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Overview

Improving Inclusion in South Carolina

Impact on Test Scores

What's the takeaway?
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Discuss the steps taken to improve inclusion in South Carolina since NAGB released inclusion guidelines in 2010. 

Regarding impact on scores, demonstrate: 

The change in inclusion rates since policy implementation.
How results have changed with increased inclusion. 
How this change compares with that of other states.


Talk about what increased inclusion means for South Carolina and the implications for other states. 


Background

! . March 2010: NAGB Issues Guidelines for the
Inclusion of Students with Disabilities and
English Language Learners

— 95%/85%

— The proportion of all students excluded from any
NAEP sample should not exceed 5 percent.

— Among students classified as either ELL or SD a goal
of 85 percent inclusion shall be established.
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Presentation Notes
Providing an example of analyses that used data obtained from the NDE and Inclusion NDE.   


South Carolina had fairly high rates of exclusion. The new guidelines with the target inclusion rates really put our state’s inclusion situation into perspective, so we set out to make improvements. 


® Wl Addressing Inclusion in SC

e Spring 2010: Internal meetings to discuss
NAGB guidelines and status of inclusion in SC.

« States urged to adopt policies providing that
such documents [IEP/504] should address
participation in NAEP.

« Summer 2010: SC implemented policy of
addressing NAEP participation on IEPs.
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Spring 2010: Internal meetings to discuss the new inclusion targets set by NAGB inclusion

NAGB’s Policy Statement on NAEP Testing and Reporting on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners 
Implementation Guidelines-For Students with Disabilities 
#6 Only students with an IEP or Section 504 plan are eligible for accommodations on NAEP. States are urged to adopt policies providing that such documents should address participation in the National Assessment.

Summer 2010, working with our Office of Exception Children to incorporate NAEP in the online IEP tool. As that process was completed, a joint memo from exceptional children and assessment was distributed to district special education directors and test coordinators. 
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Reading - Grade 8
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NAEP Mathematics Grade 4
South Carolina Acheivement: Students with Disabilities (SD) - Not SD
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Note: The NAEP mathematics scale range is 0to 500.
Data Source: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
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11-point drop since 2003
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NAEP Mathematics Grade 8
South Carolina Acheivement: Students with Disabilities (SD) - Not SD
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Note: The NAEP mathematics scale range is 0to 500.
Data Source: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
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8-point drop since 2003


NAEP Reading Grade 4
South Carolina Acheivement: Students with Disabilities (SD) - Not SD
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Note: The NAEP reading scale rangeis 0 to 500.
Data Source: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
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Thirty-point drop since 2003, and a twenty-five point drop since concerted effort to increase inclusion. 

In terms of absolute value of scale score, this group performance is among the five lowest in the country. 


NAEP Reading Grade 8
South Carolina Acheivement: Students with Disabilities (SD) - Not SD
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Note: The NAEP reading scale rangeis 0 to 500.
Data Source: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
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Ten-point drop since 2003


NAEP Grade Four Math: Change in Scale Score by Change in Inclusion of SD
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Graphic shows change in SD scale score by % change in inclusion. 


Weak negative correlation


Dancey and Reidy’s (2004) Categorization

Value of the Correlation Coefficient

Strength of Correlation

1 Perfect
07-09 Strong
04-06 Moderate
0.1-0.3 Weak

0 Zero




Correlations with Change in Overall State Mean

Grade Four Mathematics

09-11 -0.069

11-13 0.027

09-13 0.030
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NAEP Grade Eight Math: Change in Scale Score by Change in Inclusion of SD
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Correlations with Change in Overall State Mean

Grade Eight Mathematics

09-11 -0.251

11-13 -0.290

09-13 -0.085
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Weak negative correlations.


NAEP Grade Four Reading: Change in Scale Score by Change in Inclusion of SD
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SC is particularly affected by the inclusion of more SD students.  


Correlations with Change in Overall State Mean

Grade Four Reading

09-11 -0.437

11-13 -0.402

09-13 -0.352
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Weak to moderate negative correlations. 


NAEP Grade Eight Reading: Change in Scale Score by Change in Inclusion of SD
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Correlations with Change in Overall State Mean

Grade Eight Reading

09-11 -0.242

11-13 -0.174

09-13 -0.196
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Weak negative correlations. 


The Takeaway

High exclusion may result in overestimation of
performance.

Improving our NAEP sample
— Potentially reveals areas of concern

— Helps ensure a more valid baseline for gauging
effectiveness of reforms.
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While the correlations were strongest in reading, grade four, there were also weak correlations elsewhere. This suggests that, with the systematic exclusion of students with disabilities, there exists a potential for overestimation of performance for this demographic group. 

This is should be of particular concern for states that still have high rates of exclusion.   

…if we were previously getting a distorted image of our students’ reading proficiency, then we are glad to now have a more realistic idea of the extent of the problem. 

####scores may have declined in some areas, but our data quality has improved####   




Implications

IDEA Part B Determination

— “Needs Assistance”

IDEA State Systemic Improvement Plan

— Helped define focus areas of focus

South Carolina Read to Succeed Act (2014)

— More accurate baseline data at time of new reading
Initiative
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How were these results used? 
…IDEA Part B Determination – inclusion of students with disabilities in NAEP was a positive, but we penalized for low SD performance

State Systemic Improvement Plan - SSIP
Helped determine the focus of supports for students with disabilities. 

Also, the Read to Succeed Act…Governor’s education initiative signed into law April 2014. 
reading in the lower grades. Among other things, this law allocates funds for readiness assessment, literacy coaches, and summer reading camps for K–5 students reading below grade level. 

Uncovering an apparent overestimation of reading proficiency among students with disabilities was timely in that we should have a better baseline for gauging the effectiveness of this reform effort. 

Reconfirmed issue with reading, especially in lower grades. 
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