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ABSTRACT
This three year prolect was designed to provide staff
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ABSTRACT

This project was designed to provide staff development to principals, vice

_principals and other school administrators on special education issues relating

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

Sixty-three administrators participated in a week long summer workshbp.

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.

Among the various subjects presented at the workshop wet discussions on

P.1,. 94-142, due process in Special Education, CSET procedures, modls 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

The participants' acquisition 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

activities were well organized and provided valuable information to the
Fa

administrators.

A major project accomplishment was the refinement and field testing of tife

SpecialoAducation Program Checklist.° Comments by the administrators who tested

the checklist indicated considerable satisfaction with its content and format.
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Education were provided for school administrators.
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PROJECT HISTORY

This project was funded for three years, 1978 to 1981. Principals, Vice

principals and other school administrators were invited to participate.in week

long workshops designed to update administrators' knowledge of special education

procedures, programs and resources. A successful summer workshop, 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.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

In August 1979, the project conducted a one week staff deVelopment program

in special education for administrators. All principals, vice principals and

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

from 9 o'clock to 1 o'clock. Topics were presented by the project staff and by

Invited speakers from within the School District's Division of Special Education.

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

Education, CSET Made Simple, In- Service. Mandates, In-Service Models for Comore-
-.

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

tion Model, ResourceS in the School District for Special Education, and. Resources

A



Outside, the School District for Special Education. In addition, a number of

films and sensitivity awareness sessions wel.ye presented during the week. Much

of the third and fourth days of the workshop 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 specia4 l education

classrooms in their schools.

Project records indicated that 63 administrators participated in the week

long workshop. The number of participants varied daily, with the average daily

attendance being approximately 55.

The project staff (a coordinator and two special education supervisors)

devoted the remainder of the project year to formalizing and field testing the

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

ning the staff development program to be offered diring the summer of 1980.
A

EVALUATION

Prior to the summer workAlap a self-rating inventory was developed by the

evaluators and'project staff. It was designed to cover the knowledge and

skills needed to educate effectively special education students. The inventory

was distributed to all r.irticipantsf at the first session and again at the last,

session of the week lona workshop. Using a four point scale, ad ,inistrators

were asked co *ate their current level of knowledge on 13 selected items

pertaining to special education. A total of 43 administrators completed both

the pre- and post rating portions of the self-rating inventory. To measure

the effect of training on the participants' perceptions, a comparison of mean

pre-ratings 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 trainers'

responses to calculate the extent of agreement.
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TABLE 1

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

PRE MEAN POST-MEAN INCREASE. IN MEAN
_ITEM

1. of Special Education classroom

2. Evaluating Special Education classroom

3. Selecting films for staff development

4. Assessing staff development needs

0

1.88

1.86

2.21

3.47

3.37

3.49

3.33

+1.38

+1.49

+1.63

+1.12

5: Obtaining resources for staff development 2.14 3.67 +1,53

6. Knowing information for CSET forms 2.42 3.58 +1.16
,

7. Facilitating the work of CSET 2.05 3.21. +1.16

8. Role in due process hearings 2.30 3.30 +1.00

9. Increasing faculty's sensitivity to Special
Education pupils 1.95 3.44 +1.49

10. Availability of resources in School .Distri.ct 2.07 3.49, +1.42

11. Availability of resources outside School District 1.81 3.53-- +1.72

12. Knowing characteristics of SED, EMR/ED, or LD 2.21 2.95 + .74

13. Knowing appropriate programs for SED, EMR /ED or LD 1.74 2.77 +1.03

-3-



A questionnaire designed to Gather participants' reactions to staff

development actIV1045 'As distributed at the final session-. The instrumen4

. used a five point 0010 to measure extent of satisfactjon with and perceived

usefulness of the Arks* in general, and to individual topics in particular,

Space was provided far the listing of the best and worst features

of the viol-10[10p, 600ments Or suggestions for future programs werealso solicited.

Mean ratings on all the iterlIstwere calculated and a list of the participants'

.comments and react lot's were compiled.

One of the OtiVities to be accomplishedby the. project during the second

year was the field tOsting of the special Education .Program Checklist. Princi-

pals, vice-principal0, and other administrators were asked to use the clieckljst,

which they helped to develop during the workshop,for the purpose of monitaning
ti

special educatioe't10WoOms in their schools. To measure the extent of use and

assess the usefmin%55 of the checklist, a ten item questionnaire'Was developed

by the evaluator alvl Aroject staff and sent to 63 participants. The instrument

was designed to elicit responses both to logical and -practical aspects of the

checklist (i.e., etv,khe items on the checklist relevant and.is.it a usea

instrument). 'PartiGiAallts were asked to assess the usefulness of the checklist,;

even if they Aid not have the' opportunity to use it in the classroom. Responses .

were summarized anti sAnt to OrOject staff for use in the final revision of the

Checklist.

FINDINGS

Objective participating principals/vice-principals will acquire know-
ledge and skills related to the monitoring of programs as
determined by mean post ratings which are higher than mean
prA-ratings on 75% of ihe items on a participants' self-rating
inventory,

A summary of on the self-rating inventory is presented in Table 1.

Using ratings that ',egad from 1 (1 knOw virtually. nothing about this) to 4

(I have a better Owl average knowledge of this)Fikkarastrators-fhdlcated
C
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le'Vel of knowledge on special education topics both beforeiand after the staff

development program. ThepartIcIpants' perception of their current level of

knowledge Improved In all areas as shown by increases In mean host ratings for?

the 13 Items. Prior to the workshop, the survey Indicated lhat administrators.'

Perceived knowleidge was lowest Wflieareas of programming, for SED, EMR/ED or

1,0 Students (item 13) and in the availability of resources outside the School

District (item ri). Means calculated after the workshop showed that the greatest

gain in perceived knowledge was in availability of resources outside the

School District (item 11). Conversely, programming for SED, EMR/ED or Lb

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

administrators felt that they had enough knowledge to perform adequatelygin llofl3

arees. The only exceptions involved Idersitifying and programming for SED,

EMR/ED or LD students. This objective was met.

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

Because of insufficient data this objective could not be measured. After

rattiving training on the use of the classroom checklist, participants were asked

to complete a checklist while viewing a film depicting a special education class-

ram. Participants' responses were to, be compared to the correct responses as

determined by the trainers. However, tAts,could not be accomplished since many

ire on the checklist were not represented on the-video tape used to test the

Participants. An evaluation of this objective was not feasible under the

circumstantce$.

01l'ecL_.4..ti.2_,!L By March 1880,,atcleasr 75% of the participating principals/
vice, principals will have used the observation checklist in
the monitoring of their special education programs, as indi-
cated by their responses to a survey.'

Surveys were sent to 63 principals, vice principals and administrators who

Paricibated in the summer workshop. Thirty-four of, the administrators, repre-

senting the following level's, returned the questionnaire:

9
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Elementary 4 23

Mldle 4

JunfOr'HIgh 3

.Senior High 3'
Special center 1

,-,'

A'total of 41 classrooms involving the f flowing excontionalitles were vistted
by adminIstrators:r

i. SED 11

LD 9'

EMR' 9
SP1 3
1-11-1% 1

AR .. 1 o,
4

ilosp1 ta 1

Twenty-tWo of the respondents reported using the checklist with special.

education classrooms In their schools The 22 users represented 35%. of the

total of partictpants and 65% of those who returned the aluestioimaire,
A q

This objective was not met.:

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
-

Question 11 How useful was the chaecli4LIlLialeiniailmipilltsjUt=ILLtt.
. ,N

strengths and weaknesses regarding the seegiaLid9cation classroom's An tttir,

schools?:

While the majority stated that the checklist was helpful 4n all areas,.dore

'administrators found it suitable for idehtifytng aspects-of IEP's and record

keeping (88%) than for planning classroom interactions or utilizing aides and

ancillary services (74%). (See Appendix 41/4).

Question 2: Is the ohecklist- .a workable and usable instrument?

Responses to items addressing the clarity, consistencycompleteness,
.

relevancy and ease of using the checklist were air answered positively by At

least 85% of the respondents.

Approximateli 75% of the.administrator5 felt that use of the checklist would

not cause disruption to the classroom routine or intimidate the teacher. A

summary of the responses to the Principals' Questionnaire is presented in

Appendix A.
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What were tle,pay11cIpents;roactIon$ andomment$ rogardl,

the %tmor staff development lieealon5?

Workshop partIcIpant5 were given a Ii400tIonnalre font-mint) the 001atIon of

the wo long stmloni. Results are 5ummarIxed In Table 2,

Table 2

PARTICIPANTS' RATINGS OF THE "PHILADELPHIA
TRAINING PROJECT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPERVISORS

AND PRINCIPALS, AUGUST 1979

Cate or Mean Ratin s

Content

Interest

Organization

Practicality

4.6

4.2

45
4.2

Pace* '66% ated it "ideal"

17% rated. it "somewhat slow"

17% rated it "sqmewhat fast"

Interaction* 1 62% rated it "ideal"

19% rated it "too little"

.19% rated it "too much"

Pace and-Interaction are rated on a scale from 1 '(too,slow,

too little) lo 3 (ideal) to 5"(too fast, too much). All
other 'categories are rated on a cale from 1 (low) to 5 '(.high).

-Using a five point scale ranging from I (low) to 5 (high), participants

rated the entire week long proceedings on the dimensiOns of appropriateness of

content, interest, org nization and practicality. All, mean ratings were above

4.2. Participants also rated thessessions 'on interaction and pace. For these

dimensions the ideal rating on the five point scale was 3. The'majority of

`
participants rated'both pace and interaction as "ideal. "

7

)

,

11
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In addition, reactions on the usefulness of individual topics were gathered.

All mean ratings were above .;: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

Sensitivity Awareness 4.2

Films 3.8

Use of Special Education Program Checklist 4.2

CSET Made Simple 3.8

In-Service Models Tor Staff Development 3.)

Using Films for Staff Development 3.8

Clinical Observation Model 3.8

Due Process in Special Education 3.8

Rewurces in the School District
for Special Education

4.3

Resourdes Optside the School District for 4.5
Special Education

- CONCLUSIONS

Objective 1 addressed the self-perception of acquired knowledge and skills by

the participants duripg the workshop. A comparison of mean pre-ratings with mean

post ratings indicated that perceived knowledge was increased on all 13 (100%) of

the items. This exceeded the projected criterion of 85%. Thus, this objective

was attained.

The second objective of the project concerned trains -ng administrators in the

use, of a classroom checklist. The'data from participantS couldnot be compared to

the "correct responses" identified by the trainers because too many assumptions had

to be made about the situations presented on the video tape. The fact that this-

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

g



training will utilize slides and a narration to depict a special edbcation class-

room which participants will rate on the checklist.

The project's third objective specified that at least 75% of the workshop

participants 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 criterion

stated in the objective. Thus, this objective was not attained.

Comments of the users were favorable and,in some cases, enthusiastic about

the development of the observation checklist.

Additional findings showed that the admistrators perceived the checklist as

well conceived and valuable as an instrument to guide their assessment of special

education classrooms.

Aside from the r.omplaintt of poor vehtilation, the comments of the summer

workshop participants were positive. Responses on the Participant Questionnaire

indicated that the information provided was found to be of value by the partici-

pants.

Amajor accomplishment for the project's second year was the refinement

and fle(id testing of the Special Education Program Checklist, and the drafting

of .a manual to guide administrators in using the checklist in special education

classrooms. Its value as an observational instrument in determining compliance

with P.L.94-142 was attested to by those administrators who used It.

Plans for the third year of the project inclwde finalizing the checklist

and manual and disseminating the products to principals and other administrators

who are responsible for special education classes in their schools.

1 2

-9-



APPENDIX A

Analysis of Responses to the Principal's
Questkonnaire on Usability of Checklist

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,
questionnaires were. sent to the participants. Responses representing the follow-
ing levels from 34 principals and administrators were received.

Elementary 23
Middle 4

Junior High 3

Serlior High

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?

YES.... 22

NO ... 12

Sixty-five percent, of the 34 respondents reported use of the checklists
i.-- Iirschools. A total of 41 classrooms'were visited involving the following exctionalities.

1 -1

4 D .,
EMR 9
SPI 3
HH 1

RR 1

Hospital 1

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

1

YES ... 25

NO ... 9

Seventy-four percent fit the use of the checklist did not cause disruption
. in the classroom.

Of those participants'experiencing disruptions, the inaccessibility of
records (IEPs, student files) and the need for class coverage while
questioning the teacher were reasons most frequently cited.

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

YES ... 7

NO ... 26

N/A ... 1

-10-
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Seventy-six percent felt that their teachers were notAntimidated by the
use of the checklist.

Comments indicated that discussion and review of the checklist prior to
visiting the classroom helped alleviate any concerns teachers may have
about rating their performances.

4. Could the checklist be reasonably completed during one visitation period?

YES ... 20
NO ... 14

Fifty-nine percent completed 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'aecountability 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?

YES ... 32
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 ... 2

Ninety-four percent found the explanations to the rating scales tobe
understandable and consistent.

Was the checklist-able to help-you -identifying strengths and weaknesses
in the following areas:

YES NO N/A
!EP 30 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

1



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. 94-142,'
-

is there anything you would add to the checklist that would help you
determine whether your classroom was in compliance?

YES ... 3

NO 29
N/A ... 2

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

10. Are there any items on the checklist you felt were unnecessary?

*ES ... I

NO ... 31

N/A ... 2

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

AL
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