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What Is Disproportionality?

Students of a specific ethnicity or race are
over-represented or under -
represented
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7 The professionditerature
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| specific learning disability| Deafness
Mental retardation Blindness

| Emotional disturbance Orthopedic impairment

\ / Qevere mental retardatiyl




1998¢ 2004 students served under IDEA

AAIl 6-21 yrolds increased less than 1%
AAmerican Indian/Alaska Native students increased
(from 10% to 14%)

ASix million 6 to 21 yolds were served in 2004
(9 %of total population)
14% of American Indians/Alaska Natives
13% of Blacks
9% of Whites
8% of Hispanics
5% of Asians/Pacific Islanders

KewalRamani, A., Gilbertson, L., Fox, M., and Provasnik, S. @@®i&$.and Trends in the
Education of Racial and Ethnic MinoritigSCES 206039). National Center for Educ:ation5
Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, Department of Education. Washington, DC.
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American Indian/Eskimo

Percentage of county's
population identifying
as American Indian or
Eskimo and as non-
Hispanic.

0.00%-3.8%,
3.8%-12.6%
12.6%:-28.29
28.29%-55.1%
55.19-100.0°%

| ]
Censusscope.org | ]
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Risk Ratio forAfrican AmericarEBD¢
Fall 2006
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African American

Percentage of a county's
population identifying as both
* black or African American and
> non-Hispanic.

0.0%-5.3%
- 5.3%-16.1%
B 16.1%-30.4%

Censusscope.org = sn.-ﬁm 11



Doubt Is uncomfortable,
certainty Is ridiculous.

Voltaire (Fran _cois-Marie Arouet)
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http://www.quoteland.com/tellafriend/index.asp?QUOTE_ID=6236
http://www.quoteland.com/author.asp?AUTHOR_ID=241
http://www.quoteland.com/author.asp?AUTHOR_ID=241
http://www.quoteland.com/author.asp?AUTHOR_ID=241
http://www.quoteland.com/author.asp?AUTHOR_ID=241
http://www.quoteland.com/author.asp?AUTHOR_ID=241

A n WasMAatsnh.i ngt on é

C Nov 2009  gugeg) Oct 2009 21 % of pop.

§Child Count by Enrollment In Spec Ed
3.8% (4,211)  2.5% (26,044)  16.2% AI/AN
5.0% (5,557)  8.8% (91,024)  6.1% Asian/PI
7.6% (8,475) 5.6% (58,208)  14.6% Black

16.2% (18,148) 15.9% (164,957) 11.0% Hispanic
67.6% (75,759) 67.1% (695,168) 10.9% White

13
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NAS Statement

- In terms of cognitive and behavioral
. competencestudents fall along a
conti nuume

there is no black and white distinction
between those who have disabilities or gi
and those who do naot

A variety of forces push on the lines
from opposing di




N/AS Stateotnalt em

'We have argued that where along the continuum of

-achievement the lines are drawn for specialized

- education is artificial and varialdRerhaps of

. greater concern , however, areactors that affect
where a student falls along the continuum. For

students having difficulty in school who do not
have a medically diagnosed disability, key

aspects of the context of schooling itself

Including administrative,
curricular/instructional, and interpersonal
factors, may contribute to their identification

as having a disability and may contribute to the
disproportionately high or low placements of
minorities ...(Donovan & Cross, 2002, pp. 257)
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1) once identified, minority students from every
major racial group arenore likelythan white
students with disabllitieso be removedfrom the
general education classroom for all or part of the
school day ; and

2) black students are most ofteover-identified In
the disabllity categories that have the highest
correlation with isolationfrom the general
education settingmental retardation and
emotional disturbanceb ¢

Garcia Fierros, Edward, & Conroy, James W. (2002)

Double Jeopardy: An Exploration of Restrictiveness and Race in Special Education.

In Losen & Orfield (Ed€Rpucial Inequity in Special Educat{@8-70). 18
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press



Things that
make you go
ochmmmne o6
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| KIFftfSy3asa 02 GKS al
Daniel Losen (2002)

a) There are gross racial disparities for Blacks compat
to Whites and Hispanics in mental retardation and
emoti onal di stur bance,
diagnosed disabillities;

D) There are dramatic differences in the risk for disab
from one state to the next;



c. Hispanics have substantially lower risk fioental
retardation andemotional disturbancecompared
to Whites, and even lower compared to Blacks,
even though Hispanics and Blacks share a far
greater risk for poverty, exposure to environment
toxins and low academic achievement; and

d. There are large disparities in cognitive disability
identification rates between boys and girls
generally, and especially between Black boys an
girls.

Minority Overrepresentation and Underservicing in Special Education. 21
Losen, Daniel Principal;Jan 2002;81(3);p. 45 (EJ637130)
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with a body of literature thahas failed to
establish any reliable relationshipetween
rates of poverty and disproportionate

LI | OSYSYy U Ay &aALISOAI ft

a¢KS STFFSOua 27T LI
satisfactorily explain racial disparities

In iIdentification for mental retardation
2N SY2U0A2yIFf RAAGO
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Gb20 adzNLINAaAy3Ifes 20SN
students in special educatianirror
overrepresentationin suchundesirable categoriesas
dropping out, suspension/expulsion, knack
placement, involvement with juvenile justice, and
underrepresentation in Advanced Placement (AP)
and gifted classes. o

oOoThe most effective
beyond the special education

evaluation process and entall regular
education reforms . 0

Losen, D. & Welner, K. G. (2002). Legal Challenges to Inappropriate and Inadequate Spec
Education for Minority Children. In D. Losen & G. Orfield (BRésipl Inequity in Special 23
Education (pgs. 16794) . Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.



Discigline

. FAaSR 2y UKS RFGF FNRBY
It appears that schoduspension is being used with
Increasing frequency, in a disproportionate manner
relative to minorities, and for infractions that should
be handled with less intensive disciplinary strategie
Moreover, these studies indicate that school
suspension often isot successfuin decreasing
a0dzRSYda4aQ OKNRYAO |yR A
related to a variety of negative academic and
educational outcomesf 2 NJ a u dzRSY U a d¢

Raffaele Mendez, L. M., & Knoff, H. M. (2003). Who gets suspended from school and why:
demographic analysis of schools and disciplinary infractions in a large school district24
Education and Treatment of Children, 26@0-51.



AaDAGSY GKS AyuaSyairae 27
student is barred from attending school and the
concomitant loss of instruction and academic
engaged time, one might think that only the most
egregious behaviors would result in school
suspension. However, contrary to popular belief,
most out-of-school suspensions across the country
are for minor infractionsof school rules rather than
F2NJ RFYISNRdza 2NJ OA2f Sy

Raffaele Mendez, L. M., & Knoff, H. M. (2003). Who gets suspended from school and why:
demographic analysis of schools and disciplinary infractions in a large school district25
Education and Treatment of Children, 26@30-51.



For What Behawos ax St soent
Reftatiiet]”

| Of 32 types of infractions, only 8 significant differen

0 White students 0 Black students
referred more for: referred more for:
¢ Smoking ¢ Disrespect
¢ VVandalism ¢ Excessive Noise
¢ | eaving w/o permission ¢ Threat
¢ Obscene Language e Loitering
Discipline and Disproportionality in the New IDEIA 26

www.nccrest.org/events/cec_2006_HO.ppt



http://www.nccrest.org/events/cec_2006_HO.ppt

Percentage distribution of students across NAEP reading

achievement levels, by race/ethnicity and 9Nationa|

Level White Black Hispanic |Asian/Pl |American
Indian/AN

4 grade  NAEP reading achievemdrtels

Below basic o) 8 '
At/above 01 92

basic

AbELDE 51 16 22 60 21
proficient

At advanced 8 1 1 17 2
8h grade NAEP reading achievemetevels

Below basic 17

At/above 8 3
basic

16
85

Atlabove 144 12 17 54 18
proficient
At advanced 11 1 2 20 3

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde/criteria.asp
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Edu@i?nal
Progress (NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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X Amer.Indian | 85.9% 47.9% 87.2% *
Asian 93.4% 80.5% | 94.9% *
X Pac.lslander | 86.0% 58.7% | 83.2% *
X Afr.American | 86.8% 59.9% | 88.7% *
X Hispanic 85.5% 60.4% | 88.5% 5
‘Caucasian 93.4% 75.4% | 94.0% *
‘Multiracial 90.8% 56.3% | 90.2% §

All Students | 92.0%  72.0% | 93.0% *

* Available after districts report graduates in fall 2009

American Indian/Alaska Natives, Pacific Islanders, African Americans, and Hispanics all he
' passing rates of 85% or higter students who stayed in high school all four years 28
but all saw an ottime graduation rate of 60% or lower



The class of 2008, which started in 2004-05,

began with approximately 89,500 students
and lost about 18,500 (21%) due to
dropouts.

When the class graduated last June,
another 4,000 students remained in lower
grades or remained as returning 12th
graders, likely because of a lack of credits.

29



Class-0122008 VWashington:State

Cohort Dropout Rate

30

B White

From the NEWSROOMbresentation materials on state assessment
http://www.k12.wa.us/Communications/PressReleases2009/\MASRelease.aspx

. m All WA Students
m AI/AN
20
B Pacific sl
15 .
Asian
10
W Black
> W Hispanic
O |

: Dropout Rate

30


http://www.k12.wa.us/Communications/PressReleases2009/WASL-HSRelease.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/Communications/PressReleases2009/WASL-HSRelease.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/Communications/PressReleases2009/WASL-HSRelease.aspx

Old paradigm:

schoolsprovide instruction

New paradigm:

schoolsproauce learning

This changes EVERYTHING

Adapted fromCulturally Mediated Instruction: A Critical Tool in Achieving the Dream 31
The McPhail Group & The Community College of Baltimore County January 2007




What dataarcaavaitadle?

V Child Count
V Enrollment
V Indicator 9 Table of weighted risk ratios
V Indicator 10 Table of weighted risk ratios
V District Data Profile
(Hidden sheets)

V Graduation
V Dropout

V Discipline
V State assessment (including AYP)




How do we measufre
disproportionality?

The Weighted Risk Ratio Is a measure
of the risk that a student from a specific
racial/ethnic group will be served in a
specific disability category compared to
the risk of all other students being serve
In that category.

1.00= Equal risk as all other students.
Over 1.00= overrepresentation
Under 1.00= underrepresentation

33



The two wayssstatesmust
examineidisproportionality:

Significant Disproportionate

Disproportionalit Representation




2WhshinKtdnY @atiuyhpd [ 2 Y 1
Disprapotionality

Weighted Risk Ratio (WRR)

>0.5t0 >1.5t0
<0.67 <2.0

At Risk At Risk

. . At Risk
Disprop for No for Disprop for Signif
Under | Disprop| Disprop| Disprop] Over- signif | Disprop
rep Under Rep Over- rep Disprop
rep rep

35



SighificanDDRispropartienality

States are requiretb collect and examine
dataannually from school districts to
determine If significant disproportionality
based on race or ethnicity Is occurring in
the state with respect to:

(a) Theldentificationof children,

(b) Theldentificationof particular disabilities,
(c) Theplacemenbf childrenOR

(d) The incidence, duration, and type of
disciplinary actions(34 CFR300.646)

36



Waslsnhconm [getin@cdm 0sS D «

In our state, significant disproportionality
Is defined as weighted risk ratio of

4.0 or greater for three consecutive
years for any racial/ethnic group in

any of the areas (identification,
placement, or discipline).

A minimum "n" size of 10 was applied for
both target and comparison groups.

37



The designation of significant

disproportionality Is based solely

on the existence of discrepant

data.

38



Reguiretd/Actions

Review and, if appropriate, revise the policies,
procedures, and practices used in the
identification of children as children with
disabllities or the placement in particular
educational settings of these children,

Publically report on the revision of policies,
procedures, and practices; and

Reserve 15% of the di
orovide comprehensive, coordinated early
iIntervening servicesJEIS to serve students
particularly, but not exclusively, in those groups
that were significantly ovadentified.

39



Required’Actions (continued)

Districts with significant

disproportionality are also required to
report on:

The number of students who received
services through the use @@EISfunds; and

The number of students who received
CElSand were subsequently determined
eligible for special education within the
following 2 year period.

40



Disproportionate Reptesentaiton

Racial/ethnic distribution of studentsgpecial
education and related services or specific
disablility categories that falls outside the threshoilc
defined by the state and cannot be justified by the
unique characteristics of the district amglthe result o
Inappropriate identification.

Threshold:WRR (weighted risk ratio) < 0.5 or > 2.0
(less than half as likely or more than twice as likely)

NOTE: Overrepresentation or underepresentation shown in these
weighted risk ratios means we have to look further to determine if the
di sproportionate representation

41



WA weightedl sk rtatitas

OAIl | O S p €
Amer Ind/ Asian/Pacific| Black (not Hispanic White (not
AlaskaNative Islander Hispanic) P Hispanic)
'”dicgator 0708|0809 0910| 0708| 0809 0910| 0708| 0809/ 0910] 0708| 0809| 0910] 0708| 0809| 0910
Al 56l 1.56| 1.44)0.55| 0.54| 0.5 )0.99| 0.99| 1.07] 1.01| 1.02| 0.98
Disabilitie
& g & STATE Totals
over under over
0l1l. 06 means an equal | 1 ke

Districts can vary widely
Buildings can vary widely within a district



WA weightedl tiiskrtatitos

Specific categories

Amer Ind/ Asian/Pacific| Black (not : : White (not
. SR Hispanic A
AlaskaNative Islander Hispanic) Hispanic)
'”d'zgtor 0708 0809 0910|0708 0809/ 0910] 0708| 0809| 0910| 0708| 0809| 0910| 0708| 0809| 0910
Autism | 0.56] 0.63] 0.61] 1.02| 0.99| 0.98] 0.79| 0.81| 0.77] 0.35| 0.34| 0.35{ 1.80| 1.82| 1.8
commDis | 1.40/ 1.37| 1.17] 0.73] 0.71| 0.77| 0.84| 0.82| 0.81] 0.93| 0.93| 0.99] 1.14| 1.16| 1.13
EBD |1.72| 1.73) 1.71| 0.25| 0.24 0.27@ 2.739 0.41| 0.38] 0.41] 1.24| 1.29| 1.22
Health
| 1.31]1.29] 1.21] 0.35| 0.34| 0.36| 1.41| 1.44| 1.44| 0.51| 0.52| 0.54] 1.60| 1.59| 1.57
Impaired
stD |1.79| 1.81] 1.68] 0.50| 0.48| 0.50] 1.58| 1.57| 1.60| 1.40| 1.44| 1.58| 0.78| 0.77| 0.72
MR [1.93 1.9790.65 0.66| 0.63]| 1.65| 1.71| 1.70] 1.25| 1.24| 1.31| 0.77| 0.76| 0.75

STATE Totals



Disproportionate Significant

Representation Disproportionality
|dentification |dentification,
(ind. 9/10) only placement, or discipling
More t_hanljust an Provide data Trlgger_ed b_y numerica
examination of data . examination of data only
for children
In 6 disability

Consider both over &
underrepresentation

Analysis based on just
overrepresentation

categories

State
determines
definition

Require identified.EAsto
reserve 15% foCEIS

Targets must be
0%

Provide for the review/
revision of policies,
procedures,
practices



Disproportionate Significant
Representation Disproportionality

Report annually 0
the % of districts
w/disproportionate
representation as a resuft

Require the LEA
to publicly report
on revision of

of iInappropriate policies,
. PPTOP procedures,
Identification .

If inappropriate, Require
report on corrective ments
actions taken

State Is not required
to report on
significant

disproportionality

In the APR

Report annually to the
public on the

performance of each
LEA in the State



SPP/APR

20 Indicators

Washington
Special Education (@
Al Program Review
Process

Self-study



ProgramrReview:
A Multi-level RProcess

Data (20 Indicators)
Selfevaluation

Selfstudy
&/lor TA

Systems
Analysis

All
districts
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