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~ Opportunity to Learn (OTL)

OTL refers to “the opportunities
which schools provide students to
learn what is expected of them.”

(Herman, Klein, & Abedi, 2000, p. 16)
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Z 5 Big Ideas about OTL

OTL is an equity and access policy issue that influences practice.

OTL is a multi-dimensional construct; it is more than alignment
between content standards and tests.

OTL can be measured accurately by teachers themselves.
MyiLOGS can measure OTL at the class and student levels.

OTL is a fundamental requirement for valid inferences about
students’ test scores, yet it additive predictive value is modest
based on early results.

CCSSO NCSA 2012

~—  Access & Equity

“The issue of curricular access for students with disabilities became a central
legislative concern following the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) . .. the IDEA included the so-called ‘access
to general curriculum mandates,” which established the right of students [with
disabilities] to access the same general curriculum that is offered to all
students.” (Kurz, 2012, p. XX)

The IDEA signaled “a clear presumption that all students with disabilities
should have access to the general curriculum and to the same opportunity to
learn challenging and important content that is offered to all students”
(McLaughlin, 1999, p. 9).
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_— Enacted Curriculum is the Focus
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(Kurz, 2011)
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——  Conceptual Model of OTL

Quality (z)

Content (y)

Time (x)

Kurz, A. (2011). Access to what should be taught and will be tested: Students’ opportunity to learn the intended curriculum. In S. N. Elliott, R. J. Kettler, P. A. Beddow, & A.
Kurz (Eds.), The of accessible achi tests for all : Bridging the gaps between research, practice, and policy (pp. 99-129). New York: Springer.
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_—  Opportunity-to-Learn (OTL)

OTL is defined as the degree to which a teacher
dedicates instructional minutes to covering the content
prescribed by the standards using pedagogical
approaches that address a range of cognitive
processes, instructional practices, and grouping
formats. (Kurz, Elliott, & Kettler, 2012)

This definition is the conceptual foundation for the indices
measured by the Instructional Learning Opportunities
Guidance System (MyiLOGS; Kurz, Elliott, & Shrago,
2009), an online teacher log developed in a recently
completed USDE Enhanced Assessment Grant.

CCSSO NCSA 2012

__—  MyiLOGS: Online Teacher Log

*  MyiLOGS allows teachers to document their planned and enacted
instruction along their state-specific intended curriculum.

* Seven key OTL indices are established at the class and student level:
1. Time on Standards (Min/Day and %)

Time on Custom Skills (Min/Day and %)

Non-Instructional Time (Min/Day and %)

Content Coverage (%o)

Cognitive Process Score (1.00 — 2.00)

Instructional Practices Score (1.00 — 2.00)

A

Grouping Formats Score (1.00 — 2.00)

CCSSO NCSA 2012 8
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Instructional Dimensions, Indicators, Definitions, and Operational Indices of OTL

Dimension | Indicator Definition Index
Time Instructional Instructional time dedicated | IT: Average amount of instructional
Time to teaching the general minutes spent on wtended curniculum

curriculum standards and, if | objectives per day.
applicable, any intended IEP

objectives.
Content Content Content coverage of the CC: Percentage of addressed
Coverage general curmiculum standards | intended curriculum objectives.
and, if applicable, any
mtended IEP objectives.
Quality Cognitive Emphasis of cognitive CP: Sum of differentially weighted
Processes process expectations alonga | percentages of instructional time
range of lower-order to dedicated to each cognitive process

higher-order thinking skills. | expectation.

Instructional Emphasis of nstructional IP: Sum of differentially weighted

Practices practices along a range of percentages of instructional time
generic to empirically dedicated to each mstructional
supported practices. practice.

Grouping Emphasis of grouping GF: Sum of differentially weighted

Formats formats along a range from | percentages of instructional time
mndividual to whole class dedicated to each grouping format.
mnstruction.

Note. Emphasis can be operationalized as the amount of instructional minutes.
CCSSO NCSA 2012 9
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School: Desert Meadows ~ Name: Teacher turquoise1005m  Class: Tunnell Gr. 8 Math View: Calendar ® ©

Betum to main page Return to main page
- [©)] December 2010 [6)] o

Skills Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
51 Number/ Operations. 52C3P 1 sc2p01 2 Testing @ somin. 3
. © 15 min. Oismin Time Not Avallable for Instruction
5161702 Canify ratonsirrationsl 52C2P01 Theoretical/experimental 52€2P02 Compare © 15 min.
Pt —— @15 O smn. o

5202603 Sample space for depfindep  52C2P03 Sample space for dep/indep
© 15 min. O 15 min.

52C2602 Compare $2C302 Counting:factorial notation
$1C2903 Percent o, dec, simpie terest : Qusm Mo
$1C2908 Sescineihc cotation come. e =
51205 Simpity expreasion © 10min. O 1omin.
513901 Esimates Time Not.
$1C3902 Extimate 0n number fne @ 10min. @ 10mn.
x x x
Time Not Available for Instruction g Time Not Available for Instruction 7 S3C3P02 8 9 $3C3P01 Alg. expressions, 10
© 30min. © s0min. Qs mn. equations, inequalities
5262002 Compare $3C3PO1 Alg. expressions, equations, nstruction 5 min
outcome/prediction & 40 min. inequaiities & 15 min. © somin. © 35 min. S3C3PO3 Linear equations and
! S3C3PO2 Evaluste expression inequalities & 20 min.
z O 15 min. Time Not Available for Instruction
$3C3PO3 Linear equations and Qs
v s rom he catendar =
Sy inequalities © 20 mi
% * x B % B x
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MyiLOGS: Detailed Reporting

School: Arizona Demo School |Date: Thu..
et O -

Return to Calendar "

Estimated Time Allocation Across Cognitive Process Dimensions for: Kurz Scenarios

Attond Remember UnderstandiApply AnalyzelEvausts Create Sum arorce

IMB.E_1.1.2 Data mul, e & circle
phs, hist

[Time Mot Availabie for insiructicn |

Update Torais ) Total|

Estimated Time Allocation Across Instructional Practices for: Kurz Scenarios

Toacher Actions Individual Small Group Whols Class: Sum
[Provided Direct Instruction r)
[Frovided Visual Representations. r)
[Asked Quostions o
[Evcied Think Aloud o
[Geea aspancent Pracice | | n
[roviied Guidad Fesdback [ | 0
[Froviced Rainforosmant o
|Assessed Studant Knowiedge ]
[Gher Instrucsional Practioes Fo 20
[Teme ot Avaiiabie o

Updute Tous ) Calendar Total: 60_[INGGIN

Engagement Matrix for: Kurz Scenarios

O Na offort or product absarved (%)

Low effort or imited partian of work compleled (<50%)
) Modarate affort or maderata portion of work complated (50% - B0%)
@ High effort or substantial porion >80%)

CCSSO NCSA 2012

Cognitive Process Expectations for Student Learning and Definitions

Cognitive Process Definition
Artend Orient toward instructional task and related instructions.
= Synonyms include listen, focus, pay attention.
Remember® Retrieve relevant knowledge from long-term memory.
= Synonyms include recognize, identify, recall, retrieve.
Understand® Construct meaning from instructional messages.

= Synonyms include interpret, exemplify, classify,

iza, infer, compare, explain.

Apply? Carry out or use a procedure in a given situation.
= Synonyms include execute, implement, use.
Analyze® Break materials into its constituent parts and determine how the parts
relate.
= Synonyms include differentiate, organize, integrate,
attribute.
Evaluate® Make judgments based on criteria and standards.
= Synonyms include check, test, critique, judge.
Create® Put elements together to form a coherent whole or a new structure.
= Synonyms include generate, hyporhesize, plan, design,
produce.
*This cognitive process and definition 1s based on the revised Bloom's taxonomy (see Anderson et al ,
2001).
CCSSO NCSA 2012
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Instruetional Practices and Definitions

Instructional Practice

Definition

Provided Direct Instruction®

Teacher presents issue, discusses or models a solution approach,
and engages students with approach in similar context.

Provided Visual Representations”

Teacher uses visual representations to organize information.
commuicate attributes, and explain relationships.

Asked Questions® Teacher asks questions to engage students and focus attention on
important information.

Elicited Think Aloud® Teacher prompts students to think aloud about their approach to
solving a problem.

Used Independent Practice Teacher allows students to work mdependently to develop and

refine knowledge and skalls.

Provided Guided Feedback®

Teacher provides feedback to students on work quality, nussing
elements. and observed strengths.

Provided Reinforcement®

Teacher provides remforcement contingent on previously
established expectations for effort and/or work performance.

Assessed Student Knowledge®

Teacher uses quizzes, tests, student products, or other forms of
assessment to determine student knowledge.

Other Instructional Practices

Any other mstructional practices not captured by the
aforementioned key instructional practices

*Ths instructional practice has recerved empirical support across multiple studies.

12 Key
Indices

CCSSO NCSA 2012

MyiLOGS OTL Indices and Operational Definitions

Index

Definition

Instructional Time on Standards
(Min/Day)

“Average amount of instructional minutes dedicated fo the site-specific
academic standards per day.

Instructional Time on Standards

(%)

Average percentage of allocated class ume used for struction on the
state-specific academic standards per day.

Instructional Time on Custom
(Min/Day)

Average amount of instructional minutes dedicated to custom objectives
per day.

Instructional Time on Custom

(%)

“Average percentage of allocated class fime used for mstruction on the
custom objectives per day.

Non-Instructional Time
(Min/Day)

Average amount of non-instructional nunutes per day.

Non-Instructional Time (%)

Average percentage of allocated class time not used for mstruction

Content Coverage (%)

Percentage of state-specific academic standards addressed

Cognitive Process Score

Sum of differentially weighted percentages of instructional fime
dedicated to cach cognitive process expectation (4itend and Remember
x1: Understand/Apply, Analvze/Evaiuate, and Create x2)

Instructional Practice Score

Sum of differentially weighted percentages of instructional time
dedicated to each instructional practice (Used Independent Practice and
Other Instructional Practices x1: Provided Direct Instruction. Provided
Visual Representation. Asked Question. Elicited Think Aloud. Provided
Guided Feedback, and Assessed Student Knowledge x2).

Grouping Format Score

Sum of differentially weighted percentages of mstructional time
dedicated to each grouping format (IWhole Class x1: Individual and Small
Group x2)

Engagement

% of time
“High % of time

Score based on Mot cagaged (0%) To
1; “Moderate % of time (50%-80"

3

Avera;

(<5
(>80%)

Goal Attainment/Effort

Average score based on No effort or product observed (0%) = 0; Low
effort or limited portion of work completed (<5 Moderate effort
or moderate portion of work completed (5! 2: High effort or

substantial portion of work completed (=80%

00
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MyiLOGS:

Classroom Observation Form

[ Teacher ID: Date:

Time:

@ Record in I-min intervals. @ Use tily marks (1111 ) to record the student expectation and teacher action that occupied the majority of time during the 1-min interval
Attend Remember Understand/Apply Analyze/Evaluate Create

Listen focus, pay aczention Recogize, 1denry,

recall exeamply, chssif. oife . Generate, hypothestze, plan,
Cummartz, infer. compare. J Check, desgn, produce
exclain | Execute, implemere. —

Time not available for instruction

Provided Direct Instruction
discusaes or mad o engages
s conces

Teacher Actions Individual

Action s focused on single ndmdusis Action i focused on srall groupe Action s focused on entics chss

Provided Visual Representations

and exphin reltionshiss.

Asked Questions
Teathar skt quationd 16 angags stinlints and fosia atsintion on Fipertint
foson,

Elicited Think Aloud

Used Independent Practice
«

develop ane

sl
Provided Guided Feedback

Provided Reinforcement

[
for cort andier s
Assessed Student Knowledge

or ether forms

Other Instructional Practices
Any

Time not available for instruction

le Class Comments

Summative Class Engagement X ICRCTE L ik ]

S$1C1PO1 Compare/order

TP ) © 0% O <50% O 50%-80% O >80%
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Detailed Content Coverage Bar Chart (Calendar Days)
Teacher: Teacher turquoise1005m Class: Tunnell Gr. 8 Math
Date Range: 08/01/2010 - 07/31/2011

5$1C1PO2 Classify rational/irrational

51C1P03 model read numbers

51C1P04 model/solve absolute value

51C2PO1 Factors/multiples/prime

51C2P02 Rational number effects

$1C2PO3 Percent inc., dec, simple interest | I  frs 45 mins

$1C2PO4 Std/scientific notation conver.

5N 3 hrs 5 mins

$1C2POS5 Simplify expression

| M 7 hrs 20 mins

S1C3PO1 Estimatel

S1C3PO2 Estimate on number line

52C1P01 Use displays, b

(I 2 hrs 35 mins

[ 11 hrs 12 mins

52C1PO2 Inferences, 2 data sets

129/ 3 hrs 40 mins

$2C1P0O3 Summary-shape of distributio

n

$2C1PO4 Bias, effective presentation

1 hrs 30 mins

S2C1POS Evaluate design

52C2P01 Theoretical/experimental

3.29%| I 7 s 50 mins

52C2P02 Compare outcome/prediction

2.3%{ NI 5 hrs O mins

$2C2PO3 Sample space for dep/indep

1.5%/ I 3 hrs 15 mins

52C3P01 Counting-order,repetition

52C3P02 Counting-factorial notation

$2C4PO1 Solve graph problems
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Broad Content Domain Coverage Pie Chart (Calendar Days)
Teacher: Teacher turquoise1005m Class: Tunnell Gr. 8 Math
Date Range: 08/01/2010 - 07/31/2011

Time Allocation by Skill

11% S4 Geometry and Measurement

29% Custom Skills/Activities.

17% $3 Patterns, Algebra, and Func.

15% S1 Number/ Operations
18% 52 Data Analy, Prob., Discrete Math

CCSSO NCSA 2012 17

Cognitive Processes: 52 Day Sample

4% Time Not Available

11% Attend
8% Analyze/Evaluate

19% Remember

55% Understand/Apply

CCSSO NCSA 2012 18
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Whole Class

1% Individual

12% Small Group

86% Whole Class

CCSSO NCSA 2012 19

Initial Validity Evidence for MyiLOGS

=

Research Questions
Can teachers be trained to use MyiLOGS with high integrity to yield reliable OTL

indices?
To what extent is there convergent and predictive validity evidence for the MyiLOGS
indices?
What are the relations between student-based MyiLOGS indices and student
achievement?
Sample Breakdown of Schools, Teachers, Classrooms, and Target Students by State and Subject
Sl Arizona Pennsylvania South Carolina
WPE [MA [ELA [Unigue | MA |ELA | Unigue | MA | ELA | Unique
Schools 1 j j
Teachers § | 7 5] 5|8 12 b | 8 1
(lasses 9 7 18 6 | 11
TargetStudents | 18 | 14 | 2 | 10| 16| 19 | 11|20 15
Note. MA =Mathematics; ELA = EnglishLanguage Arts.
*Includes three special education co-teachers.

CCSSO NCSA 2012
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Calendar-Based Class OTL Indices for Entire Sample

Calendar-Based Class OTL Indices

) Subject Area

OTL Index " M\ sy
Logged Schaol Days 46 151 (18)
Instructional Time on Standards (Min/Day) 46 44 (23)
Instructional Time on Standards (%) 46 67 (18)
Instructional Time on Custom (Min/Day) 46 18 (11
Instructional Time on Custom (%) 46 27 )
Non-Instructional Time (Mm/Day) 46 3 )
Non-Instructional Time (%) 46 3 (4)
Number of Standards 46 53 (28)
Content Coverage of Standards (%) 46 68 (22)
CCSSO NCSA 2012

MA ELA
OTL Index n [ M | sp | n|] | sD
Across States
Logged School Days 156 | (12) 26 147 [§ 21)
Instructional Time on Standards (Min/Day) 43 (19) 26 45 (25)
Instructional Time on Standards (%) 20 69 (16) 26 66 (19)
Instructional Time on Custom (Min/Day) 20 17 (11) 2 18 (11)
Instructional Time on Custom (%) 20 27 (an 26 28 (17
Non-Instructional Time (Min/Day) 20 3 (3) 26 3 (3)
Non-Instructional Time (%) 2 4 [€)] 2 3 (3)
Number of Standards 20 48 (13) 26 58 (36)
Content Coverage of Standards (%) 20 66 20) 2 69 23)
Note. MA = Mathematics; ELA = English/Lansuage Arts.

CCSSO NCSA 2012
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Correlations between SEC and MyiILOGS OTL Indices and Class Achievement Averages

Tndex 2010-201 llAverage

SEC Alignment Index -53
Instructional Time on Standards (Min/Day) 56
Instructional Time on Standards (%) .06
Instructional Time on Custom (Min/Day) 49
Non-Instructional Time (Min/Day) -4
Non-Instructional Time (%) -1
Content Coverage of Standards (%) -30
Cognitive Process Score 64"
Instructional Practice Score -3
Grouping Format Score -1
Note. N=16."p=05; "p< 0L

CCSSO NCSA 2012

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Student-Based OTL Indices Predicting Studer

Achievement Controlling for Prior Achieven,

Variahle B SEB B R AR
Step 1 .62 .62
Prior Achievement 0.76 0.11 0.79°
Step 2 .04 02
Prior Achievement 0.70 0.13 0.73"
Time on Standards (Min/Day) 0.00 037 0.00
Time on Custom (Min/Day) 046 0.51 0.13
Non-Instructional Time (Min/Day) 020 040 0.06
Step 3 .63 -.01
Prior Achievement 0.79 0.11 083"
Content Coverage (%) 0.54 0.50 0.13
Step 4 .63 00
Prior Achievement 0.78 0.14 081"
Cognitive Process Score 9.17 42.17 0.03
Instructional Practice Score 36.75 5537 0.09
Grouping Format Score 226 3730 0.01
Final Model .62
Prior Achievement 0.76 011 079’
Note_p < 05

CCSSO NCSA 2012
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Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Student-Based OTL Indices Predicting

Student Achievement
Variable B SEB B R AR®
Step 1 25
Time on Standards (Min/Day) -0.01 0.52 0.00
Time on Custom (Min/Day) 1.76 0.64 0.50°
Non-Instructional Time (Min/Day) 0.11 0.56 0.04
Step 2 25 00
Time on Custom (Min/Day) 1.72 0.58 0.49°
Content Coverage (%) -0.13 0.70 -0.03
Step 3 26 01
Time on Custom (Min/Day) 1.39 0.77 0.40
Cognitive Process Score 16.58 67.88 0.12
Instructional Practice Score -30.46 75.93 -0.10
Grouping Format Score 4.34 53.03 0.02
Final Model 24
Time on Custom (Min/Day) 1.74 0.56 0.49°
Note. p= .05,
CCSSO NCSA 2012 25

_— Conclusions About Validity Evidence

The majority of findings of this study are unique, because no investigators have previously reported a study where
OTL data were continuously collected and analyzed along all three instructional dimensions—time, content,
and quality—at the class and student level for a large portion of the school year.

The evidence collected with MyiLOGS by teachers substantiated that:

teachers can be trained to criterion within 4-hour to report reliably on various OTL indices based on
instructional scenarios at the class and student level;

teachers can maintain high procedural fidelity logging various OTL indices at the class and student level
across the duration of a school year; and

teachers’ concurrent log data provided a valid account of their classroom instruction based on agreement
percentages between teachers and independent observers. The results of the classroom observations
indicated that two independent observers were able to achieve high agreements across both observation
categories and teachers and observers generally had lower agreements for cognitive processes than
instructional practices.

Student-based OTL indices in general did not add significantly to ptior achievement when predicting end of
year achievement.

The current findings do support the conclusion that the teacher self-report data from MyiLOGS provides a rich
picture and reliable account of opportunities to learn in middle school classrooms across several states.
Future studies are needed to address sample limitations.

CCSSO NCSA 2012 26

Stephen Elliott / NCAASE / June 2012

13



OTL & Growth

_— Additional Research Questions
to be Addressed with MyiLOGS

In a subsequent analysis of data from this initial study, we also
examined differences in the opportunity to learn of students with
and without disabilities.

Next, I highlight a few findings comparing general education
classroom instruction for the entire classes and for individual
students with disabilities receiving instruction in the general
curriculum (i.e., state indented content standards).

CCSSO NCSA 2012 27

Calendar-Based Class OTL Indices By Class Type

GENED SPED
OTL Index (n=29) (n=17)
M SD M SD df t ES

Logged School Days 155 17 142 17 44 249" 0.76
' Instructional Time on Standards (Min/Day) 50 23 34 16 44  2.60° 0.83]
nstructional Time on Standards (%) 71 13 6l 23 44 1.94 0.55

Instructional Time on Custom (Min/Day) 17 10 18 14 4 -0.13 -0.03

Instructional Time on Custom (%) 26 14 30 22 44 081 -0.23
Non-Instructional Time (Min/Day) 3 3 3 3 44 -0.07 -0.02
Non-Instructional Time (%) 4 4 6 5 4 -1.14 -0.33
Number of Standards 63 32 37 4 44  342° 1.17

|Comcm Coverage of Standards (%) 74 19 59 24 44 235° 0,69l

Note. GENED = General education class; SPED = Special education class.

CCSSO NCSA 2012 28
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Sample-Day Based Class OTL Quality Indices By Class Type

GENED SPED
OTL Index (n=29) (n=17)

M SD M SD df 4 ES
Across States
Logged Sample Days 47 9 37 6 44 3.98" 1.27
Cognitive Process Score 177 014 168 0.11 44 241" 075
nstructional Practice Score 164 0.13 1.59 0.25 44 0.77 0.22
Grouping Format Score 1.19 0.17 136 027 44 -2.70° -om
Engagement 260 028 247 034 44 1.38 0.41
Goal Attainment/Effort 258 028 246 035 44 1.27 0.37
Note. "p <.05; GENED = General education class; SPED = Special education class; ES = Effect size
measure d.
CCSSO NCSA 2012 29

Differences in Class and Student Key OTL Indices By Class Type

Class Student
M SD M SD df t ES

General Education (n = 55) _
Instructional Time on Standards (Min/Day) 47 12 41 7 % R 24 '
[ISITUCUOonaAl Time on Custom (MI/Davy pal ) v — T S
-4.58""*

10 54

UL v O >S5 nrr VTS 179 AL g 2.07 I
Instructional Practice Score 1.64 0.13 1.63 0.14 54 2.32° .08
Grouping Format Score 1.19 0.17 121 0.18 54 -1.70 -11

Special Education (n = 34)
Instructional Time on Standards (Min/Day) 32 18 29 17 33 3.90 18
Instructional Time on Custom (Min/Day) 17 13 18 14 33 -0.77 -.05

(_mmmmmmmmw § S B & 33 168 38
Content Coverage of Standards (%) 38 18 36 19 33 398 .08 |

Cognitive Process Score 1.68 0.11 1.67 0.12 33 1.81 .09
Instructional Practice Score 1.59 025 159 026 33 0.92 .03
Grouping Format Score 136 026 136 028 33 0.52 .01

Note. "p <.05; ***p < .001; ES = Effect size measure d.

CCSSO NCSA 2012 30
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Conclusions About OTL for SWDs

“Based on this sample’s general education classrooms, which represented

a full inclusion model, students with disabilities experienced less time on
standards, more non-instructional time, and less content coverage
compared to their class. ... At least for students with disabilities nested in
general education classrooms, OTL appears to be a differentiated
opportunity structure. ...the instructional differences do not indicate equal
or equitable OTL for students with disabilities. Given their disability-related
characteristics, students with disabilities may need at least as much OTL, if
not more, than their peers without disabilities. However, the current
findings suggest the exact opposite; if replicable, these data would pose
serious instructional challenges for teachers and hold profound
implications for policy makers focusing on academic proficiency and
growth without consideration for the instructional inputs and processes that

affect student outcomes.” (Kurz, Elliott, Lemons, Kettler, Zigmond, & Kloo, 2012)

CCSSO NCSA 2012

~— NCAASE Multiple Measutres Study where

OTL is featured as a Process Variable

Our Key Research Questions

* Do students with disabilities have equal access to the general

curriculum in comparison to their classmates without disabilities?

What is the relationship between opportunity to learn and
academic growth in mathematics for all students? Is the
relationship different for students with and without disabilities?

To what extent are variations in growth for students with and
without disabilities related to OTL?

CCSSO NCSA 2012 32
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~—  Research Design Overview

* Math content area only [1 content area]
* Grades 4-8 [5 grade levels]
* 2 year longitudinal design with four —overlapping cohorts [4-5, 5-6, 6-7, 7-8]

e Assessments: (1) MyiLOGS class and detail days, (2) State achievement tests
previous years and current year, and (3) easyCBM at least 3 times, ideally 4 times
within year. We will also conduct monthly classroom observations of each teacher
using the MyiLOGS observation record. [3 measures; MyiLOGS has 7 key
instructional indices for Calendar Days and 12 for Detail Days — following slides for
more details on these indices.]

* Students: (1) entire class achievement data, (2) Calendar/class OTL data, and (3) 4
students on Detail days, with up to 3 SWDs and 1 SwoDs. Detail days occur on 2
random days per week across the year. 2 students will be sampled on 1 of the days
and the other 2 on the other day each week for the entire year. Thus we would
expect to have approximately 30 sample days per student.

CCSSO NCSA 2012 33

Visual Representation of Measurement Plan
Four 2-year Longitudinal Cohorts: 4-5, 5-6, 6-7, & 7-8

Apr - > Sept — > Nov Jan Mar —- Apr

St State
ate Classroom Instruction hi
Achievement Achievement
Test Grades 4 -8 Test
2012 \ 2013
Daily MyiLOGS Records Class-wide
Sample of 30-45 days for Target Students
Easy Easy Easy Easy
CBM CBM CBM CBM
BM 1 BM 2 BM 3 BM 1

NCAASE / Multiple Measures Study / 2012 34
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