3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat 9 or Adobe Reader 9, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


The Role of Principal Leadership in the
Inclusive School Practices Initiative

ISP Study Year Il

Brett D. Campbell, Ph.D.
Coordinator of Research
Assessment, Accountability, Research & School Improvement Division
Clark County School District

October 2009






Principal Leadership and Inclusion

2
Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY c.uveiiiiisiemssssisssnsssssmssssssmsssssssssssassssms s sn s se s am s s a e SRR AR e R R R AR ERERRE AR R AR AR AR RRR SRR R RS 3
L] S AT LT = T | 6
Research Framework and Methods ........mmmmmmmsssssssss————— 7
KT 1101 [T PRSP SRR 9
[DF 1 T o 10 oL PP RSP OPR PR UPRTPRO 9
2T U ] 1 10
PrinCipal SUIVEY ..uiciiiiemssmsesssnssssnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssnssnssnssnssnssnssssssssssnssnssnssnssnssnssnnss 12
ClasSroom ODBSErVatioNs......cueiissmsmssmsmssssssssssssssssssss s as e as s 17
Academic AChiEVEMENL ... 22
Fidelity of ISP implementation........cessss e —————— 24

0o T Tl [T T o 24
0 o1 LT or= 4 T 4 26
LT3 = 1 T 27

2= LT =T o=, 30
Y e o 1= T G 32
APPENAIX Buuriuriarsersursarsnsssssnssnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssesssssssssssssssssssnssnssnssssss 39
1Yo oY1 T LG 51
31 oo 1= e 1 G 63

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department





Principal Leadership and Inclusion
3

Executive Summary
The goal of the Clark County School District (CCSD) Inclusive School Practices (ISP)

initiative is to support schools in creating an inclusive, student-centered culture designed to
close the achievement gap and create positive learning environments. School personnel
received professional development regarding the implementation of inclusive practices in the
classroom. The CCSD Student Support Services Division (SSSD) sponsored this research
program. The CCSD Research Department designed the study, developed protocols, collected
and analyzed the data.

This study focused on the influence of site leadership on the Inclusive School Practices
initiative. Specifically, the goal was to identify principals’ knowledge and attitude towards
inclusive classroom practices and what support they provided within their schools. Observers
went into ISP schools to document how leadership affected the implementation of inclusive
classroom practices.

Design

All CCSD elementary and middle school principals who participated in the ISP initiative
received a survey asking about inclusive classroom practices at their school. The content of the
survey covered principal participation in ISP professional development, perceptions of teacher
preparation for inclusive classroom practices, related student outcomes, and support provided
in terms of budgeting, student and teacher scheduling, and school culture. Seventy-five
percent of survey recipients responded. Of those, 40 schools (30 elementary and 10 middle
schools) were selected for classroom observations. Observations documented specific
collaborative teaching models, student activities, and inclusive strategies. The influence of each
element on student achievement also was evaluated.

PRINCIPLE FINDINGS
Principal ISP Professional Development
e Most (79.4%) principals have attended the ISP administrative workshop.
e Seventy percent reported attending an ISP workshop with the teachers.

e More than half (54.6%) have held ISP workshops at their schools.
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The number of ISP workshops principals attended was associated with higher positive
perceptions of student outcomes and negative perceptions of resource or “pullout”
approaches.

The mean number of workshops attended by principals was 2.7. Those principals who
completed at least three workshops were more confident in their schools’
implementation of inclusive classroom practices.

Principals who completed four or more ISP workshops sought out external funding to

support inclusive classroom practices at their school.

Teacher ISP Professional Development

Overall, principal perceptions tended to be negative towards teacher preparation in
inclusive classroom practices. Most principals (44% to 58%) believed teachers needed
additional professional development.
Only 18% of principals strongly or very strongly agreed their teachers were adequately
prepared. Strong positive perceptions were associated with:

O Greater participation in peer tutoring

0 School budgets that supported inclusive classroom practices

0 Teachers more likely to volunteer as collaborative teachers

0 More collaborative classrooms within the school

0 Positive perceptions about students making gains in academic achievement

Classroom Observations

Middle schools had more collaborative classrooms than elementary schools. Title |
schools had fewer collaborative classrooms than non-Title | schools.

Less than half (48.5%) of the classrooms had two teachers present at the time scheduled
as a collaborative classroom.

Principals with less positive perceptions about ISP supporting student achievement had
more classrooms where one adult taught and one adult observed the students.
Teachers who used tiered activities to differentiate instruction had more class

discussions and writing activities.
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e Of specific collaborative teaching models, co-teaching decreased after participating in
the ISP initiative for 2 years. The model One Adult Teaching and One Adult Observing
decreased after 4 years of participation in the ISP initiative.

0 Whole class instruction decreases between two and four years of participation in
the ISP initiative, while independent student work increased during that same
period.

O Principal perceptions about student outcomes predicted classroom use of
graphic and advanced organizer. Perceptions that are more positive correlated
with higher use of graphic and advanced organizers.

e The length of a principal’s tenure at a school was positively associated with increased
use in tiered student activities and students working independently. Tenure was
associated with decreases in multi-modal instruction. The principal’s tenure at that
school correlated positively with school CRT Reading, Mathematics, and Science scores.

Student Achievement

e Title | elementary schools who participated in the ISP initiative had higher CRT Reading
scores than other Title | schools.

e |SP middle schools who were not Title | had higher CRT Reading, Mathematics, and
Science scores than all Title | schools and non-Title | schools not participating in the ISP
initiative.

These findings support the ISP initiative suggesting principal knowledge and experience
with the ISP initiative reinforces principal’s perceptions, support, classroom practices, and
student achievement. These results also suggest a number of opportunities for supporting
these principals exist. Principals would benefit from more support in professional development

for themselves and their teachers.
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The Role of Principal Leadership in the Inclusive

School Practices Initiative

ISP Study Year II

Educators once believed that children with disabilities, specifically students with
Individualized Education Plans (IEPs), may best learn separately from other children in what was
known as pullout instruction or “resource rooms”(Gresham, 1982, as cited in Cole & Meyer,
1991). Current research suggests placing students in resource rooms may be detrimental to
student achievement (Jenkins, 2005). For example, Savage (2006) and Weisch (2006) found
that students in pullout instructional programs declined in reading and spelling skills.

Inclusive classroom practices, as an alternative to pullout instruction, are specific
strategies for teaching students of diverse learning rates and knowledge in one classroom
(United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 1994, p. 11).
Inclusive classroom practices include, but are not limited to collaborative teaching models,
differentiated texts, work and instruction, and student-centered scheduling. Several studies
associate the use of inclusive classroom practices with improvement in social skills (Vaughn &
Klingner, 1998) and better academic achievement (Calhoun & Fuchs, 2003; Kemp & Carter,
2006; McGregregor & Vogelsberg, 2000). Results include gains in reading achievement (Bear &
Proctor, 1990; Walsh & Snyder, 1993; Wilson & Michaels, 2006), mathematics (Calhoun &
Fuchs, 2003; Fryxell, 1995), science (Lundeen & Lundeen, 1993), and social studies (Patriarca &
Lamb, 1994).

Principal leadership is a recognized element in the successful implementation of

inclusive classroom practices (Cruzeiro & Morgan, 2006). Source of this necessarily leadership
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comes from the power structure within the school or district (Leo & Barton, 2006) and through
the principal’s vision for the school (Cruzeiro & Morgan, 2006; Parker & Day, 1997). Inclusive
principals establish policies and structures that support inclusive practices (Guzman, 1997;
Horrocks, White & Roberts, 2008; Lieber, Hanson, Beckman, Odom, Sandall, Schwartz, Horn &
Wolery, 2000). Structures such as the provision of professional development, as well as
financial and emotional support lead to strong inclusive classroom practices (Idol, 2006; Minke,
Bear, Deemer & Griffin, 2006; Sindelar, Shearer, Yendol-Hoppey & Liebert, 2006).

It was the goal of this project to identify principals’ knowledge and support in an
inclusive practices program. First, principals completed a survey about their attitude,
knowledge, and activities regarding inclusion. The purpose of the survey was to outline the
continuum of beliefs and activities for principals who participate in an inclusive practices
school.

Following the administration of the survey, observers visited those schools participating
in the CCSD ISP initiative. The purpose of the observations was to identify how principals’
beliefs trickle down into classroom instruction. While teachers and other school staff have a
direct influence on inclusion in the classroom, we expected that principals have a mediating
influence—either positive or negative—on inclusive practices. A secondary goal was to identify
how student engagement interacts with inclusive practices. The current study was a necessary
step to assist educators in understanding how to best facilitate the implementation of inclusive
practices, the success of professional development in changing classroom practices and teacher
attitudes, and how practice and attitude influence student outcomes.

Research Framework and Methods
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The ISP Research Advisory Committee developed the conceptual framework that guided
this study. The Committee drew on prevailing views on educational leadership, as well as
existing research on inclusive classroom practices, including the CCSD ISP Year | study. Figure 1
illustrates the framework describing the Committee’s theory of inclusive leadership. Principal
knowledge and attitude about inclusive school practices guide the support and promotion of
the Inclusive Schools Practices initiative. Specific activities include professional development
regarding inclusive classroom practices, guiding student schedules to support students who
would benefit from inclusion and seeking and allocating funding that supported inclusive
practices. All of these lead to teacher buy-in and implementation of inclusive classroom
practices. In turn, successful implementation of inclusive practices in the classroom should
improve student outcomes: gains in social skills, self-esteem, motivation, and academic

achievement.

Principal Attitude ISP Professional
and Knowledge Principal Activities Development
about Inclusive promoting Inclusion

Practices Student Schedules
Allocation of
Funding
Gains in Student
Outcomes: Implementation of
Social Skills < Inclusive Classroom
Motivation Practices
Achievement
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There were three stages to this study. The first was the collection of principal
knowledge and attitude towards inclusion through an on-line survey. The second was tracking
inclusive practices through classroom observations. The final was to examine student
achievement using CRT scale scores. Other student outcomes were assessed previously in the
ISP Year | study.

Sample

All 130 K — 8 principals who participate in the CCSD ISP initiative received a link to the
Principal Survey via e-mail. Seventy responding principals were from elementary schools and
27 were from middle schools. Of those who responded, principals worked in CCSD an average
17.5 years. The average (mean) number of years as principal was 5.5 with 3.5 years at their
current school.

Forty principals who responded to the survey were selected for classroom observations
at their schools. Ten schools were middle schools, and the remaining 30 were elementary (K -
5) schools. Stratified sampling occurred to insure representation across the six district regions,
years of involvement in the ISP initiative, and ethnic makeup of the district. Twenty schools
(50%) received Title | funding.

Data Sources

Principal Survey. Principals were surveyed in the fall of 2008. Principals received
notification of the survey through the district email. This email contained a link that led to a
web-based (Zoomerang) survey. The respondents met the criteria for being representative of

the ISP schools. Appendix A contains the survey items.
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Classroom Observations. An observer checklist is a modified from a CCSD Learning
Walk. A Learning Walk is a five-to-ten minute classroom visit that focuses on instructional
strategies and classroom organization (Marsh, Kerr, Ikemoto, Darilek, Suttorp, Zimmer &
Barney, 2005). One Learning Walk is not intended to be stand-alone events or evaluations, but
a collection of Learning Walks provides a comprehensive observation of the school. Appendix A
contains the observation checklist.

Consultants for the district developed the original CCSD Learning Walk. This instrument
was selected because it aligned with district initiatives and with previous inclusive classroom
practices research. Some modifications were required to increase the focus on inclusive
classroom practices. Topics covered quality and level of student engagement, specific
collaborative strategies employed by the teachers, and differentiated instructional strategies.

Student Academic Achievement. Student assessment data, the Nevada Criterion
Referenced Test (CRT), was collected at the end of the school year for Grades 3 — 8. The CRT
focused on three content areas: reading, mathematics and science. These assessments were
used to determine school and district Annual Yearly Progress as dictated by the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2002. CRT scores were reported as standardized scale scores with a minimum
score of 100 and a maximum of 500.

Results
Context

CCSD is the fifth largest school district in the United States comprising of a mixture of

urban, suburban and rural schools. A diverse population is served with 42.5% receiving free or

reduced cost lunch. The race and ethnic division is 39.9% Hispanic, 0.8% American
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Indian/Alaskan Native, 9.3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 14.3%, Black, 13.9%, and 36.1% White.
Gender is divided 51.5% male and 48.5% female. Students with IEPs account for 10.3%.
Students identified as Limited English Proficiency (LEP) represent 19.6% of the student
population. Table 1 presents the district and ISP school demographics.
Table 1. CCSD 2008 demographics compared to ISP school demographics
CCSD ISP

Elementary Middle Elementary Middle
Number of students 151,495 78,140 72,917 46,177
Number of schools 217 82 98 34
Number of Title | schools 65 11 35 5
Percent of students with IEPs 12.6 14.8 10.5 10.04
Number of schools not meeting AYP 108 40 62 19

In 2004, CCSD implemented an Inclusive School Practices (ISP) program designed to
support schools in creating an inclusive, student-centered culture. The ISP initiative offered
professional development for implementing instructional strategies such as differentiated
instruction in classrooms and collaborative teaching models, on-site technical assistance, and
additional funds to support contributing activities. The Student Support Services Division
(SSSD) sponsored the ISP initiative. Professional practices designated by the ISP initiative were
designed to increase academic achievement and create a positive environment for all CCSD
students. The stated goals of the Inclusive School Program were: (1) close the achievement
gap, (2) treat people with dignity and respect, and (3) create positive learning environments.

Despite the initial interest and participation of 120 schools, in 2006 CCSD personnel
recognized that vast improvements were necessary in the promotion of inclusive school
practices in the majority of CCSD schools. In an effort to address the needs of the transitive
administrative and teacher populations and create sustainable change at schools, a revised

professional development model was developed for implementation during the 2007-2008
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school year. This model offered a differentiated approach to participating schools, targeting
the professional development needs of individual teachers. The effectiveness of specific
inclusive classroom strategies had yet to be evaluated systematically. Thus, the purpose of the
present evaluation was to outline the challenges and successes in implementation of inclusive
classroom practices and determine whether positive student outcomes could be detected in
classrooms that are more inclusive.
Principal Survey

Ninety-seven principals responded, providing a response rate of 75%. Seventy (72%)
responding principals represented elementary schools, while the remaining 27 (28%)
represented middle schools. All principals reported serving students with learning disabilities.
Students with developmentally delays, emotional challenges, speech impairments, health
impairments, and autism were highly represented in these schools. Six principals did not

indicate which students were served in their schools. The specific diagnoses are in Table 2.

Table 2. Percentage of specific disabilities serviced as represented by principal report.

Diagnosis Percentage reported Frequency Reported
Learning Disabled 100.0% 91
Developmentally Disabled 60.8 59
Emotionally Disabled 58.8 57
Autism 68.0 66
Mental Retardation 46.4 45
Speech Impaired 54.6 53
Vision Impaired 26.8 26
Hearing Impaired 30.9 30
Deaf or Blind 134 13
Health Impaired 61.9 60
Orthopedic supported 24.7 24
Traumatic Brain Injury 11.3 11
Multiple Impairments 39.2 38

Overall, principals were positive about student outcomes related to inclusion (Figure 1).

Support was greatest for increased social skills and self-esteem. Principals were less supportive
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of student motivation and academic achievement, although fewer than three percent disagreed

with those two items.

Figure 1. Principal perceptions about the effect of ISP on student outcomes.
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When asked about the student benefits of inclusive classroom practices, principals were
very positive (Figure 2). There was disagreement that pullout instruction was a positive
instructional practice. Principals had mixed opinions that only special education students
benefit from inclusive classroom practices. Principals believe inclusion benefits all students and

that special education students can make gains in academic achievement.

Figure 2. Principal perceptions about benefits of inclusion for the school.
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When asked about how prepared teachers were to use inclusive classroom practices,
principals expressed negative attitudes (Figure 3). More than half were dissatisfied toward
teacher preparation in inclusive classroom practices, differentiated instruction (51.0%),
collaboration (58.0%), and accommodations (44.0%). Only 18% were strongly positive (strongly

agree or very strongly agree) about teacher preparation for inclusive classroom practices.

Figure 3. Principal perceptions about teacher preparation for inclusive classroom practices.
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When asked about funding the ISP initiative for their school, responses were less
positive. Inclusive materials received the most support with 47.4% of principals replying that
they provide strong support and 39.0% supporting. Those principals who did not provide
funding for inclusive materials were limited to 13.7%. Funding ISP rewards received almost as
much support as materials. Strong support for rewards accounted for 41.5% of principal
responses and 34.0% provided some support. However, 24.5% did not fund inclusive rewards.
Only 27.7% strongly supported, and 23.4% supported, ISP through external funding, whereas,

48.9% did not seek external funding.
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Figure 4. Principal perceptions about teacher preparation for inclusive classroom practices.
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Support for special education teachers in the general education classroom was generally
positive. Principals perceived students as more positive about special education teachers in the
general education classroom. Support by general education teachers was perceived as strongly
supportive (48.4%) or supportive (40.0%) of special education teachers with a small percentage
disagreeing (11.6%). Student support was almost completely supportive of special education

teachers (strongly supportive 53.7%, supportive 44.2%) with only 2.1% disagreeing.
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Figure 5. Principal perceptions about support for special education teachers by students and

general education teachers.
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ISP Professional Development. Principals were involved in professional development

with 79.4% having attended the ISP administrative workshop. Another 70.1% reported having

attended ISP workshops with teachers, and another 54.6% held ISP professional development

opportunities at their school. A few (13.4%) led inclusive practices workshops at their schools.

However, the mean number of ISP workshops attended was 2.7, or roughly sixteen hours of

professional development.

Specific relationships existed between the number of ISP professional development

opportunities attended by principals and specific survey items. The more PD workshops

attended the more positive perceptions of ISP benefits for students and more negative attitude

towards pullout, or resource room instruction (see Appendix B). Principals who participated in

four or more PD were more likely to support inclusive classroom practices with general budget
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funding. These principals also sought external monies to fund inclusive classroom practices
more often than principals lacking the same amount of professional development.

Teacher Preparation. Positive perceptions about teacher preparation for inclusive
classroom practices by principals was associated with more reports of peer tutoring occurring,
more likely funds were sought and appropriated towards ISP materials, and the increased
likelihood that the schools master schedule was designed to accommodate special education
students first (see Appendix B). Teachers were more likely to have volunteered to collaborate,
instead of principals appointing collaborative teachers. Observations indicated these principals
had more collaborative classrooms at their schools. Positive principal perceptions towards
teacher preparation were associated with negative perceptions towards pullout, or resource
room, instruction, and more positive attitude towards academic gains made by special
education students.

Classroom Observations

Twenty classroom visits occurred over four months in the 40 schools. The average
number of years participating in the ISP initiative for these forty principals was 2.6 years. The
ethnic makeup was slightly larger than the district with 52.7% of the students being of Hispanic
origin and 16.0% African American. Of the classrooms visited, 48.5% were collaborative (two
teachers present). The fewest collaborative classrooms at one school was four (out of 20),
while the highest was 19. Middle schools had significantly more collaborative classrooms than
elementary schools. Title | schools were significantly less likely to have two teachers in the

classroom during observations than non-Title | schools.
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Five specific collaborative models were identified through classroom observations. One
Teach/One Assist referred to one adult engaged in direct instruction, while the other adult
assisted individual students during instruction. One Teach/One Observe referred to one adult
observing the class, while the other teacher instructed students. This model has been
associated with higher classroom management needs. Two Groups meant teachers split
students into two groups and provided separate instruction for each group. Co-teaching
referred to teachers instructing together by taking turns leading instruction in a more
conversational style. No Direct Instruction meant that teachers were not instructing, rather,
students were working independent of instruction while teachers were engaged in other
activities. The majority of observed classrooms consisted of both teachers assisting students.
Individual assessments or “benchmarking” also occurred frequently.

One Teach/One Assist was the most prevalent collaborative teaching model with
100.0% of the schools implementing this model. One Teach/One Assist (33.9%) was also the
most common collaborative instructional model of collaborative classrooms observed. The
second most prevalent model was One Teach/One Observe with 82.5% schools implementing,
followed by teachers teaching two groups of students with 72.5% of the schools. Thirteen
schools, or 3.3%, engaged in the Co-teaching model. All but one school had classrooms were
No Direct Instruction was occurring. No Direct Instruction was the second most frequent model
(27.4%) occurring across all classrooms, followed by One Teach/One Observe (19.6%). The last
two models in frequency across all classrooms were Teaching Two Groups (14.8%) and Co-

teaching (4.3%).
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The One Teach/One Assist model was more prevalent in middle schools than
elementary schools. Observers documented students working on collaborative activities in
95.0% of the schools, but only 15.7% of the classrooms. Observers documented small group
instruction in 82.5% of the schools, but occurred in only 11.1% of the classrooms.

Three specific instructional inclusive strategies were sought in observations. Advanced
or graphic organizers occurred in 29 of the schools, but only 4.8% of the total classrooms. Use
of multi-modal instruction happened in 34 of the schools and 11.8% of the classrooms. Tiered
lessons or work occurred in 14 schools, and only 3.5% of classrooms. These instructional
activities were consistent across elementary and middle schools. Multi-modal instruction
occurred more frequently in Title | schools than in non-Title | schools.

There were specific associations between the collaborative teaching models. Three
models produced two moderate correlations. There was an inverse correlation between One
Teach/One Observe and One Teach/One Assist. Schools tended to have One Teach/One
Observe or One Teach/One Assist. The correlation between Co-teaching and One Teach/One
Assist was positive, meaning both models tended to appear together with approximately the
same frequency.

Specific relationships arose between the type of the collaborative models and
instructional strategies. There was a moderate positive correlation between class size and the
number of collaborative classrooms in schools. This corresponded with more collaboration
observed in the middle schools. Larger classes were associated more with One Teach/One
Assist and One Teach/One Observe models. As would be expected, schools with more

collaborative classrooms had more of each model, but there were significantly more classrooms
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without direct instruction as well. In other words, there was less direct instruction. Schools
that implemented One Teach/One Assist also implemented Co-teaching.

Significant relationships occurred between the student activities and three instructional
strategies (see Appendix B). Multi-modal instruction occurred (naturally) with manipulatives,
while advanced and graphic organizers did not correlate with any student activity. There was a
moderate, inverse correlation between seatwork and multi-modal instruction. Schools with a
high frequency of seatwork had few instances of multi-modal instruction, and schools
frequently engaged in multi-modal instruction seldom used seatwork. In addition, teachers who
used tiered work more frequently had students engaged in class discussions and writing
activities. Multi-modal instruction correlated positively with small group instruction, meaning
both tended to occur at the same rates within individual schools.

Comparisons occurred between inclusive classroom practices by how long they were
involved in the ISP initiative. Schools were divided into three groups based on years involved
with the ISP initiative. The first group was involved with ISP two years and less, the second
group was involved for three years and the final group was four years or more. The model One
Teach/One Observe occurred most often in the third year than the schools engaged four years
or more. Co-teaching occured more often in schools in their first two years opposed to schools
involved with ISP longer than two years (see Appendix B). Whole class instruction dropped
significantly between the first two years of ISP and four years or more. However, the number
of classrooms in which students worked independently increased between the third year and

four years.
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In comparing, the principal survey results with the observations, significant correlations
appeared between the number of years a principal remains at a school and specific
instructional strategies utilized at the school. The longer a principal remained at a school, the
frequency of tiered student work and students working independently increased. As principal
years at school increased, there were decreases in the frequency in use of multimodal
instruction. The number of ISP professional development opportunities did not predict any
instructional activity.

Principal perceptions about teacher preparation were inversely associated with the
observation of No Direct Instruction. Higher rankings towards staff supportive of Co-teaching
were associated with lower observations of No Direct Instruction. The same inverse
relationship occurred between No Direct Instruction with principal perceptions of teacher
preparation in collaborative teaching and accommodations.

Schools with a high frequency of One Teach/One Observe had principal perceptions that
were negative towards inclusive classroom practices having a positive impact on student
achievement. Principals with high perceptions of gains in student social skills were associated
with a greater number of teachers engaged in small group instruction. Increased use of
advanced or graphic organizers occurred with principal belief that inclusive classroom practices
have a positive impact on student achievement. High use of multi-modal instruction was
positively associated with perceived gains in student motivation. The belief that general and
special education teachers treat each other as equals was associated with increased use of
tiered assignments. Student engagement was positively associated with the One Teach/One

Observe model, the use of graphic and advanced organizers, and inversely related to seatwork.
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Academic Achievement

Student achievement was measured using the Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests in
reading, mathematics, and science. The middle schools had higher reading scores than
elementary schools. Middle schools had higher scores than elementary schools in the area of
science. There were no differences in the mathematics scores. Title | schools had significantly
lower CRT scores than non-Title | schools in reading, mathematics, and science (see
Appendix B).

Experience as a principal was related weakly to reading, mathematics, and science CRT
scores. The number of years participating in the ISP initiative was not associated with CRT
scores in any content area. Years as principal at the current school predicted CRT Reading,
Mathematics, and Science scores. Small group instruction correlated inversely with the
reading, mathematics, and science CRTs (See Appendix B). Schools with a high number of
classes with small group instruction had lower CRT scores.

Title | ISP elementary schools had higher CRT Reading scores than non-ISP Title |
elementary schools (see Figure 6). ISP non-Title | elementary schools had lower CRT Reading
scores than the non-ISP non-Title | schools, but had higher scores than all Title | schools. Non-
ISP non-Title | elementary school had higher CRT Mathematics scores than all schools. There
were no differences in CRT Mathematics scores between Title | ISP elementary schools and Title
I non-ISP elementary schools. ISP elementary schools had lower CRT Science scores than all
non-ISP elementary schools. Title | elementary schools had significantly lower CRT Science

scores than the non-Title | elementary schools.
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Figure 6. Elementary school CRT Reading, Mathematics and Science scores by ISP and Title |
designations.
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ISP non-Title | middle schools had highest CRT Reading, Mathematics, and Science
scores than all non-ISP and ISP Title | middle schools (see Figure 7). Title | ISP middle schools
had lower scores than Non-ISP Title | middles schools in reading, math, and science. All Title |
schools had significantly lower scores than the non-Title | schools in reading, mathematics, and

science.

Figure 7. Middle School CRT Reading, Mathematics and Science scores by ISP and Title | designations.
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Fidelity of ISP implementation

In an analysis of ISP initiative fidelity, principals were categorized by participation in the
last three years of Inspiration Awards. Inspirations Awards were recognition for school staff in
their inclusive classroom practices within CCSD by a collaboration of community entities. All
participating ISP schools were eligible to submit an application for consideration. Interested
schools submitted a portfolio of school policies and practices that support inclusive practices. A
panel of judges reviewed the portfolios and visited schools in identifying the Inspiration
awardees. Three groups of ISP principals were created from this list. The low group self-
selected themselves out of the Inspiration Awards by not participating. The medium group
submitted portfolios, but did not receive recognition. The high group received recognition at
least once in the three years Inspiration Awards were awarded. Principals who attended three
or more professional development workshops were more likely to submit portfolios for the
Inspiration Awards. Principals who participated in the Inspiration Awards were more likely to
believe inclusion improves academic achievement. These principals were more likely to
promote common planning periods and use general budget funds for reinforcing the ISP
initiative. Inspiration Award participating principals were more likely to express a supportive
culture for special education teachers.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to examine the principal’s role in the ISP initiative. The
original framework created by the ISP Advisory Committee suggested that principal beliefs and
knowledge about inclusive classroom practices influence school culture, professional

development, student schedules and budget. Principal attitude and knowledge would influence
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the degree of inclusive classroom practices implementation, in turn, affecting student
outcomes. Principal experience and years at current school influenced academic achievement
directly. Years as principal at the current school predicted the degree of tiered work used and
the number of classrooms where students work independently.

There was no direct influence of inclusive classroom practices and academic
achievement except the inverse relationship between number of classes engaged in small
group instruction and CRT scale scores. One explanation may be that these results are not
indicative of ISP failing, rather, it may be indicative of a different CCSD initiative. CCSD adopted
a three-tier Response to Instruction model (RTI). Tier 1 and Tier 2 interventions emphasized
small group instruction. Students who were not meeting benchmarks were more involved in
small group instruction. In this case, the high number of small group instruction may
represented higher number of students who were not meeting formative assessment
benchmarks. This would reflect RTl assessment more than the ISP initiative.

Professional development in relation to the ISP initiative affected principal perceptions
towards inclusive classroom practices. Analysis suggested that a critical point appeared
between three and four professional development opportunities, or approximately 15 to 20
hours. After three professional development workshops, principals focused more on the needs
of special education students in scheduling and funding.

When a principal felt that teachers were prepared adequately in inclusive classroom
practices a number of positive associations appeared including student scheduling, the school
budget, peer tutoring, and a culture supportive of inclusive classroom practices. Teacher

preparation in Co-teaching was associated with the use of tiered student work. Paradoxically,
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teacher preparation related inversely with observations of No Direct Instruction. Principal
perceptions of teacher preparation did not directly relate to academic achievement.

No specific inclusive classroom practice directly influenced student achievement.
Whereas, principal years of experience and student engagement directly influence CRT scores
(see Appendix D). While these results suggested disregarding inclusive classroom practices, the
comparisons between ISP schools and non-ISP schools supported the ISP initiative. Inspiration
Awards were used as a proxy for initiative fidelity since no measure was established to evaluate
ISP directly. Self-selection or not participating, schools suggested a lack of fidelity at
implementing inclusive classroom practices. Few schools submitted applications for
consideration considering the large number of ISP schools. Other results within this study
suggested that the lack of knowledge and experience accounted for a lesser degree of
implementation. This would be consistent with evaluative research in which three to five years
are required before a program reaches full implementation (Case, Speece & Molloy, 2003;
Rand, 2009).

Implications

Professional development is clearly an important aspect of supporting ISP. Principals do
not fully support ISP until after the third professional development workshop or some
equivalent in personal study and experience; afterwards, principal buy-in appears. This support
includes more focus on student schedules, budgets and supporting staff professional
development. Respondents to the principal survey indicate that 57.4% have participated in two

or fewer ISP workshops.
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Principals view professional development for their teachers as critical. When they
perceive teachers as adequately prepared, the more support is put in place and collaborative
models are adopted, such as peer tutoring. The belief about teacher preparation appears to
stem from the principal’s insufficient engagement in ISP; 52.5% of the respondents have been
ISP schools less than three years.

Principals could be encouraged to remain at the same school. Research findings suggest
that the ISP initiative influences principals at about three years of exposure. However,
principals reported remaining at a school 3.5 years. Currently, average ISP participation is at
2.6 years for CCSD schools. Principals are leaving before full ISP implementation. This is
particularly challenging for CCSD because to the fluid transfers that comes from a large and
quickly expanding district. Changes in incentives to remain at a school may be necessary. How
these practices affect student outcomes requires further investigation.

The highlight is that inclusive classroom practices are having a positive effect on student
outcomes. ISP middle schools have higher CRT scores in reading, mathematics, and science.
These results correspond with a previous study. The first study year found the ISP initiative was
associated with gains in social, personal, and academic outcomes. Parents associated with ISP
schools had more positive perceptions than did parents of non-ISP schools (Marchand &
Campbell, 2008). Title | schools may need additional support. Better coordination between
administrative departments and divisions may be one solution. A specific evaluation of this
problem would identify weaknesses and possible solutions to this problem.

Limitations
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The lack of evidence from classroom observations of collaborative teaching models and
inclusive classroom strategies influencing student achievement is not surprising after reviewing
these implications. These inclusive classroom practices are not been implemented with
consistency or fidelity. Only half of the classrooms that purport to be collaborative had two
adults present in the classroom when visited by the study observers and the most common
model was One Teach/One Observe. It may be that when there were two adults 34% of time
one is responsible for classroom management, while the other adult teaches, or this second
person is uncomfortable in these classrooms. These reasons would explain the high occurrence
of the One Teach/One Observe model. Additionally, observers did not make the distinction of
whether the second adult was the special education teacher or a paraprofessional. If most of
the One Teach/One Observe model includes a paraprofessional, the expectation would be that
the paraprofessional would not be engaged in direct instruction. They would assume a more
supportive role.

Finally, information about the ISP initiative is still lacking. Student achievement has
been measured over two years. Other student outcomes, like social skills, motivation and self-
esteem also were investigated. Parents’ perceptions have been acquired. Principal knowledge,
skills, and responsibilities were identified. General education teachers’ professional
development has been tracked; they also have been observed in their classrooms.

One important aspect that is missing is the special education teacher. They play a
critical role in supporting a school’s effort at inclusive classroom practices. They play a critical
role in implement the specific strategies in the classroom. They may provide immediate

support for general education teachers. Special education teachers could provide more site-
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based professional development opportunities. Their knowledge of specific students is critical
when developing student schedules. The ISP research program has not identified or
investigated the responsibilities of the ISP special education teacher. To complete the picture
of inclusive classroom practices within CCSD, an in-depth study of the ISP special education

teacher is needed.
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Appendix A
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ISP Principal Survey

NAME OF SCHOOL:

Leadership Information:
1. Select one: elementary or middle school principal:

2. Yearsin CCSD:

3. Years as Principal:

4. Years as Principal at this specific school:

Professional Development
5. Mark all that apply to professional development at your school site.
| have attended ISP workshops with my staff.

| have attended administrative workshops sponsored by ISP.

(0]
(0]
0 | have requested school specific support/training provided by an ISP facilitator.

0 | have led an inclusive practice workshop.

0 Paraprofessionals from our school site have attended ISP trainings.

0 Paraprofessionals from our school site have attended other inclusion trainings.
6. How many ISP strategy workshops or book studies have you

attended?

7. How many other inclusion workshops not sponsored by ISP

have you attended?

For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3),
Agree (4), Somewhat Agree (5), Strongly Agree (6)

Philosophy
8. Inclusive practices improve the social skills of students with disabilities.
1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Inclusive practices improve the self-esteem of students with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3),
Agree (4), Somewhat Agree (5), Strongly Agree (6)

10. Inclusive practices improve motivation of students with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6
11. Inclusive practices improve academic achievement of students with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Students with disabilities learn best in a pull-out (resource/specialized) model.

1 2 3 4 5 6
13. Students with IEPs in our school can attain substantial academic gains.

1 2 3 4 5 6
14. Inclusive practices benefit all students.

1 2 3 4 5 6
15. Inclusive practices predominantly benefit only students with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6
16. Special Education teachers are engaged predominantly in co-teaching.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Commitment and Support

17. | participate in Individualized Education Plan (IEP) meetings.

1 2 3 4 5 6
18. Our School Improvement Plan is aligned with ISP practices.

1 2 3 4 5 6
19. | have allocated general budget funds for alternative materials related to inclusive
practices.

1 2 3 4 5 6
20. | have allocated general budget funds for rewards and other incidental expenses related to
inclusive practices.

1 2 3 4 5 6
21. | have sought outside funding to support inclusive practices.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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22. Our staff is supportive of learning and implementing co-teaching strategies.

1 2 3 4 5 6

For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3),
Agree (3), Somewhat Agree (4), Strongly Agree (5)

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Our school has implemented Peer Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS) or a similar
program.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Our staff is encouraged to try new ideas and techniques.
1 2 3 4 5 6
General Education teachers treat special education teachers as equals in the classroom.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Special Education teachers are treated as equals in the collaborative classroom by the
students.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Our teachers are sufficiently trained in differentiated instructional strategies.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Our teachers are sufficiently trained in co-teaching.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Our teachers are sufficiently trained in accommodations.
1 2 3 4 5 6
How often do you review school data (i.e. standardized tests) with regard to student
growth?
0 Annually
O Each semester
0 Quarterly

0 Monthly

Scheduling

31.

Teachers volunteered to co-teach.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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32. Co-teachers were assigned by administrators.

1 2 3 4 5 6
33. When scheduling, students with disabilities are assigned first.

1 2 3 4 5 6
34. Special Education teachers are assigned as needed to meet IEP mandates.

1 2 3 4 5 6

For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3),
Agree (3), Somewhat Agree (4), Strongly Agree (5)

35. General Education and Special Education teachers have common planning periods.
1 2 3 4 5 6
36. Co-Taught classes have a balance of general and special education students.
1 2 3 4 5 6
37. Students with disabilities are assigned evenly between classrooms.
1 2 3 4 5 6
38. Special Education teachers provide input in student schedules.
1 2 3 4 5 6
39. General Education teachers provide input in student schedules.
1 2 3 4 5 6
40. Percentage of students with disabilities does not exceed 34% percent of a General
Education classroom.
1 2 3 4 5 6
41. General Education teachers rotate co-teaching duties annually or biannually.
1 2 3 4 5 6
42. Peer tutoring is a common strategy in our school.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Paraprofessionals
43. Paraprofessionals only work with students of a specific category (i.e. autism, mental
retardation, etc.).

1 2 3 4 5 6
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46. Paraprofessionals work with any students who need assistance.

1 2 3 4 5 6
47. With which specific categories do your current paraprofessionals work?

1 2 3 4 5 6
48. What are you hoping to gain from the ISP initiative?

49. What has been your experience with the ISP initiative?

50. Do you have further comments related to the ISP initiative?

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department





Date:
Time: AM PM

Period: Beg Mid End

Principal Leadership and Inclusion

FOSL-ISP Classroom Walk
School:

Room/Teacher:

Subject/ No. Student:

__Yes ___ No
Level of Engagement
__ Off-Task
___Listening/Watching
__ Seatwork

__ Reading

Writing

Quality of Engagement
___Personal Response
____Clear/Modeled Expectancies
__Emotional/Intellectual Safety
__ Sense of audience

__ Choice

__ Authentic

___Novelty or Variety

Students understand the objective (could students rephrase?)

Discussion Transition

Manipulatives Non-Instructional
Presentation/Performance

Students working on individual tasks

(personalized assignments/responses)
(clear/relevant standards)

(freedom to take risks)

(students emotionally involved)
(decision-making opportunities)

(meaningful, significant, ownership)

Adults teaching together

How many adults in classroom?
Adults teaching separate groups
One adult teaching/One adult observing

One adult teaching/One adult assisting individual students

Collaborative Strategies (Learning with others)

Whole group instruction
Small group instruction
Students working in pairs or small groups

Students working alone

Adults are engaged in individual activities

Use of advance/graphic organizers
Presentation of material is multi-modal (auditory/visual/tactile)

Tiered assignments

Bloom’s Taxonomy

Low (knowledge, comprehension)

Middle (application, analysis)

High (synthesis, evaluation)
Context/Notes:
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Table 3. Spearman correlations between Principal PD and perceptions of student outcomes
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No. PD - 21%* =12 .18 .20 -.32%* 17 .26%*
Social skills - -.52%* .80** 75%* - 47%* 70%* T1E*
Limited to special - -.55%** -.50** .38** -.53** - 47**

education

Self-esteem - .83** -46** 78** .63**
Motivation - -.62** .86** 62%**
Better in pull-out - -.58%** - 47%*
Academic achievement - .65%*

All students benefit -
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Table 4. Spearman rho correlations between survey items related to teacher’s preparation for inclusion.
) 2
Qo .5 & 7 ] 2
£ 5 5 5 3 g o s
5 8 8 g S _ L 55 £ 3 o
g ¢ £ 5 e 5T 82 2 3 £
2 o g = T g S g = = Q 2 g
[S] © =) + = © > o 9 — — S
© = ] = ° o o S < (7] 9] o
(] O © 9] _ € —_ - S 9 R “— G
— < o ] © © T O []
9 o o I} 3] - I a g
P 5 c c .0 |°_" ©
= S & & 8 >
= %)
Teacher DI - T3** 78** A3x* 17 27* 25%* A1x* -.22* 28**
Teacher co-teaching - T1E* 37** .26%* 27** 29%* A3** -.24%* 27**
Teacher - 37** 17 23* .24% 37** -13 24*
accommodations
Peer tutoring - 31** 34%* .04 29%* -12 26**
General budget for - 78%* 34%* 32%* -.35%* .60**
ISP material
General budget for - 34%* 32%* -41%* 54%*
ISP reward
Special education - .30** -.32%* A1**
scheduled first
Teachers volunteer - -.23* A2%*
Prefer pull-out - - 48%*

Make academic
gains
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Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficients between school demographics and collaborative models.

Collaborative Two 1T/10 1T/1A Co-teach No

classrooms groups instruction

Class size .39* -.01 A3F* A9¥* 31 -.16
Collaborative classrooms - .24 .4A0%* T1x* A6** .56**
Two groups - -.04 =12 -.02 .07
1T/10 - .16 .15 .23
1T/1A - .36* .10
Co-teach - -.03

Table 6. Pearson correlations between student learning activities and

differentiated instructional or strategies.
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g 3 § £ 5 £ & 2 3
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Organizer .02 -.03 -.10 -.27 .0002 31 21 .15 15
MModal - -.24 12 -42%* A1 -17 -.18 59** 15
Tiered - 12 .24 21 .59** 32* -.09 A1
Listen - -.17 -.08 .07 31 =12 .24
Seatwork - -.30 -.08 .29 -.19 -.18
Reading - A2 -.19 -.15 .24
Writing - .27 -.13 .27
Discussion - -.11 .18
Manipulatives - -11
Table 7. Pearson coefficients between differentiated instruction strategies and presentation of learning
material.

Whole group Small Group Pairs Alone

Organizer 12 -.05 .19 -31
MModal -.03 A3** .23 -.06
Tiered -.02 .01 .30 .08
Whole group - -17 A1 -.57%*
Small groups - .23 -.06
Pairs - -.28
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Table 8. Pearson correlations between Principal experience at current school and number of professional
development workshops with differentiated instructional strategies.
2 3 g 3
a e 3 o 5 °
2 & & £ g = g
5 S = 3 g2 S = kS
S < £ 2 e = E: @
2 = a & =< o = (=
Years at School .19 -.23 -.15 -.19 .10* -12 -37* 31*
No. of ISP PD - -.07 .19 .18 06 -11 .20 -.07
Whole group - -17 A1 -.57%* 12 -.03 -.02
Small group - .23 -.06 -.05 A3E* .01
Student pairs - -.28 .19 .23 .30
Working Alone - -31 -.06 .08
Organizer - .02 -.03
Multimodal - -.24

Table 9. Correlations between teacher collaboration model and principal perceptions of teacher inclusion

preparation.

Prepared for DI

Prepared for co-

Prepared for

Supportive of

teaching accommodations co-teaching
Two groups -.03 =11 -.09 -.28
1 Teach/1 Observe .19 17 .08 .0001
1 Teach/1 Assist -.25 =11 -.04 .13
Co-teaching .06 13 .02 -.14
No Direct Instruction -.29 - A2%* - 42%* -.60**

Table 10. Pearson correlation coefficients of CRT scores and collaborative teaching models.

2 groups 1T/10 1T/1A Co-teach No Instruction
CRTread .07 -.05 A1 .23 -.03
CRTmath -.01 -.14 -.04 .09 -11
CRTscience .14 -.01 .20 .20 -.10
2 groups - .08 -.28 -.01 -.17
1T/10 - -.34* -.19 A1
1T/1A - .36%* -.02
Co-teach - -.15
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Table 11. Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square for principal survey items where number of principal professional
developments opportunities was the independent variable (one or none, two or three, four or more).
X? df p
Sought outside funding for ISP 7.89 2 .02
Used general budget to support ISP 6.93 2 .03
Special education students scheduled first 5.06 2 .08

Table 12. Mean rank of significant items or near significant survey items.

0-1 2-3 4 or more
Sought outside funding for ISP 40.11 48.68 57.95
Used general budget to support ISP 40.04 54.78 54.35
Special education students scheduled first 39.63 48.80 53.08

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department





Principal Leadership and Inclusion
45

Table 13. Means for all K-8 ISP schools of Title | and non-Title | schools CRT Reading, Mathematics and Science
scores.

Reading Mathematics Science
Elementary School
Title | 285.0 304.1 272.1
Non-Title | 311.6 325.5 310.8
Middle School
Title | 290.1 287.7 273.2
Non-Title | 328.5 336.5 329.3

Table 14. ANOVA of use of One Teach/One Observe Model by category of years of experience.

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Squares Freedom squared
Between 69.72 2 34.86 3.97 .03 .18
Within 324.66 37 8.78
Total 394.38 39

Table 15. Means and standard deviations (below) of collaborative model, One Teach/One Observe by years of
experience.

M S
Oto1l 3.90 3.06
2to3 6.86* 3.48
4 or more 3.00 2.48

The median split on the collaborative model, Co-teaching, was significant, t(30.64) = 2.16, p = .04, d = 14.28.
Principals with two or fewer years of experience with the ISP initiative used co-teaching more often (M =1.40, s =
1.79) than the principals with three or more years of experience (M = .40, s = 1.05).

The median split on the collaborative model Two groups was significant, t(38) = 2.10 p =.04, d = .97. Principals
with three or less years of experience as principal used the Two groups model more often (m = 4.24) than
principals with four or more years of experience (M = 2.26).
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Table 16. ANOVA of years of principal experience with ISP and frequency of students working independently
Source Sum of Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Squares Freedom squared
Between 136.68 2 68.34 3.98 .03 .18
Within 635.10 37 17.17
Total 771.78 39
Table 17. ANOVA of principal years of experience use of whole group instruction.
Source Sum of Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Squares Freedom squared
Between 152.41 2 76.20 3.33 .05 .15
Within 846.70 37 22.88
Total 999.10 39

Table 18. Means and standard deviations (below) of whole group instruction by years of experience.

Oto1l

2to3

4 or more

M S
19.75 4.54
19.57 2.88

15.54* 5.81

Table 19. Means and standard deviations (below) of frequency of independent school work by years of experience.

Oto1l

2to3

4 or more

M S
16.35 4.53
13.86 4.45
19.15 3.24

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department





Principal Leadership and Inclusion

47
Table 20. ANOVA table for Elementary School CRT Reading
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Freedom squared
ISP 11498.57 1 11498.57 2.32 A3 .000
Title | 12470950.70 1 12470950.70 2518.61 .000 .03
ISP x Title | 161558.17 1 161558.17 32.63 .000 .001
Within 358366884.71 72379 4951.53
Total 7122333518.00 72378
Table 21. ANOVA table for Elementary School CRT Math
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Freedom squared
ISP 153477.78 1 153477.78 25.38 .000 .000
Title | 8353988.04 1 8353988.04 1381.70 .000 .02
ISP x Title | 133588.07 1 133588.07 22.10 .000 .000
Within 437839169.53 72416 6046.17
Total 7967333573.00 72420
Table 22. ANOVA table for Elementary School CRT Science
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Freedom squared
ISP 22813.04 1 22813.04 4.64 .03 .000
Title | 6286771.71 1 6286771.71 1278.36 .000 .05
ISP x Title | 8061.38 1 8061.38 1.64 .20 .000
Within 116872214.24 23765 4917.83
Total 2274271077.00 23769
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Table 23. Means and standard deviations of CRT Reading, Mathematics, and Science elementary school scores by
ISP participation and Title | classification.

ISP Non-ISP

Title | Non-Title | Title | Non-Title |
Read 285.03 (70.66) 311.62 (70.69) 282.53 (71.87) 315.95 (70.36)
Math 304.08 (79.55) 325.52 (75.73) 304.30 (80.38) 331.95 (77.35)
Science 299.49 (71.37) 310.80 (69.60) 275.71 (69.24) 311.71 (71.22)

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department





Principal Leadership and Inclusion

49
Table 24. ANOVA table for Middle School CRT Reading
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Freedom squared
ISP 233.53 1 233.53 .04 .84 .000
Title | 7933021.73 1 7933021.73 1315.27 .000 .02
ISP x Title | 429601.42 1 729601.42 71.23 .000 .001
Within 421257817.27 69843 6031.50
Total 7528007840.00 69847
Table 25. ANOVA table for Middle School CRT Math
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Freedom squared
ISP 93449.29 1 93449.29 9.63 .002 .0001
Title | 9238929.40 1 9238929.40 952.39 .000 .01
ISP x Title | 1877553.13 1 1877553.13 193.55 .000 .003
Within 677521372.43 69842 9700.77
Total 7987076237.00 69846
Table 26. ANOVA table for Middle School CRT Science
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Mean Square F p Partial eta
Freedom squared
ISP 53842.66 1 53842.66 8.15 .004 .0003
Title | 6271271.86 1 6271271.86 948.98 .000 .04
ISP x Title | 148890.31 1 148890.31 22.53 .000 .001
Within 154029432.30 23308 6608.44
Total 2463609659.00 23311
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Table 27. Means and standard deviations of CRT Reading, Mathematics, and Science middle school scores by ISP

participation and Title | classification.

ISP Non-ISP
Title | Non-Title | Title | Non-Title |
Read 290.14 (79.64) 328.51(77.12) 297.56 (79.83) 321.44 (77.31)
Math 287.74 (96.67) 336.45 (98.68) 306.25 (100.23) 324.69 (98.68)
Science 273.19 (79.37) 329.27 (80.62) 276.18 (83.01) 317.28 (81.83)
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Principal leadership has been recognized as a necessary element in the successful
implementation of inclusive practices (Cruzeiro & Morgan, 2006). Source of this leadership
comes from the power structure within the school or district (Leo & Barton, 2006) as filtered
through the principals vision and mission for the school (Cruzeiro & Morgan, 2006; Parker &
Day, 1997), and further refined by the establishment of specific structures and support (Lieber,
Hanson, Beckman, Odom, Sandall, Schwartz, Horn & Wolery, 2000).

Research about the role of principals in inclusive classroom practices is recent enough
that cataloging best practices have not been explored adequately. Previous research has
focused on principal characteristics that are supportive of inclusive classroom practices. This
has provided knowledge of the minimal requirements in leadership. Few examination of
exemplary sites has been conducted. Identifying successful patterns between exemplary
schools allows other schools to target key characteristics and provide students with access to
the success seen in the exemplary schools. Such case studies can raise the principals’
expectations from minimum requirements for inclusion to insuring the success of all students.
In an attempt to begin this process, two principals were interviewed about the inclusive
classroom practices they initiated in their schools.

Method

Two principals were chosen by the positive reputation surrounding their inclusive
classroom practices. Staff from schools around the district had visited the schools as models in
implementing inclusive classroom practices. Additionally, both schools have received
recognition as recipients of “Inspirational Awards” for two consecutive years within the
district’s Inclusive Schools Practices initiative (ISP). In addition to the recognition, the awards
included monetary grants to support inclusive classroom practices.
Participants

At the time of the interviews, neither principal had remained at their respective schools.
The elementary principal had moved to an area administrative position, while the middle
school principal moved to a central office administrative position. The tenure of the

elementary school principal as relative to her school site was five years, while the middle school
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principal remained at her school three and one-half years. Both principals moved into the
schools from another administrative position.
Interviews

In-depth interviews were semi-structured with the specifically structured questions
relating to professional history and inclusive classroom practices within their school and
followed up with probes. All questions were open-ended. The initial interviews lasted
approximately one hour. Each interview was recorded on digital video and transcribed. Field
notes were also made, at the time of the interview. During analysis of the transcript, follow-up
interviews were conducted. Member checking was used to check accuracy, completeness, and
fair representation (Creswell, 2005).
Analysis

A content analysis was conducted where ideas were coded and sorted into larger
themes. Each code reflected each separate idea or concept. Themes were developed through
constant comparison between the code categories within the transcripts and field notes, and
follow-up interviews. Thirteen categories emerged through continual comparative analysis, in
which participants’ responses were compared and connected with other categories. Three final

themes were identified. These themes were temporal in nature.

Codes Themes

Philosophy of student needs

Experimental approach What was brought

Teacher transfer/follows

Lead teachers

Teacher buy-in Staffing

Special programs

Co-planning The process
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Findings

What Was Brought

The first theme related to what principals brought with them as they moved to a new
school. Both principals came into each school with a focus on student needs. Both had specific
goals to improve student achievement. Inherent was the belief that students could and would
improve, though at different rates. There was a philosophy of providing students with what
they need; this required an open attitude towards experimenting to find effective strategies.
Furthermore, both principals reported sitting down with their staff to brainstorm about ideas.
The elementary principal reported:

And so, we really just kinda sat down together and determined, you know, looking at what we
had resource wise and the number of people we had. What could we do to meet kids’ needs
that were both Special Ed and Non-Special Ed and even our ELL population because it was
growing even after we opened the school? So, we developed a learning lab, actually more than
one. So that we serviced students who had IEP’s as well as students who didn’t. It was based
on need.

Administrators and teachers agreed that special education students need to be included
in general education classes to receive grade-level curriculum. Special education teachers or
paraprofessionals would provide the support special education students required.

A more tangible aspect of leadership involved principals bringing teachers with them
into the new school. Both principals brought in a number of general education and special

education teachers with them from the previous schools. The middle school principal related:

Part of it is 15 people retired right before | came in. So, | got to hire (for those) 15 (who) retired

with the other Principal. So right there your staffing with people who believe in that. That was

part of it. The other part of it was we were growing in our Special Ed numbers, and, also, | was

able to bring in some Special Ed teachers that | had worked with before. So, they knew the

philosophy. They knew, basically, how | did business and so they were already co-teaching at
and doing some of those things. So, they could come over and model. ..

The first aspect was familiarity with principal philosophy, implying that this
experimentation with inclusive classroom practices occurred before coming to this school. It
also signifies that these teachers bought into inclusive classroom practices before transferring

to the new school.

The Process
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The theme, Process, refers to the issues related to implementing inclusive classroom
practices. There were two subthemes: Staffing and Strategies. Staffing referred to issues
related to those teachers who transferred into the school with the principal, new hires, teacher
buy-in, and providing staff with relevant professional development. Strategies referred to
inclusive classroom practices in the school.

The teachers who transferred with the principal took a lead role with inclusive
classroom practices. They had the experience with inclusive classroom practices and
established support of the principal. These teachers were responsible for demonstrating
inclusive classroom practices with which they had the greatest success. The experience of
student success that followed these teachers encouraged teacher buy-in from those teachers
who were at the school with the previous administration. The elementary school principal

reported,

We simply didn’t put students into classroom where we didn’t feel like the teacher was going to
meet their needs. Which was, you know, it was kinda hard because sometimes you would
classes where you had more students with IEP’s than you really wanted to. You didn’t want to
over load classrooms. You needed a nice even split, but if it was best for the children then we
did it. And we had some key teachers who would say give me those struggling students because
they really knew how to differentiate instruction.

Teacher resistance preventing the implementation and effectiveness of initiatives has
been well documented. (Evans, 1996; O’Hanlon, 2009; Turnbull, 2002). In these cases, unique
hiring opportunities allowed both principals to reduce teacher resistance. These opportunities
may have been instrumental in the success of the inclusive classroom practices at these two
schools. Each principal needed a significant number of teachers to fill vacancies. Filling these
vacancies with teachers who were positive or open to inclusion provided a sufficient number of
teachers supportive of inclusive classroom practices. Once a majority of teachers bought-into
inclusive classroom practices, the school culture was supportive and open.

Inclusive classroom practices did not begin all at once, nor was it an initiative that was
pushed top-down. Principals came into their new schools with evidence that student outcomes
where not acceptable. Initial brainstorming sessions with school staff lead to the development
of ideas specific to each school. For the elementary school principal, it was the development of

Learning Labs. Students with IEP’s were given additional exposure to core curriculum within

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department





Principal Leadership and Inclusion
57

Learning Labs. The success of these students led to these students receiving more instruction in
the general education classroom. Low achieving students and English Language Learners were
soon attending the Learning Labs. Learning Lab instruction included instruction from both
special education teachers and the Literacy Specialist. Computer software, such as Read 180,
was also available to reinforce learning.

The needs of the middle school suggested challenging the instructional philosophy. This
principal had started co-teaching in the previous school, so this became the starting model.
Most special education teachers were moved from resource rooms to providing support in the
general education classrooms. The special education teachers were no longer responsible for
creating lesson plans. Their responsibility moved from teaching content to providing the
different modifications and accommodations to the grade level curriculum standard.

A second program, Core academies, was also developed for the middle school students.
Low achieving students were not assigned to elective courses. Rather they spent twice the
amount of time in an academy on core content (English Language Arts and Mathematics).
Students would spend 100 minutes in the core content areas, instead of the typical 50.
Students were exposed to grade level curriculum while receiving remediation. As the
academies succeeded more students were included:

So our original intent was not Special Ed focused even though AYP was our, that was our area
and we had a lot of bubble kids as well. So that kind of evolved over that first year and then the
next thing you know it was for everybody. Anyone who was not proficient and that kind of sky
rocketed, but | think there was a lot of vision on the Administrative side as far as what we
expected and what we believed could happen. | think there was a strong willingness on the staff
to do business different. We had to do a lot of educating of that, a lot of sharing of information,
results and that kind of stuff.

Inherent to the middle school academies was the promotion of collaborative planning
between general and special education teachers. Teachers discussed which strategies were
working for each student. Specific sets of times were set for collaborative planning between
co-teachers and special planning days were set up for content areas. As the middle school
principal saw it, “It is not a Special Ed issue. It is just that we are we doing business different

than we were doing before, to meet the kids who don’t fit in that nice little square.”
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For the elementary school, collaborative planning was a separate, conscientious issue
not directly addressed in the first year. Collaborative planning appeared more slowly with lead
teachers. Later these leads reached out to other interested teachers. The focus of
collaborative planning was communication, and discussing the needs of each child.

It was a huge process. We made sure that grade levels had common prep periods so that our

Special Ed teachers were able to meet with them during those periods and obviously not daily,

because of their own schedules, but at least once a week. They had the Special Ed teacher who

worked with their grade level meeting with them and they coordinated together when we had
some classrooms had the Special Ed teachers went in and did some co-teaching. They
coordinated on their planning so it wasn’t like a teacher and an aide. It was really a co-teaching
experience in those classrooms. And our grade levels really collaborated on what they were
doing and how they could meet the needs across the grade level of students who were
struggling in either reading or math.

These programs required not only changes in staff schedules, but student schedules as
well. For the middle school principal, changes in how students were scheduled coincided with
the implementation of the core academies. For both principals student schedules had to be
strategic.

| wouldn’t say 100% staff buy-in, because that is a rarity, but what we really did was also made
sure we placed our students with an IEP and our ELL students in classrooms of teachers we
knew would meet their needs. We didn’t necessarily use every one of our eight first grade
classrooms or our third grade classrooms. We really, strategically placed kids, and we always
made sure that we kept those classrooms a little smaller, so as students came in throughout the
year we could put them in there if they needed to be.

Students entered collaborative classrooms initially based on the abilities of the student
and the ability of the general education teachers in working with these students and with
special education teachers. Middle school students were exposed immediately to co-teaching,
since two teachers had began co-teaching before transferring to this school with the principal.
These classes became models for other teachers in that school.

Implementing inclusive classroom practices required school staff to be flexible. The
principals’ philosophy of experimenting with different strategies filtered down. Teachers
communicated when a strategy was not working, when a revision was needed, or when an
approach needed to be discarded and new strategy tried. These principals allowed teachers to
be flexible and to experiment. One principal described their staff as having an open attitude

and a “focus (that) was always on what we need to do for our kids.”
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Follow-up

Once the principals established inclusion in the first classrooms, several events
occurred. The first was to learn about the Inclusive Schools Practices initiative sponsored by
the district. One principal was invited to participate and the other petitioned. Participation in
the district initiative provided formal professional development and funding to support
inclusive classroom practices. Both principals attended the formal professional development
opportunities with staff; immediately followed by discussions between the school
administrations and the teachers about these Inclusive Schools Practices workshops.

One finding that appears inconsistent with the school success with inclusive classroom
practices was the lack of inclusive classroom practices professional development. Neither
principal reported attending or seeking professional development, or sending teachers to
professional development workshops until joining the district inclusive school practices later.
One potential explanation was a lack of awareness regarding the presence of a district
initiative: Inclusive School Practices. Prior to participating in this initiative, professional
development consisted of book studies and discussions of course work or conference
presentations. The informal approach was perceived as more informative, matching students
needs better than the more formal district-sponsored workshops. Professional development
began in the second year and continued.

While district funding focused on professional development and in-school support,
money won as exemplary schools from an external agency went directly to student learning
supports. Those funds went towards student reward systems and technology designed to
promote student learning. Some funding went towards curriculum programs. As more
teachers’ interest in inclusive classroom practices increased within each school, some of the
funding contributed to their participation in Inclusive Schools Practices professional
development.

As the first inclusive classrooms demonstrated success, more teachers within the school
expressed interest in becoming an inclusive classroom. These teachers participated in the
professional development workshops, began collaborative planning, and began inclusive

classroom practices. Teachers created a cohesive community. The elementary school principal
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reported a final conversation she had with her teachers before her transfer, “This is about you,
and the community here. This is not about me. Yes, | was a part of it. Yes, | helped to lead you
down this path but you have to keep this on... We did this together and what will make me the
happiest here is that you continue this.” There was further emphasis on students feeling they
were connected to the school community. “I will be honest with you, the antidotal piece for
the kids was for the first time, for many, they were finally accepted in school. They felt like they
belonged. They felt success. These were the kids that were always in trouble. Not that they
weren’t ornery in there, they were ours and we kept them there.” (italics added by author).
Conclusion

While many principals expect students to make gains, enough do not convey these
expectations that can be translated into student success. The two principals interviewed in this
project made their expectations clear that all students could succeed, these teachers can teach,
with sufficient support. Cross (2008) has argued that students need to hear three statements
throughout their academic career: Learning is important, you can do it, | will not give up on you.
The principal surrounded themselves with people who had the similar philosophies. What
principals did not know is what support students needed.

This study supports the research of Robinson, Lloyd and Rowe (2008; see also Institute
of Education Sciences, 2008) meta-analysis of leaderships establishing, communicating, and
monitoring goals and expectations. Staff were included to ensure clarity and consensus about
those goals. Robinson has suggested clear goals and expectations have a large effect on
student success. Teachers become more focused and coordinated as a team.

Clear lines of communication allowed the expansion of inclusive classroom practices
from the lead teachers to later adapting teachers. One facet of this openness was evident in
conversations between teachers and principal. Some conversations were explicit brainstorming
sessions. Teachers came forward with the idea or knowledge about inclusive classroom
practices. Principals responded by experimenting with one or two teachers. Key staffs were
successful with inclusive classroom practices. This lead to greater buy-in from more teachers as
teachers saw success in the special education students and low achieving students, and the

inclusive classroom practices expanded year-by-year.
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A core of teachers was early adapters. These teachers piloted the first inclusive
classroom practices and became models for other teachers when specific strategies were
successful. Additionally, teachers worked together in planning and in discussing what to
discard or revise. Furthermore, they assumed the responsibility in revising the strategies and
communicating those revisions with the school staff. Inclusive classroom practices began with
the initiating teachers and expanded out based on their success. A tipping point was reached
where several classrooms of inclusive practices were embraced by most of the school. These
schools were not large, so expansion moved quickly. The significant number of experienced
and willing teachers at these two schools quickly adapted inclusive classroom practices
accelerating expansion.

School staff was open to experimentation. Some teachers had already found success
with inclusive classroom practices before transferring with the principal to the new school.
These previous experiences provided a comfort level allowing for immediate experimentation,

evaluation, and refinement. This flexibility identified and provided the required support.
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The Influence of Student Engagement Cooperative Learning and Academic Achievement

Student engagement refers to the degree of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
investment a student devotes to their learning. Engaged students may express excitement
about learning or understanding a new concept, or may be deeply involved in a project. The
opposite of engagement would be disaffection, or off-task (Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer,
2007). Engagement has been divided further into active or passive engagement (Shapiro, 1996;
Vile Junod, DuPaul, Jitendra, Volpe, & Cleary, 2006). Active engagement refers to active
attention and response to the task; while passive engagement refers to providing a level of
compliance to request from instructor.

The previous evaluation of the Inclusive School Practices initiative also included
measuring student engagement. In that evaluation, students in ISP schools reported more
engagement than students from non-ISP schools. All schools showed a drop between the
winter and spring administrations of the survey. This was attributed to the standardized testing
that was occurring during administration of the survey. Engagement dropped for fourth and
fifth grade students, but not third grade students. In classroom observations, no differences
existed in engagement between ISP classrooms and non-ISP classrooms.

For this study, engagement was evaluated through classroom observations also. Two
sections of Learning Walk checklist were relevant to engagement. The first was the list of
engaging student activities. These items were listed by degree of engagement, with the first
activity being off-task, followed by listening and seatwork. The second part of the list included
reading, writing, student discussion, use of manipulatives, and student presentations.

A second classification system was part of a district initiative and on the original
checklist. District consultants developed eight categories based on supposition by Schlecty
(2002, p. 18-21, 26-30). They were: Personalized Response, Clear Modeled Expectancies,
Emotional or Intellectual Safety, Sense of Audience, Collaborative Learning, Student Choice,
Authentic Work, and Novel or Variety in activities. There were three categories of engagement
based on this list. First, off-task occurred if three or more students were off-task. If so, that
line in the first list was checked. Second, if three or more categories, or qualities of

engagement, were present during that observation, then that class was classified as
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engagement. If less than three categories were checked and the class was not off-task that
class was qualified as compliant.

Pairs of observers visited forty schools 4 times over four months. Five classrooms were
visited per school per visit; so twenty classroom observations occurred per school. Thirty of the
schools were elementary schools, and ten were middle schools.

Most learning occurred as whole group instruction (38.20%) or in students working
alone (35.03%). These two strategies occurred in every school. Collaborative learning occurred
in 38 schools and 15.67% of the classrooms. Students were primarily engaged in either
seatwork (worksheets) (36.75%) or listening to the teacher (26.11%). All student-learning
activities are in Table 1. There were no differences in student activities between elementary

and middle schools.

Table 1. Occurrence of student learning activity as observed.

Activity Frequency by Classroom Percentage
Listening to teacher 152 26.12
Seatwork 213 36.60
Reading 68 11.68
Writing 44 7.56
Class discussion 50 8.59
Use of manipulatives 39 6.70
Presentation or Performance 16 2.74
Total 582 100

Title | schools had significantly fewer students engaged in writing activities. They also
tended to have less students involved in student discussions. Title | teachers tend to use
manipulatives more often.

Thirty-six of the schools had at least one classroom one off-task. Title | schools had
more off-task classrooms than non-Title | schools. Twenty-seven schools were classified as
having engaged classrooms; the minimum was three classes for three schools. Four of those
schools had at least 25.0% of classrooms observed classified as engaged. Middle school
classrooms tended to have more engaged students than elementary schools.

The number of engaged classrooms per school was correlated with the inclusion
measures. Two of the correlations were significant. Engagement was positive associated with
the model One Teach/One Observe. The use of advanced or graphic organizers was strongly
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correlated with engagement. Of student activities, engagement was inversely correlated with
seatwork.

Examining individual characteristics produced some correlations. All correlations are in
Table 2. Advanced and graphic organizer correlated with each characteristic, except Emotional
Safety and Authentic Activities. Multi-modal instruction was correlated with Novelty and Sense
of Audience suggesting students are instructed each other using multi-modal approaches.
Tiered work was correlated with Emotional Safety and Novelty. The inclusive practice teaching
students in two groups correlated positively with Student Collaboration and Clear Expectations.
Clear Expectations correlated positively also with No Direct Instruction and students working
alone.

An examination of activities over time demonstrated consistency over time in the
percentage of student activities (see Table 2). Listening to the teacher and seatwork were
consistently the most common activities. Reading was more frequent in the second half of the
observations compared to the first. There was an increased use of manipulatives in April, and a

sharp drop in writing in March. Results from statistical analysis indicate no differences over

time.

Table 2. Percentage of student activity over time.

February March April May
Listening to teacher 324 27.3 22.3 24.1
Seatwork 34.6 40.0 36.3 38.0
Reading 8.2 8.7 13.0 12.0
Writing 9.0 4.8 8.5 7.9
Class discussion 7.1 9.6 8.3 9.8
Use of manipulatives 5.9 5.7 9.6 5.9
Presentation or Performance 2.8 3.9 1.9 2.3

When examining the district model for engagement a similar pattern appears (see Table
3). Collaboration remained high, as might be in an evaluation in which collaboration was a key
construct. Personal Response and Clear Expectations were observed frequently as well.

Emotional Safety and Novelty were not consistent.

Clark County School District, AARSI, Research Department






Principal Leadership and Inclusion

68

Table 3. Percentages of occurrence of CCSD model of engagement over time

February March April May
Personal Response 17.8 14.2 19.3 11.7
Expectations 18.3 14.8 11.2 16.9
Safety 125 10.7 4.9 10.7
Audience 10.6 11.2 10.7 9.2
Choice 12.1 13.2 154 13.4
Authenticity 6.2 7.9 9.4 6.0
Novelty 4.4 7.9 8.9 9.4
Collaboration 18.1 20.0 20.3 22.8

When looking at academic achievement only Emotional Safety and Choice predicted CRT
Reading, Mathematics, and Science scores. For student activities, schools were students were
engaged in writing had higher CRT reading scores. These were also non-Title | schools. These

results are not favorable towards Schlecty’s model.
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The Clark County School District (CCSD) Student Support Services Division (SSSD)
created the Inclusive School Practices (ISP) initiative seven years ago to support
student-centered schools. The ISP initiative supported inclusive classrooms by emphasizing
collaborative relationships between teachers and differentiated instructional practices to improve
student outcomes among low achieving students. The District supported with professional
development, consultant support, and funding for school supports. Beginning in the 2007/2008
academic year the CCSD Research Department began a three-year evaluation of the ISP
initiative at the request of SSSD.

The three-year study documented how schools implemented inclusive school practices
throughout CCSD. The first year examined the implementation of ISP at three schools new to the
initiative. Principal perceptions and support were the focus of the second year. The third and
final year examined the roles of the special education teachers and their interactions in the ISP
classroom. Perceptions of parents, general and special education teachers, and principals were
obtained through surveys and in-depth interviews. Additional data was acquired through
classroom observations and student achievement measures.

This report summarizes the results of the three year study. Each group of stakeholders—
parents, principals and teachers— results are presented. The analyses of the measured outcomes

follow. Finally, recommendations that have been collected will be presented.

CCSD®

CLARK COUNTY

Inclusive School Practices Summary Report, Research Department, AARSI Division Page 2





Stakeholder Perceptions

Parents

Parents whose children attended ISP schools had more favorable impressions of the
schools and staff than parents whose children attended non-1SP schools. These parents saw ISP
school staff as more welcoming and respectful. Parents perceived ISP schoolteachers as being
higher quality teachers compared to the parent perceptions of non-1SP schoolteachers. The ISP
school staff were perceived as being more positive. Those parents of ISP school students with
IEPs reported that their children made greater gains in mathematics, organizational skills and
social adjustment.
Principals

ISP school principals believed the ISP initiative was an effective strategy for all students
and not just for students with IEPs. Most principals reported active engagement in the ISP
initiative. Specifically, more than 70% attended the administrative and teacher professional
development workshops. Principals then established professional development at each school,
perceiving that teachers require additional professional development. Principles associated ISP
with specific practices such as greater peer tutoring, more collaboration between teachers, which
lead to increases in student achievement.
General Education Teachers

General education teachers reported favorable impressions of the ISP initiative. These
teachers sought out professional development for inclusive classroom practices through the
initiative sponsored workshops as well as other professional development opportunities. Other
opportunities included book studies and workshops sponsored by the Curriculum and

Professional Development Division. General education teachers reported high knowledge of
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inclusive school practices and a strong sense of competence. It should be noted that both
principals and special education teachers believed that general education teachers needed
additional professional development. Perceptions of the general education teachers were
collected only in their first year of ISP implementation and may not be representative of the
larger teacher population.

Special Education Teachers

Special education teachers provided concrete outcomes associated with the ISP initiative.
They specifically reported gains in academic content, student independence, self-concept and
greater sense of belonging. The details provided were given in context by relating gains made by
specific students. These teachers reported spending less time spent on behavior management.
They saw students with IEPs more successful using inclusive school practices.

Special education teachers identified several issues related to inclusive school practices
that they believed needed to be addressed. The largest issue was inconsistent communication
between collaborating teachers. The details of this concern, and the others, are provided in the
third year evaluation. Another issue presented was insufficient time available for planning
collaborative activities. Reports of conflicts of “turf” between general and special education
teachers were made at some schools.

There is consensus among the stakeholders that the ISP initiative is a successful approach
for students who require additional support for their education. All participants believed students
were making better achievement utilizing inclusive school practices. Students were benefiting

with increased independence, social skills and sense of belonging.
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Outcomes
Student Achievement

The ISP initiative benefited Title | elementary schools students that had higher CRT
Reading scores than students at Title | schools who did not participate in the ISP initiative. No
differences existed in the non-Title | schools regardless of ISP participation. Further, no
differences existed between ISP and non-1SP middle schools.

No differences existed in student achievement for mathematics, reading, or science
(CRT) between first year ISP elementary schools and first year control schools. Students with
IEPs had higher science and reading scores at the first year ISP elementary schools, though only
science scores were significantly different from the control schools. English Language Learners
had higher science CRT scores at the ISP schools.

Analysis of the benchmark assessment AIMSweb found fourth grade students at the first
year ISP schools had better reading comprehension than fourth grade students at the first year
control schools. Fifth grade students with IEPs at the first year ISP schools had greater reading
comprehension than those students at the first year control schools. Oral reading fluency scores
were not different between the ISP and control school students.

When looking at ISP middle school students, schools with three or more years experience
with the ISP initiative showed greater gains in reading and mathematics achievement than those
students at middle schools that did not participate in the ISP initiative. Of the four types of
middle schools (Title I ISP, Title | non-I1SP, non-Title I ISP, non-Title I non-ISP) Title I ISP
schools had the greatest gains. When looking at the middle school IEP population, no differences

in achievement occurred between ISP and non-ISP schools.
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Student Engagement

Principals and teachers reported greater student engagement at ISP schools compared to
non-1SP schools. Classroom observations by outside observers confirmed high student
engagement at the ISP schools. Observers identified more collaboration at ISP middle schools
compared to ISP elementary schools. Title | elementary schools in the ISP initiative, on the other
hand, tended to have less collaboration than non-Title I ISP elementary schools.

Student engagement correlated significantly to principal support for the ISP initiative.
The degree of principal support correlated to the school culture of inclusion. Special education
teachers reported principal support for inclusive classroom practices in general. Special
education teachers also reported favorable conditions for collaborative teaching at most schools.
Greater support from the principal was associated with stronger support and implementation of
inclusive classroom practices; this in turn led to greater student engagement.
School Climate

ISP schools expressed greater equality among students and saw widespread benefits from
the initiative. School staff consistently supported differentiated instruction and other related
strategies. One consistent perception reported by students was a greater sense of belonging. Not
all schools were as positive; several elementary school special education teachers reported issues
regarding instruction and classroom ownership with general education teachers.

One key factor was the number of years a principal remained at a school. Longer school
tenure for a principal correlated positively with greater implementation of inclusive classroom
practices and student achievement. In addition, stronger principal support was associated with a

more collaborative culture and a more positive outlook towards student achievement.
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ISP Practices

Schools with more years of experience within the ISP initiative were more likely to have
students working independent with less whole class instruction. These more experienced ISP
schools were also less likely to have co-teaching as a predominant instructional model. The
model One Teach and One Observe was more common. Middle schools were more collaborative
instruction, or co-teaching, than elementary schools.

ISP schools with strong principal support had teachers with better organizational and
instructional skills. Strong ISP school principals sought additional funding to support inclusive
school practices. This strong ISP leadership was associated with higher student participation in
peer tutoring. These supportive principals reported a more positive outlook about teacher
collaboration and positive beliefs regarding student achievement.

Strengths

Almost every person surveyed or interviewed believed the ISP initiative had a positive
influence on students’ lives and that students were making gains in academic achievement,
motivation, self-concept, and social skills. The test data suggested some academic gains were
made in ISP schools and students were seen as more engaged.

School climate and culture was generally positive. The biggest factor in school climate
was: 1) the degree of support and leadership offered by the principal, and 2) the length of tenure
of a principal at a specific school.

Recommendations

Among principals and teachers, there is a consensus that ongoing professional

development would add support to the ISP initiative. Additionally, teachers generated specific

recommendations.

CCSD®

CLARK COUNTY

Inclusive School Practices Summary Report, Research Department, AARSI Division Page 7





1. Hold an annual refresher course at the beginning of the school year.

2. Create a network where general and special education teachers from all ISP
schools could share ideas and strategies.

3. Visit other ISP schools to gain and share ideas.

Lines of communication between administration, special and general education teachers
need to be clearer. While some personnel reported clear lines of communication, many others did
not. Reports of needing better communication were not inclusive of the entire school. Most
special education teachers reported open channels of communication with administrators.

Communication between general and special education teachers appears to be more
tenuous. The biggest obstacle appeared to be a lack of consistent structured time to plan and
solve problems. The second largest obstacle appeared to be loss of autonomy by the general
education teacher. Special education teachers reported conversations with general education
teachers regarding classroom ownership. The special education teachers found these discussions
stress-inducing. Principals reported the need for greater professional development for the general
education teachers.

The last recommendation was the need for consistent scheduled collaborative planning
time. Teachers reported consistently that collaborative planning was inconsistent and limited to
emails, lunches and bathroom breaks. The lack of collaboration prevented cooperative teaching,
accurate and timely differentiation in materials and instruction.

This study identified many of the same concerns and issues found in other research.
However, this evaluation is more positive than previous studies. Teacher perceptions in general
were more positive than McGregor and VVogelsberg (1998) and others (Daam, Beirne-Smith, &

Latham, 2001; Smith & Leonard, 2005; Tomlinson, Brimijoin, & Navarez, 2008). This study
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further supports previous recommendations for ongoing professional development and strong
leadership from site administrators. Having implemented such supports, SSSD has increased the

likelihood for inclusion to be successful in CCSD schools.
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INCLUSIVE SCHOOL PRACTICES STUDY REPORT

Historically, students with disabilities were treated as a separate population. Instruction
often occurred disconnected from peers in what is now called the pullout instructional model.
The pullout instructional model entails that special education students receive instruction
dictated within their Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) from certified special education
teachers in resource rooms. Students with IEPs are pulled out of the general education
classroom for instruction, typically in core content areas such as English language arts or
mathematics. Recent research suggests that the pullout instructional model is not as effective
as originally thought. Savage (2006) and Weisch (2006) found that students in pullout
instructional programs declined in their reading and spelling skills. Savage examined elementary
school children, while Weisch looked at high school students. Jenkins (2005) has suggested that
students in pullout instructional models learn a lower grade level curriculum. In addition,
students in resource rooms have less homework than students not in a pullout instructional
model (Vlachou, Didaskalou & Argyakouli, 2006).

A more recent approach, inclusion, acknowledges that the learning patterns of students
are not homogeneous, but that special education students may gain greater academic benefits
by staying in the general education classroom (Darling-Hammond, 1993).

The fundamental principle of the inclusive school is that all children should learn
together, whenever possible, regardless of any difficulties or differences they may have.
Inclusive schools recognize and respond to the diverse needs of their students,
accommodating both different styles and rates of learning and ensuring quality
education for all through appropriate curricula, organizational arrangements, teaching
strategies, resource use and partnerships with their communities (United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 1994, p. 11).

The inclusion only approach emphasizes a “collaborative approach” in that, special
education teachers and general education teachers collaboratively teach, or co-teach, special
education students in a general education classroom. Special education students still receive
accommodations to instruction and testing modifications as dictated in their IEP, but in the

regular general education classroom.
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Inclusive school practices are “those that lead to the creation of supportive educational
communities in which services necessary to meet the individual needs of all students are
available” (McGregor & Vogelsberg, 2000, p. 11). These practices may include but are not
limited to student-centered scheduling, specific instructional strategies, in-class supports, and
after-school programs. Research suggests that students at inclusive schools tend to have high
levels of social interaction and opportunities to develop social competence and communication
skills (Bear & Proctor, 1990; Calhoun & Fuchs, 2003; Vaughn & Klingner, 1998; Wilson &
Michaels, 2006). There is also some evidence that the implementation of inclusive instructional
practices are associated with better academic outcomes and school engagement for students
with and without disabilities (Jenkins, 2005; McGregregor & Vogelsberg, 1998). For example,
Calhoun and Fuchs (2003) found increases in mathematics achievement in elementary school
students with IEPs in an inclusion classroom using peer tutoring. Gains in social skills for these
students were also documented.

Vlachou and colleagues (Vlachou, et. al., 2006) surveyed academic and social skill among
elementary school students with IEPs. They found these students enjoyed peer interactions and
exposure to more subject matter. Students with IEPs reported needing the support of the
special education teacher to improve understanding through instructional accommodations.
Students assigned to a resource room considered their schoolwork easy.

The enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 1975 and the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1991 (renewed in 1997, 2004) laid the
foundation for inclusion of special education students into general education classrooms
(Daniel & King, 2001). A variety of models have been adopted since the late 1970s to address
the education of students with special needs in accordance with federal laws and guidelines.
These models include collaboration between special and general education teachers in the
general education classroom, supplemental assistance programs, and combined services
models (Baker, 1995; Daniel & King, 1997; Marston, 1996).

The diverse array of models led to great debate and confusion about how to best
educate students with special education needs and what exactly is meant by the use of the

terms inclusion and inclusive school practices (McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998; Zigmond & Baker,
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1996). This debate prompted researchers to examine how students develop academically and
socially in different educational models. Further, as models of inclusion developed many
educators recognized that these specific teaching practices were effective in helping all
students to learn, not just those identified with special education needs. Thus, the inclusive
practices research began to focus on both special and general education students, their
families, and teachers. Positive outcomes related to inclusive practices include favorable school
staff attitudes, a school culture of inclusion and adaptability, and gains in student academic
achievement and social development. The following sections examine each research strand in

detail.

Teachers and Administrators

Attitudes. In a study conducted on four elementary and four secondary inclusive
schools, Idol (2006) found that both secondary and elementary general education teachers
were supportive of the inclusion philosophy. Rheams and Bains (2005) examined attitudes of
early childhood special education teachers in self-contained classrooms and early childhood
general education kindergarten teachers about inclusive practices. Both groups favored
inclusion. However, results also revealed that teachers of inclusive classrooms are more likely
to report difficulties in teaching students with disabilities.

In a prior study, Marston (1996) found general education teachers who were more
resistant to inclusion. General education teachers believed that the academic needs of students
with IEPs could not be met in the general education classroom. One reported concern was that
the general education classroom might be too distracting for children with IEPs. These teachers
also believed that greater stigma is attached to children with IEPs because they are separated
within the class. Research also revealed that general education teachers lacked co-teaching
experience. Those without previous success in teaching students with disabilities and some
secondary education teachers were less accepting of inclusion, with many favoring resource
rooms rather than placement in general education classes (Idol, 2006; Larrivee & Cook, 2001;
Minke et al., 2006).

Administrator perceptions about inclusion have been crucial for the success of inclusive

school practices. Principals across school levels with positive attitudes toward inclusion and
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students with disabilities were correlated with teachers with positive attitudes towards
inclusion and better skilled at working with children with disabilities (Idol, 2006). Similarly,
Daane and Beirne-Smith (2001) examined the perceptions of general education teachers,
special education elementary school teachers, and school administrators about inclusion. All
three groups acknowledged the right of students with IEPs for placement into general
education classes. Contrary to Idol (2006), these administrators did not believe that students
with disabilities could get the most out of their education in general education classes. They
asserted that special education teachers should be primarily responsible for teaching students
with disabilities in inclusive classrooms.

Supports for Inclusive Practices. Positive attitudes toward inclusion may be undermined
by teachers’ negative perceptions of lacking special education teaching competence, supports
or professional development to develop skills, and low administrator support (Larrivee & Cook,
2001; Lindsay, 2007). In a recent review of inclusive practices literature, McGregor and
Vogelsberg (1998) postulated that teacher attitudes toward inclusion vary depending on the
types of support they receive in their general education classes. Teachers with supportive
administrators reported more favorable attitudes toward inclusion (Burstein, Sears, Wilcoxen,
Cabello, & Spagna, 2004; McGregor & Volgelsberg, 1998). These teachers had greater access to
collaborative planning time and in-class supports. They also reported feeling more efficacious
and competent in teaching students with disabilities (Minke, Bear, Deemer, & Griffin, 1996).

While research suggests teachers have positive attitudes toward inclusion, professional
development and practical supports are often required to assist teachers in implementing
inclusive practices (Lindsay, 2007). One recommendation is to hold “breaking down the
barriers” conversations facilitated by master teachers about inclusive practice assumptions and
practices. Other suggestions include visiting teacher observations and peer coaching to expose
teachers to inclusive practices (Howes, Booth, Dyson, & Frankham, 2005). Further, strategies
such as providing accommodations for low-achieving students were more likely to be
implemented when teachers were involved in a co-teaching situation (one general and one
special education teacher) in which adequate collaboration, communication, and cooperation

among teachers was in place (Minke et al., 1996). This research underscores the importance of
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appropriate professional development and continued supports to assist teachers in the

implementation of inclusive school practices.

Students

Social Development. Authors of early inclusion studies reported that general education
students did not generally accept students with disabilities. Specific inclusive strategies, such as
collaborative skills training techniques, helped quell these attitudes (McGregor & Vogelsberg,
1998). The prevailing theme of recent studies examining social interactions in inclusive
classrooms was that students with disabilities reap social benefits in these environments. Social
benefits included more regular peer interactions (McGregor & Vogelsberg), better
communication, and greater social competence (Cole & Meyer, 1991). Students in more
inclusive classrooms reported feeling less lonely, more accepted by their peers, and have fewer
conduct problems than students in self-contained settings (Weiner & Tardif, 2004).

Further, students with disabilities favor inclusion as it helps them build friendships
(Vaughn & Klinger, 1998). These friendships often extend beyond inclusive settings, resulting in
strong, lasting bonds (McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998). Fryxell and Kennedy (1995) found that
students placed in inclusive classrooms had a wider network of friends than students in non-
inclusive settings. This pattern of friendship and social interaction is evident in children with
severe disabilities (McGregor & Vogelsberg).

Social skills and school relationships have important implications for school adjustment.
Some evidence suggests that students with healthy social relationships in school are less likely
to exhibit conduct problems (Wiener, 2004); however, when students with disabilities have
poor relationships with their teachers they are more at risk for conduct problems (Murray &
Greenberg, 2006). Additionally, students with disabilities who have stronger perceptions of
belonging in school are more likely to feel more academically competent (Murray & Greenberg,
2006).

Academic Development. Comparatively, less research has examined academic
outcomes of students in inclusive classrooms versus those in resource or self-contained
classrooms. Available research indicates that students with IEPs succeed academically in

general education classrooms (Walther-Thomas, 1997) and are often equal in academic
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achievement to their general education peers (Lindsay, 2007). Students with IEPs in general
education classrooms are more academically engaged when properly supported (Hunt, Farron-
Davis, Beckstead, Curtis & Goetz, 1994; McDougall & Brady, 1998).

A meta-analysis of eight studies examining attitudes toward inclusion of students with
learning disabilities found that students with disabilities favored the combined services
approach to inclusion. Students preferred resource rooms over general education classrooms
because work was less difficult and help was more readily available (Vaughn & Klinger, 1998).
However, most research ignores different types of academic material students with IEPs are
exposed to in general versus special education classrooms. It should be noted that the social
and academic success of students depends on the length of time they spend in general
education classrooms, students’ type and severity of disability, enrolled grade level, and
personal competence.

Children without Disabilities. Evidence for the impact on the general education
students in inclusive settings is inconclusive, but generally positive. Typically, the academic
performance of general education students has not been negatively impacted by inclusion
(Peck et al., 2004). However, Huber and colleagues (Huber, Rosenfeld, & Fiorello, 2001)
reported that while low- and average- achieving general education students benefit from
sharing a classroom with students with disabilities (following a school restructuring focusing on
inclusive practices), higher-achieving students lost ground academically. Studies also show that
general education students tend to gain from their social interactions with disabled students.
Specifically, students gain higher self-esteem, are more appreciative of others (see Peck et al.),

and acquire academic skills including effective problem solving (Manset & Semmel, 1997).

Parents

The final strand of research relevant to the current evaluation focuses on parental
factors. Parents of special needs and general education students in elementary level grades are
generally supportive of inclusion (McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998). Parents of children with
disabilities have waged court battles to allow those children to be included into general
education classes (see McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998). Parents view inclusion as an educational

right and source of academic and social parity for the disabled child (Erwin & Soodak cited in
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McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998). Parents usually expect educators to display positive attitudes
toward inclusion, foster strong relationships with their children, and provide quality education
(McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998).

These same attitudes usually hold for parents of general education students as well.
Peck, Staub, Gallucci, and Schwartz (2004) examined the perception of parents of non-disabled
children and the effect of inclusion on these students. Generally, parents had positive or
neutral perceptions about inclusion. A majority of parents believed that inclusion did not affect
their child’s academic achievement; inclusion helped their children’s social and emotional

development; and inclusion positively influenced classroom climate.

Summary

This literature suggests that students with IEPS receiving special education services as well as
general education students may benefit socially and academically from time spent in inclusive
classrooms. Research also indicates that supports for teachers are important in facilitating the
implementation of inclusive practices and that experience with inclusion promotes positive
teacher attitudes toward integrating special and general education teachers in the same
classroom. Parents also tend to be generally supportive of inclusion. However, the research is
less clear on specific aspects of inclusive settings, including practices and school culture. In
addition, few studies examine change over time in student engagement and achievement in
response to better implementation of inclusive practices.

The current evaluation is a necessary step to assist educators in Clark County in
understanding how to best facilitate the implementation of inclusive practices, the success of
professional development in changing classroom practices and teacher attitudes, and how
practice and attitude influence student outcomes. The incongruity between the unique
population of Clark County and the current literature results in a gap in knowledge on how to
evaluate Clark County School District practice and policy decisions about students receiving

special education services and their families.
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INCLUSION IN CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

In 2004, the Clark County School District (CCSD) implemented an Inclusive School
Practices (ISP) program designed to support schools in creating an inclusive, student-centered
culture. The ISP initiative offered professional development for implementing instructional
strategies such as differentiated instruction in classrooms and co-teaching professional
development, on-site technical assistance, and additional funds to support activities that
contribute to creating an inclusive school. Student Support Services Division (SSSD) sponsored
the ISP initiative. Professional practices emphasized by the initiative were designed to increase
academic achievement and create a positive environment for all students in CCSD. The stated
goals of the Inclusive School Program were as follows: (1) close the achievement gap, (2) treat
people with dignity and respect, and (3) create positive learning environments.

Despite the initial interest and participation of 120 schools, in 2006 CCSD personnel
recognized that vast improvements were necessary in the promotion of inclusive school
practices in the majority of CCSD schools. In an effort to address the needs of the transitive
administrative and teacher populations and create sustainable change at schools, a revised
professional development model was developed for implementation in 2007-2008. This model
offered a differentiated approach to participating schools, targeting the professional
development needs of individual teachers. The effectiveness of this approach in promoting the
use of specific inclusive strategies, as well as enhancing teachers’ perceptions of efficacy with
these strategies, has not been systematically evaluated. Thus, the purpose of the present
evaluation was to outline the challenges and successes in implementation of inclusive
classroom practices and determine whether positive student outcomes could be detected in

classrooms that are more inclusive.

EVALUATION GOALS

The first purpose of this project was to compare what practices were being used at
schools that received inclusive practices professional development through the ISP initiative
and schools that did not receive inclusive practices-related professional development. Prior to

this study, very little data had been collected on what professional development was provided
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on inclusive practices at these schools, whether these practices were implemented, factors
influencing the implementation, and influences of participation in professional development on
teacher attitudes.

Before any kind of analyses could be conducted, it was first necessary to describe what
was happening around inclusive practices. This description was required to create a baseline.
One reason this description was vital for any evaluative purposes is that the ISP initiative offers
support for participating schools and professional development on inclusive practices that can
come from a variety of sources; therefore, many schools in CCSD may have implemented
inclusive practices to some extent. Thus, this description provides information on the degree to
which each ISP and Non-ISP school utilized inclusive practices by comparing ISP schools with
schools not receiving support. It should be noted that although schools may not have
participated in the ISP initiative, they could be inclusive schools as defined.

A second purpose was to assess the influence of teacher attitudes regarding inclusion
and efficacy on student achievement and engagement, as well as parent perceptions of school
services. Inclusive schools should promote a culture of tolerance, dignity, and respect for all
learners. If schools were successful in embracing this culture, then students and parents should
report positive academic outcomes.

These two research goals were broken down into a number of specific study objectives.
The first objective was to examine school staff exposure to inclusive practices and the
implementation of those practices within classrooms. Two practices, co-teaching and
differentiated instruction, were the main considerations. These have been frequently identified
in the literature and are aligned with CCSD workshops. Specific professional development
workshops were examined for school staff preference by number of teacher enrolled per
workshop. It was assumed specific workshops might be seen as more relevant for school staff in
the first year of ISP participation. A comparison between what was learned in the workshops
and what was being applied in the classroom could be accomplished through classroom
observations by the researcher coordinators.

The second objective was to identify what positive student outcomes are associated

with inclusive practices. Three specific outcomes were the focus of this particular objective:
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academic achievement, student sense of belonging in the classroom, and student engagement.
CCSD researchers examined if schools dedicated to inclusive practices would be associated with
higher academic achievement, a sense of belonging, and student engagement.

The third objective was to examine school culture. Do schools associated with inclusive
practices promote a more tolerant, respectful environment? The researchers examined if
teachers who participated in CCSD inclusive practice workshops would promote an inclusive
culture, more than those teachers who did not participate. One specific avenue was to compare
teacher attitudes in relation to the amount of exposure to the principles of inclusive practices.
CCSD coordinators predicted those teachers who participated in CCSD sponsored workshops in
inclusive practices, specifically differentiated instruction and collaborative teaching, would have
more receptive attitudes toward all students. The second avenue was to interview principals
about their knowledge and exposure to principles of inclusive practices schools.

The fourth objective was to compare parents’ attitudes toward school staff between
teachers who participated in ISP initiative and teachers from comparison schools who did not.
CCSD coordinators predicted the positive school culture from the ISP schools would affect
parent perceptions. Parents associated with ISP schools would have more positive perceptions
towards school staff, than parents not associated with ISP schools.

This report is organized into several sections reviewing each evaluation objective.
Following the methods section, results are broken into school case studies, implementation
description, and outcomes. The case studies are designed to provide an overview of each
school’s demographic and testing data, school initiatives, professional development focus, and
culture. Data regarding the extent to which ISP schools and staff attended the ISP professional
development opportunities (classes and book studies) and utilized ISP funds is included in each
case study. The implementation and outcome sections represent only students in grades 3

through 5, their teachers, and their families.

METHOD

To capture the complexities of the implementation and use of inclusive practices in
CCSD, several research design elements were employed. Both qualitative and quantitative

methods were included in the design. To describe the use of inclusive practices in schools, a
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case study of each school was composed using principal interviews, teacher surveys,
professional development records, and other archived data sources. A quasi-experimental
component was included using 3 ISP and 3 comparison Non-ISP schools to determine if
differences existed in student achievement and teacher, student, and parent attitudes between

schools participating in the ISP initiative and those not.

Participants

Six schools were invited to participate in this evaluation. In an effort to control for
differences in regional initiatives related to professional development and programs, the six
schools were situated in the same region, the Superintendent’s Schools Region of the Clark
County School District. Three of the schools were first year participants in the CCSD Inclusive
School Practices (ISP) initiative and 3 were not currently, and had never, participated in the
initiative. Three comparison pairs were formed from these six schools based on demographic
and testing data of students in grades 3 through 5 from the spring of 2007".

Schools A (ISP) and B (Non-ISP) were both small Title | schools with a predominantly
African American student population. Schools C (ISP) and D (Non-ISP) also received Title |
funding and were mid-sized elementary schools with a large majority of Hispanic students.
Schools E (ISP) and F (Non-ISP) were mid-sized schools with magnet programs and evenly
distributed student ethnicities with students at school E mostly African American or Caucasian
students, whereas students at school F were predominantly African American or Hispanic
students.

In October 2007, informational letters, consent forms, and parent surveys were
distributed to the 1,282 students in grades 3 through 5 at these six schools. See Table 1 for

information regarding the response rate.

! Data from the pairs were tested using t-tests to confirm that the two schools did not differ significantly on percent of students with an
Individualized Education Plan (IEP), percent of students who were Limited English Proficient (LEP), percent of students receiving Free or
Reduced Lunch (FRL), and 06-07 CRT reading and mathematics scale scores. Ethnicity percentages were also compared using cross-tabs and
chi-square tests. Although schools were statistically matched in most cases there were some differences: School A had more students with an
IEP (15% vs. 7%) than school B (t-test = 1.95, p =.052); School D had a significantly greater percentage of LEP students (63% vs. 48%) than
school C (t-test = 3.16, p < .01); Schools E and F differed significantly in their ethnic make-up (chi-square test = 19.47, p <.001).
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Table 1. Consent Information for Grades 3-5

October No Consent Return
School Name N Consent No Consent | Response Rate Rate
School A 145 69 11 65 47.6% 55.2%
School B 119 52 10 57 43.7% 52.1%
School C 228 148 23 57 64.9% 75%
School D 280 162 56 62 57.9% 77.9%
School E 247 156 26 65 63.2% 73.7%
School F 263 165 50 48 62.7% 81.7%
Total 1282 752 176 354 58.7% 72.4%

Table 2 provides the demographic and special education characteristics of students by
school with parental consent for study involvement (N = 752). Overall, the students were evenly
distributed by grade level. Students were 47.5% Hispanic, 25.8% African American, 13.8%
Caucasian, 3.7% Asian/Pacific Islander, 0.3% American Indian, and 8.9% of unknown ethnic
origin. Approximately 29% of the student participants were considered English Language
Learners (ELL).

There were some changes to special education eligibility designations over the course of
the 2007-2008 academic year. Because special education services may be initiated or stopped
at any point throughout the school year, students had to receive at least 6 months of special
education services to be considered a student receiving special education services for the
purposes of this evaluation. Seventy-six students were designated to receive special education
services. Of these, students primarily received services for a learning disability (61.8%) or a
speech or language impairment (31.6%). Students with a special education designation, but
who are not gifted or talented, made up 10.11% of the overall consenting sample of 752
students. This percentage is consistent throughout CCSD schools. The majority (76%; n = 58) of

students with a special education designation were expected to spend between 80-100% of
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their time in general education classrooms; 17 students (22%) were designated to spend
between 40-79% of their time in general education classrooms; the placement for one student

was unknown.

Table 2. Demographic and Special Education Categories for Participating Students
- Special Education
Grade Ethnicity ELL PPECie N
Designation Categories
. _c g
School A 4=22 e T 18.8% 61=4
5 =95 Hispanic = 23.2% 70=2
Missing = 27.5%
3=16 African Am =53.8% 58=1
School B 4=13 Hispanic = 34.6% 19.2% 61=5
5=23 Missing = 11.5% 63=1
Asian Am = 7%
. _ o
sasa | A an =113
School C 4=51 Y 47.3% 61=11
5-43 Am Indian = 0.7% 311
N Hispanic = 75.7% -
Missing = 10.8%
Asian Am =1.9%
3=52 African Am = 4.3% 58=4
School D 4=56 | Caucasian=1.2% 64.2% 1 ~ 9
5=54 Hispanic = 78.4% -
Missing = 14.2%
Asian Am =40.4%
3-37 African Am = 24.4%
~ Caucasian= 7.1% . 58=12
School E g ) Zi Am Indian = 0.6% 3.8% 61=11
Hispanic = 26.9%
Missing = 0.6%
Asian =20.0%
3=53 African Am = 44.8% 58=3
School F 4=53 Caucasian = 8.5% 8.5% 61=7
5=59 Hispanic = 25.5% 66=1
Missing = 1.2%
Note. * Special education codes and placement data was retrieved throughout the year; all other
demographic data was retrieved in September 2007.
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For students whose parents refused consent (N = 176), it appears that third graders
were slightly more likely to not have consent (39.2% of “no”). Hispanic parents were also more
likely to reply with non-consent (55.1%), but this is in keeping with the ethnic distribution of the
population. Thirty-five percent of the non-consents came from parents of students designated
as ELL, but that is again in line with demographic expectations. Consent was not obtained from
32 students with special education designations. This makes up approximately 11.9% of the
special education designated population at these schools.

The six schools had a total of 66 general and special education teachers on staff (this
does not include specialists, school psychologists, or other more specialized staff) at the start of
the 2007-2008 school year to work with students in grades 3 through 5. Of these teachers, one
teacher had no students with consent to participate in her class. There were some minor
changes to staffing in October 2007.

Finally, a moderate rate of attrition was expected from October 2007 to April 2008 due
to the high transiency rates at some schools. Of the students with consent (N=752), 90.7%
(N=682) were still enrolled in June of 2008. Schools had different rates of attrition. The percent
of participating students no longer enrolled at the close of the school year were: 14.5% (School

A), 19.2% (School B), 11.5% (School C), 11.7% (School D), 2.6% (School E), and 6.1% (School F).

Measures

Demographic information. Demographic information regarding participants was
collected. Teacher information included gender, ethnicity, years teaching, and tenure at their
current school location. Student information included gender, ethnicity, IEP designation, ELL
designation, and number of years at their present school. For students with an IEP, information
was also collected on their Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) placement, which is a
recommendation for time in the school day that the child should spend in the general
education classroom. Parents were asked about their role in the student’s life, as well as their

ethnicity, gender, age, and highest year of education completed via the parent survey.
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School Staff Measures. Individual and school-level professional development
participation was obtained through principal interviews, records kept by CCSD coordinators,
and records from Pathlore (CCSD professional development registration and tracking system).
This data provided a general indication which ISP workshops schools focused on during the past
academic year, as well as any additional professional development teachers sought. Further,
the data contributed a measure of how each ISP school accessed services offered through the
ISP initiative, and whether Non-ISP schools participated in similar professional development
that could serve to enhance their provision of services in an inclusive manner. Teachers were
invited to participate in an on-line survey in October and April of the 2007-2008 academic year.
The survey had four primary components. Each is described below.

Instructional practice implementation. Teachers were asked to report on their
professional development experience and implementation of differentiated instruction
practices, collaborative teaching, accommodations, and modifications.

The Teacher Efficacy Scale. The Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) has
been widely used in the education literature in a variety of forms. The current form was a 16-
item scale with two proposed subscales: Personal Teaching Efficacy (PTE) and General Teaching
Efficacy (GTE). The responses to these scales ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly
agree). In October 2007, the overall 16-item scale yielded sufficient reliability at o =.77. The 9-
item PEF scale reliability was a = .88 and the 7-item GTE scale reliability was a = .82. These
estimates were based on complete data for 54 individuals. The April 2008 estimates were based
on data for 39 individuals; overall 16-item scale reliability o = .72, PEF a = .81, and GTE a = .76.

Teacher Opinions Relative to Integration Scale. (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995) The 25-item
Teacher Opinions Relative to Integrations Scale (ORI) scale reached sufficient reliability as
measured by Cronbach’s alpha (a =.88; N = 43) in October 2007 and April 2008 (ot =.87; N =
31). The traditional use of ORI has been as a weighted continuous score with scores ranging
from 0-150, with higher scores representing a more favorable attitude toward inclusion (ORI
has provisions for including individuals missing up to 4 responses). In this use, responses are
coded from strongly disagree (-3) to strongly agree (+3). The present research used a scale from

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).
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Teacher Perception of School Climate. Teachers were asked 21 questions about their
school climate and the administration. Teachers responded on the same 1-6 scale as previously
described.

Teacher Report of Student Engagement. Separately, teachers were asked to report on
their perceptions of individual student engagement in the classroom (Wellborn & Connell,
1987). Items focused on student emotional and behavioral engagement and their re-
engagement in the face of challenge or failure. This measure included 32 questions with a
response scale of 1 (Not at all true) to 4 (Very true). Teachers were surveyed in October 2007
(October) and April 2008 (April) of the 2007-2008 academic year. See the Appendix for the
complete survey. The 32 item scale demonstrated a high degree of internal reliability in
October 2007 (a =.96; N = 537) and in April 2008 (o = .96; N = 347). The 8-item behavioral
engagement subscale reliability was a =.92 and a = .91 in October 2007 and April 2008,
respectively. The 12-item emotional engagement scale reliability was .90 (October 2007) and
.91 (April 2008) and the 12-item re-engagement scale alphas were .87 in October 2007 and .89
in April 2008.

Principal Interviews. Principals at each of the six schools were interviewed in April 2008
of the 2007-2008 academic year by a single trained interviewer. The interview utilized a semi-
structured format, with set interview questions but the allowance for the interviewer to probe
for more information. The interview questions focused on each principal’s definitions and
support for inclusive school practices, scheduling practices, the implementation of Response to

Instruction (RTI) on their campus, and parent involvement opportunities.

Parent Measures

School’s Impact on Child. Parents were asked five questions regarding their general
perceptions of their child’s experiences at school. An example of the survey item includes “My
child is treated with respect”. Cronbach’s alpha for these 5 items was .96.

Parent Satisfaction with School. The general parent survey was adapted from the
National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) Part B Family Survey

(www.monitoringcenter.lsuhsc.edu). Although subscales for schools’ efforts to collaborate with
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parents and quality of services were found in the validation study by the NCSEAM using Rasch
analyses, the present evaluation was not able to replicate these scales using traditional
confirmatory factor analyses®. Additional data or analyses using the Rasch framework may yield
these scales, but without evidence of a differentiated factor structure, a single score of general
parent satisfaction was constructed from the 35 survey items. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale
was .99 based on data from a sample of 154 parents.

Parent Participation Scale. Items from the NCSEAM were also used to construct a
parent participation scale. The nine items focused on parent participation in formal school-
related organizations, communications with school, and interaction with students around
school activities. Cronbach’s alpha yielded a reliability coefficient of .74 for this scale.

Opinions Relative to Integration Scale (ORI). Twelve items from Antonak & Larrivee’s
(1995) teacher opinion scale were included in the parent survey. Some evidence suggests that
these items may form sub-scales related to perceived benefits of integration and opinions
related to special versus integrated general education. Although Antonak & Larrivee’s scale has
not been used with parents, a measure of parental attitudes toward inclusion was desired.
Further, use of the same items allowed a comparison between teacher and parent perceptions.

Supplemental Survey for Parents of Special Education Students. Parents of children
with IEPs were asked to complete an additional survey relating to student-received special
education services (in April 2008, only parents of students with an IEP were sent the
supplemental survey). The supplemental survey included additional items from the NCSEAM
Part B Family Survey that were more specifically oriented toward parents of students receiving

special education services.

Student Measures

Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests (Nevada CRT). Nevada Criterion Referenced tests
were designed to be aligned with Nevada state educational standards. There were three tests:
Reading, Mathematics, and fifth grade Science. These exams are used to determine whether

individual students and schools are academically proficient under state and federal guidelines.

’ The NCSEAM recommends using the Rasch framework for analysis of their survey; however that was beyond the capacity of the present
evaluation. The use of a mean or average response cannot be directly compared to Rasch analyses results.
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AlMSweb. AIMSweb is a Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) system that provides
standardized measures of basic skills (www.AlIMSweb.com). For the purposes of this evaluation,
the oral fluency probes and reading comprehension of the system were used. AIMSweb
provides benchmark measures appropriate for each grade level and by tracking student
performance at the 3 benchmark periods (October 2007, January 2008, and April 2008); student
reading development can be measured within the grade year. The oral fluency measure
consists of 3 one-minute probes that are read aloud by students. Trained testers calculate the
number of words read correctly per minute and then take the median score of the three tests
as the final score for that child.

Since different, non-equivocal reading passages are provided between each grade level,
a third oral fluency probe called a common passage was added for this evaluation to compare
all students. The common passage is a third grade probe that is given to third through fifth
grade students so that student growth can be compared across years. This task was
administered in the classroom setting by a trained tester.

The measure of reading comprehension is a multiple-choice close task completed by
students in a silent reading setting. Student performance on the benchmark probes was
analyzed based on the percentile cutoffs for each grade established through a national norming
process.

Student Report of Engagement. Student perception of their emotional and behavioral
engagement in the classroom was assessed with a 20-item survey. Ten of these items tapped
behavioral engagement, including “I try hard to do well in school.” Students responded to ten
items related to emotional engagement. Examples of these items are “When we work on
something in class, | feel interested” and “When we work on something in class | feel bored”
(reverse coded). This scale was averaged to form a composite of general engagement in
previous research or may be used to assess each dimension separately (Patrick, Skinner, &
Connell, 1993; Wellborn, 1991). In October 2007, the aggregate engagement measure (N = 563)
yielded an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha of .86. The April 2008 survey yielded an aggregate

Cronbach’s alpha of .85 based on 586 surveys with complete data.
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Sense of Belonging Scale. (Anderman, 2003). The 5 items used to assess student
belonging were adapted from Goodenow’s (1993) Psychological Sense of School Membership
Scale and reported in Anderman (2003). At Wave 1 (October 2007), the scale reliability
coefficient a =.81 (N =614) and in April 2008 o = .83 (N = 623). Each item was assessed on a
four point Likert scale with 1 = Not at all True and 4 = Very True. The survey was read aloud to
students in a group setting.

Behavioral Observation of Students in Schools. The Behavioral Observation of Students
in Schools (BOSS) is designed to capture the engaged and off-task behaviors of a target student
in 15-second intervals. Student behaviors are recorded as either actively (AET) or passively
engaged (PET) at each 15-second time prompt. Then, during the remaining time until the next
prompt, any motor (OFT-M), verbal (OFT-V), or passive (OFT-P) off-task behavior is recorded.
Every fifth interval, a randomly selected peer is observed as a comparison and teacher-directed
activities (TDI) are recorded.

Classroom Quality — Observed Indicators of Inclusive Activities. The Classroom Quality
— Observed Indicators of Inclusive Activities (CQ-OIIA) was designed in collaboration by CCSD
Research and Student Support Services staff. Following a review of existing classroom
observation measures, the CQ-OIIA was developed to capture a range of teacher-driven
activities and general student behaviors. The CQ-OIIA was revised after the January 2008 pilot
to simplify the observation structure and as such the January data was not used for the present

evaluation. In March and April, six testers attended professional development.

Procedures

Two data sources were used to describe implementation: staff surveys in October 2007
and April of 2008 and classroom observations in April 2008. Professional development logs
were accessed to document the variety of district sources and types of professional
development used by the staff at participating schools. The staff surveys focused specifically on
differentiation of instruction, collaborative teaching, accommodations, and modifications. The
observations focused on overall classroom climate and practices.

In both October 2007 and April 2008 of the 2007-2008 academic year, principals were

sent a link to an on-line survey to distribute to their staff. Some principals chose to send the
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survey to all of their staff, whereas others chose to send the survey link to their staff serving
students in grades 3 through 5. Participant responses considered relevant for the current
evaluation were specialists, special education, and general education teachers who reported
serving multiple grades or students in grades 3 through 5. This resulted in 54 returned surveys:
76% general education teachers, 11% special education teachers, and 13% specialists in
October 2007. In April 2008, 40 staff members took the survey: 83% were general education
teachers, 7% were special education teachers, 7% were specialists, and the remaining
participants were classified as “other”. Twenty-eight staff members (teachers and specialists)
completed the survey at both time points.? The data is presented for different groups, including
all participants, general education teachers and specialists, and ISP/Non-ISP schools.

Parents of students with consent to participate received a survey in April 2008. All
parent materials were translated into Spanish and provided with the English version. Parents
were asked for some demographic information. The remainder of the survey included
previously published surveys and all responses ranged on a scale of 1-6. With the exception of
the parent participation scale (1= Never, 6 = Always), the responses ranged from 1=Very
Strongly Disagree to 6 = Very Strongly Agree.

Classroom observations were conducted in January and April of 2008. The classroom
observation consisted of multiple parts. In the first section, observers recorded features of the
classroom such as whether an agenda was posted. Both observation tools, BOSS and CQ-OIIA,
utilized time-sampling procedures in which activities were recorded in a certain time increment.
Time sampling allows observers to glean information about the frequency and duration of
activities rather than just the presence or absence of a behavior.

The January 2008 observation period was considered a pilot due to the new status of
the CQ-OIIA and first time use of the BOSS. Seven observers participated in nine hours of
professional development using video and discussion. To test inter-rater reliability and assure
quality, the first 14 and the 19" (out of 28) observations were conducted in teams of two.
Cohen’s Kappa is considered a robust measure of inter-rater reliability because it corrects for

chance agreement (Hintze, 2005). Kappa was adjusted for prevalence for high frequency

® Due to the relatively small number of survey respondents, caution should be taken in extrapolating this information to a larger sample.
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behavior and bias for unique off-task behavior (PABAK; Byrt, Bishop, & Carlin, 1993). Both the
traditional Kappa and the PABAK are presented. In general, values on these indices between
.41- .60 are considered to reflect moderate agreement, .61- .80 substantial agreement, and .8
1- 1.00 nearly perfect agreement (Gelfand & Hartmann, 1975 in Hintze, 2005). In light of the
novice status of the observers, agreement levels at moderate to substantial were desirable.
There were some isolated incidents of low inter-rater statistics for the BOSS at the beginning of
the process, and there were two observations were excluded from the analyses because of
poor inter-rater agreement between two observers. The January BOSS estimates (averaged
across 13 paired observations) were: AET Kappa = .54, PABAK = .76; PET Kappa = .51, PABAK =
.55; OFT-M Kappa = .36, PABAK = .66; OFT-V Kappa = .43, PABAK = .90; OFT-P Kappa = .37,
PABAK =.70; TDI Kappa = .51, PABAK = .66. Averaged across all 28 observation categories, April
2008 Kappa’s (PABAK) with the testing video ranged from .59 (.74) to .73 (.82). If observers had
low agreement with any category, they met with the researcher until the coordinator was
satisfied that an adequate level of agreement had been reached.

Observers participated in 13 hours of professional development, including one hour of
practice in a classroom for the April 2008 data collection period. Prior to conducting classroom
observations, six observers coded the same segment of video as an inter-rater reliability test for
the BOSS and the CQ-OIIA. If observers fell below the accepted PABAK value of .60 on any
categories, they received additional individual professional development from the researcher
until satisfactory understanding was achieved. The April BOSS estimates on the video test
(averaged across the 6 observers) were: AET Kappa = .71, PABAK = .87; PET Kappa = .59, PABAK
= .73; OFT-M Kappa = .45, PABAK = .86; OFT-V Kappa = .83, PABAK = .89; OFT-P Kappa = .22,
PABAK =.91; TDI Kappa = .83, PABAK = .96. Of the 25 observations conducted in April 2008,

24% of observations were analyzed a second time as a reliability check.

RESULTS

The description of the school implementation includes information from all staff
members at the six participating schools. However, when investigating student outcomes

related to implementation, only data from students in grades 3 through 5 and their parents and
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teachers were included. The case studies are presented first, followed by the quantitative data

analysis.

School Case Studies

A description of each school involved in this evaluation is provided in the following
sections. School improvement plans for 2007-2008 were submitted to the Nevada Department
of Education in October of 2007, professional development logs from the 2007-2008 academic
year, teacher survey responses from October 2007 and April 2008, and principal interviews
from April of 2008 were used to construct a general overview of each school’s goals and
initiatives in 2007-2008. In particular, these sources provided information on the schools’
emphasis on and support for inclusive practices. Demographic and testing data from the 2006-
2007 Nevada Report Card, as well as teacher employment data from September 1, 2007, were

also used to help describe each school.

District Comparison Data. The following district demographic data provides some
context for the individual school site information. Table 3 provides a quick reference for district
and school demographic and achievement data. In general, CCSD teachers (N=17,475) had an
average number of 6.80 (median=4.83) years of experience. Just over 10% were new teachers
at the start of the 2007 academic year and over half of CCSD teachers (54.6%) had 5 or fewer
years of experience in CCSD. Seventy-five percent of CCSD teachers were considered highly

gualified based on September 1, 2007 data.
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Table 3. Individual school demographics with district wide data for comparison.

Student Average | Percent Percent Student Ave. Years Made
Enrollment Class of IEP of LEP Transiency | of Teacher AYP?
Size Students | Students Rate Experience
Ratio
District 305,967 22:1 10.7% 18.4% 35.7% 6.80 yes
S
chool A 340 17:1 7.4% 18.8% 56.3% 3.83 yes
(ISP)
School B 264 19:1 11.4% | 20.8% 47.3% 5.29 no
(Non-ISP)
(SI‘;‘DC)’O' ¢ 474 19:1 18.6% | 48.9% 45.3% 4.48 ves
School D . o 0 o
(Non-ISP) 611 20:1 10.1% 67.8% 40.7% 6.13 yes
(Sg;‘)m' E 442 21:1 9.7% 8.6% 6.7% 10.37 no
School F
7 20:1 .39 12.09 11.99 6.4
(Non-ISP) 50 0 9.3% 0% 9% 3 yes

Note. Data source is 2006-2007 Nevada Report Card data (http://www.nevadareportcard.com/) and
CCSD teacher data as of September 1, 2007.

On average, the student-to-teacher ratio within the district was 25:1 in the third
through fifth grades. According to 2007 accountability reporting by Nevada Report Card, 10.7%
of all students in the district were identified as “students with disabilities” (also labeled IEP).
CCSD student transiency was 35.7%. District wide, there were 5,787 incidents of expulsions or
suspensions for “Violence to Other Students” and 651 cases involving discipline due to weapon
possession.

With respect to activities of Inclusive Practice Schools (ISP) across the district, 38 ISP
professional development sessions were offered during the 2007-2008 school year to all faculty
members at ISP schools. District-wide, one or more staff members from ISP schools attended a
range of 0 to 16 courses (mean = 4.08). In addition, 30 independent study ISP workshops in the

form of book studies were offered to all teachers at ISP schools.
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School A (ISP school). School A was a neighborhood school that receives funding
through the federal Title | grant. Statistics reported by Nevada’s Report Card in 2007 indicated
that of the 340 students enrolled in 2006-2007, over 65% of students were African American,
nearly 30% Hispanic, and the remainder largely Caucasian. Teachers at School A were 42%
African American, 33% Caucasian, and 12% Hispanic. Eighty percent of teachers were female.
Less than 40% of teachers on this campus were highly qualified and data from CCSD indicated
over 50% of the staff were employed by CCSD for 2 years or less (median = 1.58) at the start of
the 2007 school year. Accountability reports reflected that the teacher to student ratios in
grades three through five averaged 17:1. There was 80% parent participation in parent/teacher
conferences. This campus reported one case of disciplinary action due to violence against
another student in 2006-2007.

Annual Yearly Progress. School A made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for the 2006-
2007 school year. Testing data revealed that roughly 30% of all tested students were found
proficient in reading, 35% in writing, and 45% in mathematics. Twenty-five students with an IEP
were tested school-wide. Of the 11 third to fifth grade students with an IEP who were tested in
2006-2007, none were found proficient in reading while nearly 30% reached mathematics
proficiency. In the fifth grade, four IEP students took the writing proficiency exam. None of
these students were deemed proficient.

School Emphasis and Initiatives. During the 2007-2008 academic year, School A focused
on multiple school improvement activities. Based on school improvement plan goals and
attendance at district and school professional development opportunities, it was clear that
School A was committed to better implementation of the Response to Instruction/Intervention
(RTI) strategies. Multiple members of the faculty attended professional development for tiered
instruction and progress monitoring. Funding through the ISP initiative was also requested for
campus-based professional development in RTI to support this effort. Further, this school
planned to meet the needs of diverse learners and boost their initiative of sheltered and
differentiated instruction through the use of Kagan and Marzano strategies and technology

such as interactive white boards and Leapfrogs®. The principal reported that the goal of School
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A was to meld these initiatives (RTI, High Quality Sheltered Instruction, Kagan strategies, etc.)
and focus on a single school vision instead of compartmentalized views of instruction.

A focus on improving instruction in content areas was also important to School A as
noted through staff participation in professional development on research based instruction.
Language arts were emphasized through attendance at district professional development on
Reading First literacy initiative, Harcourt Trophies, “chalk talks”, and Write from the Beginning.
Professional Development logs also showed that staff attended multiple mathematics
professional development offered by the Southern Nevada Regional Professional Development
Program (RPDP) and social studies textbook professional development.

Administration and staff at School A recognized that additional instructional and family
services were important to improving the academic success of their students and therefore
worked to increase the implementation of tutorial skills and morning homework assistance
programs. During her interview, the principal reflected that communication with parents has
been difficult as the school’s ELL population grows, although some parents of ELL students had
been involved in attending school activities with regularity. According to the principal, in the
future School A will have to find ways to strengthen the Parent Advisory Council (PAC) since
parental involvement in other campus activities was limited and sporadic in the past year.
During 2007-2008, staff at School A did make inroads in educating staff on parent outreach, as
multiple staff attended professional development on school-home relationships.

School A participated in professional development designed to assist staff in continuing
to improve their classroom management and general skills. These opportunities included
behavior planning sessions, new teacher professional development, Student Intervention Team
(SIT) professional development, and leadership development through SSSD cohorts. Although
School A has systems in place to help “cool students down” when they get upset, the principal
stated that staff will need to examine ways to help students maintain respect and conduct
when substitute teachers are present in order to curb behavioral issues. Otherwise, the School
A principal reported that teachers have wonderful management skills in place and an effective

school counselor and other support staff.
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Finally, School A had the opportunity to refine their practices through participation in
the district’s Inclusive School Practices (ISP) initiative. As a new ISP school, professional
development logs evidenced that one administrator participated in an ISP book study regarding
reading instruction. In addition, 10 staff members (out of 33 licensed professionals) from School
A participated in 10 professional development opportunities. Some of the workshops included
Models of Support and Collaboration, Coaches Professional Development, Differentiated
Instruction: Strategies that Work, Peer Supports: Enriching the Educational Experience for
Everyone, Teacher Roles in the Preparation and Decision-Making Process, and New Roles of
Para-Educators and Their Teaching Partners. Choice in session attendance demonstrated the
school’s emphasis on creating partnerships between para-educators and general education
classroom teachers as well as providing staff a foundation of strategies for implementing multi-
leveled, activity-based assignments and structures to access differentiated instruction. Special
funding for two school-wide book studies on race and closing the achievement gap were
provided to the school.

Campus Climate and Culture. When asked to define inclusion, School A’s principal
discussed that inclusion was ensuring that students at all levels can receive instruction at their
level, not just the IEP students. This principal felt that it was important that she acted to
support her special and general education teachers in effective collaboration, as well as to work
to change attitudes and promote systematic change. However, this school was still overcoming
barriers as some teachers struggled with beliefs that including IEP students in the regular
classroom setting could lower test scores and reflect poorly on the teachers in the
accountability for AYP. The principal recognized that School A also needed to focus on
improving the delivery of the core instruction with impact in order to reach all students
effectively and increasing the consistency of RTI implementation, as it has been used with
different levels of emphasis.

Teachers at School A also contributed their opinions about school climate and culture.
One third of K-5 staff members at School A responded to an Inclusive Practices Teacher Survey
in October 2007. A majority of respondents had a positive attitude toward inclusion of students

with disabilities in the regular education setting. Responding staff felt they had the
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management techniques necessary to facilitate in cases of disruptive behavior. Most
respondents felt that they could contribute to the success of their students through effort and
the use of effective strategies, regardless of the student’s home life and background. For one
guestion, 100% of these teachers indicated assurance in being able to determine the “correct
level of difficulty” of assignments for their students. In addition, 100% of responding teachers
indicated that their administration treated them professionally and provided various types of
support for school initiatives, including materials and collaboration. Respondents felt that
administration had a clear vision for the school, which was shared by teachers. Faculty were a
part of the decision making process and although students were not typically a part of that
process, the staff felt that the administration did create a school atmosphere where students
could feel welcome.

Finding ways to increase staff collaboration was an important part of School A’s culture.
Grade level classrooms were composed of students with mixed ability levels, and scheduling
was blocked so that certain times of the day were untouchable and everyone on campus could
contribute to assisting students who were struggling. This allowed for common preparation
times where teachers could collaborate on strategies, materials, specific student needs,
curriculum mapping, etc. while promoting departmentalization so that, in the words of the
School A principal, “staff has more of a feeling that these are ‘our kids’ instead of ‘these 10 are

mine and those 10 are yours’...They’re all ours”.
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School B (Non-ISP school). School B was also funded through Title | grant monies.
Accountability reports indicated that student ethnic population consists of nearly 60% African
American students, 40% Hispanic students, and the remaining students (2%) were Caucasian.
CCSD teacher data indicated that 46% of the school staff (N=28) were Caucasian, 43% African
American, and 11% Asian Pacific Islander or Other. Nearly 90% of the teacher population was
female. Licensed staff members had a median of two years of teaching experience in the district
and almost 40% of teachers had one or fewer years of experience. Nevada Report Card data
showed that nearly 60% of the staff was highly qualified. Student-to-teacher ratio in grades 3
through 5 averaged 20:1. This campus did not report any incidence of disciplinary events in
2006-2007. Seventy-two percent of parents participated in conferences with teachers as
detailed in the 2006-2007 accountability report.

Annual Yearly Progress. Although School B showed progress in English Language Arts
(ELA) for the 2006-2007 school year, AYP was not consistently met for the subjects of
mathematics, writing, or reading for the past four consecutive school years. Of the 17 students
(total IEP students school wide N=30) in third grade through 5 with IEPs that completed the
CRT, one was proficient in mathematics and one in reading. None of the fifth graders with IEPs
(N=7) were found proficient in writing.

School Emphasis and Initiatives. According to the campus SIP, during the 2007-2008
academic year School B planned to focus on several areas of core curriculum to boost student
achievement. They also intended to focus on consistency in subject alignment to district
standards and benchmarks. For literacy, School B indicated a need to strengthen Tier | reading
instruction and incorporate higher order thinking skills into daily lessons. School B also planned
to administer monthly writing assessments to students and use several computer programs to
provide interactive, supplemental learning activities for mathematics, reading, and science.
School-wide implementation of the Success For All reading intervention program was initiated
and a consultant from outside the district was also invited to train the staff in Write from the
Beginning and Thinking Maps. Core curriculum and in particular, literacy goals, were advanced
through staff attendance at professional development sessions regarding Reading First

initiatives, AIMSweb, “chalk talks”, and Title | learning promotion for youngsters. For the future,

Research & School Improvement January 6, 2009 Page 30 of 108





School B’s principal hoped for more flexible and differentiated instruction in mathematics to
mirror the school’s success in reading.

Furthermore, peer coaching and observations were promoted, as well as staff
collaboration time. The learning strategist and teacher mentor worked with classroom teachers
to provide targeted interventions for students and to help teachers integrate writing across the
curriculum. The literacy specialist was also able to model or co-teach lessons with classroom
teachers on a weekly basis in order to boost student writing skills. Due to the number of new
teachers on campus, many attended professional development for new CCSD employees. The
principal also indicated that scheduling was an easy task because of the small student
enrollment, which allowed teachers to meet together during various times each week for
collaborative planning. Primary scheduling considerations also included making sure that the
specialists’ time is adequately allocated since these staff were shared with other campuses.
Teacher survey responses confirmed that the staff felt collaboration time was allocated by
administration.

School B was not an ISP school and thus did not have access to ISP services. However,
some staff from School B attended professional development provided by literacy services that
was specifically focused on differentiation of instruction and inclusion. The majority of special
education specific professional development attended by School B staff focused on didactic
professional development for students with low incidence disabilities, behavioral analysis, and
use of the Encore system.

Campus Climate and Culture. Inclusion was defined by the School B principal as placing
all students in the best climate possible, receiving the “same instruction” as their peers, and
making sure that teachers are equipped with strategies so that students can access the grade
level curriculum. The principal identified inclusive practices on the campus as making sure those
students are being placed in the regular classroom as much as possible, being exposed to
material in a variety of ways, and being challenged. The principal emphasized that school-wide
teachers were working on creating active classrooms through constant questioning and
conversation, saying, “A quiet room doesn’t impress me. | like walking into a room and seeing

students arguing points about a story. That’s when you know learning is going on”.
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In an effort to reflect the cultures that make up their population, School B strives to
invite ethnically diverse speakers to campus as well as decorate classrooms and the school with
items that match student backgrounds. In 2007-2008, School B also implemented more
frequent parent interaction nights, during which parents were able to discuss achievement data
and grade level expectations, as well as neighborhood news and parent needs. Including
parents in their children’s education was a vital component for School B as evidenced in these
words of the principal, “We are here to provide services for families, not just students”.

School culture was also assessed by the October 2007 teacher survey to which nearly
50% of the licensed professionals on staff responded. Of these teachers, the majority felt that
the administration had a clear vision for the school and that they shared in the vision. One
hundred percent felt students can get better grades when teachers find “better ways of
teaching”. All but one responding teacher felt that they had effective classroom management
skills and could deal with noisy, disruptive, or difficult students. According to the principal, the
staff is still seeking a common language and set of procedures for behavioral supports and she
hopes that as their instructional program gets stronger student engagement will increase and
eliminate the behavioral issues that have arisen.

The staff collectively agreed that allowing special education students into the general
education classroom would help students to understand and accept differences, but were split
as to whether this would provide advantages beyond social adjustment. They were also divided
as to whether or not students with disabilities would create behavioral problems in the regular
classroom setting. There were discrepancies in responses regarding teachers’ comfort level for
working in inclusive classrooms; nearly all respondents desired additional professional
development in inclusive practices. Eighty-five percent of responding teachers felt that students
with disabilities could be better served by special education teachers than by teachers in

general education classrooms.
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School C (ISP school). School C was another school that receives funding through Title I.
Accountability reports showed that the student population was nearly 80% Hispanic and 15%
African American. Caucasians represented the minority, contrasted with a staff that is over 80%
Caucasian, 10% African American, and 5% Hispanic (as indicated by CCSD data for 2007-2008).
The staff (N=33) had a median of two years of experience. According to Nevada’s Report Card,
almost 90% of the staff was female. Over 55% of the staff was deemed “not highly qualified”.
The student-to-teacher ratio in grades 3 through 5 averaged 21:1. There were two reported
incidents of violence-related disciplinary action in 2006-2007. Seventy-seven percent of parents
participated in conferences with teachers during the 2006-2007 academic year.

Annual Yearly Progress. School C made Adequate Yearly Progress in the 2006-2007
school year. Of the 88 IEP students identified, 32 students in grades 3 through 5 took the CRT
for reading and mathematics. Twenty-five percent of these students were found proficient in
reading and almost 35% were proficient in mathematics. Forty-five percent of fifth graders with
IEPs (N=9) passed the writing proficiency exam.

School Emphasis and Initiatives. According to school improvement documentation,
School C would be centered on literacy for the next few years. The School Improvement Plans
(SIP) for School C documented a focus on professional development and implementation of
several new programs and strategies, including Write from the Beginning and Thinking Maps.
Pathlore professional development logs indicated that multiple members of the staff attended
professional development for literacy comprehension, Harcourt Trophies, Compass Learning,
Voyager Passport, writing, comprehension, and AIMSweb to support literacy initiatives.

The principal of School C stated that teachers are expected to implement programs with
fidelity and differentiate instruction to meet the needs of all learners. The School Improvement

Plan highlights a focus on Spencer Kagan’s Cooperative Learning Structures, Ruby Payne’s

Children of Poverty, and differentiated instruction. Faculty from School C has worked to meet

the individualized needs of their campus demographics by attending professional development
sessions regarding ELL, differentiated instruction, behavior planning, and the Title | session of

promoting learning.
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School Improvement planning documents and an interview with the principal indicated
that School C has a “pyramid of interventions”, consisting of a solid core program (RTI) that is
consistently implemented, a second layer of school-wide intervention, and then a third level for
those students who are still unsuccessful. Further, according to the SIP, before-school tutoring
and Saturday and summer school were planned as an option for non-proficient students. In the
words of the principal, RTl is “a dream...something you aim for and hopefully you get” due to
the dependency of the system on outside resources, including the family and the community.
RTI is still a new concept for the campus, but administration says the teachers are very
accepting of it.

School C is committed to collaboration among staff. Teachers have common preparation
times by grade level, a required Professional Learning Community (PLC) time for every grade
level, and a multi-grade leadership team that meets regularly. This collaboration is possible in
part due to scheduling. Administration plans the master schedule with the needs of students
and strengths of teachers in mind. However, the scheduling process is also developed by
considering which changes should be made first. For instance, K-2 teachers might be teamed
together so that students can be leveled by ability.

Student scheduling is an important process for School C. Teachers fill out a sheet on
each student with lists information, such as student learning style, special needs, language
needs, et cetera. The administration holds one-on-one meetings with teachers to find the best
fit for each student. When class rosters are created, all available information is considered.
Students receiving special education services may be concentrated into an “inclusion class” so
that the regular education teachers who teach the classes can more effectively use the school’s
two paraprofessionals.

School C accessed the ISP services in a variety of ways. Staff from School C (18 teachers,
1 administrator) participated in nine ISP courses including: School Improvement Planning
Workshop, Models of Support and Collaboration, New Coaches Training, Experienced Coaches
Training, beginning and advanced sessions of Differentiated Instruction, Teacher Role in the
Preparation and Decision Making Process, New Roles of Para-Educators and Their Teaching

Partners, and an administrator session about staffing and scheduling. In addition, six teachers
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participated in six book studies spanning topics in differentiated instruction and understanding
by design, inclusion for parents and general education teachers, diverse teaching strategies,
and teaching reading to struggling students. School C also requested funding for on-site
AlMSweb and MANDT (Managing People) professional development. The wide variety of topics
studied by 55% of the staff demonstrates how the campus has embraced its role as a new ISP
school.

Campus Climate and Culture. The principal defined inclusion as students who have
special needs are included in the regular classroom. However, in further description, the
principal noted that in essence, inclusion at School C is about meeting the needs of all students
through individualized interventions. Inclusive practices at School C are closely tied to the
scheduling process in that “Students are placed in the classrooms that meet their needs,
period, regardless of whether they have a handicap or not because we have a range of
abilities”. School C’s principal reported that when inclusion is happening in a classroom, the
“special ed. staff” meets with the assistant principal on a weekly basis to discuss techniques
such as co-teaching, IEP modifications, push-ins, and other issues.

Staff also provided input on school culture and climate. Over 90% of the staff returned
for the 2007-2008 school year at School C. Clearly, the majority of faculty felt respected and
supported by administration, as was supported by responses to the teacher survey. About a
third of the staff participated in the October 2007 survey and nearly 25% participated in April
2008. Most respondents felt encouraged to collaborate with other teachers. Student need was
deemed prevalent in decision-making, but ratings were split as to whether instruction was
differentiated to meet the same need. Participants were varied in their views towards inclusive
practices in regard to behavior and benefits. The majority felt that regular education teachers
did not have the abilities required to work with students with disabilities.

One hundred percent of survey respondents felt that diverse learners were welcome at
School C and a majority felt that effort to build relationships with families was made. All but
one of these participants felt that they could reach difficult students, but could do even more if
parents were more involved. According to School C’s principal, engaging families is an

important part of the school culture. Through constant talking to outside sources and
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community-based interventions, the principal hopes to provide the necessary support to
strengthen families within the school community. By strengthening families, the principal hopes
to improve student outcomes. School C sponsors multiple parent opportunities, which are
published on a master calendar and updated once monthly, including weekly University
Medical Center visits, foster grandparent programs, Boys and Girls clubs, parenting classes and
GED opportunities. The majority of parent participants are Hispanic, which is consistent with
the student population. The principal believes this outreach has impacted School Cin that, “We
have no tagging, no abductions, no assaults...no fights, no vandalism...the community respects

what we’re doing here.”
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School D (Non-ISP school). School D was a large Title | school. The ethnic background of
the student population was 85% Hispanic, 10% African American and 2% Caucasian. The 2007-
2008 teachers were 70% Caucasian, 15% Hispanic, 5% African American, and 5% Asian/Pacific
Islander. The 49 licensed staff members had a wide range of experience, from new teachers to
one teacher with over 36 years of experience (median = 3.83). Accountability reporting showed
that more than 85% of the staff was female and almost 55% were highly qualified. According to
the 2007-2008 school improvement plan, School D had a teacher transiency rate of about 20%.
During the 2006-2007 academic year 83% of parents participated in teacher conferences and
there were no reported disciplinary incidents.

Annual Yearly Progress. School D made AYP in the 2006-2007 school year. School wide
there were 62 students identified with an IEP. Of these students, 24 third through fifth graders
were tested in reading and mathematics and 9 fifth graders took the writing proficiency exam.
Nearly 5% of students with an IEP were found proficient in reading and mathematics, while
about 10% of the fifth grade students were proficient in writing.

School Emphasis and Initiatives. School D’s 2007-2008 school improvement
documentation revealed a concern for the IEP subgroup due to a low rate of daily attendance
and poor engagement when compared school-wide and with other subgroups. Although not an
ISP school, the campus planned to expand inclusive practices through a focus on techniques
such as differentiated instruction, progress monitoring with AIMSweb, literacy centers, High
Quality Sheltered Instruction (HQSI), and a tiered reading model, and use of materials such as
Wikki-Stix® and highlighter tape. School leaders also planned to find research-based resources
to promote higher order thinking skills across all subjects and implement a mentoring program
to promote student engagement. Pathlore professional development logs confirmed that
members of the faculty received professional development in student interventions,
differentiated instruction, paraprofessional professional development, and Universal Practices
curriculum mapping. The entire campus received differentiated instruction professional
development on-site from a consultant. The principal was disappointed with the
implementation of the strategies, so she asked each teacher to choose several strategies that

they are comfortable with and incorporate these and Marzano’s strategies into weekly lessons.
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The principal reported that through this type of targeted focus and monitoring, teachers are
slowly incorporating these strategies into their daily practice.

School D also had a major initiative in 2007-2008 to use fully the district’s tiered reading
model. School D changed from the Success For All reading model to Harcourt Trophies, which
represented a huge shift in the campus’s reading philosophy. The principal reported progress in
implementing reading interventions at tiers one, two, and three. Professional development logs
showed that multiple faculty members attended various professional development workshops
for literacy from RPDP, Harcourt Trophies, and Voyager Passport, as well as hosted in-house
professional development for literacy. The in-house professional development calendar
provided by School D documented professional development throughout the year in tiered
intervention, AIMSweb, Voyager Passport, and other language arts topics. The campus
proposed an on-campus book study about using DIBELS data but no teachers opted to
participate. Although literacy was a focus, the staff also attended professional development in
mathematics, school improvement planning, grading, and use of data on the Information Data
Management System® (IDMS).

The school initiatives mentioned above were designed to meet the needs of School D’s
diverse learners. Classroom populations were balanced by sex, ethnicity, language, and special
needs, while keeping in mind the matching of teaching to learning styles. To deal with the
particular needs of School D, multiple members of staff attended CCSD professional
development to promote learning for youth through Title I. Administration also wanted to focus
on GATE students who were not receiving services (as of August 2006) and School D now has a
GATE teacher allocated to the campus for 40% of the academic year.

In response to questions about RTI, the principal noted that the implementation of
Response to Instruction (RTI) is also in its infancy stage, but that RTl is connected to the school’s
focus on differentiated instruction and tiered intervention. The school has formulated a Student
Intervention Team (SIT) and invested resources into properly training the team. However, the
principal noted that she believes that staff is unable to describe when and why they are using

RTI strategies. She noted that “[the teachers are] doing it, they don’t realize they are doing it”.

Research & School Improvement January 6, 2009 Page 38 of 108





School D has highly transient student population, which has led to a focus on outreach to
families and meeting the needs of diverse learners. Several parents volunteered daily on campus
during 2007-2008 and there were monthly events that averaged about a hundred families in
attendance. After school Curriculum Clubs were also offered to provide extended tutorial activities
for proficient and non-proficient students, as well as a summer writing academy. School D is now
creating a PTA (Parent Teacher Association) and plans to start 2008-2009 with a fundraiser.

Campus Climate and Culture. School D staff’s ideas about inclusion are “defined by the
needs of a child who has an IEP”. The principal of School D expressed that “we have to meet the
needs of any child that walks through our doors on a case by case basis”. According to the
principal, new hires in special education were screened for belief in inclusion as the campus’
philosophy continues to evolve. However, the principal expressed disappointment with the state
of inclusive practices on campus as of April 2008. To date, most special education services were
pull-out and collaborative instructional programs are still in the stages of coordinating homework
between the regular education and special education teachers. Administration would like to see a
move to co-planning, co-teaching and meaningful collaboration.

A combined 25% of the staff responded to the October 2007 and April 2008 teacher
surveys, where 80% indicated they felt they were treated as professionals and supported by
administration. The majority of respondents felt they shared in the administration’s vision for the
school. Most respondents also felt that administration promoted collaboration, but less felt that
time was actually allocated for this purpose. All but one teacher responded that administration
made students feel welcome at school. One hundred percent of respondents indicated confidence
in their teaching ability and classroom management skills. In most cases, teacher effort would help
students succeed regardless of home life. They generally felt positively that inclusion of students
in the general education setting would provide social benefits to those students, but attitudes
toward other factors of inclusion like behavior, and need for teacher professional development
were mixed. The staff was split as to whether differentiated instruction was implemented per the
needs of students. These responses mirror the principal’s comments about ongoing

implementation of collaborative and differentiation instruction practices.
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School E (ISP school). School E was a non-Title | magnet school. According to Nevada’s
Report Card, the student ethnic population was more evenly distributed than some of the other
schools involved with this evaluation, with about 35% Caucasian, 30% African American, 25%
Hispanic, 5% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1% American Indian students. Teachers were 78%
Caucasian, 8% African American, and 3% Hispanic. Thirty-six percent of the staff (total staff
N=37) had five or fewer years of CCSD experience (median = 9.0). Accountability reports
showed that nearly 80% of the teachers at School E were highly qualified—the highest
percentage of highly qualified teachers among the six schools. Eighty percent of the teachers
were female. The average student-to-teacher ratio for grades 3 through 5 was 25:1. There were
zero incidences of disciplinary action and 91% of parents participated in teacher conferences
during 2006-2007.

Annual Yearly Progress. School E did not make adequate yearly progress in 2006-2007.
Forty-three students had an IEP and 28 were tested in the third through fifth grades. Fifty-five
percent of these students were found proficient in reading and 6% were proficient in
mathematics. Of the 7 fifth graders with an IEP who took the writing proficiency exam, none
were found proficient.

School Emphasis and Initiatives. The 2007-2008 school improvement plan showed that
School E planned to increase student use of rubrics and Thinking Maps to improve writing skills.
On-site professional development in writing was provided and Pathlore professional
development logs indicated that multiple staff members received professional development on
Harcourt Trophies and AIMSweb. Other in-house professional development initiatives focused
on grading practices, mathematics investigations for boosting student achievement, and site
based technology integration.

The principal reported that integration of the arts with core curriculum is a major
emphasis on campus. To this end, the school struggles at times to successfully merge this
emphasis with district mandates such as tiered instruction and interventions. For example,
when asked about RTI at School E, the principal reported that although School E has a strong
student intervention team, the implementation of RTI was limited. This may be due to time

constraints as teachers sometimes find it difficult to integrate RTI with their full magnet
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schedule. The principal reported that while Tier | and Il interventions were in place, the campus
struggled with “level three”; although, Pathlore logs show that several staff members did
attend the CCSD professional development for the three tiered model. Despite occasional
struggles, this school was often successful at creatively merging their emphasis with district
initiatives as evidenced by a School E request for funding from the ISP initiative for an out-of-
district consultant to train teachers in activities to boost reading comprehension for English
Language Learners and resource students using drama.

School E’s 2007-2008 school improvement plan indicated that a drop in test scores of
students with IEPs was a priority concern. The plan indicated that because these students had
already been receiving services, they had not been targeted for before and after school tutoring
programs. School E also wanted to see growth with their GATE students’ achievement. The staff
therefore planned to increase collaboration, co-teaching, and differentiated instruction within
their inclusive practices, and include students with IEPs in tutorial opportunities.

School E hoped to increase their use of these inclusive practices by accessing ISP
services. Two administrators attended the ISP session, Leadership Processes Supporting
Inclusion, and one went to the ISP Administrative Overview. Five non-administrative staff
attended seven ISP sessions; some workshops included School Improvement Planning
Workshop, New Coaches Training, Advanced Coaches Training, Shared Teaching, and
Differentiated Instruction: Strategies that Work. Six staff members participated in 14 different
book studies. Topics covered teaching reading, collaboration for inclusive education, the
importance of teaching, standards, instructional strategies, curriculum-based instruction,
differentiated instruction and understanding by design, peer coaching and collaboration, and
culture. Choices in sessions and book topics reveal a broad spectrum of introductory material
for inclusive practices, instruction, and collaboration.

Campus Climate and Culture. When asked about inclusive practices on campus, the
principal reported supporting a culture of inclusion, where teachers are there to support all
who need it and that someone coming on campus would not know one child from another. For
instance, the resource teacher should help all students in need, and not separate resource from

non-resource students; “it should be seamless” according to the principal. The principal
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believes that she should be able to enter any classroom and observe good instruction at all
times for all students. The level of co-teaching was emphasized by the principal as indicative of
the kinds of inclusive practices happening on her campus. In her words, general education
teachers and special education teachers “plan together, they deliver instruction together...it's
very fluid, like a dance” and that co-teaching occurred on a daily basis, sometimes with three
teachers together. Pullout instruction was available for students if those services were seen as
beneficial to them.

To meet the needs of diverse learners, teacher input about each student’s learning
needs was sought and classes were balanced by gender and special needs. School staff was
experimenting with clustering to meet the needs of students. For example, an ELL classroom
was created to provide direct instruction and support for ELL students. To facilitate this effort,
several teachers attended an ELL professional development, Poverty Matters. The overall
master schedule has remained consistent for several years as it is driven by the magnet
schedule, as the principal reported, “...if it isn’t broke, why fix it?”

Over half of the faculty participated in the October 2007 and April 2008 teacher surveys,
providing a solid indication of teacher perceptions of school culture and climate. The majority
were sure that students felt a sense of welcome and belonging thanks to the administration.
Furthermore, the respondents felt supported by administration and shared in their vision for
the school. Altogether, they generally felt that student needs and teacher input were
considered when making decisions. Collaboration time was promoted and supported, but there
was also an abundance of “paperwork and other non-instructional activities” to deal with.

According to the principal, the teachers worked with high expectations and focused on
positive verbal reinforcement and encouragement. The majority of faculty respondents felt
that they could meet the needs of their students, even in the face of behavioral problems. The
staff felt that they were competent teachers, but require additional professional development
to implement inclusion effectively. Attitudes were mixed toward the benefits of inclusive
practices, although the social growth of students with disabilities was viewed positively by

most.
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Of the respondents, 80% felt that time in class would influence students compared to
their home influences, but that students would have even greater success if parents did more.
However, the staff was pleased with parent outreach. According to the SIP, School E
participated in P.I.E. Night (Parents Involved in Education) at the beginning of the school year
and monthly parent meetings. The principal indicates that the PTA was involved and supportive
and, “Our parents love our school because we are a school of choice.” Because of parental
choice in students attending the magnet school, behavioral issues were minimal and the
possibility of probation was a deterrent for misbehavior. In terms of behavior, the counselor
acted as additional classroom support, and there was a school-wide “Community of Caring”

program in place with “five core values: responsibility, respect, trustworthiness, caring, family”.
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School F (Non-ISP school). School F was a mid-sized magnet school that does not receive
Title | funding. The 2006-2007 ethnic background of the student population was a follows: 50%
African American, almost 30% Hispanic, 20% Caucasian, and 5% Asian/Pacific Islander. Per CCSD
information, 65% of teachers at School F were Caucasian, 25% African American, 5% Hispanic,
and 3% Asian Pacific Islander. Ninety-two percent of the staff was female. Fifty percent of
School F staff (N=36) had three or more years of experience (median = 3.0). Accountability
reporting showed nearly 70% of teachers were highly qualified. The student-to-teacher ratio
was 24:1 in the third through fifth grades. Ninety percent of parents participated in teacher
conferences. One reported weapons-related incident led to disciplinary action in 2006-2007.

Annual Yearly Progress. School F was a High Achieving school that made AYP in the
2006-2007 school year. Of 47 students identified to receive special education services, 24
students in grades 3 through 5 took the CRT. Thirteen percent of these students were found
proficient in reading and 30% of students were proficient in mathematics. Ten fifth grade
students with IEPs took the writing proficiency exam with a 30% pass rate.

School Emphasis and Initiatives. Implementation of a tiered intervention system was a
key initiative of School F during the 2007-2008 academic year. The principal reported that all
members of her staff are responsible for all tiers of instruction, creating a school-wide system
of support. This is the first full year of implementation of the RTI model, which School F defines
as looking at all of their children within instruction. The school evaluates how children respond
and how teachers are teaching when checking whether students are on target for grade-level
benchmarks. If students are not responding to Tier | instruction as identified by progress
monitoring, they are moved into another tier with additional instruction as an intervention. The
principal recognized “intervention needed to be additional and different. We didn’t have the
‘different’”. In order to solve this problem, School F principal utilized Reading Triumphs
reporting that teachers are excited about the gains students have made in response to the
initiative. Faculty members attended multiple sessions of CCSD’s RTI professional development
and progress monitoring tools.

Differentiated instruction was also an important focus for School F during 2007-2008 to

help meet the needs of diverse learners. Teachers create classes with a balance of student
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academic levels, gender, and ELL, GATE, and special education coding. Faculty prepared to meet
their students’ needs by attending ELL sessions on cultural diversity and sessions on poverty, as
noted on Pathlore logs. When persistent behavioral problem arose, teachers were able to
access the Student Intervention Program (SIP) for ideas. Further, the campus participated in a
Carol Ann Tomlinson book study and other CCSD differentiated instruction professional
development. School F is planning to focus on differentiation in Tier | instruction in 2008-2009.
The school plans to identify student-learning styles and offer a greater variety of choice or
menu activities in the future.

To foster collaboration, classroom teachers participated in Structured Teacher Planning
Time (STPT) once a week, and as a TeachFirst school also participated in monthly Professional
Learning Community (PLC) meetings. According to the principal, these activities help teachers
build trusting relationships and collaborate on effective strategies. Collaboration with their
family community is also important to School F. The school kept communication lines open with
parents. School F had an active PTO (Parent Teacher Organization) and every teacher was able
solicit parent volunteers for classroom support. School F organized a “Principal Roundtable” tri-
annually, hosted parent nights, and invited parents to the school leadership fair. Parents of
younger students seemed to be more involved than those of intermediate students. Some staff
members trained on use of ParentLink.

School F also identified a range of planned curricular and instructional strategy
improvements in the 2007-2008 school improvement plan. This school documented concerns
about campus implementation of Thinking Maps, Write from the Beginning, higher orders of
Bloom’s taxonomy, and mathematics vocabulary. To address these issues, School F participated
in both in-house staff development and CCSD professional development on “Curriculum Cliff
Notes”, DIBELS and AIMSweb, Write from the Beginning, informational text strategies, and
scientific inquiry and literacy integration. They also looked at other areas of curriculum by
attending science textbook professional development, mathematics courses, holistic scoring,
and new teacher professional development. Finally, School F was interested in increasing their

use of technology as an instructional tool and sponsored staff development for Promethean
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boards. The variety of professional development activities reflects School F's commitment to
their initiatives.

Although not an ISP school, School F focused on inclusive practices by promoting
differentiated instruction and collaboration among special and general education staff. The
staff also participated in Encore professional development, a didactic professional
development, a paraprofessional conference, and several speech-language professional
development sessions.

Campus Climate and Culture. When asked about inclusion, School F’s principal provided
the following definition “providing children with special needs an education in the least
restrictive environment. For us, that is the regular classroom”. Push-in for identified students is
the norm and there is often a resource teacher and/or aide working with students in the
regular education setting to meet the needs of students in the classroom. There is the
additional barrier that some regular education teachers feel that the other person in the room
is watching and judging their teaching practices.

Twenty-five percent of faculty at School F responded to the teacher survey. This small
number may not represent of attitudes of the entire staff. These teachers were confident about
their classroom management techniques and teaching abilities. Most felt that regardless of
issues that may arise at home, students are able to receive solid educations. Respondents were
generally positive about the social and academic growth of students with disabilities included in
the general education classroom. However, some teachers felt that general education teachers
might not have sufficient professional development to teach students with disabilities. Teachers
were split in opinion about whether including students with disabilities took attention away
from other students and monopolize teacher time.

Concerning the general climate of the school, respondents felt that both students and
faculty felt respected by administration, and that for the most part, effort was made to reach
out to parents. All respondents felt instructionally supported and encouraged to collaborate.
They also felt that student needs were at the center of decision-making. Teachers who
responded felt that administration had a clear vision for the school and that they supported

that vision.
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Quantitative Teacher Outcomes

Professional Development Exposure. Inclusive practices professional development was
examined first. Data came from Pathlore. Schoolteachers could participate in up to 18 sessions
covering different inclusive practice topics, each session lasting between three and eight hours.
Pathlore data was coded into general categories for the purpose of this evaluation. The
numbers presented represent the number of times all staff members (not just those involved
with students in third through fifth grades) attended professional development on a particular
topic; note that some staff members attended multiple sessions on the same basic topic. A
review of CCSD Pathlore professional development data showed in general, differentiated
instruction professional development was attended 89 times by ISP school staff and 22 times by
staff at the Non-ISP schools. Both ISP and Non-ISP teachers participated in AIMSweb
professional development. At the three ISP schools, collaborative teaching professional
development was attended 19 times compared to twice at the Non-ISP schools. It is interesting
to note from the survey data that 5 staff members (serving third through fifth grade students)
at Non-ISP school reported receiving professional development in collaborative teaching during
the 2007-2008 school year. This discrepancy between the self-report and Pathlore data
indicates that importance of using multiple data sources to gather data, as peer coaching or
school-based professional development may not show up in Pathlore logs.

Accommodations and modifications are often incorporated into special education and
differentiated instruction professional development. Professional development included in the
more general “special education” code tended to be professional development on specific
disabilities, low-incidence disabilities, or using Encore—an IEP management system. ISP (30)
and Non-ISP (28) staff attended the same number of professional development workshops.
Finally, in relation to the topics relevant for the current evaluation, paraprofessional
professional development showed up 23 times in ISP school staff records and 9 times in Non-
ISP staff records. RTI (including progress-monitoring assistance) appeared 82 times in the ISP
school staff records and 71 times in the Non-ISP staff records. Overall, the professional

development data in the Pathlore system for these six schools indicated that staff at ISP schools
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was more likely than their Non-ISP counterparts to be exposed to professional development
related to students with special needs and inclusive practices.

Self-reported teacher survey data suggested that a slightly higher percentage of staff at
ISP schools were exposed to inclusive practices professional development than the Non-ISP
schools prior to the 2007-2008 academic year. Several staff members from both ISP and Non-
ISP schools reported that they had received substantial professional development in other
states and on-the-job professional development through experiences in co-teaching classrooms
and professional development. Staff reported multiple professional development sources, but
the most commonly reported professional development sources for differentiated instruction
professional development were school-based colleagues, the CCSD Curriculum Professional
Development Division, and the Southern Nevada Regional Professional Development Program.
Only 3 participants reported receiving differentiated instruction professional development from
SSSD since beginning teaching at CCSD. Outside consultants or school-based colleagues most
frequently provided collaborative teaching professional development. School-based colleagues
were also instrumental in assisting respondents in developing their accommodation and
modification skills. While the ISP teachers did receive more professional development--
specifically in differentiated instruction—they also sought out more inclusion professional
development on their own than did the Non-ISP teachers.

There were significant differences in professional development contact hours in between
the Non-ISP and ISP group, t(2s) 3.56, p = .002. The Non-ISP teachers completed, on average 2
professional development hours (Non-ISP M = 2.33, ISP M = .33), more than the ISP teachers. The
Non-ISP teachers completed more AIMSweb professional development hours than ISP teachers
as well (Non-ISP M = 7.85, ISP M = 1.17). While the ISP group received differentiated instruction
sponsored by Student Support Services Division, 4 teachers from the Non-ISP group sought
similar professional development through Literacy Services. Five teachers from the ISP group
completed the same Literacy Services professional development. Comparing professional

development contact hours on differential instruction was significant, t;s) = 2.36, p =.03, d = .94.
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Table 4. Percent of teachers reporting receiving professional development in ISP since working
at CCSD (October 2007 Survey) and median number of professional development hours.

ISP (n =33) Non-ISP (n =22) All Respondents
Differentiated Instruction 75% (10) 68.2% (9) 27.8% (10)
Collaborative Teaching 40.6% (6) 18.2% (4) 68.5% (6)
Accommodations 40.6% (6) 31.8% (15) 63.0% (9)
Modifications 34.4% (8) 36.4% (8) 64.8% (8)

While the number of inclusive practices professional development hours was not
significant, an unexpected finding did occur. Teachers in the ISP schools sought additional
inclusion professional development. Compared to the 4 Literacy Services professional
development courses sought by the Non-ISP teachers, the ISP teachers sought an additional 23
courses related to inclusion, collaboration, English Language Learners, and special education.
However, the average number of professional development courses per ISP group designation
(ti2s) = .48, p = .63) and the total number of hours of professional development was not
significant (t2s) = .46, p = .65). The average number of professional development courses a
member of the ISP group took was 3.06 with mean of 10.94 hours. The average number of
professional development courses for the Non-ISP group was 2.67 for an average of 9.41 hours.

The April 2008 survey focused more on the kinds of professional development received
during 2007-2008 (since August of 2007). The next table (Table 5) shows the professional
development responses from ISP and Non-ISP staff (total April 2008 n = 22 and 18, respectively)
from the April 2008 survey.

Table 5. Percent of teachers attending professional development in 2007-2008 and
approximate number of hours by ISP and Non-ISP school respondents
ISP Non-ISP
Percent Median Hours Percent Median Hours

Differentiated Instruction 95.5 12 83.3 8
Collaborative Teaching 54.5 6.50 27.8 10
Accommodations 54.5 8 27.8 5
Modifications 50.0 4 16.7
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Almost 40% of the Non-ISP staff reported receiving professional development in
differentiated instruction from school-based colleagues and 27.8% Non-ISP staff participated in
professional development utilizing outside consultants. The ISP school staff also reported
receiving support from school colleagues (36.4%), but more commonly reported participating in
professional development provided by consultants (45.5%). For collaborative teaching,
accommodations, and modifications, survey participants reported a variety of sources for
professional development, including CPD, RPDP, SSSD, on-line courses, school-based
colleagues, and consultants.

The results of the ISP professional development exposure can be summarized by two
main findings. First, more ISP school teachers participated in ISP related professional
development workshops sponsored by the district than Non-ISP schoolteachers. However, the
mean number of contact hours was not different between ISP and Non-ISP teachers. Four
teachers from Non-ISP schools participated in literacy-focused inclusive practices professional
development. Second, ISP teachers participated in additional inclusive practices professional
development beyond what was provided through the ISP initiative.

Feelings about Practices. Three basic questions were asked about the four practices
targeted in the teacher survey. Participants were asked to respond whether (1) each specific
strategy “is a useful strategy to help all children learn”; (2) “I feel confident in delivering (each
specific strategy) in the classroom”; and (3) “l need more professional development to better
implement (each specific strategy) in my classroom.” The participants responded on a 6-point
scale (1 being strongly disagree, 6 being strongly agree), but the data from eligible participants
in October 2007 and April 2008 were re-coded to show the general level of agreement with
each question. Teachers generally had positive attitudes about the usefulness of each of the
four strategies, with over 80% of respondents in October 2007 and April 2008 at both ISP and
Non-ISP schools agreeing that these strategies help students learn. When asked about their
confidence in using the strategies, teachers were more confident about their ability to deliver
differentiated instruction than about their use of collaborative teaching, accommodations, or
modifications. In October 2007, teachers felt least confident in their use of modifications

(72.6%), but in April 2008 the respondents felt least confident about collaborative teaching
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(63.6%). The majority of the responses were closer to “Agree” (4) than “Strongly Agree” (5) or
“Very Strongly Agree” (6). When asked about professional development needs, most teachers
felt that additional professional development was needed to better implement each practice
(over 60% agreed in October 2007 and April 2008); the strongest indicator for differentiated
instruction in October 2007 was that 76.9% agreed more professional development was
needed.

When asked about the frequency of each strategy use, 89% of both ISP and Non-ISP
participants reported daily use of differentiated instruction strategies in October 2007 as
compared to 82% in April 2008. Staff at the ISP schools reported daily use of this strategy at
both time points; two Non-ISP participants downgraded their use from October 2007 to April
2008 from daily to weekly. In October 2007, 44% of both ISP and Non-ISP participants reported
collaborative teaching daily or weekly (1 respondent reported always teaching alone) and in
April 2008, 38% of participants reported daily or weekly use with 4 teachers always teaching
alone.

In October 2007, 11 of the 12 participants who responded daily or weekly participation
were from ISP schools (69% of the ISP respondents), and in April 2008 18% of the Non-ISP and
53% of the ISP respondents reported daily or weekly use of collaborative instruction. Teachers
who participated at both survey administrations reported using accommodations on a daily or
weekly basis across the school year (88.8% in October 2007 and 85.7% in April 2008). The
percentages were nearly the same for ISP and Non-ISP participants. The self-reported use of
modifications was similarly high in October 2007 and April 2008, with over 70% of staff
reporting daily or weekly use. Again, these percentages were similar for both ISP and Non-ISP
staff. The survey data did not indicate any major self-reported changes in the use of these four
strategies for these participants.

Table 6 shows the mean ratings for the four questions dealing with perceived usefulness
of each practice for helping all children to learn. The sample size was not large enough to detect
any meaningful statistical differences over time or between groups. Overall, staff at both ISP

and Non-ISP responded favorably regarding the four instructional strategies.
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The general trend for this group indicates that the usefulness perceptions of staff at ISP schools
increased from October 2007 to April 2008 for all categories. However, with the exception of
accommodations, staff at ISP schools implemented these strategies with less frequency in April

2008 than they did in October 2007.

Table 6. Perceived usefulness of strategies - October 2007 and April 2008 mean ratingona 6
point scale.

Mean
ISP Non-ISP
October April October April
Differentiated
) 5.31 5.50 5.00 4.58
Instruction
Collaborative
] 4.46 4.85 4.00 4.14
Teaching
Accommodations 4.40 4,93 4.40 4.50
Modifications 4.53 4.80 4.55 4.46

A second survey, the Opinions Related to the Integration of Students with Disabilities
(ORI), examined teachers’ attitude towards inclusive practices. A 2 (ISP group) x 3 (grade) x 2
(repeated measure) ANOVA design was conducted. This approach allows analysis of differences
in change over time between the two school groups at each grade level. A significant
interaction would mean that ISP teachers’ attitudes changed over time to a different degree
than Non-ISP teachers’ attitudes, with specific changes between grade levels. In this case there
was no significant interaction, F(;,19) = .80, p = .47. No subscale of the ORI produced significant
interactions. With no statistically significant interaction a main effects analysis followed. Main
effect analysis examines differences between individual variables. This would be akin to
conducting three separate analyses of variance (one-way ANOVAs) for differences in ISP school
designation, differences between grade level, and changes over time. There were no main
effects between ISP and Non-ISP schools or grade level on changes in perception of strategy
utility. There was no change in perceptions over time either. However, with so few teachers

completing the survey in October and April these results cannot be considered conclusive.
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One of the outcomes was change in teacher efficacy over time on personal teaching
efficacy. There was no significant interaction, F(;,19) = .23, p = .80. The main effect for ISP group
approached significance, F1,19) = 3.89, p = .06, with the ISP designation having higher personal
efficacy (M = 4.38) than the Non-ISP group (M = 4.00). The same mixed design ANOVA was
applied to general teaching efficacy. There was no significant interaction F,19) = .53, p = .53, nor
significant main effects.

There were few correlations between the teacher efficacy scale and ORIl in either
administration. There were no correlations between the October 2007 and April 2008
administration of the ORI, personal teacher efficacy, or general teacher efficacy. There was a
moderate positive correlation between general teacher efficacy and ORI in October 2007 and

April 2008 (see Table 7).

Table 7. Correlations teacher efficacy and the ORI between times of administrations
(*=p<.05; ** =p<.01).

ORI PE GE ORI April PE April GE April
October October October
ORI October - -.05 AL** .08 -.24 L7
PE October - .03 45* .20 -.30
GE October - .03 -.63%* 17
ORI April - .04 .24
PE April - -31

The final survey measured teachers’ perceptions of school climate. The survey was
administered in October 2007 and again in April 2008. A mixed ANOVA design was conducted
with ISP designation (ISP vs. Non-ISP) as the between group variable and the repeated
administrations (change over time) as within group variable. There were no interaction

between the two variables, F(;, 16) = 1.01, p = .33. Means of the teachers summed rankings are in

Table 8.
Table 8. Means of teacher perceptions of school climate.
October 2007 April
ISP 91.18 87.45
Non-ISP 87.00 87.45
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Classroom observations occurred in April 2008 using the Classroom Quality-Observed
Indicators of Inclusive Activities (CQ-OIIA). Six scales were examined: positive teacher activities,
negative teacher activities, positive teacher interactions with students, negative teacher
interactions with students, and student environment. Each analysis consisted of a 2 (ISP group)
x 3 (grade) ANOVA for each scale. For positive teacher activities there were no interactions (F,,
25) = .20, p = .82) or main effects. Univariate analysis of each positive teacher activity revealed
one significant effect for ISP on the “presentation of material is multi-modal”, F(1, 25y = 4.99, p =
.04, partial n2 =.17. ISP classes (M = 9.83) scored higher on this item than the Non-ISP classes
(M =5.20). There were no significant interactions (F,, 25) = .86, p = .44) or main effects for
negative teacher activities.

For positive teacher interactions with students there was no significant interaction (F,,
25) = .001, p =.99) or significant main effects. For negative teacher interactions with students
there was no significant interaction (F, 25) = .36, p = .70). The grade variable did approach
significance (F(,, 25) = 3.33, p = .052) with fourth grade teachers (M = 5.38) having more negative
interactions than third grade teachers (M = 1.37). A univariate analysis of variance showed a
significant effect for the item, “Teacher appears unaware of disruptive behavior”, F,, 25) = 4.01,
p < .03, partial n2 =.24. Fourth grade teachers (M = 3.5) were perceived as less aware of
disruptive behavior than fifth grade teachers (M =.001).

For positive student environment, the interaction was not significant, F3,25)=.01, p =
.99. However, both grade level (F, 25) = 4.16, p =.03, partial n2 =.25) and ISP designation (F(1, 25)
=4.16, p = .05, partial n2 =.14) had significant main effects. Third grade classrooms (M = 21.32)
were more positive than fifth grade classrooms (M = 8.04). Fourth grade classrooms (M = 14.38)
were not significantly different from either third or fifth grade classrooms. ISP classrooms (M =
18.67) were more positive environments than the Non-ISP classrooms (M = 10.49). There was
an interaction between grade and ISP for the item “adaptive environment”, F(,25)=3.72, p =
.04, partial n2 =.23. Third grade Non-ISP teachers (M = 2.14) adapted instruction more than ISP
classes (M =.50). However, in fourth grade the ISP teachers (M = 4.75) were more adaptive

than the Non-ISP classes (M < .001).
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There were significant effects on grade for the items “students work collaboratively”
(Fi2, 25) = 6.34, p = .006, partial n2 =.34) and “students reading silently or sitting listening” (F(2, 25)
=15.40, p < .001, partial n2 =.55). Third grade students (M = 7.20) worked more collaboratively
than fifth grade students (M = .63; fourth grade M = 2.13). Fifth grade students (M = 12.71)
were seen sitting quietly more than third grade students (M = 2.32). There was no difference
between fourth grade students (M = 6.13) and third or fifth grade students. There was no
interaction (F, 25y = .51, p = .61) or main effects for the negative student environment scale.

To summarize, the teacher survey and observation findings suggest that teachers from
both ISP and Non-ISP schools rated their knowledge of inclusive practices as high, but reported
a need for further training. Teachers from the ISP schools demonstrated gains in personal
teacher efficacy, or sense of competence in teaching, over the course of the school year. Non-
ISP teachers did not show the same increase in personal teacher efficacy. From the classroom
observations, ISP teachers differentiated instruction to meet their studetents’ needs by using

multi-modal presentations more frequently than the Non-ISP teachers.

Parent Outcomes

Overall, the parent survey return rate was 26.60%. For parents who had students with
IEPs, 24.00% returned surveys. Grade level representation was equitable. The parent survey
was broken down into five scales: Impact of school on my child, School’s efforts to collaborate
with parents, Teacher quality, Parent participation, and Parent perceptions towards inclusion. A
2 (ISP group) x 3 (grade level) ANOVA was conducted for each scale.

For parent perception for the scale perceived impact of the school on their child, there
was no interaction between ISP school designation and grade level, F, 159) = .44, p = .65. A main
effect for ISP designation approached significance, F(1, 139) = 3.23, p =.074, partial n2 =.02.
Parents of a child in ISP designated schools had slightly more favorable attitudes towards school
personnel (M = 24.98) than parents associated with Non-ISP scores (M = 23.26). A 2 (ISP
designation) X 3 (grade level) ANOVA of individual items indicated two significant items for ISP
designation (a main effect for the ISP designation): “my child is treated with respect” (F, 1s5) =

4.10, p =.04, partial n2 =.02) and “my child is welcomed in his or her class (F, 1s5) = 3.95, p =.05,
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partial n2 =.02). These results suggest specific positive attributes are more readily seen in ISP
school staff than in Non-ISP staff.

For School’s efforts to partner with parents, there were no significant interactions (F,,
186) = .02, p =.98) or main effects for the ISP or grade independent variables. Parent perceptions
of teachers and administers did not have a significant interaction (F, 172) = .28, p =.75) nor main
effects. There were no significant interactions (F, 175) = 4.16, p =.03) or main effects for school
influence.

For Parent perception of teacher quality there was no significant interaction, F(3, 171) =
.02, p =.98. There was a main effect for the ISP designation, F(3,171) = 4.07, p =.05, partial n2 =
.02. Parent perceptions were higher for teacher quality in ISP schools (M = 47.75), than Non-ISP
schools (M = 44.38). There was no significant interaction or main effects for Parent perception
of school quality, F(, 167) = .21, p =.81. While parents saw school quality as identical, parents
associated with ISP schools perceived those schools as having higher quality teachers than
parents associated with Non-ISP schools.

There was no interaction between reported Parent participation and ISP designation, F,,
166) = -36, p =.70, or main effects. There was no interaction for either Parents seeing the benefits
of integration (F2, 152 = .45, p =.64), or negative perceptions of integration (F, 140) = 1.10, p
=.34). There were no main effects for ISP designation or grade level for either analysis.

Students with IEPs. The survey return rate for parents who had students with IEPs was
22.67%. No parents of children with IEPs in fourth grade at a Non-ISP school returned a survey,
and only 3 parents of children with IEPs in fifth grade submitted surveys. Only third grade was
analyzed for differences between ISP and Non-ISP schools. For third grade students, significant
differences were found on two items. Parents associated with ISP schools (M = 25.00) had more
favorable perceptions of the impact ISP schools had on their children, than parents associated
with Non-ISP schools (M = 13.2), ts.17)= 2.52, p = .04, d = 2.52. Parents associated with ISP
schools (M = 43.4) also perceived schools as putting forth more effort than parents associated
with Non-ISP schools (M = 22.60), t) = 2.89, p =.02, d = 2.04.

Parents who had children with an IEP completed a second survey specific to the

educational needs of their child. Three scales were examined: experiences with the school,
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positive impacts on child’s progress, and services that have helped the family. Since only 20
surveys were returned, the grades were collapsed and only differences in ISP designation were
examined. The only significant difference was on the scale of positive impact between ISP and
Non-ISP schools, t15) = 2.88, p = .01, d = 1.35. Parents associated with ISP schools (M = 30.27)
reported more positive outcomes than parents associated with Non-ISP schools (M =17.11).
Significant positive outcomes were mathematics (t;1s) = 2.12, p = .05, d = 1.00), social/emotional
(t2s) = 3.09, p = .006, d = 1.46), behavioral (t1s) = 2.43, p =.03, d = 1.15), and organizational and
planning skills (t(1s) = 2.56, p =.02, d = 1.21). Means are in Table 9.

Table 9. Means of IEP associated parent’s perception of positive outcomes between ISP and
Non-ISP schools. Stars represent significant differences for that item where * equals p < .05,
and ** equals p < .01.

Outcome ISP Non-ISP
Reading 491 3.44
Writing 4.36 2.44
Mathematics 4.27 2.22%*
Speech/Language 3.91 3.67
Social/Emotional 4.45 1.67**
Behavioral 4.09 1.67*
Organizational and Planning Skills 4.27 2.00*

ELL Students. The return rate of parent surveys for ELL students was 21.65%. A 2 (ISP
group) x 3 (grade) ANOVA was conducted for each scale for parents with ELL students. There
were no significant interactions on any of the eight scales. There were no main effects from
these analyses. Parents with ELL students reported less parent participation (M = 33.10) than
students who did not have the ELL designation (M = 38.21), t(1709) = 4.07, p <.001, d = .62.
Parents who did not have ELL students had higher negative scores (M = 21.39) towards
integration than parents with ELL students (M = 18.38), t(170) = 2.50, p =.01, d = .38.

To summarize the parent survey data, parents associated with ISP schools had more
favorable impressions of the school staff than those parents associated with Non-ISP schools.
ISP school staff received higher quality ratings from parents than Non-ISP school staff.

Specifically, parents associated with ISP schools reported school staff was more welcoming and
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respectful of the students, compared to the Non-ISP school staff. Parents of students with IEPs
were more positive towards ISP school staff than Non-ISP school staff reporting that ISP school
staff worked hard with their students. Parents of students with IEPs associated with the ISP
schools reported positive impacts on their children in mathematics, social adjustment and

organizational skills.

Student Outcomes

A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP group designation) ANOVA was conducted to examine CRT reading
scale scores. There was no interaction (F, 716) = .59, p =.55), but there was a main effect for
grade level (F(, 716) = 4.29, p =.01, partial n’ = .01), but not for ISP designation. Third grade
students had higher CRT reading scores than fifth grade students while fourth grade CRT
reading scores did not significantly differ from third or fifth grade CRT reading scores. The mean

CRT reading scores are seen in Table 10.

Table 10. Means for CRT reading scale scores by grade and ISP designation.

Grade ISP Non-ISP Total
3 291.24 301.52 296.38
4 290.21 289.28 246.19
5 278.54 273.85 289.75
Total 286.43 287.63 287.03

A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP group) ANOVA was conducted to examine CRT mathematics scale
scores. There was a significant interaction between grade and ISP, F;, 716) = 7.29, p =.001, partial
nz =.02. There was also a significant main effect for grade level (fourth grade students had
higher CRT mathematics scores than third grade students), but not for ISP designation. All mean
CRT mathematics scores are in Table 11. Non-ISP students in third grade had statistically
significant higher CRT mathematics scores than ISP students. ISP students in fifth grade had

significantly higher CRT mathematics scores than Non-ISP fifth grade students.
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Table 11. Means for CRT mathematics scale scores by grade and ISP designation.

Grade ISP Non-ISP Combined
3 281.82 319.73 301.28
4 325.79 321.63 323.76
5 316.29 302.58 309.33
Total 309.11 314.20 311.67

Only fifth grade CRT science scale scores were analyzed. An independent t-test was used to
analyze the CRT science scale scores. Differences between ISP and Non-ISP students on science
scores approached significance, ts3) = 1.77, p = .08. Students from ISP schools had higher CRT
science scores (M = 290.48) than students from Non-ISP schools (M = 274.83).

For the AIMSweb oral fluency raw scores a mixed ANOVA was conducted with the repeated
measures as the within group variable and ISP designation (ISP vs. Non-ISP) was the between group
variable. There was a significant interaction between the three test administrations and ISP
designation, (F(, 1104) = 4.58, p < .01, partial n2 =.008). Non-ISP schools had significantly higher oral
fluency scores than the ISP schools in the January and April administrations. When looking at
individual grade levels the interaction appeared only in Third grade, (F(2, 356) = 4.05, p < .02, partial n2
=.02). The means are in Table 12. The Non-ISP students started with higher oral fluency scores and
maintained the lead across the three test administrations. Grades 4 and 5 showed growth across the

test administrations, but there were no differences between the ISP and Non-ISP schools.

Table 12. Means for AIMSweb oral reading probe raw scores over three testing

administrations displayed by grade.

Group Grade October January April Gains
3 65.67 86.28 97.01 31.34

ISP 93.89 105.87 118.08 24.19
5 108.81 122.64 133.81 25.00
3 79.17 99.94 115.93 36.76

Non-ISP 4 98.36 114.93 123.37 25.01
5 103.55 121.93 132.60 29.05

To directly compare grades for oral fluency the common passage oral fluency probe was
analyzed separately using a mixed ANOVA with the ISP designation and grade as between group

variables and the three testing administrations as the within group variable. There was no
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interaction between ISP, grade, and the common oral fluency passage scores (Fs, 903) = 1.64, p
=.16), but there was an interaction between grade and reading probe (Fs, 903) = 5.28, p <.001,
partial n2 =.02) and between reading probe and ISP group (Fz, s0s) = 4.54, p = .01, partial n2 =
.01). There was no significant interaction between ISP and grade (F(2, 454y = 2.57, p = .08). There
were main effects for gains in reading probe grade and ISP designation. Grade levels means and
mean gain scores are in Table 13. There were significant differences between all three grades
with fifth grade having better reading probe than Fourth grade. Both grade levels 4 and 5 had
higher reading probe than Third grade. For each testing administration, the Non-ISP schools

had higher reading probe scores.

Table 13. Means for AIMSweb oral fluency common passage over three testing

administrations separated by grade level.

Group Grade October January April Gains
3 75.69 91.61 108.17 32.48

ISP 4 105.32 118.84 133.67 28.35
5 126.84 142.28 155.42 28.58
3 103.31 120.15 136.64 33.33

Non-ISP 4 124.48 137.95 144.03 19.52
5 133.33 151.55 158.74 25.41

For the AIMSweb reading comprehension raw scores a mixed ANOVA was conducted
with the repeated measures as the within group variable and ISP designation (ISP vs. Non-ISP)
was the between group variable. There was a significant interaction between the three test
administrations and ISP designation, F(,, 1064y = 3.65, p < .03, partial n2 =.007. All students made
significant gains across each test administration, but there were no differences between the ISP
and Non-ISP schools. The means are in Table 14. Analysis was also conducted at each grade
level. There was a significant interaction for Fourth grade, F(,, 352 = 4.08, p < .02, partial n2 =.02.
Fourth grade ISP students made greater gains than Non-ISP students. Significant gains occurred

across the three test administrations in third and fifth grades.
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Table 14. Means for AIMSweb reading comprehension over three testing

administrations separated by grade level.

Group Grade October January April Gains
3 7.64 11.17 13.60 5.96

ISP 4 11.50 15.97 20.35 8.85
5 14.85 19.54 23.79 8.94
3 10.15 13.57 16.12 5.97

Non-ISP 4 12.01 16.82 19.16 7.15
5 14.22 18.05 23.79 9.52

Students with IEPs. The next step was to examine achievement gains among students
with IEPs. A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP group) ANOVA was conducted on CRT reading scale scores for
students with IEPs. There was no interaction (F, 69) = .30, p = .74), nor main effects for reading
scores for either grade (F(2, 69) = 2.07, p = .13) or ISP designation (F(1, 69y = 2.67, p = .11). Means

by grade level and ISP designation are in Table 15.

Table 15. Means for CRT reading scale scores by grade and ISP designation for
students with IEPs.

Grade ISP Non-ISP Total
3 247.69 230.36 240.63
4 221.62 168.56 199.91
5 212.43 188.33 201.31
Total 228.33 197.22 215.05

A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP group) ANOVA was conducted on CRT mathematics scale scores for

students with IEPs. There was no interaction (F, 65) = .36, p = .70), nor main effects for

mathematics scores for either grade (F(2, 69) = .99, p = .38) or ISP designation (F(1,69) = .01, p =

.92). Means by grade level and ISP designation are in Table 16.

Table 16. Means for CRT mathematics scale scores by grade and ISP designation for
students with IEPs.

Grade ISP Non-ISP Total
3 224.06 239.36 230.30
4 260.54 275.78 266.77
5 248.64 224.13 237.09
Total 243.09 244.13 243.53
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For the Fifth grade students with IEPs CRT science scores an independent t-test was
used to analyze differences between ISP and Non-ISP schools. ISP students (M = 264.64) had
significantly higher science scores than the Non-ISP students (M = 186.82), t;23) = 2.98, p =.007,
d=1.24.

For gains in the AIMSweb oral fluency task for students with IEPs, a mixed ANOVA with
ISP designation as the between group variable and the scores from the 3 AIMSweb
administrations was used as the within group variable. There was no interaction between ISP
designation and the 3 tests administrations, F(, 110) = .20, p = .82. Score means and gain scores
are in Table 17. Students did show gains in oral fluency across all 3 tests administrations. There

were no differences between the ISP and Non-ISP school groups at grade level.

Table 17. Means for students with IEPs oral fluency over three testing administrations
for ISP and Non-ISP groups.
Group Grade October January April Gains

3 47.23 64.15 71.77 24.54
ISP 4 61.18 70.45 82.09 20.91

5 72.64 88.82 98.42 25.78

3 28.86 41.86 58.71 29.85
Non-ISP 4 53.43 69.57 70.57 17.14

5 76.00 91.38 96.50 20.50

For the common oral fluency passage, there were no interactions for the IEP students
between the repeated measures, ISP or grade (see Table 18). There were main effects for the
common oral fluency passage scores (F, 76) = 46.56, p < .001, partial n2 =.55) and grade (F(2, 35)
=6.13, p <.001, partial nz =.02). Fifth grade students (M = 115.60) had higher scores than both
third (M = 65.38) and fourth grade students (M = 71.40). There were no differences between
third and fourth grade scores. Students with IEPs made consistent gains in oral fluency across

all testing administrations, but there was no difference between ISP and Non-ISP schools.
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Table 18. Means for students with IEPs common oral fluency passage over three testing
administrations for ISP and Non-ISP groups.

Group Grade October January April Gains
3 69.55 75.73 89.36 19.81
ISP 4 72.00 76.73 91.45 19.45
5 98.20 118.90 131.50 33.30
3 44.00 48.67 65.00 21.00
Non-ISP 4 50.60 68.00 69.60 19.00
5 102.50 115.00 127.50 25.00

For the reading comprehension there was a no significant interaction between

achievement and ISP school group, F, 100 = 1.02, p =.32. As can be seen in Table 19, gains
between each test administration were significant. While gains at each test administration
were also significant at third and fourth grade, no difference between ISP and Non-ISP schools

were identified. Fifth grade did meet significance (F,, 25) = 4.05, p < .03, partial n2 =.22) . Fifth

grade ISP students made greater gains in reading comprehension than Non-ISP students.

Table 19. Means for students with |IEPs reading comprehension over three testing

administrations for ISP and Non-ISP groups.

Group Grade October January April Gains
3 5.92 7.54 9.77 3.85

ISP 4 6.64 9.27 12.64 6.00
5 9.09 11.18 15.27 6.18
3 5.00 5.67 11.33 6.33

Non-ISP 4 9.17 11.33 12.33 3.16
5 12.00 14.60 12.40 0.40

ELL students. The second subpopulation examined was ELL students. A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP
group) ANOVA was conducted on CRT reading scale scores for ELL students. There was no
interaction between grade and ISP group, F(2, 205) = .05, p = .95. There was a main effect for
grade, F(2,205) = 4.71, p = .01, partial nz = .04. Fifth grade students had lower reading scores than
Third grade students (see Table 20). Fourth grade ELL reading scores did not differ with either

third or fifth grade CRT reading scores.
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Table 20. Means for CRT reading scale scores by grade and ISP designation for ELL
students.

Grade ISP Non-ISP Total
3 265.59 279.86 274.19
4 234.15 253.98 245.59
5 227.73 239.65 234.48
Total 242.61 259.28 252.33

A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP group) ANOVA was conducted on CRT mathematics scale scores for
ELL students. There was a significant interaction between grade and ISP designation, F,, 205) =
43.62, p = .03, partial n2 =.03. Third grade Non-ISP students had higher mathematics scale

scores than the ISP students (see Table 21). Fifth grade ISP students had higher mathematics

scale scores than the Non-ISP students.

Table 21. Means for CRT mathematics scale scores by grade and ISP designation for ELL
students.
Grade ISP Non-ISP Total
3 268.10 314.64 296.15
4 301.42 298.71 299.86
5 309.27 284.65 295.32
Total 292.76 300.52 297.28

An independent t-test was used to analyze the fifth grade CRT science scale scores. The
ISP ELL students (M = 280.19) had significantly higher CRT science scores than the Non-ISP ELL
students (M = 234.88), t (s6.46) = 2.97, p = .004, d = .79.

Another 3 x 2 x 3 mixed ANOVA examined grade and ISP designation as between group
factor and the 3 AIMSweb administrations as the within group variable for ELL students. There
was a significant interaction between ISP designation and the 3 test administrations, F,, 370) =
3.58, p = .03, partial n2 =.02. Non-ISP students had higher oral fluency scores across all three

test administrations. There were no differences between ISP and Non-ISP students at the grade

level (see Table 22).
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Table 22. Means for ELL students oral fluency over three testing administrations for ISP and
Non-ISP groups.
Group Grade October January April Gains

3 47.91 63.86 80.36 32.45
ISP 4 75.00 88.27 100.53 25.53

5 83.38 98.95 105.81 22.43

3 65.12 85.56 103.53 38.41
Non-ISP 4 84.97 99.34 115.26 30.29

5 89.76 107.58 118.06 28.30

A 3 x 2 x 3 mixed ANOVA was used to examine ELL student grade level, ISP designation
and the common oral fluency passage. There were no interactions between reading
achievement scores, ISP designation or grade (see Table 23). There were main effects for oral
fluency scores (F(2, 174) = 98.54, p < .001, partial nz =.53) and grades (F, s7) = 3.10, p = .05,
partial n2 =.06). Fifth (M = 114.26) and fourth grade ELL students (M = 111.91) had higher oral
fluency scores than third grade ELL students (M = 114.26), but there was no difference between

fourth and fifth grade scores.

Table 23. Means for ELL students’ common oral fluency passage over 3 testing administrations
for ISP and Non-ISP groups.
Group Grade October January April Gains

3 54.18 69.55 91.50 37.32
ISP 4 86.63 102.00 115.57 28.94

5 102.50 122.10 133.15 30.65

3 88.63 107.13 115.63 27.00
Non-ISP 4 110.38 122.75 134.13 23.72

5 101.00 107.20 119.60 18.60

A 2 x 3 mixed ANOVA was examined with ISP designation as the between group factor and
the 3 reading comprehension administrations as the within group variable for the reading
comprehension task. There was no interaction between reading comprehension scores, and ISP
designation (F(, 312) = 2.65, p = .07). There were differences at Fourth grade (F(, 110y = 3.11, p =

.049, partial n2 =.05), but not third and fifth grades. Fourth grade Non-ISP students made gains

Research & School Improvement January 6, 2009 Page 65 of 108





between October and January, but made no gains in reading comprehension in April, while ISP

students made gains across all three test administrations (see Table 24).

Table 24. Means for ELL students reading comprehension over three testing administrations for

ISP and Non-ISP groups.

Group Grade October January April Gains
3 541 7.95 10.09 4.68
ISP 4 8.23 11.90 15.33 7.10
5 10.77 12.91 16.82 6.05
3 7.94 11.11 12.14 4.20
Non-ISP 4 7.30 13.96 14.44 7.14
5 9.14 13.59 17.82 8.68

As a side note, correlations between the achievement measures (CRT reading, CRT

mathematics, CRT science, oral fluency, reading comprehension, and reading probe) were

strongly significant. Correlations are in Table 25. Correlations between the 3 testing

administrations within the same tests were strong, positive correlations: AIMSweb reading oral

reading probe were between .91 and .94 across the October 2007, January 2008 and April 2008

administrations, AIMSweb reading comprehension were between .81 and .85, the reading

probe score were between .91 and .93 across the 3 testing administrations.
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Table 25. Correlations between CRT subject achievement test scale scores and April 2008
administration AIMSweb reading scores. All correlations are significant at .01. Correlations are
listed by grade level.

Grade 3 CRT CRT Oral Common Reading
read math | fluency oral comprehension
fluency
passage
CRT read .68 .79 .81 .70
CRT math .66 74 .53
Oral fluency .96 .83
Common passage .84
Grade 4 CRT CRT Oral Common Reading
read math | fluency oral comprehension
fluency
passage
CRT read .70 73 .76 73
CRT math .55 .56 .59
Oral fluency .94 .78
Common passage .80
Grade 5 CRT CRT CRT Oral Common oral Reading
read math | science | fluency | fluency passage | comprehension
CRT read .66 .70 71 .69 .66
CRT math .69 .54 .52 .55
CRT science .56 A7 .54
Oral fluency .93 74
Common passage .78

To summarize the results relating to student achievement, ISP schools demonstrated
higher achievement in science and reading. ISP schools had higher CRT science test scores than
the comparison schools, specifically in the IEP and ELL student populations. All students showed
improvement in oral fluency and reading comprehension over the three test administrations.
Fourth grade students from the ISP schools showed greater gains in reading comprehension
than the students from the comparison schools. Fifth grade students with IEPs from the ISP
schools made greater gains in reading comprehension than fifth grade students with IEPs from
the comparison schools.

Student Engagement. Three measures were used to assess student engagement: a
student self-report survey, a teacher survey, and observations of student engagement. The
surveys were administered twice: in October 2007 and April 2008. The student survey

examined both sense of engagement and sense of belonging.
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A 3 x 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA was conducted on student sense of belonging for all students.
The grade and ISP group were the between group variables and the two survey administrations
were the within group variable (change over time). There was a significant interaction between
all three variables, F(,, 515) = 3.34, p = .04, partial n2 =.01. There was also an interaction between
ISP and grade, F, 515y = 6.74, p = .001, partial n2 =.03. There were main effects for grade, ISP
group and student sense of belonging. There were no significant differences between the two
administrations of sense of belonging among third grade students. However, sense of belonging
for all students did drop for both ISP and Non-ISP students between January 2008 and April
2008 administrations (means can be seen in Table 26). For fourth grades students, sense of
belonging also dropped between administrations for both groups; however, the ISP students
had a higher sense of belonging than did the Non-ISP students in both administrations. Sense
of belonging for fifth grade students decreased for both ISP and Non-ISP students between the
two survey administrations. The ISP students had a significantly higher sense of belonging in
both survey administrations. In essence, the drop between the two administrations was less

severe in the ISP students than in the Non-ISP students.
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Table 26. Student sense of belonging means by grade and ISP group designation across the
October 2007 and January 2008 survey administrations.
ISP group Grade October January
3 3.63 3.25
ISP 4 3.53 3.33
5 3.59 3.44
3 3.60 3.56
Non-ISP 4 3.40 3.05
5 3.30 2.86

A 3 x 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA was conducted on student sense of engagement for all
students. The grade and ISP group were the between group variables and the two repeated
measures were the within group variable. There were no interactions between the three
variables. There were significant main effects for grade (F(2, 447) = 9.88, p < .001, partial n2 =.04),
and sense of engagement (F1, 447) = 24.96, p < .001, partial nz =.05). Fourth grade students (M
=3.21) had a lower sense of engagement than either third (M = 3.39) or fifth grade students (M
= 3.23). There were no differences in sense of engagement between third and fifth grade
students. Students’ sense of engagement dropped between October 2007 and April 2008
administrations.

A 3 x 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA was conducted on students’ with IEPs sense of belonging. The
grade and ISP group were the between group variables and the two repeated measures were
the within group variable. There were no significant interactions (F,,37) = .88, p = .42) or main
effects between the variables.

A 3 x 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA was conducted on students’ with IEPs sense of engagement.
The grade and ISP group were the between group variables and the two repeated measures
were the within group variable. There were no interactions between the three variables. There
was one main effect for the ISP group, F(1,31) = 8.09, p = .008, partial n2 =.21. Students in the
Non-ISP group (M = 3.49) had a higher sense of engagement than the ISP students (M = 3.18).

A 3 x 2 x 2 mixed ANOVA was conducted on ELL students’ sense of belonging and sense

of engagement. The grade and ISP group were the between group variables and the two
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repeated measures were the within group variable. There were no significant interactions or
main effects between the variables in either sense of belonging or sense of engagement.

Teacher survey. A 3 (grade) x 2 (ISP designation) x 2 (repeated measures) mixed ANOVA
was conducted on teachers’ sense of student engagement. The grade and ISP group were the
between group variables and the two repeated measures were the within group variable. There
were no interactions or main effects between the variables for all students. Analysis of teacher
perceptions of students with IEPs did not detect any differences on student engagement. For
ELL students one main effect approached significance (F(1, 100) = 3.71, p = .057), no significant
results.

BOSS. Student observations of student engagement occurred in April 2008 using the
BOSS protocol. Five categories of student behavior were monitored: engaged, off-task, peer-
engaged and peer off-task, and teacher direction. Twenty-five students were observed. Data
was not analyzed by grade since there were too few subjects to conduct an analysis by grade.
Summed engagement score (passive and active engagement) and summed off-task scores were
compared first. A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine
differences between ISP designation and academic engagement and off-task behavior (see
Table 27). The MANOVA indicated that there was no interaction between ISP group and the

two observations sum scores, Wilks A = .85, F3,23) = 2.04, p = .15.

Table 27. Percent intervals of observed student engagement between ISP and Non-ISP using
BOSS.

Measure ISP Non-ISP
Engaged total .67 .78
Active engaged .37 .34
Passive engaged .30 44
Off-task total 42 .22
Off-task motor .18 .10
Off-task verbal 13 .04
Off-task passive A1 .07
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The results of the student engagement surveys and observations can be briefly
summarized. Students from the ISP schools reported a greater sense of engagements,
specifically among students with IEPs. Unfortunately, the observations did not identify the
same finding between the ISP and Non-ISP student observations. However, the observers did
not specifically track students with IEPs to verify this finding. While students with IEPs at the ISP
schools may have been more engaged, they may not have been observed during the
observation protocols. ISP school students reported a greater sense of belonging than students

from the Non-ISP schools.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The first objective was to identify the effects of the ISP initiative on teacher practices
between teachers who participated in the ISP initiative and those who did not. As would be
expected, ISP staff accessed more professional development related to inclusive practices than
their Non-ISP peers. Professional development effects were not significantly different when
evaluating the average professional development contact hours. One explanation may be that
ISP teachers did not take full advantage of the opportunity presented to them through the ISP
initiative.

A second factor may be that implementation of inclusive practices may take time to
unfold as teachers improve the frequency and consistency of these practices. These ISP schools
were in the first year of implementation. As knowledge and experience increase, school
personnel may find which strategies are most effective for them. Greater gains would be
expected with more time working with inclusive practices. Self and colleagues’ (Self, et al.,
1991) Cooperative Teaching Project followed the implementation of an inclusive practices
program over three years. The first year was spent modifying the student selection criteria.
Greater student gains were found in year 2, and again, in year 3.

ISP schoolteachers did seek out additional venues outside of the ISP initiative to inform
themselves about inclusive practices. Why these teachers looked outside of the ISP initiative
cannot be explained with the available data. Teacher workshops, through the ISP initiative or
elsewhere, appear to support a culture of inclusion.

This study replicates previous research in improving student academic and social skills
(Larrivee & Cook, 2001; Lindsay, 2007). This preliminary evidence suggests that the ISP initiative
was influential in teacher promotion of academic achievement and social skill gains among
students with special needs. Furthermore, personal teacher efficacy, or sense of competence at
teaching, did increase over the year. Based on available evidence, this does suggest the ISP
initiative did directly affect teachers’ perceptions as teachers. One alternative explanation could
attribute the increase to experience; but the same gains were not present in teacher efficacy

from the Non-ISP teachers.
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The second objective was to survey teacher and principal support of a culture of
inclusion. CCSD researchers predicted that ISP schools would promote a culture of tolerance,
dignity and respect for all learners more than those schools not associated with the ISP
initiative. Results between types of schools (ISP vs. Non-ISP) did not differ in perception
towards a culture of inclusion; though classroom observations indicated that ISP teachers had
more positive classroom environments and were more adaptable to student needs. More ISP
teachers did use multi-modal instruction than the Non-ISP teachers.

The themes that emerged from principal interviews were based on stated goals of
differentiated instruction, defining inclusion, and school culture of collaboration. There was
consensus among principals that differentiated instruction was a specific goal for every school.
Two of the three ISP principals also had a specific goal to increase teacher collaboration.
Whereas, there was no collaboration goals stated by the Non-ISP principals.

How principals defined inclusion was revealing. ISP principals defined inclusion as
supporting the needs of all students. The class of students was seen as the unit of intervention;
whereas Non-ISP principals saw inclusion as meeting the needs of students with IEPs. How
school leadership defines inclusion may be a primary factor in teacher implementation of
inclusive practices. Principal support can affect teacher buy-in. Teacher buy-in would then
dictate the degree and frequency of inclusive practices implementation. Principals who
promote inclusion as a school-wide initiative have practices that are more inclusive in the
classroom; whereas principals who perceive inclusive practices as a special education student
strategy have less acceptance and implementation of inclusive practices.

Collaboration was defined by 2 ISP principals as co-teaching in the classroom, whereas
the third school engaged in collaborative planning. Two of the Non-ISP schools also engaged in
collaborative planning. The final school principal stated that the school staff was working
towards collaboration, but did not provide specific details. It was inferred from the differences
in attitudes between the two school groups that the ISP initiative promoted positive school
culture of inclusion. Support for school personnel has been considered a vital element in
supporting an inclusive school culture (Burstein, et. al., 2004; Idol, 2006; Howes, et. al., 2005;

Marston, 1996).
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The consensus of the staff of 1 ISP and 1 Non-ISP school was that general education
teachers lacked the skill and knowledge to use inclusive practices in their classroom. This
finding suggests inclusive practices professional development directed at administration may be
an important element in supporting a culture of inclusion. The ISP initiative does include a
strand of inclusion workshops for administrators but this study did not examine whether any of
the ISP school principals participated in this professional development.

The third objective was to survey parent perceptions of school services within each
classroom. Parents who had children attending an ISP school had more favorable attitudes
toward school staff than those parents associated with Non-ISP schools. Specifically, ISP parents
perceived their children’s classes as welcoming and respectful. The positive results reflect Peck
and colleagues (Peck et. al., 2004), who found parents strong advocates for inclusion. ISP
initiative may have played a part in supporting the welcoming school environment.

Parents who had children with IEPs had attitudes that are more favorable toward ISP
schools than Non-ISP schools. Specifically, Parents perceived ISP school staff as applying more
effort towards students. Furthermore, ISP schools were perceived as having a positive impact
on mathematics, social adjustment, behavior, and planning skills. Parent perceptions, whose
home language was not English, did not differ between ISP and Non-ISP schools.

The final objective examined how effective the ISP initiative improved student
achievement scores, sense of belonging and student engagement. All students associated with
the ISP schools made gains in science and reading achievement with IEP and ELL populations
specifically benefiting from the ISP initiative. The gains in achievement parallel’s Jenkins (2005;
MacGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998) who identified gains in mathematics achievement. Further,
these results discount Huber and colleagues (Huber, Rosenfeld, & Fiorello, 2001) who found
high-achieving students drop in achievement scores within inclusive classrooms. In this case, all
students made gains in science and reading.

ISP students had a greater sense of belonging than the Non-ISP students. However,
sense of belonging did drop in the April 2008 administration. All ISP students expressed greater
sense of belonging, but the same perception did not appear among the students with IEPs or

ELL students. This is disappointing since it is with these student populations who need to feel
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more included in an inclusive school. There were no differences at any level in the degree of
student engagement. A likely factor for the drop in student sense of belonging and engagement
in April 2008 may be that these surveys were administered immediately after mandated state

and district testing. CCSD students are heavily involved in testing February through March.

Implications for Practice

The ISP initiative can be an effective means of introducing school personnel to inclusive
practices. The ISP initiative provides an overview of several inclusive practices, but focus
primarily on differentiated instruction and co-teaching. These courses provide a framework of
adapting the presentation of information in a manner consistent to the needs of each student.
In the pull-out instructional model, special education teachers provide specific learning
strategies that benefit students in the resource room. When the same strategies are applied in
a co-teaching model, students who do not have IEPs benefit from the different presentations
and activities while working under the same curriculum framework. Continued support through
additional participation in ISP workshops—such as moving from the basic workshops to the
advanced workshops may have benefit.

Those schools who participated in the ISP initiative had a vision of supporting all
children by adapting to specific individual needs. ISP activities are available for administration
and paraprofessionals bringing school staff to a common vision. A number of benefits can arise
from a common vision. A teacher’s perspective can move from what an instructor teaches to a
goal of how each student learns. Teaching practices may change through the activities, for
example, co-teaching extending to new collaborations throughout a school. This common vision

has the potential to extend and include families.

Limitations and Future Directions

The greatest limitation of this study was teacher participation in the professional
development. It is clear that participants in ISP sponsored professional development did not
realize that they were attending ISP professional development. While this is not a fundamental
problem, it is troublesome when considering that the ISP initiative is focused on building a

sustainable culture of inclusion at the school. The lack of school participation would lead to low
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awareness or education about the ISP initiative. Low awareness would then lead to low
implementation of strategies promoted in ISP workshops. The ISP initiative may need to tie
together the string of professional development opportunities to the larger goal of the
program, so that staff is more likely to see the vision of ISP.

The link between specific classroom activities and positive student outcomes is tenuous
in this study due to data and sampling limitations. The results of this study are promising, but
only 6 elementary schools were evaluated out of 217 district elementary schools. Accessing
more schools would have provided a more accurate picture of what is occurring in ISP and Non-
ISP schools. Furthermore, these 3 ISP schools were in the first year of implementation. Studying
elementary schools that have been associated with the ISP initiative for four years may to
provide a different picture.

It is not clear from the self-reported implementation data whether ISP participants
increased or changed their use of strategies from October 2007 to April 2008. ISP teachers
appeared to have started off with a higher level of usage than Non-ISP staff. This could be due
to different perceptions of what it means to use a strategy. Observational data is highly
recommended to confirm and capture what teachers are actually doing in the classroom and
the extent to which this changes over time. Evaluating ISP schools with different years of
engagement in the ISP initiative should provide a better picture of inclusive strategy

implementation.

Recommendations

These results can be considered preliminary at best, but we can suggest that over time,
schools that participate in ISP professional development may have more implementation of
certain practices due to the focused and sustained nature of the ISP professional development.
This study does replicate previous research in that student gains in academic achievement are
documented. This research demonstrates specific gains in science and reading. We
documented positive attitudes in parents of children engaged in inclusive practices. Additional
research could pinpoint which aspects of the ISP initiative should be kept or modified, and

which aspects will not be effective.
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Knowledge and experience with inclusive practices among CCSD teachers runs along a
continuum. There are teachers who are successfully co-teaching in classrooms, and teachers
who are highly resistant to working with an inclusive model. Teachers at specific levels of
knowledge could be identified with the goal of providing those teachers a framework
supporting successful inclusive practices in their classrooms. Workshops focusing on one or two
strategies may lead to more cohesive systematic implementation. Targeted workshops may be
a more effective use of time and resources by removing redundancies between professional
development and experience. Targeting the needs of the teachers involved in the ISP initiative
by providing additional differentiated professional development models the philosophy we
wish to promote.”

Related, a culture that supports inclusive practices needs to be promoted. Without the
support of the school community, these practices may be attempted or applied for only a short
period. Schools with inclusive cultures need to be identified and recognized. Studying the
culture of these schools may lead to identifying elements that can be taught and emulated in
other schools. While certain schools in this study reflect an inclusive culture, more studying is
needed to distinguish personal philosophy and practice from perceived socially appropriate

responses.
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Teacher Perception of School Climate

Vision

The school administration has a clearly defined vision for the school.

| share the school administration’s vision for our school.

Staff at my school is attentive and responsive to the needs of others.

Negative language and actions are discouraged at my school.

Our school administrators actively promote the philosophy that it is the goal of the staff to
help students meet their full academic potential.

Providing special education students access to the curriculum is a goal of my
administration

Positive Environment

My administrators make sure that students feel like they belong at our school.

Diverse learners are welcomed at our school.

| feel respected as a professional by my administration.

People in our school make an extra effort to build personal relationships with students
and their parents.

Support and Resources

The school administration provides staff with instructional supports to meet the needs of
diverse learners.

My administration responds to my professional needs.

Collaboration among teachers is encouraged by school administrators.

The school administration allocates time for teacher collaboration.

| have enough time to effectively teach my students.

| spend too much time on paperwork and other non-instructional activities.

My administration often visits my classroom to see how things are going.

The school allocates its resources to give all students the instruction and materials they
need to learn.

Decision-Making

The school administration takes my opinion into consideration when making instructional
decisions

| am able to make instructional decisions in my classroom

Decisions at our school are based on staff needs.

Decisions at our school are based on student needs.

Instruction in our school is adapted to fit the individual needs of students.

Decision-making groups or teams include students
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Teacher Efficacy

A number of statements about organizations, people, and teaching are presented below. The

purpose is to gather information regarding the actual attitudes of educators concerning these

statements. There are no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested only in your frank

opinions. Your responses will remain confidential.

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by circling the

appropriate response at the right of each statement.

KEY: 1=Strongly Agree 2=Moderately Agree 3=Agree slightly more than disagree

4=Disagree slightly more than agree 4=Moderately Disagree 6=Strongly Disagree

1. When a student does better than usually, many times it is because | exert a little extra 123456
effort.

2. The hours in my class have little influence on students compared to the influence of 123456
their home environment.

3. The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background. 123456
4. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren't likely to accept any discipline. 123456
5. I have enough training to deal with almost any learning problem. 123456
6. When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, | am usually able to adjust it 123456
his/her level.

7. When a student gets a better grade than he/she usually gets, it is usually because | 123456
found better ways of teaching that student.

8. When I really try, | can get through to most difficult students. 123456
9. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a student's home 123456
environment large influences on his/her achievement.

10. Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student achievement when all factors 123456
are considered.

11. When the grades of my students improve, it is usually because | found more effective 123456
approaches.

12. If a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be because | knew the necessary | 123456
steps in teaching that concept.

13. If parents would do more for their children, | could do more. 123456
14. If a student did not remember information | gave in a previous lesson, | would know 123456
how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.

15. The influences of a student’s home experiences can be overcome by good teaching. 123456
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16. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, | feel assured that | know some 123456
techniques to redirect him/her quickly.

17. Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many students. 123456
18. If one of my students couldn't do a class assignment, | would be able to accurately 123456
assess whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty.

19. If I really try hard, | can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students. | 123456
20. When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can't do much because most of a 123456
student's motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment.

21. Some students need to be placed in slower groups so they are not subjected to 123456
unrealistic expectations.

22. My teacher training program and/or experience has given me the necessary skillstobe | 123456

an effective teacher

From Woolfolk, A. E., & Hoy, W. K. (1990). Prospective teachers' sense of efficacy and beliefs

about control. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 81-91. Originally based on the Teacher

Efficacy Scale developed by S. Gibson & M. Dembo (1984). Teacher Efficacy: a construct

validation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 569-582.
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Student ID Number Teacher Last Name or Initials

INCLUSIVE PRACTICES STUDY Not Not Sort Very
At Very of True
All True True
Teacher Report of Student Engagement True
When we start something new in class, this student...
1. participates in diSCUSSIONS.........cccevereereecrecrenerirree e 1 2 3 4
2. doesn’t pay attention........cceeeveeeceeeineeceece e 1 2 3 4
3. IS eNthUSIASTIC..ccieicrieee ettt 1 2 3 4
4. thinks about other things.......cccovveeeivivecce e, 1 2 3 4
5. SEEMS rEStIESS....coeeeieeteeeee et 1 2 3 4
In my class, this student...
1. works as hard as he/she can........ccoceuvvveveceive e 1 2 3 4
2. does just enough to get by......cocoeeverveeivcrrciinicecce 1 2 3 4
3. seems iNterested ......ieiveveeeeieeeceeeee e 1 2 3 4
A, iS ANXIOUS..ccvveitierieeeietreessteerreesseesae e sssaeseessesnesssenans 1 2 3 4
D IS ANEIY ettt e e 1 2 3 4
6. does more than is required.......cccoeeeeveveeeieieieeeienenns 1 2 3 4
7. SEEMS UNNAPPY..coiiiiiiiieirrieeereieteereersereeraes e e e aeaneas 1 2 3 4
8. COMES UNPIrePAred......ccceeveeeereceereriereeeee e s esaeseeens 1 2 3 4
When working on classwork in my class, this student...
1. apPPEArs WOITIE.....ccceeieeereeeeeeren e s 1 2 3 4
2. seems to feel good 1 2 3 4
3. appears frustrated 1 2 3 4
4. appears iNVOIVed..........ccoovevueeeeneineeesreceseeece e 1 2 3 4
5. seems uninterested.........ccuveveeeeeeseececeeineereere e s 1 2 3 4
When | explain new material, this student...
1. doesn’t SEEM tO Care......ccoecveuieeeeecre et 1 2 3 4
2. listens carefully.......ccceveieieeceeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4
When faced with a difficult problem or assignment in my class, this student...
1. “Qttacks” itcceeveer e 1 2 3 4
2. gives up quickly 1 2 3 4
3. becomes frustrated........cccocevveeirrieeriese e 1 2 3 4
4, dOesn’t EVEN Ty ...ccceeeieieeireee ettt e 1 2 3 4
5. BetS ANGIY..cociiiiiiiieieit et 1 2 3 4
6. juSt KEEPS TrYiNG....cccveeevererieeireeireeeee e 1 2 3 4
When this student doesn’t do well on a test or assignment in class, he/she...
1. feels terrible..... e 1 2 3 4
2. bouNCes baCK.....covvieeiireieieeieiecee e 1 2 3 4
3. isdevastated........ocoeeeeieeceierinece et 1 2 3 4
A, TS ANEIY.uiiiieiiiiise ettt s s ea e 1 2 3 4
5. getS depresSSed.......ouiierirecee et et eaeas 1 2 3 4
6. works harder the next time.......cccccoevevecerierieeevece e, 1 2 3 4
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Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities

General Directions: Educators have long realized that one of the most important influences on a child's
educational progress is the classroom teacher. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain
information that will aid school systems in increasing the classroom teacher's effectiveness with
students with disabilities placed in his or her classroom. Please circle the number to the left of each
item that best describes your agreement or disagreement with the statement. There are no correct
answers: the best answers are those that honestly reflect your feelings. There is no time limit, but you

should work as quickly as you can.

-3: | disagree very much
-2: | disagree pretty much

-1: | disagree a little

Please respond to every statement.

KEY
+1: | agree a little
+2: | agree pretty much
+3: | agree very much

3 -2 -1 +1

-3 2 -1 +1

-3 -2 -1 +1

3 -2 -1 +1
-3 -2 -1 +1

-3 -2 -1 +1

-3 -2 -1 +1

-3 -2 -1 +1

3 -2 -1 +1
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+2

+2

+2

+2

+2
+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3
+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

10.

11.

Most students with disabilities will make an adequate attempt to
complete their assignments.

Integration of students with disabilities will necessitate extensive
retraining of general-classroom teachers.

Integration offers mixed group interaction that will foster understanding
and acceptance of differences among students.

It is likely that the student with a disability will exhibit behavior problems
in a general classroom.

Students with disabilities can best be served in general classrooms.

The extra attention students with disabilities require will be to the
detriment of the other students.

The challenge of being in a general classroom will promote the academic
growth of the student with a disability.

Integration of students with disabilities will require significant changes
in general classroom procedures.

Increased freedom in the general classroom creates too much confusion
for the student with a disability.

General-classroom teachers have the ability necessary to work with
students with disabilities.

The presence of students with disabilities will not promote acceptance
of differences on the part of students without disabilities.
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-3: | disagree very much
-2: | disagree pretty much

-1: | disagree a little

Please respond to every statement.

KEY
+1: | agree a little
+2: | agree pretty much
+3: | agree very much

3 2
3 -2
3 -2
3 2
3 -2
3 -2
3 2
3 2
3 -2
3 -2
3 2
3 -2
3 -2
3 2

-1

-1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

The behavior of students with disabilities will set a bad example for
students without disabilities.

The student with a disability will probably develop academic skills more
rapidly in a general classroom than in a special classroom.

Integration of the student with a disability will not promote his or her
social independence.

It is not more difficult to maintain order in a general classroom that
contains a student with a disability than in one that does not contain a
student with a disability.

Students with disabilities will not monopolize the general-classroom
teacher's time.

The integration of students with disabilities can be beneficial for
students without disabilities.

Students with disabilities are likely to create confusion in the general
classroom.

General-classroom teachers have sufficient training to teach students
with disabilities.

Integration will likely have a negative effect on the emotional
development of the student with a disability.

Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity to function
in the general classroom where possible.

The classroom behavior of the student with a disability generally does
not require more patience from the teacher than does the classroom
behavior of the student without a disability.

Teaching students with disabilities is better done by special- than by
general-classroom teachers.

Isolation in a special classroom has a beneficial effect on the social and
emotional development of the student with a disability.

The student with a disability will not be socially isolated in the general
classroom.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN RESPONDING TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE

Barbara Larrivee

Richard F. Antonak

Research & School Improvement

© ORI 1993
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7.
8.
9.

Principal Interview Questions

What do you take into consideration when you are developing your master schedule?
Who, how, and when is your master schedule developed?

What is the make-up of individual classes and how is that determined?

Describe the collaborative teaching practices on campus.

How would you define inclusion? What does it mean to you? Describe the inclusive
practices on your campus.

What teaching practices and philosophies are endorsed/used school wide (e.g. Marzano,
etc)?

What direction do you see your school moving with RTI?

How does your staff deal with behavior issues on your campus?

How would you describe the parental involvement and parent outreach at your school?

10. What sorts of services to do you have to meet the needs of diverse learners at your school?

* We need a list or schedule of school-based professional development activities provided in

2007-2008
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Section A
INFORMATION ABOUT ME

My role in this child’s life
Mother

Parent/Family Inclusive Practices Study Survey

Male
Female

Highest Year of Education Completed
Less than 8™ grade

Father 8" grade
Grandparent 9" grade
Guardian 10" grade
Other 11" grade

Race / Ethnicity

White

Black or African - American
Hispanic or Latino

Asian or Pacific Islander

12% grade/high school graduate
GED

Some college

Associate’s degree

Bachelor’s degree

Master’s degree

American Indian or Alaskan Native M.D./Ph.D.
Gender Age in years
Section B

The following questions are about you and your child’s experiences with your child’s school.

2943es1q AjSuons

9aa8es1q AjSuoans Alap

9auisdesiq

9348y

9248y AjSuons

9348y AjSuons Aiap

[l

w
1

N

+1

+2

Impact on My Child

My child feels safe at school.

My child is treated with respect.

My child is welcomed in his or her class.

My child is valued as a learner in his or her class.

VR |WIN (-

My child has friends to play with at school.

Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents

| have a good working relationship with my child's teacher(s).

Information is provided to me in a language | understand.

Written information | receive is written in an understandable way.

| was given information about the curriculum and materials used with my child.

| was given information about the behavior and discipline policies of my child's school.

| was given information about the instructional methods used with my child.

| was given information about expectations about what my child will be able to achieve.

I am comfortable asking questions and expressing concerns to school staff.

| feel welcome when | come into my child's classroom.

Teachers and administrators

15

My child's teachers are available to speak with me.
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16 My child's teachers are good at working with families.
17 My child's teachers answer my questions.
18 Teachers and administrators at my child's school respect my cultural heritage.
19 Teachers and administrators at my child's school seek out parent input.
20 Teachers and administrators at my child's school expect parents to participate in decision-
making.
21 Teachers and administrators at my child's school acknowledge parents' efforts.
22 Teachers and administrators at my child's school respect my family's values.
23 Teachers and administrators at my child's school show sensitivity to the needs of students
with disabilities and their families.
The school
24 My child's school offers parents training if they need help understanding the curriculum being
taught to their child.
25 My child's school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the
school.
26 My child's school gives parents the help they need to play an active role in their child’s
education.
27 My child's school has a person on staff who is available to answer parents' questions.
28 My child's school offers parents a variety of ways to communicate with teachers.
29 My child's school gives me enough information to know whether or not my child is making
adequate progress.
Quality of Services
Teachers and administrators
30 My child's teachers know how to meet my child's needs.
31 My child's teachers expect my child to succeed.
32 My child's teachers set appropriate goals for my child.
33 My child's teachers consider my child's interests when developing teaching activities.
34 My child's teachers understand my child's behavior.
35 My child's teachers show a willingness to learn more about my child's needs.
36 My child's teachers are knowledgeable and professional.
37 The school principal sets a positive and welcoming tone in the school.
38 The school principal is available when | need his/her help concerning my child.
39 The school principal does everything possible to support appropriate special education
services in the school.
40 Teachers and administrators at my child's school effectively manage incidents of teasing or
bullying.
41 Teachers and administrators at my child's school set a climate for acceptance of diversity.
42 Teachers and administrators at my child's school ensure that students with disabilities have
the same opportunities to learn and participate in school activities as students without
disabilities.
The school
43 My child's school offers students without disabilities and their families the opportunity to
learn about students with disabilities.
a4 My child's school has a written policy about harassment, teasing, and bullying of students.
45 My child's school is a friendly place.
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46 | am part of a state or district level special education committee.
47 | participate in the school's Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) or Parent-Teacher Organization
(PTO).
48 | participate in activities sponsored by the PTA/PTO.
49 | work with others to improve the special education system.
50 | participate in school-sponsored activities.
51 I ask my child about his or her homework assignments.
52 | engage in learning activities with my child at home.
53 | communicate with my child's teacher(s) by phone or email or notes.
54 | read material sent to me by the school.
55 | am satisfied with the quality of services that my child receives.
*This survey is adapted from the NCSEAM Part B Family Survey
Section C
This section is about your opinion of including special education students in general education
classrooms. It is ok if you do not have a student with special needs — you can still participate in
this part of the survey. Please answer to the best of your knowledge.
a a a o o o
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-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3
56 Integration offers mixed group interactions that will foster understanding and
acceptance of differences among students.
57 Students with disabilities can best be served in general classrooms.
58 The challenge of being in a general classroom will promote the academic growth of the
student with a disability.
59 Integration of students with disabilities will require significant changes in general
classroom procedures.
60 The presence of students with disabilities will not promote acceptance of differences on
the part of students without disabilities.
61 The student with a disability will probably develop academic skills more rapidly in a
general classroom than a special classroom.
62 Integration of the student with a disability will not promote his or her social
independence.
63 The integration of students with disabilities can be beneficial for students without

disabilities.
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64 Integration will likely have a negative effect on the emotional development of the
student with a disability.

65 Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity to function in the general
classroom where possible.

66 Teaching students with disabilities is better done by special- than by general- classroom
teachers.

67 Isolation in a special classroom has a beneficial effect on the social and emotional

development of the student with a disability.

* Section C adapted from the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities survey from Antonak

and Larrivee.

Additional comments:

Thank you for Participating
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Supplemental Survey for Parents of Special Education Students

INFORMATION ABOUT MY CHILD

Please answer the following questions by checking the boxes if they apply to your child ...

C. Does your child have an Individualized Educational

. cailitiac
A. Does your child have any disabilities~ Program (IEP)?

Yes Yes

No No

D. If yes, please select all areas in which your
child has goals on his or her
Individualized Educational Program (IEP):

B. If yes, what is your child’s primary
exceptionality/disability?

Autism Not applicable

Deaf - Blindness Reading

Deafness Writing

Emotional Disturbance Mathematics

Hearing Impairment Speech/Language

Mental Retardation (MR) Social/Emotional

Multiple Disabilities Behavior

Orthopedic Impairment Independent living/adaptive skills
Other Health Impairment (OHI)

Specific Learning Disability (LD) E. Age Upon Referral to Early Intervention or Special

Education:
Speech or Language Impairment Under 1 year of age
Traumatic Brain Injury OR
Visual Impairment including Blindness Age in Years

Other (please state):

aaibesiq
221y

The following questions are about you and your child’s experiences with your
child’s school.

aaibesiq A|Buons
9010y A|Buons

aaiBesiq A|Buons Aiap

My child’s school responds appropriately to my child's needs.

My child's school encourages student involvement in IEP meetings.

My child's school ensures that after-school and extracurricular activities are
accessible to students with disabilities.

My child is not teased in school because of his/her disability.

My child is being taught the general curriculum to the maximum extent possible
based on his/her needs and goals.

o1 (B W (N
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My child's teachers understand their role in implementing my child's Individualized
6 .
Educational Program (IEP).
7 | was given information, at the annual IEP, about my rights as a parent of a child
who is eligible for special education services.
8 | have been asked for my opinion about how well special education services are
meeting my child’s needs.
9 We discussed whether my child could be educated satisfactorily in the regular
classroom with appropriate aids and supports.
10 At the IEP meeting, we discussed accommodations and modifications that my
child would need.
General education teachers make accommodations and modifications in the
11 . s o
regular education class as indicated on my child's IEP.
General education and special education teachers work together to assure that
12 . . .
my child's IEP is being implemented.
13 | | am satisfied with the quality of services that my child receives.
Over the past year, special education services have had a positive impact on my
child's progress in the following areas (skip any items that do not apply to your
child):
14 | - Reading
15 | - Writing
16 | - Mathematics
17 | - Speech/Language
18 | - Social/Emotional
19 | - Behavior
20 | - Organizational and planning skills
Over the past year, special education services have helped me and/or my family:
21 | - cope with stressful situations.
22 | - feel more confident in my skills.
23 | - keep up friendships for my child and family.
24 | - know about my child's and family's rights concerning special education services.
25 | - be able to evaluate how much progress my child is making.
26 | - be more effective in managing my child's behavior.
27 | - get the services and supports that my child and family need.
28 | - do things with and for my child that are good for my child's development.
29 | - understand my child's special needs.
30 | communicate more effectively with the people who work with my child and my
family.
*This survey is adapted from the NCSEAM Part B Family Survey
Thank you for Participating
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Student Survey — Inclusive Practices Study

The school district is doing a study about what schools are doing to help students learn.
We would like to ask you to take a short survey that has questions about how you feel
about school. Your opinions are very important and will help us know what you think

about your school.

Your answers will be kept secret and no one at your school, even your teacher, will be

able to see them when you are finished with the survey.

Your parents have said that it is ok for us to ask you if you would like to participate in
the study. It is up to you whether or not you decide to take the survey or answer all the
questions. If you don’t want to do the survey, just tell your teacher. No one will be upset
with you if you decide not to participate.

Do you have any questions?

If you want to answer the survey questions, we are going to begin now.

¢ Thank you for helping us out today! ¢

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

1. What is your name? Please write your first and last name.

2. Who is your teacher? Please circle your teacher’s name.

Mrs. O'Farrell Mrs. Wright-Clancy Mr. Quinn
Ms. Muhammad Ms. Stites Mrs. Soto
Mr. Martin Ms. Hutchinson Ms. Daffan
Mr. Grundy Ms. Simpson
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Observation Protocol for the CCSD

Inclusive Practices Study

Before Arriving at School
Call the office and make sure that the teacher you plan to observe is present in the

classroom that day.

Upon Arrival at School

Check in with the office manager and sign the visitor log. If the principal or assistant
principal is available, stop by and advise them of your visit (will know in advance the
week of observations). Check with the front office to see if anyone is available to escort
you to the classroom. Be sure to ask your escort to identify the students you will be
observing if they know them. If not, try to find out from the classroom teacher.

Always follow all school rules and protocols. No exceptions.

Prior to the Observation

If students are occupied or if it is during a transition time when you enter the room,
introduce yourself to the teacher, reminding him/her that you are part of the Inclusive
Practices Study (they will be notified ahead of time that an observer may be present
during the week). Let the teacher know that you do not need anything special, you just

want to quietly observe for about an hour. Make sure to ask if they have any questions.

If you enter during the middle of a class session, either quietly take a seat or, if
acknowledged by the teacher, briefly explain your presence, sit down, begin

observations, and wait until a break in the class to approach with more information.

Observation Time Structure (at minute mark)

« 0-5 minutes: Get settled and record the classroom checklist information.
« Coordinate with partner and turn on cue tape.

« 5-25 minutes: Target student observations

. 25-28 minutes: Break and transition to classroom observation

« 28-64 minutes: Classroom observation
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Things to Remember
. For partnered observations, please share a tape recorder so that there are no

problems with timing.

. Make every effort to be as least disruptive as possible. Minimize any talking or
movement during the observational period. You may want to bring a small pad of

scratch paper should you wish to write a note to your partner.

. Take a seating chart with you if available and make notes if appropriate to record

relevant events.
Classroom Checklist

Teacher: Date:

Observer:

Observation Partner:

Time Entering Class:

Time Leaving Class:

As you enter the room, before beginning timed observations, take a moment to assess
the classroom environment. Use the checklist below to indicate the presence (with a
checkmark V) or absence (leave blank) of these visible, static characteristics. Do not
use the checklist to describe elements of the classroom that are fluid: that is what the

timed observation is for.

Samples of student work displayed Curriculum standards clearly displayed

Essential questions/content objective

for the day posted on board Posters display cultural diversity

Information about, and mementos of, those
Agenda for day posted on board who spend time together in the classroom
displayed

Procedures/guidelines/class rules
displayed
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Behavioral Observation of Students in Schools (BOSS)

Child Observed: Academic Subject:

Date: Setting: _ ISW:TPsnt __ SmGp:TPsnt
Observer: ____ISW:TSmGp ___ LgGp:TPsnt

Time of Observation: Interval Length: Other:

Moment | 1 2 3 4 5* 6 7 8 9 (10" | 11| 12 | 13 | 14 | 15" | S P T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19 | 20* | 21 | 22 | 23 | 24 | 25* | 26 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30* | S P | T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 31 | 32 | 33 | 34 | 35* | 36 | 37 | 38 | 39 | 40" | 41 | 42 | 43 | 44 | 45" | S P | T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 46 | 47 | 48 | 49 | 50" | 51 | 52 | 63 | 54 | 65* | 56 | 57 | 58 | 59 | 60* | S P | T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M
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OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

61

62

63

64

65*

66

67 | 68 | 69 | 70* | 71 | 72

73

74 | 75" | S P | T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

76

77

78

79

80*

P T Target Student

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

OFT-P

*Peer Comparison

S AET
S PET

S OFT-M
S OFT-V

OFT-P

% AET
% PET

% OFT-M

% OFT-V

% OFT-P

Research & School Improvement

% OFT-P

Teacher
S TDI
% TDI

S AET
S PET

S OFT-V

SOFT-M____

% AET
% PET

% OFT-M

% OFT-V

Total Student
Intervals
Observed

Total Peer and Teacher Intervals Observed
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How | Feel About School Survey
Let’s practice a question together. Read Question #3 and then circle the answer that

best fits how you feel. Only circle 1 answer.

3. I like dogs.
A) Not at all true  B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

Let’s move on to the next questions. Follow along as | read, then click the ONE answer that best fits how
you feel.

4. | try hard to do well in school.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

5. | enjoy learning new things in class.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

6. When we work on something in class, | feel discouraged.
A) Notatalltrue B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

7. Inclass, | do just enough to get by.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

8. Class is fun.
A) Not at all true  B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

9. Inclass, | work as hard as | can.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

10. When I'm in class, | feel bad.
A) Notatalltrue  B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

11. When I'm in class, | listen very carefully.
A) Notatalltrue B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

12. When I'm in class, | feel worried.
A) Not at all true  B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

13. When we work on something in class, | get involved.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

14. When I'm in class, | think about other things.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

15. When we work on something in class, | feel interested.
A) Notatalltrue B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

16. Class is not all that fun for me.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

17. When I’'min class, | just act like I’'m working.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true

18. When I’'min class, | feel good.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true D) Very true
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Research & School Improvement

When I’'m in class, my mind wanders.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
When I’'m in class, | participate in class discussions.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true

When we work on something in class, | feel bored.
A) Notatalltrue  B) Not very true C) Sort of true

I don’t try very hard at school.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| pay attention in class.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| wish | were in a different school.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| feel like a real part of this school.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
I am proud of belonging to this school.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| can really be myself in this school.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
Sometimes | feel as if | don’t belong here.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
If | decide to learn something hard, | can.
A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| can’t get good grades, even if | want to.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
I can do well in school if | want to.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| can’t stop myself from doing poorly in school.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| can get good grades if | want to.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true
| can’t do well in school, even if | want to.

A) Not at all true B) Not very true C) Sort of true

\ v

’\r Good Job! Thank you so much for answering the questions!

January 6, 2009

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true

D) Very true
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Classroom Quality — Observed Indicators of Inclusive Activities (CQ-OIIA)

Students pulled out of class:

Number of students and/or

Names

Reason for pullout if

known

Time out Time in

General Coding

Use the following coding structure to denote the presence (with a checkmark V) or

absence (leave blank) of a behavior.

Remember — you are recording what happens during the observation period. For

example, you will record everything that happens during the first observation period,

second observation period (2 minutes each), etc., NOT what happens only when you

hear “1”.

Special Codes for Classroom Observation

. Students off-task — this is the only code with a slightly different protocol. Record your

estimate of the number of students off-task at the moment when you hear the prompt

“1”, etc.

o 0 = no students off-task

o 1 =less than 25% of students off-task

0 2 =25-50% of students off-task

o 3 =50-75% of students off-task

0 4 =75-100% of students off-task

Research & School Improvement
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Note subject/topic changes above the observation
period

—_
N
-
=N
-
N
-
=N
-

ObservationPeriod | 1 |2 |3 | 4[5 |6 |7 |89

Students off-task (use codes)

Teacher activities — Teacher...

Presentation of learning material is multi-
modal (i.e. auditory, visual,

Encourages student exploration of ideas
(e.g. open-ended questions, reframe ideas,

“Shuts down” student exploration of ideas
(e.g. ignores student, provides overly
‘Lesson links knowledge to meaningful,real- | | | | | | || [ [ [ [ | | | |
world contexts

Teacher interactions with students — Teacher...

Intervenes calmly to address disruptive
behavior

Does not allow time for child to respond

Student Work Environment

Classroom climate is positive and

Prescribed and rigid environment
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Field Notes/Narrative (use as needed before, during, after observations)

Behavioral Observation of Students in Schools (BOSS)

Child Observed:

Date:

Observer:

Time of Observation:

Academic Subject:

Setting: _ ISW:TPsnt _ SmGp:TPsnt
__ISW:TSmGp __ LgGp:TPsnt

Interval Length: Other:

Moment | 1 2 3 4 5*

10| 11 | 12 | 13 | 14 | 15 | S P T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19 | 20*

21

22

23

24 | 25" | 26 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30* | S P | T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 31 | 32 | 33 | 34 | 35"

36

37

38

30 [ 40" | 41 | 42 |43 | 44 |45 | S | P | T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M
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OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

46

47

48

49

50* | 51

52

53

54

55* | 56

57

58

59 [ 60" | S | P

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

61

62

63

64

65* | 66

67

68

69

70* | 71

72

73

74 | 75* | S P

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

76

77

78

79

80* | S

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

*Peer Comparison

S AET
S PET

OFT-P

% OFT-P

% AET
% PET

Research & School Improvement
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Target Student
S AET

S PET

S OFT-M

SOFTV_

Teacher
S TDI
% TDI

% AET
% PET

% OFT-M

% OFT-V

Total Student
Intervals
Observed

Page 105 of 108






S OFT-M % OFT-M
S OFT-V % OFT-V
OFT-P % OFT-P

Total Peer and Teacher Intervals Observed
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Behavioral Observation of Students in Schools (BOSS)

Child Observed: Academic Subject:

Setting: _ ISW:TPsnt __ SmGp:TPsnt
____ISW:TSmGp ___ LgGp:TPsnt

Other:

Date:
Observer:
Time of Observation: Interval Length:

Moment | 1 2 3 4 5* 6 7 8 9 (10" | 11 | 12 | 13 | 14 | 15* | S P T

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19 | 20* | 21 | 22 | 23 | 24 | 25* | 26 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30* | S P

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 31 | 32 | 33 | 34 | 35* | 36 | 37 | 38 | 39 | 40* | 41 | 42 | 43 | 44 | 45 | S P

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment | 46 | 47 | 48 | 49 | 50* | 51 | 52 | 63 | 54 | 55* | 56 | 57 | 58 | 569 | 60* | S | P

AET

PET
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Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

61

62

63 | 64 | 65*

70* | 71

74 | 75* | S

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

Moment

76

77

78 | 79 | 80*

AET

PET

Partial

OFT-M

OFT-V

OFT-P

TDI

OFT-P

*Peer Comparison

S AET
S PET
S OFT-M
S OFT-V
OFT-P

% AET

% PET

% OFT-M
%OFT-V
% OFT-P

% OFT-P

Teacher
S TDI
% TDI

Total Peer and Teacher Intervals Observed

Target Student
S AET

S PET

S OFT-M

SOFTV_

% AET
% PET

% OFT-M

% OFT-V

Total Student
Intervals
Observed

From Academic Skills Problems Workbook (rev. ed.) by Edward S. Shapiro. Copyright 2004 by The Guilford Press.

Research & School Improvement

January 6, 2009

Page 108 of 108







Inclusive

School CCSD s

Practices CLARK COUNTY
Longitudinal | schoor pistricT

Study

Brett D. Campbell, Ph.D.

Coordinator llI 2009-2010
Department of Research Year Three

Division of Assessment, Accountability, Research, and School Improvement





Page |2

Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMIMAIY ittt ettt et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeesesasasasasasasssasasasasasasssssnnsnnsnnnnnsenenen 3
Y= o VYo P URPPRNE 6
o [ u o] o T 1 ) £ PTTPTRRTPPRPIIN 6
DAt@ SOUICES .ttt sttt e s e s e e e s e r e e s e e e s e e e s e e sareee s e nrees 7
TRACKHET SUIVEY ...iiiiiii ittt ettt e e e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e sea b et teeeeeeeeasssaaeeaaeeesansssaaeeesesansnseenneaeen sernees 7
TEACKHET INTEIVIEWS ...ttt ettt e et e e bt e e sabe e sabe e e beeesneeesabeeeneeesaneesnreesas 7
RESUIES .ttt ittt ettt e e et e e ettt e e sttt e e e et e e e e s ateeeesabeeee e et e eeeeataee e e bt aeeeaabaeeeeanteeeeabee sntaeeeerteeeeataeeeanne 7
SUIT Y i iiiiiii ettt e e e e e aaa e aaataa bt bt bttt bt b et ettt bbbt b tataabe teaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 7
SEUAENT DULCOMES. ..ttt ettt e s bt sbe e s bt e s bt sae e s st e st e et e s b e e b e e b e enbeenbeesbeesanenanenas 7
1Yol g Lo ToT BT U o] o o o 250 USSR 11
TEACKHET INEEIVIEWS ...ttt ettt ettt e et e s bt e e st e e be e e s abeesabeesabeeeaneeesabeesnreeen eas 12
BENEFIES ettt s e e s b e e e sh bt e s be e e re e e ree e ee s neeennreens 12
CollaboratioN/PlanNiNG. .....cccueeciieieeieecieecte ettt b e et eebe e be e be e beesbeesbaestsesabesabeeabesabeeabeenreensens 14
(6fe] 0ol [V o T3 F T PSPPSR U PP P UPRPRPP 16
T g o] [ Tor= 1 4 o) o -3 19

[T g YL =) o o [ P P PP PSP SR PPRPOPI 19
REFEIENCES ...ttt et et s e st e e bt e bt e e s bt e s bt e e e be e e sateesabeeesaeeesabeesabeeeanee seesaneeesareesans 20
AN o] 01T e | NSRRI 22
SPECIal EQUCAtION SUIVEY ..uuviiiiiiii ettt sttt e ettt e e e et e e e st e e e sbteeeesnbaeeesntaeeesnsteeessnseeeesnes 22
Special Education INterview QUESTIONS........cciiciiei ettt e e e et e e e ette e e s etae e e seateeeesbaaeesensaeeesans 27
Yo 01T o [ = 2R UURN 28
Achievement SCOre OULCOMES OVEF TIME....cccuiiiiieriieiiee ettt s e e st e s e sr e sreeesmreesreeeanes 29

Y = d o To o IO U UTP PRI USPRPP 29

R ST U PSP 30
2L T 1 o= OSSR 30
DISCUSSION . c.etiiiiiiiii ittt bbb e s ae e s s et e s s b e e e s ra s 33

December 2010, Research Department, AARSI, CCSD





Page |3

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Clark County School District (CCSD) Student Support Services Division (SSSD) created the
Inclusive School Practices (ISP) initiative six years ago to support student-centered schools. SSSD
responded to recent research demonstrating poor outcomes for high frequency disability students in
resource rooms (Jenkins, 2005). The ISP initiative supported inclusive classrooms by emphasizing
collaborative relationships between teachers and differentiated instructional practices to improve
student outcomes among low achieving students.

Inclusive school practices include the use of collaborative teaching models, differentiated
teaching strategies, instructional materials, student work, and student-centered scheduling. These
practices have been associated with improved student social skills, (Vaughn & Klinger, 1998) and gains in
reading (Bear & Proctor, 1990; Wilson & Michaels, 2006), mathematics (Calhoun & Fuchs, 2003), science
(Lundeen & Lundeen, 1993), and social studies achievement (Patricia & Lamb, 1994). Within the ISP
initiative, SSSD provides professional development and other resources to support inclusive classroom
practices.

In 2007, SSSD approached the Research Department requesting an evaluation of the ISP
initiative. A three-year study documented how schools implemented inclusive school practices. This
report reflects the third year of this investigation. The focus of this report relates to the roles and
interactions of special education teachers at ISP schools. The data collection methods consisted of an
online survey and face-to-face interviews. More than 400 CCSD special education teachers from 148 ISP
elementary and middle school sites participated in the survey or interviews.

PRINCIPLE FINDINGS
Inclusion vs. Resource Room
Special education teachers reported that they associate the ISP initiative with
e |ess time on behavior management;
e significant gains in student self-esteem, motivation ,and emotional development;
e gains in academic skills and knowledge;
e greater student independence;
e greater sense of belonging among students with disabilities;
e enhanced focus for students with disabilities;
e positive support from their administrators;
e meeting student IEP goals between the general and special education teachers; and

e greater outcomes than in a resource room.

December 2010, Research Department, AARSI, CCSD
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Instructional Strategies

The most common inclusive classroom strategies reported include

small group instruction as the most frequent instructional approach;
flexible grouping as a consistent characteristic of small group instruction;
frequent use of differentiated materials including student work;
differentiated grading of assignments; and

fifty percent of teachers reported having input into student schedules.

Weaknesses

Special education teachers reported

communication between general and special education teachers was inconsistent;

issues of “turf” between general and special education teachers occurred in select schools;
insufficient time available for collaborative planning (About 50% of teachers surveyed reported
having a common preparatory time);

general education teachers would benefit from additional support from site administrators;
This support would be site specific according to the needs of each school; and

general education teachers were uncomfortable with meeting the needs of students with IEPs.

Recommendations

General and special education teachers would benefit from ongoing professional development.
Many believe an annual refresher course would be beneficial.

Interviewed teachers suggested increased networked support from peers to share ideas and
strategies.

Clear lines of communication between general education teacher, special education teacher,
and administration are necessary.

Collaborative planning time needs to be a consistent part of the weekly schedule.
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The goal of inclusive classroom practices is to improve student outcomes through special
education services provided in the general education classroom instead of pulling the child out into a
resource room. The special education teacher provides instruction and accommodations alongside the
general education teacher. Benefits to the special education student include: exposure to grade-level
material (Campbell, 2009), improved social skills (Cole & Meyer, 1991; McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998;
Weiner & Tardif, 2004), increased motivation (Campbell, 2009), and academic achievement (Lindsay,
2007; Walther-Thomas, 1997).

General and special education teachers have reported that the inclusive classroom produces
many benefits. Avramidis and Norwich (2002) reported that special education teachers are generally
favorable toward inclusion. General education teachers were more open to students with physical
disabilities than students with cognitive disabilities. General education teachers with more experience
were more resistant to inclusion. If general education teachers believed the disability was innate, these
teachers were less likely to differentiate instruction. Teacher attitudes altered through experience with
disabled students and professional development workshops. Adequate administrative support also led
to attitudes that are more favorable. General education teachers were more open to inclusion for
students with mild disabilities than students with more complex disabilities.

In Scruggs and Mastropieri (2007) synthesis of qualitative research, both the general and special
education teachers generally perceived co-teaching as positive. However, a number of caveats have
been identified including: the teachers in the team need to have compatible beliefs or approaches to
teaching, issues of “turf” need to be defused early, and administrative support is crucial. Dedicated
planning time was an important aspect for the teaching team. Another study reported 40 minutes in a
week of dedicated planning time was insufficient (Leatherman, 2007). Teachers reported needing
additional training in special education, support from administrators, participation in decisions about
the inclusive classroom, and positive experiences in the inclusive classroom.

Positive attitudes toward inclusion may be undermined by teachers’ negative perceptions of
themselves lacking competence in special education teaching, supports or professional development to
develop skills, and low administrator support (Larrivee & Cook, 2001; Lindsay, 2007). In a recent review
of inclusive practices literature, McGregor and Vogelsberg (1998) suggested that teacher attitudes
toward inclusion vary depending on the types of support received in their general education classes.
Teachers with supportive administrators reported greater access to collaborative planning time and in-
class supports (Burstein, Sears, Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna, 2004; McGregor & Volgelsberg, 1998; Villa,

Thousand, Nevin, & Liston, 2005). They also reported feeling more efficacious and competent in
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teaching students with disabilities (Minke, Bear, Deemer, & Griffin, 1996). Other suggestions included
visiting teacher observations and peer coaching to expose teachers to inclusive practices (Howes, Booth,
Dyson, & Frankham, 2005). Further, collaborative teachers (one general and one special education
teacher) implemented inclusive strategies more consistently when adequate collaboration,
communication, and cooperation among teachers occurred (Minke et al., 1996).

Special education teachers face many challenges when moving from a resource classroom to an
inclusion room. The most documented is perceived territorial threats (Daam, Beirne-Smith, & Latham,
2001; Smith & Leonard, 2005), or “turf wars” (Tomlinson, Brimijoin, & Navarez, 2008) by the general
education teacher. Other reasons include conflicting personalities between co-teachers, lack of
planning time, and limited time in the classroom by the special education teacher (Daam, Beirne-Smith,
& Latham, 2001). McLeskey and Waldron (2000) report the loss of personal definition of a teacher with
the loss of the resource room and “my” students. McLesky and Waldron also identify an increase in
special education teacher responsibilities.

Researchers identified several positive student outcomes of inclusive classroom practices; yet,
other researchers found a number of issues in implementing these practices. Such drawbacks
warranted an examination of special education teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and practices towards the
ISP initiative. The goal of this study was to identify the ISP special education teacher perspective and
document their experiences. To obtain an accurate perspective of the special education teacher, the
research team utilized a combination of survey and interview measures. The purpose of the survey was
to document common perceptions and experiences. Interviews investigated teacher responses in
greater depth. The benefit of the interviews was to catalogue successful collaborations and
instructional strategies, while also identifying weaknesses in ISP schools that may possibly require
additional support.

METHOD
Participants

Special education teachers from 148 elementary and middle schools received an invitation to
complete an online survey about the ISP initiative. In all, 402 special education teachers received an
invitation. The average (mean) number of years teaching as a special educator was 11.0 years. These
teachers taught for CCSD for an average (mean) of 8.6 years. The average (mean) number of years
teaching at their current school was 4.0 years and teaching at an ISP school was 3.8 years.

After initial review of the survey results, the research team extended invitations for special

education teacher interviews. Thirty-seven teachers volunteered. Nine teachers worked in middle
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schools, one in a high school, and twenty-seven teachers worked in elementary schools. Two of the
elementary school teachers worked in special education kindergarten programs. According to the
interviews, 37.0% reported using small group instruction and centers as the main inclusive instructional
strategy. One Teach and One Assist was reported by 18.5%, and 7.4% of special education teachers
reported One Teach and One Observe. Another 14.8% reported co-teaching.

Data Sources

Teacher Survey. Special education teacher survey administration began in December 2009 and
ended in January 2010. Teachers received invitations to participate in the survey through the district e-
mail system, InterAct. The e-mail invitation included a hyperlink that led to a web-based (Zoomerang)
survey. Appendix A contains a copy of the survey items. Of the special education teachers contacted,
246, or 61.2% completed the online survey. This was a sufficient amount to assume a representative
sample.

Teacher Interviews. The research team created a semi-structured interview protocol to answer
inconclusive responses to the survey. The purpose of the interview was to garner details about specific
aspects of being a special education teacher in an ISP school. Questions included what does inclusion
look like in your school, how is collaborative planning accomplished, and do students without disabilities
benefit from inclusion? Interviewers asked unstructured questions to encourage teachers to elaborate
upon a point they were making and to gain greater description of inclusive classroom practices in their
school. A copy of the original interview protocol items is included in Appendix A.

Thirty-nine special education teachers agreed to an interview. Teachers taught between pre-
kindergarten and twelfth grade. One teacher taught at a high school, nine were from middle schools
and the remaining 29 taught at elementary schools. Requests went out to ISP schools via e-mail and
telephone calls requesting special education teachers who would volunteer. The research team
scheduled interviews to occur at the teacher’s convenience, avoiding any disruptions to instructional
time. Most interviews occurred during teacher preparation time. Interviews took approximately 45
minutes.

RESULTS
Survey

Student Outcomes. Teachers had strong feelings about student outcomes in the inclusive

classroom. Survey items specific to special education student outcomes rated strongly and positively

included student self-esteem (68.7% positive), student motivation (80.5%), and emotional development
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(75.2%). However, teacher perspectives were less clear about gains made by special education students
in academic skills (52.0% positive) and gains (46.3% positive).

Figure 1. Perceptions of special education teachers about special education student
outcomes affected by participation in an inclusive classroom.
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Outcomes at the classroom level had strong positive opinions, specifically the promotion of
accepting student differences (85.4%), student independence (90.2%), sense of belonging (76.9%), and
student engagement (65.4%). Special education teachers identified behavior modification as a possible
distraction, whether implemented by the special education (51.5% agreeing not a distraction) or general
education teacher (52.4% agreeing not a distraction).

Figure2. Perceptions of special education teachers about general education student
outcomes affected by participation in an inclusive classroom.
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Surveyed teachers reported very favorable beliefs about special education students learning in
the general education classroom (95.6%), but special education teachers were less supportive of the
effectiveness of instruction in the general education classroom for special education students (27.8%
favorable). Sixty percent agreed that the general education teacher was meeting the academic needs of
the special education student.

Figure 3. Special education teachers’ perception of the success of inclusive classrooms.
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Perspectives about inclusive classroom strategies were favorable with special education
teachers reporting a frequent use of specific inclusive strategies including modified assignments (59.9%),
alternate materials (33.5%), flexible grouping patterns (52.4%), and differing grading criteria (44.9%)
occurring frequently or almost always. Individualized instruction was still occurring with high frequency
(53.3%). Checking for student understanding of directions also occurred with high regularity (71.8%).

Figure 4. The frequency of occurrence for specific inclusive classroom strategies.
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Special education teachers were less favorable about the comfort level of the general education

teacher instructing special education students (30.4% agreeing and 23.0% somewhat or strongly

agreeing). Changes to daily routines and protocols in the general education classroom were required

according to 49.8% of the special education teachers. Special education teachers voiced that general

education teachers were not comfortable implementing IEPs with 64.6% believing general education

teachers were uncomfortable.

Figure 5. Reported ease of working collaboratively in an inclusive classroom.
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Special education teachers reported communication with the general education teacher and

administrators somewhat favorable . Teacher input into student schedules was favorable with 29.5%

agreeing and 37.0% somewhat or strongly agreeing. Communication between the special and general

education teacher was positive with 28.6% agreeing and 39.7% somewhat or strongly agreeing.

Surveyed teachers reported inadequate time set aside for collaborative planning according to special

education teachers (71.7%). These teachers reported that common planning periods was infrequent

(30.4%).
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Figure 6. Perceptions of adequate support structures for inclusive classrooms.
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School Support. Special education teachers believed the administrators at their school provided

adequate support of the inclusive classrooms (70.9%). Almost 42% (41.7%) believed the general

education teachers have adequate support in their classrooms.

Figure 7. Perceptions of adequate administrative support for inclusive classrooms
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Special education teachers did not believe adequate training occurred to support inclusive

practices. Twenty-six percent of surveyed teachers agree adequate professional development has

occurred at their school, with 63.4% reporting teachers attending ISP workshops. This hesitancy also

applied to special education teacher perspectives toward the school’s preparation as an ISP school

(26.0% agree, 23.4% somewhat or strongly agree). Need for general education teacher ongoing
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professional development was strong with 92.5% agreeing more was needed. Special education
teachers reported that they also required additional professional development (88.1%).

Figure 8. Teacher perceptions of degree of preparation for inclusive classroom practices.

45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

B Strongly Disagree
B Somewhat Disagree

M Disagree

W Agree
B Somewhat Agree

W Strongly Agree

Teacher Interviews

Benefits. Replies to what strategies special education teachers found effective were grouped
into three themes: instruction, assessment, and peer collaboration. Sixty percent of teacher responses
related ISP instruction; most focused on instruction (see Table 1). The most common strategy was the
use of small groups (56.3%), followed by co-teaching (25.0%), and centers (18.8%). Co-teaching was
more common in the middle schools, while centers were more common in elementary schools. The use
of differentiated materials accounts for the other 36.0% of ISP instruction. The use of accommodations

to assessment accounted for 15.2 % of effective strategies. Peer collaboration accounted for only 9.1 %.

Table 1. Report of effective inclusive practices by
effectiveness.

ISP Strategy Percent reported

Assessment 15.2%

Peer Collaboration 9.1%

Instruction 75.7%
Presentation 64.0%
Materials 36.0%
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When interviewers asked special education teachers how students with disabilities benefit from
the Inclusive Schools Practices initiative, 38.7 % reported gains in social skills or socialization. Comments
included, “learn to see things from different viewpoints,” and, “learn how to live in the world.” Another
32.3% of comments reflected academic gains. Sense of belonging accounted for 9.7% of teacher
comments and self-esteem another 9.7%. Self-advocacy accounted for 6.5%. One middle school special
education teacher clearly summarized these results,

First of all, their behaviors decrease...They see other kids not acting up...better focus and

concentration because (they are) in a regular classroom. They go crazy in a resource room and

everyone has a different IEP. It works out better with inclusion; they are smartening up. Kids
are passing and they are doing the work.
A follow-up question to academic gains revealed more than half (55.6%) cited gains in mathematics,
33.3% cited gains in reading, and 14.3% identified gains in writing. More than one-third (35.7%) cited
gains seen in specific assessments, specifically, CRT scores, DIBELS and term finals. One teacher
identified consistent gains in test scores for the last three years. A second teacher reported, “Improved
in math and reading—kids have grown in years in just one year.” Growth in content was not consistent.

Even though more than half of the teachers identified gains in math, other surveyed teachers
believed their special education students struggled with math. Some teachers reported gains only in
math. A few teachers couched their comments by identifying individual student differences and
abilities. Overall 67.6% of special education teachers agreed that students made academic gains, but
gains were inconsistent in content area. Most agreement came from elementary school special
education teachers. Middle school teachers were more hesitant to agree that the special education
students achieved academic gains.

When asked if non-disabled students benefit from ISP, 81.8% of special education teachers
agreed that non-disabled students did benefit. Of these, 7.0% were not as decisive or clear about the
benefits. The research team identified three themes as benefits for non-disabled students: tolerance,
social skills, and academic gains. Of positive comments from interviewed teachers, 57.8% related to
increased tolerance among non-disabled students. Only 10.5% of the comments related to academic
gains. Gains in social skills accounted for 31.6% of the positive comments. Six percent of total
respondents reported no collaboration or collaborative planning occurring. One teacher reported
collaboration occurred, “when I’'m in there with the teachers...everyone is like ‘everything’s great,
everything’s fine..."””

When asked what changes in the general education classrooms they have observed, about one-

third (32.4%) identified changes. All changes observed were positive. These responses included better
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structure, differentiated instruction as a regular aspect of the classroom, a more tolerant classroom, and
“increased checks for understanding, more interaction, more modeling.” Thirteen percent (13.5%)
report no changes have occurred since participating in the ISP initiative.

Collaboration/Planning. Interviewers asked special education teachers how collaborative
planning occurred at their school. About one-third (34.7%) reported there was structured time set aside
for planning with teachers. Some teachers (23.5%) reported common preparatory periods. Some
referred to weekly and monthly meetings. One teacher reported meeting “every couple of months.”
One-half (50.0%) reported collaboration meetings were impromptu and brief. Many teachers (41.7%)
accomplished collaborations via email. Another one-third (33.3%) planned with co-teachers during
lunch and 25.0% reported planning before or after school, in between classes in the hallway or
restroom.

The biggest reported obstacle to collaboration was a lack of time. A few teachers explicitly
identified a lack of time, “Often it is a quick word at the starting or end of lesson, chance meeting in the
hall, lunchroom or restroom. If feels like it is always rushed and too short”. Another teacher reported
similar sentiments, “just squeeze in before, after school, kinda thing...” Many others communicated
insufficient time in the tone of their voice, by presenting schedules, and in the way, they squeeze
planning time in the hallway, during lunch, and via emails. Many teachers used multiple strategies to
communicate with fellow teachers.

Communication was another issue. Thirty percent of interviewees identified communication
issues between the special and general education teachers. A small fraction referred to communication
as a time or scheduling issue. Most responses reflected personal philosophies of teaching. Two special
education teachers admitted they personally did not believe inclusion is an effective strategy for
students with IEPs. One teacher spoke frankly, “It’s very important to them, you know, to our
administration...l just kind of take my kids, maybe a couple of others, in the great room and work
specifically on whatever we need to work on”.

Most special education teachers focused on the general education teachers and their
perceptions of the inclusive classroom. One middle school teacher discussed the lack of flexibility and
the lack of accommodations or strategies. In describing how well inclusion was working in the math
classes, she contrasts that with the English classes in which she collaborates.

In most of my classes, like my two English classes, the co-teacher does her thing. | walk around.
I help the kids...I mean, my kids next year cannot survive in the CC class if we have the same
teacher teaching them next year for seventh grade. So that class, | literally teach my own group.
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Some general education teachers were defensive. Another middle school teacher discussed how one
general education teacher had a mentality of “us and them”,

Have to let the teacher know you are on their side...The teacher wants to teach. They feel

threatened in the beginning. Why are you coming into my classroom? | go in to help...If they

want to teach, then they can teach. They do not want anyone in the way...They are in control
and | am there to help...I do not feel like I’'m teaching fifty percent of the time.
This special education teacher admitted his approach to inclusion was primarily consultative, though
there were general education teachers who would ask him to teach. When asked about an example, he
discussed how one teacher was not feeling well and he taught. The general education teacher sat at his
or her desk and helped those students who approached them. A different rationale provided was the
perception that the Inclusive Schools Practices were a passing fad.

I’d say maybe a couple of years ago, there were teachers that did inclusion but were negative

about it even though they’ve been exposed to some classes. In their mind, they thought

inclusion was going away and we were going to go back to pull out. And again, that’s someone
that was really traditional.

Many special education teachers identified flexibility as a requisite characteristic in inclusive
classrooms. Teachers at schools who discussed how successful ISP was at their school talked about how
flexible the team was. There was a team mindset. These teachers spoke with excitement and discussed
growth in specific students or assessments. Teachers who discussed the lack of flexibility in general
education teachers were visibly frustrated with inclusion. As noted previously, one strategy was not to
teach in the classroom; rather pull students out. One elementary teacher discussed the small number of
teachers that “bought into” ISP at her school. She was working well with first and third grade teachers,
but interactions with other teachers were strained.

| can absolutely guarantee it’s getting harder, and | can absolutely say the only reason they do it
is because we work well together. I've had them both say that, if it wasn’t for me, they wouldn’t
do it (inclusion). There are teachers here that refuse to do it. Absolutely (there is low buy-in at
this school), | know that my intermediate fourth and fifth, that none of the teachers want to do
it again...I think overall no one wants to do it. | think a lot of it is because of test scores; a lot of
people are freaked out by test scores, and freaked out by behaviors. | think they don’t know
how to work with kids with disabilities...it's overwhelming for someone who doesn’t understand
it. | think either they get it or they don’t.

Many special education teachers interviewed saw more professional development opportunities as a

solution.
Professional Development. When asked if there was sufficient professional development

opportunities for inclusive classroom practices, two-thirds of respondents (66.7%) replied there were
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not enough. Another 12.5% thought the professional development available needs revision. The
remaining 20.8% replied there was sufficient professional development available. Almost 30% (29.2%)
admitted to attending a district sponsored ISP workshop. Two special education teachers (8.3%)
reported not having attended any ISP workshops. A common suggestion was to offer a refresher course
at the beginning of the school year. Another common suggestion was to set up regular roundtable
discussions to present different strategies or ideas. One specific suggestion was for examples of
collaborative lesson plans. “What a lesson plan should look like for two teachers, how two teachers can
teach together?”

Several special education teachers specified that professional development workshops target
general education teachers. Several teachers identified there is resistance to attending such workshops.
Reasons for not attending were a lack of time and motivation. The lack of motivation may stem a lack of
awareness. One special education teacher was not aware of district sponsored professional
development opportunities. Another two explicitly reported they were not interested in attended ISP
workshops.

Several teachers discussed the internal professional development that occurs within their
school. Twenty percent (20.8%) reported participating in school level professional development in-
services. Several referred to working with instructional assistants, others referred to regular meetings
and in-services they have or plan on leading. Two special education teachers referred to workshops
conducted by CCSD individuals at the school. One teacher reported inclusive professional development
was occurring monthly at her school.

When asked what support the District should provide more than half of the responses (56.7%)
identified additional professional development. Specific comments referred to on-going or annual
refresher courses. One teacher identified that she was not part of the original ISP school team, but
joined the collaboration later. Because she was not part of the original team, she missed workshops the
other teachers had attended. Twenty percent reported a need for additional staff.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of special education teachers in the
inclusive classroom. Special education teachers participated in surveys and interviews. Previous
research identified a number of concerns related to inclusive classroom practices including both co-
teachers having a similar philosophy (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007), avoiding turf battles (Tomlinson,

Bimijoin & Lavarez, 2008), the need for administrative support (Larrivee & Cook, 2001; Leatherman,
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2007), and establishing shared planning time (Daam, Beinne-Smith, & Latham, 2001). This study
identified similar issues. Some positive aspects were identified also.

Inclusive classrooms were more favored over “resource rooms” by special education teachers.
These teachers reported small group interaction as the instructional approach, followed by One Teach
and One Assist and co-teaching. During classroom observations conducted in the previous year, One
Teach and One Assist was the most common instructional approach documented with small group
instruction and co-teaching occurring with very little frequency. This incongruity between teacher
report and observation bears further investigation.

Special education teachers had highly favorable perspectives toward student outcomes except
in academic gains. Interview data provided additional details including identifying less time spent on
classroom management and having observed greater concentration in students with IEPs. These
teachers supported the general education teachers’ ability to expose grade-level content to students
with disabilities. They did not believe general education teachers were effectively teaching special
education students.

Surveyed teachers reported individualized instruction and flexible grouping as the most
common student strategies. This report aligns with the interview data collected. Special education
teachers reported frequent use of modified assignments, grading, and materials; however, the
observation data from the second year study did not corroborate teacher reports. These teachers
reported individual modifications occurred frequently or very frequently, while classroom observers
reported seeing this occurring about ten percent of the time.

Previous literature identifies communication between collaborative teachers as a critical
component of the inclusion classroom (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007). Special education teachers
reported communications with co-teachers as generally positive and comfortable. These teachers did
suggest more flexibility is required in the classroom. The interview data suggested communication was
occurring in brief, random spurts, and emails.

Another issue from the literature includes “turf” battles (Tomlinson, Bimijoin & Lavarez, 2008).
Fights over territory were not born out in the survey, which reported equanimity between the general
and special education teachers. Interviews identified that “turf” was a particular issue in some schools.
For special education teachers protecting their turf referred to feelings of protecting and teaching
special education students. When discussing “turf” with special education teachers, they identified the

general education classroom and routines as the domain of the general education teachers. Several
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teachers perceived themselves as guests or aides in certain classrooms, and collaborators and co-
teachers in other classrooms.

Special education teaches’ perceptions about collaborative planning time were negative. In the
interviews, teachers replied that there was insufficient time in their schedules to collaborate with the
general education teachers. Approximately half of the teachers surveyed reported having a common
planning period, but only a few interviewed teachers reported having common planning periods. This
difference may be a sampling artifact.

Special education teachers were very positive about having supportive administrators in both
the survey and interviews. One-half of the teachers surveyed reported providing input into special
education students’ schedules. These teachers advocated that general education teachers require
additional support from administrators. The most common form of support reported was professional
development.

One issue not discussed in previous research has been a consistent finding in this three-year
evaluation. CCSD ISP elementary schools have struggled in staffing a continuum of student needs. This
issue first appeared in initial discussions with principals at the onset of this three-year study. Meeting a
wide variety of needs reappeared in special education teacher interviews. Special education teachers
across the board discussed this problem, either in trying to meet the wide needs of a diverse population,
or in not having to meet diverse needs in the current year or at a particular school. Special education
teachers expressed worry about meeting the needs of all students who are below average without
sufficient support. Highly demanding student populations have detracted from inclusion without
sufficient resources or support.

Surveyed teachers reported both special and general education teachers attended inclusion
professional development. Interview data clarified that this occurred at the beginning stages of
inclusion at the school and may have been several years ago. Less than half of these teachers visited
other ISP schools. While special education teachers believed they could benefit from additional
professional development, they were more adamant that general education teachers required more
professional development opportunities. One suggestion that occurred consistently from the teacher
interviews was that there was an annual workshop or conference for inclusion. A modification of this
recommendation may be a support network for ISP teachers perhaps online or an InterAct conference.

Special education teachers reported the major strengths of the ISP initiative include supportive
administrators and positive student outcomes. The most vital weaknesses included the lack of

structured planning and communication time, and professional development. The immediate
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implication may be to focus on helping ISP teachers communicate and identifying structured
collaborative planning time.
Implications

This study continues to document the various positive student outcomes. Special education
teachers enjoy working with students without IEPs, and work alongside general education teachers. The
ISP initiative is a positive initiative according to the perceptions and reports of these special education
teachers; however, some schools require additional support, though many teachers would appreciate
extra support.

Special education teachers report that professional development for teachers new to the ISP
initiative is critical. On-going professional development is also important. One idea that has received
much support is networking among co-teachers either online or as regular face-to-face meetings. ISP
has an online conference on Interact as part of the ISP initiative. The conference may need better
promotion or encouragement to participate. Related, many teachers who responded to the survey have
not visited other ISP schools. Visits can be another means of sharing ideas and inclusive classroom
practices. The underlying theme appears to be that ISP teachers need contact with other ISP teachers.
This may be including sharing ideas and strategies, and bolstering morale among teachers in similar
circumstances.

Limitations

The greatest limitation of this study is in focusing on only one-half of a co-teaching team. In
focusing only on special education teachers, this study ignores the perspective of the general education
teacher. The role of general education teachers has been limited to classroom observations. Parent
perspectives, principal perspectives, and now, special education teacher perspectives have been
documented. Students and co-teachers observations in the classroom have been obtained. The
research team has not documented general education teacher philosophies, and changes in
instructional strategies and classroom routines. To obtain the clearest picture of the ISP initiative,

general education teacher perspectives are necessary.
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Special Education Survey

1.

For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A.
B.

Most special education students make an adequate attempt to complete their assignments.
Inclusive classroom practices offer mixed group interaction that fosters understanding and
acceptance of differences among students.

Increased freedom in a general education classroom creates too much confusion for the special
education student.

The presence of special education students has not promoted acceptance of differences on the

part of students without disabilities.

For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A.

The special education student develops academic skills more rapidly in a general classroom than
in a resource classroom.

Inclusion of the special education student in a general education classroom does not promote
his or her social independence.

The special education student is not socially isolated in the general education classroom.

Most special education students do not feel a sense of belonging in general classes.

The self-esteem of special education students improves when placed full time in a general

education classroom.

For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A.

Special education students lose the stigma of being “dumb”, “different”, or “failures”, when
they are placed full time in a general education classroom.

When special education students are placed full time in general education classes, they spend
most of their time just sitting, not actively engaged.

Achievement levels of general education students’ increase with special education students
placed full time in the general education classroom.

Inclusive classroom practices improve special education student motivation.
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4. For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),

Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A. Inclusion of special education students requires significant changes in general education
classroom procedures.

B. General education teachers have the instructional skills necessary to work with special
education students.

C. General education teachers have received sufficient training to teach special education
students.

D. General education teachers cannot meet the academic needs of special education students

currently in their classrooms.

5. Forthe following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).
A. General education teachers are uncomfortable implementing individualized education plans
(IEPs).
B. General education teachers spend too much time on the behavior management problems of
special education students.
C. Special education teachers spend too much time on the behavior management problems of

special education students.

6. Forthe following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),

Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A. Special education students should be given every opportunity to function in the general
education classroom where possible.

B. Teaching special education students is more effective by special education rather than general
education classroom teachers.

C. Isolation in a resource classroom has a beneficial effect on the social and emotional
development of the special education student.

D. Including special education students full time in a general education classroom has a negative

effect on the emotional development of the students with disabilities.

7. Forthe following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).
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Effective special education for students with diverse learning needs can be delivered solely
within general education classes.

Bringing special education services into general education classrooms causes serious difficulties
in determining “who is in charge” between the two co-teachers.

General education teachers feel comfortable team teaching content with special education
personnel.

Special and general education teachers should collaborate on all students’ learning problems.

8. Forthe following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A.
B.

Special education students have a basic right to receive their education in a general classroom.
The general education classroom with special education consultant services is the most effective
practice to educate students with diverse learning needs.

General education teachers have the necessary support and assistance to implement inclusion.
The special education teacher can best meet the instructional needs of students with IEPs in a

resource room environment.

9. How often do the following inclusive classroom practices occur in your school?
Very Rarely (1), Rarely (2), Seldom (3), Occasionally (4), Frequently (5), or Almost Always (6)

A.
B.
C
D
E.
F.

Assignments are adapted according to student needs.

Students at our school use alternate materials.

Co-teaching teams in our school use flexible grouping patterns.
Co-teaching teams provide individualized instruction.

Co-teaching teams use different grading criteria based on student needs.

Students at our school are monitored for understanding of directions.

10. For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),
Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A
B.
c
D

E.

There is adequate planning time with the general education teachers.

Administrators at this school provide adequate support for inclusive classroom practices.
Special education teachers provide input into student schedules.

General and special education teachers have common planning periods.

There is authentic communication between special and general education teachers.
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11. For the following items select Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Disagree (3), Agree (4),

Somewhat Agree (5), or Strongly Agree (6).

A. Inclusion of special education students in a general education classroom necessitates ongoing
professional development for general education teachers.

B. Inclusion of special education students in a general education classroom necessitates ongoing
professional development for special education teachers.

C. | have visited other schools who participate in the Inclusive School Practices initiative.

D. The teachers in this school have attended professional development workshops related to
collaborative teaching models.

E. The teachers in this school are prepared adequately for inclusive classroom practices.

12. Including this year, how many years have you worked within the Clark County School District?
13. Including this year, how many years have you been a Special Education teacher?
14. Including this year, how many years have you taught Special Education at this school?

15. Including this year, how many years have you taught at an ISP school?
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SPECIAL EDUCATION INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. What does the special education program look like at your school?

2. What does inclusion look like at your school? (e.g. full inclusion, one inclusion teacher) How
many of your students have pullout minutes?

3. What does inclusion look like in one of your classrooms? (co-teaching, two separate groups,
small group instruction, one teach/one assist) Which model is the most productive?

4. How have students with disabilities benefited from inclusion?

5. Do you believe the achievement levels of special education students improve in the general
education classroom? How much growth?

6. What inclusion strategies are the most effective at your school (e.g. differentiated instruction,
differentiated homework)?

7. Under what circumstances do special education students excel in the general education
classroom (push in) orin a “resource room” (pullout)?

8. Do students without disabilities benefit from inclusion? If so, how?

9. How have general education teachers and students reacted to disruptive behavior by special
education students? Please elaborate?

10. How many tracks or grade level teachers have inclusive/collaborative consultative classroom
(CC) students? Do special education teachers have enough time to effectively teach all

students?

11. What inclusion professional development have the teachers at this school attended (1) at the
district level, (2) at the school?

12. What specific support from the district is needed in the inclusive classroom?

13. Do teachers have sufficient personnel support in the classroom?

14. How effective are paraprofessionals/aides in the inclusive classroom?

15. How is collaborative planning accomplished and how often?

16. How have routines/procedures in the general education classroom changed since becoming
inclusive?
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ACHIEVEMENT SCORE OUTCOMES OVER TIME

The expected outcome from the ISP initiative is improvement in skills and knowledge among
students with IEPs. The common metric for measure of such knowledge has been standardized test
scores, in this case CRT scores. Previous analyses of CRT scores associated with the ISP initiative have
been simple, one shot comparisons. In the first year, three first year ISP elementary schools were
compared to three non-ISP schools. Comparisons were made at the grade level. From the first year,
fifth grade students from the ISP schools had higher mathematics and science CRT scores, but third
grade students from non-ISP schools had higher reading scores.

In the second year analysis was extended to the entire district for elementary and middle school
students. Schools were divided by ISP participation and Title | status. For the elementary schools, ISP
school students had lower scores in reading than the non-ISP school students; however, Title | school
ISP school students had higher CRT reading scores than non-ISP Title | school students. Non-ISP school
students did better in math, except for Title | schools were ISP Title | students were comparable to non-
ISP Title | students. Title | ISP elementary school students had higher science scores than Title | non-ISP
school students. For middle school students, non-Title | ISP students had higher test scores in reading,
mathematics, and science. For Title | students, non-ISP school students had higher test scores in reading
and mathematics.

The results of these previous evaluations allow one to suggest a more nuanced approach was
needed to identify the differences between students and schools of particular characteristics. The first
study looked at schools new to the ISP initiative. Examining schools better established in inclusive
classroom practices may provide a more representative picture. In this study, schools had to have
participated in the ISP initiative three or more years. The mean year involvement in the first year of the
ISP evaluation was 3.2 years. For the schools included in this study, mean year participation was 4.8
years. Schools were narrowed further to middle schools because of the consistency in approach to
inclusive school practices. In addition, measuring the difference between students with IEPs and
without IEPS was added in this study.

METHOD

Subjects. Middle school students were selected because middle schools have a similar approach
to inclusion across middle schools. Some special education teachers are assigned to a content area and
co-teach or consult with the content teachers. Other special education teachers are dedicated resource

or self-contained teachers. On the other hand, elementary schools use a diversity of strategies at
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implementing ISP. Compared to elementary schools the middle schools have a consistent approach to
ISP. Sixth graders in the 2007/2008 academic year were followed for three years.

Schools that joined ISP during the three years were excluded from the analysis. Students in
these schools would be both in control and treatment groups, if included. Therefore, schools in the
treatment group (ISP schools) had at least three years experience under the ISP initiative. This was used
as a proxy for fidelity to inclusion along with the parallel approach to inclusion across CCSD middle
schools. Seventeen schools were excluded, leaving 35 middle schools available for analysis. Forty
percent of the 35 schools were ISP schools and 60 percent were non-ISP schools. Because of low power
in the initial analyses (B = .32 - 1.00), the full data set was used instead of randomly selecting students
from the schools.

Procedure. A mixed model factorial design was used in this analysis. The within-group variable
was CRT scores from the 2007/2008, 2008/2009, 2009/2010 academic years. There were three between
group variables, ISP participation (ISP school vs. non-ISP school), Title | status (Title | school vs. non-Title |
school), and student IEP status (IEP student vs. non-IEP student). Title | status has been shown
previously to have an effect on how the ISP initiative has been approached (Campbell, 2009). In this
case, Title | status was treated as a potentially confounding variable. IEP student status was used to
examine differences between students with IEP in the general education classroom and low-achieving
students without receiving IEP support who received assistance from both teachers. Students in
resource classes or self-contained classrooms were not identified or removed. It is assumed that an
equal number of resource and self-contained students occur in both the ISP and non-ISP schools.

RESULTS

Reading. A mixed model analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze CRT reading scores.
The interaction for all four variables was not significant (F 5, 27762) = 1.79, p = .17). Two significant
interactions included the CRT reading scores over time and the ISP variable. The first significant
interaction was between CRT reading scores, ISP status and Title | status (F (2, 27762) = 3.71, p = .03, partial
nz =.0002). The second interaction was between CRT reading scores, ISP status and IEP status (F (3, 27762
=7.98, p =.001, partial n2 =.0004). The interaction between CRT reading scores, Title | status and IEP
status was not significant (F (5, 27762) = 2.51, p = .08).

Several statistically significant interactions between the within-group variable (CRT reading
scores) and one between group variable occurred. One was between reading scores and Title | status
(F (2,27762) = 6.81, p = .001, partial nz =.001). Another significant interaction was between CRT reading

scores and IEP status (F (3, 27762) = 123.04, p <.001, partial nz =.09). The interaction between CRT reading
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scores and ISP status was not significant (F (2, 27762) = .77, n.s). The only interaction between two

between-group variables that was significant was between Title | status and ISP status (F (1, 27762) = 6.19, p

.01, partial n° = .0004).

There was a significant main effect for CRT reading scores (F 3, 138s1) = 723.31, p < .001, partial n2

.05), meaning students in 2008 (M = 251.71) had significantly lower scores than they did in 2009 and
2010. There was no difference in CRT reading scores between 2009 (M = 285.47) and 2010 (M =
285.58). There were also main effects for Title | status (F (1, 13881y = 55.11, p < .001, partial nz =.004).
Title | students (M = 264.30) scored 19.91 points on average less than students not in Title | schools (M =
284.21). There was a main effect also for IEP status (F (1, 138s1) = 1313.88, p < .001, partial nz =.09),
students with IEPs (M = 225.64) scored on average 97.22 points less than students without IEPs (M =
322.86). There was no main effect for ISP status (F (1, 138s1) = .08, n.s).

Figure 1. Comparison of CRT Reading scores over three years by ISP and Title 1
designation.
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Tukey’s HSD was used in examining the interaction between the within-group variable, CRT
reading scores, and two of the between-group variables. For the interaction between CRT reading
scores, Title | status, and ISP status, all mean comparisons were significant except between the 2009
CRT reading scores and 2010 CRT reading scores for non-Title | schools who did not participate in the ISP
initiative. Title | ISP schools made significant gains on the Title | non-ISP schools with Title | ISP schools
having a mean difference of 8.64 points in the first year (2008) and reducing that mean difference to
3.14 points in the third year (2010). The difference between school classifications in the third year was

statistically significant.
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For the interaction between CRT reading scores, ISP status and IEP status, only one mean
difference was not statistically significant in the post hoc analysis. There were no significant gains
between the first and second year in reading scores for non-ISP |EP students and ISP |IEP students in the
second year (2009). The ISP IEP students dropped in the third year, but the difference was not as great.
The mean difference between the two groups of IEP students in the first year was 8.84 points, while in
the third year the mean difference was only 1.25 points.

Figure 2. Comparison of CRT Reading scores across three years for IEP students by ISP

designation.
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Mathematics. A mixed model analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze CRT math
scores. The interaction for all four variables was not significant (F (5, 27755) = .04, n.s). Only one significant
interaction included the CRT scores over time and ISP status. The significant interaction was between
CRT math scores, ISP status and Title | schools (F (3, 277s5) = 7.20, p = .001, partial n2= .001). The
interaction between CRT math scores, ISP status and IEP status was not significant (F (3, 277ss) = 2.16, p =
.12). The interaction between CRT math scores, Title | status and |IEP status was statistically significant
(F (2, 27758) = 4.13, p = .02, partial n’= .0003).

Several statistically significant interactions between middle school CRT math scores and one
between group variable occurred. One was between CRT math scores and Title | status (F (3, 27755) = 4.42,
p = .01, partial nz =.0003). Another significant interaction was between CFT math scores and IEP status
(F (2, 27758) = 296.42, p <.001, partial n2 =.02). The interaction between math scores and ISP status was
not significant (F (3, 27755y = .77, n.s). The only interaction between two between-group variables that was

significant was between Title | status and ISP status (F (1, 277s5) = 13.24, p < .001, partial n’ =.001).
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There was a significant main effect for the three years of CRT math scores (F (3, 2775y = 378.20, p <
.001, partial n> = .03). Students made significant gains between 2008 (M = 263.72) and 2009 (M =
272.32), but CRT math scores dropped between 2009 and 2010 (M = 238.89) when the students entered
eighth grade. There were also a main effect for Title 1 status (F (1, 13879) = 38.80, p < .001, partial nz =
.003). Students at Title | schools (M = 248.45) scored on average 19.72 points below non-Title | school
students (M = 268.17). There a main effect for IEP status (F (4, 13s79) = 1050.68, p < .001, partial nz =.07);
IEP students (M = 207.02) scored 102.58 points, as a group, below students who did not have IEPs (M =
309.60). There was no main effect ISP status (F (1, 13879) = 1.12, n.s).

Figure 3. Comparison of CRT Mathematics scores across three years by ISP and Title |

designation.
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Post hoc analysis using Tukey’s HSD identified significant differences across the three years and
between all groups for the interaction between CRT math scores, Title | status and ISP status. There was
a significant decrease across all groups between the second (2009) and third years (2010). Non-Title |
ISP schools had the highest scores for the first two years and the biggest drop in math scores in the third
year. Title | ISP schools had the least gains between the first and second year and the smallest drop in
the third year.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this analysis was to follow established ISP schools over three years. The goal
was to compare ISP middle schools to non-ISP middle schools across three years. The results can be
interpreted as support for ISP in specific populations of students in reading. The mathematics scores do

not provide any evidence supportive of the ISP initiative. The first population that benefits from the ISP
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initiative is Title | schools involved in the ISP initiative. ISP students in both Title | and non-Title |
schools had significant gains over students who did not participate in the ISP initiative. There was less
growth for the non-Title | non-ISP schools in the final year than the other three types of schools: non-
Title | ISP schools, Title | ISP schools, and Title | non-ISP schools. Students in the Title I ISP schools made
the most gains across the three years.

While a smaller population, students with IEPs associated with the ISP initiative made gains in
reading. These gains occurred as growth over time. IEP students who scored significantly lower in the
first year (2008) from ISP schools caught up with IEP students from non-ISP schools in the second year
(2009). ISP school students who did not have IEPs had high CRT reading scores. ISP students without
IEPs had significantly higher reading scores across the three years than any other group of students.
The last point to be made is that there was a significant drop in scores between the second and third

year for non-1EP students; however, IEP students continued to make significant gains during that period.
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