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ABSTRACT

The aut“ors consider the special education reseaich
studies conducted for “nhe Special Education Department of tae Dalias
Tndependent School District. The Dallas evaluation modei utilized a
podification of the CIPP model which delineated rour kinds or
evaluation information: context (which describes the state of the
world before intervention), irput (which describes the interveation
strat~gies), process (which describes the igplemeptation of
strategies), and product (which describes the impact ot
intervention). Forty-seven research studies coenducted over an d yearl
interval addressed research questions falling into seven categories:
context/needs, student description, model description, tuactional
quality, model effects, people reaction, and cost. Sir major topica.i
areas were covered by research and evaluation efrorts--mainstrean
programing 1972-1977, Child Find Project 1975-1980, early
intervention 1975-1981, individualized education program (IL¥)
implementation 1972-1978, progranming for epotionalliy disturped
children 1978-1981, and standardized testing 1976-1977 ana 158u-1931.
Some study outcomes were that more than half the 1EPs sarpled did pot
include arnnual goals in concert with short term objectives and test
rerformarce by special students was low. (SB)
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Eight Years of Special Education Evaluation in 2
Large Urban School District?

A major develcopment 1n 3service provision for handicapped people was
federal legislation emoodied in Public Law 934-~142. Thus law, =2nacted 1n
November 1975, mandated “free public education” for all nhandicapped
students between the ages of tnree and twenty-one years. P. L. 94-142
specifles that an Individualized Educational Program (IEP) must be
jointly developed by the regular and spec1il =ducacion teachers, support
personnel, and parents for each child stating an analysis of the child's
present acnlevement level, a listing of both short range and annual
goals, and 1dentification OI specific services that will be provided, and
an  indication Of the extent to whicn the ~hill will e aple to
participate 1n regular school programs. Finally, P. L. 24-142 has
maninted tnat handicapped students be placed 1n the least restrictive
anvironment {Congress 39, 1977).

While D. L. J4-142 nas been a revolution in services for nandicapped
~mildren, 1t nas also provided 1mpetus  £or renewed and intensified
regearon and  2valaation  1n special 2ducation progams. The Burzau of
Elucation for <ne Handicapped 1n the former U. S. Office >f Educaticn
~omnissoone. several criteril study papers and panels o develop methods
to assist states 1n implementing the major provisions of Pablic Law
J4-142. Tis wventure constituted 1 major =ffort  toward ";ccmmtanle

implementation of P. L. 24-142 and included levelopment  Oof  Criterii for

Ipesearcn reported herein could not nave neen compl 2ted wrthout tne 2x-
-~ellent cocperation ind assistance >f the ajministrators and profes-
sional staff :n rhe Dallas Independent Scnool District, especially that
provided py Dr. Allen R. Sullivan, Studen*t Services and Dr. Ruth M. Tarner,
Exceptivnal Childran ani Youth Services.
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lmpiemenclng  tne [EP provision (Stephens and Macy, 1978), tne Least
Testrictive environment provision (Alora, 1378), Jue process procedures
(Budoff, 1373), and protection :in evaluation procedures (Page, 1978).
Otner workers have Jescribed many of the salient 1ssues 1lnvolved 1n
svaluating lmplementation of P. L. 94-142 (Altschuld and Downhower, L128C:
unst, 1979; lJones, Gottli=2p, Guskin, and Yoshida, 1973; Mapner and
Barbrock, 1979!.

A major provision of P. L. 24-142 13 tne least restrictive
Lnvironment concept ~hich 12 more generally the notion of malnst: inlng.
Research regardin the efficacy of special class placement versus
TA1NStream experience nas been mixed. whllie many writers beliesved that
self-contained, ctraditional <lassrooms wer=  the mOSt  Ipprooriite
placement for _xceptional children ‘Warner, Thrapp, 3nd Walsn, 1973},
otner studles reportei that mainstream:ing nal a positive efiact on the
special child's attitude toward sonool, perceptions of self, and ability
O  1nitlate Interpersomnal  contacts (Meyerowitz,  1367;  Buidcff and
Gottliep, 1[Y74; Rapi=r, Adelson, darey, and Croke, 1972; Meoy and Carcer,
1379).

A reviea 0% literarure revealed very Iow reports Of studias owhioh
evaluated *the quality =»f IEPs. Project IEP, sponsored by <ne former
Bureau of Education for the Handicap, 1nvolved 3 needs assessment Stuly
on IEPs 1n four states and attempted to document tne diverse perceptlons
>f parents, t23acners, and other  schond personnel onIern ey 1FT
requlraments Or P. L. 34-142 "Ponney, Morrissey, Safer, 1977 Saagsteutor,

Morrissey, 3afer, 1377 Lewls, Morrissey, xfor, 10770 Mortorn, Mvorrissey,

3afer, 1277). Anderwn, Barmer, and tarsen (L77) found 1oy s aiy
(EPs 1w santa Rarpara, Zallfornil tnat o SpmifiTant Ol riat. 0 w1s

fr=quently missing Ifrom IFEP Incuaments, and amprovement i e tochn tal

quality »f instructinal  obectives was neededs Similar A ~ooT

h 2
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found also ov an evalaation Of IEPs conducted 1n the Dallas Tndependent
Scnool District (Reisman and Macy, 1978).

Computer 3pplications have been cited 1n the literaturs as A way o
cambat rne 1nformation explosion caused by IEPs (Lehrer and Daixer,
1978), and many public school districts nave constructed computer
1nformazion systems as an 3ald tO management. Fo. exampls, 1n the [Dallas
school district 3 computeriz 1nformacion system proviies the
information necessary for state and federal special aducation reports,
assists administrators 1n the formation of class rosters chrougnout tne
scaool year, provides 1nformation about special scudents recelving
transportation, and assists 10 projecting enrollments for resource
allocations (Reisman, Holt, Kocsiz, Macy, 1980).

Accountability of special education programs, in rerms of the

atilizacion of tax dollars, has been amprasizel 10 recent research

recorts (Mittenthal, 1976; 3Burgess, Nelson, wallhcuse, 1974). Examples
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nave 1ncluded a utiliza-ion review, lefined oy Fowler (1377
technigque 1n  2valuating treatment and cost affectiveness, nd the
Reham1litarion Resear-h and Trainming Center in Mental Retariation U tae
Universi=s ot Oregon nas studied *te COStsS 5f cperating  Communlty

rasidential fatilities tarsugn levelopment Sf 3 fiscal reportio s/stem

—

(3 Connor and Morris. 19738).

mesearch 1a the evalaation °f vocational programs for man i1 capped
people nas made substantial  oontripution 25 well. The oHutoomes  DOf
ocAa- 1onal aducanion wer?  Joadiel oan Ohio Stats nyvers.t '3 Namional
Cenrar for Researcn in Yacational Blucatlco (tarzy, &0Y an: oo one

Y . It . . ™ * T
a e ot Dnivers.ty L Kibateona

n Rese

T

RPeg.onal Rehanilitatl r-h nstitd

W

v

(H1lls, L373). Otner W~orkars hav= legigued an wlmitstrasor s’ mManal oo

W ey o e .
TSttt ion i N

[}

asslst  personnel  1n laproving e Tiality ¢
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supportive services to students enrolled 1n vocational education programs

\Wentling and Aloright, 1978).

Studies 1n tne application Of researcn metnods 10 “he special
2ducation student population have included discrepancy =valuation
{(Yavorsky, 197¢6), decision analysis (Saar, 1980), and applications of a
program analysis system (Flynn and Heal, 1980:; Demaine, Silverstein and
Mayeda, 1980; Sproger, 1980). The team approach to the evaluation of
special educat:on students was suggested by Maher (1980}, and Smith
11980) recommended a participant-observation -echnique.

Researchers have studied also test scale applications with special
2ducazion students (Antonak, 1980; Gottlieb and Corman, 1975:; Mealor and
Richmond, 1980), and otnhers nave considered applications of paseline
lesigns (Murphy and 3ryan, 1979: Crawford, McManon, Conklin, Gioridano,
Alexander, and Kadyszewski, 1280) and goal attainment scaling (Carr,
1379: Sonnad, 1980). Gaylori-Ross (1973) discussed =colagical theory 1n
tne context of special education research, and Joiner (1979) reported
orocedurss f£or using cartography 1n the 2valuation >f special education
programs.

Studies »f =2arly 1ntervention £or nhandizapped chiliren nave 1nvolved
development of language <raining models (Bricksr ani Carlson, 1280) and
measurament.  2f preschoolers with norm referenced and criterion based
measur=a2s  (Mac Turk and Neisworth, 1978). An 1intervention =2fficiency
index was proposed by Bagnato and Neisworth (1280) as a mecnod  of
measaring ~hall progress and procram iorpact, ani others have consilerad
rre speclil methadological problems assocrated witn rasearch Wit verys

yoang wandicapoed cniliren (Simeonsson and Wergert <, 13735,

It
fa)
v
iy

Many  iarze ity punilz oschool  systems  nave indertaken

exz2nsive fiz2li-oased studiws Hf speciai ~lucation coodarams noan ofD ook




t imsrioD LNNOVATIVE  striategles, lIprove  program 2fr1oyenyy, and
Jemonstrite iccountaple management practices. [n San Antlnlo, tne 3cnool
j1stri-+'s reseazon lepartment worked sointly w~ith 3 regional ~lucanional
service -entar to conduct a rhrae-year study of tnhe special »iucation
program, and oplans <called for continued a2valuation 2f the special
educaticn  program i terms  of categorical oomponents (3an  Antonlo
Tndependent Scnool Distract, 1376} . Long-range planning 10 the

verropolitan Paolic  Schools of  Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee

1
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12d systematic evaluation Of programs for exceptional cniliren and

2

iavelopment »>f a  computerized 1nformation  system for *tne special
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m (Metropclitan Nasnville-Davidson County Public Schools,

Special  =23iucation evaluatlon conducted 1 tne San Juaa mified

Senool Distrist 1a Tal:ifornla consilerad seven toplcal arsas for stady:

1dent1f1cazion and  placement,  service  provision,  least  Iestriotive
placement, per formance, parant and professiori. sarisfaction,

arofessicnal jevelopment, and pragram management {(Enell, 177 . Dati

oollection wneluded studen measures of attiltade i y~adem::

lad

3 miavament, toacner sarveys and parent JUestldonnilres, ant dninistatlye
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SEGANTIZATIONAL STRUCTURE PR RESEARCH

mJalias Inde Sercaol District Research and Evaluation
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Me  mnllas  ndependent  SChool  Dustrier (ISD), Jallas, Jexas,
snoomoasse3 371 sguare wmiles and Lncludes 135 alamentar, 3700003, 00
T1ldle soenon.s, 2L sentor i sTnuels oand O Magnet aLge 3 e
©strmr e oan Soeritlon o lger oropore v B300 v liionoandoemidos
approx.amat=ly 4,000 peoplz s ceachers, aimlnistran2rs, 1t las,
secrerariss  arvl  sther  support  personnel. e sranll o pemnlation s

O

[MC aporoximately 4% Black, 30% wWhite, and 21% Mexican-Anericou.
.
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Me omacLr Luarpaeses of tne Department of Researon and Dvialuation

{R&E) are =D orovige aseful information to Dallas ISD decision makers and
%D serve as AN AcCountarility agent. The grocess raquir=s Iooperative
acticn Dy lecis_on makers .12, curriculum developers, teacners,  and

administrarors, and evaluiacors. ™e {ecision maxker's role

Y

13 o welgh
tne evidence provided by tne evaluator and to render judgment apout «hat
course foaltlion o take when confronting a3y partilcular  situation.
Because <ne dec:islon maker Jenerilly has nelther the time ror technical
skiil necessary to jataer and to analyze the Objective iati £O make
:nformed lecisions, tne evaluatcr provides such information concerning
*ne reason  actlin mustT De  taken and alternative strategies thalt  3are
spen.  Thus, 1t 15 2ssential +that the 2valuator know enough aoout the
leclsion maxing process and the 1nformation used 1 r2acning A Juven
jecision, %o 1dentify e scientifizally sound and useful 1nformation
needed <5 reach in objective lecis:

In 1mplementing dJata ollection and analysis activites, evaluators
share an ooligation with educators. They must provide informaticn wnicn
1s wval:l ani o>bjective. Cbjectivity requir2s that they e free o
tiencizy and 1avestiiate tne viewpolnts of a given decis.on naker’s
zlients, onstituents, 3and  oSrner interested parties, Evalaarars nhave
faur oroad ocoligations in tne  2valulatlon  process: Ya) To o InTus on

avaluacive information r> be provilded:; (b)) to collect, ~r3anicze, and

e - 1 - { =) E 3 - emy i e a3
anal,z> tnat nformation:; {(2) 1o adminlster 2wallntiz/e acTivitiest Aard
3y = orowtrlde relavant evaiocat.ve f2edback o leciziin maxaeras an all

T Dmllas eualaacion okl s praimarily oy omaditioa .o oo 0 ThiR
N N - - o . F2s oy - b 1. - + v
oL el aivacarsi o Starflepeam (L w3). The JIPP o maxiel melitiogtel 72
<inds Do o=vallation 1niormat: ne IONE XL SRS Tree 3Tt g :
il
O
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JOr L4 oetore Lororvenclan,  1nput descrides e int2rventilon  STrAtagles,
orocess lescries Tne implementation 5t straregilas, anl praduct descripes

iarervent:sn.  he Dallas application >f the JIPP nodel
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ampnasizas Context, Srocess. and product larta.
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Special Educazion Researcn and Evaluation

The District's special education program 13 sSta

&l

P

oi py abonc 300
-sachers, 150 aides, 130 appraisal team persornel, and 10 central office
administrators.  Lnstructional arrangements for the 9,000~-11,000 students
serverd annually range from total self-zontained placement 1o 3 Sommunl by
~enter to 1rinerant 1nstruction for students =2nrolled full-time 10 the
Dissrict's ragqular =ducation progran.

In 1272 special =ducation mDanagament perceived a necd for orogram

resesron and 2valuation (R&E), and part of tne District afforw today
At oersonnel wno wors fall-time conlucting speclal -adlCation

researcn. Special  =ducation RkE s ontained wilshln the D13nrict's

Tepartment Of Fesearcn anld Tyaluatisn, ~hich 15 AN AUtoromous LNt Ylthin

Tne  O1serilc 1iminlstrat e structire, tnerspy permitiin Tor2
L leperdent  raseirsn tnan 15 Dernaps possitla o1n Stner seniitas. A5
llgtrates 1no e simplifiad flow cnart pioted o FlILCe L, eTial

ciecaniin, i 5 cryantiel andependentiy D T apeds: aloamioe
wdminrstrat e SLIAITAC.

Arn sl researcn priorities  are sstaclistead nrongs o T oneraroae
r xens  tetaeon R&E persornel and osoeciil o 2 bwaty o Snadenent.
Trl_r.t.ea 1.0 T23ear coLlles are ef Tormiaol 1T The e nmel oo
sarly il DN reser I 1erSTLION 13 a2 tIe aetal L IT s 7 D
S e ARSI A EE royiement oL Fa ERE R O G O S
sropzrasively ot Tre Dohrnalition ot reseal s questions Lo A :
Ll e AR Wl Tl CR30LT Ce3 . TESPOnS T3 soenlidly cniiont S G e
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Some studies evolve from past results, while

ue ©o new government regulations. In both instances,

e to provide accountability.

TOPICAL AREAS FOR S' DY

Fijure 2 1llustrates tre progression and Jevelopment of special
—dication PAE projects  over i nlne-y ar tnterval. The District
implemerted tne Texas Comprenensive Special Ed. ~ation Program (Plan A) on
1 D1l>c basis 1n 1972, Plan A was an individualized, mainstream program
+5r =ne nandicapoed. The evaluation of the pilot mainstre ming program
~-ntinued througn 1975, when it was implemented across the District. In
many w~ays, Plan A proviled the 1mpetus for development of special
sicanion PAE witnin mae District.

T., 1374 rne evaluaticn of Project HELP, a three-year study to
eve,op  3Creening  procedires for potential learning problems, was
.mitlared 1n ocooperation with the District's community medical aidvisory

TOmmLLTY . ™e special education computer 3data base, maintained by

53]

1nd Project {(a program designed to locate unserved nandicapped
-n; liren; and Protect KIDS (a program for nandicapped infants and thelr
families). In 1376 the Achie -ment/Attitude Testing Study was
ndertasen, and 2 context evaluation of the special education progran ~as
tnisiated.

n 1377 tne impact of P. L. 94-142 was beginning to e lelt and +as
raflectad 1n the evaluation of IEP 1mplementation. Also in 1977, 1

sresrar,oa1l onrrol  study was  implemented o develop new  rseart

ternadol gy £ roapplication 1n product 2valuation of Project <1080 Y

-~
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study attempted 1O procure quasi control group measurements for

nandicapped 1nfants and toddlers.

During 1978 four more studles were conducted. These 1ncluded the
evaluation of Project SEED ({a program for emotionally listurbed
children), special programming for the severely/profoundly handicapped
(SPH), Project KIDS Outreach, and the Miltiple Careers Magnet Center (a
part-time magnet school designed for career training). A screening
project tc 1dentify hyperkinetic children was conducred in 1979-1980.

Four new projects are being evaluated currently during the 1980-1981

year. These 1nclude a longitudinal evaluation of handicapped infants, a
study on special education student participation 1n District-wide
standardized testing, an evaluation of the crisis—teacher program, and a

program review Of selacted elements of D. L. 94-142.

ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The foregoing considered special education research studles in terms
of special projects and topical areas of investigation, but another
jimension 1s the xind of information solicited 1n  these studies.
Classifi-ation and tabulation of research duestions proviied another
means of studying the focus and nature of special education research.

A total of 39 studies were completed 1n the 8-year 1interval from
1972-1973 through 1979-1980, and an additional eight studles were
in1tiated in 1980-1981, making a grand total of 47 studies from 1972-1973
through tne current year, 1980-1981. These 47 studies addressed a total
mportant

5f 398 research dquestions, and these Jquestions provi ied

descriptive 1nformation apout the rese3srcn conducted.

ERIC
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Reseiren

ex-lusive cCategories

InSUrmatlon Jluen Sriority

oy
tategories and 1 ori2f explanacion follow:

Jategory

1) Context, Neels

-5

Student Oescription

3) Model Descriprion

4) Functional Quality

ERIC
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ser2 classifiad intd one Sf  seven mutually

order t3 Janderstand better tne kind of

jecis1ion makars 1n the District. The seven

Exrlaration

Questions pertalning to context evaluation

3r needs  assessment  study; soliciting

infomat:on 1n anticipation 2f some possible

change. ESxample: What were the atrzitudes
aspressed by faculty 1n schools scheduled

for Plan A 1mpl-omentation?
Questisns providing descriptions of students

served 1n 3 glven pragram. Example:  What

were tne age, 3ex, race, and handicaps of

st~.dents served 1n Praject KIDS?

Qrestions providing  descriptions of  the
processes and poocedur2s inherent 1n 31 given
mxiel o2r program, soliciting information

pertalning tn process 2valuation. Exampl=:

D3 the structure »f elucational plans meet

program speclfications?

Questions soliciting a value Jjudgment Jpon
the quality ot model or DrOgram
Impiementation. Fxample: Were “ne

Instructionai sbhrectives  of >iucational

plans appropriate 1n ralation o student

pesfiles?

- —

12
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57 Mxiel ZLieCts Questions about the effectl/eness HL a molel
or program 1n terms Of progress madz DY the
rarget population. Example: How 1id tne
achievement and attitude of resource roam
students compare to the control?

5) Peoole Reaction Questions soliciting information about the
reaction of people {participants, staff, or
other personnel) to the model or program.
Example: How did Qutreach <ite participants

view the technical assistarce provided?

7) Cost Questions soliciting cost data of any type
regarding any facet of modlel or program
1mplementation. Exampla: What were rthe
~osts associated with data base operationc?

maple ' reports results of tne classification and tabulation »>f 398

research questlions. [However, one considration 1s 1n orier prior to
interoreting the data reported 1n Table 1. One nmust note that *the
~lassification of selected research questions 1involved a fair degree Of
arbitrary Jjudcaent on the part of the authors, and others c¢ouid have
opted concelvaply to have slassified selected questions intd  an
alterrative catergory. The Context/Needs and Functional Quality
categories included several juestions whose classification may have heen
moot: .

A second consideraricon regarding the data raported 1n Taple ]
necessarily involves the tabulation of 7questions. Por example, should
the question, what were the gains 1n reading and math of project
children, have been tabulatad as one Or two Jquestions? e decislon was

to ~ount Such a1 questlon as  two  Jquestlons,  S1nce 1t included  two
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Taluilation of Research Questions Across Nine

Pable

I

Years

Focus of

Quest ions

Context  Student Mxlel FPunctional Mxlel People Total Number of

Year Newis Description Descript ion rrality Btfects Reaction  Cost Questions Stulies
197273 2 0 1 8] ! 2 Q 6 L
187374 5 4 1 4 4 2 0 34 1
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dependent  variaples. This 1ogic appli=d basically =5 il JQuestions
except for tnose 1n tne Student Description category. In the latter
Zase, 3 single guestion 1ncluding several descriptive  ©arls 128 Wes
rapulated only once. The underlylng rationale w~as that sucn !2scriptive
variables represented only minimal data collection effors, and d1d not
warrant .ne welghting of Jiven variables represented Dy the other
categories. However, the tapbulation _IL research questions was tedious,
and several guestions were tabulated necessarily in a sOmewnat arbitrary,
rhougn not capricilous, manner.

Inspection of Table 1 reveals a number of 1nteresting findings.
Perhaps the most significant finding was that only 20.6% 2f the questions

dealt with model effects. This conirasts sharply with most educational

researcn and evaluation 1n #hich product evaluation fraquently receives

major =mpiasis. In fact, educational rasearzh ani evalaation Jas been

criticized f£or 1ts overemphasls On  prouuwct  2valuation ftNarters A

Jones, 1973), and this ovesempnasis had led to the poor utilizarion ot

evaluation studies discussed by many writers (Alkin, Daillak, and White,

re

1979). Other writers have noted tne predominance of pracess a2valuation
1n the evaluation of mental nealtn servizes (Stevenson and Longabaugh,
1980 Ma-cnrzakx and Windle, 13980), and this pattarn may e Tharacteristic
of researcn and evaluation conducted 1n special education is well. The
data show that about one—fourth (24.4%) of the questions 1nalyzel lealt
with model descrition or process evaluation kinds of information.

A second significant finding fror Table L w~as that only 2.0% of the
questinons sclicited cost information. This intu.  vely seems inadequate,

and one mignt expect *the proportion of cost-related questions L0 increase

1n the years to come. The small opserved incldence of Sost Juestlons may
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save been iue to tnadequate technical expertise of evaiuators and to the
ommiortaple economls conditions of pravious vyears.

Perhaps the third strixing discovery from Table 1 was the fairly
even balance among the categories. All the categories, excepting cost,
represented at least about 10% of the questions, and no single category
included more than 25% of the questions. This suggested that District
Jecision-makers Jave priority to a well-balanced ramge of information

needs 1n researching the special education program.

MAJOR AREAS OF INVESTIGATICN

The remainder of this paper reports on research and evialuation
2fforts 1n sS1X major topical areas: mainctream programming, child find,
early 1ntervention, IEP implementation, programming for emotionally
f1starved children, and standardized testing. The District c<ommltted
major resources toward research in these areas, and it was thought that

these areas were alsc of high 1nterest tc a wide audience Of

professionals i1nvolved 1n special education.

Mainstream Programming 1272-1977

In 1968, the Texas Education Agency conducted a two—year study of
tne existing special aducation program in the State, and nationally
recognized consultants racommenoed major changes in the Texas service
jalivery modei. Provisions for a new state plan for spec:ial education
wire spelled out by Texas Senate Bill 230, which created the
Comprenensive Special Education Program for Exceptionali Children, xnown
as Plan A. 1In effect, Plan A created a malnstream 1ndiviiualized program
£or  handicapped cnildren. The new plan had several critical
distinguishing characteristics when compar2d to the former plan

(desi1jnated Plan B). -
i~ &
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Plan B Plan A

(1) PFunds were allocated on the (1) Funas were allocated accoriing
pasis of minimum numoers of to the average daily atten-
1dentified handicapped students. dance of all children 1n the

school district.

(2) Students were grouped according (2) students were grouped accord-

to handicap label regardless 1ng to educationel needs.
of the degree of severity of )
the handicap.

(3) Eligible stidents were 6-18 (3) Eligible students were 3-71
years of age and learning years of age and learning dis-
disabled students were not abled students were 1ncluded.
1ncluded.

(4) The special education teacher (4) A wide variety of instruc-
served a single role; the teacher tional arrangements were pro-
of a special education class and vided, and the role of the
handicapped students spent theilr special educator varied
day 1n a special class. widely according to the needs

of a particular schocl and 1ts
students.

(5) No support personnel for ap- (5) Educational diagnosticians,
praisal were funded. Appralsal psychologists, counselors and
was rarely the result of a team visiting teachers were tunded.
effort.

(6) The product of the appraisal (6) The product of the appraisal
was a diagnostic label which was an educational plan of
establisned eligibility action which indicated class-

room goals and objectives, and
was periodically reviewed and

updated.

=




Js1gn.  The longltudinal study of Plan A 1mplementation :in the
Dailas ISD was organized 1nto s1x phases Jeucribing management and
2valiation phencmena over a flve-year period. Phese I descrived pilot
Plan A 1nitiation 1n one high school cluster from September 1972 through
December 1972. Phase II Jescribed the revised pilot Plan A 1n the same
nigh school cluster and extended from January 1973 through August 1973.
Phase [II Jealt with the continuation and expansion of the pilot Pla~ A |

from September 1973 through June 1974. Phase IV was a continuation of

wne Pirlot Plan A at the expansion level reached during Phase III, which
included two high school clusters. The District-wide expansion of Plan
A, which took place 1n the 1975-1976 school year, constituted Phase V,
ard Phase VI repraesented +the continuation of District-wide expansion 1n
the 1976-1977 school year.

The following provides a summary of these prases and acoompanying
timne peri1:2ds:

Phase I  Pilot Plan A Initiation September 1972 - December 1972

Phase II Revision of Pilot Plan A January 1973 - August (373

Phase III Expansion of Plan A Pilot 1973-1974 school vear

Phase IV oncinuation >f Plan A 1974~1375 scnool year
Pilot

Phase V  District-Wide Plan A 1975-1976 school year

Phase VI District-wide Plan A 1976-1977 school year
Continuation

Data were collected to evaluate Phase I and II ny 1nformal classroom
Yv1s1ts, 2pservations, and swrvey gquestlonnaires to teachers, varents, v

multidisciplimary appraisal teams (home-school zoordinatars, =Jucat!onat

d1agnosticians, counselors, ant assoclate peychoi>gists).  [aring Phase
‘)
e
|
|
O
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II =valuation ictlvity was more intensive, 1ncluding the implementatlsn

r

»f the Plan A record kKeeping system, r~ew Of educatisnal plans for
completeness, and 1nltlal 1nvestigation of student progress o terms of
instructional opjectives.

The Phase IV evaluation refiected a reduction 1n tne extent of
process 1nformation collécted, and there was a greater 2mpnasis on
evaluation >f student rogress. Since teacher reports of student
progress 1n 1lnstructional objectives proved to be a relatively poor
measure, the Peapody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT) was selacted as a
measure of progress. Also, during this time period, Jetailed evaluations
were conducted comparing Plan A students tO non-learning 11sapled
students and to control groups within the Plan B program.

e Phase V evaluaticn made use of two major activities. These were
mi1i-year suarveys of Plan A staff and regular classroom teachers and a
fall and end-of-year survey of educational plan locuments. Phase VI
avaluaation included a staff development needs assessment Jquestidnnalre
and a surwvey of Project KIDS parents.

utcomes. At the conclusion of Phase I, 1t was evident <nat Plan A
mad encounterzd major 1mplementation  iifficulties. THe pradominant
1mplementatlcn problems wers the absence of clearly -defined specationat
policies and procedures, a tremendous backlog 1n *he levelopment of
educational plans, and delays 1n the procurement oOf instructional
materials. Few written educational plans actually ex.sted ind there were
axcessive time-lags between staffings and generation >f plans.

At tne close of Phase II, professional reports showerl “hat ibout o0

.

rne 531 Plan A students reviewed hal made some progress.  Only

5
rt,

DelZen

2

apout 23 percent showed little >r no 1impr-./ement (reports w~ere mi3s51ng

for 17 wvercent). In most cases, Plan A teachers were +She primary

O
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rzporting  sources.  and  tne reported areas oOf  improvement 1ncladed
academic araas, socilal pehavior, perceptual skills, and others.

Parant responses wer:  2xtremely encouraging. Of the 4 sampled
parents, 73 percent said +that their child received a Jreat deal oOf
individaal attention, and no parent said that their child received little
individual attention. Academic progress of cnlldren was reported to have
been even greater than expected by 70 percent Of the parents. 3ccording
to 64 percent, Plan A staff had provideua explanations which helped
marents to understand their child's learning problem to a Jreat dearee.

During Phase III, Plan A teacher reports indicated that resource
room students had attained or were progressing toward 1,358 of total
1,461 objecrives specified 1n all the educational plans. This was an
overall Aattailnment/progress rate Ot 93 percent. Most teachers ased
opservation, teacher-malde tests, workbook testé, and standardized *xwosts
to assess progress. However, one Ciutlon 1n lnterpreting these data w~as
tnat teachers possessed 1 wlde range of objectivewwriting skills. niy
35 percent of parents, as zompared to 64 percent in the pravious year
indlated tnat Plan A staff had proviied e=xplanations and 1nformation
WL zh helped parents to wdersctand their chill's leamming problem.

Prase IV student progress was measured using the Peabody Tndivi lual
Assessment. Test (PlAT). Analysis of PIAT scores consisted >f repeated
neasure ANOVA to test for the statisticzal significance of observed
cnanges from the prarest to posttest and then the conversion HL raw soor2
averages to grale aquilvalent norms. FResults showed “hat Plan A students
in all groupings {(3ender and 2tnnicity) male significant pra-post Jains
in all PIAT subtes+ts. In most cases, <he loprovement was somif.rant i
less tnan the 0L level. Most student seores showed anous  one—montia

yrade equivalent gzain for one-month lnstructional time.
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larger gJains than expectad.  In A few  lases, e PemeDiet o dnao e
tmpressive.  For  example. mals Plan A 3lao. smarerns P S

showed 31 Ja1n 1n reading recognition ilmost  five Wntis IToat T Claln
expacted. The reading recognition jain Ot temale Pl A 5liax 3t.atents
1n this cluster was even more 1mpressive, out the numoer 57 shdents
rested (N=11) was small enough ©o cast loupt - “he stantl.ny or e
observed 1ncrement.

Expansion of Plan A from 3 pilot model oo Clsmrilh=wt e
1mplementation took place in the final two pnases V oand VIV, DZvai.atito
amphaslz process 1nformation 1n Jleference to pr»iuct mmfornation, The
status OFf IEP 1mplementation was 31 Tajor ooncern Lf managerent liring
+nis -i1me. The evaluat:ion of the use >f educational P’ 1IZOments 17
the quality of instructional obrectives will ne a3t o nore et
later in tals paper.

Student progress was measure! in Phase VI o.sing Tne sm TRt S0A
population (handicapoed children from 0-30 montns o€ 32, e aor e
sompletion cate for individual ildren o Pyatett ROS 0 aas ot T

Splective per mench.  There was consllerable variacliit s g ULl

ir. —arms of completi-n rates (objectives oorplotol pero L Lo T
range 1n [ates was 0.0 +o .00 ~bjectives per TINTI Xrs s

stacistically  significant  relationship perween  --mpestlor. Die o

ed parent lnstructional time or length 5L "ing 1o one o T

W
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Th1li Find Project 1975-1280

The ili Fiad Progect ovaluaatel 2ritrtsou TR
nandlapped population, prosiiing fHllow-up of Telerr, L, L T T -




leve: yment of referrzl procedures. During the first three years of the

project, federal funding was avallable for Jevelopment of the Districts’

system. Chuld Find act.vities included a 24-hour telephone

service, a community-wide public awareness campaign, and

AM-s1te vislts to community aggncies in the service delivery network.

In addition to pasic child find activities, the project als»n field
rested a screening instrument developed by the Dallas (ounty Mental
Health Mental Retardation agency to determine 1ts applicability with SPH
cnildren.,  The project also operated two pilot developmental centers for
SPH  crildren. In addition, follow-up data were <ollected on those
stuadents who enrolled 1n the District spec:al education program.

2 1978, federal funding “erminated, and the District integratal
selected comporents of the child find project into s normal operatini
srocedurzs supported by local funds. Project staff was reduced, but the
Ti-ar  answering service, case management procedures, and referral
fzliowup achivitles were continued. Activitles conducted during previous
years of the project such as regular agency visits, house-to-house
sanvasling, and vast media dissemination were eliminated due tc funding
SITiLAt1ons.

2esign. Research was conducted in the <child find protect by
ramilating referral sources, monitoring the time span between referral
ant plecement, providing a record keeping system containing descriptive
la=a -n referrals and evaluating the success of child find activities.

wtoomes  Table ” :llustrates five-year *rends for referrals in tne

smali find project.  Parent and human service agency personnel each
azeoant sl for more than one-third of 3ll refervals received 2ach /ear.

Mllas 18D personnel accounted for an average of 14 percent o>f  *he

2ferrals.  Abcut 20 percent of the referrals rafused special placement,
Q o
FRIC 2 ;
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Table 2

(hild Find Five-Year Trends

Percent
Percent- Fraom
Number Major Referral Placed/ Targe . Percent
Referrals Sources Placement Popula- Pre—-school
Year Received (Percer *) Intervals tiond (Age)
1975-76 106 Parents (41.5) 37.5 83.0 (0-2) 11.4
(Jan. to June 30) DISD { 7.5) (N=33) (N=88) (3-5) 31.8
Agencies (34.1) 6.1 wks.
1976-71
(July 1-June 30) 220 carents (25.3) 57.5 82.7 (0-2) 9
DISD (13.7) (N=130) (N=187) {3-5) 51.3
Agencies (36.3) 10 wks.
1977-7
(July 1-June 30) 160 pParents (36.9) 63.8 93,7 (0-2) 3.1
(254 includ- DISD (19.5) (N=102) {N=150) (3-5) 73.1
ing 94 MiMR Agencies (32.6) 13 wks.
referrals)
1978-79 187 parents (33.2) 43.3 90 .4 (0-2) 24.6
(July 1-Muy 30) DISD (19.8) (N=81) (N=169) (3-5) 56.2
Mencies (28.3) 14.9 wks.
1979-80
(July 1-Muy 30) Parents (29.9) 68.3
221 DISD (19.4) (N=151) 96.8 (0-2) 26.7
Agencies (24.4) 15.9 wks. (N=214) (3-5) 62.4

- \.}
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~ere 1neligiple for special education, or moved out of the District

before service 1initiation.
Table 2 also shows that over 82 percent of the referrals obtained

each yesr were from the target population of unserved, handicapped

children, with the majority of the children referred having been between
three and five years of age. The area of mental retardation (primarily
on the trainable level) accounted for the majority of the nandicapping
conditions reported each year. Project records from the first-year media
campaign showed that approximately 1,000 window posters, 15,000 broch.res
(5,000 Spanish), 6,000 door hangers, 5,000 bumper stickers, 10,000
telephone stickers, and 4,000 lapel buttons were disseminated 1n the
media campaign. Printed materials ere disseminated also throughout the

duration of the project, and there was limited use of TV, radio, and

newspaper Spots.

Survey results showed that parents mosc often cited tne printed
poster as thelr source of exposure to the child find project. The Jata
suggested that the printed poster displayed 1n public areas such as the
supermarket, laundromat, or drug store was the most effective means of
communicatlng *ne project slogan,  “Public  Schools Are  for  the
Handicapped, Too."

A house-to-nouse canvas was found to have been an ineffective means
~f locating unserved handicapped children as there were only twelve
referrals during the first two years. Presentations tO community service

agencies were very effactive as approximately 60 percent of the referents

reported agency personnel proviied the project's 24-hour -€lepnone number.
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Fleld testing rhe Developmental Evaluation Scale showed the DES nad
public school applicaticn, bur needed to be shortened, and two shortened
versions wers then feveloped. Analysis of DES scores indicated that the
short versions could be used as a sCreening instrument.

Follow-up 1nterviews with speclal education teachers who recelved
child find referrals found that attendance and peer-interiction of
children located oy child find were comparable to other speclal eaucation
students. Most students were said to be progressing, and most teachers
reported no special problems assQciated with referred students. There
were 13olated reports of problems due to 1nadequate physical Eac'flltles
or unique conditions of selected students. Most parents were reported to

have been supportive of che public school experience.

Early Intervention 1975-1981

Project KIDS (Kindling Individual Development Systems; 15 a District
model program for handicapped 1infants, toddlers, preschool children and
their families. The project, directed by Dr. Ruth Turner, was funded by
the Bureau for the Hucation of the Handicapped 1n the former U. S.
Dffice of sducation and 13 part cof a nationwide network of early
childhond programs  for  the handicapped. Project KIDS his served
jevelopmentally delayed and prysically handizapped onildren from 0-60
months of age, with services Jelivered through three methods: home-tased
vralning  program  for  children  from  oirtn £ 23 months »f  age,
~enter-mased i1nfant stimulation <lasses for cnildren 24 to 35 montns; and
school-pased =arl,; cnildhood class umits for chiliren 36 to 50 montns.

Project KIDS has attempted tO 1ntegrite ‘the ~n1ld's parents 1nto tne
nstructional role 14 cooperatlon w1th prolect staff, and to provide 1

continuum  Sf education fro . nome setting to A school serting  for

ey




nandicapped  children ana their  marents. The administration and
organization 2f the prolect has been Dbuilt around five components:
children, parents, staff developmant, Jemonstration/dissemination  and
avalaation.

Project KIDS Outreacs 1s a program designed tO 1ncrease the numoer
of quality programs for young handicapped children through replication of
the Project KIDS model training, demonstration, and dissemination
activities. The participants 1n the KIDS Outreach component nave
concentrated their service delivery efforts on the school-based early
=hildhood population. The support systems provided to each setting
include an  appraisal/curriculum component, staff development, parent
involvement, and a orogram evaluation component.

The ohjectives of the project apply to local, regioral, and state
ievels. The project nas conducted demonstraticn and :information sharing
activitles to 1ncrease public awareness Of the KIDS model program and of
the importance of early 1intervention. State level activities have
inciuded participation 1n the Triple T Consortium (Teaching Texas Tots),
a statewide orgamization for projects who serve handicapped 1nfants and
~addiers.

To proviie developmental profiles of the children, project staff
developed tre KIDS Inventory of Development Scale, a  323-item
developmental checklist of tasks sequenced according to chronological age
0-72 months 1n four areas: gross motor, filne motor, cognitive/language
and self-help. Zorresponding to =ach item on the checklist,
instructional guidelines, called MAPs (Minl1  Activity Plans), were

jesigned and proviied tne core curriculum in the project model.

O
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Since Project KIDS has emphasized the 1nvolvement cf parents 1n the
inscruction of young handicapped children, parents also received. training
to expand thelr rcles as major instructional agents for their children.
To aid parents 1n incceasing their teaching expertise, a competency-based
approach to a parent 1nvolvement/training program was designed.

Design. Project KIDS evaluation activities centered around the
1mplementation of an overall evaluation design in terms of context,
input, process and product evaluation. This entailed the periadic
monitoring ot  project activities within each replicated component,
assessing the extent of replication at each site, describing the
replication sites and the students served, and assessing student progress.

Product evaluation of the project not only 1included analysis of
pre-post measures of developmental progress but also development of a
theoretical control group strategy, due to the lack of subject
avallapility for control group comparison. The strategy called for an
expert panel to project test performance on the assumption of no
treatment 1ntervention and *-en the comparison of projected scores to
actual test scores.

Otner nethodology usad in  Project KIDS 1nvolved  survey
questlonnaires, on-site vislts, and personal 1nterviews. Cons1iderable

fort was committed also to development of Parenting Competency

rh

e
statements to provide a basls for training activities in the parent
camponet. of the project. A Parent Self-Appraisal Invontory was
constructed 1slng top Ppriority AQmpetency statements as items 1n the

instrument, and raported ratings of relative strength provided the basis

th

or saelection 2f training actiJitles.




utcomes . In rerms of model 1mplementation, problems <ited by
teachers frequently focused on the KIDS Inventory 1n terms of the
vagueness of wording and cri‘eria, and 1i%s restricted application 1in
certain areas and nandicapping ~onditions. However, Project teachers
generally reacted favorably to the KIDS model and cited the KIDS
Inventory as a major advantage of the model. Teachers liked the KIDS
Inventory in terms of 1ts use for determining functional levels,
measuring student progress, and developing IEPs for students.
Additionally, the direct link betwen the I[nventcrv and +ne XIDS
Jurricuium was a positive benefit cited by teachers.

Classroom  observation found that the KIDS mode]l was denerally

implemented adequacely in tne classroom, and there was emerding evidence

that the basic organization and structur2 of the KIDS model assured

acceptanle continuity 1n classroom 1mplementation Aacross teachers ard

schools. However, the parent component of the model experienced
implementation proolems, espec.ally 1n Qutreach sites.

Parents reported their perceived competence level On the Parent
Self-Appraisal Inventory (PSAI) and then selected individualized tralnirg
activitles ovased on the PSAI results. A continuum 3£  Training
activities, ramging in difficulty and format, was Jeveloped for =<ach PSAI
competency . Parents generally preferread tne 1ndividual at nome
acti/itles 1is opposed tu group meetings. Comparison o° PSAI ratings by
parents and teacners' ratings of parent competency showad ~nat parents

rated themselves at a higher 1iverage competency 12w

IDS Inventcory of
three 1astructlonal

wypically made signif.cant pre-post Jains from 3eptemcer through

4
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May. C rison of tihie average Jevelo tal age Jain (7.4 months) to
Y ~Qmpa g pmen

tne average length of 1intervention (8.0 months) for selected center-pased
children (N=26) snowed that the rate of growtn Or maturation Juring
Intervention was 93% of the normal rate. For selected school-based
children (N=1_7), the maturtion rate was 124% (9.4 months 3 7.6
months). Similar coaparisons were not made for the home-based infants
due to the large variability ir length of intervention.

The first theoretical control study sampled 17 children from Project
KIDS and four experts 1in child development and early childhocd
education. Results found that reliabilities of test scores projected by
the expert panel for both the Bayley Scales of Infant Development and the
KIDS Inventory of Development were extremely gocd, ranging from .81 to
.95. Comparison of theoretical control scores to actual Bayley test
scores showed that sampled Project KIDS cnildren (18 months and younger
at pretest) performed significantly hetter at the end of the l2-month
period than the contrcl on the Bayley motor scale but not on the Bayley
mental scale. A sufficient number of actual KIDS Inventory scores was
not avaliable for comparison to the theoreticali control scores.

A second theoretical control study sampled 50 Project KIDS children
and five expert panel mempers from the Dallas Metroplex area. Samplad
cnildren made highly significant 1mprovement 1n -developmental progress
during the 12-month pre-post observation period., and comparison of
rheoretical control scorss o actril Bayley scores showed that tne
Project KIDS children performed significantly (p + .10} better than tne
control, therepy 1ndlcatlng tnat galns were jreater than would have been
expected W~lthout proper intervention. On the 1verage, hildren gained
elgnt and one-half months »>n tne Bayley mental scale and seven ronths on

the Bayley mctor scale.
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Lidividualized Education Program (IEP) Implementation 1972-1978

Public Law 94~142 mandated that all children in special education
shall have an IEP. The two basic camponents of the IEP process consist
of the admunistrative structure for develspment, implementation, and
revelw; and the written plan stating the Individualized Bducational
Program. The Dallas ISD format of the written IEP document was changed
in 1977 to conform with P.L. 94-142 guidelines, since these forms were a
continuation of the educational plan used in the Texas Comprehensive
Special Educationn Program (Plan A), which was implemented several years
prior to P.L. 94-142. This revised IEP plan included pr-~sent levels of
educational performance, annual goals, short-term objectives, extent of
marticipation in a regular education program, and a description of all
special education and related services to be provided.

Design. Th= evaluation of the District's malnstreaming program
during the pilot operation and ultimate expansion addressed a number of
IEP related 1Ssues. During each of the six mainstreaming raases the
status of educational plans were analyzed. As detailled earlier in this
paper, metnods used for evaluaticn included c¢lassroam observations,
teacher questionnaires, reviewing educational plans for complieteness, and
investigating student progress measured oy attainment of 1astructional
ocbjectives.

The evaluation of IFEPs continued after Plan A was expanded
District—-wide. In 1978 a study surveyed a sample of IEP dJocuments for
completeness and tecnnical quality of insructional objectives. Data were
collected also with questionnaires from special educators during staff
development days. Results of tne study addressed current status of IEP
documents and identified staff Jdevelopment needs.

l)r
i)
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Qutcomes . Fducational plan Jdocuments generally reflected good
1nstructional expertise 1n the second y=ar of Plan A implementation
(1973), but tne writing of 1nstructioral JSbjectives was an area in need
of 1mprovement. A later Plan A evaluation study found that plan
documents were Jenerally complete in terms »f required information but
that the writing of 1nstructional oObjectives continued to need
1mprovement .

In 1978, results showed that IEP documents written by special
education teachers gJenerally met P.L. 94-142 guidelines, but a major
deficiency was that more than one-half the sampled IEPs did not 1nclude
annual goals 1n concert with short-term cbjectives. In addition, the
1nstructional objectivas were technically complete in 33 percent of
IEPs. However, these two criteria were complete 1n almost 100 percent of
I[EPs developed by speech pathologists.

The study also revealed an interesting discrepancy between IEP
expertise as reported by special education teachers and as evijenced 1n
sampled IFP documents. About 93 percent of the staff reported
anderstanding the distinction between annual gJgoals and snort-term
sbjectives, but only 42 percent of sampled teachers specified both Joals
and opjectives 1n the IEP documents. Both teachers and special educaticn
coordinators  clted ) difficulty 1n specifying mastery Jdates for
instructional objectives, and 60 percent of sampled IEPs contained
mastery dates. These results seemed tO reflect the complax 1ssues
involved in IEP development in that staff Jdevelopment training might not
always have been translated into the written IEPs.

Evaluation to date has shown also rthat the curricular scope of
Instructional objectives specified in IEPs has been generally much less

camprzhensive than desired. Five thousand objectives specified for 1,502
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stadents were raviawed 1n 1978, and 1t was fournkd tnat about o0 percent Of
the Zbjectives Jealt with math and language arts. L[ess ¢ five percent
>f samplad opjectives wer2 in the arex of perceptual ‘motor s<1lls, which
indicated an  mpalarnce 1n the curricular ~ontent for  handicapped
students, especially since tne motor Jdomain 1s typically 3 deficient area

for many handicapped children.

Programming for Emotionally Disturbed Children 1978-1981

Project SEED (Structured Environment for tne Emotionally Disturoed)
15 31 District model program for emotionally disturbed students. The
program 13 dJesljned tO Or-anize the 1nstructional ecology for more
severely 1isturbed students sough the provision of carefully sequenced
exporlences.  The focus of tne sequence w~as the provision of carefully
1dent1f:ed increments of learning orovided within thr2e structured levels
which were +5 allow the severely listurped student £o be accommodated 1in
ncreasingly  less  restrictive environments. The components >t the
tnree~level structured enviromment included behavior Tanagement

strategies, <curriculum lnterventions »f parental involvement,  and

-
-

rnerareutis inrervensions (Jroup and 1ndividual oounseling supoor

™e  19279-80 school year was the second year Of the program's
proposed  taree-year Jevelopmental period. Second year 1mplementation
focused on tne refinement of program comprnents arkd o0 Zontlnulng e
deiivery of services to emotionally disturbed students. Project SEED was
:mplemented 1n o schools, oSne elementary sl o2ne secondary, wher2 tne
reqular -~oncinuum oOf —urriculum and student services was proviied 1n born

regular and special education classrooms.

Design. Assessment ©f project 1lmplementatlin w3z opasad  on
specifications ietalled 1n the project grant, and other =valuation data
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ollectal guring sne 1979-80 year incluaded classroom onservat: ns  and
atrendance, benavior, and pareat :nvolvement iata from project recoris.

The Wide Range Achiasvement 7T2st w~as Jsed

it

2 gatner i meiasure  Of
educatlonal projress.

Jtcomes. Ten proplem areas were 1dentified during the first year
of program implementation. ‘These problem areas were addressed oy the
management team Juring regularly scheduled meetings throughout the
1379-80 year. Alternative actions were discussed and dJdecisions made
Joncernirg Jdaptation of project policy. These areas were: an
1dentifiaple approach to 1nstructlional programming, a systematic and
consistent counseling  program, expansion of  parent  1nvolvement,
estaplishment -f consistent criteria for student progress, completion of
ouilding modificaticn, olacement of full staff, admimistration of

standardized rests of academic achlevement and self-concept, 1Zentifiaple

N

process for malnstreaming, management—statf interaction and supervision
S>f students peyond the project's physical setting.

Jontinued  study 1n tne  second  year 1dentified  provlams  1n
\mplementing the prosect shich remalned from the first year (1378-73) 3t
ooth 31%es  altnhough  +“ne problems were of a3 lesser deqgrae 3% tae
2lementary sire. Of the ten problem areas tdentified at =ne end O
1978-723, four appear=. =0 be resolved satisfactorily, progress ~as matde
1n ~wo additional areas, and serious proplems remained 1n four  areas.
The areas of success ...cluded completion -f crisis rooms at ooth sSltes,
placement »>f appropriate staff at Doth 31tes, scheduling o»f reqular
management “eam weetings and netification to Admisslons, review  and

Dismissal (ARD) teams of *he need for awaresness r2gariing malnstr2aming

1ssues in the placement >f stulents in Project SEED.
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Imoroverent  was snown  also  1n administration ot e WRAT 5o
partilipating students at the =lementary site. Acalemic acnivvement lata
were stil: wirtually non-existent at the secondary size.  Als> it tne
2lementary sitas  school psycnologists  appeared  t> o2 providing
approprlate counseling at oonsistent 1intervals.,  Problem areas r2malning
included: [(a) lack of 1 systematic approach to provision of services to
individual students: (b) lack of objective criteria for measuring student
progress; iand (c) lack of specific guidelines for structuring environment
across levels of the program. )

Students continued to progress througn the levels of the program and
retarn  to  regular education <classrooms apparently having mastered
schonl-approoriate behavidrs. However, assessment >f *the actual
~ontributions »f program components tO this progress woulld have required
1dent1fization and 1mplementation of procedures w~hich were compatible
with program joals and opjectives, 1 —ondition net aevident irn project

1mplmentation.

Standardizedi Testing 1376-1977; 197 -31

™e IDmllas ISD System—wide  Testing Program  consists  of
narm-referenced, minimum  competency, and cricerion-referenced tests.
Included witn these 1nstructional tests are tne Texas Assessment >f Hasic
Sk11ls {TARS) whicn according to Texas El:ition Code (TEC) must De
administered to all eligible students 1n grades 3, 5, and 9. In
addition, 2all nintn grade students who 411 not meet mastery on tne
1979-80 TARS ''shall be given the opportunity to retake the issessment
1nstrument each year the assessment 1nstrument 1s adminisrtered.” {TEC
Section 16.176).

The [District's Board policy relacive 0 minimum  oompetency

raquirements 1ndicated that beginning with the graduating =lass »>f 1933,
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11 2ii131ble stadents must pass 2 functicnal literacy orirse .o
Jraauate and recelve a high school diploma. Students pass “he
litaracy —ourse by correctly answering 70% of
Rasic Objectives Assessment Test (BQAT), Level ¢ Beglining
eighth grade, the BCAT 1s administered yearly to aach student ~nC nas
achleved the passing criterion of 70%. It 1s also consistent witn
policy tnat beginning with the class of 1981, students who pass ~he BOAT
wlll recelve transcripts with such certification.

Design. The basic strategy 1n the study
student parricipation 1n the District's standardized
to metch special education enrollment rosters with testing IO
~as done with some degree of ease because »Of
applications 1n  both the special education program
standardlzed testlng program, Once the population of speclal
nad taken standardized tests was ldentlfied.
e 1ntert of this recent study 1s to 1lnvestijane
~Jnich participation by special students 1n standardized
matched previous gJuldelines and rolicies >f tne Distrizn.
rest score performance wiil be analyzed and compared 1n Terms
students ~ho were eligr»le for testing and “hose «ho wWers nor
Outcomes. The first study of speclal student particimation
standardized testing program (1976-77) 1ndicated =2 SUrprisingl -
number of District special education students (N=2,3%3; who nxd
sta~“ardized tests (Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Iowa
Ski1lls, and the Iowa Test of Educational Development), Dut NS
were speech only students and pernaps not asually =ronght o 55 tavng

ceen speclal oducation students. Nevertheless, "est  periosrmance

special students was low. Only about 1/5 =0 13 >f *he s9.dents s.7r2:

amve a chance level.
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wlws Irom wne current study (1980-81) are not yet available, but

- 8@ W11 provide input to the declsion-process underway to .evelop new

T.urlei:~

LiTes LIr 2xceptions and exemptions for students regarding

standariized testing and minimum competency reqirements. 1@ expected
oolicy outcome 1s that all District standardized testing and competency
testing w1ll be  placed  within  the decision process of  the

ppraisal,/placement team who determines special education eligibility for

any Jiven stueent.

3o
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The 1379-80 school year marked the eighth year of <Continulng
research and evaluation conducted for the Special Education Department Of
the Dallas Independent Schocl District. Research and evaluation
personnel worked very closely with special education managers throughout
the past e1ght years and the current year. and studies conducted were
responsive to managerial infarmaticn needs. Special education managers
and staff were most cooperative 1n the carrying out of studies and,
perhaps more importantly, used research and evaluation reasults 1in order
t5 1mprove the special education program.

This report considered tne special education research studles 10
terms of toplcal areas of investigation and the kinds of information
solicited 1n cthe studies. Content of thls paper dealt witn research
questions, methods, major results, and implications for decision makers
and evaluators.

A total of 39 studies were completed 1n the 8-year 1intzrval from
1972 through 1980, and an additional eight studies were 1nitiated 1n the

s

current 1980-1981 school year. Approximately 400 evaluation Juestlons
were 1nvestlgated Juring this time. Classification and tabulation Of
these questicns 1n terms of the xinds of information solicited revealed
that 21% of the questions dealt witn ;- formation about program effects,
and 24% dealt with description Of prograr. rocedures. While thers w~as a
fair balance of empnasis across s1x Cf the seven catejori2s ased o
classi1fy questions, only 2% of “he gJuestions pertain2d to any <ini 2t
cost analysis.

Six major topical Aareas were destriged in o this

o
[
[
3
B
Ui
2

include:  malnstream orogramming, chiid find, early intervention, IFP

‘1;_"
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implementation, programming for emotionally disturbed children, and
standardized testing. The Dastrict committed majljor resources toward
research 1n these areas, and 1t was thought that these areas were 31so of
nigh 1nterest +o professionals i1nvolved in special education.

The longitudinal study of mainstreaming and IEP implementation was
organized 1nto six phases describing management and evaluation phenomena
over a1 five-year period (1972-1977). As such, this was a five-year
longiradinal study of the special education department's experlences wWith
1mplementing an I[EP for special students during the pilot operation and
iltimate expansion of mainstream progamming in the Dalias ISD.

The District's child find project, spanning from 1975 to 1980,
evaluated efforts in locating the unserved, nandicapped population, while
also providing follow-up of referrals, and continuing development of
referral orocedures. hiid find activities included a 24~hour telephone
answering service, a communlty-wide paplic awareness capaign, and
on-slte v1slts O CAammunlt’ agencias in the service lelivery network.

In 1275, the District 1initiated efforts to provii. =arly
intervention for hand-capped children. Most rnotable were Project KIDS
{Kindling Individual Development Systems) ard Project KIDS Outreach.
Proect KIDS served developmentally delayed and physically handicapped
sm1ldren from 0-60 months of 3age, with services .Jelivered through three
nethods: nome-based training program for childrea from birth to 23
montns of age, center-pased 1nfant stimulation classes for chiliren 24 to
o5 montns: and scnocl-pased early childhood class units for children 3o
~o o0 monens. The =evasaation >t Project KIDS sougnt  to  provide
levelopmental profiies >f +ne children, monitor projert  activities,
design -, .3 guides for the parents, and  evaluates  program

atfactivoness.

[
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A pragram for the emotionally distirbed, Project SEED Structured
Environment for tne Bmoticnally Disturbed), was 1implemented 1n 1978.
This crogram «2s lesigned tC reintegrate severely emotionally disturbed

N

students o 31 l=4ast

"

egtr.Ctive environmen.. Evaluation focused on
providing decision makers with information relative to the iegree of
program implementation, the attitudes of teachers, staff memoers, and
parents toward the program, ard the achievement of the studenrts.

Finally, standardized testing of special education students became a
topic of current administrative 1nterest and concern. Studies were
undertaken = Jdetermine the extent of participation of special education
students on standardized tests and the potential utility of those
observed test scores. Evaluation in this area will provide 1lnput to the
decision proces ; underway to develop new quidelines for
exemptions/exceptlnons for students regarding standardized testing and

DINITUM Competency requirements.
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