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This report is the third analysis of state reports conducted by NCEO to determine what types of
information are provided on students with disabilities in state education reports. Previous analyses
had shown that few states (11 in the first analysis and 13 states in the second analysis) reported
test-based results for students with disabilities. For this analysis, we collected 170 reports between
March 1999 and August 1999 from state accountability offices and state special education offices.

Despite IDEA requirements for public reporting of assessment participation and performance
data from students with disabilities, we found that only 14 states included participation data and
only 17 states included performance data for students with disabilities in state assessments.
Participation levels varied from 33% to 97% of students with disabilities. Performance levels
also varied widely, with the differences between rates of students meeting state standards for
students with disabilities and all students ranging from 20% to 50%. States are now required to
“make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same
detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children the following information...the
performance results” of students with disabilities on regular and alternate assessments (34 CFR
300.139). There were increases in the reporting of performance data for students with disabili-
ties, but not to the extent that might be expected given the timelines in IDEA 97. More than
two-thirds of the documents that did nor include data on students with disabilities did include
data on regular education student performance. Only eight states reported data on students with
disabilities for the first time in this analysis. Furthermore, there were some unexpected report-
ing changes; three states that reported data on students with disabilities in previous years did
not report data this time.

We present several recommendations as a result of our findings. At minimum, states should
document that they recognize the need to report data on students with disabilities, and indicate
why they have not yet done so and how they are moving toward meeting the IDEA require-
ments. The ways in which data are presented should be considered carefully so that unintended
consequences do not result simply because of the way data are presented. Finally, states should
be thorough in reporting—clearly accounting for the number of students actually participating
in assessments and represented in every score that is presented.
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When the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was reauthorized in 1997,
educational reform in special education was initiated at many levels. The law now requires
educational results for students receiving special education services to be public information,
just as they are for students without disabilities. IDEA 97 requires states to define performance
goals and indicators for themselves, and one of the indicators must be the performance of students
with disabilities on assessments. States must include all students with disabilities in their
assessments, either in the regular assessment (with accommodations when appropriate), or in
an alternate assessment. These requirements recognize that when students with disabilities are
excluded from state assessments, an inaccurate picture of how students are performing may
result (Thurlow, House, Boys, Scott, & Ysseldyke, 2000; Zlatos, 1994). The law also requires
that the performance of students with disabilities on these measures be reported in the same
detail and with the same frequency as the performance of other students is reported.

For the past three years now, the National Center on Educational Outcomes has been examining
state reporting on the performance and participation of students with disabilities in statewide
assessments. Due to the recent push for educational accountability for all students, including
students with disabilities, it continues to be critical that we track the nature of, and changes in,
state reporting practices, especially since very limited data are currently available on the results
of education for these students (Thurlow, Langenfeld, Nelson, Shin & Coleman, 1998; Ysseldyke,
Thurlow, Langenfeld, Nelson, Teelucksingh & Seyfarth, 1998).

Historically, states were far from meeting the current requirements. In our first study on state
reporting practices, which examined state accountability reports that were collected between
Fall 1995 and Spring 1997, we found that only 11 states included test-based outcome data on
students with disabilities (Thurlow et al., 1998). However, a larger number of states (N=30)
included process indicators for students with disabilities (e.g., enrollment, attendance) in the
same reports. Recommendations for good state reporting practices were provided in this report,
and many of these are reflected in provisions and regulations of IDEA 97 (e.g., performance
data on students with disabilities should be publicly reported as often as data on regular education
students).

Our second examination of state reporting practices did not reveal major improvements in either
the number of states reporting on students with disabilities or the nature of the data provided.
Only 13 states included test based outcome data on students with disabilities. Even fewer states
(N=12) provided data on the participation of students with disabilities in assessments. Once
again, a larger number of states (N=38) included educational process data on students with
disabilities. These data that had been required for federal reporting prior to IDEA 97 include
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graduation and exit data, enrollment data, dropout rates, and time spent in various settings
(Ysseldyke et al., 1998).

In 1998, we found that 50-80% of students with disabilities were reported to be participating in
statewide assessments. Performance data indicated generally lower performance of students
with disabilities compared to other students. For example, on state assessments of reading, the
differences in passing rates between all students and students with disabilities ranged from 30
to 50 percentage points. It is difficult to analyze and interpret these results because of the limited
number of states that reported performance and participation data on students with disabilities.
However, it is important to continue to examine how students with disabilities are performing
and participating in statewide assessments (Ysseldyke et al., 1998).

A survey of state directors of special education (Thompson & Thurlow, 1999) revealed that 23
states were able to provide data on the participation of students with disabilities. Yet, all states
except five (four of which had not responded to the item) indicated that they disaggregated data
on students with disabilities. The one state that indicated it did not disaggregate data was a state
that had no statewide assessment.

The goal of our third study of state reports is to continue to track state reporting practices on the
performance and participation of students with disabilities in statewide assessments. With the
IDEA amendments now in force, states are federally required to report on the performance and
participation of students with disabilities. At the time these reports were gathered, near the end
of 1999, we would have expected that nearly all states would be reporting on the performance
and participation of students with disabilities.

Method

Data were gathered from public educational accountability documents identified in the annual
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) state accountability survey entitled State
Education Accountability and Indicator Reports: Status of Reports across the States 1998
(CCSSO, 1998). Even when a state document appeared to contain old data (1995-96 school
year data), we included it in our analysis as long as it was listed in the 1998 state accountability
survey.

The contact person for each state listed in the CCSSO state accountability survey was always
contacted first. These contact persons were usually in various state offices (Assessment,
Accountability, Reporting and/or Special Education departments). From these contacts, we
requested the documents listed by CCSSO. We were careful to also inquire about any other
publications that contained any data on students with disabilities, especially disaggregated
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performance data. Many times we were referred to the Directors of Special Education or other
knowledgeable individuals within the state special education departments for further information
on reports produced on students with disabilities. We also mailed a request for reports with a
copy of the previous published NCEO Technical Report 22 (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Langenfeld,
Nelson, Teelucksingh, & Seyfarth, 1998) to each state assessment director and director of special
education, with the intention that this would increase the chances that we received all published
data available.

Timeline of Data Collection. Data were gathered between March 1999 and August 1999. Though
most reports were obtained by the end of June, many reports were downloaded off the Internet
throughout the summer months. We asked for any documents published between March 1998
and March 1999, yet received a few that came after these established dates. The difficulty in
collecting accountability reports is that state departments publish various documents at various
points of the year. All attempts were made to include the most recent data available unless the
most recent data on students with disabilities did not have the same kind of data as that provided
for other students. This only occurred once. For example, New York publishes several reports at
various times of the year and newer data (1997-98 test data sent to us in August, 1999) which
was included in the 1999 VESID Pocketbook (University of the State of New York, New York
State Education Department, & Office of Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals
with Disabilities, 1999) did not provide comparison test data for all students or general education
students for the Regents Competency Exams.

Inclusion Criteria of Data Analyzed. For this analysis, any published document or report that
provided an author and publisher (state department) was considered to be public data that could
be obtained. Internet information was considered published, public data accessible by the general
population. We did not include regular education data that included scores of students with
disabilities when disaggregated scores of students with disabilities were not found elsewhere in
the documents. Data from special studies, grants, or projects were not included if these data
were not regularly collected and publicly reported. Only state level information was included in
the results (e.g., no district or school level data on students with disabilities). Data were analyzed
for grades K-12, excluding any preschool or postschool data.

NCEO did receive from five states some data on students with disabilities that appeared not to
be published (no publisher or authors); these appeared to be internal data reports not accessible
by the general public. These were not included in the current analysis. These documents were
generally database sheets or results produced by the testing company. See Table 1 for a listing
of unpublished documents that did contain disaggregated data on students with disabilities, but
were not included in this study.
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Table 1. Unpublished Documents that Contained Performance Data on Students with Disabilities

State Document Name
Alabama High School Basic Skills Exit Exam, 2nd Ed.
Stanford Achievement Test State Summary
Florida FL Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) 1998
1998 FL Writing Assessment
Georgia GA High School Graduation Tests, Spring 1998
Missouri Assessment Program Results for Students with an IEP, Spring 1998
North Dakota ND 1998 Research Results for Statewide CTBS/5 (TerraNova Testing)

Analysis of Data. For this analysis, we reviewed 170 public documents (see Appendix A).
Each report was searched thoroughly for data on students with disabilities. A two page
accountability report checklist was completed for each document on the educational results and
process indicators for all students, noting carefully any disaggregated data on students with
disabilities. This checklist is reproduced in Appendix B.

The data were coded according to the NCEO framework (Ysseldyke, Krentz, Elliott, Thurlow,
Erickson, & Moore, 1998). This comprehensive framework, initially created by hundreds of
nationally-representative stakeholders, includes both academic and nonacademic domains, and
encompasses more than just participation data. The vast majority of data collected fell into only
two categories: (1) Educational Results for Systems and Individuals, and (2) Educational
Processes, specifically Student-Oriented Domains.

Data from three domains were collected in the area of Educational Results: Academic and
Functional Literacy, Personal and Social Well-Being, and Satisfaction. Most of the data included
information on Academic and Functional Literacy. Test score data included in the area of
Academic and Functional Literacy were of primary interest to us, and thus were subjected to
additional analysis.

Data from two domains were collected in the area of Educational Processes: Participation and
Family Involvement. Most of the data reported by states in these areas are included in the
Twentieth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (U.S. Department of Education, 1998), including enrollment, placement, exit
data, and personnel and financial data. These data are not included in our analysis; however, we
do mention when these data were included in public accountability reports, since data in these
state reports are more widely available to the general public than the Report to Congress.
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Cautions in Interpretation of the Data Analysis. Though every effort was made to gather
current data, states gather and report data at different times throughout the year, and may be
reporting data a year or two behind the actual date that data were collected. Therefore, it cannot
be assumed that the data included here are taken from the same school year. States also use
various tests, rubrics, and standards to judge performance. Data provided in the achievement
data tables reflect a comparison between all students and students with disabilities if available;
otherwise, the comparison groups are noted (e.g., Not Disabled, Regular Education students).
As in our previous report, some data in state reports continue to be difficult to interpret because
they do not include glossary or summary information, the percentages of students with disabilities
tested, or other information that is needed to accurately interpret the data.

The data presented here are intended to be a general overview of the performance of students
with disabilities, and should be interpreted with caution. Comparisons between states on the
performance and participation of students with disabilities are not appropriate since measures
and participation rates for students with disabilities vary greatly from one state to the next.

R R
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Of the 165 reports that were analyzed from 50 states, a total of 91 reports (41 states) included
data on students with disabilities in the domains of student-oriented process or academic and
functional literacy. Of the 74 reports that did not include data on students with disabilities, over
50 included performance data on regular education students. Nine states did not have any
information on students with disabilities other than financial data. Because states often produce
multiple reports with varying levels of information (e.g., individual school, school district,
region, and state) (see Thurlow et al., 1998; Ysseldyke, Thurlow et al., 1998), we opted to
analyze all data in terms of state performance (e.g., number of states reporting on test scores or
number of students participating in testing).

A listing of all reviewed documents is provided in Appendix A. In it is an accompanying legend
that identifies for each state document the type of data available on students with disabilities. A
summary of which states report data on educational results and processes is provided in Table
2. As indicated in the Educational Results column, the most frequent domain for which data
were presented was Academic and Functional Literacy. Only three states included other areas
(Kansas had Personal and Social Well-Being data; New York and Vermont had Satisfaction
data on vocational and special education services as well as Academic and Functional Literacy).
In the Process area, most states reported on the enrollment of students with disabilities.
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Table 2. Overall Summary of Data Gathered on Students with Disabilities

State Educational Educational | State Educational Educational
Results Processes Results Processes
Alabama Nebraska P
Alaska p? Nevada AFL P*
Arizona New AFL P*
Hampshire
Arkansas New Jersey P>
California New Mexico P
Colorado New York AFL; S° P*
Connecticut AFL pP* North Carolina AFL p*
Delaware AFL P* North Dakota P
Florida P Ohio p
Georgia P Oklahoma P
Hawaii P Oregon P
Idaho P Pennsylvania P
IHinois Rhode Island AFL P
Indiana P South Carolina AFL p*
lowa P South Dakota AFL p
Kansas PSWP P Tennessee P
Kentucky P Texas AFL P
Louisiana P Utah P
Maine p Vermont AFL; S° p*
Maryland AFL P Virginia AFL P~
Massachusetts AFL P> Washington
Michigan West Virginia AFL P~
Minnesota AFL P* Wisconsin
Mississippi AFL P Wyoming P
Missouri P District of P
Columbia
Montana P

aAK only reports exemption data for students coded both Special Education and LEP.

bKS reports on violent acts against students and teachers by students with disabilities.
°NY reports on consumer satisfaction with VESID services by staff, students with disabilities, and parents in the
1997 Quality Assurance Survey.
9T administers student surveys to special education seniors, which covers satisfaction with their education.

*These states reported participation in large-scale assessments (N=14 states).

** AFL - Academic and Functional Literacy; PSW - Personal and Social Well-Being; S - Satisfaction; P -

Participation.

Educational Results

Of the 41 states that provided some data beyond financial data on students with disabilities, 17
states disaggregated performance data for students with disabilities in the area of Academic and
Functional Literacy (Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia).
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The 17 states provided information on how students with disabilities performed on statewide
assessments. A handful of states included information in their state accountability documents
on how students with disabilities are performing over time and whether there is improvement
or progress in performance from year to year.

Two states reported on other domains of results for students with disabilities. Kansas, the only
state to report on the area of Personal and Social Well-Being, cited the number of violent acts
committed by students with disabilities against other students and teachers. New York reported
data in the domain of Satisfaction: the results of a Consumer Satisfaction Survey on vocational
rehabilitation services provided to special education students. Vermont administered student
surveys to special education seniors that addressed student satisfaction with their education.

For the 17 states that presented information on statewide assessments, the most frequently
reported content areas (see Table 3) were: reading (17 states) and math (17 states). Eleven states
reported science data, ten reported writing data, and only six reported social studies data. Sixteen
states reported on students with disabilities in three or more content areas (Connecticut, Delaware,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia).

According to Guy, Shin, Lee and Thurlow (1999), 20 states had a high stakes graduation exit
exam in 1998. All of these states reported graduation exam results for regular education students,
but only 35% of the 20 states (7 states) reported these results for students with disabilities
(Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, New York, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia).

Only a handful of states presented any other types of data in the domain of Academic and
Functional Literacy. New York and Texas provided extensive data on students with disabilities
in the area of Academic and Functional Literacy. These two states have state assessments in
place, a graduation exam, and end-of-course assessments that include students with disabilities.
Furthermore, these states have other unique indicators in this domain. New York has an
Occupational Education Proficiency Exam, and Texas reports on the Texas Academic Skills
Program Test (TASP). The TASP is required for entry into Texas institutions of higher education.
These states also provided extensive achievement data on students with disabilities. Rhode
Island reported on the unique indicator of statewide performance on a Health exam.

State achievement test data of students with disabilities can be examined in different ways.
Because it is difficult to aggregate and analyze achievement data of states due to differences in
tests, standards, rubrics, the time of year given, content difficulty of tests, accommodations
given, exclusion of students, the grade the test was given, or the year the data were collected,
we decided to examine how students performed relative to standards set by the states. We used
the percentage of students above the passing score or other index of “adequate” performance.
These data are presented in Table 4.
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Table 3. Educational Results Summary

Academic & Functional Literacy
Assessment Data By Graduation | End-Of- Other Unigue
State Content Area Exam Course indicator(s)
Rdg/ So.
Lang. | Math | Writ. | Sci. | St.
CT v v v CAPT Interdisciplinary content
area
DE v v v
MD v v v v v v Citizenship
MA v v v
MN v v v v
MS v v v v
NV v v v Language
NH v v v v
NY v v v v v v v Performance on Occupational Ed.
Proficiency Exam; Post education
plans & outcomes; Enrollment in
higher education and
postsecondary programs;
Associate and B.A. degree
graduates; Job placements
NC v v v v v®
R v v v Health
SC v v v 4 v Cognitive Skills Assessment
Battery (1° grade readiness test)
SD v v v v Language, Environment,
(Rdg.) Listening, Using Information,
Thinking Skills
X v v v v v ve TAAS/TASP Equivalency Exams
VT v v v v Students no longer receiving
SpEd services
VA v v v Language
(Rdg.)
wyv v v v v Language, Spelling, Listening,
(Rdg.) Study Skills

a NY has end-of-course exams for Biology, Chemistry, English, Comprehensive Languages, Math, Global
Studies, U.S. History, and Government.

b North Carolina has end-of-course exams for Algebra |; Biology; Economic, Legal, & Politcial Systems; English I;
and U.S. History.
¢ Texas has end-of-course exams for Biology, Algebra, English li, and U.S. History.
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Table 4. State Achievement Test Data of Students with Disabilities (Passing State Criteria or
Percentile Rank Scores)

State, Test Criteria Achievement Testing
Grade, Used Used by Reading Math Writing Science Social Studies
Test States or
Year Authors | SWD | Al SWD All SWD All SWD All SWD All
CT |CT Mastery| At or above | SpEd SpEd SpEd | 56.4 No Assessments
Gr8 Test state goal | 32.2 | 64.2 | 19.7 52.7 | 28.1
1997-98
DE* DE Writing | At or above Reg
Gr8 Assess. | 2.0 scoring Ed
1997-98 rubric of 1-4 * 71.0 | 96.0
DE DTSP Percentile Reg Reg Assessment No assessments
Gr8 (SAT/9) rank (no Ed Ed |given, but only
1997-98 passing 16.0 | 59.0 | 16.0 53.0 | mean scores
indicator) reported
MD MSPAP Percent | SpEd | Reg | SpEd | Reg Ed|SpEd| Reg [ SpEd | Reg | SpEd| Reg
Gr8 satisfactory Ed Ed Ed Ed
1997-98 4.8 | 27.8 | 16.4 52.1 | 12.0 | 48.3 | 16.3 | 53.6 | 12.2 | 46.9
MD Funct. Percent | SpEd | Reg | SpEd Reg |SpEd| Reg Functional | SpEd| Reg
Gr9 Tests passing Ed Ed Ed assessment | Citz. Ed
1997-98 87.1 1988 70.7 86.7 | 69.4 | 92.6 62.9 | 86.5
MA MCAS Percent 15.0 | 55.0 6.0 31.0 No 6.0 28.0 No
Gr8 proficient assessment assessment
1997-98 and above
MN BST Percent | SpEd SpEd No assessments
Gr8 meeting H.S.| 27.0 | 68.0 | 29.0 71.0
1997-98 minimum
standard
MNP MCAs Percent at | SpEd SpEd SpEd No assessments
Grb or above 39.0 | 79.0 | 47.0 80.0 | 51.0 | 80.0
1997-98 Level Il
MS ITBS Percentile | 25.0 | 51.0 | 21.0 49.0 No assessments
Gr8 rank (no
1997-98 passing
indicator)
MS TAP Percentile | 16.0 | 42.0 | 20.0 43.0 No assessments
Gr9 rank (no
1997-98 passing
indicator)
MS FLE Percent Composite All Composite No assessments
1997-98 passing 45.1 90.8
NV Terra Nationa! IEP IEP No IEP No
Gr8 Nova |Percentile off 17.0 [ 52.0 | 15.0 47.0 assessment | 20.0 | 47.0 | assessment
1997-98 the Mean
NCE
NH NH Ed. Percent Dis. Non Dis. Non No Dis. Non | Dis. Non
Gr6 Assess. Basic or Dis. Dis. assessment Dis. Dis.
1997-98 above 14.0 | 63.0 | 14.0 51.0 7.0 | 29.0| 16.0 | 55.0
NCEO 9




Table 4. State Achievement Test Data of Students with Disabilities (Passing State Criteria or
Percentile Rank Scores) (continued)

State, Test Criteria Achievement Testing
Grade, Used Used by Reading Math Writing Science Social Studies
Test States or
Year Authors | SWD [ All SWD All SWD | All SWD All SWD All
NY PEP Above State| 46.6 | 82.0 | 73.5 93.0 No PEP Assessments in these subjects
Gr6 Reference
1996-97 Points
NY ¢ Regents Percent 58.2 | 74.0 | 42.6 56.0 | 67.7 | 78.0 | 45.8 | 59.0 | 39.2 | 51.0
Gro-12 Comp. Passing Glob.
1996-97 Tests Stud.
NY° Regents | Percent of [ Eng. | Eng. | Seq. Seq.
Exams Tested 51.4 | 80.6 | Math Math
1997-98 Scoring 65 47.6 69.0
or higher
NC End-of- Percent at Math & Math & Reading No assessments
Gr8 Grade or above |Reading (SWD) (Al
1996-97 Tests Level lll 21.0** 63.5
NC* End-of- [Percent Ator| Eng.| | Eng. 1| Alg. | Alg. | No Bio Bio | U.S. | US.
1996-97 | Course Above 15.8"*| 58.5 | 26.0 55.5 assessment | 22.0 57 Hist. | Hist.
Multiple — Level lll e ** 19.6 | 49.5
Choice **
Tests ELP | ELP
25.4 | 62.6
RI New Percent | SpEd SpEd Sp No assessments
(Gr8) Stand. | meeting the| Rdg. | Rdg. | Skills | Skills Ed
1997-98 | Refer. standard 8.0 | 38.0 | 20.0 51.0 | Writ. | Writ.
Exams Prob. | Prob. Eff. Eff.
Solv. | Solv. | 50.0 | 82.0
3.0 20.0
Rl RI Writing Percent Sp
(Gr8) Assess. Proficient Ed
1997-98 10.0 | 45.0
SC* BSAP Percent Dis. Dis. Dis. Dis. No assess.
(Gr8) meeting 265 | 68.4 | 29.0 | 65.0 | 38.7 | 78.7 | 13.2 | 44.4
1997-98 BSAP
standards
SC MAT/7 Percent in Dis. Dis. 48.0 Dis. No assessments
(Gr7) the 5110 99| 13.0 | 46.0 | 15.0 Lang | Lang
1997-98 percentile 18.0 | 54.0
SC CSAB % meeting Dis.
(GrK) readiness 59.7 81.2
1997-98 standard
10 NCEO



Table 4. State Achievement Test Data of Students with Disabilities (Passing State Criteria or
Percentile Rank Scores) (continued)

State, Test Criteria Achievement Testing
Grade, Used Used by Reading Math Writing Science Social Studies
Test States or
Year Authors | SWD All SWD All SwWD { Al SWD All SWD All
SD' SAT/9 Percent. IEP IEP Std IEP IEP IEP
(Gr 8) rank Std 33.0 Std Std Std
1998-99 26.0 | 64.0 IEP 69.0 | 15.0 | 57.0 44 74.0 37 70.0
IEP Acc. IEP IEP IEP
Acc. 26.0 Acc Acc Acc
21.0 IEP 10.0 35 33
IEP NS IEP NS IEP IEP
NS Acc. Acc. NS NS
Accom 24.0 12.0 Acc Acc
22.0 34 30
TX TAAS Percent Sp All Sp All Sp All Sp Not Sp Not
(Gr 8) passing Ed Ed Ed Ed |SpEd| Ed | SpEd
1997-98 45.0 | 81.0 | 39.0 79.0 | 36.0 | 79.0 | 47.0 | 84.0 | 30.0 | 69.0
TX End-of- % Met No passing Sp Not No Sp Not No passing
(Gr7-12) | Course minimum benchmarks Ed Sp assessment Ed Sp benchmarks
1997-98 | Exams expecta- yetfor Eng. Il | Alg.l Ed Bio. Ed [for U.S. History
tions Exam 8.0 39.0 39.0 | 80.0 Exam
VTse VT Percentator| IEP [NolIEP| IEP No IEP | IEP |NolEP No IEP No
(Gr 8) Assess. above 66.0 61 86 |IEPGr| Grb6 assessment
1997-98 Exams standard 19.0 24.0 42.0 6 36.0
12.0
VAP VA Percent Not Not Not No assessments
(Gr 8) Literacy passing SWD SWD SWD
1997-98 | Passport 23.0 | 48.0 | 31.4 50.4 | 21.6 | 49.8
Test
wyvi SAT/9 % in each SpEd Al
(Gr quartile 29.9 61.4
3-11)
1997-98

= DE does not identify which of its four point rubric comprises an adequate or “passing” on the Writing Assessment. For
purpose of display, we selected the 2.0 level as “passing.” Only the percentile rank is given for the SAT/9 portion of the

DTSP. DE does give standards-based scores including raw mean score, raw standard deviation, mean scale score, and
mean scale standard deviation.

®The authors selected % at or above Level il as “passing” for the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment results
because the report stated that those at “Level Il or above have demonstrated more than simple minimum competency”
(p. 29, Office of Educational Accountability, 1999).

° The authors selected 1996-97 RCT data for NY because data for all students were available as well. More current data
(1997-98) of the performance of SWD for the RCT were available, but no data were available for all students for the
same academic year (1997-98). 1997-98 data were available for both SWD and all students for the Regents Exams, and
thus, were included. Data were only included if comparisons could be made. Finally, results on SWD for the Regents

Preliminary Competency Tests were available, but not for all students; thus, these data were not included.

° NC provides disaggregated results by category of special education services for the math and reading end-of grade
and end-of-course tests. We have calculated the aggregate data for students with disabilities from information provided
in their state reports. ELP refers to Economic, Legal & Political Systems EOC test.

® The authors chose the 51 — 99 percentile range as the passing score. SC did not specify a passing criterion, but
presented the percentages by national quarters.

NCEO
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Table 4. State Achievement Test Data of Students with Disabilities (Passing State Criteria or
Percentile Rank Scores) (continued)

"sD provides disaggregated scores for students on an |EP who took the test under standard conditions (IEP
Std), standard accommodations (IEP Accom), and with nonstandard (NS) accommodations (IEP NC Accom) as

well as for students on a 504 plan who took the SAT/9 under the same three conditions.

VT provided bar graphs of the disaggregated results, and so we had to approximate the percentage passing.

" VAalso disaggregates results of the SAT/9 by category of students receiving special education services. Not
enough information is available to calculate overali scores for SWD in each content area. There is also nota
passing descriptor for the SAT/9.

' WV tests in these areas as well as SAT/9 Language, Spelling, Study Skills, and Listening areas. However, data

disaggregated for SWD are not given by content area, but for the average of all students with disabilities

(excluding gifted) tested under standard conditions in grades 3 — 11 on the total basic skills scores (does not
include SWD who take the test under nonstandard conditions). We chose the 51 — 99 percentile range as the

passing score. WV did not specify a passing criterion, but presented the percentages by quartiles.

LEGEND

Acronym Term

BSAP South Carolina's Basic Skills Assessment Program

BST Minnesota’s Basic Skills Test

Citz. Maryland’s Citizenship Functional Test

CRTs Criterion-referenced tests which are part of the LA Educational Assessment Program
CSAB South Carolina’s Cognitive Skills Assessment Battery (CSAB)
Dis. Students with an identified disability

DTSP Delaware Student Testing Program

Funct. Tests Maryland's Functional Tests

FLE Mississippi’s Functional Literacy Exam

IEP Students with an Individualized Education Program

ITBS lowa Test of Basic Skills

MAT/7 Metropolitan Achievement Test, Seventh Edition

MSPAP Maryland School Performance Assessment Program

MCAS Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System

MCAs Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments

NP of the NCE

National percentile of the normal curve equivalent

PEP

New York's Pupil Evaluation Program tests

Regents Comp.

New York's Regents Competency Tests

Tests

SpEd Special Education students

SAT/9 Stanford Achievement Test, 9" Edition

SWD Students with disabilities

TAAS Texas's Assessment of Academic Skills

TAP Mississippi's Tests of Achievement and Proficiency

Terra California Test of Basic Skills, 5th Edition (Achievement test)
Nova/CTSB
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Reading A chievement. Figures 1 and 2 depict the differences between percentages of all students
and students with disabilities meeting standards on criterion-referenced assessments in reading.
These figures are based on data in Table 4. As indicated, the performance of students with
disabilities was quite variable compared to all students’ performance. There were not only
differences across states, but also within states on different assessments (perhaps reflecting the
difficulty of each assessment). From the data reported, 5% to 87% of students with disabilities
tested are meeting reading standards (see Table 5). In fact, these divergent passing rates came
from different tests in the same state (Maryland). The differences in passing rates between all
students and students with disabilities ranged from 12 to 49 percentage points (see Figure 1).
Maryland and New York had the smallest gap (12 and 16 percentage points) in reading
performance on their functional or competency exams (Maryland’s Functional Tests and New
York’s Regents Competency Exams). In grade 8, the differences in the passing rates between all
students and students with disabilities in reading performance ranged from 23 to 47 percentage
points (see Table 5 and Figure 2).

As expected, when examining the reading differences between all students and students with
disabilities on norm-referenced tests (NRT) in Figure 3, the performance was not as variable.
Students with disabilities from the five states that presented NRT data performed between the
13" and 26™ percentile (see Table 5). The percentage differences in reading performance between
students with disabilities and all students spanned 26% to 43%. When looking at the same NRT
(SAT/9) reading assessment used by both Delaware and South Dakota (refer to Figure 3), the
difference in performance results may be a reflection of the method of reporting procedures.
South Dakota disaggregates scores by students with disabilities on an IEP taking the assessment
under standard conditions, those taking it with standard accommodations, and those taking it
with nonstandard accommodations. In Figure 3, we used the percentage of those on an IEP
taking the assessment under standard conditions since an aggregate score for all students with
disabilities tested was not given. Delaware, on the other hand, does not make that distinction,
and it is unclear who is included in their percentages (e.g., all students on an IEP using standard
and nonstandard accommodations, all students on an IEP tested under standard conditions or
using standard accommodations, or just students on an IEP testing under standard conditions).

Math A chievement. Performance in math was just as variable as performance in reading. From
all data reported, 3% to 74% of students with disabilities are meeting math standards. The
differences in passing rates of students with disabilities and all students ranged from 13 to 42
percentage points (see Table 6 and Figure 4). As detailed in Table 6 and visually depicted in
Figure 5, achievement differences on criterion-referenced exams in 8" grade between all students
and students with disabilities ranged from 19 (VA Literacy Passport Test) to 42 percentage
points (MN Basic Standards Test and NC End-of-Grade Test). Maryland and New York, again,
had the smallest achievement differences (e.g., 16 and 13 percentage points) between these two
groups of students.

NCEO 13



Figure 1. CRT Reading Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities
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Figure 2. CRT Reading Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities (Grade 8)
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Percentile Rank

Table 5. Reading Achievement Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities

State All Students with Difference
(%) Disabilities (%) (%)
CT (8) CMT 64 32 32
DE (8) DTSP (SAT/9) 59 16 43
MD (8) MSPAP 28 5 23
MD (9) Funct. Tests 99 87 12
MA (8) MCAS 55 15 40
MN (8) BST 68 27 41
MS (8) ITBS 51 25 26
NV (8) TerraNova 52 17 35
NH (6) NH Ed. Assess. 63 14 49
NY (6) PEP 82 47 35
NY Regents Compt. Tests 74 58 16
NY Regents Exam (English) 81 51 30
NC (8) End-of-Grade Tests 64 21 43
NC End-of-Course (English I) 59 16 42
RI (8) Eng. Lang. Arts/Reading 38 8 30
SC (8) BSAP 68 26 42
SC (7) MAT/7 46 13 33
SD (8) SAT/9 64 26" 38
TX (8) TAAS 81 45 36
VT (8) VT Assess. Exams 66 19 47
VA (8) VLPT 48 23 25

*Percentile given for students on an IEP who took the test under standard conditions.

Figure 3. NRT Reading Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities
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Percent Passing

Table 6. Math Achievement Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities

State All (%) Students with Difference
Disabilities (%) (%)
CT (8) CMT 53 20 33
DE (8) DTSP (SAT/9) 53 16 37
MD (8) MSPAP 52 16 36
MD (9) Funct. Tests 87 71 16
MA (8) MCAS 31 6 25
MN (8) BST 71 29 42
MS (8) ITBS 49 21 28
NV (8) TerraNova 47 15 32
NH (6) NH Ed. Assess. 51 14 37
NY (6) PEP 93 74 19
NY Regents Compt. Tests 56 43 13
NY Regents Exams (Seq. Math) 69 48 21
NC (8) End-of-Grade Tests 63 21 42
NC End-of-Course (Algebra |) 55 26 29
RI (8) Stand. Ref. Exams (Math Skills) 51 20 31
RI (8) Stand. Ref. Exams (Math Problem 20 3 17
Solving)
SC (8) BSAP 65 29 36
SC (7) MAT/7 48 15 33
SD (8) SAT/9 69 33" 386
TX (8) TAAS 79 39 40
TX End-of-Course (7-12) Algebra | 39 8 31
VT (8) VT Assess. Exams 61 24 37
VA (8) VLPT 50 31 19

*Percentile given for students on an IEP who took the test under standard conditions.

Figure 4. CRT Math Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities

100 - . S
90 + ke e
80 — e
70 ‘ P
60 ! . ! .
-+ T
5) _t s t . fe All
i [ I > :
! ‘ = SWD'
40 f = ¥ E —
30 1 e
20 - ] - -
10
0 ' =
(@] Z2 2 Z2 Z2 Z2 X3 18 v 4 4 < K
— % % J§> % < < < 00 ZT Z 0O X Xx 4>
CRCECECECECEE B R R ECECEECHC
- = = = O m>~ O w T Q
s O = 3 O
~ % T
State & Grade Test was Given

16 NCEO



Percent Passing

Figure 5. CRT Math Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities (Grade 8)
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Students with disabilities from the five states that presented NRT data performed between the
15" and 33" percentile (see Figure 6). The percentage differences between all students and
students with disabilities in math achievement were very small across these five states: 28% to
37%. Again, South Dakota’s passing percentages for the same SAT/9 math assessment as
compared to Delaware’s SAT/9 results appear to be much larger, but we used the percentage of
students on an IEP under standard conditions since there was no aggregate score for all students
with disabilities’ performance.

Writing Achievement. Writing performance achievement differences between students with
and without disabilities are similar to reading and math achievement. Looking across states and
grades, 10% to 69% of students with disabilities are passing state writing standards (see Table
7 and Figure 7). Narrowing the scope to 8" grade writing assessments, the differences in passing
rates of students with disabilities and all students ranged from 25 to 44 percentage points (see
Figure 8).

Science. There are fewer states reporting science achievement data; thus, these results are even
more limited than for reading, math, and writing. Looking across states and grades, approximately
6% (MA Comprehensive Assessment System) to 47% (Texas Assessment of Academic Skills)
of students with disabilities are meeting state science standards (see Table 8 and Figure 9). The
differences in passing rates between all students and students with disabilities ranged from 13
to 41 percentage points. Science performance differences between students with disabilities
and all students in 8" grade ranged from 22% to 38%, but this range only included four states’
results (see Figure 10).
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Percentile Rank

Figure 6. NRT Math Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities
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Table 7. Writing Achievement Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities

State All (%) Students with Difference
Disabilities (%) (%)
CT (8) CMT 56 28 28
DE (8) DE Writing Assessment 96 71 25
MD (8) MSPAP 48 12 36
MD (9) Funct. Tests 93 69 24
NY Regents Compt. Tests 78 68 10
Rl (8) Standard Reference Exams 82 50 32
R! (10) Writing Assess. 45 10 35
SC (8) BSAP 79 39 40
SC (7) MAT/7 Language 54 18 36
SD (8) SAT/9 Language 57 15 42
TX (8) TAAS 79 36 43
VT (8) Assess. Exams 86 42 44
VA (6) VLPT 50 22 28
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Percent Passing

Figure 7. CRT Writing Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities

100 - —

*

90 -

80 —

70 —

60 -

50

40 -

30

20 -

10 -

0~

(8) 12
(8) 3a

<
O

(6) AW
(9) vA

w —
O x
s ©

(8) LA

z
C

(LOY) AN
(oL) 1d

State & Grade Test was Given

Figure 8. CRT Writing Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities (Grade 8)
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Percent Passing

Table 8. NRT Science Achievement Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities

State All (%) Students with Difference
Disabilities (%) (%)
MD (8) MSPAP 54 16 38
MA (8) MCAS 28 6 22
NV (8) TerraNova 47 20 27
NH (6) NH Ed. Assess. 29 7 22
NY (9-12) RCT 59 46 13
NC (9-12) EOC 57 22 35
SC (8) BSAP 44 13 31
SD (8) SAT/9 74 44* 30
TX (8) TAAS 84 47 37
TX (8) EOC, Biology 80 39 41
VT (6) VT Assess. 36 12 24

*Percentile given for students on an IEP who took the test under standard conditions.

Figure 9. CRT Science Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities
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Figure 10. CRT Science Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities (Grade 8)

90 -

80 -

\,
o
|

D
o

[$)]
o

o
o

W
(]
-

Percent Passing

N
o

N
o

o

MD (8) MA (8)

SC (8)
State & Grade Test was Given

Social Studies. Fewer states report data on the social studies achievement. Looking across
states and grades, 12% to 63% of students with disabilities are passing state standards in social
studies (see Table 9). The differences in passing rates between all students and students with
disabilities ranged from 12 to 39 percentage points (see Figure 11). Although only three states
present the results of 8™ grade social studies assessments, the differences in passing rates ranged
from 35 to 39 percentage points (see Figure 12). These data should be interpreted cautiously.

Table 9. Social Studies Achievement Differences Between Students With and Without

Disabilities
All (%) Students with Difference
State Disabilities (%) (%)
MD (8) MSPAP 47 12 35
MD (9) Funct. Tests 87 63 24
NH (8) NH Ed. Assess. 55 16 39
NY {9-12) RCT, Global Studies 51 39 12
NC EOC, U.S. History 50 20 30
NC EOC, ELP 63 25 38
SD (8) SAT/9 70 37 33
TX (8) TAAS 69 30 39

*Percentile given for students on an IEP who took the test under standard conditions.

NCEO
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Figure 11. CRT Social Studies Differences Between Students With and Without Disabilities
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Figure 12. CRT Social Studies Achievement Differences Between Students With and Without
Disabilities (Grade 8)
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Educational Processes

In the area of Student-Oriented Domains, 41 states reported on students with disabilities (see
Table 2). Although this number is far greater than that for the area of Academic and Functional
Literacy, approximately 18 percent of states are not reporting in this area. In Table 10 we provide
a summary of educational process data, specifically Participation and Family Involvement data.
In the area of Participation, states reporting on such indicators as the number of students with
disabilities participating in large scale assessments, graduation or exit data, enrollment data,
dropout rates, or time spent in various settings are noted. There were no data to reflect the
domain Family Involvement in state reports.

Of those requirements that historically were mandated to be reported to the federal agency, the
majority of states (38) reported on the enrollment or attendance of students with disabilities,
making it the most common indicator reported for these students. Eight states (Connecticut,
Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, New York, Texas, Virginia) reported dropout data on
students with disabilities in their public reports. Graduation/exit data on students with disabilities
were reported by 9 states (Connecticut, Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New York,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia). Six states reported on students with disabilities’ time spent in various
settings (Connecticut, Maryland, New York, South Dakota, Texas, Utah). Six states (Kansas,
Maine, New York, North Carolina, Texas, Virginia) had unique indicators on students with
disabilities including:

e qnumber of violent acts committed;

* in-grade retention rates;

e declassification rates;

« provision of test modifications to credential recipients (various types of diplomas);
* participation in high school equivalency programs;

» absentee rates on the day of testing;

e accommodation use on assessments;

» advanced course completion;

 participation in recommended high school program;

* participation in paid and non-paid work experiences; and
* school-sponsored co-curricular participation.

Participation in state and district assessments is now required (by IDEA 97) to be publicly
reported. Fourteen states included these participation data in reporting on students with disabilities
(see Table 2 and Table 10). Five states reported on four or more indicators in the area of
Participation (Connecticut, Minnesota, New York, Texas, Virginia). Overall, only 28% of the
states reported on educational process indicators of Student-Oriented domains that they were
not required to report. Thus, little educational process data are reported on students with
disabilities that are not already federally mandated.
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Table 10. Educational Processes: Summary

Student Oriented Domains:

Participation / Family Involvement

State

Participation
in Large
Scale
Assessment

Graduation
Rates/Exit
Data

Enroll-
ment

Drop-Out
Rates

Time
Spent
in Various
Settings

Other
Unique
Participation
Indicators

Family
Involvement

Alabama

Alaska

/t

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

/**

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

NEAYRYRSRSAY

illinois

indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

/***

Mississippi

Missouri

/****

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

AN N

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

ANRNENENRNENENANANENRNANENENENENEN
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Table 10. Educational Processes: Summary (continued)

Student Oriented Domains: Participation / Family Involvement
Participation | Graduation Drop-Out Time Other Family
State in Large Rates/Exit | Enroll- Rates Spent Unique Involvement
Scale Data ment in Various | Participation
Assessment Settings Indicators
South Dakota v v
Tennessee v v
Texas v v v v e
Utah v v
Vermont v v
Virginia v v v f
Washington
West Virginia v
Wisconsin
Wyoming _ v
District of v
Columbia

*AK only reports exemption data for students coded Special Education and LEP.

**DE only reports % exempted from all or part of the DTSP, and % participating with accommodations on the DTSP.
*** KS and MN only report attendance data — no enroliment data.

**** MO reports the number of disabled workers in sheltered workshops.

a = # of violent acts committed by students with disabilities against students and teachers.

b = In-grade retention rates for elementary and secondary students with disabilities.

¢ = Declassification rates; provision of test modifications to credential recipients (various types of diplomas); participation in high
school equivalency programs; absentee rates on the day of testing.

d = #/% tested by modification on end-of-grade and end-of-course multiple-choice tests; # of exempt students also given for both EOC
and EOC tests.

e = Retention rates, % in Advanced courses; % in recommended high school program.

f = % who participated in paid or non-paid work experiences; school-sponsored co-curricular participation.

v Indicates states that included information on a student-oriented domain.

Table 11 identifies the various types of participation data on students with disabilities presented
by states. For individual state data, refer to Appendix C, a compilation of the participation data
available in state accountability reports. Data provided in this table include:

* Participation numbers or rates for all students (column 3).

* Participation numbers or rates for students with disabilities; rates presented are the number
of students with disabilities who took the test divided by the total number of students
with disabilities (column 4).

+ Participation numbers or rates; rates presented are the number of students with disabilities
who took the test divided by the total number of students (with and without disabilities)
who took the test (column 35).
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Table 11. Reported Test Participation Data of Students with Disabilities

State Test All SWD SWD Student SWD SWD Student
Student| Partic. | Partic. In| Coded | Excluded | Excluded | Enroll. In
Partic. In In Testing Both as or or Grade but
Testing | Testing | (No./% of| SWD and |[Exempted |Exempted not
(No./%) | (No./% Total LEP (No./% of | (No./% of | Tested:
of SWD)| Tested) | (No./% of SWD) Total Absent
All) Students)| (No./%)
Arkansas CAT/5 v v
Connecticut CMT v v v
Massachusetts |  MCAS v v
Minnesota MCA v v
BST v v
New Hampshire NH v v v
Assess.
Nevada Terra v v v
Nova
New Jersey EWT v v v
HSPT v v
New York PEP v v v v
RCT v
Regents v v
Occup. v v
Ed. Exam
North Carolina EOG v v v
EOC v v v
South Carolina | MAT/7 v v v
BSAP v v v
CSAB v v v
Texas TAAS v v v
EOQC v v
Vermont VT 4 v
Assess.
Virginia SAT/9 v v
VLPT v v
West Virginia SAT/9 v v v

+ Participation rates of students coded both as being students with disabilities and Limited
English Proficient; rates presented are the number of students with disabilities who are
also coded as Limited English Proficient who took the test divided by all students (column

6).

+ Exemption numbers or rates; rates presented are the number of students with disabilities
who were exempted divided by the total number of students with disabilities (column 7).

» Exemption numbers or rates; rates presented are the number of students with disabilities

exempted as special education students divided by the total number of students (with and
without disabilities) enrolled (column 8).
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+ Absentee rates; rates presented are the number of students with disabilities who were
enrolled in grade but not tested (assumed absent) (column 9).

Fourteen states provided some type of data on the test participation of students with disabilities
in statewide assessments (Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Vermont, Virginia,
West Virginia).

Five states (Massachusetts, New York, Texas, Vermont, West Virginia) provided participation
data as the number of students with disabilities who took the test, divided by the population of
all students wirh disabilities at the grade level being tested (refer to Appendix C). Six states
(Minnesota, Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia) provided just the
number of students with disabilities tested. Exemption data, giving the percentage of all students
with disabilities who were excluded from testing, were provided by three states (Connecticut,
New York, and Texas). Nevada, North Carolina and Vermont provided only the number of
students with disabilities excluded from testing. From the data available (using both participation
data in column 4 and exemption data in column 7), it appears that between 33% (NY Regents
Exam) and 97% (Vermont Assessment of English/Language Arts) of students with disabilities
are participating in testing in the 14 states that reported participation data. The variability of
participation rates could also be a function of the type of exam.

D i Scu S S i olgf R D R

With the assessment provisions of IDEA 97, researchers, educators, and parents expect to see
changes in reporting practices for students with disabilities. However, as this gathering of state
public educational accountability documents verifies, the changes are minimal. In general, more
reports are being produced, but fewer states are producing reports consistent with the requirements
of IDEA 97. States are expected to report on the participation and performance of students with
disabilities on statewide assessments as often as they report for regular education students. Yet,
as our analysis of reports indicates, more than two-thirds of the documents that did not include
data on students with disabilities, did provide performance data on regular education students.

Table 12 summarizes the information obtained from state reports in the area of educational
results. Although most of the data on students with disabilities is primarily process data (e.g.,
enrollment), approximately 34% of the states did disaggregate performance data on statewide
assessments. In our previous analysis, 26% of states reported such data. Although the number
of states with graduation exams has increased in each successive analysis, the number of states
that publicly report these data had decreased (47% to 35%). Regardless of when reports were
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Table 12: Summary of Educational Results on Students with Disabilities

Educational Results

v' Seventeen states disaggregated performance data as specified in IDEA 97 for students with
disabilities (CT, DE, MD, MA, MN, MS, NV, NH, NY, NC, RI, SC, SD, TX, VT, VA, WV).

v' Of 74 reports that did not include data on students with disabilities, over 50 included
performance data on regular education students.

v" The most frequently reported content areas for assessment are: reading (17 states) and
math (17 states).

v Sixteen states tested and reported on students with disabilities in three or more content
areas.

v" While 20 states reported graduation exam results for regular education, only 35% (7 states:
MD, MN, MS, NY, SC, TX, VA) reported these results for students with disabilities.

v Itis important to keep in mind participation factors {e.g., percentage of students with
disabilities actually being tested) when examining the performance results of students with
disabitities. Higher proficiency rates may also be a result of increased exclusion of student
scores or lower standards.

v' The differences in proficiency rates between all students and students with disabilities on 8th
grade state assessments ranged from:
= 23 to 47 percent in reading.
= 19 to 42 percent in math.
= 25 to 44 percent in writing.

v" New York, Rhode Island, and Texas presented unique data on students with disabilities in
the domain of Academic and Functional Literacy:
= NY: Test scores on Occupational Education Proficiency examinations.
» Ri: Test scores on Health content area in statewide assessment.
= TX: Test scores on college entrance exam (TASP).

v Kansas continued to report data in the domain of Personal and Social Well-Being (number of
violent acts towards staff and students).

v New York and Vermont reported data in the domain of Satisfaction (e.g., satisfaction with
vocational services and with special education services).

analyzed, very little data have been reported in the domains of Personal and Social Well-Being
and Satisfaction.

In our previous analysis, the achievement gap between students with disabilities and regular
education students across content areas and grades ranged from 30 to 50 percentage points.
However, in the current analysis, when controlling for grade and separating out performance by
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content areas (reading, math, writing, science, and social studies), those states with 8" grade
performance data on students with disabilities showed an achievement gap that spanned 20 to
50 percentage points. These results must be interpreted cautiously, however, due to the small
number of states by content area (e.g., 10 states with math and reading data, 4 states with
science data, 2 states with social studies data) as well as the variability in who is actually
participating in the state assessments.

Looking at all grades and across all content areas with data on students with disabilities, the
differences in proficiency rates ranged from 10 to 50 percentage points. Approximately 3% to
87% of students with disabilities met state standards across the five content areas. These divergent
results could be due to the difficulty of the assessments either across states or within states (e.g.,
functional or basic skills exam versus a high standards exam) or fewer students with disabilities
were participating in the different tests, either across states or within states.

Table 13 summarizes the information obtained from state reports in the area of Educational
Processes. In the area of Student-Oriented Domains, 41 states reported on students with
disabilities. Though many states reported only enrollment information (e.g., 38 states), only
18% of the states did not report any process data on students with disabilities (an improvement
from 25% in our previous analysis). Fourteen states did include participation in large-scale
assessments, but this was not a significant increase from the twelve states that provided this
same information in our previous analysis. There were no data on Family Involvement in the
present study; one state provided these data in the previous analysis. Fewer states reported
dropout and graduation exit data on students with disabilities than in the previous analysis (11
states versus 9).

Although 14 states provided some type of participation data on students with disabilities, only
5 states actually reported the percentage of students with disabilities tested in statewide
assessments. Exemption data are rarely given (e.g., 3 states). Due to the small number of states
that actually report the percentage of students with disabilities participating (N=5), it is difficult
to make any generalizations. The range in participation from 33% to 97% is extreme. The
variability in participation could be related to a number of factors: state participation policies,
type of exam, inclusion/exclusion of students who have used accommodations, etc. Whether
any of these explanations are good reasons is debatable.

Tables 14 and 15 highlight the reporting trends from NCEQ’s three analyses of state reports. As
noted, the number of reports has increased substantially as has the availability of reports via the
World Wide Web. Table 15 details those states that provided performance results on students
with disabilities across the three analyses. In the first analysis, 11 states reported state assessment
data on students with disabilities. (However, one of these states actually only had unpublished
data as noted by the asterisk.) The number of states reporting data rose to 13 states in our second
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Table 13: Summary of Processes Results on Students with Disabilities

Educational Processes

v The majority of states (38) reported on the enroliment of students with disabilities, making
it the most common indicator.

v Only 14 states reported participation data in a manner consistent with IDEA 97 (CT, DE,
MA, MN, NV, NH, NJ, NY, NC, SC, TX, VT, VA, WV).

v Of those 14 states that reported participation data, the participation of students with
disabilities ranged widely from 33% to 97%.

v Eight states reported dropout data on students with disabilities (CT, KS, LA, MD, MN, NY,
TX, VA).

v Nine states reported graduation/exit data on students with disabilities (CT, LA, MN, MS,
MO, NY, TN, TX, VA).

v Six states reported on students with disabilities’ time spent in various settings (CT, MD,
NY, 8D, TX, UT).

v Six states reported on unigue process indicators such as accommodation use on
assessments, absentee rates the day of testing, and in-grade retention rates (KS, ME, NY,
NC, TX, VA).

v Ahandful of states (5) reported on four or more indicators in the area of Participation (CT,
MN, NY, TX, VA).

v None of the states provided information on students with disabilities in the area of Family
Involvement.

analysis, but two states had unpublished data, and one state in the previous analysis did not
continue to produce such data. In this last round of reports, the number significantly climbed to
17 states reporting performance data on students with disabilities. In fact, almost half of those
states (N=8) were states that had never before provided this information in their public
accountability documents. An additional five states provided us with unpublished data (see
Methods for further detail).

A summary of the states that reported performance results disaggregated for students with
disabilities, along with the academic year of the data included in the reports, is presented in
Table 16. As indicated, most of the states’ reports included data for the academic year 1997-98.
Two states provided data from a previous year (North Carolina and New York; however, New
York also provided some data from 1997-98). One state provided data from 1998-99 (South
Dakota).
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Table 14: Reporting Trends Over the Past Three Analyses of State Reports

v There has been a significant increase in the number of accountability reports published
{(N=113; N=115; N=165).

v More accountability reports and educational information are being provided via the World
Wide Web.

v Disaggregated test scores of students with disabilities are the most commonly reported
indicator of the Academic and Functional Literacy domain if given.
= 11 states or 22% of states (1! Study).
= 13 states or 26% of states (2" Study).
= IDEA’97
= 17 states or 34% of states (3" Study).

v Itis important to consider participation factors when examining the performance results of
students with disabilities. State performance results may be more or less valid depending
on the percentage of students with disabilities actually tested and scores included in the
results.

v In Study 2, the differences in rates of students meeting standards between all students
and students with disabilities on state assessments ranged from 30% to 50%. In Study 3,
the differences in rates on 8th grade assessments ranged from 20% 1o 50%.

v Although the number of graduation/exit exams (high stakes for the individual student) has
increased, the percentage of states reporting these results on students with disabilities
has decreased (47% in Study 2 to 35% in Study 3).

v" Even though IDEA 97 required states to report on the participation of students with
disabilities in large-scale assessment, the number of states that publicly reported these
data had not increased significantly:
= 12 states or 24% of states (2™ Study).

« [DEA’97
= 14 states or 28% of states (3" Study).

v"In Study 2, approximately 50-80% of students with disabilities participated in testing. In
Study 3, there was more variability; students with disabilities’ participation ranged from
33% to 97%.

v"In Study 3, fewer states reported students with disabilities’ dropout and graduation/exit
rates than in Study 2.

v Little or no information was provided for students with disabilities in the areas of Personal
and Social Well-Being, Satisfaction, and Family Involvement across all three studies.
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Table 15. Performance Results on Students with Disabilities Provided by States

Accountability Report Analyses

Study 1 Study 2
Connecticut Connecticut
Delaware Delaware
Georgia® Georgia®
Kansas
Louisiana Louisiana
Maine
New Hampshire
New York New York

North Carolina

North Carolina

North Dakota*

Rhode Island

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Carolina

IDEA
‘97

Study 3

Connecticut

Delaware

Maryland

Massachusetts

Minnesota

Mississippi

Nevada

New Hampshire

New York

North Carolina

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Texas Texas Texas
Vermont
Virginia Virginia Virginia
West Virginia

* We included unpublished data in Studies 1 and 2; these data were not included in Study 3.

Table 16. States Reporting Results Data on Students With Disabilities in Study 3

State Academic Year of Data
Reported in Most
Recent Report

Connecticut 1997-98
Delaware 1997-98
Maryland 1997-98
Massachusetts 1997-98
Minnesota 1997-98
Mississippi 1997-98
Nevada 1997-98

New Hampshire 1997-98
New York 1996-97; 1997-98
North Carolina 1996-97
Rhode Island 1997-98
South Carolina 1997-98
South Dakota 1998-99
Texas 1997-98
Vermont 1997-98
Virginia 1997-98
West Virginia 1997-98
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Table 17 lists the states that did not provide any performance results on students with disabilities;
it also includes the academic year of data included in the reports. The majority of the 33 states
that did not report performance data on students with disabilities, did report data on regular
education students for the academic year 1997-98—the same year for data included in the
reports of all but two states with disaggregated data. Three states that did not report performance
data on students with disabilities and were under the requirements of IDEA 97 actually had data
for the academic year 1998-99. There were only three states that used data from the 1996-97
academic school year, and thus, may not have been required to provide data on students with
disabilities (Alaska, Arkansas, Montana), although two of the states that did provide data used
data from 1996-97 (see Table 16).

Difficulties in reporting data for students with disabilities may be due to data collection systems.
Many states may have two extant databases collected at different points in time, by different
offices, and for different purposes. Almond, Tindal and Stieber (1997) discovered in their study
of performance and participation rates of students with disabilities in Oregon’s state assessment,
that joining the two extant databases (one from the Assessment Department and one from the
Special Education Department) was a difficult task because the two systems did not share a
common key needed to merge the files. The researchers pointed to the historical and legal
conditions under which these two databases were created, and how these precedents may have
obscured the eventual merger of the two systems. Almond et al. (1997) recommended that for

Table 17. States Not Reporting Results Data on Students With Disabilities in Study 3

State Academic Year of | State Academic Year of
Data Reported in Data Reported in
Most Recent Most Recent
Report Report
Alabama 1997-98 Michigan 1998-99
Alaska 1996-97 Missouri 1997-98
Arizona 1998-99 Montana 1996-97
Arkansas 1996-97 Nebraska 1997-98
California 1997-98 New Jersey 1997-98
Colorado 1997-98 New Mexico 1997-98
Florida 1997-98 North Dakota 1997-98
Georgia 1997-98 Ohio 1997-98
Hawaii 1997-98 Oklahoma 1997-98
Idaho 1997-98 Oregon 1998-99
Illlinois 1997-98 Pennsylvania 1997-98
Indiana 1998-99 Tennessee 1997-98
lowa 1997-98 Utah 1997-98
Kansas 1997-98 Washington 1997-98
Kentucky 1997-98 Wisconsin 1997-98
Louisiana 1997-98 Wyoming 1997-98
Maine 1997-98 District of Columbia 1997-98
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assessments conducted at particular grade levels, age-to-grade designations of identifying students
with disabilities may also leave out students from non-graded programs, those who started
school late, or took the same grade level over a second time. States may need to retool their data
collection systems to ensure that all students with disabilities are being included in performance
reporting.

It is clear that there is new emphasis on reporting performance results of students. This is
indicated by the number of new states reporting these data. However, the same trend is not
occurring for data on participation in large-scale assessments. As noted previously, this may
reflect difficulties in retooling data management systems. However, it seems unlikely that this
is the case since most of the states do report performance data. One must ask whether the
discrepancy really reflects a reluctance to reveal the numbers of students with disabilities
participating in assessments, possibly because the numbers are low.

Of course, there may be other reasons for lack of either participation or performance data.
Some of the challenges in reporting these data include:

 Information systems in place that do not identify students with disabilities in state
assessment procedures.

¢ Inaccuracy in marking answer documents if done either by student or staff member or a
proctor.

 State policies on excluding students with disabilities who receive any type of
accommodation or excluding the scores completely of those who have “nonstandard”
accommodations.

» Lack of standardized procedures for calculating participation rates.
* No information provided on the number of absent students.
« Data may only be aggregated at the school or district level, but not at the state level.

» Students with disabilities could be included in state assessments, but state reports do not
explicitly describe the population sample or disaggregate the data of students with
disabilities.

» Data on students with disabilities are collected, but not publicly reported and only used
internally by state departments.
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Recommendations for Reporting Performance and Participation Data

States are just beginning to report on the participation and performance of students with
disabilities in state assessments. Because IDEA 97 requires that these data be included in state
reports, it seems that states should at least indicate their recognition of the requirement, even if
only by including a statement that the requirement exists and what the state plans to do to move
toward meeting that requirement.

For data that are presented, we found that the data of students with disabilities were most often
presented in the same table with data on other students (N=11 states). This approach, it would
seem, encourages comparisons of groups of students. Since this does not seem to be the intent
of the law, states might want to reconsider the approach. It might make much more sense to
report participation and performance relative to identified standards, and to mark progress over
time.

The goal of improvement over time for both participation and performance is fraught with
challenges (Ysseldyke & Bielinski, in press). Misinterpretations of longitudinal trends in large-
scale test performance of students with disabilities can easily occur if one does not account for
the large numbers of students exiting and entering special education services in a given year.
Ysseldyke and Bielinski (in press) analyzed one large state’s databases and discovered that
over 5 years, 39,000 students began receiving or exited special education services at least once.
This significantly impacts the performance trends of students with disabilities and can lead to
inaccurate conclusions about the effectiveness of special education services.

Most important, states should be thorough in their reporting of the performance of students
with disabilities—clearly accounting for the numbers of these students actually participating in
state assessments, the numbers of exclusions, the shifts in populations of students receiving
special education services, and complete reporting of student performance results. Reporting a
single score without participation factors for students receiving special education services is
not accurate nor justifiable.
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Legend: Data Given on Students with Disabilities in State Reports

Symbol/ Data Indicator
Acronym
* Did not contain any state Academic & Functional Literacy or Process
data on SWD; however, these reports may contain Financial data on
SWD
D Drop-out data on SWD
Di Discipline data on SWD (Suspensions)
E Enrollment/attendance of SWD
Ex Exit data of SWD
Exc Exclusion/exemption of SWD from large scale-assessments
F Financial data of SWD
P Participation in large-scale assessment of SWD
R Grade Retention of SWD
S SWD satisfaction with services
Sc # of SpEd schools
St Special Education staff data
SR SWD - Staff member ratio
T Test Performance Results of SWD
V Violent acts by SWD against students/teachers
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Accountability Report Checklist

1. State

2. Name of report

Website address if downloaded off web:

Overview Notes

NO

3. EDUCATIONAL RESULTS YES
Name of test
Data on SWD YES
Test type NRT CRT

Content area(s) R M W Sc
Grade(s) 3 4 5 6 7 8
Data for years:

NO
Minimal Competency Test
SS__ Other
9 10 11 12

Passing descriptor:

Accommodations used:

Type of disability for each accommodation:

Name of test

Data on SWD YES
Test type NRT CRT
Content area(s) R M \%Y Sc

Grade(s) 3 4 5 6 7 8
Data for years:

NO

Min Compt.

SS_ Other ____

9 10 11 12

Passing descriptor:

Accommodations used:

Type of disability for each accommodation:
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Graduation Exam YES NO
Grade(s) 8 9 10 11 12
End-of-Course Assessments YES NO
Grade(s) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Other unique performance results

Drop-Out data YES NO

Exit Status YES NO

Any other outcome data on SWD? List.

EDUCATIONAL PROCESSES YES NO
Note by each category whether SWD data is includedwith “SWD™:

Participation in state assessment YES NO
Which tests?

Family involvement

Suspension

Enrollment

Placement/time spent in various settings

Personnel and financial data

Other process data
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State Test All SWD SwWD Student SWD SWD No./%
Students Partic. in Partic. Coded both Excluded Excluded Student
Partic. in Testing in Testing | as SWD and or Or Enroll. in
Testing (No./% of (No./% LEP (No./% Exempted Exempted Grade
(No./%) SWD) of total of All) (No./% of (No./% of But Not
tested) SWD) Total Tested:
Students) Absent
AK CAT/5/ 24,137 ?13.7%
Gr 4,8,11 9% (includes
LEP)
CcT® CMT/ ?/91.3% ?/60.3% ?/35.5%
Gr 4,6,8
MA® MCAS/ 74,379/ 11,759/
Gr 4/ 97.4% 94.1%
Lang.
Arts
MCAS/ 75,143%/ 11,897/
Gr 4/ 98.4% 95.2%
Math
MCAS/ 75,143/ 11,897/
Gr 4/ 98.4% 95.2%
Science
MCAS/ 67,951/ 10,149%/
Gr 8/ 97.0% 93.6%
Lang.
Arts
MCAS/ 68,441%/ 10,225%/
Grg/ 97.7% 94.3%
Math
MCAS/ 68,441%/ 10,193*/
Gr 8/ 97.7% 94.0%
Science
MCAS/ 59,401%/ 7,614%/
Gr 10/ 95.1% 91.9%
Lang.
Ars
MCAS/ 59,901%/ 7,664/
Gr 10/ 95.9% 92.5%
Math
MCAS/ 59,901*/ 7,664/
Gr 10/ 95.9% 92.5%
Science
MN MCAs/ 60,577/7? 6,696/
Gr 3/ 11.0%"
Reading
MCAs/ 60,685/? 6,744/
Gr 3/ 11.1%"
Math
MCAs/ 60,492/? 7,794/
Grb5/ 12.9%"
Reading
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State Test All SWD SWD Student SWD SWD No./%
Students Partic. in Partic. Coded both Excluded Excluded Student
Partic. in Testing in Testing | as SWD and or Or Enroll. in
Testing (No./% of (No./% LEP (No./% Exempted Exempted Grade
(No./%) SWD) of total of All) (No./% of (No./% of But Not
tested) SWD) Total Tested:
Students) Absent
MN MCAs/ 60,362/? 7,790/
Gr 5/ 12.9%"
Math
MCAs/ 60,364/? 7,607/
Gr 5/ 12.6%"
Writing
BST/ 64,403/?7 7,530/
Gr 8/ 11.7%"
Reading
BST/ 64,397/7 7,523/
Gr 8/ 11.7%"
Math
NH 3rd Gr 16,641/ ?M10% 535/3%
Eng./ 96%
Lang.
Arts
(ELA)
3rd Gr 16,289/ ?12% 279/2%
Math 98%
6th Gr 15,784/ ?12% 340/2%
ELA 97%
6th Gr 15,894/ ?/13% 258/2%
Math 98%
6th Gr 15,893/ ?/13% 238/1%
Science 98%
6th Gr 15,865/ ?13% 240/1%
Social 98%
Studies
10th Gr | 13,038/94 ?/8% 163/1%
ELA %
10th Gr 13,116/ ?/8% 155/1%
Math 95%
10th Gr 13.055/ ?/8% 152/1%
Science 94%
10th Gr 12,955/ ?/8% 152/1%
Social 93%
Studies
NV 4" Gr *19,994/? *1025 (IEP *427/?
+
504)/5.1%
8" Gr *19,642/7 *1059 (IEP *641/?
+
504)/5.4%
10™ Gr *18,284/7 *862 (IEP + *222/7
504)/4.7%
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State

Test

Ali
Students
Partic. in
Testing

(No./%)

SWD
Partic. in
Testing
(No./% of

SWD)

SWD
Partic.
in Testing
(No./%
of total
tested)

Student
Coded both
as SWD and
LEP (No./%
of All)

SwWb
Excluded
or
Exempted
(No./% of
SWD)

SWD
Excluded
Or
Exempted
(No./% of
Total
Students)

No./%
Student
Enroll. in
Grade
But Not
Tested:
Absent

NJ

EWT
Read./
Gr8

86,335 ¢

9,895

39/7

EWT
Math/
Gr8

86,335°¢

9,878

4377

EWT
Writ./
Gr8

86,335°

9,823

38/7

HSPT
Read./
Gr 11

5,748

13/?

HSPT
Math/
Gr 11

5,671

14/7

HSPT
Writ./
Gr 11

5,637

13/?

NY

PEP/
Gr3/
Read.

177,873/?

23,296/7 4

3,102/
11.8%

?/19.5%

PEP/
Gr 3/
Math

184,557/7

24,178/74

2,310/
8.7%

?9.7%

PEP/
Gr 5/
Writing

165,866/

24,422/7,

1,860/
7.1%

?/9.9%

PEP/
Gr 6/
Reading

168,298/?

23,947/7,

1,617/
6.3%

?/11.3%

PEP/
Gr 6
/Math

172,108/

24,059/?,

1,253/
5.0%

?M12.7%

RCT/
Reading

13,846/?

RCT/
Gr
Math

23,132/?

RCT/
Writing

11,129/7

RCT/
Science

22,497/7?

RCT/
Global
Studies

15,905/?

RCT/
us.
History &
Gov't.

9,592/7?
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State Test All SWD SWD Student SWD SWD No./%
Students Partic. in Partic. Coded both Excluded Excluded Student
Partic. in Testing in Testing | as SWD and or Or Enroll. in
Testing (No./% of (No./% LEP (No./% Exempted Exempted Grade
(No./%) SWD) of total of All) (No./% of (No./% of But Not
tested) SWD) Total Tested:
Students) Absent
NY Regents Gen. Ed. 5,904/
Exam/ 146,108/ 32.6%
English 77.4%
Regents Gen. Ed. 8.665/
Exam/ 182,264/ 47 .8%
Seq. 96.6%
Math |
Intro. to Gen Ed. 10,615/
Occup. 55,249/?
Educ.
NC End-of- 95,356/7 11,263/ *2540/?
Grade 11.8%
Tests/
Gr3
EOG 91,868/? 10,976/ *2696/7
Tests/ 12.0%
Gr4
EOG 90,773/7 10,562/ *2749/?
Tests/ 11.7%
Grb
EOG 91,667/7 10,464/ *2332/?
Tests/ 11.4%
Gr6
EOG 89,515/? 9,536/ *1929/?
Tests/ 10.7%
Gr7
EOG 87,317/? 8,462/ *2016/?
Tests/ 9.7%
Gr8
End-of- 89,500/? 6,550/ */1547
Course 7.4%
Tests/
Eng. |
EOC/ 83,777/?7 3,781/ *34/7
Alg. | 4.5%
EOC/ 78,723/? 4,548/ *79/?
Biology 5.8%
EOC/US 68,613/7 3.448/ *73/7?
History 5.1%
EOC/EL 82,611/7 5,573/ *157/7
P 6.8%
SC MAT/7 47,396/? 2,456/? e
Gr 4/
Read.
MAT/7 47,725/? 2,530/? e
Gr 4/
Math
MAT/7 47,320/? 2,437/? e
Gr 4/
Lang.
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State

Test

All
Students
Partic. in
Testing

(No./%)

SWD
Partic. in
Testing
(No./% of

SWD)

SWD
Partic.
in Testing
(No./%
of total
tested)

Student
Coded both
as SWD and
LEP (No./%
of All)

SwWD
Excluded
or
Exempted
(No./% of
SWD)

SWD
Excluded
Or
Exempted
(No./% of
Total
Students)

No./%
Student
Enroll. in
Grade
But Not
Tested:
Absent

sC

MAT/7
Gr 4/
3R’s
Battery

47,154/?

2,397/7?

e

MAT/7
Gr5/
Read.

46,230/?

1,836/?

MAT/7
Gr 5/
Math

46,534/7

1,881/?

MAT/7
Gr5/
Lang.

46,135/7

1,821/?

MAT/7
Gr 5/
3R’s
Battery

45,956/7?

1,777/?

MAT/7
Gr7/
Read.

48,282/7

1,167/?

MAT/7
Gr7/
Math

48,323/7?

1,189/7

MAT/7
Gr 7/
Lang.

48,206/?

1,163/7

MAT/7
Gr7/
3R’s
Battery

47.868/7?

1,123/?

MAT/7
Gr 9/
Read.

51,894/7?

1,095/7

MAT/7
Gr 9/
Math

51,461/7

1,062/?

MAT/7
Gr9/
Lang.

51,655/7?

1,065/?

MAT/7
Gr9/
3R’s
Battery

50,552/?

1,014/?

MAT/7
Gr i1/
Read.

33,952/7?

304/?

MAT/7
Gr 11/
Math

33,778/?

300/7?
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State

Test

All
Students
Partic. in
Testing

(No./%)

SWD
Partic. in
Testing
(No./% of

SWD)

SWD
Partic.
in Testing
(No./%
of total
tested)

Student
Coded both
as SWD and
LEP (No./%

of All)

SWD
Excluded
or
Exempted
(No./% of
SWD)

SwD
Excluded
Or
Exempted
(No./% of
Total
Students)

No./%
Student
Enroll. in
Grade
But Not
Tested:
Absent

SC

MAT/7
Gr11/
Lang.

33,810/?

298/?7

e

MAT/7
Gr 11/
3R’s

Battery

32,907/?7

283/?

BSAP/
Gr3/
Read.

50,283/?

5,673/7?

BSAP/
Gr 8/
Read.

47,393/?7

3,759/?

BSAP/
Gr 10/
Read.

40,710/7?

2,168/?

BSAP/
Gr 3/
Math

50,654/?

6,015/7

BSAP/
Grg/
Math

47,379/7?

3,783/7?

BSAP/Gr
10/ Math

40,755/?

2,160/?

BSAP/
Gr 6/
Writing

47,748/7?

3,904/

BSAP/
Gr 8/
Writing

47,096/7?

3,699/7

BSAP/
Gr 10/
Writing

40,520/7?

2,143/7?

BSAP/
Gr 3/
Science

50,176/?

5,647/?

BSAP/
Gré/
Science

47,781/7?

3,901/?

BSAP/
Gr 8/
Science

47,071/?

3,636/7

CSAB/
Gr Kind.

53,640/7?

4,349/?

TX

TAAS/
Gr 3/
Math

f

24,553/7

TAAS/
Gr3/
Read.

21,105/?
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State

Test

All
Students
Partic. in
Testing

(No./%)

SWD
Partic. in
Testing
(No./% of

SWD)

SWD
Partic.
in Testing
(No./%
of total
tested)

Student
Coded both
as SWD and
LEP (No./%
of All)

SWD
Excluded
or
Exempted
(No./% of
SWD)

SWD
Excluded
Or
Exempted
(No./% of
Total
Students)

No./%
Student
Enroll. in

Grade
But Not
Tested:
Absent

X

TAAS/
Gr 4/
Math

25,902/?

g

TAAS/
Gr. 4/
Read.

22,566/7

TAAS/
Gr4
Writing

21,241/7?

TAAS/
Gr5/
Math

26,594/7

TAAS/
Gr5
Read.

24,052/7

TAAS/
Gr 6/
Math

26,079/?

TAAS/
Gr 6/
Read.

24,516/

TAAS/
Gr7/
Math

24, 598/7

TAAS/
Gr7/
Read.

24,183/?

TAAS/
Gr 8/
Math

25,153/?

TAAS/
Gr 8/
Read.

23,421/?

TAAS/
Gr 8/
Writing

22,338/7

TAAS/
Gr8
Science

23,631/7

TAAS/
Gr 8/
Social St

23,818/?

TAAS/
Gr 10/
Math

14, 542/7

TAAS/
Gr 10/
Read.

14, 637/7
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State Test All SWD SWD Student SWD SWD No./%
Students Partic. in Partic. Coded both Excluded Excluded Student
Partic. in Testing in Testing | as SWD and or Or Enroll. in
Testing (No./% of (No./% LEP (No./% Exempted Exempted Grade
(No./%) SWD) of total of All) (No./% of (No./% of But Not
tested) SWD) Total Tested:
Students) Absent
TX TAAS/ f 14, 494/7 g
Gr 10/
Writing
TAAS/ f 5,107/? o
Gr11/
Math
TAAS/ f 3,302/? g
Gr 11/
Read.
TAAS/ f 3,337/7 g
Gr1t/
Writing
TAAS/ f 1,490/? g
Gr 12/
Math
TAAS/ f 786/7 g
Gr12
Read.
TAAS/ f 846/7? o)
Gr12/
Writing
EOC/ Not SpEd 14,454/ 2,919/
Grg-12 204,148/ 72.0% 14.0%
Biology | 92.0%
EOC/ Not 15,380/ 3,573/
Gr7-12 SpEd 74.0% 18.0%
Algebra | 244,693/
92.0%
VT VT 7,525/ 157/?
Assess. 96.8%"
Eng/
Lang
Arts/
Gr4
VT 7,828/ 125/?
Assess. 96.6%"
Eng/
Lang
Arts/
Gr8
VT 6,850/ 150/?
Assess. 92.9%"
Eng/
Lang
Arts/
Gr 10
VA SAT/9/ 85,434/ ?2/65% of
Gr4 96% those not
tested
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State Test All SWD SWD Student SWD SWD No./%
Students Partic. in Partic. Coded both Excluded Excluded Student
Partic. in Testing in Testing | as SWD and or Or Enroll. in
Testing (No./% of (No./% LEP (No./% Exempted Exempted Grade
(No./%) SWD) of total of All) (No./% of (No./% of But Not
tested) SWD) Total Tested:
Students) Absent
VA SAT/9/ 82,588/ ?/68% of
Gré 96% those not
tested
SAT/9/ 85,527/ ?/31% of
Gr9 93% those not
tested
VLPT/ 81,258/7 7,488/7?
Gr 6/
Read.
VLPT/ 81,396/7 7,663/?
Gr 6/
Math
VLPT/ 80,632/7 7,285/?
Gr 6/
Writing
VLPT/ 9,995/7? 3,596/7
Gr7/
Read.
VLPT/ 9,491/? 3,527/?
Gr7/
Math
VLPT/ 9,793/? 3,657/?
Gr7/
Writing
VLPT/ 5,203/? 2,214/?
Gr 8/
Read.
VLPT/ 5,342/? 2,094/?
Gr 8/
Math
VLPT/ 4,677/7 2,178/?
Gr 8/
Writing
VLPT/ 2,287/? 869/7
Gr9/
Read.
VLPT/ 2,316/7 774/?
Gro/
Math
VLPT/ 2,232/7? 858/7
Gr9/
Writing
VLPT/ 1,323/? 385/?
Gr 10/
Read.
VLPT/ 1,396/7 401/?
Gr 10/
Math
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State Test All SWD SWD Student SWD SWD No./%
Students Partic. in Partic. Coded both Excluded Excluded Student
Partic. in Testing in Testing | as SWD and or Or Enroll. in
Testing (No./% of (No./% LEP (No./% Exempted Exempted Grade
(No./%) SWD) of total of All) (No./% of (No./% of But Not
tested) SWD) Total Tested:
Students) Absent
VA VLPT/ 1,198/? 378/?
Gr10/
Writing
VLPT/ 995/? 207/?
Gr 11/
Read.
VLPT/ 903/?7 208/?7
Gr11/
Math
VLPT/ 921/? 228/7
Gr 11/
Writing
VLPT/Gr 346/7? 92/?
12/
Read.
VLPT/ 333/7 90/7?
Gr12/
Math
VLPT/ 365/7 95/7?
Gr 12/
Writing

* Calculations were conducted with existing data in public reports.
**Blank spaces indicate no information was available or couldn’t be determined from the information given.

2 DE only provides the % of special education students who tested with accommodations.

b MA also provides the # of students with special needs tested under nonroutine conditions in the Grade 3 ITBS
Reading test. A total number of students with disabilities tested is not given.

¢Include regular, special education, limited English proficient students, and voided student answer folders.

d A percentage of students with disabilities participating in the individual content exams of the PEP was not
given. However, an average percentage of students with disabilities participating in the PEP tests in 1996-97
was: 92%. More recent data include an average of 95% participation of students with disabilities in the 1997-
1998 PEP tests.

¢ 15, 714 students with documented disabilities and IEPs were exempt from the MAT/7 and 10,307 students
were exempt from the BSAP. Exemption data by students with disabilities was not available by grade and
subject area. The participation rate for students with disabilities for grades 3 — 11 on both the MAT/7 and BSAP
was 5.6% (of total student population).

TX does give an overall participation rate for all students tested on the TAAS (91.1%) as well as an overall
participation for all students with disabilities (8.7% of all students were students with disabilities or 178,145
answer documents were submitted).

aTX does provide exemption data of students with disabilities, but does not disaggregate by content area ofa
particular grade — only reports exemption of students with disabilities of all tests given in a grade. The rate of
students with disabilities exempted from all TAAS tests by their Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD)
Committees was 5.2% or 106,529 answer documents were exempted.

hWV only provides the percentage of participation of students under standard (S) or nonstandard (NS)
conditions for the SAT/9. WV includes lost score sheets in its calculation of the percentage of special education
students with no test results.
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