEA individuals do not understand compliance as a legal concept and this
can interfere with their conclusions about LEA practices;

o the presence of non-SEA members on the team can lead to a ‘we-they’ division if a
team member appears to ‘side with’ the LEA or IEU being monitored;

«  sometimes non-SEA members are ‘too tough’ or ‘too lenient’ when it comes to
making compliance judgments;

¢ some people have strong biases or personal issues that interfere with their ability to
be objective about the LEA/IEU; and,
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«  managing a team composed of different types of members is not as easy as dealing
with SEA peers who are familiar working partners.

Sanctions for Non-Compliance

The 1992 report noted that there was very little differerce among states in the
application of sanctions for LEA non-compliance. In the 1994 sarvey, only 17 of the 49
states replied affirmatively to the item, "We use sanctions other than fiscal sanctions." This
number is seven fewer than the 1992 survey. Actually, there is little evidence that states use
formal sanctions of any kind for compliance problems. States acknowledge their power to
use fiscal sanctions, but this consequence is rarely invoked. Rather, SEAs negotiate the
correction of problems, applying pressure wrough other means such as close follow up,
additional onsite visits, and the targeting of technical assistance. Most states said that,
although the threat of a loss of funds is an ever-present motivation for districts to comply,
they do not consider the actual withholding of funds to be an appropriate sanction except in
cases of continued refusal to implement corrective actions. However, many states do apply
fiscal sancticns for any errors found in an LEA child count in which ineligible students had
been counted for funding purposes.

One exception to this trend was found in North Carolina where the monitoring process
was changed in the last year to combine the headcount audit and the program compliance
visit. Monitors now have the authority to require payback of state and federal dollars from
LEAs when a compliance violation is found, and the penalties are applied automatically.

PROFILES OF SELECTED STATE MONITORING SYSTEMS

Arizona

Arizona has used a variety of strategies in its monitoring system. About 20 years ago.
the SEA used teams of LEA peers in its monitoring process and this was popular with school
personnel. LEA team members found that serving on teams helped them assess their own
compliance status and provided them with new prog.am ideas. However, the SEA felt that
this approach did not provide enough compliance data even though it yielded lots of
information on program improvement. Teams were thern limited to SEA staff specifically
hired for monitoring, but that approach was also found to be unsatisfactory because of rapid
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turnover of staff. Self-monitoring and "quality reviews" were used for a time, but this also
was found to lack adequate validation of compliance.’

Five years ago, Arizona impic.ented a new monitoring system, the Collaborative
Program Review (CPR), that is designed to be a part of overall education reform and school
improvement. The rationale for the new system as stated by the SEA (Arizona Department
of Education, 1993) is the need to balance the current procedural focus of special education
accountability with an increasing emphasis on outcomes for students with disabilities. In
addition, the SEA felt that the monitoring process excluded school district staff from

participation and did not recognize the changing roles and responsibilities for both state and
local educators and administrators.

Under the new system, a district may opt to participate in the CPR as an alternative
to the standard monitoring review that is still available. Once a district is chosen, they are
awarded a grant of $2,000 to make staff available to be a part of the newly-structured
monitoring team that includes representatives from all general and special education sections
of the LEA. This working group is trained by the SEA to plan and carry out the actual
monitoring. They must develop a plan that includes the required components of the standard
monitoring review and at least one element not related to compliance. SEA staff assist in the
onsite visit, but the LEA team carries out all the monitoring activities including the writing

of the report. Then, a program improvement plan must be developed in addition to a plan
for correcting any non-compliance.

SEA staff agree that the CPR is not easier or cheaper to do than the traditional process.
However, the involvement of general and special educators at the local level has had
important benefits for the districts. The flexibility of the process makes it more responsive
to individual district differences, and local special education administrators report more
cooperation with general educators. In addition, there is increased recognition of the
importance of compliance as a result of the new procedures.

California

In California, special educatiou is but one component in a combined compliance
procedure called the Coordinated Compliance Review (CCR) that addresses all specially
funded programs including migrant e2ucation, adult education and other categorical programs.

North Carolina personnei also described their experience with "quality reviews" as problematic. Districts that had
agreed to undergo such voluntary reviews were exempted from a compliance review. Among the reasons this practice
was elirr inated by North Carolina was the opinion of many local administrators that they needed the forceful consequences

of compliance monitoring to use as leverage to obtain or protect the resources tney needed for services for students with
disabilities.
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The visiting team has only one member representing special education and that place may be
filled by either a SEA specialist or a professional educator who has been trained in the
compliance process. A single report is issued, of which special education is only one part.
The CCR occurs in two phases: the LEA self-review (described above on page 9) and the
state validation review.

Two variations of the process are available for school districts that meet certain
criteria. A screening review that involves a one or two-day visit by SEA staff is used to see
if the district’s self-review is accurate enough to be accepted as the official compliance
review. To qualify, a district must have an enrollment of less than 20,000, have had a
previous noncompliance rate of less than 8.62 percent, and have addressed past
noncompliance findings. Document review is the other variation available to very small
districts. A meeting is held with the district at a regional office to verify the self-review
through written records. In both cases, a full validation review would follow if the
abbreviated procedures suggest any significant deficiency or non-compliance.

LEA training and extensive materials are provided by the California SEA (California
Department of Education, 1994) for the CCR. Two types of instruments have been devised:
one to cover items that apply to more than one program, and a second that covers items
specifically related to only one program. Compliance items are grouped under key strategies

for each program goal, and guidelines are given on how to test for that particular compliance
item and what specific materials or activities to review.

The CCR self-review includes a program item about student vutcomes that, while not

- a compliance issue under special education, is nonetheless a required element. The particular
goal is stated in the Training Manual as foilows: "Multifunded students receive a coherent and
coordinated program which enables them to learn the district’s core curriculum.” A suggested
form is provided for the LEA to submit a summary of specific data as evidence of student
learning. A positive evaluation is concluded when the district shows that students with
disabilities are meeting the district’s grade-level expectations in the core curriculum or that
they are making significant academic gains that will lead to eventual grade-level performance.

New Jersey

The 1992 report described a new monitoring approach being implemented in New
Jersey that nvolves a visit to every school district each year. This new approach is based on
the premise that a close working relationship between the SEA and the LEAs eliminates the
‘gotcha’ aspect of monitoring. The goal of this new monitoring system is to form a positive
partnership to improve programs and services for students with disabilities rather than
concentrate only on non-compliance. A four-year program review cycle is used, with one-
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quarter of the compliance requirements identified for attention each year. For example, one
cluster of issues includes district policies and procedures, the utilization of federal funds, and
due process hearings. During a school year, the state provides intensive training and technical
assistance in these areas for all districts, and each district completes a self-study. The
pregram review during the following school year consists of onsite and offsite activities to
verify the self-study and to identify effective practices and programs. Corrective action plans
are drawn up where needed and technical assistance is provided. During the year that all
districts are reviewed on the first cluster of issues, training and technical assistance are
provided on the second cluster of issues scheduled to be reviewed in the following year. This
pattern is repeated throughout the four-year cycle.

According to New Jersey SEA staff, the new monitoring process has been received
very positively throughout the state. Districts are making changes to address compliance
problems before the onsite visit and there have been very few corrective actions prescribed
as a result of onsite reviews. In fact, there was not one corrective action plan in the first year
of implementation. The SEA staff also finds the process results in improved relationships
with LEAs and the eliminaes the elaborate corrective action system.

Texas

Very little information was included in the 1992 report about Texas because the SEA
was in the process of redesigning its compliance monitoring system. This design was the
result of a federal monitoring visit which found Texas in non-compliance. Subsequently, the
SEA. completely revised its monitoring approach that is now known as the Resuiis-Based
Monitoring System (RBM). In addition to ensuring compliance, the new system design has
two goals: to establish clear linkage between compliance and improved student performance,

and to create collaborative relationships among SEAs, LEAs and ESCs (educational service
centers).

As the first step in the RBM process, the LEA establishes a local review commitiee
at both the school and district levels. This committee is composed of individuals from the
entire range of LEA staff as well as non district individuals such as members of the local
advisory group or personnel from other LEAs. The committee plans the review based on the
structure of the special education program. One of the first activities is to gather info.-ation
from parents. As with most of the review activities under the RBM approach, the method(s)
to be used to obtain parent input is decided by the LEA. One option is using a representative
sample of parents equal to the number of student eligibility folders reviewed during the local
monitoring process. The LEA also determines which student folde:s will be chosen for the
eligibility review, with the total number based on the average daily attendance of the district.
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A minimum percentage of student folders based on the incidence levels in each disability
categories must be included.

The local monitoring document (Texas Education Agency, 1993) provides extensive
explanations and forms that cover the indicators to be used. There are 19 Program Excellence
Indicators to identify practices that result in successful outcomes for all students, and 58
Compliance Indicators to be reviewed to verify that minimum federal and state requirements
are met. The form for each excellence indicator poses the issue, lists the sources of
documentation, and provides a five-point Likert scale for rating the district’s current program
in that specific area. The five criteria range from no evidence to high confirmation of
implementation of the excellence indicator. Explanatory notes are provided to assist the
reviewer in understanding the indicator and the scaled criteria. Similar forms are used for
each of the 58 compliance indicators, except that the decision of the review is limited to a
yes-no response rather than a rating.

Under the RBM system, the SEA will cite a discrepancy only when it occurs
systematically throughout a campus, LEA or cooperative, more closely matching the process
used in the federal monitoring system. The SEA.will consider a number of factors to
determine if the violation is systemic or a sinple human error. As a general rule, a
discrepancy will be cited when a violation is found in 30 percent or more of the folders
reviewed. For violations of a more serious nature such as not conducting an assessment
before placement, not developing an IEP for continued placement or any violation that
impacts negatively on the appropriateness of the student’s education, a citation will be made
whenever a single violation occurs even if in only one student folder. LEAs must develop
action plans for correcting compliance discrepancies and submit them to the SEA for
approval, but the LEA has maximum flexibility in choosing the strategies to be used. The
LEA is not required to submit corrective actions for the program excellence indicators.

Although the RBM indicators are still under review during this pilot implementation,
the following is a sample of the excellence indicators, grouped under the seven strands, from
the draft local monitoring document.

A. Family and Community Involvement:
» Do families express an above average level of participation as partners in the
educational process?
» Does the LEA provide training to empower families to address factors that
contribute to student success?

B. Student Eligibility:

o Is a series of intervention strategies designed by qualifed individuals tried prior
to a referral for special education?
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» Do assessment procedures provide information that allow goals to be developed
that focus on student strengths?
C. Student Access:
» Do eligible students participate in all statewide mandated assessment measures
as appropriate? ’
> Does the LEA administer alternative performance measures for students who are
exempt form state mandated achievement tests?
D. Implementation:
Do students who need modified/adapted texts and other materials receive them
at the same time as their nondisabled peers?
s Are students with disabilities provided instruction in chronologically age-
appropriate educational envircments?
E. Transition:
o Are students with disabilities successful in transition to the next appropriate
educational setting or to the community?
F. Support:
« Do districtwide committees seek input from and collaborate with reptesentatives
from the special education staff? )
o Does the LEA use teacher/student support teams to ensure student success?
G. Program Evaluativn:
< Has the LEA developed and implemented formal evaluation systems that use a
variety of strategies to measure effectiveness?

The RBM system is now in its second year of pilot testing. The Texas SEA sees the
it as a true shift in priorities moving away from a total process orientation to a focus on
program excellence without neglecting compliance indicators.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of the 1994 survey combined with information gathered from the Third
National Monitoring Conference confirm that problems with compliance monitoring discussed
in the 1992 report have not improved. Although a few states are trying to shift their
monitoring emphasis away from a total concentration on input and process variables in order
to incorporate outcomes variables, these efforts are too few to be considered representative
and too recent to be evaluated as to their eventual impact on all states.

As noted in the 1992 report, federal standards for compliance are still not specified.
OSEP has draft standards for monitoring that have beer: used as a guide for conducting pre-
site and onsite activities relative to compliance. However, t’ e word "standards" can be used
in two ways in reference to monitoring: a) monitoring standards are the areas of state
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programs to be reviewed and the documentation required for demonstrating compliance; and,
2) compliance standards are the specific levels that constitute acceptable conformity for each
monitoring standard. For example, the IEP is used as evidence of a number of requirements
including the provision of a free appropriate education (FAPE) for students with disabilities.
What is the compliance standard that should be applied in judging the state’s compliance with
IEP requirements? If one error is identified on an TEP such as a missing parent signature,
is that sufficient evidence to cite the state for non-compliance? OSEP advises that its
intention is to focus is on systemic problems, but there are no consistently applied guidelines
for making a finding in a specific area.

An analysis of compliance monitoring practices at the federal and state levels in the
context of education for the 1990s and beyond indicates a need for a total re-examination of
the monitoring system. The process has not changed significantly from the original
monitoring procedures described in a memorandum entitled Program Administrative Review
Process: An Overview issued in 1977 by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, the
federal agency now known as the Office of Special Education Programs (National Association
of State Directors of Special Education, 1977, p. 222-30). The many eud varied changes
being adopted as a result of the educational reform and inclusion movements should provoke
a revision in the approach to monitoring and its position in the overall goal of improving
education for students with disabilities.
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PROFILES OF STATE MONITORING SYSTEMS
REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS

Purpose:

This information is being collected to prepare a resource document for use by SEA staff responsible
for developing and improving SEA program monitoring systems for infants, children and youths
with disabilities. The 30-40 page product will include a matrix that serves as a quick index to the
characteristics of state systems plus some contact and narrative information. The document will be
distributed to all 60 states and jurisdictions currently receiving Federal Special Education funds and
to other interested organizations and agencies.

Directions:
1. Please complete this form and add a brief narrative.
2. Your answers should describe your system as of March 15, 1994. If you plan to make

changes, indicate so in item #40 and in the brief narrative.

3. Send or call in your responses to your Regional Resource Center contact person by April
11, 1994.

Contact Information:

Current Date:

State:

Name of Primary Contact for Monitoring:_

SEA Unit:
Address:

City/ State/ Zip:

Phone#: Fax#:
SpecialNet: Internet:
Demngraphics:
| Number of entities that must be monitored:
a)LEAs____ b)IEUs ____ c) Other State Entities ____ d) Private Entities
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2a IDEA child count taken December 1, 1993 for ages 3-21:
2b Chapter I child count taken December 1, 1993:

2c Total Child Count (IDEA + Chapter I):

3 Name of agency that monitors Part H:

Staffing:

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) staff employed for monitoring (Note: 1.0 FTE might represent several people
-ant time)

4a Located in SEA Central Office : FTE

4b Located elsewhere: . (FTE)

5 Changes in number of monitoring staff (+ or - FTE) since March 1, 1993:

Personnel used as part of monitoring team(s) include:

6 SEA staff (regardless of office location)

7 LEA peers

8 Parents

9 Others (e.g., IHE faculty, contracted personnel)

(If yes, please specify in state narrative)

Process and Materials

10 Our current cycle (in vears) for comprehensive onsite visits is

11 Child count verification is part of our onsite process.

12 We use focused/targeted monitoring.
(If yes, briefly describe in state narrative)

13 LEA self-monitoring is a part of our process.

14 Our monitoring is conducted in conjunction with other SEA units

15 Our monitoring is conducted in conjunction with the Part H Lead Agency
16 Our monitoring goes beyond legal obligations to include program

quality/effectiveness.
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17

18

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Forms

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

Our monitoring goes beyond legal obligations to include student
outcomes/results.

We provide TA as a formal part of our monitoring process.
(If yes, briefly describe in state narrative)

We formally collect information from parents (e.g., via surveys,
interviews, public forums).

We use a computer database of LEA data of off-site monitoring.
We use computers during on-site procese.

We generate our reports via computer (other than word processor).
LEA application review is a part of our monitoring process.

LEA policy/procedures review is a part of our monitoring process.

LEA interagency agreements review is a part of our monitoring process.

We use sanctions other than fiscal sanctions.

We have written interpretative standards for assessing compliance.
We have written criteria for selecting LEAs to be monitored.

W have an instruction/training manual for monitors.

We use a consistent sampling formula for selecting student records.

We have standardized forms available for LEA adoption.

We have and use an LEA policy and procedures review form.

Our IEP record review form goes beyond compliance issues.

We have and use interview forms designed specifically for monitoring.
We have and use mail or telephone survey forms.

We have and use a summary checklist (to integrate findings).

We have and use a standardized monitoring report/narrative format.
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Changes

38 We have made adaptations in our monitoring system to reflect LEA/ Y N

Head Start coliaboration.

39 We have made adaptations in our monitoring process to address unique Y N -

early childhood issue. (Section 619/preschool, Part H to Part B transition)

40 We are making or considering major revisions to our system. Y N

Narrative Summary

Please provide a summary of the key elements of your system, including information related to items o,
12, 18) limiting yourself to approximately 300 words (attach an abstract if one has already been written
and use extra pages if necessary). Please cover the following in your narrative: 1) Overview of the system
(general procedures/approach). 2) Features that might be considered unique. 3) Changes being considered.
Please indicate materials on the following topics that you are willing to share on request:

a Materials that might help others improve systems of corrective action and technical assistance.

b Materials that might help others to use unique or "state of the art" techniques in monitoring (e.g.,
technology, linking cyclical with focused monitoring , databases).

¢ Materials that might help others to monitor the IEP.

d Materials that might help others to develop interpretive standards, aefine required documentation
and/or maintain consist..cy among monitors.

e Materials that might help others with the issue of "monitoring and the school reform movement."
f Materials that might help other unitary SEAs (SEAs that are also LEAs) to conduct monitoring.
g Materials that might help others in monitoring for outcomes.

h Sample copies of technical assistance documents. (Please specify):
i. Other (please specify):

Please remember:

Send or call in your responses to your Regional Resource Center contact person by April 11, 1994.
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Notes on the chart contained in Appendix B:

Some of the data contained in the original report of the RRC-conducted survey were
discussed with SEA personnel and some revisions and additions were made available. The
asterisks on the chart are explained as follows:

# Hawaii is a one-district state, so the number of LEAs is not applicable.

#* In Michigan, intermediate units monitor their LEAs during the two years that the
SEA does not monitor them. Each IEU has part-time staff assigned to this task
approximately half time.

#%* NMassachusetts has 22 staff whose responsibility includes monitoring all program

areas including special education, complaint management and technical assistance.
w#xx  Jn New Jersey, every LEA is monitored every year on approximately one-
quarter of the total requirements. This system is discussed more fully in the
analysis section of the report.

it should also be noted that, because of time constraints and the difficulty in
establishing contact to verify and discuss their responses, data for the 10 non-state
jurisdictions was not included in the in the analysis narrative. The chart does contain the
responses submitted by the nine jurisdictions that responded to the survey for the specific
components covered in this report.
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A FRAMEWORK FOR ACCOUNTABILITY:
Concepts, Approaches, and Issues

Ry Edward J. McCaul, Ed.D.

Introduction

During the latter part of the 1980s, public education has been the focus of considerable
attention and concern. Since "A Nation At Risk" was published in 1983, many State-level efforts
to reform and improve public education were initiated, and the Federal government proposed its
" America 2000" strategy with six national education goals. With the protaulgation of these goals,
a clear need arose for measuring student progress and performance. . In addition, international

achievement tests revealed an increasing achievement gap between U.S. students and those of
other lands.

These developments have led to a growing emphasis on the resuits of the educational
process and the student outcomes that the process yields. In recognition of this new concern with
student outcomes, the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) established th~ National
Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) at the University of Minnesota. In a subcontract with
NCEO, the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE) seeks to
provide support for the work of NCEO, particularly in the areas of accountability and State-level
policy, and to collaborate with State Directors of Special Education in identifying and analyzing
critical issues regarding educational outcomes for students with disabilities.

Discussions with State Directors have indicated that the issues of special education
accountability are becoming increasingly important. Along with the focus on outcomes, the idea
of holding educators accountable for results has gained support (Clark & Astuto, 1989; Kirst,
1990). Many States are struggling with fiscal crises that involve tough decisions about the
allocation of resources. Special education budgets are particularly vulnerable to attack given the
rising costs of special education and a resulting "backlash”" of public opinion against special
education (Zirkel, 1990). Other concerns include the growth of students identified as learning
disabled, the increasing concern over what constitutes an "appropriate” related service, and some
evidence that suggests many students with disabilities experience poor educational outcomes.
Given these circumstances, accountability regarding special education programs and services
becories vitally important and special education policymakers are asking questions such as: How
do we hold local programs accountable for results? What are the basic elements of an
accountability system? What types of systems are States currently using to ensure accountability?

The Outcomes Project at NASDSE convened a planning meeting during the summer of
1992 to design activities to address issues regarding the development of fair and effective State-
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level .accountability systems. Participants included representatives of NCEOQ, the Center for
Policy Options, the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), and a State Director of

Special Education. One component of the workplan developed at this meeting culminated in the
development of this report.

This report provides an overview of issues regarding the development of State-level
systems of accountability, a description of some core ¢lements for accountability systems, and
an examination of the accountability systems in selected States. Specifically, it is divided into
the following sections: (1) a working definition, (2) a review of the concepts of accountability
provided in the literature, (3) a discussion of factors involved in designing accountability systems,
(4) a brief overview of issues regarding special education, (5) a description of accountability
systems in sclecied States, and (6) a conclusion and recommendations.

Definition

As defined by Webster, to be accountable is to be "subject to giving an account:
answerable." This seemingly simple definition belies the substantial, and sometimes ominous,
overtones that the term "accountability” has taken on for the educational community.

The idea of holding educators answerable for resuits is not a new one. As early as the
beginning of the century when the factory model of education was in vogue, school reformers

discussed the need for schools to turn the "raw material" of students into the "end products” of
educated citizens. In 1916, Cubberly stated:

Our schools are, in a sense, factories in which the raw products (children) are to
be shaped and fashioned into products to met the various demands of life. The
specifications for manufacturing come from the demands of the twentieth-century
civilization, and it is the business of the school to build its pupils according to the
specifications laid down. This demands good tools, specialized machinery,
continuous measurement of production to see if its is according to specifications,
the elimination of waste in manufacture, and a large variety in the output (cited
in Hanson, 1985, p. 24).

Concepts of accountability have evolved substantially since Cubberly’s era. According
to Hanson (1985), the 1970s ushered in a new era of "accountability.” However, as a result of
the publication of A Nation At Risk during the 1950s and subsequent reports about the status of
American public education, issues of accountability have emerged as major themes for public
education in the 1990s (Kirst, 1990; Rebarber, 1991). The section below discusses some of the
different concepts of accountability presented in the literature.
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Concepts of Accountability

In 1974, Henry Levin provided an overview and comprehensive discussion of issues
related to accountability in education, and he anticipated many of the current concerns over
educational productivity and student outcomes. Levin offered one of the earliest conceptual

frameworks of accountability; specifically, he viewed accountability as assuming one or several
of the following different forms:

. As performance reporting in which periodic reports are issued over the
attainments of schooling. Thesc reports may be based on financial or student
performance results or both. An assumption is that by providing performance
information, accountability will be enhanced.

° As a technical process in which the problem is viewed as "delivering the goods
at a reasonable cost." This approach emphasizes standardization, contracting for
performance, and elimination of unproductive staff (usually teachers or local
administrators). It may involve a "cost-benefit analysis" of educational services.

° As a political process in which schools are seen as the result of what a particular
constituency or constituencies desire. Various coalitions compete for control over

the school processes and outcomes, and the most powerful constituency holds
sway.

° As an institutional process in which the current "class structure” becomes
reproduced. Advocates of this viewpoint often support "deschooling" through the

abolishment of compulsory attendance and a major overhaul of our society and
schools.

In Levin’s view, true educational accountability is difficult, if not impossible, to achieve
due to conflicting political pressures on schools and the power of the "educational professionals
themselves" in the process of shaping public schools. Further, to be truly accountable, schools
would need a consensus on the educational outcomes of schooling. T.evin views outcomes as
falling into two areas: (1) proximate, the immediate and tangible .sults of schooling such as
enhanced achievement test scores; and (2) ultimate in terms of ... social benefits and costs to
society. Levin argues that there is a lack of clear consensus on these outcomes and further that
“we’re on exceedingly shaky ground when we try to translate educational outcomes into social
outcomes since the latter are generally considerably removed in time and space from the former,
and a dynamic social, political, and economic structure is likely to alter these relationships over

time" (P. 387). And, of course, educators have articulated the objectives of schooling as
enhancing these ultimate goals.

Background Paper: A Framework for Accountability Page 3
Outcomes Subcontract at NASDSE August 15, 1993




In delineating these complex relationships among political processes, educational inputs,
and educational outcomes (both proximate and ultimate), Levin concluded that:

Perhaps the most important implication of this review is to suggest that a
significant tightening of the accountability linkages in education is probably
impossible without substantial changes in the governing processes and organization
of the educational sector. Yet educators are fond of talking about accountability
as a technical problem which does not require any major restructuring of
institutions. Such a viewpoint inay place the educator at center stage in the
accountability movement, but it is not likely to make much of a difference in the
overall functioning of the schools or society (p. 388).

While Levin’s work has provided a foundation for other discussions of accountability
(e.g., Kirst, 1990), other frameworks for accountability have been offered. Darling-Hammond
and Ascher (1991) addressed issues of accountability facing "big city schools", and they argued
that there are at least five types of accountability systems being used:

Political accountability through the election of legislators and school boards.

Legal accountability through cases involving the accountability of school systems for
desegregation or provision of equal opportunity.

Bureaucratic accountability through State and district education offices enacting and
monitoring compliance with rules and regulations.

Professional accountability through teachers and other school staff acquiring professional
knowledge and adhering to professional standards of practice.

Market accountability through parents and students choosing the schools that they believe
are effective and meet their particular needs (p. 3).

The authors argue that the two most prevalent forms are legal and bureaucratic accountability,
but that these two forms may have "overextended their reach" and become less useful. They
stated that "if school indicators are improperly designed or unintelligently used, they can actually
undermine accountability” (p. 2).

Kirst (1990) also described a framework for accountability. He argued that six broad
approaches to accountability that were being used in education:

. Monitoring may be used to assess levels of compliance with standards or
regulations.
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° Reports of student performance (e.g., district and school State achievement test
results) may be published.

° Systems that provide incentives may be developed.
° A "free market" approach may be used to provide accountability.
° Changing the locus of authority or control of schools may be used to designate

ownership and responsibility for the achievement of results.
° Changes in professional roles may help to enhance accountability (p. 1).

As Kirst described the approaches listed above, he noted a reliance on business as the
model for educators to emulate, on “objective measures" to evaluate student performance, and on
accounting procedures and cost control as methods for improving education (p. 4). Clark and
Astuto (1989) argued that accountability procedures such as those listed above are consistent with
the Federal policy on education through the years of the Reagan and Bush
administrations. These authors also argued that the public favors businesslike “quality
control" types of accountability approaches such as a standard nationwide exam to obtain a high
school diploma, a State board examination for teachers, and the raising of academic standards (p.
16). According to Clark and Astuto, the public favors greater competition and believes that
State-by-State comparisons would serve as incentives to local schools for improving their
performance. They also believe that the public favors parental choice programs (p. 17).

Approaches to educational accountability that emphasize the financial "bottom line" have
traditionally been viewed with suspicion by many special educators. The origins of current
special education laws are rife with stories of children with disabilities being excluded from
public schools because of the "excessive cost" of their education'. Attempts to model schools
after businesses and to make them more "cost effective” may be viewed by special educators and
advocates as threatening the provision of high cost services and accommodations necessary for
children with disabilities to have equal opportunity to benefit from public education. As
discussed later, however, there have been some attempts to conduct “cost-benefit" analyses of
special education services.

' The testimony presented before Congress during the hearings on P.L. 94-142 contain numerous stories to this

effect. (See, for example, Alexander & Alexander, 1980)
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Factors in Designing Accountability Systems

Based on a review of the literature, several factors emerge relative to developing a
framework for viewing acconuntability.

Level of accountability. Issues of accountability are relevant at the Federal, State, and
local level. While this seems straightforward, the complex interrelationship among these levels
of accountability may be difficult to untangle. For example, the manner in which a State chooses
to hold locals accountable for Chapter II programs will most likely be dictated to a large degree
by the program’s Federal regulations. The intent of this paper is to focus on State-level
accountability and the State’s position relative to the Federal and local levels.

Who will be held accountable and for what. Since the focus of this paper, and the
conceptual framework for accountability, is at the State level, to some degree this question is
answered -- the State will hold the locals accountable for results. Nevertheless, there is
considerable room for interpretation over who at the local level will be accountable for what
results. Many parties share responsibility for achieving educational outcomes: students,
paraprofessionals, teachers, building and district administrators, the school committee, and the

school community. Accountability systems need to be sensitive to these multiple roles and
responsibilities.

Difficulties in analyzing alternatives. In developing accountability systems, State-level
policymakers need to grapple with several complex and difficult issues. Analyzing the efficiency
of various approaches or conducting a "benefit-cost analysis" of different strategies is not as
straight forward as it is in the private sector.

For example, Monk (1992) examined the nature of traditional "production function"
research that sought to discover systems of accountability and cost-efficiency by examining the
relationship of various "inputs" (e.g., expenditures, teacher-student ratios, etc.) to various
educational outcomes, usually student achievement or labor ma:ket success. After reviewing the
production-function literature, Monk concluded:

Numerous states and some school districts have implemented reforms containing
outcome-based incentives... In so doing, the more centralized authority sidesteps
having to spell out the ingredients of education success and can sit back and act
as judge and jury of those with the more immediate responsibility of producing
the desired results. This policy response can be viewed as a strategy , perhaps
even an ingenious strategy, that successfully finesses the ignorance that
characterizes our knowledge of the underlying education production function(s).
Ingenious though this "outcomes as standards” response may be, there are serious
deficiencies that are not sufficiently well appreciated (pp. 307-308).
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Relationships among stakeholders. Ferris (1992) argued that confractual obligations are
implicit in many of these nested levels in our educational system and used the "principal-agent
frzmework” to analyze educational accountability. This framework has traditionally focused on
contractual arrangements in the private sector but Ferris found it useful for analyzing public
sector endeavors such as education. In the context of this framework, the term "principal” does
not necessarily refer to school-based administrators, but to a person or party contracting with an
"agent" for delivery of services. In education, citizens enter into an implied "contract” with
Federal and particularly State governments for the delivery of educational services. The States,
in turn, enter into arrangements with local school districts and within tae district the school board
contracts with school district staff to implement educational policies. Further, the district may
choose to delegate authority to the school level and hoid the school accountable for results.

This school-based decisionmaking approach has been increasing in popularity, but it is not
without potential problems. The "agent" carrying out the implied contract may have different
interests and objectives than the party contracting for services and may pursue these objectives
at the expense of the goals of the contracting party. Holding the agent accountable may be
difficult due to the problems associated with accurately measuring the desired outcomes, and
enforcing the "contract” may be costly. These problems apply to districts initiating site-based
decisionmaking approaches but they are equally applicable to State-level accountability systems.
-Ferris (1992) has stated that the devolution of key decisions to the school site developed out of
a desire to capitalize on the school’s superior knowledge about the school’s clientele and
immediate educational environment. However, many recent State-level reforms (e.g., Statewide
testing and curricular goals) have a centralizing tendency and may erode local-level autonomy.

Need for flexibility. Mohrman, Lawler, and Mohrman (1992) also discussed issues facing
schools in considering such contractual arrangements and in instituting systems of participatory
decisionmaking. These authors argued that the educational process is "complex, uncertain, and
highly interdependent," and thus should involve high levels of teacher involvement in
decisionmaking. This approach involves "moving the design process as close as possible to a
particular customer base, thereby reducing the number of political agendas that have to be
accommodated” (p. 359). The authors view this process as complex and "no one way fits all":

In this process, the multiple stakeholders get together to design their organizational
unit. They first clarify the values that they are trying to optimize, educate
themselves about their choices and the irade-offs they must make, and determine
how their future must differ from the status quo. Only then do they determine a
design, implement it, and set up a process to learn how it works and to tinker or
change it until they achieve their desired results. A self-design change process is

a participative learning process for guiding fundamental organizational change (p.
358).
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In other words, there is no clearly defined blueprint for the success. Accountability systems must

be flexible and open to revision based on results and on feedback from educators involved in the
process.

Special Educatior and Accountability

Attempts to assure accountability in special education are built into Federal and State
statutes and regulations. The major approach to special cducation accountability has been
monitoring for compliance with these statutes and regulations. Monitoring takes place on two
levels: The Federal government monitors States and the States monitor local school districts. In
both cases, the monitoring process that has evolved has become quite elaborate, intensive, and
"highly visible" with considerable energy being expended in preparing for monitoring visits and
responding to issues identified in the monitoring process. At the same time, monitoring has
focused on regulatory and procedural compliance rather than on results (Rostetter, 1983).

The monitoring process has been focused upon ensuring that students with disabilities have
access to education and that certain prescribed procedures are followed (Ahearn, 1992). The
monitoring process does not, therefore, ensure the attainment of specific results. The presence
of certain procedural requirements, such as the annual review of an IEP, do imply at least some
level of accountability -- the school must convene a meeting to discuss the student’s program and
the possibility exists that the parent may hold the school accountable for changing a student’s
program if it is deemed inadequate. Similarly, implicit in requirements such as a parent’s right
to an independent evaluation is a system of "checks and balances" in which parents may hold the
school to some level of accountability.

At the same time that monitoring has evolved into such a formal and complex process,
other perhaps less comprehensive methods of assessing accountability in special education have
been attempted. In fact, the IDEA requires State plans to include provisions for an annual
evaluation of the effectiveness of programs in meeting the education needs of students with
disabilities (Gonzalez, 1992). However, in spite of this requirement, the results of a recent study
indicated that “the majority of States continue to use compliance monitoring procedures as a
program evaluation tool to a significant degree, and findings from monitoring activities,

presumably, as evidence of the effectiveness of special education programs and services”
(Gonzalez, 1992, p. 10).

The research community has been actively involved in evaluating special education
programs, and evaluation components are required in program model demonstration grants from
the Office of Special Education Programs (DeStefano, 1992). On a national level, studies of
youth in transition, such as the National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS), have examined
the relationship of special education services and the postschool experiences of youth with
disabilities. The results provide some measure of "what works" and therefore standards for
accountability. In a somewhat related effort, Lewis et al. (1988) conducted a cost-benefit analysis
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of special education and argued that this process provided some measure of accountability: "The
principal benefit to special education is the focus on the usage of resources in relationship to
outcomes. Such analyses force administrators and policy makers to address questions of resource
usage in relation to expected postschool benefits for students with handicaps [sic]" (p. 212).

Finally, special educators have used the "changing of professional roles" cited by Kirst
as measure of accountability. Personnel preparation has always been a crucial element of special
education, and it has been argued that special educzzors already have many of the skills that are
being sought for tomorrow’s general education teachers (Cook & Friend, 1991; Sailor, 1991).
In addition, models of personnel preparation are changing in response, in part, to school reform
and more collaborative teaching models are being explored (Friend & Cook, 1992). By
enhancing professional status, roles, and responsibilities, important element of accountability may
be incorporated into special education programs and services.

Common Elements in State-Level Accountability Systems

As is evident from the discussion above, several types of accountability systems exist.
This section presents a framework for analyzing the core elements in any accountability system.

Content. The question here is for what are designated parties to be held responsible?
For lowering absentee or dropout rates? For raising student achievement on one or more
achievement tests? What about objectives regarding affective or ethical development? What are
the specific indicators that will demonstrate achievement of the chosen outcomes?

Discussions over the desired outcomes of education are relevant. The problems of clearly
articulating the outcomes of education have long been noted (for example, see Hanson, 1987).
The National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEO) recently convened a series of meetings
during which various stakeholders generated lists of desired educational outcomes. The result
was a list of some 200 outcomes! (Ysseldyke, personal communication, June 1992). For obvious

reasons, it is essential to be clear over .ie content of accountability, and careful consideration
needs to be given to this determination.

Measurement. Once the questions of content for accountability is determined, how will
we accurately measure the indicators of achievement of these chosen outcomes? In some cases,
the answer appears obvious because what is being measured is in quantifiable form - for example,
student achievement tests. Questions of the technical adequacy of assessments raises a host of
complex questions, however, and these become even stickier when we strive to make comparisons
and fair decisions over how to administer accountability systems. Should we hold everyone to
certain standards or do we make adjustment for background factors (e.g., district socioeconomic
status) in making comparisons and administering consequences? How do we know that we have

accurately measured this factor? What about other factors that prevent a "level playing field"?
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Measurement presents a different type of problem with less quantifiable educational
results. Space here does not permit a review of the "quantitative v. qualitative debate" that has
enlivened the pages of many educational journals for at least the last 15 years and arguably much
longer®. It is clear, however, that certain results of education present particularly difficult
| measurement challenges. How does one measure "citizenship"? How does one measure the
types of social and interpersonal skills that young people will need to compete in tomorrow’s
work force? The argument presented here is not that these are inherently non-quantifiable but
that these types of skills may be important results of public education, and it may be quite
difficult to measure these, to make fair comparisons, and to hold educators accountable for
results. Again, States need to consider carefully the available options regarding measurement
issues in developing their overall accountability system. As stated by Monk (1992), "incentives
can be well or poorly designed. They can give rise to perverse and unexpected effects” (p. 316).

Reporting and use of data. Once decisions have been made regarding content and
measurement issues, policymakers must decide how to use the results and the best methods and
formats for reporting them. The two decisions are intertwined and choices over format are
related to decisions over the target audience for the report. Lengthy reports are not likely to be
successful in mobilizing the public’s support; face-to-face contact with key political players may
be unlikely. States have experimented with "report card" types of approaches to providing
considerable information about a district’s performance in a quickly digestible fashion. As noted

above, however, such an approach may lead to a narrow focus of desirable outcomes or foster
a negative school climate.

Consequences. Another important decision in designing an accountability system involves
deciding on how to reward good performance and to punish or ameliorate poor performance.
Rewards may be fiscal or they may involve good public relations (e.g., the publishing of
Statewide test results in newspapers), or other benefits or privileges (e.g., the "waiver" of certain
State requirements. Sanctions may take the form of increased State intervention, fiscal penalties,
public exposure (again, the publishing of test results is an example), or other forms of negative
public relations. It is worth noting that some forms of senctions and rewards may have an effect
on morale, school climate, and community-school relations.

All the elements cited above are intertwined, and decisions over one element affect
decisions in the others. It is also worth noting that issues concerning staffing and financial
resources cut across all of the above elements of accountability. For example, reporting results
in a variety of formats is clearly desirable but not necessarily cost-effective. &

2Gage (1989) provides a review of these debates in his article, “The paradigm wars and their aftermath: A

; "historical’ sketch of research on teaching since 1989", in the Educational Researcher, 18(7), 4-10. ®
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External, and to a large degree uncontrollable, factors such as the State’s budget affect
the design of an accountability system. The design may depend on how the State is being held
accountable by the Federal government or the citizenry at large. As an example, pressure from
the public to demonstrate increased student achievement may substantially affect the ways in
which the State holds local districts accountable for results on Statewide assessments.

State-Level Accountability Systems: Alternative Approaches

One of the consistent themes in the literature on educational accountability is that there
is no one "best way." Difficulties arise due to the multiple stakeholders involved in the
educational process and the uncertainty over the specific organizational and instructional strategies
that are sufficient conditions for achieving desired results. As stated by Mohrman, Lawler, and
Mohrman (1992): "The political nature of schools makes the transition [to organizational change
and enhanced educational performance] more difficult than in private-sector firms. Agreement
on desired outcomes and on assessment of current performance is hard to come by, and lack of
agreement is likely to paralyze needed reform" (p. 359).

Given the lack of one clear and best approach, each State’s choice over methods of
ensuring accountability needs to be sensitive to the complex and unique relationship in each State
among the citizenry, the State Board of Education, the State Education Agency, the local districts,
and the local schools. The accountability system must be designed to match the political and
demographic conditions to which it will be applied. Decisions about desired resulits, degrees of
iozal autonomy, and the nature of contractual arrangements (whether explicit or implied) for
producing desired results must all be carefully tailored to the particular circumstances of the
State. It is in this context that each SEA needs to consider the content, measurement, reporting

and use of data as well as the consequences for performance that will form the basis for their
accountability system.

Because this process of developing, assessing, and constantly revising accountability
systems should be a dynamic and ongoing process, States may benefit from the experience of
other States in developing and testing alternative models of accountability. Therefore, the
sections that follow highlight the accountability systems that have been developed in three States.
While these States have given careful and considerable thought to designing and implementing
accountability systems, they are not intended as "exemplars" that all other States shonld follow.
Rather, they are offered as examples of differeiit approaches that States have taken in designing

their accountability systems. The accountability systems of New Jersey, Virginia, Michigan and
West Virginia are described below.
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New Jersey

One of the outcomes of public education is the high school diploma, and New Jersey
closely examined their diploma issuance system in 1987. As a result, New Jersey has a single
diploma system that provides for granting a diploma on the basis of attendance, course credits,
local requirements, and a measure of high school proficiency. The high school proficiency test
measures achievement at the 9" grade level, but is now shifting to an 11" grade standard.

A proposal was made to establish a separate diploma for students with disabilities when
the Statewide diploma was being considered in 1987. The Department of Education opposed this
provision and developed a proposal that would establish the same requirements for all students.
Students with disabilities would be treated exactly like all students unless, because of the nature
of the disability, graduation requirements would need to be modified. The State now requires
all students to pass the proficiency test in order to receive a State-endorsed diploma urless the
student is exempted in the Individual Education Plan (IEP). Exemptions are granted to students
whose educational plan does not include proficiencies that are tested, but an exempted student
must demonstrate proficiency in a set of alternative areas outlin=d in the IEP.

As an example, a student with a moderate to severe cognitive disability might not be
taught the math proficiencies addressed in the Statewide assessment. Therefore, the student could
be exempted from those proficiencies and would have to achieve aliernative proficiencies as
proposed in the IEP, e.g., functional academics related to math, usually in the form of a portfolio
demonstration of proficiency. On the other hand, a student with a learning disability who
received instructional support in the resource room for the regular c-arriculum content would have
to demonstrate proficiency on the Statewide exam. Test accommodations are available for
students with disabilities such as taking the test in Braille, extra time allowances, etc.

Test scores are made public in New Jersey, and public pressure for accountability has
grown for local districts to increase the number of students passing the proficiency exam. Many
educators in New Jersey speculated that there would be pressure to identify more students as
eligible for special education and therefore eligible to take the exam with modifications. Contrary
to the dire predictions, more students took the Statewide test and the number of students passing
the exam also increased. This may change, however, when the new 11* grade standard of
proficiency for passing is adopted. The graduating class of 1995 will be the first class tested at
the 11" grade proficiency level, and this may lead to an increase in the number of special
education students being exempted f. om Statewide testing.

In another effort to examine and enhance the accountability of local districts, the State
Department of Education gave grants to nine local districts to examine three issues: post-school
employment for students with disabilities, special education dropouts, and special education
students’ achievement on standardized achievement tests. These grants were initiated eight years
ago and ended after four years. The results and successful practices of these projects were
published in a report on the transition of secondary special education students.
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Since then, the New Jersey Department of Education has been developing plans to move
toward a more outcome-oriented approach to special education. Currently, monitoring is
predominately focused on compliance, but there is an attempt to incorporate outcomes in the
process. The State is also looking to develop self-study guides and has attempted to emphasize
a self-study, self-evaluation type of approach to outcomes rather than imposing mandates on local
districts. This whole effort is in the planning stage and is intended to be flexible and adopt a
collaborative approach with local districts to enhance accountability for positive outcomes.

Virginia

Special education accountability in Virginia is seen as a coordinated effort with general
education. The demands for accountability by special education are somewhat different from
those of general education because of Federal special education statutes and regulations. The
State special education regulations require that local districts submit a plan that outlines all of
their special education procedures. The LEAs are not asked to report on progress in Individual
Education Plan (IEP) goal attainment, and there are no formal reporting or program evaluation
requirements beyond that required by Federal mandates. Most of the data collected from the
localities is for federal reporting purposes. Data from special education is included in the annual
Superintendent’s report, but this tends to be anecdotal rather than statistically oriented. The State
does not attach specific sanctions (nor do they offer fiscal rewards) to districts beyond the threat
of withholding allocations if the district is in regulatory noncompliance. This has not occurred
frequently, but there has been at least one instance of the State withholding funds because of a

lack of general education compliance. So far, Virginia has not withheld funds due to a lack of
special education compliance.

The Virginia Department of Education has also recently modified its initiative on
Standards of Quality, which is the guiding document for education in the State, and the special
education division is seeking to coordinate its accountability efforts with this general education
initiative and the overall goal of developing a "World Class System of Education" program by
the year 2000. This plan for a world class system includes four components:

° All gra.uates will be prepared to directly enter and continue in the skilled work
force, or to enter and complete further academic and technical education.

° Establishment of a Common Core of Learning that defines what all students
should know and be able to do when they graduate.

° The World Class Education Program will measure student mastery, and hold
schools accountable for the results.
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. Ensuring that all students have an opportunity to master the Commca Core of
Learning means trying innovative approaches to instruction and ways of organizing
schools.

As with other States, it is expected that Virginia’s accountability measures will apply to
students with disabilities, but the logistics of how they will apply is yet to be precisely
determined. The Lead Specialist for Special Education serves as the liaison between the special
and general education agencies, coordinating activities so that the LEAs will act in concert. The
Virginia Department of Education is examining an outcomes-based approach to accountability and
is gathering information on outcomes based education and on developing a comimon core
curriculum.

Since 1991, performance indicators on special education have been reported annually
through Virginia’s Outcome Accountability Project. The indicators focus on student outcomes
and are reported as percentages at the district level. The include: attendance; dropout rate;
receiving the regular or advanced studies diploma; pass rate on the State’s literacy test for 6"
graders; participation in structured work programs; and, co-curricular participation with non-
disabled peers. Current emphasis is placed on using the indicator information to improve local
special education programs and to increase student achievement.

The Virginia Department of Education operates from the perspective of forming a
partnership with LEAs for improvement of programs. There is flexibility in placing
accountability demands on LEAs, and they acknowledge local conditions and respect local
decision making unless there are clear indications that local decisions are not in the best interests
of the students. The Department of Education prefers to offer leadership rather than issue
mandates for the local districts.

Michigan

In Michigan, accountability is viewed in terms of forming a partnership with local districts
rather than taking a prescriptive "top-down" approach. For example, an outcomes approach to
special education is promoted but not mandated and, in fact, it is not known for sure how many
districts are using the State guidance in outcomes.

Michigan has a long history of local autonomy and State policymakers have chosen to
work with this trend rather than against it. Currently, monitoring is for compliance only and is
not "outcome-oriented,” although current plans inciude a gradual switch to a technical assistance
orientation to monitoring and some possible approaches are being pilot tested.

The Michigan Education Reform Act (PA2S) includes components designed to enhance
local accountability. The Reform Act covers four areas:
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e accreditation

 core curriculum

- annual reporting to citizens
o school improvement teams

SEA personnel report that the accreditation process, scheduled to begin in the fall of 1993,
is the most significant accountability measure in PA25. The standards for accreditation are
outcomes based and require schools to meet criteria within specific standards.

Special education is not specifically cited in PA25, but special educators did participate
in the development of the standards and agreed that accountability for programs serving students
with disabilities could be measured within the general standards. As stated by SEA personnel,
"It is now incumbent upon us in the field of special education to assure that such accountability
is realized (to assure that student outcome data is disaggregated to document the performance of
students in special education programs, for example)."

The area of the model core curriculum provided for in PA25, however, is academically
based and thus lacks accountability measures for some students with severe impairments. In
addition, the third component of PA25, dealing with annual reporting, does not specifically
mandate reports on the status of students with disabilities. Hence, this area of accountability is
not mandated by the law and remains at the discretion of local districts. Similarly, there is no
specific mandate for special educators to be on the school improvement teams required at both
the building and district levels. The law does require that school improvement plans be
established and the quality of these plans will be evaluated within the accreditation process.

With the Michigan Educational Assessment Program, students with disabilities have
traditionally been tested only if they are mainstreamed for the subject being taught. However,
this is currently being challenged. With the advent of PA25, students will be assessed on core
curriculum outcomes and expected to achieve a given standard of proficiency. Thus, issues have
arisen around the appropriateness of a core curriculum for all students and whether schools need
to develop other measures of success for some learners with disabilities. At this point, while the
intent of PA25 is for accountability mechanisms to apply to all students, the true impact of the
standards on special education is yet to be determined.

In summary, Michigan special education is "on the same train" as regular eduction in the
reform efforts of PA25. Due to the history of local autonomy, the State is extremely flexible in
placing demands on local districts. Public pressure does play a role, however, as the publication

of school-by-school results in local newspapers provides some measure of competition and
accountability among schorl districts.
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Conclusion and Recommendations

A clear lesson emerging from the literature on educational accountability is that designing
and implementing an effective accountability system is no easy matter. Part of the difficulty
involves the politics of education with multiple, sometimes conflicting, agendas and a lack of a
clear consensus on desired outcomes. Further complications arise over the measurement of
progress toward proximate and ultimate outcomes, conducting cost benefit analysis of alternative
approaches, and providing an equitable system of rewards and sanctions based on performance.
The complex interrelationship of Federal, State, and local responsibilities often prevents a clear
locus of accountability for desired outcomes. Local adaptations to even the most carefully
constructed accountability system may lead to unanticipated consequences.

In spite of these difficulties, it is clear that demands for accountability are not going to
disappear. Special education is particularly vulnerable to criticism as State and local education
agencies struggle with financial difficulties at the same time that costs rise for special education,
particularly for "high visibility" instances of residential placement and related services. Special
educators clearly need to consider demonstrating the results of programs and services for students
demonstrating forms of accountability other than procedural compliance with statutes and
regulations. Based on the analysis of issues of accountability presented in this report, a clear
need exists for State level policymakers, researchers, practitioners, and other stakeholders to
seriously address the issues surrounding the design and implementation of accountability systems.
One of the difficulties cited in establishing effective accountability systems is the existence of
multiple stakeholders, and a discussion of accountability systems needs to bring multiple
constituencies "to the table" for the dialogue. An examination of the State accountability systems
presented in this report also indicates that the discussion, as well as the subsequent design and

implementation, of accountability systems must be a collaborative effort of general and special
education.

This report began with a definition of accountability as being subject to giving an account,
to being answerable. Multiple parties are answerable for the nature and health of our educational
system: government leaders, policymakers, administrators, teachers, parents, and the public at
large. The next step in the process of examining and analyzing special education accountability
is for general and special educators to work together to develop a comprehensive system of
accountability for the effectiveness of educational programis for all students.
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. PAFullText Provided by ERIC.

This inventory of state education reports was compiled by the Council of Chief State School
Officers through a survey with ail 57 statc education agencies (50 states, D.C. , and 3 extra-state
jurisdictions) that are members of the Council. The survey respondents were state representatives
to the Council's Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC). States had several
opportunities to review and edit the information on their reports. Reports listed in the inventory
are published or released by state education departments. In a few states, data collection and
analysis are completed by state education departments and reports are released by local school
districts. State education representatives determined if a given report has a purpose of education
accountability, education indicators, or a report card on education in the state.

143




GhT

18V VAV AdOD 1538

A

_ pasuaRyay-uoN {q) pasve;
. WAUSSATY “wnnatn) (v) Arwuing 9jng-weold
8892-9§9-v0b P UONIvn[vAR Yasmsdy Joowuisg vals Hquddag vinsp ®A S9A WRWSESwY wapnis vidosp TVIOY03In
uojsialg (€661 suny)
SEVT-959-HOb Hoddng [eopnysa ] *1dng vy apng o] RquIIS vllp 84 RA| 160661 9|Jord Wwaiskg [ooyds vidicep 1-VIDY030
08ZL-L8YH06 wijrpeds wedoly HIMOD) 0|0J8) Arenusf-pjus 2918 PLISIP “Jooips 89A 04 poday jooyds vppol vanotd
snsey Lsaing g661
vosuyofr Al Hquaeq|  uoras wasle sqaeq sA| [vruualq NRd 5aqoq woy pr) Hoday -saaod
(1L £6°T661 77
06969 €0L I0IJO WAUSRINY 39 |PRIIY UoRAO} Arejy wndny| uodai wapks §qqgoq QA w4k 100438 ‘sqqoq wodoy 1591 jeninny i-saaod
S0rT-HTLT0T wapuaupadng Andsq AputH BjIys prany RSIp "jootps ou A1 (6°T661 “IA 1004PS *9][j0IT 100435 N0 A [VIHNNTOD 40 1O 1SIa
supseday puv sitkjouy {jootps) Aoy £661 329010 ‘sjooyag anAme[eq
£85H-6€L-T0¢C 918 ITPORY LORTINPY wAjos 'y sewoy L[ (31} 394050 {00423 “PLASIP 'ojos [ZL L 30} S|} Qg JUHLUSTHEY SOUVULIONI] TIVAVIAA
ﬁ—u_—uoe.coo u} :o:uo:vw
oul ouniatg Jo uoliipuod |00y NG Jo 3ol V T-LNDILDINNOD
$€95-994-€0T| U BORNY|OD wivq “ZowuIpIoo) 00T 1340}y 1260150 918 PLNsIp JJooyss ®A 84 £661 19010 ‘B|ljoid (00§ sdareng 1-LNJILIINNOD
0pRI0|0)
. uj Lonwonpg Qg 1+ JFu||ey)
¥289-998-€0¢] uonmnieAy P Junamid “nQ exg sumg Apnf Lronigag PUsIp e 8k o o Sunaop ‘661 pavd woday img oavio10d
HRWSRSY OuvuLIopag [00UdS YaIH
WRALSTETY SOURULIOHI] $3pRiD SIPPIN
. WARUSSISTY 0UBULI0pd Arejuaualg
110€-£§9-91 6 [SALTIISY 83615 BRLOJID 2011 Los|Ry ofeq BqUea( 23038 OLnstp Joots =£ 84 suoddy waussossy opdtels BRON D £-VINYOIITVD
RUBURUNG HodaY ARRULOMDY
$9pe1D PPN '€6-1661 Kreusung
vipad |Iig iudy 100403 PLnstp ‘s ou RA poday soumuLIopad |0oyds Y3iE TVINLOAITVO
UOIGIAIQ AdOoUN |, spodu Y6661
LSLTL59916 B uonen|vAg Yaseesdy “aq siped {|i@ RGUAKAON jooys o)l A 'spre) Boday Kitjiquiunooy jooyss 1-VINYOJITVO
SWI)] pIsJIS uo
FPUISI |00YIS STRuRHY JO sJupuny T-SVSNVYUV
SOIARS [e01] ¥ 16°0661 STSUBYY JO 5|00YdS
86Zv-289-10¢ BENTIS [00Y43S J0ISUIRI00D Jouty Avg 1MV [ o1u1s “|949) do-00 o)Rsip ®A 0A 21|qnd oy s0J Arvunung [wlshuis I-SVSNVYV
$]v0D {suolieINpY [sUOHEN S
086$-Tb5-209| wspusuadng o) wwisssy [rods uRoD Pof Rquisklsg B ol 8k sprao ] seaoig Jo woday [enuuy €-VNOZIYV
: NINSY WIWSSISSY £66] YA
815$-I$-09 WRIZ01] JUSUSSATY ARH Wit PRy PLASIP ‘opeis $A G WiuZosd WIULEIHATY WIPNIS FUOTLY TVNOZIUV
U I WAUIAINIY
65LE-TYS-TO09 ureifoly UERSY LTI sunf PLEIP Gen sk 0h Jidng vuozuy 305 poday prang 1-VNOZIYV
VYOWVS NVIORITINV
08985406 WRuwRTTUS Y wiRq osidng USULDALLS god | §1 693 - g1 uwp wHsIp A oA 31iqnd 3 o) podsy wLusIQ [Ooyos YASVTV
05$6-THT-$0T £01A1S BRINCUHIOY) FTIUBHY suof X0y ARpIPIN v Psip Gooyos ou A Hoday enimg [enuuy VINVEVTV
o
oN 2o 2HIL 8, PNu0) PIIU0) LpatTd paptodoy dpapepunis | guodas spoday juatin)
8,PTu0) Hodas sluagss | ©pspuys o pav] podod | onuuy .
?)5)3 o]
[ 88vg spau] p10day pus ‘syaodayf scvdjpuy ‘spiodsy A351quIUn0ddy uoyLINpy ETTIT
e
& @ ® ® & ® ® 5~




‘66T oUN{ *DC1 UOIBUIYSIAY “42]UDD) JUIWSSOSEY UONTONPE IMS RO 00498 IS JOID JO [1UN0T r
a9V
J =T
v ¥ N
(1uapri§ T234d03 ), “uiouvul.])
L3¥E-65€-109 83nsRWS Jo 30j0and uolivH opAID Asnirf-pjus pumnp 59A 894 podey [onuuy sjuspusuLedng 1-1dd1SSISSIN
: ou VIOSANNIN
(odars jowaaop
sost-tLe-Lis| swasks uonuumopu] “idng o0ssy sdjoyd sournf AT 10048 9L081p ] 94 % Va5) Hoday jootdg wedrdIN NVOIHOIN
uonwINPY JO MO *SSXT 'BIUD
CIE1-LTL-L19 UoREULIOJU] JUaNY *3019001] neqy ®ied oun( 100457 ‘JoLns|p $9A 594 $9[1J014 JOLRSI |00UIS NISNYOTIEUN SLIASNHOVSSYIN
Jusurfoun)y uogvuLON] pIBoq twois4s (00498 puv 9)!S ‘€661
§Yoz-EEC-0lb T [jsay ‘dupan]d “aQ APOON Hupy| "95(1/12QURAON [00Yds Jotstp ‘aus[  ojms $oA 594 Poday 20UTULIONI] [00YDS PUTIAITY UNVTABVI
$|00YdS
0085-L§T-L0T uoRuLLOjU] S1jqnd oampied| 11 12quajddg ojuis sk ours |y J0j 10doYy oouTuULOLRd ANV
£6-1661 WIWssassY
008$-L87-L0T dVaAN 01 OD(UN 2ORIOH 1A oS 594 JsuouwINp3 SUITIY o4 O} 9PIND T-INIVIN
(1o1551p Youa)
1986-L87-L0T SOBIAKG SIIN 080N SUPPOA Wi Py sjms J00Yos {nsIp $3&[ £6-1661 3100UdS SUu 30) pue) podoy 1-INIVIN
i woday snsodwo)
IopuRd 'D g simf/Asp o193 804 894 oIms ‘9[yo1d ssudold suvisinog £VNVISINO1
jopued O Wes Yol p-plu {oots 30A 834 poday [ooyos T-VNVISINOT
Aljiquunoooy uoday sjisodwo)d
9SLE-TVEV0S| 100498 Jo nramg “ojuaspiwpy Piag ‘g ums|  Alenqag-piw JoLstp 50k 824 totnsi ol ssa180ig ousisino] 1-YNVISINO1
ussAodIL] £661 290120
9112-+9$-705 10598 JO 8]0 “ULeQ) '805TY weysed PPIA 1 2G50 wusip 808 83k ‘61661 Lodoy vouruicpad Enwry T ANONLNT
uonmuauwR|du) (pasinbas 661 Amiugad
reLr¥95-70$ JUSUISEIEEY JO LOJSIALG “Ii(Y ojqumiL oos|  §1-1 Awnugag jooyos|  wep)ou sk Doday xoput ANIqRUNOY (00408 1= ANONLNTH
UOSLUTH] LUy Rqudes ojuis 89A 594 poday ULLISIISSY 0IFIS T-SYSNV
TonEN[EAY vd0
v09€-98Z-€16 7 oIuotay ouTuuv[d oioand UOSLLIBY{ LUy Arenuwp os ou $ok|  suonwnpg jo preog ojmg woday [enuuy 1-SYSNV
$90{A235 LOLBULIOJUT P €661 3qUIaAON
CEer-18T-gis[  miwud Jo "AlQ ‘xjunsprwpy L punier]] 1 3quisaoN ojms ou 8ok| “podoy uoyednpd jo uollpuo) nry ¥Mmol
3080-T€T-L1€ uofsuu0fu] toywrdnpg “10j3end wsugInH |9syoIN 894 (@indwos 4q 0jqisse0ou siojuolpitt) VNVIANI
086€-T8L°LIT BRUSIIS YoIeesay JOS duo ) pIsyoRy 1€ 390150 oJEE JOMSIp ‘looyds oA 594 e Bodoy £6-7661 SIONITT
(poninbos
0E£E-PEC-80T s3uw 10J JORD neaung WIAH WIS 1 Arenusf wmsip| wep) ou 8ok $2{1j0ud [00Y2S oYvp] £6-2661 oHval
£661 290130 HEMEH U} juauiaaodur]
preoq FUB 90U9UL0}I9d (004§ U0 Boday
undH [PTYIN 20130 Krsununs ojms| — ojms ‘oA 894 [enY @mog SUSpUAULINg o], T-1IlVAYH
: pToq
8806-5€L-808 #ieioodg uoRsnjEAY WioH josdipy Arsnuef oms oMsIp ‘jooipos|  aims Sk $0A Hoday] JusLusAcudtin] pus STS [004YdS 1-IVMVH
) oy WvNo
‘ON w0 N1 800D pHu) pHRA papioday Jpajopusut | (Hod slodsy Juaun)
¢, PBIUOD) od2d 5] USUA, BIISPBIS JO 19427 pedaa | jonuuy
. o8 o]
7 8% spae)) 1i0doy pus ‘sp10doyy J03udIPU] ‘sii0day AMIGEIUN0IIY UOLBINPTE S




6FT

A

‘$66] oun{ *O(] UOIBUN[ST A, ‘19JUD WIAWSSISTY UOLIBIRPY 18IS TINJ() [COYIS A1EIS JAYD jO {1un0)

of11-v$L 608 Kiopioog wositsy | g0y zanblpoy | vpiv Areruqad PLSIp ‘uotdas Jjuis ou 1Y Hoday [vauy [vansuig 00id 0L¥ANd
aoday pue preoq
PETI-L8L-LIL uonuR[uAY jo uOISIAL] JAIYD Sonyapy wip 1GUIPAON 1ooys Punstp dpis| oo sk Z0 £661 2QUIRAON ‘2{Jald [00YdS TVINVATASNNAd
€8L6-€8L-LIL AIupi0ag ) 0 BWSY 2NG Sa[duedg ueq quisydag T ou =S £661 "28udj ey a1y Bunxp T'VINVA'TASNNEd
ﬂc_-m:_n;m
$008-8L€-€0S 79 WRALSSSY U 15t{uioadg suEp wip Rquaidag s =S Cl €661 (184 D podsy uodug NOLHIO
iUy Yundy Amrugag PSP k[ orpousd (v661) Hodoy [voL0ISIH VWOY[X0 TVAOHVINO
p661 Arunugd] ‘weiBoig woledipy]
LT 1TE-S0Y Aupquunoday :0pen( TSV uioy Yurdg 1 Arenugo 100425 *PLAsip dims =k 'k JsuonEONpE TWOYSPIO ‘€661 MINSY 1-VINOHVTNO
SOWMRS WuLEARN sjoad PIsiq (SINE) warlks
TELBTELI9 uonvuLop] “nQ WY a3pld BRI Konugag PSP sk &4 uolPULOJU] URLIBTUTY LOLTINPT oltio
6-£661 {10008 Aq DiEnms) Lopn(
687ZvTL 0L Ypuuseay P tonnulica “ng uossllio g, uoy 30RO 100428 “PLASIP *Ams ou 8k uopwnp3 (winsip Aq) s xuvuly VLOMVA HLYON
DRI TR(] P (pImesdy
LISI-SIL-616 TORSTIIS TUTYRSUY) JAND suwuoy] uBugy Aot PSP s ou sk 2jyoLg Juonsing $-VNITOUVD H1AON
wwoig I'd Yy [EEIE 2 2N woday wawraad] {ooyos ¥ VNITOYYD HLYON
(avad) wesdolg Anjiquiuncasy
umold | 1udvaprep psip A = posvg-PISURILIONIY V] £-VNI'1OWVD HIJON
nijoT)) YHoN Ul udlskg
waoug (g "qagsuef PSP A =2 100438 Jo amis 2y L ‘paw) woday €661 Z-VNI'IOYVD 1HLHON
LOTI-S1L-616 wOLAG BUse 1 JO 201034 unoig |1 Kepiqudy oy X 54 IS A Jo AMg 1"VNITOYVD HLUON
SANVISI VNVIHVIN 'ON
(T "1oA) spLsL jooyds dlqnd
aInjejsidsf J0 s2(yo1 [uansums pue (1 '[0A) wsks
6918-CL-81s| WoTsemY sousily P Ul 0)0I00ISY 1P BUMBN Krenuqag PSP ‘Nuis A sk [suolEaNp Y} JO M1JoL] IpINAUIS RYOA M3N
WABITUT auneisBa) £661-2661 Hodny
919-L78-50¢ TRq WIPRIS 3P [0CYdS “opand opuas) Kuvp|  Jaquusod(-piu RSP ‘oh CId QN[iquunoxdy 0o MIN YL OOIXIN MAN
WHUSSIESY 21me)sida)
0815-T862:60% Pmam§ Jo nusng ‘001 ameNQq Auf BQuAdsg jootyos ‘wh El proy woday jooydg YL AISHIr m3IN
ou FAIHSIINVH MAN
TOREN[EAT BT B
0€1€-L89-T0L T (pivecay dunayg Sopan MO BIAIY Yoy Jooyoe ‘sok =Y voday smwig V ‘wolisonpq YpeAIN vavaiaN
uonsnBAg ' spodse
T ILTOY 29 WAUIIICIY JO 0P Jrops|tD UL Konjod je0] RSP RUSIp sk (suodas piasip 00Yd3) VNSVHAAN
ou VNVINOW
unossipy
J0 3j00425 311qngd a1 Jo podoy 7 TANOSSIN
saneisids) v Puis pue idng ‘[stousing
TRANREI0 TR [00YPS SORRR(| PVBNTUZI] MOIPOOX 1edy AP PUSIP ‘aus 5ok L $[00Y0S dHqNJ LMOSSIEY JO €2[Yosd 1-14NOSSIN
(593008
uonsH A0 Kronusp-piy PUISIP 24 CIS 11 SPHISIQ 0oYS Jo pre) noday 7-1dd1SSISSIN
“ON 240Ud 2pIL 8,1°30)y Poue) Lpassa pIHoday {pajspusui [ (podas spoday juauny
00D Wodaa UGN | SIISHTIS 30 [2A¥] podar | pouuy
208 u—
¢ o%ug spas) 10day pus ‘sprody L0)edpuj ‘siroday AIqeIunoddy uopeInpy A)v)S

B

&

@

®

®

_umm

it




{089

£pas)) Jiodoy PuY 511063} J03BIIPUY *SICERY ANRGEILN0IIY LONBINPT ABBIS

i
%
|

@ ® ® ® ® @ © ® ® ®
*b661 uUny ‘(] ‘U0IBUIYSTA “J0IUDD) JUIMISEISEY UoHBINDY WS ‘S1301JO [00YOS S1BIS JIIYD JO |12uUno)
CT Al L
1 190153 Aq 8¢ A GIHE
WUIsI( A9 6€ 9¢ 8y IS uoponpa 2191 (§=N)
VLO0L
— | T (1661 2290120) T
0] O §L0WIA0D ou| atponad tioday ssasdolg uonesnpy sButuodm ONINOAM
wipng €661
6196-L9Z-809 pue JusWwIFBUR} Joj UOIII Qg woj, Ksenus( [o49] jcoYyos [ [ Kienuep Poday eounuuiofiad [ooyos| NISNODSIM
£66 1 39qwasa(]
SUI}BAS *€6-7661 TIEQ (00425 pus Ajuno)
6988-855-H0€ ToRLIOJU] pue AB0jOUY30), onyp suoQ|  Jaquusoe(-piw {00158 ‘JLRSIp ‘NS gaA 594 amg ‘spiu) Hoday sulBlIA 159M VINIOYIA 1SIM
WUNRILLING porBIBaiu]
6VPE-E5L-90T U JUALISEIEEY JO 201K dseyl [V oiponad 06-6861 “uoidulysap ur uonwINpy NOLONIISVM
SWIISAS 1elasd ANjiqeiunoddy swoong
6602-STT-¥08 UORTULOJU] JOIgD BolsIALG|  SLUBH ‘I UoIWE) AeNudy e soA 898 uday Awwung siuiBliA £661 VINIDUIA
uoipeN 18d| 5834 oy jo pus ou Hoday Alsuung [eansHeIS SGNVISI NIDYIA
uoneuojuy §[0oYyog jo
1516-878-208| % swaiskg 19)ndwog) J0siA1ing 1138580 po32D ] Asenusy wuslp ou 52k vodoy [8onsnEIS €644 941 JO Arswuing INOWYIA
uoRes (€661 39quizn()
699L-8€5-108 SoRsUIg P eouvuly “pioo) suIqoY [3H| 1€ 32qu903 Aq owsp ‘ams $34 594 Hodoy pnuuy sjuspusiuiadng HVIN
vogenfeAy 3 sa[yoid
l0L6-tor-Tls| Buluwid “Kotjod ‘o 1oloid o[8n3] Auayd ] {00408 JoLnsIp ‘olas saA 82k PLISI (00428 £6-7661 ‘€6, 1oysdeug K
: $66 | dUTULIONI]
| [00Yo§ pus JaYoea ] WIPNIS T-33SSANNIL
8s15-1pL-S19 RuoksIWw0) Alndy(] 10 A 11390150 {00108 ISP ‘ANGIS 59A 82k pawy poday sjcoyag Anmua) 1517 1-9ASSINNIL
woilosg
p3eD Hoday jooyds wioNe( Yo €661
8PLY-ELL-§09 eouBuL] (00438 JO 2010911 uRky uvsng R jooYyos 59A sak[  ‘59gaid [00Udg JO ABIWRG SANNRXY V103va HLNOS
: 3[BPSINIY SUITA Asrugag oS 59k sk ¢0s 30j Bukng Auudd ays st 19YM £-VNI'TOdVO HLNOS
o[spsonI] SLIBA Bupdg {0048 ‘PUISIP ou sk suoday wawanosduwy puisiq T-VNI'TOHVO H1N0S
Adljod
99T8-+EL-€08 JO TOISIA “155Y '30xF J0iUsg 3jEpsant], SUIBA 1aquisidag wLsip ou k| 661 59jJoud uonsanpg vutjose] yinog 1-VNI'I0dVL HiNOS
spivpums YSiH 10) Buryoeay
OTIE-LLT-107|  MLSWSEIEY 01315 JO J018UIPICOT vossy wif 12qU23o(] 100495 JoLsip “dje1s ou 89K “puB(s] opoify Ul 92uBULIOPIZ] USRS Z-GNVISI 3a0HY
1661 ‘vonvanpg jo volipuoy
W8T-LLT-10F SIN “ws)jereds 12dooQ uaswy Arsrugag WUIsp ‘IS o 53A a1y uo poday siojedtpuj uonEINPY 1-ONVIS1 3Q0HY
ON uoyd SPLL 8,398)10) PBN0H Lpasedjaa —vo?—&oz Jpjspust &?—O&uh m«.—e&oﬁ RN
8,190)U0) 350093 6] UUAN DNSPES JO RAY] ssodaz | gsnuny . A m
) 2)8)8 6] > m m“
! i

r

.




@
LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
to the
Chapter 1 Reform Network
® from
The Independent Commission on Chapter 1
e
‘Under the new:law, funds will be allocated to schools on the basis of poverty. Schools which
are successful in gettitig. their students to higher levels of proficiency will not lose their funding.
They can be rewarded!.
@ KEY CHANGES IN-ACCOUNTABILITY

The legislation 1mproves accountability for resulés by requiring states to set high standards
and to hold school districts and schoois accountable for getting Title | students to meet state
| standards. The Actis also requires each state to describe how it will help Title 1 schools and school
§ @ districts develop the capacity to provide students with a high quality education as described in the
: statute.

A New Accountability Structure:

j ® * States must define “adequate yearly progress” in a manner that results in Ycontinuous
and substantial® yearly improvement of each local educational agency and school [that
is] sufficient to achieve the goal of all children meeting higher levels of the State’s
performance standards.... particularly economically disadvantaged and limited English
proficient children.” Progress must be based primarily on student performance on
state assessments, but other measures may also be used.

The state’s plan must describe 3 levels of performance based on the assessments:
“partially proficient, and proficient and advanced.”

States, school districts, and schools must report to the public on the progress students
make toward meeting state performance standards. Achievement data must be
disaggregated by gender, by major racial and ethnic groups, by income, and by
English proficiency status.

School districts and schools have two years to move students toward meeting state
proficiency standards. After providing technical assistance, states must take corrective
action against school districts in which students do not make adequat vearly progress
toward meeting state performance standards. School districts mu. take similar
corrective actions against schools. School districts and schools that succeed In
assisting all students to meet state performance standards can be rewarded.
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Is ‘academic red-shirting
skewing the way we rank our schools?

BY BILL ZLATOS

egir with a tale of two schools—one educating children competently but winning little applause, another manip-
ulating its testing program and garnering recognition and praise. One plays by the rules; the other plays the an-
gles, perhaps even enguging deliberately in a dubious practice some might describe as “academic red-shirt:
i ing,” a variation on the old sports gambit of holding players back until they strengthen and mature. The result:
¥ yet one more crack in the fundamental validity of the test scores so many Americans rely r.an to measure the
quality of education in this country. Take a cloger look:

) Nestled in the Hudson River Valley near Albany, N.Y,, is Castleton Elemer.tzcy School, a brick castle of 2 school In a town

of the same name. Castleton’s students do well on standardized tests, but not well enough for state or federal officials to cre-
ate a stir by presenting the school with any biue ribbons or plaques. Instead, Castleton's hallways sport the students’ rendi.
tions of Van Gogh's “Starry Night" elongside murals from “The Wizard of Oz" and *The Little Mermaid.”

Every year, teachers at Castleton flunk one or two of the 370 students at the school, and they do so with a sense of their
own failling, (Last year. they were fortunate: They didn't flunk anyone.) Only a handful of children--five last year—are ldent-
fled as disabled. and those children are taught in the regular classroom with the help of a special education teacher who

Bill Zlatos s a free-lance writer based in Pittshurgh.

Opiniona expressed by this maganne or eny of its authurs do not necesaanily raflect pasitions of the Natons School Boards Azsocution.
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viglts every room. The disabled students take the statere-
quired tests, and some of the youngsters pass the exams.
“We actually get people out of spacial education,” boasts
Principal Darlens Adams, :

Not far away is Riverton, an old mill % :/a flled with traffer

- parks, ranch houses, and Victorian mansions. Riverton is -

the pseudonym Stata University of New York researchers
Richard Allington and Anne McGill-Franzen gave to this
New York community in their 1892 study. Riverton Elemen-
tary School has received favarsble newspaper coverage and
& natlonal eward for educational excellence, based in pert on
it high scores on the atate's third-grade test.

Ninety-six percent of Rivarton's students pass the state
schisvement test. But that percentage was inflated, the ree
searchers discovered: Half of the 68 students in kinder-
garten through the second grade had been flunked or had
been placed in classes for handicapped students, Their
scoreg weren't included in the district's average. If they had
been, the researchers noted, the pass rate at Riverton
would have dropped from 85 percent to 78 percant.

Com nunitias like these exist throughout the United
States: Castletons that educate children without fanfare,
and Rivertons whose test scores and repistations get a boost
from the decision to delay testing for low schievers—or do
without it altogether. This practice is called exclusion, and it
Is the carnival mirror of education. It fattens the scores of
some districts while making the figures of others look
skimpy by comparison. . .

. Last year, the MacArthur Foundation gave the Educadon
Writers Association a grant to fund six national fellowships

in education reportng. I received one of those fellowshipa

to study how schools, lnowingly or not. inflate thelr test
ecores by excluding low-achieving students, Part of my re-
porting involved number<crunching: I obtatned data on the
testing practices of 14 of the largest school districts in the
United States (see sidebar on page 26). Part involved visit-
ing achool districts and talking with admisistrarors, st-
dents, and testing experts scross the country,

What I found was that something a5 simple—and suppos-
edly innccuous—as exelusion makes comparisens among
echools, districts, and states virtually impossible. Mix up
the varistion from state to state and district to district in the
type of tests and norms used, the grade levels teated, the
arnount of tirne epent on teat preparation, or the time of
year the test is taken, Toss in the difference in th. number

of students excluded, and test scores become a witch's

brew of incongruous ingredients, Accountability vanishes,
Yet the amount of otate funding a school district receives
an depend on test scores. A bond election can pase or fail
on test scores, which the public often takes a3 8 gauge of
how well a school district {s dolng. Even a state takeover

can depend Id large part on whether a district’s teat scores
rige or fall

Lauren Resnick, codirector of the Learning Research and.

Development Ceuter at the University of Pittsburgh, puts it
suceinctly. *The minute you allow exclusion,” she says,
“you open up a Pandora's box of manipulation designed to
make the school or district look as good as possible.”
Hitting pay dirt?

Talk to school executives, parents, teachers, or even

state education officlals, and you'll find two things: Schools
can exclude students In many ways, and the practice is a
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pope  way to Inflats test scores. Schools can exclude stu.
dents informally by suspending them or sending them to

the gym or on field %7ips on test day. Or they ean exciude

students instimtionally by flunking them, placing them in
trangitional grades—an academic limbo tantamount to
flunking——or assigning them to clasees for bilingual or dis-
abled students. (Some pareats of dissbled children report
forged signatures on individualized educasion plens that say
their ehildren should be axcluded from testing.) These chil
dren oftan are exemptad from tests, If they are tested, thelr
scores might ba left out of the district’s totals, which re-
celve mors seratiny than clessroom or grade scores.

Like any good polson, exclusion is difficult to trace. The
unsuspecting public and news media rarely ask questions
about who ig tested, and newspapar editors are unlikely to
confuse the renkings of local schools with more numbers,
Exclusion also provides a host of reasonable alibis: The
school does not want to embarrass specific groups of chil
dren or maks them ansious, The test was not normed for?
childeen Wire them. And besides, educators and policymak-

. ers haven't reached consensgus on whether exclusion is ap-

propriate—evan ethicel—in the first place. State regula- .
tions and loce! policies usually allow it.

Schools, meanwhile, can enjoy a big payoff by failing to
test everyone. The more low-achievers the school system
excludes, the higher its test scores are likely to be.
Whether 2 school benches a low-achizving student to inflate
its scores or to spare the youngster ansety, the result is the
same: Test scorus will rise. , _

“You don't have to be much of a statistician to know if
you can knock out [the bottom] 10 to 20 percent of your
cless, your scores are going to go up,” says Thomas Hala. -
dyna, an Arizons State University researcher who special-
izes in the ethivs of testing practices, Robert Slavin, of
Johns Hopkinu university, estimates that flunking low-
achieving students or placing them in transition grades in-
flates scores by about 20 percentile points. Afer another
year of covering the same material, he says, these stu
dents probably will answer a few more questions right the
second time they take the teat—yet their scores are com-
pared t a national sample of younger students. ’

Last year, the state of Michigan inadvertently demon-
etrated what happens when you suddenly change the rules
sbout exclusion. For years, the state department of educe-
tion told achool disiricts that if they did test students with
disabiities or Imited Eaglish proficiency, they could report
the results separately. Last year, though, the state education
department broke from tradition and decided to include the
scores of bilingual and dirabled students in its draft version
of the state report card on the performance of scheol dis-
tricts. And once the results of all students were combined,
gcores dropped. Districts bombarded the department with
angry letters and phone calls, and the state backed off. The
deta tapes were erased, As in previous years, Michigan fe-
sued a report card that excluded the scores of handicapped
and bilingua! students,

Or conslder the variations found in the number of sty -
" dents tested in two large city school syrstems. Both Mas

sachusatts and Tennessee have regulations that allow the
exclusion of some students. Massachusetts, ke many
states, says a child won't be tested if the child's 1EP says 5o
or If the parents request that the child be excluded; Ten-
nessee’s regulations szy students will he tested unless the
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EP exclude:. them. In Tennessee, limited-English-speaking
students may also be excluded. Yet, according to data pro-
vided by the Boston and Memphis school districts, only 66
percent of the students in Boston took the district’s reading
achievement test in the 199293 school year, compared to
93 perceat of the students in Memphis.®.

Why such a wide difference? For one thing, Mas-
sachugetts uses a broad definition to identify students need-
ing spedal education, thus ificressing the pool of students

"I‘nkeﬂ:e issue of eugbmty for exaznple. Moatdimcmreportmtparﬁ 5 ""“é
in terma of the gumber of “eligible” students. But eligibility rules vary throughionk L 5
the country. Andfewschooldmmmakedearm&epubﬁcwhnmtheymmm%
and whom they’re leaving ott. The Los Angeles Unified School Distrietis ox:eoﬁhe?:
exceptions: It clearly describes who is tested.and who is exempted on the first pagess "J
of ifs testing report. More frequently, djsmmbmyﬂ:einﬁormﬁm—ifﬂ:eypmvﬂeﬂ‘
it a¢ sll As & result, a nation ever fond ofranldngsismcmmnglycompamg&mm's
und states thet don't play by the same rules. And comuninities asgume their’ P 3_.;.,"3
schoolchildren are succeeding when peheps they et * i AT
The following dsta, besed on testing reports and documentsprovidedbyl&nfthe;.
nation’s school syatams for the 1992-93 school year, show the kind of variations #hist &
_mst ag weil 25 the percentage of students who are represented in a school distrie’s:5;
testing program-—and ot simply these who are eligible. Two caveats are inordm-ho A
avoid misunderstandings. First, for those school districts marked with an asterishe
hawve provided estimates of the totzl number of studeats enrolled in the grudee
tested; such estimates are necessary becanse some school districts don't repbre 3!
their epecial education enroliments by specific grades but by ranges of grades’ (thg;‘«“"
number of special education students in grades one through five, for mmple).Seo»;»
ond, districts test different grades, and these that test greater numbers of high: 2%+
school students tand to have a lower percentage of students included in thelr soores
beciuse of high rates of absentecism at the high school level, Four of the schooldis-
Ticts in the list balow—Baltimore, Philadelphia, Indianapolis, and Miami——did qotin:
clude high school shudeats in the testing programs cited here. -3 .. - - SHbIel
Finslly, the numbers of students tested are based on information the school dis-?;vz
tricts provided for the test they deamed moat important for secountabilty. "= ,q,%,xz

.. Distriet . ... 0. Numbeeof :-'-. Numberof students ,.;,Psmmgéhf’ il
L ._;,.;..__ smaammm . ‘enrolledin grades losted stndents tastsds
s Sl S wap s
Fairfux Co. Va* 36456 40175
{'Balitmore %7 " 51,620 " . .-"""':?-'-‘57.517 ¥
Phﬂadelphxa"--,- 12043 ¢ 129470
" Indianapolis’ 13,355 15782
SMiad - 14L1ee 16613
Detroit . -." -~ 139,941 169,439 .
Pittsburgh +30;182 35,960
Chicago* 196,491 246,077
Los Angeles* 423,674 552,239
. NewYorkClty* 535923 703,505 6% e
Washington, D.C.* 22,768 32,398 0% e
Oklahoma City 8,599 12,534 69%
Boston 32,866 49,948 66% i
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who could be exempted from testing. Boston appears to t
exercising that option. According to data supplied by tr
school district, 21 percent of Boston’s students are identifie
&s disabled—one of the largest proportions in the country-
snd €0 percent of the disabled students in Bostoa are eith¢
not tested or their ecores are laft gut of the district totals, £
a result, one out of every three students in the Boston publ
schools isn't represented in the school system's tast score:
Boston defends its practice, aaying the test pool is repr. .

gentative of the ¢lty’s student po;
ulation. “I's based om the propo:
tica of students it's appropriste t
have it based on,” says Maryaile
Donzhue, director of planning, re
gearch, and development for th
district. Others insist the ga--
could have significant gverall in
pact on scores. “Anyone b
Boston who believes that tec
scores reported in daily paper.
aécurately reflact student achieve
ment in Boston s probably beln .
given a rosier picture than what's
true,” says Anne Wheelock, a for
mer senior policy analyst for the
Massachusetts Advocacy Center..
a public interest group for chil-
dren.

In either case, one thing ic
clear: Given the differences ir
who takes the tegts and how the.
results are reported, you slmply
can’t compare test scores in
Boston with those in Memphis,

Who’s left out

Pine Lake Manor in Michiger
fs a microcosm of America's tast.
score manig, Residents of the 125

“homeas in this upscale subdivision
are part of the predominantly
black and overwhelmingly poor
Pontirc School District Last year.
they tried unsuccessfully to se
cede from Pontiac and joln pre-
dominantly white and wealthy
Bloomfield Hills. And much of the
debate on the secession centered
on whether test scores are a valid
indicator of school performance,
Pine Lake residents argued be
fore an administrative law judge
that Bloomfield Hills offered a su-
perior education. The proof high
test scores. One community
member even testified that, under
a divorce decree, his wife’s chil
dren live with her ex-husband

* Far the purpotes of this project tummud
the total sumber of ttudeats la the

period, end not the ol auly
amyd emt etrdents gehool districes typs

cr m
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during the week because the ex-husband lives in a better
gchool distriet.

Given these stekes, s oot surprising some schools suc-
curid to the temptation to maks their scores look artificially
good. Of courae, districts farely broadcast the fact that they
exclude students from testing. And they even more rarely
confess they've done 6o to raise test scores. Still, plenty of
evidence suggests children are being benched from tests
throughout the United States,

According to the National Center on Educational Qut-
comes at the University of Minnesota, nearly half of 2l dis-
abled studeats in the United States are excluded from the
Nationsl Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), the
U.S. yardstick for evalusting educstion. In addition, a 1893
study comsuizsioned for NAEP shows
wide disparities In the number of dis.
zbled students tested from state to
state. According to the report, Wash-
Ington, D.C., was least Tkely to test dis-
abled students, and Californlas was
least Hkely to test those with Hmited
EngHah skille.

The report further estimated how
state rankings might change if all dis-
sbled and bilingual students had been
tested and hsd ecored lower than other
students. Among the findings: North
Carolina would have jumped unine
places on eighth-grade math, and
Texas would have dropped aix places
on Its fourth-grade ecores.

Often, too, the number of discbled
students tested will vary batween B
school districts in the same state, Last #=

year, for example, a survey released by the Massechusetts

Department of Education showed that some school districts
tested none of their disabled stndents and others tested all
of them. Among the reasons given for the exclusion: the
students’ emotional or attention Hraits, their limited cogni-
tive zbilities, and theilr parents’ requests. The researchers
offered another reason 28 welk *The desire to look good is,
perhaps, the underlying single biggest reason why it is eas-
fer to exclude students with spedial needs from group test-
ing than to include them,” they sald, .

Statistics from the National Center on Education Qut-
comes paint a githilar pichire nationwide. When the center
looked gt the number of students taking state tests, it found
that test participation by handicapped students ranged from
2 percent In Michigan to 100 percent in Delaware. James
Yaeldvke, director of the center, says school administrators
{1 Tim they are pressured by their state and the commu-
nity to look good, so they test as few handicapped students
as passible. )

Bilingual students fare the game. According to a 1992
study by researchers Tony C. M. Lam of the University of
Toronto and Wayne 1. Gordon of the University of New
Mexico, most states have no policies on exempting bilin-
gual students from testing. Of the 17 states that do. the poli-
cies range from permitting no exemptions to excluding stu-
dents for up to three years, leading the authors to conclude
that decisions on whether bilingual students get tested are
“often rather arbitrary.”

Whether the students are identified as being lirnited in
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English proficiency or in need of special education, exclud-
ing them from testing helps make a districtlook good. . .

Take the case of the Oklahoma Cliy Public Schools. Dur- .
ing the late '80s and early "20s, Oklahoma City exempted
thousands of handicapped and limited English studeats
from state and local tests and placed thousands of othersin
transition ¢lasses.

The result of this exclusion was twWofold: First, test scores
mushroomed, rising from 39 percent of the students scor
ing above the national norm {n 1987-88 to $3 percent in
1891.92. Second, the number of students who were tested
dwindled from 34,000 in 12 grades to 19,000 in 10 grades. -
The school distict’s 4,000-student drop in enroilment dur-
irig the same period doesa't explsin the decline.

The Oklahoms City Schools gnined -
a lot of mileage from the improved
scores. The number of schocls on the
state’s probationary Hst for low test
scores dropped from 21 to ope. Afed- .
.eral court dismissed a desegregation
lawsuit in part because of the rising
. seores of black students, And the dis-
. trict recelved 2 Leadership in Learn-
ing Award from the American Associ-
ation of School Administrators for the
district’s effecttve schools: The proof
of the gchool system's success? Ris-
ing test ecores.
Oklshoms Clty’a pructices ware by
no meang unique. Three years ago,
.Forest Reece, then a member of the
gtate Board of Educatlon in Okla-
homs, surveyed 20 schools that had
worked thelr way off the state’s probe
y students in

of a digability or 4 problem speaking English. -

Oklahoma Clty Superintendent Betty Mason, who as-
sumed the post in 1992, sums up the state’s highsgtakes
atmosphere that pits superintendent against superinten-
dent the way athletic rankings pit ccach agalnst coach.
Grabbing a newspaper from her desk and holding # up tn
the air, she describes the rivalry the day that tests scores
are released. “When you open that paper In the morning
and when you see how Tulsa compares to Oklahoma City,
you want to be on top of that list,” she says.

Under Mason, the Oklahoma City school board bas re-
laxed its policy or: retaining students in grede and eliml-
nated seven transition grades. One transition grade and
widespread exemptions remain. And the rise In test gcores
apparently has slowed: Last year, only one grade out of five
showed an incrense in its test scores. E

Why test them all? .

Make no mistake about it. Most educators are not ex-
empting students simply to boost test scores. Arguments
about the appropriateness of standardized tests for some
students bear weight. A 1987 study conducted by experts in
the field of special education and cited in the magazine Ex-
ceptional Children found that the developers of many of the
27 most popular standardized tests failed to provide evi-
dence that their tests were valid for disabled students.

But as Resnick of Pittsburgh and Allington of the State

NOVEMBER 1604 27

(' 6126242879 PAGE . B80S




QDEC-IS-‘M MON 2:30 PM UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

[

-t

Q

FullToxt Provided by ERI

_eis] educstion or bilingual clasyes,

ERIC

aDEC 19 'S4 15:37

it

FAY NO. 61262408739 P. 6

University of New York point out, there's an inherent dan- -

ger In excluding kids: If children aren't tested. they be-
come invisible. Like other crities of exclusion, both con-
sider the testing of all students a key component of

improving education for these students, and both favor test- -

ing accommodations, such as extra time, large-print or
Brallle versions, tranclators, and tests in the students’ na-
tive languages when appropriate. Resnick’s work as codi-
rector of the New Standards Project in fact involves develr
oping 8 series of tests, based on world-class standards, for
students in math, English, science, and other subjects. Un-
dergirding the project is the philosophy that all students
will be tested. '

Others worry that allowing schools to exclude some stu-
dents is inherently discriminatory as |
well. “It tends to have a heavy racial
and poverty plece attached to it,” says .
Joun First, executive codirector of the
Boston-based National Coalition of Ad-
vocates for Students. “The kids most
likely t0 be excluded (for disciplinary
reasons] are kids who are poor or
members of racial or lsnguage minori-
ties.”

Most important, contends Paul
LeMzshieu, director of the Delaware
Education Research and Development
Center, exclusion institutionalizes bad
education practice. Students who are
fiunked or placed in transition gradee
often endure another year of the same
material taught by the same teacher
using the seme uneuccessful methods.
Depending on the quality of their spe-

these students might stay behind for
years. “I don't think it's premeditated
murder,” LeMahicu says. “It may well be mmurder, though.”
Alicia Soss, director of the Center for Test Equity at the
Intercultural Development Ressarch Association, agrees.
She doesn't want bilingual students to drown in an ocean of
tests, but she also docsn't want them shunted into the wad-

-ing pool for the remainder of thelr academic careers. She

and other advocates for bilingual education worry that fail-
ing to test sndents with a limited command of English de-
privea policymakers of information on youngsters who are
most likely 1o drop out.

Resources are an jssue as well. “All things being equal,
the eyotem io likely to oend more quality teachers to the
kidg who get tested,” says Kenji Haluta, an education pro-
fessor at Stanford Univergity and chairman of a panel urging
the overhayl of bilingual education.

To guerd sgainst that possibility, some school districts
and states have made it difficult to omit students from tast-
ing. Sixteen states and ¢ix districts take part in the New
Standards Project. Codirector Resnick says the project will
evaluate students on real-life tasks, taking minutes or
months, performed alope or in groups. The project will test
smdents_ in Spanish and probably other languages, and stw-
dents with learning disabilities and mental and emotional
hundicaps will be tested, 00, “If you're not forced to include

them in the tasting, thea you're not forced to include them
in the instruction,” sayo Resalck.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

New York City and Miami elso have policies that encour-
age widespread testing. New York includes in its totals the
scores of all handicapped students In resource rooms, re-
gurdless of how much time they spend there; the city also
offers a math test in four languages——English, Spanish, Chi-
nese. and Haitian-Creole, Miami audits its more than 300
schools 10 ensure that every student is accounted for on the
1esis—and that no student is tested or exempted who's not
supposed to be. Such cversight makes it difficult for individ-
ual schools to push the envelope on whom they’re not test:
ing: the central office and the school board are always
watching.

As part of its education reforms, Kentucky has adopted
the toughest testing standards in the nation. Everyone seek

ing a high school diploma must be
teated, though students with problems
speaking English my receive a quali-
fied, one-year exemption, and moder-
ately or severely handicapped students
may take an alternative test. Further-
more, students who are not tested. au-
tomatically receive a “novice” rating,
the lowest level of proficiency, says
Seott Trimble, state director of assess-
. ment implementation, and that rating
figures in the school system's score. In
Kentucky, too, test scores are used for
such high-stakes decisions as state
takeovers.

Moreover, states like Michigan and
New York report the scores of regular
students and handicapped or bilingual
students separately. Ygeldvke of Min-
nesota says that's the least states
should do. That way, he says, schools
and states have some information on

: how those children are doing.

Allington. of the State University of New York, disagrees.
“It continues to perpetuate the second-class citizen stamsg of
handicepped students,” he says, adding.that people pay
more attention to the other scores.

The most sweeping suggestion for cleaning up testing
abuses comes from Boston College testing expert George
Madaus. who recommends creating a national board to .
monitor testing practces. That board, Madaus says, could
not only monitor any-national exams that might be devel
oped but could also monitor the disclosure of who is tested.
Bruce D. Spencer, of the Methodology Research Center at
Northwestern University, wants districts to report the per
centage of all students the district tests. “It's all couched in
bureaucratic criteria as to who's eligible and who's not,” he
complains. “It's hard to know as a ciizen or as a social sd-
entist exactly who is being excluded.” :

For children who are excluded, being left out of tests
starts & cvele of bad education that ultimately ends in fail-
ure. *The school doesn't feel responsible for getting those
excluded kids to high levels of achievement,” says Kati Hay-
cock, director of the Washington, D.C.-based Education
Trust. “In the end. we tell the world they're not achieving
because they're dumb, their parents don't care, [or] they
don't have books 2t home. We tell the warld all these rea-
sons, when in truth the reason they don't do well is because

vf %n?edumte them.” sh
)
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An accountabie
education sysiem is
one which ensures that
all children, including
those with disabilities,
benefit from their
educational experience

through equal access, .
high standards, and high
expectations. Through
these experiences, all
children will become
"caring, productive,
socially involved citizens
who are committed to
lifelong learning."

Quotation from the mission
statement of the National Agenda
for Achieving Better Results for
Children and Youth with
Disabilities. June, 1994.
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APPENDIX C: Model Diagrams

Report of Accountability Focus Group Meeting
Project FORUM at NASDSE. Task #7-3-4
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THE ERA OF _
COMPLIANCE
EWSEA, PLD4-442
1965.95
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- -RESULTS™
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INPUTS, AND
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POSSIBLE SOLUTION:
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INRPUTS, AND
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Longltudinal -studles
Multlple mﬂlcators (dropouts

eﬁectlveness-cognltlve and
noncognitive

Flexibility and accessibility to
program

Blended system
Appropriate reinforcements
(sanctions and incentives)
School report card

MIS
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Examples

o Academic/nonacademic
standards

o |ndividual expectations
(cognitive and noncognitive)

> Multiple measures of individual
student progress

o Flexibility in assessment
modes

o Continuous progress with
benchmarks along the way

o Parent involvement

o Teacher empowerment

o |EP
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IEP

LRE

Access standards
Procedural safeguards
Parent involvement
Staffing credentials
Finance

Staff development
Policy development
Diversity

IDEA

MIS

Demand for use of
effective practice
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Examples

o Standards

¢ Continuous improvement

e Curriculum

o Basesline data

o Staff devalopment

o Ongoing measurement

* Longitudinal studies

o Muttiple indicators (dropouts,

retention, and completion)

Multiple measures of system

effectiveness-cognitive and

noncognitive

» Flexibility and accessibility to
program

° Blended system

e Appropriate reinforcements
(sanctions and incentives)

¢ School report card

o MIS

]

SYSTEM
RESULTS

This compsnent
guarantees program
effectiveness.

¢ RIGHTS,
7INPUTS, AND STUDENT
PROCESSES LEARNING §

This component guarantees o Thas component guarantees
educatlonal equ:ty individual student achlevement

Examples Examples
o |EP ° Academic/nonacademic standards
° LRE ° Individual expectations

o Access standards
° Procedural safeguards
= Parent involvement

(cognitive and noncognitive)
° Multiple measures of individual student

. 4 . progress
o git:;frl‘r::gecredennals * Flexibility in assessment modes
o Staff development ° Continuous progress with benchmarks
¢ Policy development along the way
o Diversity , ° Parent involvement
+ IDEA ° Teacher empowerment
o MIS o IEP
» Demand for use of effective
practice
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& Shapes inputs required € Demands high
to achieve resuits.

& Demands constant & Requires connection
renewal of inputs/process - between what we know
measures. o about a child and

$ Ensures continuity and instructional strategies.
consistency of inputs § Strengthens emphasis on
across populations. o Wy, individual learning.
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& Forces system to
assume ownership

¥ of all kids.

& Guards against

overgeneralization

SYSTEM of system results.
RESULTS $ Validates system

standards.

& RIGHTS,
& INPUTS, AND
PROGCESSES

& Drives the inputs
processes (creates
context/purpose).

=, Guards against

overgeneralization of
system results.

$ Validates system
standards.
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€ Provides reliable, o
valid data that informs . AR

system configuration. _ e V4
L. Defines boundaries #* & R,

for opportunity/ &
flexibility. ?,
& Reinforces/renews & |
resources for 4 SYSTER Q-
systerns. ¢/ RESULTS N
5 ' S

o)

INDIVIDUAL X,
STUDENT
LEARMING

e ‘ . - S S - N,
B S e L R A VA A A A N N s BN G A R R S

€ Establishes tools
necessary to support
and facilitate learning.

L. Requires opportunity,_
for all/feach. e

$ Strengthens
emphasis on
individualization and
parent involvement.
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