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Preface

This study of the Family Life Education (FLE) program in
Virginia school divisions was conducted by the Department of
Education during the fall and winter of 1992-93. It resulted from
an agreement between the General Assembly and the Department of
Education in conjunction with the 1992 General Assembly’s
consideration of House Joint Resolution (HJR) No. 233. While HJR
233 was unsuccessful, the Department of Education agreed to
conduct a survey to determine 1f the FLE program is being
implemented by school divisions according to legislative and
administrative mandates,

The survey was conducted during the fall of 1992 by a team of
Department of Education staff members and outside consultants
under the leadership of Dr. Ida J. Hill, Deputy Superintendent for
Early Childhood, Pre- and Early Adolescent and Adolescent
Education and Dr. Helen R. Stiff, Division Chiei, Pre- and Early
Adolescent Student Services. The members of the team were:

Sharron Glasscock Diane Pollard

Associate, Work & Family Associate, Program Suppoert
Studies

Dan Keeling Vivian Sullivan

Associate, Evaluation Associate, Health Occupations

Fran Anthony Meyer
Associate, Health Education
Project Team Leader

We acknowledge the assistance of consultants:

Claude Sandy Jim Bailey
Educational Consultant Virginia Department of Health

Lois Harrington

Health & Physical Education Coordinator
Charlottesville Public Schools
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STUDY OF FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION PROGRAMS
IN VIRGINIA SCHOOL DIVISIONS

Executive Summary

To fulfill an agreement with the 1992 General Assembly, the
Department of Education conducted a study during the fall and
winter of 1992-93 of school divisions’ implementation of their
Family Life Education (FLE) programs. The study started with a
review of relevant literature, legislative and regulatory
mandates, and Department of Education acwmninistrative policies.
Data related to the nine study objectives were collected through
the administration of a survey instrument to school divisions
(Appendix B). One hundred twenty-eight school divisions responded
to the survey prior to the date the data were compiled and
analyzed. The findings were then analyzed and discussed relative
to the nine study objectives. Following are abbreviated
statements of the study objectives and the discussion of findings
related to each.

Eighteen specific
mandates (legislation, Boaxd of Education regulations, or
Department of Education administrative policy) were identified and
investigated through the survey of school divisions.

Based on school divisions’ self-reported information:

2 17 mandates are being satisfied by more than 80 percent
of the divisions;

L 4 14 mandates are being satisfied by more than 90 percent
of the divisions:;

L 4 89 percent of the school divisions taught family life
education content in sex-separated classes; and

* 55 percent of the divisions developed a plan for
teaching family life education content in sex-separated
classes and announced the plan to the public annue ..y.

Instruction designed to promote parepntal ipgvolvement. It
appears that parental involvement in the FLE instruction of their
children is not a high priority in many school divisions. Their
reports on this aspect of the program can be summarized as follows:

¢ approximately 2/3 of the divisions are doing something in
addition to mandated actions (although typical
efforts are limited in scope);

* approximately 1/3 of the divisions are doing nothing
extra; and,

* 16 divisions attempt to promote regular parent-child

interaction.




Establishment of ¢ . Some divisions have attempted to
provide a better theoretical base for their FLE program by
developing a mission statement, program goals, and/or program
objectives. School divisions’ survey responses indicated that 34
percent had developed a mission statement, 64 percent had
developed program goals, and 53 percent had developed program
objectives.

Autonomy and flexibility. Based on school divisions’
responses to the question, "“Did the options provided in the Board
of Education’s regulations afford sufficient autonomy and
flexibility to implement the FLE program according to your local
community standards and values?,” it 1is reasonable to conclude
that they felt they were given sufficient autonomy and
flexibility. Of the 127 divisions responding to this question,
123 (or 96.9%) responded “yes.”

Emphasis on abstinence. The survey data indicate that
abstinence is being taught as a primary element in the FLE program
by a large number of school divisions. When divisions were asked
to identify the four instructional topics (out of a list of 14) to
which they give the greatest emphasis in their FLE program
abstinence was identified by 78 divisions, the second mosc¢
frequently mentioned topic.

Local option. School divisions’ responses to several
questions on the survey provide evidence that the local option is
working. For example:

2 Given the choice of a state-approved program oOX
developing a local program, 62.5 percent of divisions
currently have locally-developed programs.

2 Both the K-10 . selected by 86 divisions) and K-12

program options (selected by 40 divisions), appear to be
viable.
L 4 97 percent of divisions felt they were afforded

sufficient autonomy and flexibility to implement the FLE
program according to their local community standards and
values.

Consistency of administration and teaching. Because school
divisions appear to be adhering to most FLE mandates, there is
some degree of consistency in the most important aspects of
program administration. However, many administrative details are
handled differently among the school divisions.

Regarding teaching, there appears tc be great variety across
the state in how FLE is taught. Examples of this wvariability
follow:

i1
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¢ Some divisions teach FLE as a separate unit, while
others integrate it into health or partially integrate
it into other subjects.

¢ The primary teaching responsibility for FLE is assigned
to a variety of teachers, FLE specialists, and nurses.
Inservice training for those who have the primary
teaching responsibility has been quite wvariable;
therefore, it 1s likely that their teaching is quite
variable.

There is a question of how much consistency in teaching FLE
is desirable. It appears that a certain level of “autonomy and
flexibility” is desired. The level of variability does not appear
to be inconsistent with intent of the Board’s regulations.

Opt-out. Opt-out procedures have been defined in more than
95 percent of school divisions. Only eight divisions reported
having any complaints from parents regarding pressure not to
remove their children from the FLE program. Opt-out appears to be
working, as evidenced by divisions’ reports that:

L 4 they have adopted opt-out procedures;
¢ parents are notified of the procedures annually;
4 few complaints from parents are being received by
divisions; and
4 only a small percentage of students (estimated to be
1.7%) currently are opted out of all or part of the FLE
program.
Program improvement. School divisions’ responses to the
survey are at best equivocal regarding continuing program
improvement. Some school divisions have exceeded the mandates for

FLE in attempts to enhance their programs. The probability that
such divisions will effect program improvement should be high.
Other divisions are not yet meeting all of the current mandates.
Some of the more positive efforts by divisions are:

2 developing a mission statement, program goals, and
program objectives;

2 assessing students’ progress on the learner objectives;
and

L 4 conducting an evaluation of the FLE program.

As noted earlier, several school divisions did not respond to
the survey in time for their data to be included in this report.
Information related to non-respondents, as well as information
indicating non-compliance with mandates, will be passed on to the
Division of Compliance for follow-up.
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I. Introduction

The Family Life Education (FLE) Program was funded by the
General Assembly during its 1988 session, based on a program plan
developed by the Board of Education and the Department of
Education, including regulations for the program adopted by the
Board of Education. The program, scheduled for implementation by
all school division during the 1989-90 school year, was to provide
comprehensive, age—appropriate, and sequential instruction in ten
specified content areas. The program could cover grades K-10 or K-
12, depending upon the desires of the local division, and school
divisions were permitted to use state-approved Standards of
Learning objectives or develop their own learner objectives.

Each school division was required to appoint a community
involvement team (CIT) to assist in the development of che program
and to promote community involvement. The regulations for the
program were written to assure that parents had an opportunity to
review the program annually and opt their children out of all or
part of the program.

This study of FLE programs implemented by school divisions in
Virginia was conducted by the Department of Education during the
fall and winter of 1992-93. The team working on this study and
its consultants conducted a review of relevant literature and all
legislative and regulatory mandates for the program, as well as
administrative policies of the Department of Education. The team
then began the development of a survey instrument to be used to
obtain information from school divisions about the various aspects
of implementation and operation of their FLE programs pertaining
to the specific objectives of this study, with a particular focus

on the mandates. Several groups and individuals with an interest
in this program were asked to provide reactions to a draft of the
survey instrument. These groups and individuals included

representatives from s:x school divisions, the Teen Pregnancy
Prevention Council of Virginia, the Association of Virginia
Planned Parenthood Af-ciliates, and an interested member of the
House of Delegates. Tne Management Council of the Department of

Education also reviewed the survey instrument. Using their
reactions, the team finalized the survey instrument and prepared
it for distribution to school divisions. The survey instrument

was distributed to superintendents via Administrative Supts. Memo.
No. 107 dated November 20, 1992, The survey was to be completed
and returned by December 18, 1992, By following up with school
divisions not responding by the due date, the team was able to get
responses from 128 school divisions prior to the date the data
were compiled and analyzed.

Specific objectives. The study of local school divisions by

the Department of Education was to include, but not be limited to,
the following specific objectives:




9.

If the program is being implemented according to statute
and legislative and administrative mandates,

If the 4instruction is designed to promote parental
involvement.,

If any goals have been established with regard to the
above two inquiries,

If localities have been afforded sufficient autonomy and
flexibility to implement the program according to their
own local community standards and values,

If abstinence is being taught as a primary element of
the program,

If the local option is working,

If the program is being administered and taught
consistently throughout the Commonwealth,

If the opt-out procedures had been defined, if parents
are pressured not to opt-out, and if opt-out is working,
and

Additional questions as appropriate.

The results of this study will impact students involved in
the FLE program, local program planners, students’ parents, and
policy makers, at the local and state levels.




IT. Review of Literature

In an effort to reduce pregnancy, childbearing, and sexually
transmitted diseases, family 1life education has been given
additional attenticn in states throughout the nation. In turn,

| evaluators have examined a number of family life education
| programs across the nation to determine the impact of school-based
programs on human sexuality knowledge, attitudes, opinions, and
behaviors among adolescent. The essence of national research is
clear: family life education that includes accurate and age-~
appropriate information will increase youths' knowledge about
human sexuality. Its effect on attitudes and behaviors, however,
is less clear, but appears to depend largely on how, by whom, and
for how long the curriculum is taught.

For schools that have as a goal helping adolescents
synthesize family life education knowledge into appropriate skills
and behaviors, the literature provides a number of elements
believed to be essential to any school-based effort:

L Build on an abstinence base,

L 4 Include information on pregnancy prevention,

2 Build skills to say no to sexual activity or unprotected
intercourse,

¢ Help understand why to say no,

L g Start at an early age,

¢ Include as part of a sequential health framework,

L 2 Use peer education,

2 Promote parents as sex educators,

* Include the entire community in intervention,

L g Provide direct linkages to health services, and

L g Use well-trained educators in the classroom.

According to the publication Family Relations, October, 1991,

volume 40, Number 4, states can facilitate the development of
family life education programs at the local level by:

L g Providing a clear policy on family life education,

2 Providing local communities with technical assistance to
build broad-bhased support,

4 Monitoring local districts to ensure implementation, and

L 4 Providing funding and human resources for teacher
training, and materials developed.

The ability of family life education to impart accurate and
age-appropriate information about human sexuality is nearly
undisputable. The promise of prevernting early sexual activity and
its consequences is less clear.

bea
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III, Survey Findings

The Family Life Education (FLE) survey of Virginia public
school divisions in the fall of 1992 contained three parts,
addressing respectively the Board of Education’s regulations,
administrative and legal requirements, and local
policies/procedures. Questions in the first two parts of the
survey sought information about school divisions’ implementation
and current status regarding mandatory aspects of the program, as

well as certain non-mandatory aspects of the program. Questions
in the third part of the survey sought information only about non-
mandatory aspects of the program, The report of the survey

results is organized using the same three sections as the survey
instrument and items pertaining to mandates are noted.

When interpreting these results, it is important to keep in
mind that 128 of the 133 school divisions in Virginia returned the
survey form by the date these data were compiled. On some survey
forms responses to certain questions were left blank; therefore,
the number of responses is often less than 128.

Following are restatements of the survey questions related to

Board of Education regulations and summaries of responses provided
by school divisions.

1. Did your division implement the state-approved FLE
program or a locally-developed FLE program during the
1989-90 start-up yeax? (Required by Board regulation
I.)

State-approved program 46 (35.9%)

Locally-developed program 82 (64.1%)

2. Did the options provided in the Board of Education’s
regulations afford sufficient autonomy and flexibility
to implement the FLE progrxam accorxrding to your local
community standards and wvalues?

Yes 123 (96.9%)
No 4 ( 3.1%)
3. Since its implementation, have you changed your FLE

program from state-approved to 1local or vice versa®?

Yes 4 (3
No 123 (96,

The changes made by the four school divisions resulted in a
net gain of two divisions with state-approved programs. AsS

LYY
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7.

of the date of this survey, the numbers of state and local
programs were as follows.

State-approved program 48 (37.5%)

Locally-~developed program 80 (62.5%)

Do the lear:er objectives your division adopted
provide for age-appropriate instruction (L.e.,
ralative to students’ developmental stages and ,
abilities)? (Raquired for locally-developed programs

by Board regulation 1IV.B.12.)

Yes 128 {100%)
No 0 ( 0%)

Have you revised your objectives since their original
adoption?

Yes 33 (25.8%)
No 95 (74.2%

In a follow-up gquestion, school divisions were asked when
their objectives were revised. Most of the 33 had revised
them only once since their original adoption, but several had
revised them each year.

Which of the following content areas does Yyour FLE
program address comprehensively and sequentially?
(Board regulation IV.A requires that all ten content
areas be included in the FLE program.)

Family living and community relationships 124 (97.6%)
value of postponing sexual activity until marriage 127 (100%:
Human sexuality 127 (100%)
Human reproduction and contraception 127 (100%)
Eticlogy, prevention, and effects of STPs 127 (100%)
Stress management and resistance to peer pressure 126 (99.2%)
Dev. of positive self concept & respect for others 126 {99.2%)
Parenting skills 120 (94.5%)
Substance abuse 119 (93.7%)
Child abuse 124 (97.6%)

Which grades are included in your FLE program?
(Either K-10 or K-12 is required by Board regulations
III.K and IV.B.1ll.)

K-10 86 (67.2%)
K-12 40 (31.3%)
Other 2 ( 1.6%)

[y
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10.

11.

12.

One school division indicating “other” provides FLE in grades
K-8, all of the grades in that division, and the other
division provides FLE in grades 5-10.

Did your division establiskh a community involvement
team (CIT)? (Required by Board regulaticns II.A and
IV.B.1.)

Yes 123 (
No 5

c\e

)

96.
3.9%)

\O pa
e

One of the five divisions responding “no” indicated that it
formed a Family Life Advisory Committee; the other four
divisions apparently had neither a CIT nor an alternative.

If [your division did establish a CIT], what date was
it established?

Most school divisions reported establishing their CIT in
either 1988 or 1989 (1989-90 was the start-up year for the
FLE program). Several school divisions had CITs before 1988
and only two established their CITs after 1989.

Is your CIT still active?

Yes 50 (41.7
No 7Q (58.3%)

What date did [your CIT] last meet?

Of the 50 school divisions reporting that their CITs were
still active, only 16 reported a meeting in 1992 (the survey
was conducted near the end of 1992).

Indicate below the functions your CIT currently
serves. (Note: The data below represents the number
of school divisions indicating that their CIT serves
each function, and includes some divisions which do
not have active CITs. The functions lkave been
rearranged from most to least frequently mentioned.)

Review audio-visual materials 75
Review printed curriculum materials 73
Advise regarding an evaluation of the program 62
‘Recommend administrative procedures 47
Provide agency and community coordination 39
Other 21

“Other” functions mentioned more than once were providing
general advice, reviewing objectives and/or the curriculum,

[y
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13.

14.

16.

17.

and developing parent programs. Board regulations require
the establishment of a CIT, but do not specify its functions.

Did your division establish a procedure ior parents
and other community members to review curriculum and
instructional materials prior ¢to the beginning of
instruction each year? (Required by Board regulations
ITI.B and 1IV.B.2.)

Yes 123 (96.9%)
No 4 ( 3.1%)

Has this [review] procedure been carried out each
school year since 1989-907 (An aannual opportunity is
required by Board regulations III.B and IV.B.Z.)

Yes 110 (93.2%)
No 8 (06.8%)

Currently, are your FLE objectives taught as a
separate unit or integrated into other subjects? If
part of the program is taught as a separate unit and
part integrated into other subjects, check both.

Elementary Middle High School
71 67

Separate Unit 88

Integrated into:
Health 102 110 111
Science 60 45 42
Home Ec. 3 26 48
Other 18 8 16

Who has the primary responsibility for teaching your
FLE program at each school level?

Elementary Middle High School

Classroom teachers 119 31 _ 21
Health teachers 17 97 106
Home ec. teachers 2 23 40
Nurses 32 34 37
FLE specialists 17 24 21
Other 5 8 6

Other than training teleconferences sponsored by the
Department of Education (DOE), what pre-service
training did your FLE teachers receive prior to 1989-
90 (when program implementation was mandated)?

School divisions responses to this item were classified as




18.

19.

sponsored either locally, by the DOE, by a college, or other.
Of the 103 divisions responding to this item, eight (or 7.8%)
reported no training and 14 (or 13.6%) reported DOE sponsored
training only. The overall frequencies with which divisions
mentioned the four classifications are as follows:

Locally sponsored 52
DOE sponsored 28
College sponsored 30
Other 11

Describe the inservice training your FLE teachers
received during 1991-927

The purpose of this item was to determine to what extent
training was contiruing for FLE teachers and who was

sponsoring the training. Of the 97 divisions responding to
this item, 24 (or 24.7%) reported no training and seven (or
7.2%) reported DOE sponsored training only. The overall

frequencies with which divisions mentioned the four
classifications are as follows:

Locally sponsored 57
DOE sponsored 10
College sponsored 6
Other 7

The comparison with data from the previous survey item 1is
revealing. Whereas, locally sponsored training has increased
slightly, all other types of training have declined since
1989-90 and almost 25% of responding divisions reported no
training in 1991-92.

In your school division, to whom do your FLE teachers
go for assistance with problems, concerns, or training
needs (give position title)?

School divisions responses were classified as follows.

FILE coordinator 15
Health/PE coordinator/supervisor 17
General instructional supervisor 51
Nurse or health services personnel 13
Superintendent 3
Other 22




20.

21.

22,

Is [the person to whom your FLE teachers go for
assistance with problems, concerns, or training needs]
trained in FLE? '

Yes 97 (78.2%)
No 27 (21.8%)

Which 1local agencies/organizations/suppoxrt groups have
you used as resources in your FLE program and how have
they been used? Check all that apply. (Board
regulations III.G and 1IV.B.7 require that school
divisions identify and use such resources.)

Teach Provide Train
Classes Res, Matls. Teachers = Other
Health department 67 108 33 3
Mental health dept. 30 68 10 1
Hospitals 13 50 8 0
AIDS support groups 15 46 11 0
American Red Cross 13 67 10 1
Planned Parenthood 2 36 2 o
March of Dimes 1 53 1 1
Coop. Ext. Services 16 54 10 1
Volunteer groups 17 22 8 1
Parent organizations 4 27 3 1
Sheriff/police 57 57 9 3
Other 14 17 14 2
All school divisions responding to this item reported using
some local agencles/organizations/support groups. The groups
were used primarily to “provide resource materials,” it being

mentioned more than twice as often as “teaching classes” and
more than four times as often as “training teachers.”

Have you used individual medical/health professionals
in the community (as distinguished fzrom those provided
by agencies/organizations/support groups referenced in
the previous question) to teach the program or serve
as resources? (Board regulations III.E and 1IV.B.5
require the use of such professionals, where
appropriate.)

Yes, to teach only 5
Yes, as resources only 41
Yes, both to teach and as resources 59

No individual medical professionals have been used 22

Of the 127 school divisions responding to this item, 105
reported using individual medical/health professionals as
resources and/or to teach. One hundred divisions used them
as resources and 64 used them to teach.

}—nly




23.

24.

25.

26.

Do you bhave an opt-out procedure that applies to all
schools in the division? (Required by Board
regulations III.HE and IV.B.8.)

o

Yes 121 (95.3
No 6 ( 4.7

)
)

o°

Four divisions responding “no” gave no explanation; however,
one division indicated that individual schools send out opt-
out letters and one stated that a procedure would be in place
in the spring of 1993.

Have you received complaints £from parents about being
pressured not to remove their children from the FLE
program or difficulty removing their children from the
FLE program?

Yes 9 ( 7.1
No 117 (92.9

Typical complaints reported by divisions were:

1. parents are made to feel guilty

2. school makes opt-out difficult and unpleasant

3. it is difficult to preview materials

4. have to go to school to complete opt-out form

5. too little time to review materials before making a

decision

6. not wanting to meet with teachers to review opt-out
procedure

Have you distributed, to all parents, information

about the opportunity to remove their children (i.e.,
opt-out) all or part of the FLE program each year
since the 1989-30 school year? (In interpreting Board
regulations III.H and IvVv.B.8, the position of the
Department of Education is that parents must be
informed each vyear.)

Yes 123 (96.9%)
No 4 ( 3.1%)
Of the four divisions indicating ™“no,” three provided

additional information indicating that they are currently
satisfying this requirement. .

What percent (to the nearest tenth) of your studer*s
have been removed from all or part of the FLE program
(i.e., opted out)? Provide for all years that data
are available. :

10




27.

28.

29.

Data provided by school divisions in response to this item

were inconsistent and/or incomplete. Many school divisions
have not collected and retained data pertaining to opt outs
and either provided no data or provided estimates. A large

number of school divisions could not provide data on students
opting out of “all” or “part” of the FLE program. Because of
these problems, it was nct possible to directly compile the
data provided by divisions; thereforc, a different approach
to analysis was taken. Two analyses were performed. First,
frequency counts were taken of divisions’ actual or estimated
opt-out percentages by interval {i.e., less than 1%, 1 to 2%,
etc.) for both 1989-90 and 1991-92 and overall state opt-out
percentages were estimated. For the few divisions for which
1991~92 data were missing, 1992-93 data were used. Second,
each divisions’ opt-out percentage for 19839-90 was compared
with the percentage for 1991-392 (or 1992-93).

The first analysis showed that the estimated percentages of
students opting out of the FLE program statewide were 2.2
percent in 1989-90 and 1.7 percent in 1991-92. For 1989-90,
64 of 97 divisions (or 66.0%) for which data were available
reported an opt-out rate of less than two percent. The
comparable figure for 19%1-92 was 76 of 102 divisions (or
74.5%) . The number of divisions with opt-out rates of at
least five percent declined from eleven in 1989-90 to seven
in 1991-92. The second analysis involved 88 divisions for
which opt-out data were available for both 1989-90 and 1991~
92 (or 1992-93). These comparisons indicated that the opt-
out percentage had declined in 47 divisions, risen in seven
divisions, and remained approximately the same in 34
divisions.

Is FLE content taught in sex-separated classes?

Yes 113 (89.0
No 14 (11.0%)

o®
~

If [FLE content is taught in sex-separated classes],
has your division developed a plan for doing so and

announced it publicly each year since 1989-907? (Board
regulations III.I and IV.B.9 require that such a plan
be announced publicly. The Department of Education

interpreted those regulations to mean that the public
announcement must be done annually.)

Yes 62 (54.9%)
No 36 (31.9%)
No response 15 (13.3%)

During the 1991-92 school year, to what extent was FLE
instruction included in the individualized educational

11




30.

31.

32.

plan of students with disabilities? Considering all
students with disabiiities, it was included 3in the

IEPs of: (Required by Board regulations III.J and
IVv.B.10.)

All 86 (67.7%)

Most 31 (24.4%)

Some 9 ( 7.1%)

None 1 ( .8%)

During the 1991-92 school year, to what extent was FLE
instruction specified in the IEPs carried out?
Considering all students with disabilities, it was
carried out for:

All 82 (64.1%)
Most 37 (28.9%)
Some 7 (5.5%)
None 2 (1.6%)

Who has the primary responsibility for teaching FLE to
students with disabilities? Check all that apply for
both mainstreamed and self-contained students.

Mainstreamed Self-contained

Regular classroom teachers 99 20
Special education teachers 39 100
Health teachers 95 36
Home economics teachers 23 6
Nurses 42 23
FLE specialists 27 14
Other 5 5

Does the FLE curriculum include those sections of
statutory law pertaining to sexual conduct and
misconduct and legal provisions relating to family

life? (Required by Board regulations III.L and
IV.B.13.)

Yes 102 (83.6%)

No 20 (16.4%)
In response to the follow-up guestion, “At which grade
level(s) is it taught?,” school divisions gave a variety of

responses. Most divisions taught this content in only one or
a few grade levels, while a few divisions taught it in all
grades, K-12. Typically, the content was taught in the
middle and high school grades, and the most frequently
mentioned grades were 9 and 10.

12
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Findinags Related to Administrative and Legal Reguirements

The following are the survey questions related to administrative
and legal requirements and summaries of responses provided by
school divisions.

33.

34.

35.

36.

What procedures must be followed by an agency to
obtain approval to distribute family 1life education
materials in your schools? (The Department of
Education’s stated policy was that such FLE materials
should not be distributed without the approval of the
local superintendent.)

School divisions had a variety of responses to this item.
Some vested authority to approve in one person or group and
others required approval by as many as three persons oOr
groups. The approving authorities for school divisions are
listed below in order of frequency mentioned.

School board 48
Central office administrator 26
vVarious committees 23
Superintendent 21
CIT 20
FLE specialist/supervisor 12
Principal 4

Four divisions indicated that they do not permit the
distribution of FLE materials in the schools by outside
agencies.

Were all printed FLE curricula materials available for
parents to review at each school in your division
before the 1991-92 school year? {Required by Board
regulations IIIXI.K and IV.B.1ll.)

Yes 123 (96
No 4 ( 3.

If [printed FLE curricula materials were available],
where were they located?

Office 62 (48.8% of 127 divisions)
Library 83 (65.4% of 127 divisions)
Other 46 (36.2% of 127 divisions)

The percentages add to more than 100 because some schools
kept copies of the materials in more than one location.

Were descriptions of all audio-visual FLE materials
available for parents to review before and during the




1991-92 school year? (Required by section 22.1-207.2
of the Code of Virginia.)

Yes 109 (89.3%)
No 13 (10.7%)

37. If [audio-visual FLE materials were available], where
were they located?

Office 47 (38.5% of 122 divisions)
Library 75 (61.5% of 122 divisions)
Other 32 (26.2% of 122 divisions)

The percentages add to more than 100 because some schools
kept copies of the materials in more than one location.

38. Were all audio-visual materials made avallable to
parents upon request? (Required by section 22.1-207.2
of the Code of Virginia.)

Yes 107 (95.
No 5 ( 4

39. Of the following 14 FLE instructional topics, check
the four which receive the greatest emphasis in your
division’s FLE program. (Note: The topic sequence
has been rearranged to present them in order of
frequency.)

Decision making . 83
Abstinence 78
Self esteernr 75
STDs/AIDS 62
Human reproduction 55
Substance abuse 53
Respect for ot'ers 52
Child abuse 18
Parenting skills . 11
Stress management 10
Contraception 9
Sexual assault/rape 4
Violence prevention 3
Homosexuality 0

Findings Related tc Lecal Policies/Procedures

The following are the survey questions related to local
policies/procedures and summaries of responses provided by school
divisions.
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40.

41.

Has your division developed either a mission
statement, program goals, or program objectives for
your FLE program?

Mission statement 41 (34.2% of 120 divisions)

Program goals 77 (64.2% of 120 divisions)
Program objectives 64 (53.3% of 120 divisions)

What division-wide strategies did you enploy in 1991-
92 to involve parents in the FLE instruction of their
children? What changes in strategies are planned f£for
1992-937

School divisions provided narrative responses to these
questions and their responses were analyzed and classified
into one or more of the following:

L 4 Letter to parents other than mandatory notification.
Invitation to parents to come to school for a meeting,
program preview, class observation, etc.

L 4 Send information, e.g., objectives and newsletters to
parents.

¢ Parent-child interactive activities sent to
parents.

+ None (either nothing beyond what 1s mandated or
indeterminable) .

One hundred school divisions provided interpretable responses
to the first question, regarding division-wide strategies
employed in 1991-92. About one-third of the 100 school
divisions indicated th