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peried. As such, this is a five-year longitudinal study of the special
education department's experiences with implementing an LEP for special

students during the pilot operation and ultimate expansion of Plan A in the
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Phase 1 describes pilot Plan A initiation in one high school cluster

from Septerber, 1972 througih December, 1972. Phase II describes the revised
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pilet Planm A in the same high school cluster and extends from January, 1S

through Auzust, 1973, Phase 111 deals with the continuation and expansion

of the pilot Plan A from September, 1973 through June, 1974, Phase IV is

a continuation of the pilot Plan A at the expansion level reached during

Phase III, which included two high school clusters. The district-wide ex-~

place in the 1975-76 school year, constitutes

sansicn of Plan A, which took

s the contincation of district-wide expansion

ot

Phase V, and Phasa VI represen

1976—=77 school vyear.
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vommary of these phases and accompanving
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The following provides a

time periods:

Phase 1 Pilot Plan A Initiation Sept., 1972 = December, 1972
Phase IL Revision of Pilot Planm A January, 1973 - August, 1973
Phase 111 Expansion of Plan A Filot 1973-74 school year
Phase 1V Continuation of Plan A 1974-75 school year
Pilot
Phase V District~Wide Plan A 1975-76 school year
Expansion
Phase VI District-Wide Plan A 1976-77 school vear

Continuation
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Program Setting

In 1968, the Texas Education Agency conducted a two~year study of
the existing special education program. 4 summary of the study was re-
viewed by outstanding national consultants who recommended major changes
in special education in Texas.

Provisions for a new state plan for special education were spelled
out by Senate Bill 230, which was passed by the 61lst Texas Leg-.slature
in 1969, The new plan was called Plan A, Comprehensive Special Education
for Exceptional Children. The new plan had several critical distin-

guishing characteristics when compared to the former plan (noted Plan B).

Chart I

Plan B Plan A
Funds were allocated on the Funds were allocated according
basis of minimum numbers of identi- to the average daily attendance of
fied handicapped students, all children in the school district.
Students ware grouped according Students were grouped according
to handicap label regardless of the to educational needs.
degree of severity of the handicap. Eligible students were 3=21
Eligible students were 6-18 years of age and learning disabled
years of age and learning disabled students were included.
students were not included A wide variety of instructional
The special education teacher arrangements were provided, and the
served a single role; the teacher role of the special education varied
2



Plan B (Cont.) Plan A (Cont.)

of a special education clasgs and widely according to the ueceds of a
handicapped students spent their particular school and 1lts students.
d;y in a special claass. Educational dlagnosticians,
No support personmrel for ap- psych@iagisﬁs, counselors and
praisal were funded. Appraisal visiting teachers were funded.
was rarelr the result of a tean The product of the appraisal
effort. was an educational plan of action
The product of the appraisal which indicated c¢lassroom goals,
was a diagnostic label which objectives and was perilodically
established eligibilicy, reviewed and updated,

The Dallas Independent School District (DISD) encompasses 351 square
miles and includes 135 elementary schcols, 22 middle schools, 19 senior
high schools and 6 magnet high schools. It has an operation budget of
$242 willion and employs approximately 14,000 people as teachers, adminis-
trators, aldes, secretaries and other type of persounel. The ethnic popu-
lation is approximately 407% black, 50% white and other and 10% Mexican-
American.

The DISD special education prog am is currently staffed by about
600 teachers, 150 aides, 80 appraisal team personnel, and 10 central admin-
istrators. Instructional arrangements for 8,000-9,000 students served
range from total self-contained placement in a community center to
itinerant instruction for students enrolled full-time in the district's
regular education program.

DISD Research and Evaluation

The major purposes of the Research and Evaluation component (R&E)
of the Department of Research, Evaluation, and Information Systems are to

provide useful information to Dallas Independent School District (DISD)



decision-makers and to serve as an accountability agent. The process
requires cooperative action by decision-makers (i.e., curriculum develop-
ers, teachers, and administrators) and evaluators. The decision-maker's
role {s to weigh the evidence provided by the avaluator and to render judg-
ment about what course of action to take when confronting any particular
situation. Because the decision~maker gemerally has neither the time nor
technical skill necessary to gather and to analyze the objective data neces-
sary to make informed decisions, the evaluator provides such information
concerning the reason action must be taken and alternative strategles

that are open. Thus, it 1s essentiazl that the evaluator know enough

about the decision-making process apd the information used in reaching a
given decision, to identify the scientifically sound and useful infrrma-
tion needed to reach an objective decision.

In implementing data collectiop and analysis activities, evaluators
share an obligation with educators. They nust provide information which
is valid and objective, Objectivity requires that they be free to identify
and investigate the viewpoints of a given decision-maker's clients, con-
stituents, and other interested parties. Evaluators have four broad obli-
gations in the evaluation process: (a) to focus on evaluative informa-
tion to be provided; (b) to collect, organize, and analyze that information;
(c) to administer evaluative activities; and (d) to provide relevant evalu-

ative feedback to decision-makers at all levels.

To provide these evaluation processes, R&E is organized into five
branches., The first, System-Wide Testing, is responsible for the design
and implementation of DISD system-wide norm-referenced and criterion-—
referenced testing programs. The second, System-Wide Evaluation, per-
forms the lonmgitudinal and cross-sectional research and ewvaluation nec—
egsary to supply major DISD decision-makers with informatdon about the

overall functioning of DISD programs. The third, Developmental Project
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Evaluation, evaluates specific developmental

fects of those projects on developing specific student abilities in areas

that generally need more mediation than that which is provided by the

DISD general academic program. The fourth, Administrative Research, is

responsible for satisfying the ad hoc information needs of the R&E Depart-

wide evaluations, prepares
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basic and applied research designs, and provides technical assistance to
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The Dallas evaluation model is primarily a modification

del advocated by Stufflebeam (1968). The CIPP model delineates four kinds
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PHASE I

PILOT PLAN A INITIATION

Pilot Model

The Dallas Independent School District chose to implement the Plan A
project on 4 pilot basis in ten schools in the 1971-72 achool year. These
schools included one high school, the adjacent junior high school and the
elght elementary schools in their attendance area. This cluster was repre-
sentative of the total district in terms of socio-economic factors. The
combined average daily attendance of the ten schools was 7,215 students.
Special education teachers were assigned to the schools on the basis of
their average daily attendance (A.D.A.). One special teacher per 200
A.D.A. vas provided in schools with less than 1,000 A.D.A. and one teacher
per 250 A.D.A. in schools with more than 1,000 A.D.A. A total of 43
teachers were added to the ten schools. The numbers per campus ranged
from 2 teachers in the smallest schools to 7 additional special education
teachers in the high school. Additional resources to this high school
cluster dincluded six itinerant speech therapists and three multi-
diseiplinary appraisal teams consisting of visiting teachers (social
workers), educational diagnosticians, counselors and associate psycholo-
gists. One team spent two days per week in the high school and two days
per week in the junior high school. The other two teams each spent one
day per week in each of four elementary schools.

An effort was made to provide a full array of instructiomal options
within the cluster. Most of the options were contained at the campus
level. For example, the smallest schools had a resource room and a
self-contained room. The high school had a self-contained room, two

i
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resource rooms, a helping teacher, a diagnostic teacher and a vocational
adjustment class. A special center for severely retarded was provided
in one 3site and a comparable site was provided in another scheool for
students with severe behavior diserders.

The school persomnel and parents received an overview of the Plan A
pllot program during the spring semester prior to the beginning of the
project. During the summer, the central administrative structure of
special education was completely reorganized. When the project was
initiated in the fall of 1972, no formal written guidelines were available,
and no consistent form was used for the educational plan. Each teacher
was allowed to design their own format for their plans but they were
glven the specifications for the educational plan outlined in the Admin-

istrative Guide and Handbook for Special Education published by the

Texas Education Agency (TEA) in 1971, The specified requirements included
the following:

Specific delineation of the essential components of instruction in
terms of short-and long term objectives.

Objectives developed around instructional units in each subject area
at every classroom level delineating the scope of the program, the
specific component of the content to be covered during a given period;
fractionaced; and appropriately sequenced; and the criteria specifying
what 1t is the student is expected to do, the circumstances under
which he should be able to do it, and the degree of accuracy expected.

This TEA publication also specified consistent and periodic checks

of progress to provide a basis for revising or supplementing the program.



Evalua tion Questions

[nformation needs expTessed by project management were relatively
general in mature. A majo2 purpose of the ewvaluat don was to identify
possible problem areas in project dmplementaciord. The evaluation concen-
trated on process evaluation and gave lov prfordfty to product evaluation
information.

The evaluation questions initdally formzlated for dnvestigation
were relatively general and ddd not explicdtly =ddxess IEP implenentation.
1. What characcerdistdcs described the implementation and opera=—
tion of the AMdmissionn, Review, and Dismissal comnit tees!

2, What was the rescriom of Adndssion, Review, and Dismissal

personnel to Plag A?
Within the mext few months, nore IEP gpecific questions were dewveloped.

3. What problems, if any, did teachers encoumter in wriiting

adycational plans?

4. Were educational plams appropriately individualized to suit

the student?

5. How much time was the PZi— A teacher able to devote to each
child while he or shee 1= f1 ..e tesource room? Was this ade-
quate!?

6. Was there adequate imteraction among the regular class

teachers, Plan 4 ceachers, and appradsal t eam members?

Procedures

Process evaluation infomation was primarily collected via informal
classroom visits and observations and suzvey questiomnaires of Plam A
staff. The survey was majl ed to team mermbers and r esource teachers durZng

December, 1972, The survey it ens solicited amdnyuwons open-ended re-

10



sponses, and Anstruzce lons stated thar the information gained would be used
in progran plaming and evaluatdomz. Questciormaire return was almost 80%
of the number sent. The returmn i{rstluded 18 zppraisal team members and

27 Plan A teachers. XRelevant ifems contaized in the tesm-member survay
wvere educacional plans, reguiar classroom teachers, instructional mate-
rdals and che materials cenmter cQomecept, The teacher survey contained
ques tions chreae through six Lisfed pr eviously.

The survay yleldel a great deal of information. In order to pro-~
ride Ef;é paximun compundication, indiv idudl responses to each item were
typed and assembled in a 64-page meno which was submitted to the Director
of Speclal Eduzcation., Classroom obsexvations and visits with Plan A
teichers vere conducted on arz informal basds without the use of sys-
tematic observation schedule or re<ordimg dnstruments. These visits also
lnecluded informal discussions with apzr;aisailg team members, Teacher re-
actions and coment s were written dowvm and reported to the Director.

Ouitcomas

At cle conclusdon of Phase I, it was evident that Plan A had en-
countered najor dmplementation &ifficuleiles, The predominant implementa-
tion problems wexe the absenct of clearly def ined operational policies
and procedures, a tremendous backlog An the development of educatiomal
plans, and delays in Ehe pr cturederit of instructional materials.

Discussioms with both gporaisal tean members and with Plan A
teachers indicated that few writ tem educational plans actually existed
amd i:ﬁai there were excessive time—lags betwveen ARD staffings and gener-~
ation of plang. Tfeedback recelved from Plan A teachers showed that

many tedchers had not received amny ediacational plans for their children.



These two simultaneous findings revealed existing confusion about whose
professional responsibility was the writing of actual plans. Some team
members apparently assumed that writing plans was the responsibility

of teachers and vice versa.

Plan A teachers reported that the few educational plans they had
received called for instructional materials that vwere upnavailable. In
fact almost all teachers reported a lack of instructional materials, and
team members also reported delays in receiving classroom materials.
Sevaral team members thought that a Plan A materials center was a good
idea, but many reported no comment.

While teachers could pot respond to whether or not plans were
appropriately individualized, they did report a significant degree of
one~to-one instruction taking place in resource rooms. Most teachers
said that there was about 15 minutes of individual instructional time
available for each student, but the amount of time available was de-~
pendent on number and kinds of children in the resource room. In several
cases 15 minutes was seen as inadequate, Another significant finding was
that about ome-~half the Plan A teachers reported inadequate inter-
action with the child's regular classroom teacher. Team members also re-
ported inadequate interaction with regular teachers.

Recommendations

The major recommendation made at the end of Phase I called for the
development of clear operating procedures and for the development of
written educational plans for all Plan A students. The immediate delivery

of suitable instructional materials was also recommended.

A ]
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PHASE II

REVISION OF PILOT PLAN A

Revised Plan A Model

In response to mid-year evaluation feedback the postion of Plan A
Facilitator was created and a Plan A Advisory Council was established.
The Plan A Facilitator was assigned the task of serving as the special
educator on the Plan A Advisory Council and providing comsultation re-
garding Plan A and strategies for its implementation. The Plam A
Advisory Council was chaired by the Deputy Assistant Superintendent-
Operations whose department was responsible for the day-teo-day operation
of the schools. The Council membership also included the Directors
of elementary, middle and secondary programs who were charged with the
direct supervision of principals as well as the Deputy Assistant Super=-
intendent ~ Pupill Personnel Services who directed the activities of the
appraisal personnel.

The Plan A Advisory Council provided leadership in coordinating the
components of the Plan A program. Its areas of responsibilities included
desdigning operations procedures, facéﬂmending policies, developing staff
development activities, planning community relations projects and com-
municating needs to the General Superintendent. This council had no direet
responsibilities for the implementation of Plan A at the building level.
This responsibility rested with the building principal who supervised
the program and the personnel.

Input was brought to the Plan A Advisory Council from appraisal
personnel, principals, and teachers through their usual adminiscrative

lines of reporting. At the same time new policiles, recommended strategies,




and problem solutions were communicated to these personnel through this
same reporting mechanism. This arrangement provided a decision-making
loop which facilitated coordination and problem solving.

The first gégar activity of the Plan A Advisory Council was to
develop a handbook for primcipals which was in a loose~leaf format so
that it could be continually updated. Critical items in the handbook
relating to educational plans included the following items:

(1) The role of the educational diagnostician was clearly defined.
The diagnostician duties included the administration of the educational
component of the apprailsal, the interpretation of the comprehensive ap=~
praisal information to the teachers, the review of educational plans
and thedr effectiveness and the development of staff skills in educational
plan development.

(2) The competencies needed by special education teachers were
specified and they included the ability to write educational plans
which included the skills the students must master, the level of dif-=
ficulty at which instruction should begin, the best channel through
which to instruct, the best method of respomse for the student, the most
appropriate instructional material and the most appropriate instructional
grouping.

Related skills needed by the teacher included the ability to state
goals behaviorally, sequence the goals om an organized continuum of skills
and select appropriate methods and materials.

(3) In a description of the appraisal process, a notation was in-
cluded which indicated an Educational Plan had to be ceompleted within

two weeks following the initiation of services.

-



During June, 1973 a training institute was conducted for special
education and regular teachers on cooperative planning for exceptional
students., The primary focus was oo the mildly handicapped student and
the teachers (both regular and special) who served them in the Plan A
program. Skills such as objective writing and informal assessment were included
in the training content., Approximately 30 teachers attended the 3-week
insticyte.

A materials center was also created which provided dimnstructiomal
materials which could not be provided on each campus or in each class=-
rcom but would be needed by individual students. This center provided a
reserve back up source of instructional materials. Diagnosticians were
responsible for providing lists of new mazerialé as they were added and
for letting teachers know the critical facts about each item in the
materials center.

Evaluation Questions

The first task following the formation of the Plan & Advisory
Council in January, 1973 was to brief the Council on the evaluation out=
comes from Phase 1. The Council received the 58-page memo containing all
staff responses collected in Phase I as well as a memo summarizing thse
responses. A third memo summarized the results of the Phase I class-
room visits and observations., Evaluation personmel met with vhe Council
to discuss and explain the Phase I findings and recommendations.

The information needs identified in Phase II were primarily a con-
tinuation of those in Phase I, with the addition of information needed
about student progress and about parent reaction to Plan A's individualized

instruction. At this time, explicit study of the educational plan had not

.- Lo




yet emerged as a major information need. The following lists the eval-
uations questions for Phase II:
1. What student progress took place?
2. Were educational plans approptiately individualized to suit the
studenc?

To what extent have staff helped parents understand the child's learn-

[
.

ing problem?
Procedures
Evaluation activity in Phase Il included the continuation of infor-
mal classrcom visits and discussion with team members. Student progress
was assessed via professional reports contained in the records of ARD
student reviews conducted in May, 1973. These reports were unfortunately

not substantiated by objective test data, buft were based for the most

Parent reaction to individualized instructiom in Plan A was mea~
sured via a written short-answer survey. Plan A visiting teachers inter-
viewed a sample of 44 parents of children who had attended the resource
room for at least two menths., The parants included were mostly mothers,
and the contact was either personal or by telephone. The sampling
criteria specified that four parents should be selected "at random'
in each school. The extent to which the sample was random is unknown,
since visiting teachers were responsible for selecting each school's
sample. Care was taken to exclude any parent who may have been sansitive

to the interview process. 4Also, the sample did not include parents who

14



Qutcomes

Classroom visits and discussions with team members revealed im-
provement in the develomment of educational plans and in the accessibility
of instructional materials. This was especially true toward the end of
the 1973 spring semescer,

Professional reports rncorded in the ARD end of yesr student reviews
showed that about 60 percent of the 551 Plan A students reviewed had made
some progress. Only about 23 percent showed little OT no improvement
(reports were missing for 17 percent). In most cases, Plan A teachers were
the primary reporting sources, and the reported areas of improvement
included academic areas, social behavior, perceptual skills, and others.

Parent rasponses were extremely emcouraging. Of the 44 sampled par~
ents, 73 percent said that their child received a great deal of individual
attention, and no paraﬁt sald that their child received little individual
attention. Academic progress of children was reported to be even greater
than expected by 70 percemt of the pareats. According to 64 percent,

Plan A staff had provided explanations which helped paremts to understand
their child's learning problem to a great degree,

Recommendacions

At the conclusion of Phase II, evaluation recommended that the
Plan A Advisory Councill develop more specxific project objectives and that
one or more objectives explicity address educational plans. The suggested
format for plans was that each plan should specify instructional objectives,
methodology, materials, and a means for observing mastery of instructional
objectives,

The development and implementation of a record-keeping system was

also recommended in order to provide accurate accounting of student ap-



praisal and placement processes, among which was the educational plan,
Recommendations included staff training programs to improve understanding
of staff functions and responsibilities.

PHASE III

EXPANSION OF PLAN A PILQT

Management Considerations

The Plan A Advisory Council developed 13 specific objectives for
the Plan A Program. One of the objectives was to provide each student
with an individualized educatiomal plan. A second objective specified
that the plan include overall imstructional objectives, subordinate
instructional objectives related to temporal units (e.g. weekly) or
skill attainment (e.g. mastery of a specific math skill), activities to
achieve subordinate objectives, observation methods for determining the
attaipnment of the objectives and an observation schedule.

A record-keeplng system was developed to provide a consistent format
for documentation of the anpraisal information, the placement decisions
and the educational plans. The format for the educational plan included
the items mentioned in the second objective relating to plans (see Chart II.in
the Appendix).

(Insert Chart II here)

The recording keeping system (including the plan) was on 3-part NCR
paper which allowed for one copy to be retained by the teacher, one copy
to be sent to the central office and one copy to be retained by the

appraisal team,




Teachers complaints about their lack of planning time as well as
the feelings of the principals that gpecial education teachers should
have a school day with childrem that was equal to that of the regular
teachers frequently reached the Plan A Advisory Council level. A paper
was developed for the principals which recommended that special education
teachers be allowed to have an additionmal non-teaching period a day to be
utilized in consulting with regular teachers and the development of
written individualized educational plans.

A special day of training for teachers was provided during the first
regular full-day staff development date. A consultant from a major
university conducted a mini-workshop on '"Developing An Individualized
Educational Plan of Action."

Evaluation Questions

The Pﬁase III evaluation was primarily a management-~type evaluation
and emphasized process evaluation. Problems in program implementation
during the previous year pointed out the need for continued emphasis omn
process evaluation. In addition, the Phase III Plan A model reflected
several refinements and ravisions based on previous experience. The
Phase III evaluation included a number of questions focused explicity on
the educational plan. Evaluation questions were formulated in cooperation
with the Plan A Facilitator and the Plan A Advisory Council. In response
to the need for imcreased evaluation, a full-time assistant evaluator was
hired to work in the Plan A evaluation.

The following lists the evaluation questions pertinent to the edu-
cational plan:

1. How many students received educational plans?

17
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12.

Did the structure of educational plans meet program specifications?
Were the instructional objectives of the educational plans appro-
priate in relation to the student profiles?

What was the technical quality of imstructional objectives?

What curricular areas were represented by instructional objectives?
Were educational plans appropriately individualized to suit the
student?

How much time was the Plan A teacher able to devote to each child
while he or she was in the resource room? Was this adequate?

What was the extent of use of instructional materials?

How much time did students spend outside the regular classroom in
order to receive special services?

Was there adequate interaction among the regular classroom teachers,
Plan A teachers, and appraisal team rembers?

What student progress took place?

wtent have staff helped parents understand their child's

To what

il

learning problens?

Procedures

Evaluation activity conducted in Phase III was substantially more

intansive than that conducted in Phase I and II. The informnal classroom

visits, mid-year staff survey, and the end of year parent survey were

contipnued in Phase III.
implementation included the Plan A record keeping system, review

educational plans for completeness, and initdial investigation of

oro

gress on instructional obj

Yew evaluation activity which addressed IEP

ctives.

1§

The claszsroom visits and observations took plsce in October and

18



December, 1973. Evaluation personnel talked with Plan A teachers and
appraisal team members and school principals. Interviews were comducted
infermally, but the conversation was guided to include at least those
nroblem areas identified in the previous year.

In order to solicit mid-year reactions to the program, a survey ques-
tionpmaire was sent during December, 1973 to all Plan A persounel, The
questionnalres, designed separatrely for appraisal team members and resource
teachers, used open—ended questions which required written responses,
Responses were anonymous, and instructions stated that the information
gained would be used in program planning and evaluation. The number of
questionnaires returned by team members was about 41% (13 of 32). The
number returned by Plan A teachers was about 817 (70 to 86), The survey
yielded a great deal of information. In order to provide immediate com-
munication, a memo summarizing survey results was submitted to the Plan A
Advisory Council in January, 1974. Items included in the team question-
naire and relevant to IEP implementation were: regular classroom teachers,
educational plans,; instructional materials, and the materials cenmter.
Relevant IEP icems included in the Plan A teacher survey were questions
six, seven, and ten listed in the foregoing section on evaluation ques-
tions.

The parent survey was conducted during the latter part of May, 1973.
Visiting teachers contacted a sample of forty-eight parents whose children
had recelved Plan A services. The sample was randomly selected and pro-
portionally stratified on school Plan A enrollment. The population of
Plan A students was all students who had entered Plan A by the end of

February, 1974. Visiting teachers contacted parents (either father, mother,



or guardian) by telephome or personal imterview, Evaluation personnel
provided visiting teachers with the names of sampled parents for each

school. Relevant IEP items included in the survey were questions six,

eleven, and twelve.

The record keeplng systenm dgsigﬁéd cooperatively by evaluation and
management personnel :cntainéd demographic information, comments from
classroom teachers, results of appraisal, records of appraisal and service,
educational plans, a medical examination report, sociological and psycho~
logical reports, eligibility verification, and a report from the year-end
review. Evaluation persomnel routinely transferred information from these
documents to coding forms as the documents fed into the central administra-
tion building. A set of ALGOL computer routines provided analyses of
each document as well as overall summaries of the contents of the reporting
system. The computer routines generated numerous tables needed to re-
spond to the process questions. The final evaluation teport, which was
available to the Board of Education in July, comntained this information.
(Plan A management received process evaluation results on an interim
basis.)

Evaluation personnel also maintained a tabulacion of the number and
kinds of documents received from each school, and this procedure was
most valuable in the generation of interdim reports (October and January)
to management. Such reporting enabled management to assist better
personnel in the field in implementing Plam A, since the documents paralleled
the operational structure of Plan A. One of the ways the tabulation of
documents helped was by providing information about the number of educational

plans f£iled for individual Plan A students. For example, if there were 107
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Plan A students in school X and only 67 plans on file from school X,

school X was not in compliance with state Plan A policy.

Qutcomes

In order to simplify the presentation of outcomes, they will be

discussed separately for each evaluation question.

1. Hovw many students received educational plans?

Of the 2,344 students referred to Plan A, 86 percent had received

an educational plan by the end of the 1973-74 school year. However,

about one semester was required to reach this level of plan implemen-

tation. In October, 1973, only 39 percent of the 848 Plan A students

had received an educatiomal plam, but in January, 1974 88 percent of

the 1,502 Plan A students had written educational plans.

Initial start up with completing educational plans was much slower

the newly added high school cluster, where Plan A had just recently be-

gun in September, 1973,

In those eleven schools, only 25 percent of the

479 students served in Plan A in October, 1973 had written educatilonal

plans. In the high school cluster where Plan A was starting its second

year, 58 percent of 369 students had written educational plans.

An interesting note is that 292 non-Plan A students had also re-

ceived written educational plans by the end of the school year. All of

these plans were written by appraisal team members.

Classroom visits during the fall semester detected no major overt

resistance to the use of educational plans among Plan A teachers or team

members. Some teachers said that writing plans had been helpful; others

gsald that writing plans did not zlter instructiom since they already

planned mentally. Teachers who had had previous training in writing
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behavioral objectives appeared to have had much less difficulty in writing
plans. The formal plan document I1n the Plan A reporting system was not
gseen In any of the classrooms, but a specific request to see the document
was not made. However, there was some evidence of informally written
plans and of objectives-based instructional activities. However, the
educational plan document, may have been post facto in a number of in-
stances.

2. Did the structure of educational plana meet program gpecifications?

A sample of sixty Plan A students was randomly selected during March,
1974, The sample was proportionally stratified on schools. The sample
contained only plans from Plan A teachers, and only one educational plan
was selected from folders which contained more than one plan,

f four educational diagnosticians and the Plan A Facilitator

Q

A panel
reviewed the sampled plans to determine how well the plans met program
specifications. The review panel found that thirty=-six of the sixty
plans (60 percent) were complete in that the plans specifiled objectives,
activities, and materials. Thirty-two of the plans (52 percent) indi-
cated that the Plan A teacher understood the distinection between ob-
jectives and activities. 1In forty-one of the plans (68 percent),
materials were specifically identified. Thirteen of the plans were not
signed by the teacher (22 percent), and an inappropriate matching of
objectives and materials was observed in only four of the plans (7 per-
cent).

In general, the review panel judged that the sample of educational
plans was a good beginning and that the educational plans reflected good

instructional expertise on the part of Plan A teachers.




3. Were the inatructional objective: of the educational plans appropri-
ate in relation to the student profiles?

Original evaluation plans called for a panel of experts to review
a student sample to determine if the instructilonal objectives specified
for individual students were appropriate relative to the students'
strengths and weaknesses. District managerial workloads prevented the
formation of a panel, and there was no response to thils question.

4, What was the technical quality of instructional objectives?

The above question revealed that the ability of Plan A staff to
write instructional objectives was lacking. The review panel discussed
above in question two, found that only 18 ot the 60 sampled plans (30
percent) from Plan A teachers contained objectives that were adequately
written. An adequately written objective was arbitrarily defined as omne
possessing aii of the following four components.

1. Observabhle task - what the studeunf 1s to do to demonstrate

attainment of the objective.

Performance level - the level of accuracy or proficiency with

Xt
.

which the student is to perform the observable task.
3. Observational method = means of determining whether or not the
student has attained the specified performance level.
4. Attainment date - date or time within which it is thought that
the student will attain the objective.
The above four components were certainly not the only means of studying
the technical characteristics of instructional objectives. Numerous
experts in the field have written extemsive and valuable expositions on

the formulation of objectives. It was thought that the above four
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compouents represented a reasonable approach to objectives specification
for the purposes of Plan A.

A second data source for responding to question four came from a
sample of 42 instructional objectives selected from the population of
5,000 objectives received in the central office as of January 11, 1974.
Aslde from the attempt to select objectives so that the representation
of personnel positions would be somewhat proportional to that in the
population, there was no attempt to make the sample representative of the
total 5,000 objectives. The sample included one objective from each of
29 Plan A teachers and one from each of 13 appraisal team members. Only
12 of the 42 sampled objectives (29 percent) contained all four corponents,
and the technical quality of objectives ranged from very poor to very
good, Plan A staff especially had difficulty in writing the observable
task component of the objective, even though this (or some facsimile)
was the single~most predominant component evident in the sampled ob-
jectives,

The following gives one of the very good sampled objectives and lists
its four components:

Child will show increased skills in auditory closure
by supplying the missing sounds to 10 words given by
the teacher with 907 accuracy by November 1, 1973,

Observable task: supply the missing sounds to 10 words

Performance level: 90%Z accuracy

Method of observing: 10 words given by teacher

Attainment date: November 1, 1173
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include the following:
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Examples of other typical sampled objective

1) Jimmy will become part of the clzss within four weeks.

2) Mark will become less hyperactive in the resource room
showing a marked improvement by November 30, 1973.

3) Terry will understand the solar system in relationship
to the earth.

4) Mark will learn the function of zern in multiplication by

November 30, 1973 with 98% accuracy.

2d on the
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o
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Chart ILI lists all 42 sampled objectives as they app

educational plans (see Appendix).

ented by instructional objectives?
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One routine function completed in the Plan A reporting system was the

oding of all instructional objectives from educational

classification and ¢
plans. A classification scheme containing 30 categories was devised,
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as needed throughout Phase IIIL.
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The following lists each of the 30 objective categories and a brief description of
kinds of objectives included in each category.

Math - includes basic elementary and secondary studles, i.e. addition, subtraction,
nultiplication, division, fractions, decimals, sets, bases, etc. and such activities
as making change, counting and telling time.

Language Arts - includes all areas basic to reading and English, i.e. phonics,

word composition (vowels, consonants), vocabulary, paragraph dissection and library
skills. All skills related to measuring reading success are included in this ob-
Jective, (Speed, comprehension, pronunciation).

Science - includes elementary and secondary studies, i.e. biology, chemistry,

physics, general science, weather and drugs.

Social Studies - includes history, government, geography, current events.

Handwriting - includes the area of fine motor coordinatinn, cursive writing,

(manual expression) ability to write one's name, ability to write numbers in sequence,

and neatness of handwriting.

Spelling - includes memorizing words to write correctly at a specific time. Syllabi-
cation, accents, pronounclation and other skills which teach spelling are included.

Perception = includes visual and auditory closure, visual and auditory association
visual and auditory discrimination, reversal problems, grouping words with pictures
and finding words beginning with certain letters.

Memory Training - includes auditory and visual memory, completing recall statemencs,
word recall, and retention and a few cases of basic recall as in directions and
orientation.

Motor Training - includes skills related to gross motor coordination.

Speech - includes all areas of speech problems, i.e., fluency, articulatiom, pro-
nouncing correctly words with specific letter combinations, lisp, and so forth.

Music/Art - includes instruction in these areas.

includes instruction in this area.

Typing

Sports = includes instruction in this area.

Undefined EPA - includes placement in resource room for an undefined subject area.

Other Academic - includes the areas of judgment, reasoning, making comparisons,
drawing conclusions, predicting outcomes, and finding best answers.

ludes the pupil relationships with teachers and péarsv

Interpersonal Relatiens = inc
ad to withdrawal, cooperation,; and so forth.

and includes problems relat

Verbalization - includes verbal behavior as related to answering questions, social
discourse, and so forth,

-
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|
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18. Attending Behavior - includes basic behaviors essential to successful classroom
participation, i.e., sitting, listening, concentrating on work, avoiding dis-
traction, working through assignment without disruption. Also for the mentally
retarded pupil, includes behaviors such as self-feeding, cutting around objects,
coloring within lines, using accepted manners, and producing neat work.

19. Following Instructions - includes the reading of the instructions, comprehension
of instructions, and ability to work on an assignment w 1th t constant teacher
explanation.

20. C’mplailng Assignments - includes obje
assignments without daydreaming, prompting, or excessive tslklng

Lﬂ\

21. School Attendance - includes tardiness and attendance.

c

iccess such as hyvper-—

22. Other Behavior - inclu
ed emotional needs.

activity, attention span, self
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23. Providing Adult Model - includes objectives dealing with the situations of one-
parent families or need for positive authority figure. The usual objectives
specify adult tutors or counseling sessions.

24. Providing Successful Experience — includes objectives specified for the pupil
whese negative self-concept hinders his achisvement. Personnel strive to pro-
duce situations in which the student can experience success.

25. Previding Peer Interaction - includes objectives specified for the pupil who is
withdrawn or who has unsuccessful peer interaction. These objectives have typi-
cally specified group work and group counseling.

ferences gnd individual

26. Providing Parent Counseling - includes pafenzspupll con
parent conferences. These obj to enlist the parent's help in work-
ing with the child's problem tendance, tardiness, acting out
behavior, etc.).

27. Other Environmental Manipulation - includes objectives pertinent to observation
of classroom behavior, change of clzssroom organization, and so forth.

28. CUndefined counseling - includes objectives that are underined that apparently in-
volve counseling (1;41, supportive counseling).

29, Motivation - includes attempts to improve cooperation and attitude toward learn-
ing.

30. - Vocational - includes placement with the vocaitional program at the high schools
or the Texas Rehabilitation Center.

Q l.j g.ﬂ,
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Objectives were tabulated and reported to the Plan A council in
January, 1974 and then again in June, 1974. In January, there was a total
of 4,804 objectives tabulated for 1,502 Plap A students. This was an over-
all average of about 3 objectives per student (more precisely 3.20). The
end of year tabulation im June showed a total of 7,772 objectives for
2,052 students, which was an overall average of almost 4 objectives per
student (more precisely 3.78). Chart IV gives the percent of total ob-

jectivesg tabulated for each category in January and in June, 1974.
(Put Chart IV here)

Tabulation of objectives by category shows that while there was a
wide range of content within instfugtiaﬁgl objectives, most objectives
CSD_péfééﬂt) dealt with math and language arts. This was also supported
by on-site observations. One might argue that instructional content should
have been more diversified, depending on one's educational philosophy.

Note that the fr-quency of objectives in the categories of motor training
and sports is totally inconsistent with today's 94-142 mandate for physical
aducation in the IEP. Tabulations of objectives by category were also
computed by individual schools, and a wide range in content among schools
was also revealed.

A word of caution regarding interpretation of numbers of objectives
may be helpful. The observed numbers of objectives is, to a large extent,
a function of dates of attainment for individual objectives and activities
or learning tasks specified by individual objectives. One objective may be
attained within one week and another may require six weeks for completion.

Consequently, objectives should not necessarily be weighted equally when
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malking comparisons or interpreting tabulations.
8. Were educational plans appropriately individualized to suit the stu-
dent?

Eighty percent of Plan A teachers reported in the mid-year survey
that plans were appropriately individualized. Appraisal team members
voted in March, 1974 on whether or not most Plan A students received in-
dividualized instruction appropriate for their learning problems. Team
members voted yes to the question for seventeen of the twenty-one Plan
A schools, which was eighty-one percent of the schools. Responses from
the parent survey showed that 100 percent of the parents thought that their
child received a great deal of or adequate individual attention.

7. How much time was the Plan A teacher able to devote to each child
while he or ghe was in the rescurce room? Was this adequate?

Plan A teachers reported that ten minutes was the average time spent
with students individually at the elementary school level. At the secondary
level, there were only 4~5 minutes available for each studgﬁt. The amount
of time varied in relation to the number of students and types of needs
presented. responses indicated that less individual time was needed for
secondary students than needed for elementary students. Selected Leachers
were concernied that the extent of individualization they could provide was
insufficient. On-site visits also found that most instruction was om a
one=to—one basis, with small group instruction being used as well.

§. What was the extent of use of special instructional materials?

Classroom visits revealed that almost all resource rooms had adquate
instructional materials. Reports from team members indicated that

materials were avallable and good, The materilals centers were reported
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by team members to be generally working well, but room for improvement
was cited. Several team members noted considerable improvement over the
previous year.

Educational plan documents were reviewed to determine the frequency
with which various instructional materials were cited. While a wide
range was cited, 18 specific materials were selected for study because
of special interest by management. Ten of these were cited in 5 to 17
percent of the educational plans. The remaining eight were cited in less
than five percent of the plans. One interesting finding was that one of
the most expensive materials was cited the least frequently (in only
one plan).

9. How much time did students spend outside the regular classroom in
order to receive special services?

Information from the Plan A reporting system showed that 85 percent
of all Plan A students spent less thanm two hours per day outside the re-
gular classroom. Former self-contained Plan B students were identified
through discussion with Plan A teachers in the seven elementary and four
secondary schools in which Plan A implementation was judged acceptable.
Plan A teachers were able to identify 25 former Plan B students in the
elementary schools and 28 in the secondary schools. These 53 students
did not constitute the entire population of former Plan B students but
about 80 percent of the population of former Plan B students in these
eleven schools.

Results showed that about seventy percent of the former Plan B

elementary students sanpled attended regular academic classes but chat

Jill]

almost all former Plan B secondary students attended repgular classes on
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restricted basis and attended the resource room most of the day. These
secondary students typically attended regular classes for physical edu-
cation, art, and home economics. Feedback from Plan A teachers indicated
that main-streaming at the secondary level was much more difficult due

to the increased skills differential between special students and stu-
dents in the regular classroom.

10. Was there adequate interaction among the regular classroom teachers,

Plan A teachers, and appratisal team members?

Discussions with selected principals indicated that the individualized
instruction in Plan A had had a "spill over" effect into the regular
classroom and that regular teachers were consulting with Plan A teachers
for suggested procedures and techniuues. Reports from appraisal team
members in the mid-year survey showed improved interaction with regular
classroom teachers, and about two-thirds of the Plan A teachers reported
adequate interaction with regular teachers. Lack of understanding of
Plan A was cited often as the cause of inadequate interaction. Another
factor was that conflicts between teacher schedules made it impossible
to talk to other staff.

11. What was the student progress toward mastering instructional objec-
tives?

The attainment of instructional objectives as recorded by Plan A
teachers on educational plans was taken as a measure of student progress.
During the weeks beginning April 29 and May 6, 1974, evaluation personnel
sampled educational plans in order to determime the success of Plan A stu-
dents in attaining the specified instructional objectives. The sample con-

tained 238 resource room students from seven of the sixteen Plapn A
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elementary schools and from four of the five Plan A secondary schools.
Students were quasi-randomly selected in two of the elementary schools and
in the four secondary schools. In these schools teacher bilas may have
affected the selection process, Students were randomly selected in the
remaining five elementary schovls. The sample was proportionally
stratified on schools.

Plan A teacher reports indicated that resource room students had
attained or were progressing toward 1,358 of total 1,461 objectives spec-
ified in all the educationmal plans. This was an overall attainment/pro-
gress rate of 93 percent. Most teachers used observation, teacher-made
tests, workbook tests, and standardized tests to assess progcess,

Inspection of student progress by schools showed that there were

no major differences between individual  sclinols or between elementary

and secondary schools. One noteworthy difference was that secondary
Plan A teachers generally specified more objectives per student than did
elementary teachers.

One should exercise caution in interpreting these data since, as
was revealed in +he mid-year analysis of instructiomal objectives,
teachers possessed a wide range of objective-writing skills. The interim
report (January 29, 1974) to the Plan A Council showed that many of the
instructional objectives did not specify a condition whereby- ane could
easily determine attainment of objectives. Consequently, teacher reports
of student progress on instructional objectives did not provide a very
definitive or useful measure. In the parent survey 47 percent of

sampled parents r.ported that their child's academic progress was greater

than expected.
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To what extent have staff helped parents wnderstand Zheilr cnild's

[N
oy

learming problems?

According to 35 percent of parents sampled in the parent survey,
Plan A staff had provided explanations and information which helped par-
ents to understand their child's learning problem to a great degree,
The above percent was markedly lower than that observed for the
same question in May of the pfevi@ué year (64 percent reported staff
gave helpful explanations). It was not clear why parent responses
sponses for the current year were lower, Perhaps some of the differences
was due to a positive bias in the sampling procedure used during Phase II.

25 more nearly random and may have been

fur

The sampling procedure in Phase III w
miore representative,

Investig.:tion of responses for each high school cluster showed that
responses were lower in the cluster in which Plan A was recently imple-
mented than in the second-year Plan A cluster. Computation of a z-test
for independent proportions showed that the difference between the two

clusters was significant (13 percent in the first-year cluster, 50 percent

o

[

in the second-year cluster, p < .05). Thus, some of the decrease since
the previous vear could have been due to a lower degree of project imple-

mentation in the newly-added cluster,

Recommendations

The major recommendation of the Phase III evaluation was that staff

L

development give priocrity to improving the objectives writing skills of
Plan A staff, as well as to the overall development and use of educational
was also recommended that the content of Plam A

plan documents. It

instruction be considered to see if it was consistent with department goals.
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W
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It vas suggested that more uniform time intervals for attainling objectives
be recommended to teachers, since attainment dates varied from year-long

objectives to weekly objectives.

PHASE IV
CONTINUATION OF PLAN A PILOT

Management Qaggidataticng

A major training effort was conducted during June, 1974 following
the close of school. Two hundred teachers attended the workshop which
provided six hours of graduate credit from two area universities. Model
classrooms with students were provided at the workshop site. Each
participant was required to review the formal assessment information about
a specific student, observe that student in the model classroom, conduct
an educational assessment of the students' ability in math and reading
and develop an individualized educational plan for the student. They
vere required to utilize a2 minimum of 3 sources of information for their
assessment. Thelr written plan had to contain at least three major
objectives and activities and materials selected to facilitate the
attainment of these objectives., Activities designed to help the partici-
pants complete these plans successfully included demonstratioms of formal
and Informal assessments, conferences with appraisal personnel, reviews
of reading materials on assessment and Cest manuals, materials demonstra-
tions, and lectures on writing objectives. These plans were critiqued
in an individual conference with a consulting diagnostician.

This particular assignment appeared to be very thraatening to our

teachers. Several of them dropped out of the workshop. Many of the
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others were frequently in tears during the initial days of the training
and ome teacher's blood pressure became so elevated that her physican
recomnended that she withdraw £rom the training program. All of the
participants were experienced teachers and the intensity of their
anxiety was a surprise, It seemed to be directly related to the re-
quired demonstration of the abillity to complete an assessment and an
eduycational plan which met certain quality standards.

Evaluation feedback continued to reveal a widespread unhappiness
regarding the format of the educational plansl This was supported by
observations (£all, 1974) that, in many special education classrooms,
planning was in evidence. The individualized plans which were written
to meat the state requirements, however, were in a desk drawer, a file
folder in the principal's office or some other inaccessible place.

Many teachers had devised creative management systems for individualized
instruction such as loose leaf notebooks with weekly plans for each
student, f£ile folders for each student with his current plan clipped to
the inside of the folder in the form of a student-teacher contract, and

ard files organizing individualized plams which were grouped according

¥

to specified criteria such as a particular reading approach.

We were anxious for the individualized plans which were completed
to meet state policy and the actual plans utilized by the teachers to
be one and the same.

During the spring semester of 1975, we scheduled a series of small
group meetings to solicit suggestions from the teachers in regard to the
optimal format for the plans. We communicated our observations that plan-

ning was being done and that we were interested in merging the planning
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done for their daily teaching and the planning done to meet the state
requirements. Each teacher was asked to share her classroom system for
individualized planning and to assist in devising forms to be field-
tested. Doctoral interns in special education assisted in collecting
written and verbal reactions to the preliminary teacher designed for-
mats.

The following reactions were major themes in the teacher feedback:

(1) Writing objectives for all students was a time-consuming,
negative experience. The teachers asked for collections of prewritten
behavicral objectives in sequence in each subject area. Some of them
suggested that they be numbered and that the number code be entered on the
objective., Others suggested that objectives be preprinted in the form
of a checklist and the chosen ané for an individual student be checked
by the teacher. Much of the verbal input at the meetings revealed that
the teachers felt insecure about their ability to write behavieral ob=-
jectives and preferred to have a list from which to choose or from which
to médél their own objectives.

(2) No particular plan format was more positively accepted by the
majority of teachers. There was diversity of opinion about each of the
field tested items. Quite frequently a format would look good to all
teachers at the small group meeting, hDWévéf, when a field testing trial
period had been completed the written comments would vary widely.

Evaluation Questions

Phase IV began the third year of the Plan A pilot in omne high school

cluster and the second year in the other cluster, While Plan A evaluation
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in the previous phases placed primary emphasis on process evaluation, the
Phase IV evaluation shifted resources more toward product evaluation in
order to gain a better estimate of Plan A effectiveness in terms of stu-~
dent gains.,
The IEP relevant evaluation questions addressed during Phase IV were:
1. Were educational plans appropriately individualized to suit
the student?
2, What problems, if any, did Plan A teachers encounter in
writing educational plans?
3. What was the extent of use of instructional materials?
4, How much time did students spend outside the regular classroom
in order to receive special services?
5., Was there adequate interaction among the regular classroom
teachers, Plan A teachers, and appralsal team members?
6. What student progress took p;a:e?
Comparison of the above questions with those addressed during Phase III
clearly shows the shift of emphasis away from IEP implementation during
Phase IV.
Procedures
The Phase IV evaluation reflected a reduction in the extent of pro-
cess information collected, and there was greater emphasis on évaluatian
of student progress. The classroom visits were continued, but appraisal
team members and principals were not interviewad. Only Plan A teachers
were interviewed. The written mid=year survey of Plan A teachers and team
bers was expanded to include principals, but the end of year parent

survey was discontinued.
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Routine coding of documents from the Plan A record keeping system
and computer amalysis and tabulation of objectives was also discontinued.
The reporting system continued to function, but there was no commitment
to support the extensive collection of process evaluation data supported
in Phase III.

During October all Plan A schools were visited in order to talk with
Plan A teachers and to observe Plan A resource rooms. Discussions with
Plan A teachers were informal, but a list of standard questions provided
comparable information as?ass all teachers., The visits provided feedback
from 96 of the Plan A teachers.

The sample for the mid—year Plan A staff suf%ey included all avail-
able Plan A teachers, team members, and principals in the 21 Plan A
achools. The return rate for both Plan A teachers and principals was
86 pefzenti and the rate of return for team members was 69 percent. Rates
of return were 10 to 20 percent higher from the high school cluster in
which Plan A was in its second year of operation.

Since teacher reports of student progress in instructional objectives
proved to be a poor measure of student progress, the Peabody Individual
Achievement Test (PIAT) was selected as a measure of progress. Unfortunately,
there was no atteapt to relate observed progress on the PTIAT to content or

quality of the educational plans. Pretesting took place during the last

place in the last part of April and first part of May, 1975. Conse=
quently, the pre-post measurement schedule was said to encompass a seven=
month instructional period, from October 1, 1974 through April 30, 1975.

Testing was on a pre-post observation schedule, and the sample (N=313)

iy,
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included approximately 40 percent of the elementary school students in
Plan A.
OQutcomes

For ease of presentation, the evaluation outcomes are listed by in-
dividual questions.

1. Were educational plans appropriately individuclized to suit the
student?

Eighty~two percent of Plan A teachers reported an affirmative re-
sponse to this question. Responses from team members and principals did
not contradict teacher reports, but these responses tended to focus on
areas other than individualization.

Discussions with Plan A teachers during classroom vislts revealed
some concern that increased student anrollments in Plan A would limit the
extent of individualization. Only two elementary and eight secondary
Plan A teachers reported they were unable to individualize instruction in
October, 1974, and on-site observations supported the belief that indi-
vidualized instruction was taking place,

Plan A instruction was observed to center around each student's indi-
vidualized educational plan. Most Plan A teachers organized dailly inmstruec-
tion by using individual student work folders, which contained the daily
lesson plan and work assignment. When students arrived at the resource
room, their first task was to obtain their work folder. Students could
then determine their learning task for that day and proceed to the appro=-
priate area to begin working. In lieu of individual work folders, some
Plan A teachers organized instruction by means of individual instructional

contracts.
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2. What problems, if any, did Plan A teachers encounter in writing edu-
cational plans?

The major problem identified was dissatisfaction with the educational
plan document. About two—=thirds of the teachers indicated some problem
with the educational plan document. In most cases, teachers judged that
the document was an additiomal, time~consuming exercise, and many thought
that the plans were of little real value. However, many of the remaining
one~third reported that the plans documents were helpful. Principals
and team members also reported dissatisfaction.

3. What was the extent of use of instructional materials?

About one=half the appraisal team members reported that materials
centers were working, but there was evidence of isolated operational pro-
blems. Some team members expressed concern about availability of materials
and appropriate use of materials in the educational plan. On-site visita-
tions revealed that dissemination of materials was greatly improved.
However, Plan A teachers in selected schools still cited the lack of
materials as a problem. While the problem was not comprehensive across
all schools, teachers voiced complaints in about one-third of the schools.
The lack of materials was generally more acute at the secondary level,
where teachers needed materials of high interest but low reading lewel.
There appeared to be a défiﬂ%té need for special materials to be developed
for use in Plan A secondary schools. An adequate supply of consumable
materlals was seen as a problem in a few elementary schools.
¢, How much time did students spend outside the regular classroom in order
to receive special services?

During Phase IV (1974-75), Plan A served a total of 2,076 students,
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and of the 2,019 students who attended a regular DISD campus, 85 percent
spent more than two hours a day in the regular classroom. In short,
the vast majority of Plan A students spent less than two hours a day in a
special Plan A resource setting.

Only two percent of the Plan A population was in a totally self-
contained setting, that is, received no regular classroom experience,
It was interesting to note that more Plan A students in elementary schools
experienced more regular classroom contact than those in secondary schools.
This was probably due to the départéentalized nature of secondary schools
where individualizatior was more difficult to achieve.

The following shows the percent of Plan A students who spent

selected amounts of time in a regular classroom:

_Amount of time spent in a regular classroom

%

None Up to 50 per= Up to two More than
cent of the day hours of the two hours
for non-academic day for non- of the
subjects academic and day

academic
subjects

elementary 3 4 3 80

gecondary <l 11 10 78

5. Was there adequate interaction among the regular classroom teachers,
Plan A teachers, and appraisal team members?
In the mid-year survey, 82 percent of Plan A teachers reported ade-
quate interaction with regular classroom teachers, but only 66 percent of

Plan A teachers reported feeling like a contributing member of the ARD



team effort. However, 80 percent of Plan A teachers reported feeling like
a contributing ARD team member in the high school cluster with the third-
year Plan A operation. While some appralsal team members ilndicated good
interaction with regular teachers, many indicated that regular teachers
needed a better understanding and orientation toward Plan A.

6. What student progress took place?

Analysis of Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT) scores con-
sisted of repeated-measure ANOVA to test for the statistical signifi-
cance of observed changes from the pretest to posttest and then the con-
version of raw score averages to grade equivalent norms. Results from
repeated-measures ANOVAs showed that Plan A students in all groupings
(gender and ethnicity) made significant pre-post gains in all PIAT sub~-
tests, 1In most cases, the improvement was significant at less than the
.001 significance level, and almost all cases were significant at less
than the .0l level. Most student scores showed about one month grade
equivalent gain for one month instructional time.

The subtests in which the strongest gains took place were math,
reading recognition, and general information. The smallest gains took
place in reading comprehension and spelling. One could easily have ex-
pected Plan A students to achieve less well in reading comprehension
since it was the most advanced skill in the area of language arts. The
small gains observed in spelling were surprising, since spelling was a re-
latively basic language arts skill. The gains observed in spelling may
have reflected a need for more instructional emphasis on spelling, but,
of course, such questions must ccnsider many factors.

While the month—per—month achievement norm provided one means of
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interpreting observed achievement gaips, the comparison of observed gains
to previous achievement (i.e., before the 1974-75 year) provided another
useful interpretation. The rate of achievement before Plan A, that is,

; measured at time of pretesting, was computed by dividing the pretest
achievement grade level by the pretest assigned grade level. A brief
example will help explain the above procedure. A child whose achieved
pretest grade level in math was 2.2 and whose assigned pretest grade
level was 4.4 would have an achievement gain rate of .50, or 50 percent.
One could reason that such a child had been achieving only one-half as
fast as those students who were at grade level. During the seven-month
observation period, one would expect the above student to gain 3.5 months
in achievement, or one-half the seven-month period.

Iﬁe data showed that in almost all cases, Plan A students made larger
gains than expected. In a few cases, the observed gains were impressive.
For example, male Plan A Black students in one cluster showed 4 gain in
reading recognition almost five manthsggréatar than expected. The reading
recognition gain of female Plan A Black students in this cluster was even
more impressive, but the number of students tested (N=11) was small enough
to cast doubt on the stability of the observed increment.

A question of interest was whether or éét Eﬁéwébséfved achievement
gains were sufficilently great in view of the expenditure of educational
resources, At this point in time, there is no precedent for anmswering
this question, but it is important to note that the pre—-post PIAT scores
constituted a lower-bound estimate of achievement gains. 1In reality,

Plan A students probably made greater achievement gains than reflected in

the PIAT scores,.

43



The first reason for the assumed underestimation of achievement
gains was that PIAT testing sampled the total elementary Plan A student
population, regardless of previous Plan A experience. Student rosters
showed that the majority of students tested (about 76 percent) were re-
turning Plan A students and not first-year students. This would diminish
the anticipated magnitude of gains observed during the current year,
since the largest program effects would probably take place during the
first-year of Plan A experience. In short, the PIAT testing primarily
measured the impact of continuing individualized instruction, rather
than new IEP implémentétign.

A sgsecond factor contributing to the probable underestimation of
gains was that students took all five subtests of the PIAT. In other
words, students took the math subtest regardless of whether or not
they had received individualized math instruction. Even though reading
;nd math were the two most popular areas of Plan A lastructiom, Plan A
is an individualized program, and students received assistance in a wide
variety of skills and areas. Th: PIAT provided a global measure of
achievement, but Plan A did not generally provide global instruction.

One would have expected a more individualized assessment of achievement to
show greater achievement gains. This again emphasized the need for a more
suitable system of assessing product outcomes in IEP implementation.

A logical next step would have been to compare PIAT achievement
gains with ratings of educational plan quality and appropriateness, There
were unfortunately no resources available to collect such ratings and to
make the necessary comparisons. The evaluation demonstrated support for

the notion that Plan A students progressed academically, but the evaluation

44



did not directly link the cbserved progress with instructional objectives.

Recommendations

There were two major recommendations after evaluation in Phase IV.
The first was that alternative educational plan documents be developed
in order to sult better the wide range of preference among Plan A teachers.
The second was a sultable procedure be developed to assess student pro-
gress. A primary concern was that the assessment procedure ailgw for the
probable individualized nature of student progress. It was thought that
eriterion referenced testing offered the most promising procedure at that
time.

PHASE V
DISTRICT-WIDE PLAN A EXPANSION

Ma;agem%n;,Q;@sidaragién;

The Plan A model was extended distriect-wide in Phase V (1975-76).
This required the addition of seventy-five new special education teachers
and thirty-five new special education teacher aides. Twenty-five new
appraisal personnel Wéfa employed to provide a multidisciplinary appraisal
team for each high school cluster.

Management discussed the recommendation of our evaluator to seek
more effective methods for measuring student progress, however, no
strategies were developed tv igpféVa our product evaluation. The recom=
mendation to provide altafﬂa;iva plan format options was initiated.

Teachers were offered four altermative forms for individualized

o choose the format that most uniquely

rt

plans. Teachers were allowed
matched their needs and planning style. The first three options

utilized the same first page, which was designated from 5.0 (see Chart V).



This page included the studeat name, the date, the school, the
identification number, the number of hours per day spent outside the
regular clagssroom and strengths and weaknesses of the student (the state
bulletin of regulations specified that the educational plan recommenda-
tions must be based upon identified strengths and weaknesses)., This
page also included space for goals.

Option #1 combined 5.0 Page 1 with a backsheet (see Chart VI,

5.0 Page 2A) in the form of a weekly Student Log. This form included
the student name, the date, the school and the subject. It also had
a place for the teacher and the student to sign it as a contractual
agreement. Daily assignments and materials were noted and space was
provided for comments, scores, ohservations, etc. If a student was in
special education for several subjects, a Student Log was completed
weekly in each subject area. The first page was revised each three
months unless an update of the goals was needed soomer.

Option #2 combined the same first page (5.0 Page 1) with a second
page (see Chart VII, 5.0 Page 2B). This form also included the student's
name, the subject and the week's date. It contained columns for each
day of the week which were referred to as a log of activities. A small
area was also provided for comments.

Option #3 combined the same first page (5.0 Page 1) with a second
page (Chart VIII, 5.0 Page 2C). This page contained the student’s name,
the school, the date and the teacher's name. Columns were provided for
a listing of objectives to attain goals, the date these objectives were
begun, materials and activities selected to assist in the attainment of

the objectives and comments. A place was also provided to note the date



the objective was attained.

Option #4 was a two-page plan format designed to be utilized by
regular and special educators who worked with the same students. The
first page of this optiom (see Chart IX, 5.01 Page 1) contained space
for the student's name, the school, the date and the student's case num~
ber. Columms were provided to note the strengths and weaknesses of the
student as identified by the regular teacher, the special education
teacher and the support personnel. The second page of Option #4
(see Chart X, 5.01 Page 2) contained the student's name, the school and
the date., Long term objectives for both the regular teacher and the
special resource teacher were provided. Interim activities, dates at-
tained, regular classroom activities and materials and special resource
classroom activities and materials were noted. A space was also provided
for the signature of both the regular and special education teacher.

Evaluation Questions

Phase V (1975-76) consisted of the District-wide implementation of
the modified pilot Plan A model. As such, the evaluation emphasized pro-
cess information in deference to product information. Identified infor-
mation needs about IEP implementation centered about the use of educa-
tional plan documents and the quality of instructional objectives. 1In
many respects, Phase V evaluation resembled the Phase III evaluation con-
ducted two yvears earlier during the 1973-74 school year.

The Phase V evaluation questions relevant to IEP implementation were
as follows:

1. How many students received educational plans?

2. What was the frequency of use of the alternative educational

plan documents?

il
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3. What assistance did Plan A teachers receive in developing

educational plans?

4, Did the structure of educational plans meet program specifica-

tions?

5., What was the technical quality of instructional objectives?

6. What curricular areas were represented by instructional ob=-

jectiveg?

7. How much time did students spend outside the regular class=-

room in order to recelve special services?

8. What was the extent of use of instructiomal materials?

9. Was there adequate interaction among the regular classroom

teachers, Flan A teachers, and appralsal team members?
Procedures

The Phase V evaluation made use of two major activities. :They vere
nid-year surveys of Plan A staff and regular classroom teachers and a
fall a2nd end of year survey of educational plan documents. Classroom
visits and observations were discontinued, since the mid=year staff sur-
vey was almost totally conducted via personal interview. Theres was no
attempt to assess student progress during Phase V.

The survey of educational plan documents was conducted in November
and agaln in May, 1976, The first survey was conducted during a three=
veek period from November 24 through December 12, The study involved
50 randomly selected Plan A classroom units in 48 schools, The sample
represented about 20 percent of the total Plan A classroom units, with
approximately 40 percent of the Plan A schools represented in the sample.

These percentages were computed after the exclusion of the pilot Plan A
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unics, since the schools from the two pilot high school clusters were not
included in the samﬁlei

The sample included five different instructional arrangements, but
the majority of the units was designated as resource room. The arrange-
ments and the number of each sampled were: resource room, 28; self-con-
tained, 19; emotiomally disturbed (ED), one; trainable mentally retarded
(TMR), one; and early childhood, ore. There were 35 elementary schools,
eight junior high or middle schools, and five high schools included in
the sample. The sample imcluded 100 students, with two students randomly
gelected from each of the 50 classroom units, Ip terms of primary handicap,
43 percent of the student sample was EMR, 30 percent MBI, 13 percent LLD,
10 percent ED, and 4 percent other.

A checklist was constructed to record completeness of sampled plan
documents éﬂd the technical quality of instructional objectives. A copy
of the checklist appears in the Appendix (see Chart XI). The same check-
list was used in both the November and May surveys.

In the May survey of edycational plans, two student files were
exanined at each of 25 sampled schools. Pilot Plan A schools were omitted
from the sampling procedure (as in the November survey). As a continua=-
tion of the records survey conducted in November, ten schools were randomly
selected from the 48 schools which were included in the fall sample. Of
these 10 schools, the educational plans, which were reviewed in November,
were examlned again in May. However, four of these 20 students had trans-~
ferred and were randomly replaced in the sample by students in the same
schools, Fifteen schools, which were not included in the original records

survey, were also randomly selected. There was a total of 50 student plans
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in tEe May survey saxﬁp,la—_ In terms of primary handicap, 54 percent were
EMR, 23 percemt LID, 13 percent MBL, and 10 percent other.

The mid-year survey of Plam A staff, regular teachers, and principals
took place E£rom November 24 to Decenmber 12, as did the November survey
of eclicd ilonmal plans. Staff interviews were conducted in the same schools
ag sampled in the survey of educatiomal plans. A team of four evaluators
conducted the interviews using a speclally designed structured interview
questionpaire. Personal interviews were conducted with 50 Plan A teachers,
25 school primcipals, and 25 regular claséf@am teachers.

A total of 72 questionnaires was sent to randomly selected
appralsal team members. This included about 60 percent of the popula-=
ticn of psychologists, visiting teachers, educational diagnosticians, and
counselors. About 37 percent of speech clinicians were randomly designated
to recelve questionnaires. This sampling procedure tended to offset the
greater oumber of speech clinlcianms relative to other team members. A
total. of 48 questionnaires was recurned, which was a return rate of
67 percent. Individual responses were anonymous.
Outcomes

Results are reported for each evaluation question.
1. Fo moy students recetved edueatioral plang?

The Novemdar survey showed that educational plans had been com=
pleted for 70 percent of sampled Plan A students, and the May survey
found completed plans for 98 percent of sampled students.
2. What vas the Frequency of use Of the alternative educational plan

doeumerzis?

Since Plam A teachers had a choice of four types of educational
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plan documents, a tabulatlion was made of the frequency of each type re-
celved in the November survey of plans. The mosgt popular form was 5.0
with page 2C, which 13 designed for long term and short term objectives
and which was found in 54 percent of the cases. Form 5.0 with page 2A,

a daily contractual agreement, and 5.0 with page 2B, a daily log of
activities, were equally represented in the sample. Form 5.01 plus

page 2, including objectives and activities of both the resource room

aopd regular classroom was the least popular. Even though there were only
four official forms, ten different types and combinations of forms were
used.

Plan A teachers interviewed were also asked what plan documents they
used, 63 percent reported using form 5.0 and page 2C. The remaining
teachers reported using various combinations of documents or devising
their own.

3. What assistance did teachers receive in developing educational plans?
Results relative to the above question were somewvhat confusing,
since team members and Plan A teachers gave conflicting reports, Almost

90 percent of appraised team members reported they assisted Plan A teachers

at least sometimes in designing educational plans and 20 percent reported
that they usually asgisted Plan A teachers. On the other hand, a large
majority (82 percent) of the Plan A teachers interviewed reported not
receiving assistance in preparing educational plams. If the teachers
were receiving help, it was most often from the educational diagnostician.
Teachers also received assistance from the special education supervisor,

sther team members, other resource room teachers, and staff development.

O

Five teachers said they were not receilving assistance, but they knew it

g
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was avallable. Reports frow regular classroom teachers showed that
60 percent of sampled teachers did not work with Plan A teachers in pre-
paring educational plans. When regular and Plan A teachers did work
together, most of the planning was accomplished through informal dis-
cugsions on curricuium, assignments, activities, and progress of the
student.
4. Did the structure of educational plans meet program specifications?
The November survey located educatiomal plans for 70 of the 100
sampled students, and these pian documents were reviewed for complete~
ness. Plan A specifications directed that all plans nust contain one
or more instructional objectives, date, professional signature, listing
of strengths and weaknesses, and number of hours outside the regular
classroom. All required information was completed on 91 percent of the
sampled plans,
5. What was the technical quality of instructional objectives?
In all of the 70 educational plans reviewed in November, a total of
288 objectives was listed, an average of 4.1l objectives per plan. The
number of objectives per plan ranged from one to 12, Of the 288 objectives,
262 (91 percent) specified observable tasks, while the remaining 26 either
did not involve a task or was non-observable. When compared to the recom-
mended characteristics of educational plans, the objectives included a
criterion for performance in 61.81 percent of the cases, a predictad date
of mastery in 45.49 percent, and 4dctivities and materials in 77.08 percent.
All four components (obsgervable task, criterion, attainment date, and
activities/materials) of the objectives were present in 38 percent of the
sampled plans,

]
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6. What curricular areas were represented by instructional objectives?

The largest group of the objectives was concerned with the subject
area of language arts, involving tasks such as reading, spelling, and
writing. Of the 288 objectives, subject areas were represented as follows:
language arts, 57 percent; math, 30 percent; behavior, 4 percent; history,
2 percent; social, 2 percent; perception, 1 percent; self-image, 1 per=
cent; concepts, 1l percent; other, 2 percent, A few simple computations
revealed that 87 percent of all sampled objectives pertained to the
language artg area and mathematics. Théﬁé were few objectives observed
in the areas of perception, motor, social, and self-image. No doubt
language arts was an area of great concern in the curriculum of special
education students, but there were certainly other areas which merited
attention.

The educational plans studied in Phase III (1973-74) of Plam A
showed that only 60 percent of the instructional objectives pertained to
language arts and math. These data clearly suggested that the content
of instruction in Phase III Plan A was more comprehensive than that in the
Phase V District-~wide Plan A program. About one-third of the objectives
in the Phase III Plan A were in areas other than language arts and math,
and these areas included such things as attending skills, memory training,
and interpersonal relations. Such areas were certainly re_:vant to the
District-wide Plan A population, and the data suggested a need for review
of the curriculum in the District-wide program.

7. How much time did students spend outside the regquler classroom in

order to recezve special services?
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Evaluation results revealed some differences between Phase V and
the previous years in the extent of regular classroom experience received
by Plan A students. One major explanmation for this could easily have the
differences in Phase V student population as compared to previous phases.
The following gives the percent of Plan A students that spent selected

amounts of time in a regular classroom during Phase V:

Amount of time spent in a regular classroom

None Up to 50 percent Up to two hours More than two
of the day for of the day for hours of the
pon-academic sub- non-academic day
jects and academic

subjects

Percent 20 10 3 , 65

One should note that the percent of studeng with no regular classroom ex-
perience would have been somewhat higher if the students in special non-
district campuses had been ineluded.
8. What was the extent of use of instructional materials?

In the mid-year staff survey, 55 percent of the Plan A teachers
reported zhaé they did not have adequate instructional materials, and
64 percent of the school principals reported that teachers had suitable
materials. Appraisal team members provided little input regarding in-
structional materials,
3. Was there adequate interaction among the regular classroom teachers,

Plan A teachers, and appraisal team membersg?

About 76 percent of the Plan A teachers interviewed in the mid-year

staff survey said that there was adequate interaction with regular

o
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classroom teachers. Several regular teachers and principals also men-
tioned the interaction among staff arising from the individualized Plan A

ingtruction.

Recommendations

Phase V recommendations included the areas of curriculum content,
extent of mainstreaming, staff development needs, and product evaluation
needs. It was recommended that management review Plan A curriculum to
determine 1f district goals were being addressed, since the range of
content specified in sampled imstructional objectives was even less than
that obgerved in the Plan A pilot. Concern was also express~d about the
extent of regular classroom experience in the district-wide Plan A pro-
gram. The objective-writing skill of teachers was again cited as priority
staff developument need, z2nd the need for more suitable means of assessing

student progress was again brought to the attention of maiagement.

PHASE VI

DISTRICT-WIDE PLAN A CONTINUATION

Major events at the state and the national level overshadowed
many outcomes provided by the special education evaluation component.
State guideline changes, child-find efforts, and the specifications of
P.L 94=142 introduced new factors which required major emphasis shifts and-
diverted the attention of management.
At the state level, funding was no longer allocated on the basis
of average daily attendance only. Special education teachers were asked

to keep contact hour registers which indicated numbers of students by the
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hour attending their special class. New requests for special education
units would be granted in light of how fully existing teacher units were
being utilized. This discouraged mainstreaming because of the incentive
to keep contact hour upits high. These state changes coupled with the
thrust of P.L. 94-142 toward "least restrictive environment placement"
left some of us feeling slightly schizophrenic.

Child find efforts brought inmcreasing numbers of preschool handi-
capped children and severely and profoundly handicapped childrem into the
public schools. Plamning for children who functioned 0-5 years of age
developmentally was an area in which our teachers had little or no ex-
perience. Project KIDS, an early childhood program funded by the Bureau
of Education for the Handicapped, developed some specific products to
asgist teachers in planning for these children. The project completed a
KIDS Inveaggry of Development Scale which 1s a criterion-referenced
checklist of skills. A Curriculum Organization System was completed
which crogs-referenced all available curriculum materials with items
on the Inventory. Teachers could utilize the inventory to assess in-
formally the child's functioning and to select appropriate educational
goals for the child. The Curriculum Organization System assisted the
teacher in lbcating appropriate strategies and materials for imstruction.

Staff development efforts focused on assisting teachers in assess-

nt and education plan development for these children. Training efforts
lso designed toc increase professional-parent communication skills.
k force was formed to study the IL.E.P. forms in relation to
in P. L. 94-142. Among the changes recoumended by this

lusion of the specific items outlined in the law as




well as space for the team members and the parent to sign the form.

We have not adopted their recommendations at this tiume because we have
had some indication that the state agency may be going to recommend a
form to be used consistently throughout the state.

Evaluation Questions

Information needs ident:ified in Phase VI resulted in a significant
decrease in the amount of evaluaﬁian resources committed to IEP implementa-
tion. As such, cﬂly five TEP relevant questlons were spegified. only
one of these evaluation quaestions pertaiped to the Plan A program. The
remaining four questions addressed IEP implementation ia the infant and
early childhood program (Project KIDS) and thus yielded informatiom from
a regtricted sample.

The evaluation questions in Phase VI were as follows:

1. How much time did students spend outside the regular classrvoom
in order to receive special services?

2. Were educational plans appropriately individualized to suit the
student?

3. To what extent have staff helped parents understand the child's
learning problems?

4, What student progress was made?

5. What staff development needs were identified?
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Procedures

All the major Plan A evaluation activity conducted previously was
discontinued. However, a survey of Project KIDS parents was conducted
and educational plans were monitored to determine student progress.

Other new evaluation activity included a staff development needs assess~
ment questionnaire.

Teacher reports of imstructiomal objective mastery in Project KIDS
provided a much more dafinitivé measure of progress than did teacher
reports studied in the Plan A program. Project KIDS operating guidelines
for development of educational plans required delineation of mastery
criterion and observational method for each imstructional objective,
and project staff adhered to these guidelires. Student performance was
systematically monitored to determine mastery.

The parent survey sample Included 25 parents of children in Project
KIDS. Parents respondsd anonymously to a short written questionnaire;
and all sampled parents were able to read and comprehend the questionnaire.

Assessment of staff development needs of Project KIDS staff involved
a written assessment questionnaire. Both instrunmmats were administered

on a pre-post schedule over a seven-zonth interval,

Results are reported by individual question.
1. How much time did students spend outside the regular e¢lassroom in
order to receive spectal services?
This was the omnly question that yielded data on the district-wide
Plan A program. The following gives the percent of Plan A students that

spent selected amounts of time in a regular classroom during Phase VI:




_Amount of time spent in a regular classroom

Nome Up to 50 percent Up to two hours More than
of the day for of the day for two hours
non~academic non-academic and of the
subjects academic sub- day

jects

Percent 17 11 3 64

2. Were educational  wms appropriately individualized to suilt the
gtudent?

3. To what extemt have staff helped parents understand the child's
learming problem?

0f the 25 parents sampled, 76 percent believed that educational plans
met the individual needs of their child, and 84 percent reported that
project participation had been helpful in their undarsténding of their
child's learning problem. All but one parent reported that they had
learned more about working with their child.

4, What student progress was made?

The average completion rate for iadividual children in Projecc KIDS
was about one objective per month. There was consider >le variability
among children in terms of completion rates (objectives completed per
month), and the range in rates was 0.0 to 6.00 objectives per month.
There was no statistically significant relationship between completion
rate and estimated parent instructional time or length of time in the
project. In the survey, 84 percent reported that their child had made
progress,

5. What staff development needs were identified?



Responses from Project KIDS staff indicated that teachers felt
confident in the areas of direct inmstructiom, organizing a learning
environment, and selecting instructicnal materials, Parent interaction
and evaluating and revising instructional programs were areas of less
perceived strength. Results of short—-answer written test paralleled

those of the teacher self-assessment questionnaire.

Recommendations

The major new recommendation from Phase VI was to conduct a staff
development IEP needs assessment for the total special eduycation staff.
Such assessment should include measurement of current levels of staff IEP
expertise as well as priority areas as perceived by staff. Other recom—
mendations reiterated the need for improved objectives writing skills of
staff, and this need additionally included che specification of annual
goals in concert with éhar;e;arm objectives. It was further recommended
that the preliminary work conducted in project KIDS with IEP guidelines and
parent invalvamznt be expanded into the district-wide IEP implementation

in Plan A.
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SUGGESTED GUIDELINES FOR IEP IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of an IEP for each speclal education student in a
large urban setting is an enormous challenge. Consider the mere logistdics
of the development and annual review of a written IEP document for up to
30,000 special education students (depending on the size of the school
district). Past experience with IEP implementation in the Dallas Inde-
pendent School District, Dallas, Texas points out several problem areas
that are likely to be encountered in IEP implementation.

The following briefly describes each of these potential problem
areas. It is thought that any school district experiencing IEP imple-
mentation for the first time will have all of these problems to some de-
gree.

1., Staff members will probably iﬂtéllgﬁtually accept the IEP

concept but will attempt to continue planning and service

delivery in the same manner as before IEF implementation.

%)

Staff members will generally not possess sufficient expertise
to specify usable goals and related short term cbjectives,
but expertise will vary from very good to very poor.

3. The provisiou of adequate instructional materials will he a
chronjc problem, and there will probably always be teachers
who will report having inadequate materials.

4. Almost everyone will cowplain about the paperwork, and the

paperwork will keep increasing. Efforts to reduce paperwork

will at best slow the rate of the increasing paperwork.

te
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10.

11.

Staff members would generally prefer not to formulate student
goals and objectives from scratch but would prefer "shortcut"”
methods such as checklists or computer generated goals.

The curricular content reflected in IEP goals and objectives
will be fairly marrow in scope and will likely focus on

math and language arts. Physical education and motor skills
maybe ccensplcuously absent,

There will be insufficient time and money committed to IEP
staff development activity.

The organizational structure of the public school will

hinder efforts to individualize instruction.

The development and writing of IEPs will place a burden on
special education staff not shared by regular education staff,
and special staff members will resent the burden.

Regular education teachers and administrators will not under-
stand the IEP burden placed on special staff, and regular
educators will be reluctant to grapmt variances in the usual
professional work assignments. Regular teachers will resent
the low pupil~teacher ratio in special education and any addi-
tional planning time given to special staff.

The technical level of IEP implementation desired in terms of
specification of goals and objercives, completenass of I1EP

be suitably defined.

Management will have difficulty in determining the extent of

IEP implementation in terms of IEP meetings, review, written

b
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document generation, and service delivery.

13, It will be difficult to determine when IEP implementation
results in the delivery of individualized instruction and even
more difficult to measure student progress relative to IEP im-
plementation.

14, Speclal educacion management will likely be able to demon-
strite only a very minimal level of accountability in IEP
ipplementation, especially as this relates to IEP quality.

15. At any given moment on amny given déy, oneé or more special
gtaff members will be depressed about IEP related problems.

While the above problems may sound like doom and gloom, things need
not be all that bad. The following guidelines are suggested. Appropriate
action along thesa lines can do a grear deal to enhance IEP implerentation
and to help avoid the above problew areac.

1. Define precise goal statements for IEP implementation. These program
goal statements are not to be coufused with the goals or objectlves speci=
fied in TEPs. Rather, the program s'atements dellneate the lavel of

IEP implementation that is desired. Example program goal stat- ents could

be zs follows:

By October, 197_, all special education students will have a
completed IEP document which contains at least one annual goal

and at least two short term objectives for each goal.

All IEP short term objectives will specify at least an
observable task, a criterion for mastary, and assessment

procedure,



Condxct two 4=hour staff development sessions on writing
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and November 30, 197_,
2, All goal statements for IEP lmplementation must be translated into
clearly defdned operating procedures for staff members. These procedures
should be worked out i;n coordination with other district operating pro-
cedures, so that IEP implementatlonm is married, or at least, engaged to
the policies and procedures of the regular education program. The
operating procedures for IEP implementation must be communicated to all
levels of regular and special education administration. In many cases,
repetitive comnunication will be necessary for all involved to "hear" the
procedures. In some cases, procedures may not be heard until they are
compun ic ated by the General Superintendent. Regular education administra-
toxrs tend to hear better when "the boss" speaks the message clearly,
3. It is important that precise specifications be developed for the
content and quality of the IEP written document. Otherwise, there likely
will be dnsufficient information to monmitor and evaluate IEP implementa-
tion. These specifications should also include the physical format of
the document fox recording the written IEP. Input from staff (especially
teackiexs) should be solicitad and used in developing these document
specifdcations, and followup input should be solicited for periodic
monitoxing of szaff reac-.lons and use of IEP format.
b, Staff development sessions to lmprove all or selected staff TEP skills
must be planned relative to needs assessment information. Content of
sessioms should reflect both the perceived and actual areas of need in

LEP =kdlis. Time is very limited, and real behavior changes in teachers

o
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and appraisal team members are not quickly and easily accomplished.
Intensive summer workshops can provide a good way of meeting staff
development needs; any periodic staff development comducted during the
school year should be repetitive to ensure adequate levels of learning.

The content and scope of gessions should be individualized for single

staff members or subgroups of varying IEP skill levels. For example,

one group of teachers may need to have a series of short weekly sessioms,
and others may only need a one-time session on current IEP format and
procedures. Do not forget that staff members who already have outstand-
ing IEP expertise can serve as staff development sessions leaders.

5. 'The development of some type of inter-departmental management council
can greatly facilitate IEP implementation. If special education managenent
of routine briefing should be developed to ensure adequate communication
and interface with the regular education program. It is best 4if IEP
dmplementation can be assimilated into existing district management policies
and procedures, whenever possible,

6. In order to achieve some degree of accountability, it is essential to
establish a systematic procedure for monitoring IEP implementation. If the
district has a computing cenfer, this monitorimg procedure should be com-
puterized. In the absence of computer resources, a manual system should

be devised. Both the manual and computerized systems would theoretically
contain the same informarcion; the computer system would only have the
benefit of easy retrieval and tabulation.

7. The evaluation of the quality or appropriateness of the IEP can be

an extremely difficult task and is best done thru review by an expert



panel of a random sample of IEPs. Appraisal team members given this
responsibility at the campus léevel perform this task at varying degrees
of thoroughness, and management canmot realistically review a large number

of IEPs without undue loss of time.
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EDUCATIONAL PLAN OF ACTION

2.0
Page 1

Student e e -
Last First Middle

SchoOl e ———— — -
Persannel delivering servicas (Circle)

1. speech clinician 4. counselor

2. resource teacher 5. psychologist

3. visiting teacher 6 other—

Specity

Mot Day __ Year

T

Initiatad

Informal assessment technique(s) used. (Circle)

1. reading inventory A 5. observation (classroom, play-

2. speech and language assessment ground, etc.)

3. spelling inventory 8. parent contact

4, math inventory 7. student interview

8 other
Spearly
Assessment by elementary resource teacher should include:
E salf-concept [3 peer acceptancs Z school
RESULTS OF ASSESSMENT

StrenghS$ oo e e
Weaknesses .. — — o _ _ o




Supportive Services Chart II (Comt.) Page 2

EDUCATIONAL PLAN OF ACTION Mo. Day  Yr,

Complete additional copies of this form (page 2) as needed.

: A S
- Last ~ First o - Middle

™ ] = = -
Student 7Taday g Date

School _

How many hours per day does the student spend outside the regular classroom _ _

Objectives Activities
(enroute objectivities) Materials

Attainment of Objectives
Date
Objective Attained
Number Mo. Day Yr. Observation-Measurement




Chart III

List of Sampled Objectives

The following are actual objectives as recorded from educational

plans for students in January, 1974. (Student names are fictitious.)

Personnel Objective

Plan A teacher: Teach basic math skills,

Plan A teacher: Mark will learn the functilion of zero in multiplica-
tion by Nov. 30, 1973 with 98% accuracy.

Plan A teacher: Studept will write the answer to 100 addition pro-~
blems on the lst grade level that are presented
visually and will complete this within five minutes
with 907 accuracy by Dec. 1, 1973.

Plan A teacher: When the student has worked through the prescriptive
exercises she should be able to write a mixed number
as an improper fraction and change an improper frac-—
tion to 3 mixed number by completing 20 or more pro-
blems with 80% accuracy.

Plan A teacher: To pronounce words, and to identify letter sounds
of begipning, medial, and final consonants by words
listed in Word List of Adventures Series Reader 4.

Plan A teacher: Complete the following with 807 accuracy on a post-
test.

Plan A teacher: Given a list of two words student can successfully
provide
A. synonyms, B. antouyms, C. homonyms

Plan A teacher: Student will demomstrate his ability to identify
the central idea of given paragraphs by reading
the paragraph and choosing the correct answer sen-
tence from the four given answers. 3 out of 5 nust
be correct.

Plan A teacher: Michael will increase his reading recognition and
comprehension skills by a grade level (1,6 and 2.2
respectively) by April 1974 as measured by Gates
Mac=Ginitie Reading Test.




Chart IIT (Comt.)

Plan A teacher: Terry will understand the solar system in relation-
ship to earth.

Plan A teacher: Demonstrating knowledge of basic weather terminol-~
ogy and sgymbols.

Plan A teacher: Through simple experiments and questions Jonathan
will learn the following scientific concepts.

Plan A teacher: Having completed a unit on human cell structure,
student will be able to correctly identify 15
terms from the unit with 80% accuracy.

Plan A teachar: Deborah will be able to name the three branches of
government and the function of each branch.

Plan A teacher: Given a list of geographical terms, students will
be able to identify 7 continents, 4 oceans, the
equator and 4 cardinal directions with 807%
accuracy,

Plan A teacher: Gain fluency in cursive handwriting by daily practice
until all letters are formed with confidence as de-
monstrated by (Oct. 5) writimg the alphabet without
a visual cue in 1) minutes or less with no hesita-

tion.

Plan A teacher: Jamie will be able to write the following letters in
cursive writing by Nov. 1, 1973. 1i,t,u,e,l,m,n,h,p,
k,a,d;c.

Plan A teacher: To raise spelling level from below 2.0 to 3.0 by

May, 1974.

Plan A teacher: Attention and retention in spelling will be attained
through letter recognition and sounds.

Plan A teacher: The child will be able to recognize and spell correctly
words from Sullivan Book #7 with 90% accuracy by
Nov. 30, 1973.

Plan A teacher: Increase auditory discrimimation of similar sounding
words to her grade level by January 5, 1974,

Plan A teacher: Child will show increased skills in auditory closure
by supplying the missing sounds to 10 words given
by the teacher with 90% accuracy by November 1,
1973,
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Chart III (Cont.)

Plan A teacher: To develop the ability to recognize a complete ob-
ject from an incomplete visual presentation and dif-
ferentiate meaningful objects in her environment
(visual closure) with 80Z accuracy onm lst grade
level materials as measured by teacher evaluation
at end of a six week period. (expected date

10-24=73).
Speech clinician: Rathy to be able to ldentify objects and pictures

as '""same" or '""different” in the presence of the
clinician with 90% accuracy on 4 trials of 10 re-
sponses each by November 30, 1973,

Plan A teacher: Phillip will be able to remember and correctly
repeat a sequence of symbols just heard at his
expectancy level with 907 accuracy by May 30, 1974.

Plan A teacher: Jamie will be able to place & geometric shapes in
the same order as seen (from memory) with 957
accuracy by October 1, 1973.

Speech Clinician: To obtain 95% proficiency in using breathly onsets
in initiating phonation in single words.

Speech Clinician: Production of 20% fluent speech in conversation.
2 ten minute couversational perieds 907 correct as
charted by the climician to be accomplishad within
77 therapy sessions.

Speech Clinician: By October 25, 1973 Bobby will be able to use the
[s] sound correctly in all positions 95% of the
time in five minutes of conversation with the

therapist,
Speech Clinician: Curt will be able to preduce the [ts] sound 90% of

the time in 25 (ch) word sentences in one attempt
in presence of clinician (by October 25, 1973).

Plan A teacher: Pat will be able to follow auditory directions and
respond with 90% accurscy in her workbook by
May 14, 1974,

Plan A teacher: The student will be able to follow directions in
sequential order correctly to 3 commands given by
the teacher both orally and written with 907 ac-
curacy by November 1, 1973,

Plan A tesacher: Jimmy will become part of the class within Tour
weeks,




Plan A teacher:

Diagnesticlan:

Diagnostician:

Psych. Associate:

Counselor:

Ciunselor:

Chart III (Cont.)

Mark .. Lvtzne less hyperactive in the resource
ror. v _ Ly 2 marked improvement by November 30,
1970

Yeborah will be able to define the functions of
the skeletal system in written form with 907%
aceuracy.

Auditory Memory:

a. will be able to sequence auditorially
at grade level with 80% accuracy,

b. will be able to repeat auditory stimuli
in context at age level with 80%
accuracy,

80-100% acceptable social behavior in the regular
and resourcs classroom:

def. on time for class, being ready for work in
seat with folder, pencil and paper, paying atten-
tion, (eyes on teacher, book or board), during
class no verbal or physical hostility toward
others,

For the student to identify with and conform
(within normative tolerance) tc the organized
structure of the school ac . --n 77,

For the student to becom: wware 0f the nature and
soclal acceptability of the actitudes and values
of social groups with which she affiliates or
which may be open to her.



Chart IV

PERCENT OF TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
BY CATEGORY*

10.
11.
12.
13.
l4.

lsi

MATH . . . . .
LANGUAGE ARTS .
SCIENCE . . . . .
SOCIAL STUDIES . . .
HANDWRITING . , . .
SPELLING . . . . . .
PERCEPTION . . . .
MEMORY TRAINING . .
MOTOR TRAINING
SPEECH . . . . . .
MUSIC/ART , . . . .
TYPING . . . . . .
SPORTIS - . + + + .« &
UNDEFINED . . . . .

QTHER ACADEMIC . .

<l

<l
<1
<1

<1

26,

27.

28‘
29,

30,

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS <1
VERBALIZATION . . . . . . <1
ATTENDING BEHAVIOR . . . 1
FOLLOWING INSTRUCTION . . 2
COMPLETING ASSIGNMENT , . <1
SCHOOL ATTENDANCE . . . <1
OTHER BEHAVIOR . . + . + o 1
PROVIDING ADULT MODEL . .<1

PROVIDING SUCCESSFUL
EXPERIENCE . + . « . . <1

PROVIDING PEER INTER~
ACTIDN L] - L] L] L} [ L] L] < l

PROVIDING PARENT
COUNSELING e s 1

MISC. ENVIRONMENTAL )
MANIPULATION » » . » . <l

UNDEFINED COUNSELING . . 1
MOTIVATION . . « + . . » <1

VOCATIONAL . . + . . «» » <1

*Total objectives in January was 4,804; tocal in June was 7,772 (data werz collected in

Phase III, 1973=74).




Mo. Day ~Yr.

EDUCATIONAL PLAN - Date

Studertt oo A
Last Eiret

“Middle

SCNO0 e e e e Psycholagical #____ e

Number of hours per day spent outside regular classroom.—

Strengths (as identified by formal and informal assessment)

Weaknesses (as identified by formal and informal assessment)
%
ZOALS (OBJECTIVES)




W
CANARY
itk

Name

(33,.
&\
1

ciollos ndeperenl schoal clsti)
STUDENT LOG

5.0 Page 2A

- e — CONTRACTUAL ACREEMENT
Oale _ .
§ ) " (Taacher's Sigratura) T
wohod e
Subject _____ e — I o
) o - 7 W,@MEWESWM?Q ) o
DAY ASSIGNMENT MATERIALS CDMMENTS(NDTES,SEDHES.QBSEHVAﬂDNS,ETCJ
MONDAY o . ) S o
= - - - — —~
= TUESDAY
y
H
§
WEDNESDAY o ] ) o
THURSDAY o ) ) - o
FRIGAY )
Fjﬁn‘i;_!W:IﬂMc!l;);li ) — R o o B




Stuagent ___

g

daies ndepencent suhoal district

Last — Fist B T “digdls B
Subject i, e — —
Week of ____ — — — — e
LOG OF ACTIVITIES
MOMIA 'Y TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY COMMENTS




LIS = N wepy WL L T I

Student .

17

ks nekepencdent school ol

School .

Dale ..

Teacher . .. . . .

5.0 Page 2C

OBJEUTIVES TO ATTAIN GOALS DATE STARTED MATERIALS AND ACTIVITIES LOMMERNTS DATE ATTAINED
YT — B T S T 8"’ e




‘1,,]/\ | 5.01 Page |
ceflos nckepndent sehool e
EDUCATIONAL PLA. |

Suded e Sehool o hale L

Number of hours per day spent outside regular classroom. .

B Psychalogical # ___ . .. ...

STRENGTHS AS IDENTIFIED BY:

REQULAR TEACHER RESOURCE ROOM TEATHER QTHER
¥
=
N
1
T
&
U

WEAKNESSES AS IDENTIFIED BY:

REGULAR TEACHER AESOURGE RUOM TEACHER OTHER




Shean o HLD

Studend __

fin,

g
\

!
chkem hckepencent schoni cl.

h01 Page 2

LONG TERM OBJECTIVES
REULAR TEACHER PESOURCE HOOM TEACHER

INTEHIM OBJECTIVES

GATE

REGULAR CLASSROOM

AESOURCE CLASSR00M
ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS

ATTAINED

ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS

Y S

(Ffegufar Toabter Signﬂm;l%)

(Resource Teachar Signalure)

B2



Student

Chart XI

Educational Plan Checklist

School

Yes No 1,

zi

Yes No.

0123435

Yes

Is there an educational plan on file for the student?

Identify the Plan,

5.0 (only one page)

5.0 with 24

_ 5.0 wit 2B

.0 with 2C

5

oy

.01 (only one page)
5.01 (both pages)

Other, specify

Humber of ‘hours per day outside regular

sdate of Plan.
Number of signatures.
Strengths listed.

Weaknesses listed.

1 ~ T TASK ~ |Criterion for|predicted date|activities & | subject
Objectives |No Task | Non—obs.|observable | performance | of mastery | materials areas
1 L _ i _ - . _ _
2 B - e - - B -
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