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PROCEEDI NGS

MR BRANSTAD: |'m pl eased to convene the
Conmi ssi on.

At this tine we've got 45 m nutes on the
schedul e to have reports fromthe school visits this
nmorning. | thought we would do the grade school first,
and then the mddl e school, and then the high school.
Each group woul d have 15 mnutes to report on that.

That takes us to about five mnutes after 2:00
or two o'clock. Then we'll have a break. Then we'll have
a panel discussion after that -- excuse ne. | stand
corrected. W have the panel at 2:00, and then we take a
break at 2:50.

And the schedul e has been shortened so that
we're to adjourn at 4:10 this afternoon.

So fromthe first group that went to the grade
school, do we have sonebody appointed to report on that?
Cherie, are you --

M5. TAKEMOTO |I'mtrying to be careful to
speak into the mc.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Please do. You have to

get even closer, or pull it closer to you.
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M5. TAKEMOTO. (kay. Now it worKks.

MR BRANSTAD: Now it's working.

M5. TAKEMOTO Adela and Bryan and | went to
Thonpson El enentary School. Thonpson has 750 kids. O
those, 16 percent, or 130, are in special education.

According to the principal, famlies who have
children with disabilities are choosing to go there, and
in Houston there is school choice.

There are about 180 teachers, and of that group
40 are special education teachers.

Ni nety percent are African-Anerican, 8 percent
are Latino, 1 percent is white, and 93 percent are on free
and reduced | unches.

The notto at Thonpson is, Were the best
begins. And one thing that you cannot |egislate is
attitude. This school has the attitude, you can see that
every child' s success at that school is a source of great
pride for everyone there. The staff own all the students.

There was a young man who | thought was quite
i nteresting because he was not a student in special
education. The staff believe that he would be in special

education had they not done the types of support and
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encour agenent that they did around his behavioral issues.

This man told us about the part of African-
American nen that was not a part of our overrepresentation
presentation yesterday, basically saying that what he has
to look forward to without a role nodel is death, killing,
prison, lots of poor outcones.

But having been inspired by Martin Luther King,
he sees that there are other ways out of this. And he
just did aterrific presentation around that.

There is great pride, caring, teamwrk, and
they all agreed that the principal |eadership was a great
factor in their success.

It's great to see that 82 percent of the
students passed the TAAS, the assessnent for all students.
But | think what's even nore inpressive is that 50 percent
of previous failures are passing that test.

I was also interested in the per-pupi
expenditure is only $4,000 a student as conpared to an
average of about $5,000 a student in Houston Unified
School District. So it's not just noney that nmakes a
di fference for students.

There was a parent volunteer who spoke to us
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who her child is very interesting in that he does not
respond in school. They have a | esson, he does not
respond. The next day he is practicing what he | earned

t he previous day at honme, and the nother shares that with
t he teacher

So there is sone feedback to the teacher that,
yes, he's getting it, he's just getting it a day |ater

And she is translating everything that's going
on in the school to her husband and ot her extended famly
menbers so that they can support and cel ebrate her son

Some things that were also interesting is that
we asked them what woul d make special education better.

In the area of assessnent, they felt that the
assessnents that -- the requirenents that a Fifth G ade
student take the Fifth Gade | evel assessnent does not
work for the teachers, and it's terrible for the self-
esteem of the student.

That we're asking students who have been
getting their curriculumat a First or Second Gade | eve
to take this test, and all they're experiencing is
failure.

It also is not great feedback for the teachers,
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because they want to see what kind of progress this child
has nmade, and those tests do not do that. So that's one
of the areas.

The ot her thing, we heard about the high
teacher turnover. That turnover is not happening there.

O the teachers that were there, eleven years, ten years,
and 30 years. And they thought that the ability for
teachers to be creative supports that.

They felt that at that school special education
teachers are included. W talk about inclusion for
students with disabilities, but there are sonetines the
sense that special education teachers are also a different
group that cannot be included, and that's not what they
see happeni ng there.

They are using the open court curriculum which
is one of the curriculum based on research science. And
| ve had sone questions about that curriculum having
spoken to sonme teachers who say it's script based, they
tell you what to say, what to do, how nuch tine to take on
t hat .

And so ny question was, so when this turnover

happened, how did it happen, and did the teachers like it,
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was it hard for then? And for sone teachers it was hard
to begin to teach in a different way.

Wat the teachers said, though, is that they
appreci ate having sonething that's based on research
sonmething likely to work. And the way that they have
their periods, it's a longer period, so that if they have
things that they want to do to supplenent that, terrific,
this is good. But at |east they know what they're doing
is based on science. So that was a nice thing.

| asked about paperwork, and ideas that they
had. Wat about paperwork is difficult?

It was interesting to hear that they don't have
an automated, they call it ARD. | think it mght be sort
of like the IEP neetings or the eligibility neetings. And
so the teachers are hand-witing 45 pages of paperworKk.
One teacher has had three ARD neetings in a single school
year .

And sonet hing just as sinple as autonated
| EPs -- Adela says that they put theirs just in the
M crosoft Excel -- would really cut down on tine.

And froma parent's perspective, if |I'm asking

the teacher to change sonething on that IEP, and it has to
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be witten in ink, do you think she's going to want to do
it, and do you think we're going to have a good
conversation about this collaborative process? It just is
not conducive to that.

They said, Yes. |If we could autonmate this, it
woul d save us hours and hours and hours of tinmne.

W asked them an open-ended questi on about
nmoni toring, and they said that the nonitoring is not
wor king for them What they woul d suggest would be lots
of mni-nonitoring opportunities.

And the principal said sonething about how
before the resources were reduced they used to have a
supervi sor that woul d cone on an ongoi ng basis and hel p
folks froma nore technical assistance perspective, and
they really liked those opportunities to get that
f eedback. They want to know how they're doing. They want
to know that they're doing well.

So, you know, it was a wonderful opportunity.
| don't see how they can be doing all they're doing with
such a | ow per-pupil expenditure, and I want to know nore
about that.

And then, Adela, you had sone perspective as a

10
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principal of an elenentary school.

M5. ACOSTA: Thank you. And | know we only
have 15 mnutes, so |'Il take two.

They certainly have a | ot nore resources than
|"mused to in a school. She has a large staff. Many of
t hose positions were grant funded that help to address
some of the needs of children.

They were very much on point when it cane to
accountability. They said, Yes. W want to be
accountable. W want to know where we are, whether
instruction is being successful is being successful for
our students.

But again, we need nore mni-nonitoring visits,
and not so much just to see what we're doing, to oversee
it, but also to give us sone help in howto make it
better, so that the whole nonitoring accountability piece
takes on a different view

And we asked them about behavior. Sharon spoke
about behavi or, and sone of our wtnesses yesterday, about
behavi or and how it inpacts the ability to |learn to read.

And they said that they do have a discipline

commttee and an intervention assistive teamthat | ooks at
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children who are acting out for whatever reason, and then
they find interventions to help that student before they
get to the special needs part of the school or while they
are in the special needs part of the program

The last thing that | wote down was, they said
that they would like this Conmm ssion to consider making
t he recommendati on about assisted technol ogy. They had
several students that we visited today were speaking to us
through -- and maybe Jack knows nore about this, what it's
called; it's a board.

DR FLETCHER  Augnentative comruni cati on.

M5. ACOSTA: Thank you. And they're very
expensi ve.

And one of the things to the credit of the
Houston District, they said that they were very, very
fortunate that when they needed that, parents did not have
to feel that -- in our state, for exanple, they have to go
t hrough Medicare to get that kind of assistance for their
chi l dren.

And she said that here that is not the case,
that when a child has that need that Houston comes forward

very rapidly.

12
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But she did want us to consider as part of our
reconmendati ons that we are certainly short-staffed, which
t hey spoke about, too. Special education teachers are in
great need, and there are not many people comng to the
table. And of course, that goes along consistent with
what our presenters said yesterday.

And | ooki ng at having sone kind of training on
a national |evel for speech therapists, who are also in
great demand and who are not being trained. There are not
enough training facilities.

And so when we | ook at the professiona
devel opnment part of our agenda, to | ook at addressing the
issue of this national crisis of teacher shortage.

Thank you.

M5. TAKEMOTO One nore thing on the subject of
national crises. There has been a | ack of sugar at this,
and we were given chocolate, so |I'm passing ny chocol ate
around.

(CGeneral | aughter.)

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Wo is going to nake the
report for the group that went to the mddl e school,

Ham | ton M ddl e School ?

13
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DR GLL: 1'd like to nom nate the Honorable
Steve Bartlett.

MR BRANSTAD: G oup 2, the m ddl e school group?

DR WRIGHT: | nom nate nyself.

(CGeneral |aughter.)

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. W're not going to take a
vote, Katie. W're just going to turn it over to you.

VOCE: Gve that |lady the mcrophone as if she

needs it.

DR WRIGHT: But | have budgeted nmy tine. So |
won't go over tine, and I wll go fromny notes. And then
| will yield to one of ny coll eagues. |s that okay?

MR BRANSTAD: G eat.

DR WRIGHT: GCkay. We were at the Hamlton
M ddl e School. And this is a school that has an average
daily attendance of like 94.5, a drop-out rate of just .5.
The student body is 75 percent H spanic, 15 percent
African- Areri can, 10 percent caucasi an, and 1 percent
Asian. Approximately 82 percent of all the students
receive free or reduced | unches.

I want to go fromny notes. W were warnly

wel coned. There were introductions. W were wel coned by
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the principal -- his name is Kenneth Goeddeke -- and he

i ntroduced sone of the staff. W had a |ovely breakfast.
The school board president was there, the schoo
chancel l or, special ed staff, and officials.

W net inthe library. W were briefed, and of
course we were given all kinds of materials and packets
and all of that. And | have not had a chance to go
through all of this yet, but this is valuable materi al

I want to digress and say this. It's ny
under standi ng that at |east one of our tasks that the
Presi dent wants us to acconplish is to find out if the
right kids are in special ed and if they are getting the
right programand getting the right training.

And being a school person, and just being there
for just an hour or so, | believe that the children that
come through Hamlton on that canpus are perhaps the right
ki ds, and that goes fromthe assessnent.

And Steve Bartlett m ght want to tal k about
assessnent and the outcones, because he asked sone really
telling questions about that.

But | noticed everything. | noticed the

bat hroons. And | nentioned this to the principal.
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Because ki ds need, just like they need to learn how to
read, they need to have clean bathroons with the tissue
and stuff. And a lot of the inner city schools don't have
that. But this school had it going on even to their

bat hroom even to the Grls Room

W asked questions about, were they strong in
inclusion? And ny note says yes. They said the severe BD
children were self-contai ned, and we saw such a cl assroom
The teacher was working with these chil dren.

W asked about parental involvenent in terns of
| EP.

I know t hey thought | sounded |ike a schoo
i nspector, but these are the things that you need to know
and ask about to see if the right kids are in these
prograns and if they're getting what they're supposed to
get .

And so they said that the parents are invol ved
in the IEP process, and if the parents don't cone forth
right away, they call the parents. They even nmake hone
visits.

The reading initiative is strong at that

school. It's inplenented throughout the district.
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| asked about training. And they have a task
force here that's on staff devel opnment, | think, of
teachers. And they said that they had staff devel opnent.

And | asked if they had trouble recruiting
teachers, and everybody does. And here in Texas evidently
t hey have a provisional programwhere you can get a
provisional certificate. But they said that the teacher
has to finish up his or her training within a year

W visited a content nmastery center where --
and |'msaying that a lot of this in that center is basic
skills, and there were LD children in that casel oad. And
inthis center they teach the social studies and the
science. The teacher explained his nethodol ogy and showed
us sone of his materials and sone of his equipnent.

W went into another classroom it was an LD
classroom It wasn't self-contained, | don't think. They
had conputers and all of this.

And this is the only little thing, little,
little negative thing that | noticed. | asked hi mabout
his conputers, and he was teaching math. And | noticed
t he conmputers.

But a couple of those conmputers were old
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computers, you know, and he needed sone updated conmputers.
He had a coupl e of Conpags, but sone of those were the old
Apples and |like that. It's the only little thing that |
not i ced.

The teachers are included -- and | nmade a note
of this because as a special educator | renenber that
speci al teachers a lot of tines in buildings were not even
notified they were having teachers neetings.

But here they said the teachers are included,
they are on the team they do teamteaching, they have
t eam neet i ngs.

And we asked about, do they have cross-
categorical casel oads? The answer is yes.

W asked about their itinerant services for the
| ow-i ncidence kids. The answer here was yes.

W asked about exit prograns and ancillary
services. Yes.

But one thing -- and | know that Steve Bartlett
wants to nention this because this is his baby, this
particular thing. But this karate program-- what is it,
Steve, karate progran?

MR BARTLETT: It's called, Kick Drugs Qut of
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Aneri ca.

DR WRIGHT: And it tal ks about in sports,
character devel opnent. And this was just so inpressive.

And | noticed, too, at this school -- and they
weren't just doing this for us this day. They couldn't
have gotten this school together like they had it today
just in a few days. This school is together.

It was quiet. | noticed there were BD kids
there, but the BD kids weren't running up and down the
halls fighting and all like they do in sone schools, |ike
they used to do in sone of ny schools, too, and probably

are still doing it.

But he's got a diverse student body, as | said.

The school has counseling and social work services. They
have a full-tine nurse at that school. They have an
intervention assistant team

And about assessnent, | asked about assessnent

of the kids, and |I asked if they had, well, in IlIlinois we

call it an annual review, where you | ook at the kids and
have a staffing, we call it, at |east once a year. O
course, in lllinois you ve got to have it every three

years. But often we had an annual review, we had it once

19
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a year.

If the teacher needs a reviewin less tinme than
a year, the teacher can get it.

And | just tell you, one of the parents who is
an enpl oyee of the district just volunteered his
information, nobody called on him But he said that he
was very pleased after Steve Bartlett asked about -- |
think it was Steve, or maybe it was Reverend Fl ake --
asked about assessnent.

And he said he was very pleased with his kid
being in special and that he was pleased with the
assessment process.

And | wanted to know if it was fair to say that
t hese people are using a multi-disciplinary assessnent
t eam approach. And they told ne and they told us that
t hey were.

So | just nade a lot of notes. And |I'mvery
inmpressed. And | said this: It's ajoy to serve on a
Conmi ssi on where we can get out into the schools and | can
| earn sonmething and we can see sonething. And | just
t horoughly enjoyed this, and | just felt at hone.

And that's as nuch as | want to say right now.
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And | yield to Steve or to Doug or whoever

MR BRANSTAD: Thank you, Kati e.

MR, BARTLETT: It was good that Katie started
t hat up, because what Katie was saying is very true, and
that is, we went to a good school. This is what we would
all call a good school

Because HI SD woul dn't have picked out a bad
school for us to go to. They have good | eadership, they
do seemto have good col | aboration

But now |' m going to kind of wal k through sone
of the |lessons for Federal law as it kind of relates to
this good school and kind of imagine what it |ooks like in
a bad school

Thi s school has good | eadership, both in the
cl assroom with the special ed personnel, and with the
regul ar educati on.

But in addition to these good results, let ne
gi ve you a coupl e of other things.

Only the general education students take the
TAAS test. So when the principal was asked how his
speci al education students were doi ng acadenically, he

said, Fine. Wen we asked hi mhow t he general education
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students were doing academ cally, he said, 84.1 percent.
kay? Big difference, big difference. Ckay?

Texas apparently has sone testing that you can
do that are called special testing that is a different
test than for regular ed, because -- and | quizzed the
princi pal about it -- because the special ed students
couldn't be expected to take the TAAS test, his words.

And then, when | asked hi mwhat these specia
education tests | ooked Iike and what they neasured, he got
really -- and this is a good principal, remenber -- but he
got really fuzzy, because it wasn't inportant to him He
was not being neasured on that.

So he didn't really know. But he knew t hat
sone of his students were taking it and sone were taking a
different version, and that's kind of all he knew.

Qut cone neasurenents, this was both fromthe
special ed, the regular ed, the classroom and the
princi pal .

This school -- and this is in the good schoo
category -- so far as | could tell, had no overall outcone
nmeasurenents for the special ed student body.

They have out come neasurenents for each

22
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i ndi vidual student, and that's a good thing, and that's
why it's working. That's what's working about it, is
every special ed teacher, the regular ed teacher, they
care about every student and they work through with every
student for an outcone. But the special ed don't take
standar di zed tests.

The inclusion, when we asked, How is the
inclusion, they said, Fine. And then we were trotted
around to a half a dozen different segregated cl assroons.

The inclusion apparently is kind of period by
period. So nost of the special ed kids get -- |I'm
sorry -- sone nunber, but we didn't -- the principa
didn't know t he nunber, but he said nost of the special ed
gets an inclusion classroomin social sciences, and then
they get pulled out for other things.

So again, the lesson for the Conm ssion is,
there is no testing of a neasurenent of inclusion, and so,
then, therefore it's easy to say, Wll, we're doing fine
i n inclusion.

G ade level: No data on grade level. Exit
fromthe program just kind of -- | mght as well have

been aski ng about Quter Mongolia as to ask about exit from
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speci al educati on.

W found one classroom the behavior
nodi fi cation classroom in which there were students in
that classroomthat had been there for -- everybody
ready? -- five years. Now, Conm ssion nenbers, this is a
good school. And they had been there for five years. And
the reason | know that is, soneone had just found them

DR WRIGHT: But sone need to be there for ten
years.

M5. TAKEMOTO  Someone had spent five years in
m ddl e school or soneone had spent five years --

MR BARTLETT: In the behavior nodification
separate pull-out classroom

DR WRIGHT: Yes. But having taught BD kids,
some of themneed to stay for ten years.

MR. BARTLETT: Per haps.

DR WRI GHT: Sone need to stay forever.

MR BARTLETT: Perhaps. But | would say --

DR VWRIGHT: You're right.

MR. BARTLETT: -- that that nmeans that we want
to do sonething different and neasure it.

Now, in fact, the reason that they knewthis is
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because the person who had just discovered this was new on
the job this year.

She was horrified. She had found these five-
year students. And she was changing the curricul umso
that they would be exiting this year and returning to the
regul ar classroomw th sone extra support. So it's not
all bad. | nean, you get in one new | eader, and they find
sonet hi ng bad.

| guess the point for the Comm ssion is,
there's no neasurenment of exits. There's no neasurenent
of, what is your exit percentage or what is your exit
l ength of tine?

Good col | aboration. W also discovered, as |I'm
sure you do in any conversation, there is, of course, a
fear of change.

This parent who is also an enpl oyee told us how
happy he was with his assessnent of his child, because we
wer e tal king about whether to convert fromlQ to sonething
el se.

And basically what he said was, | don't know
whet her there's sonething else, and | don't know about |Q

but it works for ny child, so please don't change it,

25
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because it works for nme. And that's, of course, the fear
of change. So we did encounter that.

W al so found this whol e concept fromthe
special ed professionals, sort of a willingness to change,
a new assessnent nodel, a new approach, but also a fear of
the change. But we probably did see nore willingness than
one woul d have expected, because they' re the ones that
have to nmake the change happen

The other big fact that we picked up is that
every speci al education professional there has to deal
wth at | east two sets of regulations and be responsibl e
for both, Federal and state.

And it's not that they're dramatically
different, it's that they can be different in subtle ways,
and you have to end up trying to conply with both, and
that's obviously not an outcone that one woul d design.

So good school, good | eadershi p, good
col l aboration. But | couldn't tell nuch outcone
nmeasur enent, because they're not being asked to neasure
the outcones. They're being asked to measure the inputs.

Now, Doug, did | get it about right?

DR G LL: That was outstanding. | was gl ad
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that | nomnated you after that.

| just learned two things that I would want the
Comm ssi on to consi der.

One is that, when we went to the SBH cl ass or
BD class, there were four students and one little young
| ady who was the teacher. And at any point any one of
those kids could have conpletely decimated her with one
punch. And as the staff told nme, that can happen
frequently.

And apparently over the past couple of years
this class has had substitute after substitute. They
hadn't been able to find a teacher. She cane onboard.
And he said, She is great. She concentrates on educati on,
t eachi ng, teaching, teaching.

And | said, Well, how do you reward her, then?
What's the incentive? And he said, All | can do is give
her $2,000 a year nore, which is about $50 a week, to
basically put herself on the line |ike that.

And in ny mnd, this Comm ssion ought to
consider the fact that, if we're going to ask for nore
accountability, it should equate to better incentives for

teachers, especially in this environnent.
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MR BRANSTAD: You nean sal ary?

DR G LL: Salary; salary incentives. |It's
just incredible to ne that she has such a high | evel of
commtnent and she is willing to put herself on the |line
there with very little incentive, financial incentive, to
doit. And I'msure that that's not the only reason she
is there.

But, ny goodness, when they have to go through
al nost two years without a teacher, we've got to be able
to enmpower these people to hire quality people Iike her.

Now, the second thing is, | agree that the
computers were really outdated. And in ny mnd, conputers
in special ed not only hel ps the student to | earn now, but
it also enables themto get a job later if they can
devel op those kind of conputer skills. And the conputers
that we saw were really far outdated.

So | don't know, Bob, if there's a provision
that we can recommend for those two things. But | think
teacher pay for special ed and conputer assisted
technol ogy are two very inportant conponents that we
| ear ned t oday.

DR WRIGHT: | wanted to nention that they did
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have, years ago we used to call them paraprofessionals,
but now the professional nane is para-educators. They had
a few, but they need sone nore. They need a few nore.

MR BRANSTAD. Ckay. Thank you very nuch.

M5. BRYAN. Can | nake just one qui ck comment
on this?

MR BRANSTAD: Sure.

M5. BRYAN. Because | don't want it to pass
W th you guys not know ng this.

Texas is inplenenting accountability systens
W t hin special education that are nuch stronger than
t hey' ve been. And sone of you in the audi ence may know
the answer to this. But it kicks in either this year or
next year.

Wen does it kick in, Gene? Because | just
don't want to let it pass saying that no one is | ooking at
the results, because we're getting there.

MR LENZ: 1In 2003-2004, when kids that don't
take the TAAS take what is called the SDAA the state
al ternate assessnment, those scores will count in the
rating of the district.

And kids with disabilities since '99 have
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counted in our state's accountability system at the canpus
and district level, and they' ve always counted in the

i ndi cator dealing with drop-out and attendance before

att endance was dropped.

So kids with disabilities have been in our
state accountability systemsince its beginning, but not
in the TAAS scores until '99. And then, in 2003-2004, the
alternate tests will count.

MR, BARTLETT: Could | ask a question, M.
Chai r man?

MR BRANSTAD: Go ahead.

MR BARTLETT: Conceptually what woul d keep a
state from having LD students fromtaking the TAAS
scores -- TAAS test -- or mldly retarded students or
blind students or other kind of special education?

MR LENZ: That's a great question. Let's play
it out a couple of ways here.

What we're tal king about is, first, we want as
many kids with disabilities in the general curriculum [|f
they're being taught in the general curriculum then they
shoul d take the test that neasures the teaching and

learning in the general curriculum which is our TAAS
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There are instances, though, when a child's
accomodat i ons or nodifications are such in the classroom
that if you used those nodifications or accommobdati ons on
the test it would render the test invalid. So they then
need to take a test that you can use sone of those
nodi fi cations or that is designed to allow them

Now, our SDAA, or the State-Devel oped
Al ternative Assessment, is still built on the essentia
knowl edge and skills. It gives nore range.

It goes fromK through 8 in the essentia
knowl edge and skills, which is our state curricul um
framework, and it allows for kids to be tested on the
mat eri al based on where they're being taught so that we
can get a good match

That is, they're both criterion-referenced
tests, the TAAS and the SDAA, and so they neasure teaching
and | ear ni ng.

But we do want nore kids in the TAAS test. In
fact, we want the majority of kids with disabilities
taking the TAAS and the future TEKS test, Test of
Essential Know edge and Skills, and then, the next group

in our SDAA and the snallest percentage of kids with
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disabilities in what is called the LDAA, Locally-
Determ ned Alternate Assessnent.

MR BARTLETT: So if we want that, should we
neasure it?

MR, LENZ: Yes, sir. And we're going to be
doing that. In May -- | had nentioned this in ny
testinmony or in part of ny testinony -- or | guess it was
in response to one of your questions. W are going to in
May roll out what is called a bal ance scorecard for
special ed, and we're going to have those indicators built
into it.

DR PASTERNACK: | haven't said anything
yesterday, as you know. But the tenptation is such that I
have to just respond quickly to Steve's inportant
question, if | may.

The law, the way it's witten now, Steve and
the rest of the Comm ssioners, tal ks about that students
with disabilities have to participate in state and
district mandated tests. It does not tal k about students
with disabilities participating in the accountability
system And the question that you asked |I think goes to

the heart of the difference between those two issues.
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And | think that one of the things -- | don't
know how we're going to proceed as a conm ssi on when we
actually talk with each other about the kinds of things
that we'd |li ke to see happen as a result of the testinony
and the evidence that you're all review ng.

But it seens to ne if the intent is really to
get students with disabilities to participate in the
accountability systens, then one of the changes that we
need to make is to send the nessage that students with
disabilities have to participate in the accountability
system

And one of the disturbing things that we'l|l
hear | think as we talk nore with personnel preparation
prograns is that teachers don't really seemto understand
t hat when they ask about the kinds of acconmmodati ons t hat
students are supposed to have access to in order to
participate in assessnent that those are the sane
accommodations that the students shoul d have been
receiving as instructional accomobdati ons.

And so there just seemto ne to be a | ot of
i ssues that came up yesterday that, you know, | really see

this nore as an opportunity for the Comm ssioners to get
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enersed in these issues. But the issue you raised | think
is socritically inportant.

And then, you have the normreferenced test
i ssues that Gene was just tal king about where, if you
change the adm nistration of the test, then considering
the student's score becomes nore difficult vis a vis the
norns that were devel oped.

And those issues don't seemto arise when you
have the criterion-referenced tests, which are the
st andar ds-based tests that a |ot of states are going to,
i ke the TAAS as an exanpl e.

So | don't knowif we're going to talk --
think we're having our accountability neeting in Des
Mbi nes.

But | think that, you know, clearly nmaybe one
of the changes that the Comm ssion mght want us to
consider is |ooking at changing the statutory | anguage so
that we in fact insist on students with disabilities
having to participate in accountability systens.

So I"'msorry, M. Chairman. | just --

MR BRANSTAD: Al right. Ed Sontag, did you

al so have a question or coment?
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MR. SONTAG  Maybe an observation. Trying to
find incentives for individuals and students with
disabilities to participate in testing and their parents
if real tough.

One of the concepts that several people have
been | ooking at nost recently is to try to find a cap, in
ot her words, that 96 percent of all the students in the
school district would have to take the test, 3 percent
coul d be wai ved.

But there would be an incentive in the cap,
then, for the district to even try to test the remaining 3
percent if possible.

Under existing systens now you have districts,
states across the country where 30 percent of the students
don't take the test, 5 percent don't take the test.

So what do you have right now when you conpare?
Even on the NAPE you've got apples and oranges on those
ki nds of issues.

So | think there needs to be sone kind clever
solution in the area of a cap to try to |look at this.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. W'Ill go --

DR WRIGHT: | would |ike to give sone

35



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

information fromthis booklet. W just received these, so
we have not had a chance to read everything that's in the
booklet. But | do want us to give credit where credit
appears to be. And | don't know. And I'mjust seeing
this in the booklet, because we just got this.

They're telling us in the booklet that speci al
education students taking the TAAS have made gains in
several areas.

The scores of special education students who
were adm nistered the TAAS test reflect an increase of 4
percent from Sixth Gade to Seventh Gade, with 54 percent
passing in 2000 to 58 percent of the sane popul ation
passing in 2001

A significant increase of 20 percent occurred
from Seventh Grade to Eighth Gade, with 50 percent
passing in 2000 to 70 percent passing in 2001.

And then they went on to say that Seventh
G aders made 4 percent gains in reading and Ei ghth G aders
made sone gai ns.

They have given us sone stats here. Naturally,
| don't know the validity of these stats. But they made

an effort to give us the stats. And we have not had a
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chance to go through all of this. But some good stats are
here, and I wanted you to know t hat.

MR BRANSTAD: Thank you very nuch.

W'll now go on to the group that went to the
hi gh school, to Furr H gh School. And Bill Berdine is
going to report for the group that went to the high
school

DR, BERDI NE: Thank you, Terry.

On behalf of the Gold Team conprised of Jay
Chanbers, Tom Fl em ng, Dave CGordon, M ke Rivas, Todd
Jones, and CGovernor Branstad and nyself, we had the
pl easure of going to Furr H gh School, which is on the
east side of Houston.

And | can't say what the other two teans can
say in terns of starting out, that we saw a good school.
| can't say that we saw a bad school. Al | can say is we
saw a pretty typical | owinconme high school for about two
hours. But at best we have a snapshot, and at that it's
probably a Polaroid. And those of you who do photography
know how cl ear a Pol aroid picture can be.

W spent two-thirds of our time, inadvertently,

| think -- I don't think it was necessarily planned -- but
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we spent about two-thirds of our tine alnost in a panel
kind of presentation where their special ed staff nade a
present ati on.

And as they got into that, our panel nenbers
started to respond and ask questions, and we ended up
spendi ng about an hour-and-a-half in discussion with their
peopl e.

We did learn some interesting things about the
school. It corroborated sone of the things we've heard in
t he past day about situations in the schools.

W have a situation here where a principal was
brought back out of retirenent after al nost seven years of
retirenment, the district superintendent retiree brought
back to take over a school

The reasons for her com ng back were not nade
particularly clear, but it was ny inpression it was
because there were sone problens and she was seen as a
| eader in the community.

It's a school of a little over 1,100 students,
1,120, | think, sonething Iike that. And under the
| eadership of this new principal, Dr. Simobns, Bertie

Si nmons, the school's popul ati on has been divided into six
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houses.

They break the kids down into a snaller size,
roughly 300 or so to a house. Each house is staffed by
t eachers.

Five of the tracts -- or actually, they
referred to themas tracks at tinmes. They were previously
referred to as tracks, now they're houses.

There are 195 students who are identified for
speci al education prograns in this school out of 1,120.

O those 195 students 150 are in a full inclusion program
that's 77 percent of the students. And they're

di stributed across five of the houses within that high
school

They have 20 students who receive resource or
pul | -out services. They have a behavior service center
with ten students. This is essentially a nodified pull-
out ki nd of endeavor there.

They're in their houses until they need to be
taken out of their houses, and then they're taken to this
portable off to the side of the school where they could
spend as nmuch tinme as is deenmed necessary.

They have a Life Skills popul ation of 19
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students. This is the | owincidence population in the
school, 19 students, two units, two teachers and three
ai ds.

They have a multiple-inpaired unit, six
students -- it's self-contained -- one teacher, two aids;
one vocational adjustnent program and one enpl oynent
speci al i st.

The interesting thing that happened in our --
they had a program prepared for us, and | think we took
themoff their stride in terns of, where did they see | DEA
havi ng an i npact on their school ?

And i mredi ately got into a protracted
di scussi on about the role of the IEP and the ARD, as it's
called in Texas, | believe, what sonme of the problens were
W thin that due process aspect of getting kids receiving
full services.

And | think it was Chairman Branstad who asked,
Is there a best scenario or worst case scenario? And the
Director of Special Education for Houston | ndependent
School s brought up the fact that they had recently had an
el even-day ARD, which probably ought to go on record, Bob,

with your 13-page |EP, or your 23-page |IEP. An el even-day
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And that |aunched us into a variety of
di scussi ons around, why did that occur, what happened?
And essentially what happened -- and |'ve been working in
hi gh schools for the last three years pretty extensively
inamjor city -- well, in Kentucky it's the only city,
Louisville; the rest of it is just |arge towns.

(CGeneral |aughter.)

DR BERDINE: And I'mfromone of the |arge
towns. But Louisville is truly a big city. And I've
worked in five of their high schools. And I'mfairly
famliar with what happens when you start to pick and
scrape with teachers or special ed adm nistrators at that
| evel of Director of Special Ed and Supervisor or
Coor di nat or.

And the frustration just started to bubble

right out. It was really clear that what you have here is

a group of md-Ilevel educators who are just frustrated

with the whol e system

The due process systemfromtheir point of view

is just bogged down to the point where they cannot perform

their functions in an adequate way; it was taking their
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teachers off of instruction; you know, just a whole array
of probl ens.

W di scussed sone of the issues with regard to
nmedi ati on and al so the use of nediators in ARDs.

That was an interesting juxtaposition to our
panel presentation yesterday, because the position that
was presented in this high school was that was worKking
against children in schools, not for children in school s.

That they felt the nediators, the advocates,
were not productive for children, which I think sonme of
us, because of the recency of our panel presentation,
found that a little bit interesting.

As a teacher trainer, we did spend about 30
mnutes in two classroons, the behavi or managenent
cl assroom and the lowincidence life skills.

And then, again, you have to be very carefu
when you wal k into a school like this and situations |ike
this.

You're not seeing -- this is not news to
anybody. You're not seeing a typical school day, it's
not. You don't bring nine people into a building or eight

peopl e into a building and have chil dren behave the way
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they ordinarily behave, or teachers.

But | saw no evidence in the | owincidence
roons of that were in of instruction. | saw no evidence
in our discussions of the accountability that Steve was
rai sing.

They know where their graduates of their
regul ar general education curriculum-- they know how many
go to college. They do not know, could not give us any
i dea of where the graduates of their special education
program went after |eaving the school.

It was clear that there was not a transition
nodel or programin place for children with | owincidence
disabilities into the community. Not that they don't have
some services, sone vocational preparation, but there was
not evi dence presented or described to us that woul d
indicate that there was any kind of a nodel that was in
pl ace and that was worKki ng.

| open it up to others in the group. | nean,
don't want to seemto be overly harsh. |[|'ve just spent a
ot of tine in high schools, and this is not a high schoo
that | would put on ny visitation list to a panel like

this.
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MR BRANSTAD: Jay Chanbers.

DR CHAMBERS: | would agree with everything
that Bill has just said.

On a positive note, however, | also would say
that | nmet and talked with a group of caring, very
positive individuals. W stood in a classroomwith a
teacher who was just, whose heart was very close to the
children that she was serving and tal ked about nuch beyond
just their strict educational needs.

W net a couple of students. Frankly, | was
al nost kind of drawn to tears with one of them whom |1 just
felt -- the child was in the ROTC program-- to ne what a
fine young man. | felt privileged to have nmet him and
tal ked to himfor a few m nutes

I'"'mnot exactly sure what -- he had reading
probl ens, | guess, is about the way he described it. So
it was a delight to neet that young man.

But | do feel the sanme way that Bill did. And
| kind of asked him | said, | know they' re not exactly
doi ng typical things when we walk into a school |ike that.
| woul d have | oved to have been able to kind of roam

around and see nore of what really would have gone on in a
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school day, which we didn't get to see.

The ot her thing that was notably absent, and
|'"d be curious fromother folks in the other prograns, is
we really -- even though they tal ked about general
education, | didn't see nuch evidence of connection wth
general educati on.

Now, maybe it wasn't just because of the way
the trip was designed. There may not have been any
inclination to do that. But basically we had a room ful
of special educators talking to us with no representation
that | could see, other than the principal, of genera
educati on.

| guess the other general inpression | have --
and this is |l ess about special ed, nore kind of an
observation | ooking at this high school and a nunber of
ot her high schools | have visited over the past ten years,
i ncl uding the high school ny own children went to --

they're pretty dismal, dull places.

| nean, | don't see -- | renenber going into ny

own wife's classroons nmany years ago, and | saw a room
that was exciting, pictures, | nean, things that woul d

draw children to them and nake theminteresting things,
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make your classrooman interesting place to be.

And | just don't see that in many of the high

schools. And maybe it's just not possible. | don't know.
| mean, | kind of don't live in the real world in the work
that | do on a daily basis. | need to get out nore,

t hi nk, and see these kinds of things. But | do find it
frustrating that the schools can't be a place that nakes
you feel good about going to.

And this high school was perfectly clean; |
felt very welconed into it by all the people who cane to
see us; | felt good about what they were there for. But
at the sanme tine, the school itself just didn't excite ne
as a place to be. Anyway, I'll leave it at that.

MR BRANSTAD: Thomas Fl em ng.

DR FLEM NG Yes. The other thing that caught
my attention in the one classroomthat we went into was
t he nunber of children for this ratio of teacher to
chil dren.

And | roughly counted sonewhere between 40 and
45 kids in this one classroom wth the teacher giving
instructions fromthe board.

And | was trying to pick up, what was the
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| esson fromthe day and could not really do that, because

| was | ooking back between the children to see if they

were listening to her.

And you could see there were children with

their back to her, and they were kind of doing a nunber of

other things that didn't seem how the teacher and the

children were connecting for that short period that we

observed. So | don't know exactly what was happeni ng

t her e.

Again, we had these wonderful representatives

taki ng us around, not only ROIC young nen, but young

womnen.

And | asked them as they were taking us about

sonme of their future plans, and kind of shared with thema

little bit what the mlitary had acconplished in ny own

life, even allowing ne to get enough noney toget her

through the @d Bill to start on ny college work to

encour age them

| was struck by wal king down the hall and

seeing police presence on the first floor, because that

al ways ki nd of begs the question of,

this building at this tinme?

why are the police in
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And so | tried to ask one of them and at that
point | didn't get a response of an answer, but just
pointed to where there's actually a police station,
there's an actual office.

So the police presence is at the schoo
probably all the tinme. And that just kind of sends red
flags up to ne of, why would you actually have to have the
police right on the school grounds?

To me, in ny own experience, that's always nade
for an uneasy kind of relationship between adults and ki ds
unless there is really that necessary itemthere, there's
maybe sonme danger you have to have themthere.

So | never did get an answer on why you woul d
have to have police presence in a high school of 1,100
ki ds.

DR BERDI NE: You don't bring an arned person
into a school building unless there is sone prior history
of need, you just don't. The man was carrying a sem -
aut onati ¢ weapon.

DR FLEM NG Right.

DR BERDINE: And that doesn't belong in a

school unless there's a need.
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DR FLEM NG D d any of you get any -- because
| tried to ask just a student. | nmeant to ask an adult
there, and | just didn't get a chance to do that.

DR BERDINE: W have to be careful, though,
about being a little bit overdramatic about -- we're
comng across a little bit too negative, | think, on this
school, because | think it's a targeted school

| don't want -- |'ve spent a lot of tinme in
hi gh schools, and after spending nost of ny career in
elementary and mddle. So high school for ne about four
years ago becane a nmajor revelation. They are a different
environnment than anything else in the schools.

And | think, you know, what the |ndependent
School District is trying to do here is change sonet hi ng
that maybe has a long history we're not even famli ar
W th.

But there's definitely -- 1'd say I'd have to
characterize this as a school in transition.

MR BARTLETT: At best.

DR BERDINE: Well, | nmean, | could take you to
sonme high schools in Kentucky that woul d make this schoo

|l ook |Ii ke a charm school
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MR BRANSTAD: David --

DR CHAMBERS: | could take you to sone in San
Franci sco, as well.

MR BRANSTAD: David Gordon. And then, | think
Todd has got a couple of coments, too.

MR GORDON: | think for ne this schoo
underscored the overall set of difficulties in reformng a
hi gh school, because you had to sort of back into the
story of their history, where this principal is brought in
seemingly in tines of strife

And they were told to | aunch an incl usion
program So they passed anong the districts in the area,
and they found a program whi ch they basically pinned their
hopes on, which was a support programfor the kids
included in the regular academc program And it was a
roomwi th three teachers to which the kids could go for
assi stance al nost at any tine.

And those teachers we saw -- there were two of
themthere -- they seened very, very caring and
supporti ve.

Now, what you al so had to back into was, when

you unpacked their system it was a tracking system of six



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

51

tracks, and it was sort of accommodating the difficulties
of high school reform

One track was a humanities programw th 150
kids, they said all of whomwent to a four-year coll ege.

Then, there was a regular track, not a acadeny
or a magnet program because there were teachers there who
were not confortable working with any kind of change, so
they were kind of left to keep doing what they had been
doi ng.

And then, there were the several tracks of
speci al ed students who were not included.

And the difficulty | had is, you didn't get a
sense of what was the ethos of the place relative to
special ed, the regular program and all of the
connections. It felt very pieceneal, and, again, not
because everybody wasn't working as hard as they coul d.
And they were very caring people. It just seened sonmewhat
directionl ess.

MR BRANSTAD: Todd.

MR JONES: | just want to nention a couple of
reactions fromthe school. One is to reaffirmthe coment

that Steve had nade earlier about, what are they targeting
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on?

| asked a couple of specific questions even as
we got to later periods, and it was renarkabl e how nmuch
focus there was on students who did not have disabilities
and quantitative evaluations of that.

For exanple, | now know that their drop-out
rate so far this year has been .6 percent; last year it
was 1.1 percent. Those are pretty precise nunbers.

We know t he percentage of children who go to
coll ege is on average about 15 percent, a percentage they
track. W know what the performance on the TAAS was for
those that are taking it.

Questions we asked, however, that were a little
nore difficult, such as, Wuat's your average nunber of ARD
nmeetings a year? How many staff are in your ARD neetings?
And ny favorite was just, Were do your students go for
enpl oynent who are in your Life Skills progran? How nmany
of them are enpl oyed?

And the answer was really discouraging. They
said, Wll, not many. And then | said, Do you have a
systemthat tracks that? And the answer was, No. W

don't know. W cannot tell you.
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And yet the nunber of children going to college
they knew. The nunber of children getting jobs they don't
track for children wth severe disabilities.

DR HASSEL: How many kids were in the class?

MR JONES: N neteen.

DR HASSEL: So they couldn't even give you a
nunber based on 19 ki ds?

MR JONES: That's right. And you have to
assunme matricul ation is somewhere in the three, four, five
range per year. And when we asked -- and the principal,
who I'Il nention with the second item she said, Really,
hey, that is sonmething actually we need to be tracking and
turning to our staff and saying, That's inportant.

The second thing I'Il nmention, which is to
buttress -- | don't renmenber whose observation it was.

| asked Secretary Paige at |unch about the
school, and he did nention that this is a school that had
been having a | ot of problens.

They brought in what was viewed as an
exceptional woman -- she seened very exceptional on
nmeeting her -- took a woman who had retired frombeing a

regi onal superintendent here in Houston to nake change
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happen there. And clearly what we had seen was
dramatically different than what had been there before.

M5. ACOSTA: M. Chairman, may |? | just
wanted to nmake one conment.

MR BRANSTAD: Yes.

MS. ACOSTA: From soneone who has been on al
three levels of this process, |I've been in elenentary,

m ddl e school, and hi gh school

And just the point of view that -- and soneone
menti oned on our visit today that special education
services are nuch better served at the el enentary school
and as they go on through the m ddl e school, they becone
chal | enged, regardless of the environnent.

| have been to many high schools. | was in one
for a while. And it seens to ne that that's where the
chal l enge is.

And | guess for this Conmm ssion our chall enge
is to look at disparity in services to special education
students at the high school level. | would suggest that
from you know, the report of the last group

MR BARTLETT: M. Chairnman.

MR BRANSTAD: Yes. Steve, go ahead.
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MR. BARTLETT: There's one additional piece of
information that's very useful based on what Todd sai d.

Texas only started this outconme neasurenent for
general education a little over ten years ago. So think
of what Todd was saying and the descriptions you heard of
the principal's being able to tell you precisely what
their TAAS scores, precisely what their drop-out, all the
preci se outcone neasurenents.

Ten years ago very few principals in Texas
could have told you any nore about their general education
students than what they were able to tell us today about
the special ed, and that's because ten years ago Texas
didn't neasure that. Now they're neasured.

And the nanes of the schools and their results
are published in the newspaper annually ranked by test
scores. Ckay?

So the principals and the educators have this
amazing incentive to increase the outcone performance.

So it seens to ne that our lesson is, nowif we
can convert that human notivation from general ed, where
it's worked phenonenally well, over to special ed, that's

our task.
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But ten years ago none of this existed in Texas
on the general ed, either. It just wasn't there. And now
you see the outcone.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. | want to thank everyone
that has reported. | think the neetings to the schools
were very much an eye-openi ng experience and gave us |
guess a better understanding of what's really happening in
t he school s thensel ves.

The next thing on the agenda is for the
Commi ssioners to discuss the views on the reports of the
first two panels from Mnday. And we're running a little
behind, so we're going to try tolimt that to maybe about
15 m nutes, maybe 20 m nutes per --

So we'd back and open it for discussion on the
first two panels that we heard yesterday norning.

| guess | would just start by saying that I
t hought the researchers that we heard fromyesterday did
an outstanding job. | really felt maybe the highlight of
yest erday was those panel discussions we had in the
nmorning. And we would open it to your conments.

But | thought there were sone pretty

significant ideas that came out of those panel



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

di scussi ons.
And | guess one of themthat nmay be one of the

nost controversial is the one | guess that kind of

originated in ny state the idea of not using the IQtests.

And | don't know if that's where we should start or
what ever .

But | understand that sonme of you asked
guestions of sone of the practitioners about that today
and got sone m xed revi ews.

Anybody i ke to pick up on that or anything
el se fromthe panel discussion? WMybe we should focus on
the first one from yesterday.

Yes. Steve.

MR BARTLETT: Well, first of all, I think in
terns of being able to convert fromthe current 1Q

disparity test to other kinds of testing is a good thing.

It seens to ne that if our report says it quite

that directly, we will be kind of m ssing our m ssion.
But | think that's one of the outcones.

It seens to ne that what we ought to end up
learning fromthat is that the nodel to convert to is

the --

57



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

To contrast, set up the straw man of the wait-
to-fail nodel, and say, That's what we're against. And
then convert that to a nodel that is the test and assess
everyone and then provide services -- and | don't know
what the word is -- provide services to those that are
sonehow bel ow expectati ons or grade |evels.

And it's only after you provide that
suppl enental instruction, then you begin to neasure those
students for special ed.

Ri ght now you start with an assessnent as to
whet her they're special ed or not, and then provide the
servi ces.

So |l think if we can reverse that nodel, that's
going to get us to the 1Q disparity test, or at |east nany
states wll.

| don't know that the Federal Governnment shoul d
mandat e either nodel for how to discover who is special ed
other than to do an assessnment and services first.

MR BRANSTAD: So you're suggesting the test and
assess --

MR BARTLETT: |Is the way to back into --

VR BRANSTAD: -- Is the way to get --
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MR BARTLETT: Yes. |If we just sort of go out
and attack 1Q we'd have a big argunent over 1Q But if
we attack wait-to-fail, everybody is against that. And
you get to the sane pl ace.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Jack Fl etcher.

DR FLETCHER: Steve, | think you m sjudged the
sentinent about the use of IQtests. Wat we heard was
actually a great deal of convergence around the |ack of
val ue of that particul ar approach.

And |'mal so aware that many of the advocacy
groups are al so very concerned about this particul ar nodel
and the enphasis on IQ tests.

One dinension that we did not hear yesterday,
but is one that I'"'mvery famliar with, are those kids who
wer e assessed under the learning disability rubric who did
not qualify for special education. Those kids are
comonl y sources of due process hearings.

I've got one on ny conputer that sonmebody
emai | ed ne where the dad wote that he had spent $30, 000
to get his kid qualified for special education, had a
hearing officer decide in his favor and say that the

school needed to place the child in special education.
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But he didn't really think it was worth the
$30, 000 because the school couldn't tell himwhat program
they were going to do.

So | nmean, that's a perfect exanple of where
the focus is on eligibility, who is eligible, where there
is not even a requirenment for the school to specify
nmet hodol ogy.

At a statutory |level they do not have to
specify the nmethods that they are going to use to teach
this particular child to read.

And it just reflects this focus and this
obsession that we have with who is eligible as opposed to,
how can we help this kid?

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Al an.

DR COUTER | appreciate, | think
Conmi ssioner Bartlett's concern about, you know,
controversy.

I think that one of the things -- and you heard
me say it yesterday -- one of the things that was
conforting fromyesterday norning' s discussion was that
there are sone things for which we now do have very clear

answers.
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And | think the Comm ssion needs to take an
extraordinarily assertive stand as it relates to when
sci ence has spoken

And when there is a convergence that things are
wor ki ng, we need to support that. Wen there is
convergence that there are things that are wasting
resources, m sl eading people, taking us off track, we need
to take a stand against that and to say that that
shoul dn't happen

Wiat is ironic is that we have a situation
where the Federal regulations have in fact required people
to use IQtests except in extraordi nary circunstances,
| owa bei ng one, Louisiana being another, where they have
not used IQ tests since 1979 and have been able to get
along quite well without it.

However, the regul ations are sonething that I
think professionals in sone instances have used to hide
behi nd.

And so in the instance, especially yesterday
norning, | nean, | was absolutely amazed that you could
get a group of experts, who typically would love to talk

about a topic forever and ever and never give you a yes or
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no answer, and we got an answer yesterday. | think we
need to support these people.

The other thing is that -- | think Jack is the
one that always talks to me the nost about this -- we need
to be very careful about the difference between anecdote
and facts. And yesterday we got a lot of facts.

You will have people that will cone here and
tell you how wonderful an IQtest is on the basis of one
story. They will have absolutely no scientific evidence
to support it.

| think, once again, this is a place where we
have to speak extrenely strongly, and that is, where
evi dence suggests that sonething works, do it. \Wiere
evi dence suggests that sonmething is wasting tine, taking
away resources, stop doing it. | think that's sonething
we' ve got to do.

MR BRANSTAD: Thank you. Douglas GII.

DR G LL: Thanks. |'mjust going to give you
sonme of ny reactions to what we heard yesterday and sort
of ny rumnations in the evening about sone of those sane
ki nds of issues, | suppose. And maybe ny perspective is

sonewhat different.
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| certainly amin conceptual agreenent with the
notion of an instructionally intervention based nodel as
opposed to an eligibility determ nation type nodel.

And | guess what |I'mnot clear on at this point
intinme is what woul d be the procedural bridge to sort of
get us there. | think I can buy the concept, but it's not
clear to nme exactly how we m ght proceed.

And | think that clearly we can beef up and do
alot nore in the prereferral process of special education
as opposed to the, you're in basic ed one day and you're
in special ed the next, never to return fromthat
hi nterl and or what ever.

So | think maybe we ought to focus sone of our
efforts on prereferral, and maybe we ought to tal k about
research based prereferrals as a step in the special ed
eligibility process as opposed to no other way to get
t here.

The other thing that | think is maybe we've
i nadvertently, noving froma systemof eligibility driven
as opposed to instructionally driven, created sone
incentives to in fact put kids in special education by

only allowing districts and states to cl ai m assessnent
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dol lars for special education upon eligibility
det erm nati on.

And maybe we ought to think about using sone of
t he assessnent noney in special education not as a
condition of eligibility, but as a condition of
intervention and providing services to lots of different
ki ds.

The other thing that |'ve thought about is this
paperwork norass that we seemto find ourselves in. And
sure wouldn't want to create yet another system of
paperwor k norass by trading one systemthat we know
doesn't work very well for a systemthat we're not sure is
going to work any better.

So | guess one of the suggestions that | m ght
have for reauthorization in this regard is at |east
sonmebody consi der the notion of the devel opnent of Feder al
forns as opposed to each of the states and | ocal es,
buil dings, districts, et cetera devel oping their own set
of forns, because | think what happens is we get a
cumul ative effect of the paperwork over tinmne.

Because, you know, |'ve talked to a | ot of

different teachers in ny state. |'ve probably done input
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sessi ons.

And they say, You know, one thing that woul d be
nice is for sonebody to clarify exactly what the
requirements in an | EP procedure, et cetera are so that we
know so that when kids transfer fromone district to the
ot her we've got consistent informati on and so when ki ds
transfer fromone state to another we've got consi stent
i nformation.

And there's sonme commonal ity of stuff so that
the IEP is in fact an instruction docunent as opposed to
bei ng a managenent tool or a way to try and avoid
[itigation.

And | think the other notion that's cone to ny
m nd as a basis of our discussion yesterday is individual
famly service plans, which is kind of the way we deliver
services through Part C, mght be a better way to try and
deliver services as opposed to an I EP, or an
i ndi vi dual i zed educati on program

So we can begin to sort out this payor of |ast
resort | anguage, which I think is different in Part C than
it isin Part B

And maybe what we've done as part of the |DEA
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busi ness over the last 35 years is started to trip over
ourselves a little bit.

And | think if we're going to do sonething that
is in fact going to change the way in which people view
the system which is going to change the way in which
peopl e react to the system we need to give them|1 think
some good exanples of howto do that and sort of change
t he paradi gm of special ed as opposed to just sonme sort of
cosnetic change that m ght reduce fromfour to three the
nunber of tinmes in which you hand out procedural
saf eguar ds.

That doesn't appear to nme to be a substantive
change. And | think this Conm ssion ought to be about
substanti ve, neani ngful change that is going to inpact in
a positive way the instruction of all kids, including kids
with disabilities.

MR BRANSTAD: Doug Huntt.

DR HUNTT: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

| agree with Alan that science spoke |oud and
clear yesterday. W did get a no response to the 1Q test,
but we didn't get a yes response to a viable alternative

to it.
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And | think timng is everything in this case.
And al t hough science did speak, | didn't hear a |lot from
parents of kids with disabilities.

And ny concern is, you do away with the 1Q
test, how do parents wap their arnms around what's
required for their kids to be admtted into special ed?

You know, where is the viable alternative? |
asked it over and over again yesterday, and nobody coul d
give ne a response, a specific nodel that we know through
sci ence and any ot her neans that works.

My concern is, you do away with that before you
get to a viable nodel, and we cause a great deal of
di srupti on.

And | woul d hope that we renenber that we're
tal king about real-life people here out there. And
hopeful Iy before we make a final decision on that we can

hear from sone parent groups related to that topic as

wel | .

MR BRANSTAD: Bill Berdine.

DR BERDINE: | want to speak in support of Dr.
Coulter's position. | think that the panel owes it to our

speakers when they speak as clearly and as succinctly to
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t he point of whether or not |Q added anything the
instructional environnent, and the answer was no, | think
that --

And you know, | don't think it was that
difficult for themto make that response. That's
sonet hi ng that nost of us have known for a long tine, in
Loui siana for a nunber years, lowa for a nunber of years.

I think the critical question is whether or not
we were presented with an alternative, Doug.

And while it was not specifically addressed as
an alternative, | think that Dr. Vaughn did present us
with a nodel that could be readily translated into an
alternative process for individuals with | earning
differences to enter into a public school environnent that
supported themin a positive way.

Wiet her or not that was fleshed out or not as
an operational nodel, | don't think it was. | don't think
t hat was her purpose.

But it's tine to nove on fromIlQ folks. W've
got to get past that. That is not the critical issue here
in front of this panel. | nean, let's get rid of that

thing. | nean, that's painful. W can't do it in one
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fell swoop. | don't knowif legally we could even do it
in that manner.

But we could do it in a transition, a phasing
manner in which we could educate not only the
prof essionals, but |aypersons with regard to why we're
doi ng that.

But we need to speak with a clear voice. And
think that when our experts that we invite in here give us
that advice -- and they didn't equivocate -- unless we can
bring sonebody else in here to counter that, | think we
shoul d nove on

And you know, if we could take a voice vote
now, would we have a mgjority voting against the use of 1Q
in instruction?

"' mnot suggesting we would do that at this
point in time, but I would guess we would have a fairly
cl ear statenent.

MR BRANSTAD:. Cherie Takenotoo.

M5. TAKEMOTO | think that the 1Q test has
kept many ki ds who coul d be successful wth additional
assi stance out of success. And | support anything that is

going to get those -- those kids are just as inportant as
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kids with disabilities. But that's also part of ny
troubl i ng here.

To be diagnosed with a disability -- this is
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. To be
di agnosed with a disability, especially when there is no
congenital or debilitating condition, is a big deal. It's
a big deal.

And | could support the I evel of interventions
that we woul d have to do before we woul d say, Yes. You
have a disability, but I would not -- and using | DEA noney
to provide those services.

But it is a big deal to be diagnosed with a
disability. And what we woul d be doing is opening up
t hose gates.

So you know, | agree with what Dr. Vaughn said,
that you need to provide the supports that every child
needs to be successful .

| believe that we know a | ot about speci al
education, we know a | ot about kids with disabilities, we
know a | ot about keeping kids fromcomng into the system

And that it would be a role for this Commi ssion

to do sonething about 1Q but being very careful about



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

saying, Ckay, if you're a poor perfornmer, now you have a
disability.

So | think that that's just sonething that we
have to keep in m nd.

MR BRANSTAD: Ed Sont ag.

MR. SONTAG | apol ogi ze for not being here
yesterday, but | would like to conment on sone of the
things that |1've heard here this afternoon

In ny experience -- no enpirical data here --
what we have in terns of the assessnent process is an
i ncredi bl e waste of noney nost of the tinme. It reinforces
a failure nodel for students with disabilities.

MR JONES: Sorry, Ed. W were having
m cr ophone probl ens.

MR, SONTAG  Essentially what | was saying that
the | arge anmount of noney that goes into assessnent
produces a failure nodel. It nakes us bypass prevention.
It does not get us into prevention.

There are parts of IDEA right now that have
ki nd of been sleepers in there. |DEA 97 provides sone
wonderful vehicles for team planning at the building | eve

in which IDEA dollars could possibly be used nore for
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prevention than failure.

And | think that's a vehicle that we need to
| ook at, maybe make it stronger. Right now !l think there
is some discussion that states can opt out of that; | ocal
districts mght need the perm ssion of a state to opt in.

But the 1Qtest is such a small issue here.
What's real inportant is that this field fundanental |y
must nove to a prevention nodel and get out of the failure
nodel .

I"ve been in so many | EP neetings. Very few of
those neetings and all of the diagnostics |lead to a
cl assroom teacher getting any help on how to teach Johnny.

If we don't nove away fromthat, we're going to
be back here in ten years and in 20 years tal king about
how to tinker with special education.

MR BRANSTAD: Jack Fl etcher.

DR FLETCHER  Well, | just want to respond to
Conmi ssi oner Huntt's comments about viable nodels and just
poi nt out that we did hear a viable nodel from Sharon
Vaughn. That nodel has been inplenented in entire states
and districts across the country with really quite a bit

of success.
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But there's also a very sinple approach to an
alternative nodel, as well, and that is that if we sinply
drop 1Q Nobody is proposing to drop achi evenent testing,
for exanple.

And it's very easy to tal k about sonebody
having a learning disability, which is what we're talking
about, when they underachieve. W apply the exclusionary
criteria and so on. That is a viable nodel.

The problemwi th that nodel -- and this is what
| tried to get Dr. Francis to talk about -- is that we do
sonmething with assessnents of these kinds in special
education that we wouldn't do anyplace else -- we don't do
it, for exanple, in high-stakes testing -- and that is
that we give the child a single test using procedures that
have known errors of neasurenent where the underlying
attributes are di nensional.

Those are inherently unreliable. The first
time | test a kid, those scores are in the 20th
percentile; the next time | test himit's going to be the
28th percentile; the next tine | test himit's going to be
the 17th percentile. 1 do not even know how nmany tines

have to test the child to identify their true score.
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And to give you an exanple, in Texas on the
state exit exam you're allowed to take it nine tinmnes.
Now, why are you allowed to take it nine tines? Because
you have to fail it nine tinmes to know that even on a
highly reliable instrunment your true score is belowthe
cut point.

That's what we're doing. W're using a nodel
that is not viable, that is invalid, that focuses on
eligibility in an invalid way. And we need alternatives
to sinply giving kids tests and then a life sentence in
speci al education based on one assessnent.

One of the exclusionary criteria is opportunity
to learn. And we should not be placing children in
speci al education under the learning disabilities rubric
until we've denonstrated that they have not responded to
sonme type of evidence-based intervention, that they' ve had
adequat e opportunity.

And adequat e opportunity varies considerably
across individual children. Some children need nuch nore
intense intervention before they denonstrate that they
actually have a disability.

MR BRANSTAD: Katie Wight.
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DR WRIGHT: | agree with Jack. And I think
that this panel ought to attack ferociously this idea of
this using the 1Q as a tool.

And this goes back to the California cases, a
case back in the 1970s when mnority kids -- | think they
were Hispanic kids -- were placed in special education
sinply on their 1Q scores.

So | think that this panel really should go on
record as negating that and attack this ferociously.

The other thing that | wanted to say, |ast year
President Bush invited 100 or so black | eaders to the
White House to be briefed by Secretary Paige and ot hers on
t he donestic prograns.

And Secretary Paige -- and | asked Secretary
Pai ge, you know, what we could do to keep so many chil dren
frombeing in special ed. | don't know how | put it |ike
that. And he said, You know, this Admnistration is going
to really work on reading.

And | think that this panel ought to go on
record as really supporting the reading part of this.

Dr. Vaughn gave sone really good ideas

yesterday. | don't have themall
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But | think that we really need to support the
readi ng program because if nore kids could read, naybe --
and Dr. Paige said this, too -- nmaybe we woul d have fewer
ki ds who woul d have to go into special.

So ny two points are, attack ferociously the
idea of putting kids in special just on I Q@ and then,
encour age, happily and very nuch so, the reading portion.

MR BRANSTAD: David Gordon

MR GORDON:  Yes. |, too, was persuaded by the
| evel of agreement on the fate of IQtests. | think
that's pretty extraordinary to get that nmany people
t oget her .

But fromny experience | feel that we have to
attack the notion of, what is it that the regul ar program
shoul d be doing before we start assessing children and
steering themtoward special ed?

| think in our systemwe have a Director of
Special Ed in Washington, we have directors in the states,
| think they talk to directors in the school districts.

And I'mnot sure that we have spoken to the
| eadershi p of school districts in the way of a Susan

Vaughn and say, There are protocols you nust install, be
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huge source of funding to do exactly what she was talking
about -- and to be specific about what we would |ike to
see done as a precursor to any referrals to special ed.
Heaven knows we are as prescriptive as can be
with all of the procedures, and we say al nost nothing
about the instructional protocols that we think will nake

a di fference.

Now, |'m not exactly sure how you get that into

the law. But | think unless we change the behavior in
regular ed, Title I, and the general program we're not
going to see the preventative approaches prevail.

MR BRANSTAD:. Yes. Bryan.

DR HASSEL: Follow ng up on David' s comments,
this is a kind of crucial issue for the Conm ssion to
t hi nk t hr ough.

Even if we could cone to agreenent about an
alternative nodel in what we've just been discussing,
whi ch involves, say universal assessnment, early
i ntervention, supplenental services, that kind of thing,
what sort of Federal policy would you enact to encourage

that ?
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And one approach, which I think you were
outlining perhaps, is a regulatory approach whi ch says,
W're going to now require that of school districts that
are taking funding fromthe Federal Governnment under these
di fferent prograns.

And we're going to spell out in detail what
ki nds of assessnents you nust do, what Kkinds of
interventions you nust follow up with, and that sort of
thing, which is, exactly as you said, exactly what we do
currently under prograns.

But | think we need to try to think of other
approaches that are | ess regulatory but which nmay obtain
the sane result, which involve providing incentives,
strong incentives for performance that are tied to funding
that effectively encourage districts to take on those kind
of practices in a much nore powerful way than they're
encouraged to do so now.

The information is out there now, and yet few
districts seemto be followi ng those procedures. So the
incentives aren't powerful enough. How can they be
designed so that nore districts in fact adopt these

practices? That seens |like the challenge. And | don't
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know t he answer. But that's a design issue we need to
t ackl e.

MR BRANSTAD: | ncentive versus regulation is
what you're posing, or some conbination thereof?

DR HASSEL: Yes.

VOCE: O regulations with incentives.

MR BRANSTAD: Cherie, and then Steve.

M5. TAKEMOTO | think one of themwas a
question that | asked yesterday.

W' re about to have infused into the country a
| arge anount of noney through ESEA. And could there be
possibilities through regulatory -- | don't know if the
regul ati ons have gone out to how schools are going to
access that noney, nor has the appropriation necessarily
have been nade.

But could we use this new -- | hate to ask
schools to do anything else and not pay for it. But
here's sone noney that's com ng down.

And Todd, we have some capacity through anti-
di scrimnation to make sure that children have access to
t he benefit of that progranf

MR JONES: Right.
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MR BRANSTAD: St eve.

MR. BARTLETT: Here is sonething that it seened
to ne all the speakers were sort of leading us to
yest erday, but nobody actually closed it. So let ne
suggest it in response to, what woul d the nodel |ook |ike?

There are a lot of failed Federal |aw nodels
that we're all famliar with. There's the Categori cal
Gant; there's the Block Gants with no controls; there's
the regul atory nodel where we tell with sone precision
what tests to use and what to neasure and how to do that.

But there is a nodel that has been successfu
in other refornms, and it's a nodel in which we acknow edge
that we have -- there is a current nodel out there that
there's a lot of dissatisfaction, but there's also a
certain confort level with, with | DEA today.

And so we say to the states, That's the node
you' ve got unless you would offer to the Federa
Governnent a change that woul d be based on outcone
neasurements, that we've tal ked a | ot about; based on
early intervention, early intervention as an entry into
it, based on --

In the outcone neasurenents we could actually
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even cite the kind of outcone neasurenents that we insist
on, graduation, test scores, such as that.

Based on civil rights, and naybe even you keep
the civil rights at the Federal |evel, but based on that
strong commtnent to civil rights; and based on what
out cones we want to achieve.

And then we say to the states, Texas, New York,
Loui siana, conme up with a nodel that works, that
acconpl i shes these goals in your state, propose it to the
Federal CGovernnent, and that then gives you your nodel in
pl ace of the Federal nodel

VOCE Soit's like a waiver like we do
with --

MR BARTLETT: Like Wlfare Reform Yes.

VO CE: Like Wl fare Reforn?

MR. BARTLETT: Yes. |It's a systemthat catches
the innovative juices of the states, because we've heard
today that it's the states that are comng up with the new
i deas.

So far we're al so hearing they're not
transl ati ng them down to the school house door, because the

school house door also has the 814 nandates to deal wth,
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and you get at best a duplicative system

And | think that it couldn't be just a strictly
free hand. It would have to say that we insist on civil
rights and strengthening civil rights, we insist on
out cone neasurenents, that it has to be based on outcone
measurenments. But then have the states propose, and then
the Feds or negotiate or reject.

MR BRANSTAD. Ckay. Jay is next, Jay Chanbers.

DR CHAMBERS:. 1'd just like to follow up on
what Bryan was saying, that | think we need to design the
fundi ng systens that create the incentives to acconplish
what we want to.

Wen Tom and | have gone into states and tal ked
to them about special education funding, the first
question we ask is, What do you want your programto | ook
like? Not, Wiat do you want your funding systemfornula
to look Iike? W say, Wat do you want to acconplish?
What are your goals and objectives for this progranf

And then, once you have an under st andi ng of
what those goal s and objectives are for the program you
can then design a funding systemto create incentives to

i mpl ement that program
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And | guess | think one of the things that we
can do is to connect what our goals and objectives are as
a comm ssion to the design of the funding system

That m ght mean increasing the amount of
funding or the proportion of special education funding
that cones fromthe Federal Covernnent.

Because right now, or at |east as of '99-2000,
it provided a very | ow percentage, below 10 percent. |
know it has increased substantially since then, but it
provi des substantially below 10 percent of the total
expendi ture on speci al education.

So one thing m ght be thinking about how we tie
fundi ng i ncreases together

The other is how those funds are distributed
and utilized by the states and what inpact we m ght have,
not just -- because the Federal nobney, no matter how big
it is, is not going to cover the majority of the costs --
but in what ways we can tie the distribution of the
Federal noney to the way states thensel ves design their
own fundi ng systens.

There are a huge variety of funding formulas

and prograns out there in the 50 states, everything from
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full cost reinbursenent to percentage equalizing to
wei ghted pupils to Census-based prograns.

And if we have a feeling that one or the other
of those kinds of prograns is going to create the kind of
special ed and general ed programthat we think ought to
be going on out in the schools, then we as a Comm ssi on
need to recomend sonething that is going to inpact the
way states distribute funding.

MR BRANSTAD: Jack Fl etcher

DR FLETCHER: The recently passed El enentary
and Secondary Education Act has a Part B, which is called
the Reading First Plan.

And as part of the Reading First Plan, states
have to essentially propose and file a readi ng i nprovenent
pl an.

This plan has to include provisions for the
uni versal screening and assessnent of reading skills in
all children in Kindergarten through Gade 3. It has to
have a plan for inproving the reading skills of children
who are identified as being at risk on the basis of these
readi ng skill assessnents.

It's $1 billion. One of the nore interesting
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provisions is that states can keep 20 percent. |It's
unusual in that SEAs are actually allowed to keep a
substanti al anount of noney to inplenent a statew de
pr of essi onal devel opnent program

And so states could have a substantial anount
of noney to do professional devel opnent of both genera
education and speci al education teachers in the area of
readi ng.

So | think that part of it, the part of it that
i nvol ves prevention and early intervention and things of
that sort, is on the table now And we have severa
states that have good nodels for this, Texas, Florida's
nodel is comng along. | nean, it's happeni ng.

I think we need to nake sure we | ook at what we
recommend for special education so it ties upon these
provi si ons.

MR BRANSTAD: That's a great suggestion. It
needs to dovetail in with what was al ready passed.

Doug Huntt, | think, is next.

DR HUNTT: | just wanted to respond to Steve's
coment .

I want you to know that 1'mnot wed to the idea
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of IQtesting. M concern nostly was, what are we goi ng
to tell themto do if we get rid of it?

And | think the nodel that Steve just nentioned
is something that I'"msure we can all agree on

And | realize that 1'"'mthe mnority, Bill
You' ve already taken a consensus. And I'ma little late
in com ng al ong.

But Steve, you just put a |ine between the two
dots for nme, and that's sonething | would be very
confortable with

And I'm al so assum ng that once it goes back to
the states they' Il get input fromdisability advocates and
everyone else. So | think that's a good nodel

MR BRANSTAD: Al an Coul ter.

DR COULTER  You know, | am-- this is our
second neeting, and second day of the second neeting, so
think I"'mstarting to kind of learn a little bit nore
about how well we're going to work.

And as | understand it, we have approxi mately
seven neetings left, | guess two of which are going to be
full Comm ssion neetings.

And one of the things that strikes ne is that |
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think as we have |istened to people talk to us, it has
provoked questions, sone of which we have asked at the
tinme that people were in fact testifying. |In other
i nstances, people |I think have come up with questions
aft erwards

And part of the discussion that we're having
today is to raise questions that we don't think we've had
fully answered for ourself.

| think it would be hel pful as we have these
di scussions if we could capture sone of these questions so
that we can ensure that as we neet together, either in
bet ween neetings or during the tinme we neet, we can get
t hose questi ons addressed.

And where we can get | think good answers, then

we'll all feel much nore confortable about the kind of
consensus that we will reach

So I'mnot advocating today -- and | don't
t hink the agenda was set up for that -- that we would

actually start to nmake deci sions today about things that
we woul d recomend.
| do want to point out | think an ironic

situation that we may find ourselves in. Wth regard to
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this matter of the 1Qtest, the current regul ations
prohibit the use of any test for which it has not been
properly vali dated.

And | think what we found ourselves in -- and
this | think ought to nake Ms. Lee very unconfortable,
because she is new on the job at OCEP, and she sat
yesterday and listened to testinony with a real | think
unbel i evabl e wei ght of evidence that says that OCEFP s
definition of learning disabilities in the regs i s now not
valid for the purposes for which it has been proposed.

And so it may be not so nuch an issue that we
need to deal with, although I would |ove for us to dea
with sone things that do have relatively clear-cut
answers.

But | think what we heard yesterday was, even
within the existing regs what we have been doing is not
scientifically valid.

So we may need to address it, but it may be
that it needs to be addressed even before we nake any
ki nds of deci sions.

I just would like to suggest that we do start

to capture sone of these questions that people fee
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haven't been adequately answered to date so that we can
begin to bring nore people inif we to in order to make
certain that all of us are confortable, Doug included, you
know, in the kinds of recommendations that we nake.

MR BRANSTAD: Todd has asked to respond to
Al an's comments.

MR JONES: Well, no. Actually, | wasn't going
to respond to Al an.

I just wanted to represent to you a procedural
pl anni ng pi ece as Executive Director of the Conm ssion

Wen originally proposed at the first neeting
about structuring the task forces, the concept was -- and
this is to provide nore flexibility to you -- that you
woul dn't have to take positions at your second neeting or
even necessarily your third about what you want to accept
or decline, because then we have to get into wordsmthing
across this table, which is frankly a waste of your tine.

The concept being that the task forces as they
work start devel oping a base of the report that they can
internally then put together, then that is shared with the
br oader Commi ssion, then that is shared with the outside

public. Then you can debate it in a public forumwth the
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know edge of what the public has also said about the
pr oposal

That avoids putting you in the position of
havi ng to hash through things here that other inplications
need to be consi dered.

To use as an exanple, if you' re getting to how
you're dealing with perfornmance-based systens for children
with learning disabilities and other high-incidence
disabilities, it opens the question of what is done with
| owi nci dence disabilities.

And the nessage that sends out is that --
woul d just offer the nessage that would go out to sone
communities is that the Conm ssion is only concerned about
hi gh-i nci dence disabilities, which of course in nonsense.
But that's how things can start to be portrayed in the
medi a.

So | want to offer that to you. | know sone
fol ks were thinking about, This is where the Conm ssion
should go. | would just offer ny suggestion that you not
contenpl ate necessarily taking -- everything you have said
isinthe record, and it will go back into how you design

the report as it's designed.
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But to help you, | would suggest not taking any
formal votes today if that's the case.

MR BRANSTAD: Kati e.

DR WRIGHT: Yes. And | agree, because ny
understanding today -- and | cane prepared to do this --
to discuss ny views and what | thought about the
presentations that were nade.

MR BRANSTAD: Right.

DR WRIGHT: And so we had a presentation
tal ki ng about the 1Q situation; we had a presentation on
the reading. So those are the things -- but | did not
come prepared today to make any reconmendati on as to what
nodel and all of that. | did not cone prepared to do
that. So I'mglad that you have cone up with the order of
t he day.

MR BRANSTAD: Right. Well, first of all let me
just say | think the discussions and | think significant
progress has been nade in getting a better understanding.
And | think the discussions here have been very hel pful.

But it is not our intention to take any votes
or to take positions on any of these issues today.

| think the process that Todd has laid out is
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that's going to give an opportunity not only for these

di scussions and for input fromexperts, but also for
hearing from parents and educators and others in the field
as we go through this process.

So hopefully that will avoid sone of the
m sunder st andi ngs that otherw se could ari se.

Unl ess there are other comments, we will take a
break at this tinme. W'II|l start up again at 20 after.
Thank you very mnuch

(Wher eupon, a short recess was taken.)

MR BRANSTAD: Yes. Cherie Takenotoo.

M5. TAKEMOTO  Thank you, Governor.

| have a little bit of a question about how big
this elephant is going to be. And | think that as we
decide how big this report is going to be, we nmay have to
Il et go of sone things that are not the big things.

| think it's a great idea, Dr. Pasternack and
Ms. Lee, that we have an opportunity to get conputerized
| EPs available to fol ks who are hand-witing the stuff,
but those are sonme of the little ideas.

And I'mwondering, in order for us to attack
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the big things that | think we need to do, |I'm wondering
if we can set up a process for figuring out what it is
that we're going to focus on and what it is that are just
good i deas.

O her exanpl es are, people are sending ne
i nformation about adm nistrators who are |ying on forns or
i ndi vi dual cases.

And |I' m wondering, how do we narrow t he scope
so that we can actually get acconplished what it is that
we need to acconplish here?

MR BRANSTAD: Todd, why don't | defer to you on
responding to this?

(CGeneral |aughter.)

VO CE: Good si de-steppi ng.

MR BRANSTAD: | didn't serve that |ong for
nothing. So --

(CGeneral |aughter.)

MR JONES: Let ne expand a little on the
concept that went with the task force concept that was
agreed to at the first neeting.

The principle behind the task force concept was

that there would be an evolution of big ideas under a
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hal f - dozen significant tents that the Conmm ssion nenbers
coul d devel op.

So we have, to use an exanple, the finance
tent. And the Finance Task Force will have a hearing in
Los Angeles, it will bring in testinony. And that wll be
followed by a series of task force neetings over the phone
where the concepts that they want to see in the report are
di scussed.

And each of the task forces can limt
t hensel ves to whatever big or snmall ideas they want to
addr ess.

Then that will be offered up to the whol e of
the Conm ssion. Again, it's still a private internal
draft at this point. And the Conmm ssion nmenbers can then
of fer their suggestions or changes in the draft.

And when there is a general consensus about
offering up this particular draft, it wll be rel eased for
public consunption and broad public dissem nation. There
is no agreenent at that point. |It's just a draft that
goes out for offer

Then, that is what is debated and considered at

t he Washington, D.C. hearing in May, and after receipt of

94



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

95

public comment and views of it.

It's at that point where the Conmm ssion can
then go back and say, W want the foll ow ng changes, or it
can agree to drafts or ask for revisions. That's why we
have a fifth neeting on the calendar if you desire it in
June. That will allow you to get to the formof the
report you want. How specific or general it gets is upto
you.

I will offer -- and Cherie and | briefly
di scussed this a nonment ago. But one thing | hadn't
tal ked about was sone general direction we had received
fromthe Wiite House about the formof the report.

The one generalismthat the Wite House has
asked for the report is that it be consunmable. And that
woul d be of a size and in a formthat parents and teachers
and superintendents and policy nakers everywhere can read
and understand what's bei ng reconmended.

And then, you can have an appendi x of whatever
depth and conplexity that's avail abl e.

And to make it sonething that is informative
and, again, responds to the President's nine charges.

That's the shape of the report as requested fromthe Wite
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House, that it can be understood and that it's certainly
not a lengthy volune as a report, but nore along the Iines
of, say what A Nation at R sk was, which, for those of you
that haven't seen it, it's only about this big.

MR BRANSTAD: How bi g?

MR JONES: Well, for those on tape, about |
think six by eight or nine. [It's kind of a strange shaped
report. And it could be readily distributed and read.

As an idea we have been kicking around to
staff, we thought it mght be appropriate to have a CD Rom
in the back of it which has copies of all the statenents
and the transcripts and so on. But those are fornat
i deas.

But the source of it is that the main docunent
is sonething that generates big ideas and it is sonething
that can be readily consunmed by anyone who wants to read
it. And then, they want it distributed as widely as
possi bl e.

MR BRANSTAD: Does anybody el se have any
comments on that?

(No response.)

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. We've got about a little
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over a half-hour, | think, here to conplete our work and
still have tine for people to change clothes and be able
to get to the rodeo this evening.

So we're going to now open it for discussion on
the panels that we heard fromyesterday afternoon. So at
this point we would | guess open it for anybody that woul d
like to make comments on the panels that we heard from
yest erday afternoon.

Yes.

M5. TAKEMOTO | notice that in one of the
papers, Jim s paper was based on sone work that Dr.

Coulter was a part of, and the other expert | think on
accountability | think is Dr. Hassel. And so I'm
wondering if we can get sone expert opinion fromthose
menbers of our Conmm ssion.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Bryan Hassel, I'Il give
you the opportunity. That's a nice lead-in and buil d-up.

DR HASSEL: Actually, what | wanted to say is
actually not a matter of expert opinion.

What | wanted to say is how striking it was to
me over these past two days the | evel of agreenment that we

heard fromall kinds of different people with different
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per spectives about the type of nonitoring and
accountability systemthat they think nakes sense, this
sort of focused nonitoring approach where outcones are at
the forefront and problens are focused on rather than this
generic cyclical approach

W heard that from academ c types, we heard it
fromstate | evel people, we heard it froman advocate, a
rights advocate. And we heard it today. At least in ny
visit, we heard it fromteachers and we heard it fromthe
principal, we heard it fromthe district |evel people in
Houst on.

A pretty strong convergence of ideas out there.
And | think that nmakes our job easier in sone ways, but
not conpletely easy.

MR BRANSTAD: Yes. Al an Coul ter

DR COULTER  Well, taking from what
Comm ssioner Bartlett was explaining earlier today, you
know, what gets neasured gets done.

And when you ask a principal, you know, to
conmment on the performance of their school, and they
cannot comment quantitatively and specifically on children

with disabilities, we know that children with disabilities
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are not on the agenda for that school.

And | think Conm ssioner Bartlett has given us
an excellent practical test to let us know when we are
getting what we think kids with disabilities and their
famlies deserve in schools, and that is, when you can
wal k into a school and the principal can be as articul ate
about the performance and the outcones of kids with
disabilities as they are about kids without disabilities.

So really I |earned sonething this afternoon.
| thought that was very clever

Al so, like Bryan, | was struck yesterday with
the Il evel of consensus. | think there is a great deal of
m sinformation out there that advocates don't want this or
famlies want that, et cetera. | thought that we heard a
consi der abl e anmobunt of consensus yesterday afternoon

It wasn't always quite as cut and dri ed,
al t hough ny good friend, Comm ssioner Doug Huntt did ask
them a yes/no question, and, by gosh, they stepped up to
the plate. So | also was heartened by that.

I think it speaks to the issue of big ideas,
which Cherie raised earlier. And | think the other thing

that I'mthinking about is, in our discussions | think we
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need to constantly ask ourselves, Is this going to be one
of our big ideas or is this sinply devolving into a
trivial piece that's not going to matter that nuch?

I think yesterday afternoon's discussion is
probably one of the biggest ideas we have to deal wth,
and that is, how do we hold school s and prograns
accountable in this law for what the intent of Congress
was when it was passed or when it will be passed agai n?
And so | was quite heartened.

| also frankly enjoyed listening to a State
Director of Special Education provide us not with
anecdotes and stories about, you know, individual things,
but actual data, and to say, | know where many of ny

probl ens are because | have the data, and to be able to

show us.

And | know that you heard hi msay severa
tinmes, Alan wanted ne to show ny maps. Well, the reason
wanted himto show you those maps is, when he says, | know

where ny problens are, he could show you exactly where in
his state those problens are. So it wasn't just a matter
of quantifying. He could actually |ocate those pl aces.

So | was heartened by what was said yesterday.
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| think that we will learn a great deal nore at
the task force neeting in Des Mdines. And one of the
things that | think I"mprivileged about is that the task
force I think raised good questions under Comm ssioner
Bartlett's | eadership that need to be answered in Des
Mbi nes.

And | feel confident we will |eave Des Mi nes
with a set of ideas and recomendations that we can, using
the process that Todd described, bring those back to the
Conmi ssion at large, et cetera, and put that out there.

I think as far as the accountability piece,
we're off to a great start.

MR BRANSTAD: Adel a Acosta.

M5. ACOSTA: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

I, too, was very heartened yesterday by the
wealth of information and its clarity. And I think that
speaks to Todd's point about the directive fromthe Wite
House. W don't want to nmake this another white el ephant
that sits in soneone's shelf and collects dust and no one
pays attention.

And that's probably the very energizing piece

of our work, that it's viable, that it's flexible, that it

101



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

102

has Iife, and that we can nmake it happen that way by our
collective efforts.

I was al so i npressed by the presentations
because they all supported each other in a very scientific
and very articul ate way.

| did want to say, however, that as our work
continues -- and this is just our first neeting. But as
our work continues, | hope that when | | ook at statistics
fromNew York -- | ama product of New York public
schools -- and | dare say, 25 years later the statistics
haven't changed, that H spanics and African- Anericans are
still failing. They are falling out of the system

Wen | asked Larry, he said that he thought it
had sonmething to do with | anguage, with English as a
second | anguage. He wasn't that clear and that articul ate
when | asked himthat question

And for nme, if I'"'mgoing to be any use to this
Conmi ssion, | would hope it would be to be that voice from
t he school house and the stakehol ders who are African-
Anerican, who are H spanic, who are Native American who
are failing.

And sonehow our reconmendati ons have to be able
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to look at that and articulate a nessage or a plan of
action that can be taken at the school house | evel so that
these particular children are not laid to waste because of
ethnicity, race, or |anguage.

MR BRANSTAD: Doug G II next, and then David
Gordon, then Doug Huntt, then you, Katie.

DR. @ LL: Thank you, Chairnan.

And | think everyone recogni zes that we have a
pretty unique opportunity here to change the face as well
as change the val ue associated with the provision of
speci al educati on.

And | think two of the issues that we dealt
Wi th yesterday is the notion of instructional intervention
versus eligibility determnation, and, second of all,
conpl i ance versus trust.

And | think what | heard | oud and cl ear
yesterday and what |'ve heard frommany of the other folks
that |'ve talked to, that this core of conflict in specia
education is really an expression of trust, the extent to
whi ch people trust the obligation.

And maybe the traditional way in which we have

done conpliance nonitoring is not the best way to
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establish that trust.

Per haps by focusing on outcones and delivering
on the prom se of special ed as opposed to delivering on
the process of special ed is a nuch nore positive way for
us to go.

So | think a restoration of that trust is kind
of one of the filters by which we shoul d consi der any
recommendation that comes before this conmttee.

MR BRANSTAD: David Gordon.

MR GORDON: Yes. Just two or three
suggesti ons.

| concur that | thought the accountability
di scussi on produced an awful | ot of consensus.

And it seens to ne if our report is going to be
kind of thinned down, that subsequent, through the
| egi sl ation or whatever, several things need to happen.

Nunber one, | think sonebody needs to go to
work on aligning the state accountability systens with one
another and also with Title I, which now has a requirenent
that we di saggregate test scores for students with
disabilities. 1t hasn't heretofore done that.

Then, assum ng you can use sone of the
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accountability data as a trigger for focused nonitoring,
or not a trigger as the case may be, | think sonebody
needs to go to work and conb through all of the state to
| ocal, Federal to state, state to |ocal accountability
procedures and see what pruning can be done, see if
reasonabl e people can cone to agree that this is
duplicative, this or that doesn't add val ue.

And then, thirdly, with the parent to
school /parent to school district due process, to really
take a | ook at the nodel, which is now adversarial, and
see if there are ways to nake it nore interest based,
where the goal is to cone to a solution, not fight to a
draw so that you can then get to a procedural due process
heari ng.

And | think each of those three things wll
take a lot of work. [It's not sonmething this group can do,
but it's certainly sonething this group could put on the
agenda to be done relatively quickly.

MR BRANSTAD: Dougl as Huntt.

DR HUNTT: M. Chairman, | didn't know that
the staff was considering putting our conments on CD Rom

so feel free to attribute ny coments to Bob Past er nack.
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(CGeneral |aughter.)

DR HUNTT: You wouldn't mnd, would you, Bob?

DR PASTERNACK: No, no, no.

DR HUNTT: Ckay. | wanted to say | really
enjoyed the Director of the State of New York yesterday
and really applaud themon their vision of special ed,
that people with disabilities should Iive independently,
have full inclusion, have self-determnation. And | hope
that's a vision that's guiding us, as well.

But specifically I wanted to remark about their
14th indicator, which is that kids with disabilities
shoul d achi eve the sane type of graduation rate,
enpl oynent, or access to post-secondary education as Kkids
W t hout disabilities.

And | can't think of any other reason why | DEA
shoul d be there or why special ed should be there if
that's not our goal. And | hope we'll consider that in
our statenent.

| know we're not allowed to nake
recomrendati ons today. But just for a forewarn, Todd, 1'd
really like to see that as our overall goal for special

ed.
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MR BRANSTAD: Katie Wight.

DR WRIGHT: |, too, enjoyed the presentations,
and | agree with so nmuch that was said. And | think I
agree because what was said, this goes to the heart of ny
own val ue system to the heart of ny training, to the
heart of ny experience. And so | can agree with nost of
it.

| wanted to nention one thing. And this may
seemlike alittle thing, but it's very inportant to ne,
one of the recommendations. Do you say his name
d oeckl er?

MR BRANSTAD: d oeckler. The Ois silent,

t hi nk.

DR WRIGHT: The Ois silent? He issued a
caveat to us, and | think we need to pay attention to
that. Because sonetines we as professionals and
prof essors and parents and what-not get so wordy, and we
want to make up big, |ong nodels and big, |ong things.

He said to us, and | agree, new requirenents
and approaches cannot be piled on top of existing ones;
they nust be in place of some of the existing requirenents

and approaches. And that's a caveat. And | think we need
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to be really careful of that. Don't just pile on
sonmet hing, but to put in this in place of sonme of the
exi sting requirenments and approaches.

And that's all | have to say right now.

MR BRANSTAD: That's a very good point.

Bob Past er nack.

DR PASTERNACK: | think that there's a lot to
tal k about between the connection between the work of the
Comm ssion and the work that we're trying to do on
reaut hori zi ng the | DEA.

| just want to rem nd the Conm ssioners that
the National Council on Disability issued a report a
coupl e of years ago where they found that no state was in
conpliance with the | DEA

And one of the things | would like to submt to
you all is that it nmay be inpossible to conply with the
IDEA in its current form And even if a state was in ful
compliance with the IDEA, it mght not still guarantee
i mproved results and outcomes for students with
di sabilities.

| think when Larry was up here yesterday and he

was chiding ne on the 75 pages of a report that he



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

received fromthe Ofice of Special Education Prograns,
you know, as a former State Director | can tell you that,
as a recipient of that sort of docunent, it sort of
epitom zes the fact that the process has been OCEF s
great est product.

And | think that we really have kind of been
mred in a mnd-set where conpliance and regul ati on and
paperwork are sonehow related to inproving results and
outcones for kids with disabilities.

So | just would encourage us all to think
differently about sonme of these issues than we have in the
past .

As an exanple, | think Ed nade a really
powerful point earlier when he was tal king about the
possibility that we have to focus on preventing kids from
devel opi ng the kinds of conditions which get them
identified as having a disability which lead to their
pl acenent in special education, which in many instances
m ght not produce the kinds of results that | think
parents are desiring for their Kkids.

They want the best for their kids; we want the

best for their kids.
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And | would just challenge us to kind of
exam ne sone of the things that we have been doi ng that
really haven't worked as well as maybe we hoped that they
were goi ng to work.

Alittle bit nore, but just on the preventative
i ssue. You know, nmaybe it's tine for us to allow states
to be able to use sone of the I DEA neeting to prevent kids
fromgetting placed in special education.

Because the reality is, if we know, for
exanpl e, state data from M ssissippi, where only 12
percent of the kids with disabilities who get into special
education actually graduate with a diploma in that state,
we should really be questioning, are we trying to change
the life and inprove the quality of life for kids with
disabilities if they're mred in a systemwhere only 12
percent of them graduate fromthat systen?

And Jack will tell you nore eloquently than I
could possibly do, or if Reid were here, that we've
| earned a | ot nore about how to prevent kids from
devel opi ng reading disabilities than we have | earned how
to successfully intervene once kids have devel oped a

readi ng disability.
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So |l think if we have an opportunity to kind of
link some of the fine work that's been done in the area of
prevention with the use of sone of the IDEA funds, if we
find ourselves with an opportunity to reduce the
regul atory conplexity that currently exists, if we are
bol d enough to propose that perhaps we shouldn't require
peopl e to send boxes of docunentation which are ostensibly
submtted to establish their eligibility for IDEA funds
when we woul d never find that a state was ineligible to
recei ve those | DEA funds --

| just think that sone of the things that we
are doing are basically a waste of people's tine.

And it gets back to the issue of assessnent.
Wiy shoul d we have a system whi ch focuses nore on
di agnosi s for classification than diagnosis for
i nstructional purposes?

Because the teachers in your states and in your
comunities where you live and the famlies that you're
going to talk to are going to tell you that they want to
have teachers who are going to teach their kids and worry
| ess about the label that's put on that Kkid.

And to show you how crazy the systemis that we
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currently have, in one section we tell people that they
can report data on kids noncategorically, and then we
require every state to send us a report on the categories
that those kids are placed in every year

So what | would just hope is that, as we talk
honestly about how we can nove forward and how we can
devel op a report that everybody will pay attention to and
that will be small enough, the challenge for us is to
focus on sone of these key issues and on having the
courage to propose sonme suggestions and sonme strategies to
address sone of the issues that we've heard around the
t abl e.

So | couldn't let the opportunity go by with
Larry giving ne a hard tine yesterday, because | think
that the opportunity that we have to redesi gn our
nonitoring systemis sonething that we have to take
advant age of.

Ed will share with you sone data that he has
requested fromus that we shouldn't be proud of how OCEP
has not done the kind of tinely reporting back to states
on the nonitoring data, because the reality is sone of the

nonitoring has focused on the wong issues.
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It's focused, again, on process and on
conpl i ance and on regul ati on and not on outcone and
results, which is the direction that |I'm hearing everybody
woul d |i ke us to nove in.

So | just wanted to nmention a couple of those
things, M. Chairman, and thanks for letting ne do that.

MR BRANSTAD: Thank you very nuch

Paul a Butterfield.

DR BUTTERFIELD: | think after that | should
say Anmen.

(CGeneral |aughter.)

DR BUTTERFIELD: | don't want to be redundant,
but | agree with nuch of what you said there.

And | think one of the things that Dr. Vaughn
said yesterday that was really powerful was that people
don't do the wong thing on purpose.

And | think that we have a great task ahead of
us based on what the research is show ng us, what we now
know about brain research, all of the things that we know
now that we didn't know when many of the people who are in
the field were going through school.

And | know, you know, part of ny task is
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wor ki ng with professional developnent. But | do think
that that's a critical piece.

There is a great deal that we're going to need
to do in | ooking at teacher preparation preservice at the
university level as well as the people that we al ready
have in the field and giving themthe skills.

I think that one of the things that, again, Dr.
Vaughn was saying was that many of the teachers are
saying, W don't know how to do this.

And I'mfinding out nyself in the work I'm
doing right nowthat it's not that teachers don't want to,
it's that they don't know how.

Many of them do not know how to teach reading.
And so what happens is, for the right reason they want to
get a child special help, so they refer themto special
education when in fact that may not be what the need is.

And so |'mvery concerned about prevention and
how we can better instruct regular ed teachers as well as
special ed teachers in the kind of strategies that will
hel p children be successful.

| think the other concept that | felt was

important is having exit criteria.
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If they' re never thought about as you're
entering into this, then there is no goal, you know, we're
not noving toward sonmething. And | think that that's an
i nportant piece that we haven't really had before.

You know, it's sad when we hear that soneone
spent $30,000 to get their child into special ed, and then
there wasn't a particular programin place.

One of the things | thought was good today in
our little goody bag we got at Hamlton M ddl e School was
sonmet hing fromthe district that was reconmended
strategi es for teachers.

And | haven't had a chance to really | ook at
that. | think it was called, "Two Thunbs Up." And | fee
that kind of thing -- we're going to need to have this
kind of information available to teachers in schoo
districts.

And then, the final thing is that we operate in
silos. W have ESEA, we have | DEA, we have all of these
different things, and that so rmuch of the time we don't
have -- M. Gl is going like this -- we don't have that
interface.

And | think, you know, yesterday we heard from
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our one attorney that kept going like this. And that's
the thing that we often lack. You know, we have one group
here, one here, one here. You' ve got the regular ed
teacher and you've got the special ed teacher.

And we need to nake sure that -- well, we've
got ESEA reauthorized -- but now as we do | DEA that we
have sone neans of assuring that there is a better
interface between special ed and regul ar ed.

MR BRANSTAD: Thank you, Paul a.

Steve Bartlett.

MR, BARTLETT: Followi ng up on what severa
peopl e have tal ked about, both Bob and Alan, and | think
Todd originally, and that is, focus on the big issues.

I want to -- not for purposes of discussion
today, but for thinking ahead for the task force neetings
and the next neeting of the Comm ssion, there are three
big issues it seens to ne that we really haven't discussed
and haven't had w tnesses on but at sone point we ought to
be prepared to grapple wth.

One is, what should the funding for |DEA be
based on? W've sort of gone into this with the

assunption that what the funding is now, which is a
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certain kind of funding, but basically per capita is the

way that was ordained in the Ten Conmandnments. And nost

Federal prograns aren't that way and they don't work very
wel | that way.

It also requires an inordinate anount of effort
by the entire systemto get their $1,400. So there are
ot her types of funding fornulas that coul d be devised.

Second is -- and this is going to be the
accountability systens panel in Des Mines to take the
first crack at it -- and that is, what should the
corrective nmeasures for underperformng schools | ook |ike?
What should the list of thembe -- Jim Constock gave us
his version of the list yesterday -- and resulting in,
what's kind of the final big punitive sanction?

And then, the second half to that is, who
shoul d enforce that?

And then, third, is there a way to strengthen
the civil rights of parents with regard to their children?
Is there a way to strengthen what is today a systemthat
it's all the parents have? And we all know the bad old
days when parents didn't even have that.

But is there a way, rather than to just kind of
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accept what we have now or face a debate about what we are
trying to take away, instead is there a way to strengthen
it to give parents nore, better, clearer, and faster
rights to a free and appropri ate education, which is the
goal, after all?

So it seened to nme that as we | ook to the next
session those are the three big issues that are still left
undi scussed.

MR BRANSTAD: Bryan Hassel .

DR WRIGHT: | wanted to ask about --

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Katie, can you speak right
in-- we'll let you -- will you yield on this --

DR WRIGHT: I'Il be quick, because | don't
want to junp anybody's tine.

But | heard Steve nention the funding. 1Isn't
one of these task forces on finance?

MR BRANSTAD: | think so.

DR WRIGHT: Is it?

MR BRANSTAD: Yes. Los Angeles is going to --

MR JONES: Yes. |It's in Los Angeles. And
whil e the staff have not circulated the draft that was

devel oped by the task force, the task force does have a
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panel discussing a funding fornmula and alternative neans.

DR WRIGHT: Yes. Because | agree with Steve
about the funding. Thank you.

MR BRANSTAD: Bryan.

DR HASSEL: | think rmaybe continuing Steve's
idea of listing big issues, first, to anplify on one of
Steve's big issues, the civil rights question:

| think it's inmportant to renenber that the
kind of systemthat Larry d oeckler put on the wall the
ot her day, which neasures outcones and does a great job of
that and does a fine job of inproving overall performance
over time by focusing everyone on these key indicators, is
not a systemthat's designed to protect individuals.
That's not what it does. |It's not designed to do that,
and it doesn't do that.

And the current system wth due process and so
on, is designed to protect individuals.

And so that needs to be kind of sonething that
we consi der and think through when thinking about changi ng
accountability systens.

The kind of systemthat Larry put on the wall

is a nove from procedure-based nonitoring to outcone-based
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nmonitoring. But this other dinmension is individual versus
ki nd of aggregate or group. And | think we need to keep
both of those dinmensions in mnd as we think about --

So any kind of consideration we can give to
that individual side and alternative ways to do that, it
seens |ike sonmething that we haven't really delved into.

And a big issue | would add to Steve's list is
actually a point that I think Steve nade at the outset of
this discussion, which is, we haven't heard a | ot about
how in a | arge aggregate sense to assess outcones for
students that are not going to succeed in the regul ar
state assessnents.

W' ve heard testinony that says, Let's have
nore kids take the state assessnents, nore kids could
achi eve on those, we need to push the limt on that and
push nore towards that kind of nodel. But we all know
that's not going to be a good indicator of how nuch
progress sone students are naking.

And so what are outcome measures that woul d
make sense for other students, and how can that be put
into an accountability systenf? Because if it's not, then

t hose students are not going to be paid attention to in
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any ki nd of outcones-based accountability system

What gets neasured gets done. If that's not
measured and aggregated into a performance accountability
system it won't get done well.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. David Gordon, and then
Jay, and then we're going to -- okay. Jay, we'll give you
the final word here today.

MR, SONTAG You called on ne earlier

MR JONES: COh. |'msorry.

MR BRANSTAD:. Ckay. W'Il accommodate. W'l
go to Ed first and then to Jay. GCkay?

MR. SONTAG Part of ny legacy is that for a
couple of years | ran the Ofice of Special Education.

And we have two people in the roomtoday who
have a gol den opportunity for taking over the |eadership
of that organization.

And | think we're going to mss a significant
opportunity if we don't |look at the function of that
office in this process.

As Bob indicated, | did |ook at the nonitoring
data over the past -- | picked a five-year period. And it

sounds |ike Larry d oeckler beat ne to the punch a little
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bit yesterday.

But when you take a year-and-a-half, 22 nonths
as it happened in Wsconsin, where were actively trying to
get the report fromthe state nonitoring system it |ost
any inpact to change behavi or, because what out of that
was nush.

I think we need to | ook at how we select field
readers in OCEP. Are we picking the best people with
scientific and research backgrounds or are we picking the
same peopl e over and over and over again?

If we don't have a strong OCEP, we're not going
to have a strong law. And | think part of what we need to
do here is to | ook at QOCEP.

The data is not all that great. Part of that
is ny responsibility way back, so |I'mnot accusing other
peopl e.

But | think there's a need for us to | ook
i nside the organi zation that admnisters this law. And
think if we keep focusing just on state and | ocal issues,
whi ch seens to be the predom nant enphasis, | think we're
going to mss the boat.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Thank you.
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MR JONES: Could | --

MR BRANSTAD: Co ahead.

MR JONES: And you nmay not be aware of it,
ot her Conm ssion nenbers nmay not, because | mainly
di scussed it w th Doug.

Doug had nentioned a desire to address
transition issues, which is not squarely within any of the
six task forces that were devel oped.

Wiat Ed is describing is, as well, not under
squarely any of the six task forces that were devel oped.

There is nothing barring a task force fromal so
doi ng ad hoc task force devel opnent on that. And if you
all are so inclined, any group can be put together to
address any issue you desire.

So Ed, that nay be a way to address that, is to
have a group of Comm ssion nenbers tasked with | ooking at
OCEP as part of it. Wuld that be -- | just want to put
that out there as one of the things that's on the table.

MR SONTAG |'mnot sure how we address it.

MR BRANSTAD: Jay.

DR CHAMBERS:. Steve's third item big issue,

was, if | read this correctly, Is there a way to
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strengthen the civil rights of parents?

And | guess I'd either like to put out as a
corollary or amend or sonething that question sonething
like the following: 1Is there a way to reduce the
i nci dence of adversary between parents and educators and
i ncrease the coll aboration between parents and educators?
What can we do create that kind of feeling?

DR HUNTT: M. Chairman, | know | haven't been
recogni zed, but 1'd hate --

MR BRANSTAD: Go ahead, Doug.

DR, HUNTT: -- 1'd hate to pass up the
opportunity Todd just laid on the table, which is an ad
hoc comm ttee on school -to-work transition.

How woul d we facilitate that, Todd? Because
|"d really like to see it happen. | think it's an
extrenely inportant issue.

MR, JONES: Much like the approval of the six
original task forces, it nmerely requires a notion, a
second, and approval to approve that kind of structural
change to the Comm ssion

DR HUNTT: Then, M. Chairman, I1'd like to

make that notion that we adopt an ad hoc procedure
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specifically --
MS. ACOSTA:  Second.

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay. Doug has noved that we
establish an ad hoc procedure for the school-to-work --
DR HUNTT: Yes, sir. Transition.

MR BRANSTAD: -- and Adel a has seconded t hat
nmotion. |Is there discussion?

(No response.)

MR BRANSTAD: Al in favor?

(A chorus of Ayes.)

MR BRANSTAD: (Opposed?

(No response.)

MR BRANSTAD: Ckay.

DR HUNTT: Thank you. Sorry to interrupt.

MR BRANSTAD: No problem

MR JONES: To facilitate that, it mght be
appropriate for those who would Iike to participate to
simply indicate to ne, or nore appropriately, | wll
del egate to Troy. Let Troy know who is going to be doing
t hat .

MR BRANSTAD: Bill, and Jack has his hand up,

too. These will be the | ast ones, because | want to try
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to get it cut off so we can get to the rodeo.

Ckay. Bill.

DR BERDINE: In regard to Ed Sontag's conmments
about OCEP, in ny capacity as President of the Hi gher
Educati on Consortium for Special Education, about three
days ago | submtted a |list of statenents that were
directly related to the reform of OCEP.

So | would speak positively, Ed, towards your
nmotion -- or your suggestion -- not a notion, but your
suggest i on.

W al so don't know how to enact any change in
OCEP because it is such a large labyrinth of functions and
services and prograns. And |I'mnot prepared to suggest
t hat we have another ad hoc commttee on this panel.

But comng fromthe person that that suggestion
came from it's something that I don't think this
Comm ssion should ignore. It's sonething that we probably
ought to discuss at sone other tine.

But there is | think a pervasive interest in
changi ng what we now know as OCEP, and | think you woul d
find a lot of support around the country towards doi ng

t hat .
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How to do it in a systematic way, |'m not
prepared at this tinme to nake any suggestions. But |
woul d support that we at |least ook at it.

MR BRANSTAD: Jack Fl etcher.

DR FLETCHER  Just real quickly. It seens to
me |like looking at OCEP is pretty inmportant, and | don't
know why we don't go ahead and nove in that direction.

So |l would Iike to nove that we appoint a
subcomm ttee to | ook at the operation of OCEP.

MR BRANSTAD: |Is there a second to that notion?

DR COULTER | second it.

MR BRANSTAD: There is a notion by Jack
seconded by Al an.

MR JONES: | woul d suggest soneone -- | am
assum ng Doug was planning to lead, in fact, he had said
to ne he would | ead that task force.

W woul d al so need soneone to lead this task
f orce.

VO CE: Led by Ed Sontag.

MR SONTAG |'mex-officio.

VOCE On. That's right.

MR BRANSTAD: Bryan.
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DR HASSEL: Well, | just wanted to rai se one
concern, which is just that one approach on this would be
totry to make sure every task force addresses what
inplications their ideas have for the role of OCEP

Only because | think it's hard to think about
the role of OCEP in the abstract, divorced fromthinking
about, what's a accountability systeml ook like, what's a
new finance system| ook |ike?

So that would be an alternate approach. |
don't know if you think that would neet the need, but that
woul d be one way to approach it.

MR BRANSTAD: Bill has volunteered to start it.

DR BERDINE: Yes. |I'll go ahead, and |'|
start out on doing that. Not that | have an abundance of
tinme left, but it's such a need and it's comng froma
person we all have such respect for, | think we do need to
move on this. And so I'lIl chair that initial attenpt.

Those of you who want to join in that, just |et
Todd know or nme know, and we'll figure out how we're going
to go fromthere.

MR BRANSTAD: W still haven't voted on it yet.

Al'l in favor of that notion signify by saying, Aye.
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(A chorus of Ayes.)

MR BRANSTAD: (Opposed?

(No response.)

MR BRANSTAD: It is approved.

Ckay. We've got a few announcenents. Pl ease
listen to Todd on the announcenents, and then we'll
adj our n.

MR JONES: Four brief announcenents:

One, if you do not have a rodeo agenda, we only
have a handful, so please let nme know. There are eight of
t hem

Second, tickets will be handed out in the
| obby. And as it says on the agenda, you nust wear your
credenti al s.

Third, this isn't a joke, you nust be
downstairs before 5:00. The busses will leave. And if
folks aren't down there to receive their tickets and hop
on the bus, it will leave at 5:10 and you will not get to
go to the rodeo.

In addition to that, | assure you it's so
detai |l ed, because this agenda | ooks |ike the President's

agenda, it rounds to nunbers like 5:32 ppm we're
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schedul ed to do sonet hi ng.

So lastly, be early for tonorrow s neeting. W
need to start pronptly at 8:00 so that we can go exactly
an hour. The Ceneral Counsel's Ofice has been very
clear, to have public coment you nmust have the sane
opportunity for everyone at neetings, and we need to start
pronptly at 8:00 so the public can comrent.

MR BRANSTAD: See you all. W' re adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m, the hearing was
adj ourned, to reconvene the follow ng day, Wadnesday,

February 27, 2002, at 8:00 a.m)
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