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This three vear profec* was designed to provide staff

development ¢to principals, vice principals and other school

adrinistration special éducation issues relating to the
‘implementation of Public Law 94-182. Tn 1979, sixty-three -
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administrators participated in a veek lona summer workshdsp, ‘during
which proifect staff and speakers from within the Division of Special
Education presented topics such as: discussions on Public Law 9u-142:
due process in Special Pdncation: Child. Study Evaluation Team (CSET) -
é;ocedures: ncdels for s+taff development: availability of resources
irside and outside the school district: and the use of the Special
Pducation Program Checklist, an instrument to assist principals in
observinag and assessing special educat+ion classrooms in their -
schools. Pretests-pogftest self-rating evaluations were conducted of
*he participants' perteptions of their khowledge acquisition about
*hi-teen selected special education tédpics. Results showed mean post
ratinas increased on 2ll thirteen items: these are illustrated in
tabuler form. Participants®! skill in ¢the use of the observation
checklist could not be measured due to inrsufficient data. Appendix 2
contains the questionnaire distribued to obtaln participants?
reactions o the usefulness of the workshop. A major accomplishment -
of the profect was the refirement and field testing of the Checklist.
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ABSTRACT

2‘

This project was‘deslgned to provide staff development to prlnC|paIs, vice

principals and other school administrators on specual education issues relatlng

3

to the implementation of P.L. 94-142.

* Sixty-three administrators participated in a week long summer workshop.

Sessions were held daily from 9 o'clock to 1 o'clock at the District Six °
Administrative Building. Topics were presented by project staff and by invited

speakers from within the Division of Special Education.
A

Among the various subjects presented at the workshop were dlscu55|ons on
P.L. 94~ 142 due process in Special Educatlon, CSET procedures, modéls for
staff development, and availability of resources inside and outside the School
District.

Pretest-posttest evaluations were conducted of the participants' per-

ceptions of their knowledge acquisition about 13 selected special education

-

topics. Results showed mean post ratings increased on all 13 (100%) of the

items.

The part1c1pants' acquusutlon of skill in-the use of the observation check~-

list could not be measured because of insufficient data.
Based on ratings by the 63 workshop participants, the staff development
! o . .
activities were well organized and provided valuable information to the

1y . Iy

administrators.

A major project accomplishment was the refinement and fleld testlng of tﬁe

-

Specual Education Program Checkllst.' Comments by the administrators who tested

the checkllst indicated con5|derable satlsfactlon with its content and format.



PHILADELPHIA TRAINING PROJECT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION
: SUPERVISORS AND PRINCIPALS

o
Project Area: Staff Qevelopment
Activity Manager: Dr. Libby Goodman °*
ProJect Coordinator: Russell Sgro, Eileen Dwell, Herman Axelrod
Headquarters: Stevens Administrative Center, 13th & Spring Garden Streets
PBRS Code: 25-05-854
Federal Code: . G007801512
Operating Year: 1979-80
No. Served: 63 Administrators
No. of Employees: Professionai (part time) 3
Budget: $15,000 .
Service Provided: . Staff development sessions on topics related to Special
® Education were provided for school administrators.

Evaluator: Ted Silber

PROJECT HISTORY

This project was funded for three years, 1978 to 1981. Prfncipals, vice
principals and other séhool administrators were invited to participate.in week
long workshops designed to update administrators' knowledge of speciél education
procedures, programs and resources. A successful summer workshép, attended by

“

80 school administrators, was held in August 1978 at University City High School.

Participants indicated in a survey that the sessions were practical and interest-

ing. Project staff developed a revised draft edition of a classroom observation *~

-
checklist for special education program evaluation,
_ ; N : :

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

In August 1973, the project conducted a one week staff dgielopment program

in ;pecial €ducation for administrators. A1l principals, vice principals and

special education supervisors were invited to attend. Sessions were held daily

.from 9 o'clock to 1 o'tlock. Topics were presented by the project staff and by
"invited speakers from within the S;Hool Distrlct's-Division of Speciai Eduéatiqg.

‘The agenda included the following: Overview of P.L. 94-142, Update on Special

°

Eduqatidn, CSET Madi Simple, Ih-Service,Mandates, In~ServiEe‘Modelsffor Compre-

hensive Staff Development, Due Process in Special Education, Clinical Observa-

< Q

‘tion Model, Resources in the School District for Special Education, and_Resources

€

e
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Outside, the School District for Special Education. In addltlon, a humber of
films and sensitivity awareness sessions w?;e presented during the week. Much
of the third and fourth days of the workghgp was devoted to training the parti-
cipants in the use of the Special Education Program Checklist; an instrument
developed to assist principals in observing and assessing specfgl education
classrooms in their schools. ' ' ] ‘ R

Project records indicated that 63 administrators participated in the wéek
long workéhop. The number of participénts varied daily, with the average daily
attendance being approximately 55.

The project staff (a coordinator and fwo speclal&eduéation supervisors)
devoted the remainder of the project year to formalfzind and field tesfiné the

Special Education Program‘Checklist developing a procedures manual, and plan-

nlng the staff development prOgram to be offered daring the summer Of 1980
H . %

EVALUATION

o Pr:or to the summer workahop a self-rating |nventory was developed by the

) evaluators and project staff. It was desianed to cover the knowledge and

skills needed to educate effectively special education students. The inventory

was distributed to all participant§ at the first seésion and again at the lasth
session of the week lcna workshop. Using a~four poigt scale, aa!inistrators'
were asked co iéte their current level of knowledge on 13 selected items
pertaining to special education. A total of 43 administrators completed both
the pre- and post réting portions of the self—fating in&%ntory. To measure
the effect of training on the parficipants' perceptions, a comparison of mean
pre-?atiﬁgs with mean post ratings was performed.

The evaluators -also summarized responses on the Special Education Program

Checklists completed by the participants after viewing a film depicting a

special education classroom. These responses were to be compared to tralners'

responses to calculate the extent of agreement.

e -~ N -
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TABLE |

INCREASES NN PRE- TO POST-MEANS ON THE SELF-RATING INVENTORY, AUGUST 1979

™y — N

[TEM N | _PRE-HEAN POST-FEAN INCREASE . TN EAR.
1. Components of Special Education classroom 2.09 3.47 +1.38
2. Evallating SPeclal Education classroom “ 1.88 . 3.37 C+1.49
3. Selecting films for staff deveiopment . 1.86 : - 3.49 . +1.63
‘ h. Assessing staff develo;ment needs 2.21 3.33 C *112
5. Obtalnling regources for staff development " 2.14 3.67 +1..53
61 Knowing Information for CSET forms o 2.42 | 3.;8 : S 41,16 |
7._ Facllitating the work of CSET o . 2.05 1 7 3.2 ., +1.16
8. Role In due prOEess hearings - T 2;§0 : 3.30 +1.00
9 Increasing faculty's sensitivity to Sbeclal o
Educatlion puplls : . 1.95 , 3.44 +1.49.
, 10. Avall#ﬁlllty of resources in Schoof‘DlstrLct ~ 1 2,07 3.49. +1.42
) fl. Avallability of resources outside School District : I.él - 3.53™ ‘ +1.72
12. Knowlnghcﬁaracterlstlcs of SED, EMR/ED, or LD ) 2.21 2.95 - o+ ;7k
'13. Knowing appropriate p}ograms for SED,‘EMR/ED or LD 1.74 - 2.77 | +1.03
. , - . e .
v ?
. e , . -




'é .
A questlonnalre deslgned to gather participants’ reectlons to staff
. development activigtds was dlatrihutad at the final sesslon, Tha lnscrumant
\ - used a Five polnt scAle to measure extent of satlsfactjon with and parcelved
usefulness of the wo"kshap In general and to Indlvldual topics In particular,
. ’ Space was provldeé Fﬁr the llstlng of the best and worst features
of the workghop\ (ofmegnts or suggeStions for future programs were’ also solicited.
Mean ratlngs on Al] Fhe ltems Jere calculated and a list of the partlclpants'
,comments and reaif|ofs ware complled. ‘
One of the acylvitleg to be accomplished by the. project durlng‘the second
vear was the figld tésting of the special Education Program Checkllst. Princl-

" . .
pals, vice-principyl4, 2and ather adninlstrators were asked to use the checkljst,

4
4

which they helpad to Yavelop“during the workshop, for. the purpose of monitaring

N L . .
special educatioﬂ‘uléRsrvbms in their schools. To measire the extent of use and

assess the usefulntsé of the checkllst, a ten item questlonnaire was devéloped
by the eva]uator a\d hrOJect staff and sent to 63 participants. The instrument
was desngned to gl\ﬁi§ responses both to loglcal and practlcal aspects of the
checklist (i.e., ade Yhe items on the checklist releyant and,is.it a J:::ETE T
instrument) . -PayticiRants were asked to assess the usefulness of the checklist .
even if. they did ch»have‘the?PPpgrtdﬁity to use it in the classroem. Responses . .
) were summarized ghd sfng to prbject staff for use in the final revision of the
Ehecklist.
FINDINGS - " . S o
Ob!ectlve LR PaPtIC'patlng principals/vice-principals will acqunre know~
T _ ledge and skills related to the monitoring of programs as
defermined by mean post ratings which are higher than mean

pré-vatings on 75% of the items on a participants' self- -rating
|nVent0ry\ :

o'}

*

A summary of res?cu-f1 Qn the self-rating inventory is'presented in Table 1.

¢ v

Using ratings that raﬂged from 1 (1 know vnrtually nothnng about thlS) to 4

(l have a better thgn everage knowledge of thls), admnnlstrators lndlcatedmtheiﬁeiww
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~cireumstantces. .

‘\aval of knowledge on spacial educatlnn coplcs hath before'and after the staff

devalopment program. The: partlclpancs pavcaptlon of their currant level of

. knowledga improved In all areas as shown by Increases In maan-boat ratings fol

the 13 Items. Prior to the workshop, the survey indlcatad‘thac admlﬁlstfators'
percalved knowlddge was lowest In-the areas oF_programmlng<For SED, EMR/ED cé |
L0 students (item 13) and In the avallabillty of resources outslide the School
Distrlct (item ¥'1). Means calculated after the workshop showed that the greatest
9ainh  in percel'ved knowledge was In avallablility of resources outside the
School Dlstrlct (Item 11). Conversely. programmlng for SED EMR/ED or LD

StUQQnts was among the Items that increased the least. Based on the survey,

admlnlstracofs felt that they haa enough knowledge to perform adequately’in llofl3

areds. The only exceptions involved ldegtlfylng and programming foér SED,

K

EMR/ED ocr LD students. Thls objective was met. - ‘

- Objective 2: By the end of the institute's observation training session,
principals/vice princlpals will have acquired' skill in the
use of the observation checkllst to ‘the extent that for 85%
of the checklist items, 85% of them are In agreement with
trainers' ratings. . ’

Because of lnﬁufficlent data this ébjectlve could not_be-measured; After
recqiving training on the use of thg classroom checklisé, particlpants wére askeq
- to Qomplete a checklist while viediﬁg'a film depicting a speclai education class-
room, Participahts' re§ponses were to, be compared to the correct responses'as

.
* Al

determined by the trainers. How%vér, t.dis .could not be accomplished since many

i‘qu on the chgcklist were-not- represented on the-video tape used to test the

participants.  An evaluation of this objectiVe was not feasible under the

Objective 3: By March 1980, atcleast 75% of the participating principals/
vice.prlncxpals will have used the observation checklist in
the monitoring of their special educatlon programs, as indi~ .

.. cated by their responses to a survey.

',Suf&éys were sent to 63 principals, vice principals-and administrators"Who

paricipated in the summer'WDrkShop' Thlrty-four of. the admlnlstrators, repre-

~

senting the fbllow:ng Tevels, returned the questxonnaxre

ST S



Elementary 23
Middle h
Junfor High 3
.Senlor High 3
Speclal Center |

A'total of 41 classrooms lnvglvlng the f(lIQWIng excaptionalitias ware vialtad
by admlnlatrators-

iy
v

) L sED "
w9 | :
. .. EMR 9 - L
1
1
!

sp;

v 1 I ' :
L oSsp | ﬁa o | ‘ . W
‘o, " Twenty-two of the respondents reported uslng the checkljst with speclal

" educat lon classrooms In their sghools.. The 22 users represented 35% of the

totalgnumber of partlclpants and 65% of those who returned thevguestlonnalre.
ot - 1nd { '
. » " N ' -
This objectlvé was not met. : : “gef LY . B #4
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS C . L o,

"~ v -0

Question 11 How useful was the chec cklist in he[plngﬁadminlstrators ldenti¥y

B \ N

strengths “and weaknesses regarding the_qpeclal edUCatlon classrooms In tbglr

sghools?' .

¢ » - " ¢ -

Whlle the majorlty statéd that the checkllst was helpful in all areas.more
‘adminlstrators fOund It sultable for identifying aspects of 1EP's and record '
keeping (88%) than ﬁor plannlng classroe}?{nteractlons or utlllzlng aldes and

Py}

° ancillary services (74%). (See Appendix A).’

Question 2: s the chetklistsa workable and usable instrument? ' -

-

. Responses to ltems addresslng the clarity, conslstency, completeness, S

v -

relevancy and ease of using the checklxst were alf’answered positxvely by at

least 85% of the respondents.

- . y e

Approxnmately 75% of the. administrators felt that use of the checklxst weuld
not cause dlsruptnon to the classroom routine or intimidate the teacher. A
SUmmary of the responses to the Prlncipals' Questionnaire is presented in R

>

Append ix A7

s
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4 1

Questlon 3: What were the partlcipants' reactions and comments regarding

the summer staff davelopment sesslons?

. Workshop participants were glven a questionnalre following the cnﬁﬁlatlon of
the wgék long sesslons, Results are summarized In Table 2,
Tahle 2

i N
PART ICIPANTS' RATINGS OF THE PHILADELPHIA
TRAINING PROJECT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPERVISORS

. ‘AND PRINCIPALS, AUGUST 1979 ) "
Categofy ' Mean Ratings
. ' Content ' 4,6
Sonsianm, ’ .
T Interest « 4.2
Organi‘atlon . 4.5
i Practicality 4.2
. ‘ STttt sTsTrsEE B ;
'«" Pace¥ - 66% fated it "idealn o 4
. 17% rated- it “SOmewhat slow' [
. e e e e oo L. e 17% :aSeé 1t_”§omewhat fast" N/
, , interaction¥ ' 62% rated it “ideal" .
’ : " 19% rated it "too little"
— o | , "~ "' .19% rated It 'too much!"

v ‘\ .
‘ f’*Pace and’ Interaction are rated on a scale from i (too slow,
S too little) to 3 (idedl) to 5°(too fast, too much). All

° other ‘categories are rated on a tcale from 1 (low) to § {high). ‘
; -Using a five point scale\ranging from 1 (low) to 5 (high), participants
rat;d'the entire week long p{ogeedlngf onﬂﬁhe dimensibns-o% aﬁproprlateness of
coﬁtent‘wint;rest orgﬁpizafion and-ﬁracticélfty. All, mean ratlhgs were above
4.2, Partlcipants also rated the:sessions ‘on 1nteéact|on and pace | For theée

o dlmenSIOns the ideal ratlng on the five polnt scale was 3. The’ maJority of
(R4 * . . - -
palticipants rated-both pace and interaction as ''ideal.."

. ) . . e, N a
® . ki -t Y T
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In addition, reactions on the usefulness of individual topics were gathered.
All mean ratings were atove j.7-on a five point scale. The responses are presented
in Table 3.
Table 3
PARTICIPANTS' MEAN RATINGS ON TOPICS PRESENTED AT THE

PHILADELPHIA TRAINING PROJECT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION
SUPERVISORS AND PRINCIPALS, AUGUST 1979

. “Topics . Mean Ratings

Ly

£

£00wWw W W W W W
W 00 0 00~ o N o N

Sensitivity Awareness

Films , \

Use of Special Education Program Checklist
CSET Made Simple

In-Service Models Ffor Staff Development
Using Films for Staff Development

Clinical Observation Model

Due Process In Spqclal Education

Resources in the School District
for Special Education

Resources Outside the School District for 4.5
Special Education

- CONCLUSIONS
“ Objective lfaddfgssgd the self-percéption of'écquired knowledge ana skills by
.- the pé?ffclb;nfs“dur}pg'the workshop. A comparison of mean pre-ratings with mean
| post ratings indicated that perceived knowledge was Increésed on all 13 (100%) of
the items. This exceeded the projected criterion of 85%. Thqs,:this'pbjective
. was attained. | |
. The seqpnq 6bje£tive of the project concerned‘training administrators in the
uéé_of a classroom checklist. The data from participants could not be compared to
" the 'correct respo;sesﬁ [dentifled by the trainers Beéause too Eany aésumbtionsﬂﬁad
to be made ébout_the situdtions presented on the video tape. The fact that this-

problem arose led to the redesign of the assessment procedure. The third year of E

L] A

‘Mﬁ‘” e 10.




i

traiping will utilize slides and a narration.to depict a special education class-
¢

rooh which participants wili rate on the checklist. '

The project's third objective specified that at least 75% of the workshop
nartlclpants will have used the observation checklist during the school year.
Twenty-two of 63 participants reported using the checklist. The number of
administrators who reported utilizing the checklist was less than the criterian
stated in the objective. Thus, this objective was not attained.

Comments of the nsers were favorabie and, in some cases, enthusiastic about a
the development of the observation checkiist..

Additional findings showed that the admistrators percalved the checklist as
well conceived and valuable as an instrument to guide their assessment of special
edutation‘ciassrooms.

Aside from the ﬂompiaints’of poor vehtilation, the comments of the aummer
workshop participants were pesitive. Responses on the Participant Questionnaire
_lndlcated that the lnformation provided was found to be of value by the partici-
pants.

A .major accompilshment for the prOJect s second year.was - the refinement -
and fieﬁd testing of the Specuai Education Program Checklist, and the drafting
of.a manual to guide admlnistrator§ In using the checklist in special education
ciassrooms. Its value as an observational instrument in determining compliance
. withP.L.94-142 was attasted;to by those administrators who used it.

Plans for the third year of the project include finalizing the checklist
and manual and disseminating the products to principals and other adﬁinistratora

who are responsible for special education classes in their schools. b

f{)
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APPENDIX A

Analysis of Kesponses to the Principal's
Questionnaire on Usability of Checklist

A

During a summer workshop, principals and administrators were trained in the

use of a special education classroom checklist and asked .to utilize the

checklist in their schools. To assess the usefulness of the checklist,
questionnalires were sent to the participants. Responses representing the follow-

ing levels from 34 principa]§ and administrators were {eéeived. -
" Elementary 23
Middle 4
Junior High 3
Sefiior High - 3
Special Center 1

The participants were asked to respond to the following questions:

1. Did you use the checklist with any of the special education classes in
your school? -

i YES ... 22
NO ... 12
Sixty-five percent'of the 34 respondents reportéd use of the checklists I+ .“air

schools. A total of 4] classrooms were visited involving the following exc . -
tionalities. > !

¢ SED seseeeveeveetl

o LD"'#"-Ooio-oo 954

o EMR. .iiveveenne. 9 .
-1 20 I 3 >
HH...coeve e, 1
RR.edeivienens 1
Hospital....... | L .

2. Could the checklist be used without unduly disrupting classroom routine?

YES ... 25 ?
NO

Seventy-four perceni/ﬁé1t the use of the checklist did not cause &isruption
in the classroom. - . B . .

Of those pafticlpants‘experiencing disruptions, the»lnacéessibillty of
records (1EPs, student files) and the need for class coverage while
questioning the teacher were reasons’ most frequently cited.

-
5

3. Do you think the checklist intimidated teachers who felt that their performances.
were being rated? g

YES ... 7 .

NO ... 26

N/A ... 1 11
v : -l o : .




Seventy -six percent felt that their teachers were noteﬁntlmldated by the
" use of the checklist.

Comments indicated that discussion and review of the checklist prior to
visiting the cfassroom helped alleviate any concerns tcachers mdy have
about rating their performances.

L. Could the checklist be reasonably completed during one Visitation period?

YES ... 20
NO ... 14

Fifty-nine percent cocmpleted the checklist during one classroom visit.
Twelve percent needed as many as three visits to complete the checklist.

5. Do you think the use of a checklist will cause problems with P.F.T. or the
Special Education supervisors?

YES ... 9
NO ... 22 .
N/A ... 3

Sixty;five percent felt that there would be no objection to the use of the
checklist in the classroom. ¢

Of those who felt P.F.T. might object, .the close supervision of teachers’
and the attempt for accountability were mentioned as reasons for potential
grievances.

6. Do you feel the rating scale (5-4-3-2-1) format Is appropriate and easy

to use?
- .‘l‘ ' YES e 32 o '

NO ... 2
Ninety-four .percent considered the format suitable and simple to use.

7. Are the descriptions under the rating scales clear and consistent?
— YES ... 32
No LY 2

Nlnety-four percent found the explanations to the rating scales to be
understandable and consistent.

>”§,; Was_the checklist able to help ‘you" ln identlfylng strengths and weaknésses
in the following areas:

i | YES _NO_N/A
1EP - . 3. 2 2
Record Keeping . ‘ .- 30 2 2
Materials and Equipment 28 4 2
Planning for: Classroom Interaction 25 5 4
Working with. Other Personnel 25 3 6
Q - S : T-N- - 1E




8. (continued)

While the majority of respondents felt that the checklist was helpful in all
areas, more found it suitable for identifying aspects of IEP's and record-
keeping (88%) than for planning classroom interactions or utilizing aides
and ancillary services (74%).

9. Based on your knowledge of what constitutes compliance with P.L. 942147,
is there anything you would add to the checklist that would help you
determine whether yourclassroom was in compliance?

e .

YES ... 3
NO ... 29
N/A cee 2

Elghty-five percent stated the checklist contained complete information
as an aide in determining compliance with federal law. . )

10. Are there any items on the«Ehe;kljgt you felt were unnecessary?

YES ... 1 _
No * 8 e 3] . ) )
N/A ... 2

Ninety-one percent felt the checklist contained items relevant to )
P.L. 94-142, : .

\

6




