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I ntroduction

This report reviews the literature on best prastioe students with disabilities and at-
risk students. This literature review was conduetedhe first stage of the Ohio Special
Education Research Project. The goal of the OCE@ie€ is to enhance the understanding of
educational strategies that are commonly foundisls with successful track records in the
education of students with disabilities. Fundedh®yOhio Department of Education (ODE), the
study is being conducted by the Ohio Coalitiontfer Education of Children with Disabilities
(OCECD).

The OCECD Research Project comprised two stagesfifgt stage, which spanned from
October to December 2012, included the review séa@ech on educational practices related to
improved academic performance for students trathtly at risk for academic failure; that is,
students with disabilities and economically disadaged students. The findings from the
literature review were then used to build the cpteal framework for the second stage of the
study. The second stage comprised a field studghwziad between January and May of 2013
with two community schools and 10 public schootritits that represented 5 of the 7 school
district typologies in Ohio.

The report is divided into four sections:

» Section One defines the goals and strategies atiéqt¢he literature review;

» Section Two discusses the definition of evidencgeldgractices (EBP) and the types of
evidence that are acceptable from a research ptingge

» Section Three presents the findings from the reyveewd

» Section Four organizes these findings into the éwork that guides the study.
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Section One: Literature Review Process

Purpose

The goal of the literature review was to identiégearch related to evidence-based best
practices in special education. Therefore, theet@\focuses on documents supported by research
that discuss policies and practices used by satistricts and schools with a track record of
successfully serving students with disabilitiese Titimate purpose of the literature review is to
define the conceptual framework for the OCECD study
Definition of Terms

For this review, the termsuccessful schootndhigh-performing schoolare used
synonymously. The terntggh-performingandlow-performingwere adopted directly from the
literature, and a discussion of how these termslafieed in the documents reviewed is provided
in Section Three. Likewise, the tepracticesreflects the literature’s usage and, as discussed
Section Two, indicates instructional strategiesicpes, structural components, or perspectives
on education.
Resear ch Questions

(1) How does the literature define successful or higlfgsming schools?

(2) What does the literature say about the practicastified in high-performing schools
regarding students with disabilities?

(3) What similarities and differences exist in practieglopted by high-performing and low-
performing schools related to students with disidxsl?

(4) To what extent are the practices identified in Rpgiforming schools for students with
disabilities similar or different from practiceseiatified in high-performing schools for
other disadvantaged students?

(5) To what extent are these identified practices evidebased?

Search Process

The review focused on literature related to beatfices in special education in public,
private, and charter schools, from kindergartenugh high school, in the United States. Within
this topic, the search targeted articles in peeieveed research journals, technical documents,

and books written in the past 12 years, from 2000ugh the present.

OCECD Research Project: Literature Review Page 2



The search for documents to be reviewed startdutivit use of Google Scholar, a broad
Internet-based search engine. The next step wearahsof Web sites for known public and
private organizations, which included, among others

* U.S. Department of Education (both the Nationalt€efor Research Statistics and the
Institute of Education Sciences)

» Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)

* National Center on Instruction at RMC Research G@ion

» National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quatimaerican Institutes for Research

* National Dissemination Center for Children with &dities (NICHY)

* National Center on Educational Outcomes at the &fsity of Minnesota

» Education Trust

* What Woks Clearinghouse
Additionally, the following specialized electrordatabases were searched: EBSCO Host

Academic Search; Dissertation Abstracts; PsycIN&@l, ProQuest Research Library. Web sites
of state education agencies (SEASs) also were redemmcluding those from Ohio, California,
Florida, New York, Tennessee, and Texas.

Terms used for the search included: special edutast practices, special education
lessons learned, what works special educationestadvith disabilities high achievement,
evidence-based practices, best practices, andgaghrming schools.

Criteriafor Inclusion

The process described above produced close todéifreents with some connection to
the topic. The identified documents were screemgaihaaccording to the following criteria:

* Research-basedhe review included only documents that reflegtskarch, although no
limitations were imposed on the quality or typesesfearch (experimental, quasi-
experimental, or qualitative);

* Evidence of outcoméhe document provided information on the criters&d to define
succes®r high-performanceand for what groups of students;

» Focus on practicesaccepted documents were required to include nmétion on
performance with a focus on practices that coufalax the successful performance,
rather than the performance itself. Although thentpracticeswas defined by the
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various research documents, the focus was on se¥ideland/or district-wide practices,

rather than specific instructional programs, susBuccess for Albr Read 180

While the focus of the literature review was oreagsh related to best practices in
special education, research on best practicesnargkeeducation, with a focus on economically
disadvantaged students also was included for tasores. First, many students with disabilities
come from low socioeconomic backgrounds. Seconith p@ups struggle academically and
exploration of successful strategies for the twaugs adds to the generalizability of the findings
and feasibility of replication.

Additionally, a number of articles were reviewethted to the definition of evidence-
based best practices and standards of qualitydiecagional research. The discussion of
evidence-based practices, summarized in Section pwoides a foundation for the analysis of
the literature review.

Despite a concerted effort to find as many documastpossible that were relevant to the
theme, the review was far from exhaustive. Fewregiges were published in peer-reviewed
journals, the most reliable source in terms of labdity, as most journals are easily found in
university libraries nationwide. The majority oktheferences that appeared relevant were from
unpublished reports that had once been availablatemet sites but no longer. Others had been
available from the Education Resources Informa@enter (ERIC), which is now in the process
of reviewing all of its documents for consideragarlated to privacy laws. A total of 19
documents were selected. These documents invespgattices in elementary, middle, and high
schools across the country that were identifieguasessful in improving the performance in
student subgroups who tend to fall behind acaddipjigarticularly students from low socio-

economic background and students with disabilities.
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Section Two: Evidence-Based Practices (EBP)

Defining EBP

The concept of evidence in the field of educatias bome into focus during the past
decade with the rise of movements for evidence¢bpsactices and policies (Denzin &
Giardina, 2008). As part of those movements, trertvajor federal education legislations—the
Individuals with Disabilities Education AGIDEA) and theNo Child Left Behind AGINCLB)—
emphasized the identification and use of practicasare evidence-based or research-based, yet
no clear definitions of the terms were presenteshde, the meaning and potential applications
of evidence-based practices (EBP) in educatiorigodarly in special education, are still open to
interpretation (Cook, Tankersley, Cook, & Landriz@(8).

Originated in the medical field, the te&BP relates to “the conscientious, explicit and
judicious use of current best evidence in makingsiens about the care of the individual
patient” (Sackett, 1996, p. 71). As defined, theaapt refers to individual judgment based on
clinical expertise and supported by “the best add external clinical evidence from systematic
research” (p. 71).

In education, EBP may refer to a variety of differeoncepts. Cook and Cook (2011)
highlighted two basic meanings: macro-EBP, whidkrseto educational programs that
encompass entire curricula; and micro-EBP, or $igqmiactices within larger programs or
initiatives. The review of the literature reveatbdt EBP is used to indicate concepts as varied as
skills (e.g., type of leadership), programs (edpnnected Math), instructional techniques or
strategies (e.g., sounding out letters), broadatnres (e.g., professional development), and
policies. Within this range of possibilities, EBfentifies the application of the best available
evidence in the provision of interventions, stregegor services to enhance learning outcomes
(Cook, Tankersley, & Harjusola-Webb, 2008; CookpKexsley, & Landrum, 2009; Metz,
Espiritu & Moore, 2007; Peters & Heron, 1993).

The challenge is not so much that EBP may indiaatdéferent set of concepts. As noted
by Cook, Tankersley, Cook & Landrum (2008), thellemage is that the term may create the
illusion of the existence of reliable, unquestideatvidence that the practices are indeed

effective in improving students’ educational outesm
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Assessing the Evidence

Researchers recommend two criteria to define aipeaas evidence-based: (1) quality of
initial research, and (2) the number of qualitydsts that support the same finding (Coalition for
Evidence-Based Policy, 2003; Gersten et al., 2Q@m et al., 2005).

Quality. To address concerns from educators and reseaytherlJ.S. Department of
Education funded the What Works Clearinghouse (W\Wé@ecome the “central and trusted
source of scientific evidence for what works in eshiori’ (Institute of Education Sciences, n.d.,
para.l). As a foundation for their review work, W\E&tablished evidence criteria divided into
three categories: strong evidence, weaker evidemekeinsufficient evidence. According to the
WWC parameters (What Works Clearinghouse, 201 1)rr&htly, only well-designed and well-
implemented randomized controlled trials (RCTs)@mesidered strong evidence, while quasi-
experimental designs (QEDs) with equating may omdet standards with reservations” (p. 11).

The WWC accepts that qualitative research, sudase studies, may provide
information about the ways in which interventionsrky it can also be used to substantiate
promising practices (Odom et al., 2005). Qualigtigsearch provides insight into how and why
interventions may or may not work and identify per@ and contextual factors that influence
the implementation and results of the interven{idioDuffie & Scruggs, 2008). Yet, as stated
above, the golden and only method by which to distabausal inference is RCT, which rarely
fits the context of special education for a varietyeasons (Gersten et al., 2005). First, students
who receive special education reflect a heterogengooup with disabilities that affect learning
processes differently, further complicated by thet that varying intensities may present for a
single disability. This heterogeneity creates @rajkes for a method that relies on the use of
equivalent groups. Second, particularly in the addew incidence disabilities, the limited
numbers of students (participants) weakens the pofube analysis. Third, researchers must
account for the complexity of the educational cghie special education, with its range of
options beyond the traditional concept of classr@omven school. Indeed, legislative
requirements regarding the right to free and appaitgpeducation, and the changing nature of
students’ placement in response to individualizfacation programs/plans (IEPs), create added
challenges to the RCT design, whereby a child neaglaced in a non-treatment setting based

solely on a random selection rather than need (&gt al., 2005).
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It is important to observe that even RCTs cannadoepted at face value. As
highlighted in the WWC citation above, RCTs musiel designed and well implemented. The
same rule of rigor applies to other research methedr qualitative research, the rigor becomes
even more demanding with the increased threatlgéstivity and bias (Boaz & Ashby, 2003;
Bratlinger, Jimenez, Klinger, Pugach, & Richards2on5s).

Requirements proposed for qualitative researchddwatvithstand criticisms include: (1)
pose significant questions that can be investigategirically and contribute to knowledge base;
(2) apply methods that are appropriate to the rekeguestions; (3) ensure the study design
methods and procedures are sufficiently transpdoemotential replication; (4) collect data in a
systematic and informed manner; (5) base the asadysclear chains of inferential reasoning
supported and justified by relevant literature;@aluate alternative explanations for the
findings; and (7) continuously assess the possilbact of systematic bias (Cook & Schirmer,
2006; Cook, Tankersley, Cook et al., 2008; GerdBaker, & Lloyd, 2002; National Center for
the Dissemination of Disability Research [NCDDR)03).

Quantity. In addition to well-designed and implemented res®aa second criterion to
define whether a practice is evidence-based insltite presence of more than one strong
research study to corroborate findings. Proposalside at least two studies, if experimental
methods are used, and five studies for a singlgesutesearch design (Gersten et al., 2005;
Horner et al., 2005). Yet replication of studiesmeducational context presents a new series of
challenges. Slavin (2008) observed that educagsearch is too context-bound to allow broad
generalizations. Therefore, systematic reviewsraptication studies in different contexts
become essential before a practice can be classifie@vidence-based in contexts beyond those
of their original application (Slavin, 2008). Pattiarly in special education, myriad educational
settings in which specific programs may be impleta@mffer unique challenges for researchers.

Strength. Cook et al. (2009) proposed a third criteriomlédine evidence of success:
magnitude of effect. It is not enough to say thptactice or intervention caused a change in the
measured outcome (criterion one) and that thisgharas corroborated by a number of
similarly well-implemented studies (criterion tw@he magnitude of the change should be
assessed, particularly as any new practice oniatdion comes with costs, including training,
resources, and the anxiety of change. Magnituddfett is measured mathematically by

determining effect size, and the WWC defined acsitegory scheme by which to rate the impact
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of interventions on desired outcomes (WWC, 201 EX dalculations of effect size require well-
defined and measurable outcomes that may not bassoto obtain.
WWC proposed the following criteria by which to @ss the strength of evidence regarding
educational programs and practices (WWC, 2010):
* The extent of evidence is medium to large if altre# following are true:
0 The domain includes more than one study.
0 The domain includes more than one school.
o0 The domain findings are based on a total samp&diat least 350 students OR,
assuming 25 students in a class, a total of at Iehslassrooms across studies.
* The extent of evidence is small if any of the faling are true:
0  The domain includes only one study.
0  The domain includes only one school.
o0 The domain findings are based on a total sampé&edifess than 350 students and,
assuming 25 students in a class, a total of less 14 classrooms across studies.
Summary. To define EBP, it is essential to (1) understaihatws being defined as
practices (skills, policies, programs, or techngué2) know the type and the quality of the
research that produced the statement that theigga@re successful, and (3) know how much
change these practices impose on the targetedmatdbis relevant to observe the following:

If different methodologies are appropriate for adding important questions in special
education, then we, as a field, need to be cleawntala) the match between research
guestions and methodology, (b) the features of eaathodology that represent high
guality, (c) and the use of research findings mmhemethodology as scientific evidence
for effective practices in special education. (Odetral., 2005, p. 146)
| mplementation of EBP

Despite an increased focus on the use of EBP iciapmducation research, the
identification and correct implementation of thesactices are still developing. Torres, Farley,
and Cook (2012) suggested that to implement EB&&¥kly, implementers should gauge the
student and classroom environment, differentiadéetpes to suit students’ needs, monitor
implementation fidelity, and advocate for thosecpices that prove effective in the attainment of
the proposed objectives. Indeed, as stated by @odiSchirmer (2006), “Identifying effective
practices is only meaningful to the extent thaythee applied (and applied with fidelity) with

children and youth with disabilities” (p. 181).
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Slavin (2008) argued for three essential requirdmehevidence-based reform: (1)
development of rigorous evaluations for promisimgavations that can be used on a broad scale;
(2) federal, state, and local policies to suppootpsing innovations and ongoing evaluation;
and (3) systematic reviews that translate resdardings into a language accessible to educators
and policymakers. Without these three requiremexttsmpts to implement an evidence-based
educational system may falil.

Regardless of the quality and strength of resefandmgs, the adoption of EBP is
ultimately a decision of school districts and/dn@als nationwide. The reason for the adoption
of a specific EBP, and most of all, the method ol it is adopted must be known before
outcomes can be examined. A review of the litemtur implementation research reveals that
successful implementation depends on at leastessgntial factors: (1) the selection and
training of all of the individuals involved in thmplementation; (2) the presence of
infrastructure necessary for training, supportesuigion, and ongoing assessment of
implementers; (3) consumer involvement in the $Ele@nd evaluation of programs and
practices to be adopted; and (4) funding, policaesl regulations that support the
implementation of those practices (Fixsen, Naoolas® Friedman, & Wallace, 2005).

Cook, Tankersley, Cook et al., (2008) suggestetrther than changing the nature of
teaching or requiring teachers to follow prescribegthods, districts and schools should
prioritize, rather than impose, EBPs. The authogsied that this process allows teachers to
maximize the impact of their instructional effontgthout suffocating their creativity or forcing a
one-size-fits-all approach on a diversified studgspulation. According to Cook, Tankersley,
Harjusola-Webb (2008), an EBP will have little inspan students’ educational experiences if
the teachers regard these practices as limitingitistructional freedom and ignoring their
professional wisdom. The diversity of students wdiabilities (i.e., with varying disabilities,
levels of functioning, cultures, and language mieficy) make the selection and implementation
of EBPs in special education a complex task. Addélly, findings from implementation
research emphasize the need for sustainable piamiasgevelopment and support related to
implemented practices and ongoing evaluation ofrtigementation with corrective action as
needed (Cook, Tankersley, Cook et al., 2008; Fixsext., 2005).

In a study based on interviews with approximatélyetementary special education

teachers in Texas and Florida, researchers fowatdehchers seldom used EBP in their
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classrooms because of a multitude of reasons imgufl) a general disbelief and skepticism
regarding EBP and the idea that it is just anofibwy (2) diversity of the student population
promotes the strong belief that one size doesihall fparticularly in special education; (3) the
influence of parents, who may require a differgygraach; and, (4) lack of time and resources
needed to adopt new programs and strategies (Baardinguelles, Vaughan, Hughes, &
Klingner, 2005).

A recent article by the Division of Research of @wuncil for Exceptional Children
(Cook & Cook, 2011) provided the following guidedmfor the adoption of EBPs in special
education: (1) avoid describing empirically valeldinstructional approaches as best or
recommended practices; (2) specify the rationaledfcommending practices on the basis of
theoretical, ethical, legal, or anecdotal suppattier than referring to such practices as best or
recommended; (3) specify the level and type ofaedethat supports a practice rather than
referring to practices that have some empiricapsupbut do not meet evidence-based criteria as
research-based; and (4) refer to practices as BBIyswhen these practices are supported by
studies that meet prescribed evidence-based eritedated to research design, quantity and
guality, and magnitude of effect (Cook & Cook, 211
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Section Three: Findingsfrom the Literature

Method

Using the process described in Section One, 18rdents were found that reflect the
three proposed inclusion criteria: the documentsvre published between 2000 and 2012; (2)
employed an investigative process for data cobbacéind analysis; and (3) focused on practices
adopted by schools that were successful in impgpthie academic performance of students with
disabilities and those schools that were successfaiproving the academic performance of
other groups of struggling learners (or at-risldstuts), particularly economically disadvantaged
students. Note that in this report we refer to éreshools akigh-performing schoolsStudies of
high-performing schools that focus on the perforoeaof at-risk students have common
attributes with those that focus specifically omd&nts with disabilities. Per request from the
funder, one more report was included that focusefive school districts that were obtaining
strong results with improving the performance ofisints with disabilities through the use of
assessment and accountability. Therefore, thigweencompasses findings from 19 reports.

Seven of the 19 reviewed documents focused on fegforming schools for students
with disabilities, and the remaining 12 studiesrexed high-performing schools that served a
majority of at-risk students. The documents reéld@ractices adopted in schools located in
Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgiéindis, Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts,
North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Washingtee.df the studies involved Ohio schools.

Three of the 19 documents reflected different netemethods: a literature review, an
audit process to examine and collect data, angliaweof the status of special education in three
large Midwest cities. The remaining studies ideatifachievement by examining results for one
or more indicators of student performance, pardidylstatewide assessments, while taking into
account school and students’ characteristics, dietudemographics, school size, geographical
location, and others. Data regarding practicekénselected schools were then collected by
using interviews, site visits, and, in some casesjeys. Three documents compared practices
from high-performing to those used at low-perforghgthools.

The following seven studies focused on schoolswgie successful in improving the

performance of students with disabilities:
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* Ellis, Gaudet, Hoover, Rizoli, and Mader (2004yiewed demographics relative to
students who received special education servicBassachusetts and divided the school
districts in four categories, according to the patage of minorities and economically
deprived students. Within each category, the agtBramined the achievement of
students with disabilities in four statewide asses#s (both results and growth) and
determined a proficiency index and pass rate. Niskicts defined as high-performers
were then subdivided into the four categories atehm of researchers visited five of
those districts. The data collection method inctudbservations and interviews.

* Edmonds and Spradlin (201@viewed five-year results of Indiana’s statewide
assessments and controlled for contextual faatmekiding family income and single-
parent homes. Data on district and school practiegs collected from focus groups
with representatives of the five top-ranked disgric

* Huberman and Parrish (2001gviewed the scores of students with disabilities
statewide assessments in California during fouogkyears (2005-06 through 2008-09)
and controlled for student demographics. Twentyridis were identified; from those,
eight were selected for further study: four dissriwith poverty levels above the state
average and four with poverty levels below theestaterage. Data collection included a
one-hour phone interview with special educatioectwrs from each district.

* Huberman, Parrish, Arellanes, Gonzalez, and Scafd ?)revisited the performance of
Californian students but focused on results fostltent subgroups, including students
with disabilities. As in the study above, the satetof districts involved only the unified
school districts, which serve about 70% of theestagtudent population. A district
achievement index was created to represent thereif€e between actual academic
performance of each student subgroup and thetgtatig predicted performance based
on student demographic. The research team condsitéedsits in districts that obtained
the highest indices to interview school distri@ders and randomly selected principals of
elementary, middle, and high schools.

* Mandlawitz (2003kxamined the status of special education in tbitezs: Cleveland,

OH; Chicago, IL; and Milwaukee, WI. Although theidy did not focus on high-
performing schools, it provided important insigab®ut the successes and challenges of

educating students with disabilities in large urbattings.
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Ohio State University (OSU), Center for Special d¢eleopulation (2005¢onducted a
study of Ohio’s Schools of Promise that had higbspeay rates for students with
disabilities. ODE recognizes as Schools of Prortiiese that have 40% or more of their
students from low-income backgrounds and meet ceexk state standards (75% passing
rates in reading, mathematics, or both for all stddubgroups). The study involved 18
schools (12 elementary, 2 middle, and 4 high sd)obiterviews were conducted with
principals, teachers, parents, and students. Iresmimools, curriculum directors,
superintendents, community members, and speciabéida supervisors from the
Educational Service Centers also were interviewed.

Telfer (2011 )describes how school districts in places as f@las, lllinois, Florida and
Georgia have improved the performance of studeitsdisabilities by using data to
inform instructional practices.

Twelve documents focused on high-performing schtt@sserve large percentages of

at-risk students:

Anderson and DeCesare (20@8udied eight schools in Colorado. The schoolswer
selected according to their results in the stadesmsmnents for reading, writing, and
mathematics between 2004 and 2006. Selected saofxmdeded 50% of students from
low-income background#t each school, the researchers interviewed sdeaders and
faculty members and reviewed data related to peedpfunding, and allocation of
resources.

Bowers (20083rew from literature on successful corporationdd@welop a conceptual
framework for high-achieving school districts. Hen tested the framework with a
school district in a Midwestern state (not ideetlj by using the difference between
actual composite scores in the state test andqgteetdcomposite scores to identify high-
achieving districts. Data collection included ctassn observations and interviews with
teachers, administrators, and district staff.

Craig et al. (2005examined six schools in Tennessee that scordwiBd’ percentile or
above on the NCE and ACT tests, and elementaryotstivat scored in the 85
percentile on the NCE tests. Content areas exanmeéeled English, mathematics, and
writing. Data on school practices were collectedgaterviews, document reviews, and

surveys that involved teachers, parents, and corntynuembers.
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» Dailey et al. (2005)eviewed literature on strategies that help pufiitools districts in
high-poverty areas promote high achievement fostallents.

» Hagelskamp and DiStasi (201@)xamined nine high-poverty schools in Ohio witheatst
85% graduation rates and at least 75% of studemtsdll and by subgroup) passing the
state assessments in reading and mathematicsoBatznool practices were collected
from focus groups with teachers, parents, and stsdad individual interviews with
school leaders, support staff, and community pastrihis is the only study that
mentioned that the researchers provided school$aantty with monetary incentives for
participation.

» Kannapel and Clements (20088ed the Kentucky audit process to identify high-
performing and low-performing schools that senerdé percentages of at-risk students.
In addition to information from the audit documentse authors conducted site visits to
selected schools, where they observed classroothstmviewed staff members.

* Ragland, Clubine, Knight, Schneider, and Smith {208nked high schools in high-
poverty districts in Texas using a number of inthest the Texas Learning Index,
Algebra | examination, enrollment in advanced phaest courses, and improvement in
the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. Reseachgted five of the high schools at
the top of the list and conducted interviews, obaons, and document reviews. The
report is part of a number of studies supportediioyy Dana Center at the University of
Texas, Austin, related to high-performing schoaol3 éxas. The most recent report of the
series was unavailable.

*»  RMC Research Corporation (200&viewed six urban schools identified as Schobls o
Promise (at least 40% of students from low incomekigrounds and at least 75% with
passing rates in statewide assessments). The ssedythe Schools of Promise (SOP)
Framework of Practice to identify the extent to eththose schools adopted research-
based practices related to school improvement.

* Robinson, Stempel, and McCree (200&npared four high-impact schools with three
middle-impact schools with similar student demobgieg. The authors definddgh-
impactas schools that had greater-than-expected grawtis&three years in reading and
mathematics and curtailed achievement gaps achadsrg subgroups. The schools were

located in North Carolina and California. Data weodlected from document reviews;
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classroom observations; focus groups with teadausstudents; and surveys of

administrators, teachers, and students.

* Shannon and Bylsma (2007pdated a previous study conducted in 2002 wigh-hi
performing schools in Washington. The document meigoon a discussion about the
state of the literature five years after the omrdjistudy.

» Suffren and Wallace (201@uthored a study on high-poverty urban schoo3hio.

They used three-year results on statewide assesstoadentify high-performing

schools and collected data using interviews arevssits to eight of the selected schools.

The schools visited were 4 public schools, 2 chatbools, and 2 magnet schools.

* William, Kirst, and Haertel (2005jonducted a large-scale survey in California that
involved 5,500 teachers and 257 principals. Suresponses were compared using a
score to differentiate school performance, coritrglfor student demographics.

The next two subsections summarize findings froesé¢ two groups of studies
separately. Initially, findings from the studies ligh-performing schools for students with
disabilities are summarized. The summary of findifrgm high-performing schools for at-risk
students then follows.

High-Performing Schools for Studentswith Disabilities

The review of the literature on high-performing sols for students with disabilities
presented findings that range from vision to speaifstructional interventions. These findings
are organized into six broad categories: IDEA regruents, defining principles, infrastructure,
school organization, external supports, and intbnal strategies. To facilitate reading, within
this subsection the termgh-performing schoolglentifies those high-performing schools for
students with disabilities.

IDEA requirements. Although common sense may suggest that good ednaht
practices should be effective for all students,atiecation of students with disabilities involves
specific requirements dictated under IDEA. Leastrietive environment, Individualized
Education Planning (IEP), and a focus on transifpamticularly of students from high school to
adult life, are some of the statutory requiremeimés regulate special education. It is thus
interesting to observe the dearth of referencéisase requirements in studies that focused on the

education of students with disabilities.
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Before students can receive services funded uimteA ) they need to be identified as
having a disability. The process of identificateomd referral is the first step into special
education. The Massachusetts high-performing sehoad a focus on early identification of
students who may enter special education (Elled.e2004). Mandlawitz (2003) observed
improvements in the process of identification oid&nts and referral for services in Chicago.
However, he also highlighted that the processesddy identification and referral were still
inadequate and many children were entering schibbut proper services.

All students who receive special education serviceser IDEA must have an IEP that is
reevaluated frequently. Mandlawitz (2003) obseryed one of the three cities studied
(Milwaukee) had streamlined the IEP process. Yas,was the only reference to IEP in the
reviewed literature.

Transition was a focus of high-performing schoalshie study by Huberman et al.

(2012). Schools in this study placed special attertin transitions at all levels of education and
offered specific programs to integrate studentbé@r new environments, including, in some
schools, peer mentoring (Huberman et al., 201agrAdtively, Ellis et al. (2004) highlighted
transition as an area of concern at the studiedadshwith a loss of student support in key
points, such as the transition from elementary igidie school, from middle to high school, and
from high school to adult life.

IDEA also establishes that students with disabgitinust be taught in the least restrictive
environment possible. The placement of students eigabilities in general classrooms has been
adopted by many school districts across the cowagrg way to address this requirement and to
improve the academic performance of these studahtmur districts studied by Huberman and
Parrish (2001) used this inclusion strategy. In diithe districts all students with disabilities
were taught in regular classrooms, and the otherdigtricts had adopted a blended system.
However, in all districts, students with disabdiihad access to the core curriculum, regardless
of whether or not they were being taught in inalesilassrooms (Huberman & Parrish, 2001).
Ellis et al. (2004) found that high-performing sol®adopted a range of strategies to ensure that
students with disabilities have access to the coraculum, including co-teaching, in which a
general and special educator share full respoitgibkr teaching, or resource teachers contribute
to the process. While observing the expansionatigion in Cleveland, Mandlawitz (2003)

expressed a concern that teachers (general andlispeecation) were stretched too thin and the
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paperwork required from teachers was making it nadffecult for the district to attract and
maintain quality personnel.

Two studies identified concerns related specifyctdlspecial education. Ellis et al.
(2004) emphasized the challenges faced by scho@ducating students with disabilities who
have limited English proficiency. Mandlawitz (2008yhlighted the impact of courts on the
districts’ policies and practices, as litigatiorstiecome a prominent feature of special
education.

Defining principles. Defining principles include findings related toad® vision, and
attitudes that characterize the schools’ approattheducation. Five of the seven documents
reported that the high-performing schools sharedrdhstructional vision, which included high
expectations for all (faculty and students alike)l ¢he belief that all students can learn
(Edmonds & Spradlin, 2010; Ellis et al., 2004; Huban et al., 2012; OSU, 2005, Telfer, 2011).
Describing the Indiana high-performing schools, Bdds and Spradlin (2010) found an
emphasis on positive relationships that fostemaes®f belonging and trust. In these schools,
administrators, faculty, and students shared respiity for the teaching-learning process.

Infrastructure. Infrastructure is the framework that supportsgtieools and without
which they cannot function. This includes buildinfysxding, and resources, such as technology.
Funding was mentioned in two of the reviewed doausheéMandlawitz (2003) highlighted
inadequate funding as a concern across the thires visited. Lack of funding was threatening
to bring cuts to personnel and programs, thus comizing the delivery of services
(Mandlawitz, 2003). Ellis et al. (2004) commentkdtthigh-performing schools in
Massachusetts were using different strategies pargk resources, including partnering with
nearby universities or colleges and applying fangs.

The impact of the physical environment on studersts mentioned in one study. Ellis et
al. (2004) observed that all of the high-performsnfiools visited were either in new or
renovated buildings, and the authors wondered aheumpact of the pleasant environment on
students’ performance. In a century dominated byrimation and communication technologies,
it is noteworthy that only one study mentioned tealbgy, such as the use of computer for skill
development (Huberman et al., 2012).

School organization. While defining principles and infrastructure prdeithe conceptual

and physical framework within which a school opesaits organization establishes the

OCECD Research Project: Literature Review Page 17



necessary processes to move principles into aclio@.organization also creates facilitators or
barriers to instruction. The term school organ@aincludes findings related to school
environment, leadership, and teachers’ organizatr@hsupports.

Two of the reviewed studies noted that high-perfagischools for students with
disabilities were concerned with providing a safei@nment conducive to learning (Ellis et al.,
2004; OSU, 2005). In both studies, the schoolsemgnted clear rules of behavior that were
consistently imposed school-wide, known to all ¢lag students, and parents), and aimed at the
creation of safe environments. Ellis et al. (208d3erved that the approach to discipline in these
schools emphasized responsibility for one’s actanmd shifted the behavior management
approach from punishment for negative actionswards for good behavior. The Ohio schools
that were studied by OSU (2005) had adopted vahehsivior management programs, including
the Positive Behavior Intervention and Supportsi®BThe common feature in the behavior
management approaches adopted by those schoothevimeus on rewards for positive
behavior and celebration of student success (O805)2

Mentions of the role of school leadership were fbimthree studies: Edmonds and
Spradlin (2010), Ellis et al. (2004), and OSU (20Q®aders in these schools were described as
engaged, sharing decisions with school staff (Ediad& Spradlin, 2010), unafraid to take risks
and support creativity (Ellis et al., 2004), andused on improving instruction (OSU, 2005). All
three studies observed that no single style ofdesdp was connected to high-performing
schools. According to Ellis et al. (2004):

The presence of effective leaders is not surprjsasgnost research into high performing
schools highlights the crucial role of leaders @veloping and implementing a vision for
their district or school building. The sometimessfirating aspect of this observation is
that leadership is difficult to replicate and adeeship style that works well in one setting

may not work as well in another. (p. 11)

The processes used to organize and support teath@gh-performing schools were
highlighted in six reviewed documents, and collation among teachers was the common
finding of all of those studies. Huberman and RBar(R001) observed collaborative work among
teachers in all four districts visited and the pres of special education teachers as part of

leadership teams. In one of the districts, gerardlspecial education teachers formed

! For more information, visit the Center for Techatifssistance on PBIS http://www.pbis.org/
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professional learning communities, which also ideld the school psychologist (Huberman &
Parrish, 2001). The use of professional learninmgroanities and collaboration between general
education and special education teachers alsonwetéeel by Edmonds and Spradlin (2010) and
Huberman et al. (2012). Edmonds and Spradlin (26@8)mented that the professional learning
communities provided teachers with an enhancecesefself-efficacy and professional growth.
Ellis et al. (2004) found collaboration among teaxshto be a common feature of the high-
performing Massachusetts schools. There, one schstaict adopted co-teaching and others
offered extra support to the general educationeachby the use of specialists. Mandlawitz
(2003) noted that Milwaukee was improving collabimmamong general education and special
education teachers as a strategy to improve resulstudents with disabilities.

Although collaboration was a common finding in tiberature, only one study (Ellis et
al., 2004) noted the value of respect for teach@esining time to guarantee the collaborative
process. However, the authors observed that im#gjerity of the schools, common planning
time occurred within grade level, and collaboratmnoss grades and across content areas was
hampered by a lack of time or happened at the esgehteachers’ free time. One school
resolved the challenge by hiring a permanent switstieacher who was familiar with the
students and available to cover when teachers ddade for planning (Ellis et al., 2004).

Three documents reported a focus on professionaloj@ment. Mandlawitz (2003)
observed that Chicago used IDEA funds to improgeher training. In the schools studied by
Ellis et al. (2004), professional development wasnsive and either offered to all staff or used a
train-the-trainer approach whereby one staff persogsived training under the obligation to train
peers. Huberman and Parrish (2001) also observedahasis on professional development at
high-performing schools in California. The professl development involved all teachers and
was targeted to meet the needs of a diversifiadesiiupopulation; special education teachers
received training focused on improving their untirding of the core curriculum (Huberman &
Parrish, 2001).

External support. External support is provided to the schools bgemain
stakeholders: district, families, and communitystidct support may take different forms,
including supportive hiring policies, emphasis eadher retention and growth, and instructional
leadership. Hiring practices were observed in thef7 reviewed documents. Huberman et al.

(2012) reported that high-performing schools airteelire teachers and leaders whose vision
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aligned that of the school. In one of the distrigssted by Ellis et al. (2004), all teachers had
dual certifications (general and special educationanother district, the human resources staff
would reach out to colleges as early as Januamgctwiit interns for training as new teachers. The
visited districts had instituted mentoring procesi®ee new teachers and focused on placing
teachers according to their abilities rather thsingia seniority system (Ellis et al., 2004).
Huberman et al. (2012) and OSU (2005) found thabme districts, central office staff were
actively involved at the school level and visiteti@ols to provide mentoring and support.
Alternatively, Ellis et al. (2004) expressed comctrat districts may create obstacles to school
improvement by implementing policies that add oveprograms from one school to another
before their impacts can be studied.

As a characteristic of high-performing schoolsgpgal (or family) support was only
found as a factor in the study conducted by OSW%2@h Ohio. The schools emphasized that
they worked closely with parents and maintainedoamgycommunication with the families.

Some schools had a parent liaison staff positind,ahers offered services to parents, such as
parent libraries (OSU, 2005). Ellis et al. (200#luded parental involvement as a concern, as
the schools were using different strategies to gagearents, but none of these strategies
appeared to be working. Mandlawitz (2003) also cemted on the lack of parental involvement
in the systems she examined.

Community support was mentioned in the OSU stu@p42 and Ellis et al. (2004).
Partnerships with business, institutions of higtducation, and governmental agencies provided
added resources to schools such as tutoring, megta@and job-shadowing.

Instructional strategies. Under this category are included findings relatedurriculum,
instructional programs, assessments, and use @f Ta¢ literature reviewed highlighted two
major findings regarding curriculum. First, as tethto the concept of inclusion, students with
disabilities in high-performing schools had acdesthe core curriculum (Ellis et al., 2004;
Huberman & Parrish, 2001; Mandlawitz, 2003; OSW3)0 These schools offered rigorous
curricula that were aligned with the state stanslamt supported teachers in the implementation
of the curricula (Ellis et al., 2004; OSU, 2005)i€et al. (2004) mentioned the use of
instructional coaches and content leaders (e.gh teaders) to support general and special

education teachers. OSU (2005) described the usero€ulum mapping, pacing charts, vertical
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curriculum alignment (from middle to high scho@ihd the use of student groups organized by
learning needs rather than the presence or abséxsabilities.

High-performing schools also were found to use &sBsents to monitor student progress
(Huberman & Parrish, 2001; Mandlawitz, 2003; OSQQ2, Telfer, 2011). In the schools studied
by Ellis et al. (2004), teachers took extra tim@itepare students for the statewide assessment,
plan accommodations for students with disabilitees] help families understand the assessment
process to reduce anxiety. At the same time, ttezgshers created other opportunities for
students to succeed rather than rely solely osttite assessment program (Ellis et al., 2004).
Directly related to the assessments is the findingse of data to plan instruction (Ellis et al.,
2004; OSU, 2005). In both studies, teachers wareddo use different assessments, including
homegrown assessments, to gauge student progikgsiae instruction accordingly. The
school districts in Telfer (2011)’s study used stuidperformance data to establish a process of
continuous improvement. Funded upon the analysssuafent academic and behavioral data,
schools fine-tuned their goals, modified strategfied were not working, strengthened those that
were working, and brought new strategies that batldressed newly defined needs and goals.

The adoption of specific instructional methods tovide or support instruction was
mentioned in two studies. Of the four districtsdstal by Huberman and Parrish (2001), two
used Explicit Direct Instruction (EDI), one usedid Language Acquisition Design (GLAD)
strategies, and 3 of the 4 were adopting Respankgdrvention (Rtly.Huberman et al. (2012)
mentioned the use of Rtl and smaller learning comitias, in addition to extra supports offered
to struggling learners in after-school programsirdischool programs, and peer mentoring.
Practices mentioned in the OSU (2005) study inaudé-day kindergarten, a focus on reading
at all levels, and various strategies for extrgogup such as the use of an academic coaching
program or an additional 30 minutes added to tlieoénthe school day. Ellis et al. (2004) found
a diversity of instructional programs, connectedhsyoverall concern that any program or

practice adopted by the schools had to be aligntgdtie state standards and district curriculum.

2 For information, please see the following siteB1 Ehttp://www.dataworks-ed.com/researchje@LAD Project
(http://www.projectglad.com/glad.htinland Rtl bttp://www.rtidsuccess.orp/
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High-Performing Schools for At-Risk Students

Findings from the 12 documents that examined higtiepming schools for at-risk
students were organized within the same compomasisribed above, except for the IDEA
requirements, which apply only to students whoixecspecial education services. These
components are: defining principles, infrastructgool organization, external supports, and
instructional strategies. In this subsection, grenthigh-performing schoalefers to schools that
have been successful in improving the academiopaegnce of economically disadvantaged
students.

Defining principles. The authors of all 12 documents identified higinfgrening schools
as a learning environment inspired by strong ppiles that include a culture wfe can(Suffren
& Wallace, 2010), and with clear and high expeotatithat are shared by administrators,
teachers, students, and families (Dailey et aD528lagelskamp & DiStasi, 2012; Ragland et al.,
2001; RMC, 2003; Robinson et al., 2005; Willianakf 2005).

Robinson and colleagues (2005) compared high-paifgy (calledhigh-impacj schools
and average-impact schools in Kentucky. The rebessdound that the high-impact schools had
clear expectations for all students and facultyntaaned these expectations consistently,
whereas expectations in the average-impact schaoiks inconsistent (e.g., teachers tolerated
standards and assessments but did not embrace theather finding from this study was that
high-impact schools focused on preparing studemtbfé beyond high school; that is, for
college and career, whereas average-impact scfumised on high school graduation
(Robinson et al., 2005).

Craig et al. (2005) observed that high-performidgo®ls in Tennessee had a student-
centered mission and a focus on supporting tea@nddearning. In three studies in different
states (Kentucky, Texas, and Washington), highgperihg schools were found to be committed
to high expectations but also to foster positivatrenships among teachers, administrators,
students, and families and to create a nurturimy@mment in which individuals feel valued
(Kannapel & Clements, 2005; Ragland et al., 200CR2003; Shannon & Bylsma, 2007).
Hagelskamp and DiStasi (2012), studying high-penfog Ohio schools, found that
administrators and teachers committed to makeferdifce in students’ lives, set high

expectations for all students, and made no exdosesademic failure. This sense of personal
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responsibility and accountability for student leagnalso was a finding of the study on Colorado
high-performing schools by Anderson and DeCesa06§R

Infrastructure. Seven of the 12 documents made some refereromrtponents of
infrastructure, mainly funding and technology. Resbkers discussed funding as a concern for
the struggling schools to maintain personnel asdurces (Dailey et al., 2005; Shannon &
Bylsma, 2007; Suffren & Wallace, 2010). Bowers (@P0oted that the schools used a variety of
strategies to generate funds, such as pooling igneburces and applying for grants. Kannapel
and Clements (2005) observed that even high-penhgrsthools were poor in technology,
although they used the available resources eftigieAlternatively, in the California study, the
high-performing schools were more likely than loedprming schools to be located in districts
that provided them with sufficient and up-to-datstructional materials (William et al., 2005).
Anderson and DeCesare (2008) found the high-penfgyi@olorado schools had purchasing
power for technology, supplies, professional depelent, and staff support. Two of the schools
in that study had complete budgetary discretion@hdrs were allowed flexible use of their
budget (Anderson & DeCesare, 2008).

School organization. As in the previous subsection, this componertuaes findings
related to school environment, school leadershnig,taachers’ organization and supports. The
implementation of a safe environment with clearestations for student behavior was a finding
of three studies (Hagelskamp & DiStasi, 2008; RM@)3; Suffren & Wallace, 2010).
Hagelskamp and DiStasi (2008) observed that adtramiss and teachers set high expectations
for student behavior, enforced rules consisteaityl promoted a school climate focused on
learning. Suffren and Wallace (2010) reported the of positive reinforcement, with
consequences for behavior consistently appliedeamigedded in the school culture.

Ten of the 12 studies mentioned school leadershgnamportant factor in high-
performing schools. In six studies, leaders in kpghforming schools were found to focus on
instruction, spend time in the classrooms, progigigports to teachers, and hold them
accountable for student learning (Anderson & De@es2008; Craig et al., 2005; Dailey et al.,
2005; RMC, 2003; Shannon & Bylsma, 2007; Suffrelv&llace, 2010). Three studies
highlighted the use of shared leadership, whereélyi@istrators involve teachers in decisions
related to the school (Craig et al., 2005; Hagetgk& DiStasi, 2008; Shannon & Bylsma,
2007). William et al. (2005) found that principashigh-performing schools use data to develop
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strategies and follow student progress. LikewissgglBnd et al. (2001) observed the principals
take over the work of examining data to give teasneore time for instruction.

According to Robinson et al., (2005), principal$igh-impact schools were willing to
adjust class sizes so that teachers with strugggangers had smaller classes and could provide
more individualized attention to their studentsefhatively, teachers with less needy students
had larger classes. Principals in average-impdmias imposed uniform class sizes, regardless
of students’ needs. Hagelskamp and DiStasi (200&)dthat principals in high-performing
schools led with strong and clear vision, engagdeff in problem-solving and decision-making,
and never lost sight of the school’s goals andesital outcomes. School leaders and teachers in
those schools sought to improve practices andteesahtinuously and used successes to
energize and challenge one another and to motstatkents (Hagelskamp & DiStasi, 2008). In
contrast, the review of state audits in Kentuckynid that leadership was one of the few
standards for which scores for high-performing kxwaperforming schools showed no
differences (Kannapel & Clements, 2005).

Two studies mentioned low leadership turnover agsset of high-performing schools
(Anderson & DeCesare, 2008; Suffren & Wallace, 30T0e challenge, according to Suffren
and Wallace (2010), is to find methods by whickemnsure continuity of leadership for those
schools.

Teacher collaboration was a finding in 6 of thesfiitlies (Anderson & DeCesare, 2008;
Craig et al., 2005; Hagelskamp & DiStasi, 2008; Kapel & Clements, 2005; Ragland et al.,
2001; RMC, 2003). Anderson and DeCesare (2008)ioread an engrained sense of
collaboration among teachers and between teachdradaninistration in the Colorado high-
performing schools. According to Hagelskamp andt@B5(2008), administration in high-
performing schools provided opportunities and inives for teachers to collaborate and teachers
enjoyed the opportunity to work together and shuest practices. The RMC study on Ohio
Schools of Promise described the use of coachiesmoher leaders to provide extra support.
Teacher leaders (or content area leaders) alsofauend in the schools examined by Suffren and
Wallace (2010). Scheduled planning time was mestidn two studies (Ragland et al., 2001;
RMC, 2003). However, in the Ohio study, common plag time was provided only for same

grade level but not across grades or across coateas (RMC, 2003).
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Four of the documents mentioned professional deweémt. In high-performing schools,
professional development is tied to teachers’ né€dsig et al., 2005) and focused on the
analysis of data on student performance (Kannapéletnents, 2005). Anderson and DeCesare
(2008) noted that administrators and teachers a&reely involved in planning professional
development, and leaders assured time for traioyngllowing early release, duty-free time
during school hours, and similar strategies. Instuely by Robinson et al. (2005), the high-
impact schools were found to have structures inepta support new teachers, as compared to
the average-impact schools, where supports fortaashers took more of a social nature. In the
2005 review of the literature, high-performing solsowere found to offer multiple, professional
learning opportunities for principals and teachersluding in-school support, such as
mentorships (Dailey et al., 2005). Bowers (2008 an innovative solution to ensure time for
teacher planning and professional development.digtact hired long-term substitute teachers
(100-day substitute) who were trained with the fagteachers to become familiar with the
schools, the curricula, and the students. Thesstituiie teachers could easily cover classrooms
as needed, to free the classroom teacher for pigramd professional development activities.

External support. These supports are offered to the schools byittteat, families, and
communities. Regarding community and family invehent, Craig et al. (2005) observed that
all six schools studied were near universities laa strong community and family involvement.
Robinson et al. (2001) commented that although bigh- and average-impact schools had
partnerships with business and colleges, theyréiffén the ways they profited from the
partnerships. High-impact schools were more likelyse the partnerships to prepare students
for postsecondary life, whereas average-impactashesed partnerships for school activities,
such as drug abuse and dropout prevention.

The schools studied by Anderson and DeCesare (268)red parents to sign
agreements that spell out the expectations ofalkesolders, including parents. High-poverty,
high-performing schools in Texas had an open-doticyfor parents (Ragland et al., 2001),
whereas the Ohio urban Schools of Promise focusezhgaging families and community
(RMC, 2003). Two of those schools had parent liaisositions, and two had business
partnerships (RMC, 2003). Alternatively, the Ohoti@ols examined in the study by
Hagelskamp and DiStasi (2012) did not focus onmgasecommunity involvement. Moreover,

according to those authors, the faculty did notteeeabsence of partnerships as an
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insurmountable barrier to student learning. Likeyike literature review conducted by Dailey
et al. (2005) elicited conflictive findings, witlosie studies showing a critical impact of
community supports, whereas others found that faamtd community partnerships were not as
important.

District supports include policies, hiring pracgcand instructional leadership. Findings
within this topic were not consistent. Kannapel &eiments (2005) found that district support
varied across schools and had little influencd@irtperformance. Suffren and Wallace (2010)
defended more autonomy for the schools, proposedithpansion of charter schools, and
recommended that neighborhood assignments shodtitdeten in favor of more parental
choice. Alternatively, the responses to the Catlifoisurvey showed a correlation between high-
performing schools and supportive districts (Witlizt al., 2005).

One of the ways a district may support or hampkogkperformance is with hiring
practices. Suffren and Wallace (2010) proposeddbaisions regarding the hiring process be
maintained at the school level, which reflectshibbef that the presence of structured hiring
processes and a culture of high expectations femuft to attract and retain quality teachers.
Teachers’ commitment is a common feature of thagie-performing schools, and teachers see
their collective contracts as a floor, rather thaceiling for their responsibility (Suffren &
Wallace, 2010). The involvement of school personineluding teachers, in the hiring process
also was a finding for high-performing schools ali€®rnia and North Carolina (Robinson et al.,
2005) and Colorado (Anderson & DeCesare, 200&hdrhigh-performing schools studied by
Bowers (2008), applicants for teaching positionsensaluated for their potential to be team
players, and teachers were involved in the hirirgg@ss to assess whether the new colleague
would fit as member of the team.

Responses to a statewide survey in California sstgddehat high-performing schools
have more experienced teachers with at least Baesy experience (William et al., 2005). In
Tennessee high-performing schools, Craig et aD§2@und that new teachers received
supported from both formal and informal mentoriggtems.

Instructional leadership is another finding relatedlistrict support. Dailey et al. (2005)
found in their review of the literature that higharforming districts focus on improvement of
instruction, work collaboratively with schools, asitlare responsibility for student learning.

These districts also enact comprehensive, systata-ieform policies with a long-term focus
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but gradual implementation. Likewise, Bowers (200@nmented that the high-performing
district prioritizes instructional resources andlify implementation of programs, creates
consistency across schools, and requires schoahadrators to be instructional leaders. In the
California study, responses to the survey suggestsupportive districts are more likely to
include schools with higher academic performancehby students. These districts evaluate
principals based on the alignment of school culuicuto district standards, use student data
from a variety of sources (state assessmentscalum tests, commercial standardized tests) to
evaluate teacher practices and identify areasripravement, and provide site-level support for
improvement (William et al., 2005).

Instructional strategies. Findings organized under this broader componeathded
references to curriculum alignment, ongoing asseassof student performance, use of
instructional strategies or programs, and extrgsugdor students who struggle academically.
Five studies emphasized the importance of alignrbetvteen school curriculum and state
standards (Anderson & DeCesare, 2008; Craig e2@05; Kannapel & Clements, 2005; RMC,
2003; Shannon & Bylsma, 2007). Anderson and De@g208) found that high-performing
schools focus on core content areas without jeapaglhumanities and arts education. Ohio
urban Schools of Promise align the curriculum withiades (horizontal) and across grades
(vertical; RMC, 2003). A focus on implementationstdndards-based curriculum and programs
and the use of vertical and horizontal alignmest atere findings for high-performing schools
in California (William et al., 2005).

Another finding related to instruction is the ongpuse of assessments for student
screenings, diagnostics, and/or progress monitgRMC, 2003; William et al., 2005). High-
performing schools were found to use multiple messto evaluate student progress and plan
instruction (Craig et al., 2005; Dailey et al., 80&annapel & Clements, 2005; RMC, 2003;
Suffren & Wallace, 2010). Anderson and DeCesar@&20bserved that target assessments are
central to student academic success, with teacisearg benchmark assessments, regular check-
ins, and scheduled time to discuss the data withirastrators. Likewise, high-performing
schools in Washington used multiple forms of studessessment to engage in frequent
reflections about teaching and learning (Shanndy&ma, 2007). In Texas high-performing
schools, teachers are trained in the use of datet® instructional decisions (Ragland et al.,
2001).
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Teachers in high-performing schools in Ohio exprddbat the analysis of data on
student performance is informative and helpfuhieitt planning instruction, and provides them
with opportunities to share information and expaees with their peers (Hagelskamp & DiStasi,
2012). All teachers from those schools used staieassessment data and some collected their
own information by using homegrown assessmentsartent surveys (Hagelskamp & DiStasi,
2012). Robinson et al. (2005) observed a consitkedifference in the use of data related to the
level of school achievement. The high-impact schosk data to plan lessons and improve
curriculum and teacher assignments, and the awénmggagect schools use data to measure past
student performance (Robinson et al., 2005).

None of the studies highlighted the use of a sergdnized instructional strategies or
program (e.g., Read 180, EDI), except for Bowe@98), who studied a district that was
implementingSuccess for Afl The author described the district’s concern whih igorous
implementation of the program and its success (Beva908). Craig et al. (2005) observed that
high-performing schools adopt a variety of stragedb support struggling learners, including
reinforcement or remediation of essential skikdeaching, additional assignments, and field
trips. Individualized attention to struggling leara was a finding in four studies: Anderson and
DeCesare (2008); Craig et al., 2005; Kannapel &t@lets (2005); and Ragland et al. (2001).

High-performing schools were found to be concenvil preservation of instructional
time (Suffren & Wallace, 2010) and the efficienews instructional time (Kannapel &
Clements, 2005). The Ohio urban Schools of Prommsgepacing guides to ensure consistency of
instruction and reserve time for core content afeas, elementary schools had 75-120 minutes
a day for English and 75-90 minutes for mathemaR&4C, 2003).

Extra academic supports for struggling learnereeweted in three studies. High-
performing schools in Colorado provide student$\ait elective period to finish work in core
content areas (Anderson & DeCesare, 2008). Inttiiyy Robinson et al. (2005), high-impact
schools ensure extra help in English and mathematiostly within class time, to maintain the
students in college preparatory courses ratherpghfinthem into remedial instruction.
Additionally, these schools use a variety of wagnsiystems for early identification of struggling

learners, require these students to enroll inwetaion strategies, and involve counselors in the

3 For information orSuccess for Alplease sekttp://www.successforall.org/
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process. Alternatively, in average-impact schdaktead of attending college preparatory
courses, struggling learners are enrolled in loxelleremedial courses and have no time to
complete the courses required for college entraihdditionally, extra help tends to be optional,
and counselors are not involved in the academip@uprocess (Robinson et al., 2005).

Hagelskamp and DiStasi (2012) found that studen@hio high-performing schools feel
valued and confident that teachers will help thelnemever needed. School administrators and
faculty are creative in the use of incentives tadent academic success and positive behavior,
such as increased computer time, free food, algess br movie nights, within their limited
budgets. As Hagelskamp and DiStasi (2012) commented

None of the schools examined here followed thetesame path to high achievement.

The diverse stories of these nine schools proudewaging evidence that change is

possible and can occur in different ways. Yet ioheschool, administrators and staff

pointed to some form of a fresh start as impetushange. And nearly all told us that
they began seeing improvements once they becartiegaid experiment with practices,
to self-assess and to make adjustments along the(pad)

An aspect of high-performing schools noted in thseglies was the potentially
provisional nature of their success. Every yedrpets deal with a new cohort of students who
have a variety of backgrounds, experiences, andsn@raig et al., 2005; Ellis et al., 2004;
Suffren & Wallace, 2010). To remain high-performinghe face of continuous mobility is a

challenge that schools must face.
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Section Four:; Conclusion

This section revisits the findings in Section Thre@ddress the five research questions
posed in Section One. The purpose of this secsion $ift through the lists of findings to
identify those with higher frequency in the two gps of studies (i.e., studies on high-
performing schools for students with disabilitiaed studies on high-performing schools for at-
risk students). Commonalities and differencesndifigs across the two groups are noted
followed by a brief analysis of how these findirigsnto a discussion of evidence-based
practices. The section ends with an initial propoSaomponents for a conceptual framework
from which to examine school practices that maydb@ed to success in improving the
academic achievement of all student subgroups.
Responses to the Resear ch Questions

(1) How does the literature define high-performing suk®

Of the 19 documents reviewed, one reflected thé/sisaof responses from a statewide
survey of teachers and school administrators (llet al., 2005), another was a literature
review (Dailey et al., 2005), and two others wessatiptive studies of special education
practices in selected school districts acrossrtagon (Mandlawitz, 2003; Telfer, 2011). The
remaining studies used a mix of quantitative aralitptive methods to rank the schools and
examine their practices. As detailed in Sectiore€hresearchers used a variety of indicators of
student academic performance to identify schooleaeiment, most frequently results in the
statewide assessment programs. Some studies ustgolanindicators to develop a district (or
school) performance index (e.g., Craig et al., 2@ks et al., 2004; Huberman et al., 2012).
Some researchers were careful to control for sctlemlographics and location, and others used
statistical technigues to compare potential andagirowth. Edmonds and Spradlin (2010)
controlled even for family income and single-par@amilies. A few studies used state definitions
of high-performing schools (e.g., Kannapel & Clemse2005; OSU, 2005; RMC, 2003). After
ranking districts or schools according to theirfpanances, researchers collected data on
districts and /or schools’ vision, organizationg gmactices by using mostly qualitative methods,
such as interviews, classroom observations, amdoument reviews. Quantitative methods,

such as surveys, also were used, although witHregsency.
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(2) What does the literature say about the practicesiified in high-performing schools for
students with disabilities?

Seven studies focused on schools that were suogprdimproving the academic
performance of students with disabilities (Group Pgble 1 summarizes the findings and the
number of studies that reported those findingsinfeny summary, the table omits or
oversimplifies the wealth of information revealedthese studies. Section Three supplements
the information provided in the table. The categ®on the left-hand side of the table are
artifacts created by the research team to orgaheéndings in fewer, related groups.

Table 1: Summary of Findings. High-Performing Schoolsfor Studentswith Disabilities

Categories Findings # of Studies

Early identification
IDEA requirements Focus on facilitating transition
Use of inclusion

High expectation for all and shared responsibitity

Defining principles achievement

Creative use of funding

Infrastructure New/renovated buildings

Clear behavior expectations and positive reinfoe@m
Leadership focuses on instruction but no specifiles
Teacher collaboration (general education & spestiaication) 7
Professional learning communities 2
Guaranteed planning time to collaborate 1
Ongoing professional development tailored to teexhmeeeds 3

wplPR A (MO N

School organization

District policies focused on hiring & maintaininggh quality
personnel
External supports  District staff supporting instruction at school étv 2
Family involvement 1
Business, universities, colleges partnerships 2

Access to core curriculum for all students 4
Ongoing assessments with the use of data to inffiastruction 5
No specific instructional strategies and programs 3

Instructional
strategies

Note Total number of studies = 7.

Although the list is quite long, only four findinggere shared by more than half of the
Group A studies. Collaboration among teachersjquéarly among general and special
education teachers, was a common finding in aksestudies, although only one (Ellis et al.,
2004) mentioned that those teachers had schedlaedipg time to collaborate. Ongoing use of

student assessments to plan and modify instruetama finding in five (71%) of the Group A
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studies. A finding common to four (57%) of the sasdwas high expectation for all stakeholders
(administrators, teachers, students, and somefanaties) with a shared sense of responsibility
for student learning. Access to core curriculumsiudents with disabilities was also a finding in
four (57%) of the studies. It is important to obsethat access to core curriculum was a finding
even in schools (and districts) that were not iifiext as having full inclusion.

Findings common to three (43%) of the Group A stadincluded: school administrators
as instructional leaders; ongoing professional bgreent tailored to teachers’ needs; and
districts with policies focused on hiring and maimnce of high quality personnel. Three studies
also observed that the schools used differentuostmal strategies or programs, such as Ritl,
PBIS, or EDI, and no one program was common agcissols (even within the same study).

(3) What similarities and differences exist in pracsi@elopted by high-performing and low-
performing schools related to students with digaed?

None of the Group A studies included information@n-performing schools. Therefore,
this question cannot be answered.

(4) To what extent are the practices identified in Rggrforming schools for students with
disabilities similar or different from practicesadtified in high-performing schools for
at-risk students?

This question is addressed in three stages. Fkirdings from the Group B studies (high-
performing schools for economically disadvantagedents) are summarized in the same way
as for question (1), followed by a discussion diikrities and differences between high-
performing and low-performing schools, still withBroup B studies. The most frequent findings
from Group A and Group B studies are then compared.

(4a) What does the literature say about the pragticlentified in high-performing

schools for at-risk students?

Table 2 summarizes the findings from the 12 Growgtuslies. Three findings were
common to more than half of the Group B studieghl@xpectations shared by all stakeholders
(administrators, teachers, students, and familayinistrators as instructional leaders; and the
use of ongoing student assessments to plan andymiestruction. When the list incorporates
findings from half of the studies (i.e., six stug)itwo new findings are included: teacher

collaboration and professional development tiettamhers’ needs.
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Table2. Summary of Findings. High-Perfor ming Schoolsfor At-Risk Students

Categories Findings # of Studies
Defining principles  High expectations shared by all 12
Infrastructure Presence of updated technology 2

Clear rules of conduct consistently enforced intp@sways 3
Administrators as instructional leaders 10
... Shared leadership, creative leadership 4
School organization :
Collaboration among teachers 6
Teacher support through coaching and mentoring 3
Professional development tied to teachers’ needs 6
Partnerships with business, colleges and univessiti 2
Families and communities support schools 5
External supports  Family involvement is not essential 2
District has little or negative influence on schaohievement 2
District has strong influence on school achievement 4
Curriculum alignment with state standards 5
Ongoing assessments with the use of data to inffiastruction 10
Instructional Individualized attention to students who are sthungg 4
strategies academically
Attention to time in instruction 3
Extra academic supports for needy students (aftesds, etc.) 3

Note Total number of studies = 12.

(4b) What similarities and differences exist ingirees adopted by high-performing and
low-performing schools related to at-risk studénts
Three studies compared practices adopted by higbfpgng and low-performing
schools. In the study by Robinson et al. (2009 High-impact schools, when compared to
average-impact schools, were more likely to:
» Have high, consistently maintained expectationangigg all stakeholders;
* Prepare students for college and careers rathelithd their focus to preparation of
students to graduate from high school;
* Use community partnerships to prepare studentsdi@ers and college, such as tutoring,
job shadowing, and mentoring;
» Have formal structures to support new teachers;
* Involve teachers in the hiring of school personnel;

* Use student achievement data to improve instruction
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Provide all students access to college preparatmuyses and create a system of early
warning signs and mandatory supports to ensuresthaggling learners can succeed in
those courses.

William et al. (2005) conducted a large-scale syineCalifornia and compared

responses using a district performance index. Resgsofrom teachers and administrators in

districts that scored high were more likely to oate:

Teachers and principals are involved in ongoindyasisaof data on student progress to
improve instruction;

The majority of teachers in those schools haddiveore years of experience;

The schools had sufficient and up-to-date instameti materials;

A focus on implementation of standards-based aultro and programs and the use of
vertical and horizontal curriculum alignment by Ibalistricts and schools; and

Districts use student performance data to evalegaieher practices and identify areas for
improvement; district staff visits the schools toygde mentoring and support.

Kannapel and Clements (2005) reviewed state aaddsshowed that high-poverty, high-

performing schools scored significantly higher timégh-poverty, low-performing schools in the

following four standards:

Review and alignment of curriculum;

Caring, nurturing environment of high expectatiémrsall students;

Ongoing professional development connected to stuatshievement data; and
Efficient use of resources and instructional time.

(4c) How do findings from both groups of studiespare?

Table 3 lists side by side the most frequent figdifrom Group A and Group B studies.

To be included in the table, findings had to be tiomed in at least half (50%) or more of the

studies in each group or be a specific findingtileast two of the studies that had comparison

groups. Additionally, the absence of findings (sasmo use of a specific program) is omitted.

Findings from one of the Group A studies are ntaggrated into this table (Telfer, 2011) because

of its particular focus on one element (use of data
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Table 3. Comparison of Findings: Studentswith Disabilities and At-Risk Students

Group A: Studentswith Disabilities Group B: At-Risk Students

Findings \ %* Findings %*
Teacher collaboration 100 Teacher collaboration 50
High expectations for all 67 High expectationsdbr 100
Access to core curriculum 67
Ongoing assessments/data inform 67 Ongoing assessments/data inform instruction 83
instruction
Administrators as instructional leaders 50 Admpaisirs as instructional leaders 83
Ongoing professional development tailored 50 Ongoing professional development tailored 50
to teachers’ needs to teachers’ needs

Districts focused on hiring and maintaining 50
high quality personnel
Alignment of curriculum and standards C**

v

Number of studiesin the group 6 Number of studiesin the group

Note.*Percentage of studies that included those firgting
**C: This finding was common to all threaidies that used comparison groups.

Therefore, in this somewhat simplistic analysige ftharacteristics of high-performing
schools were frequently found in studies for eaclug (Aor B) and common to both groups of
studies (AandB). These findings are:

» Collaboration among teachers: Collaboration mayehaeen more important for students
with disabilities as general and special educatarst work together to help those
students. However, it also is a frequent findingsthools in the Group B studies;

» High expectations for all stakeholders, includidignanistrators, faculty, students, and
families;

* Use of ongoing assessment of student performanglamocand modify instruction;

» School administrators use a variety of leaderstyilgs but share a focus on teaching and
learning; and

» Professional development is ongoing and tailorethéoneeds of teachers.

Findings related to district support were contraatig for Group B studies but appeared
more relevant for the education of students wittaldilities (Group A). Access to core
curriculum is a common finding of the Group A sesliand comments regarding curriculum
from Group B studies focused on alignment of cultim to state standards. The similarity
between these findings emphasizes the importansehaiols’ offering all students access to

high level curricula that are aligned with sta@nstards (and state assessments).
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In addition to showing the assets of high-perforgrschools, the literature reviewed also
identified challenges faced by them. Challengesedhin the Group A studies included lack of
funding that threatens the delivery of servicesspenel being stretched too thin and dealing
with a plethora of paperwork, lack of long-term guoitment from districts to programs (i.e.,
changing programs before seeing results), andrthetly in the number of students with
disabilities who also have limited English profiooy.

In the Group B studies, two challenges were mestio®ne challenge is student
mobility, as each cohort of students is differemd &rings different needs that must be addressed
by the schools; therefore, strategies that maybeessful with one cohort may not work with
another group. A second challenge is personnelliglais schools and districts must find ways
to maintain continuity of leadership and high gtyaleaching.

(5) To what extent are these identified practices exddebased?

Re-examination of the documents for the EBP catdiscussed in Section Two reveals
that none of the findings qualify as strong evidgraccording to the WWC (2010) criteria. No
study adopted an experimental design, and few aspdhsi-experimental design. Additionally,
although the process by which thigh-performinglabel was determined is quite clear in most
studies, the methods for selection of schools teisieed and the processes of data collection and
analyses are not so clearly presented (with soroeptions).

A comparison of findings from between studies asof limited value because the
studies used different measures of performancenTde indicator, and sometimes the only one,
was results of statewide assessments. These agsgssnay vary considerably across states in
content and/or depth of knowledge, even withindamme school grade. Therefore, successful
schools in one state may not be comparable to $shkewise classified as successful in
another state with the use of a different assessritame importantly, only three of the reviewed
documents made an effort to compare and contr@shative explanations regarding school
practices. Without a comparison, it is not clearolpractices may be exclusive to successful
schools and which ones may be common to both hegfepming and low-performing schools.

The fact that some school components (e.g. infreitre) are described in one or two
studies and not in the others does not mean thaétbomponents were not relevant. It simply
means that the researchers either were not lod&irtpem or did not see them for a variety of

reasons: limitations in the conceptual frameworkdu® collect and analyze the data, limitations
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in the data collection process, or limitationsesearchers’ ability to observe and understand the
complex world around them. Yet, within limitatiorieese studies provide important information
about the organization and functioning of scholoét help disadvantaged students achieve
academic success.

The First Steps of a Conceptual Framework

The five common findings in Group A and Group Bds#is suggest a framework by
which to identify components of schools that maynfay not) be related to improved student
academic achievement. As a foundation, researchgss identify the schools’ defining
principles; that is, the schools’ educational idgyl that inform their practices. Upon this
foundation grow two pillars: school leadership &acher organization. According to the
literature findings, school leadership should foonghe teaching-learning dyad, and the faculty
should be open to collaboration with each otheigddmy and targeted professional development
supports and ensures the quality of the teachingpooent of the dyad. For the learning
component, three strategies appear relevant: (teBts should be monitored frequently using a
variety of measures, and teachers and principaigldluse the data collected to plan and modify
instruction; (2) Students who are struggling acadealty should be supported to succeed in
challenging courses rather than pulled out to reahed foundation courses that may jeopardize
their ability to complete college preparatory ctediefore graduation; and (3) Schools and
districts should focus on maintenance of the alignhof their curricula with standards (state or
home-grown) to ensure the quality of the prograrstoflies offered to all students. Although
district support was a finding only in the Grougs#udies, any research on public schools must
take into account the role of districts in suppaytor hampering school functioning. Figure 1
reflects an attempt to display graphically thispment framework.

Certainly, other elements intervene in this inifraimework and must be added to it, even
if they are not highlighted in the literature. Fostance, public school districts and schools must
comply with federal legislation that influencestbgeneral (NCLB) and special (IDEA)
education. Infrastructure, such as funding, impdis@ations on hiring of personnel,
availability of resources, and the presence of awghysical environment. The current literature
suggests that these structural elements haveitiftieence on schools’ ability to excel. Yet an

exploration of the impact of infrastructure did apipear to have been a focus of most of the
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studies. Additionally, the absence of comparisaupgs makes findings more difficult to

interpret.

Figure 1. Essential elementsin the investigation of components of high-perfor ming schools
(initial proposal).

IDEA

Curriculum

Teacher
organization
and supports

Leadership

Instructional
strategies and
student
supports

Infrastructure

District Supports

NCLB

Despite the threat of ending this report with aladi, the major finding from this review
is that more research is needed that uses compayieaps and that is clear on the elements
investigated (i.e., on the conceptual frameworldusie is essential to know whether a
component or characteristic of districts or scha®isot mentioned because it was not
investigated. It is even more important to undedtahether or not the components observed in
high-performing schools also are present in thairperforming counterparts. We hope that the
OCECD Special Education Research Project, for wthichreview of the literature is a
foundation, will further clarify this essential cgi®n that baffles educators and education
researchers alike: What makes a school (or schswiat) successful in improving learning for

all students, including students with disabilities?
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