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Differences or “gaps” in a 
variety of educational factors 
and outcomes that affect the 
likelihood of educational 
success for some groups of 
students compared to their 
peers. 

 



 A gap in educational outcomes between 
different groups of students 
◦ Achievement 
◦ Identification and/or placement for special 

education 
◦ Suspension rates 
◦ College and Career Preparation 
◦ Graduation rates 
 
 



 Data-based decision making 
 Cultural responsiveness 
 High-quality Core instructional program 
 Universal screening and progress monitoring 
 Evidence-based Interventions and supports 
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Graduation Rates 2011 and 2012 
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OMB #1820-0043: "Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education Under Part B of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act," 2010-11.   



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, Civil Rights Data Collection, 2011-12.  
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Poor long-term outcomes for 
entire groups of students 



 Adult decisions about discipline early in 
school put children on non-successful paths. 

 Allows us to focus on interventions, target 
resources 

 Help identify areas where we need cultural 
responsiveness 



 Disproportionate Representation 
 Significant Disproportionality 
 Significant Discrepancy 
 Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress under 

NCLB 
 Focus School under NCLB waivers 
 





 State Departments of Education 
 Local School Districts 
 Schools 
 TA Providers, professional developers, & 

consultants working with districts and 
schools 

 Other stakeholders concerned about equity 
issues in schools 

 General Ed. and Special Ed. 
 
 
 



 
 
… look closely at equity, 
inclusion, and opportunity for 
children in the affected groups 



 ELL 
 Students with disabilities 
 Migrant 
 Low socio-economic status 
 African American 
 Foster children 
 Hispanic 
 American Indian 

 



 Introductory research brief 
Self-assessment rubric 



 Data-based decision making 
 Cultural responsiveness 
 High-quality Core instructional program 
 Universal screening and progress monitoring 
 Evidence-based Interventions and supports 

 
 





 Use disaggregated data for decisions              
about 
◦ Curriculum and Instructional programs 
◦ Academic and behavioral supports 

 Make decisions about student interventions 
using multiple data sources, including  
◦ Screening 
◦ Progress monitoring 
◦ Formative and summative evaluation data 



 Recognize diversity across student ethnicity, 
language, and socio-economic status 

 Provide training and resources so teachers 
can meet the linguistic needs of all students 

 Include parents from all backgrounds in 
discussions about the school and about their 
children’s progress 



 Rigorous, consistent, and well-articulated   
K-12 instructional program, aligned with 
standards, delivered with fidelity 

 Effective differentiation in the core curriculum 
 Informing parents in their native or home 

language about differentiation 



 Valid universal screening 
 Progress monitoring for all students 
 Informing parents in their native or home 

language about results 
 
 
 



 Implemented with fidelity 
 Instructional 
 Behavioral  
◦ such as Positive Behavioral Supports or Restorative 

Justice 
◦ Tiered response protocols, not zero tolerance 

 Informing parents in their native or home 
language about interventions and responses 
 
 
 



 Social/emotional learning 
 Measurement tools, especially high school 
 How do we measure fidelity? 
 What’s the right team? 



1. Form a team 
2. Disaggregate & study the data 
3. Self-assess using the rubric 
4. Provide evidence 
5. Consider the students first 
6. Ensure equitable participation 
7. Develop a plan of action 

 



 
 

 







Equity 
 Inclusion 
Opportunity 



 
 Documents are found at: 
◦ http://disprop.sites.tadnet.org/pages/115  

 Are you interested in piloting these tools? 
 Please provide feedback about the tools if 

you use them 
◦ Contact Nancy O’Hara (nancy.ohara@uky.edu) or 

Tom Munk (TomMunk@westat.com) if you want 
assistance with piloting or to provide feedback for 
the tools. 

Thank You! 

http://disprop.sites.tadnet.org/pages/115
mailto:nancy.ohara@uky.edu
mailto:TomMunk@westat.com


 Visit the IDC website at: 
http://ideadata.org/ 

 Follow us on Twitter: 
@IDEAdataCenter 

 

http://ideadata.org/
https://twitter.com/DaSyCenter


The contents of this presentation were 
developed under grants from the U.S. 
Department of Education. However, those 
contents do not necessarily represent the 
policy of the Department of Education, and  
you should not assume endorsement by the 
Federal Government. Project Officers: 
Richelle Davis and Meredith Miceli  
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