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Chapter I

THE PROGRAM

The program, "Individualized Instruction for Handicapped Students in
Special Schools," B/E Function No. 09-69698 (ESEA Title I) was conducted from
November 24, 1975 through June, 1976 at two facilities, involving three sites
in the boroughs of Queens and Richmond in New York City.
Sites
Occupational Training Centers (P-721): Serving mentally retarded adolescents
and adults, 17-21 years of age.
1. Queens Occupational Trainipg Center, Corona
2. Queens Occupational Training Center Annex, Far Rockaway
3. Richmond Occupational Training Center, Staten Island
Staff
There were twelve staff members in Title I Component Positions on this project.
The instructional staff consisted of eight Educational Assistants and two Teacher-
SpecialistsL_IT%plg 1 indicates the distribution of instructional staff. 1In
addition, a fuli:time Field Coordinator and full-time Secretary were assigned
to cover this project and the project under Function No. 59—61695.

Table 1
Number of Instructional Personnel Assigned to Bach Site, by Category

Site Teachers Educational Assistants

Queens, Corona 1 Ly*
Queens, Far Rockaway
Richmond \ 1 3

*One Bilingual



109-69698
The Educational Assistants (Paraprofessionals) worked with individual

students or with small groups under the directlion of the Title I feacher.
In addition, Educational Assistants were responsible for the foliowing:
. lfl Developing lessons and preparing materials under the Teacher's guidance.
2. Recording instructional activities and amount of time spent with each
student.
3. Participating in in—sefzice training.
Other duties associated with the program were assigned to the Educational Assist-.
ants by the Teachers as appropriate. Each paraprofessiqnal was responsible for
approximately 12 students. | N -
The Teacher-Specialists (Para-trainers) had, in addition to their training
in a specific handicap, special expertise in reading and mathematics. BEach
Teacher-Specialist structured the program at his/her particular school according
to the needs of the students at that facili?y.uvfhe'fgacher also coordinated the
program with the Principal, in order to best cohplement the ongoing instructional
program provided by tax-levy funds. Teacher-Speclalists were responsible for:
1. Supervising all testing for the program.
2. Preparing Pupil Profiles (See Appendix A).
3, Selecting participants and scheduling participants.
_4. ;Consulting with city tax-levy school personnel and articulating program ‘
’ with regular program. ' | ’
5. Conducting a minimum of eight direct instructional periods a week.
6. Developing and implementing in-sérvice training of paraprofessionals.
7. Developing and demonstrating iessons in target areas.
8, GCarrying out necessary research and devélcping methods and materials
appropriate for individualizing instruction for the particular kind of

handicap dealt with.

2]
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9. Developing and/or refining behavioral objectives 1n'reading and mathe-
matics.
10. Record-keeping.
11. Preparing long-range instructional plans (Progress Reports, Appendix B).
12. Disseminating information on the program to school staff and parents
through meetings or workshops.
13. Participating in the development of Criterion-Referenced Tests.
The Field Coordinator was responsible fori
1. Coordinating, shpervising, and articulating the activities of the
program with the city tax-levy program.
2. Supervising the development and implementation of the in-service
tréining sessions for paraprofessibnals at teaching sltes.
3. Developing and implementing two-program wide workshops for all
program paraprofessionals.
L4, Providing workshops for professional growtﬁ gnd program planning for
the two project teachers.
5, Supervising all of the detailed duties of the paraprofessionals and
Teacher-Specialists.
6. Participating in the selecticn of program staff, in consultation
with Principals.
7. Maintaining all financial and personnel records for the program.
8. Disseminating program iqformation to all interested parties.
9, Visiting program sites and observing staff.
The School Secrgﬁary worked with the Project Coordinator, performing all
secretarial functions relating to the record-keeping, reports, correspondence,
payroll, preparation of supply orders, typing of workshop notes, and all other

clerical duties.
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The purpose of this program was to provide individual and small-group irnstruc-
tion in readiness skills (reading and mathematics readiness, auditory training,
language development), reading and mathematics to handicapped Title I-eligible
students attending special schools. Students ﬁere selected on the basis of
scores on standardized tests in reading and mathematics to determine eligibility
for this program. The guidelines for the'program stipulate two or more years'
retardation in reading or mathematics as the criterion for eligibility.

The project design indicated that 115 students would be included in the
program. Data were collected on 127 students, and analyzed on 110. Table 2.
indicates the distribution of students by faeility,~and summarizes the numbers
and percentages of students for whom data were -analyzed. The figures reported
in the MIR forms are double the numbers because of requirements that data be
analyzed separately by Component Code. As a result, students are listed twice.
Program

The Individualized Instruction Program was designed to support the Ciiy tax-
levy program:in Special Schools by supplementing the basic ecademic‘program_in

reading and mathematics through the provision of paraprofessionals and Teacher-

Specielists.
Table 2
Distribution of Students in Program
Total Number
Identification number analyzed Percentage
Trainable mentally retarded B ) '
Richmond OTIC 10 10 100
Queens OTC .9 8 89
' ‘ Total 19 18 95
Educable mentally retarded o
Richmond OTC 39 . 33 85
Queens OTC 69 29 86
Total 108 ...92 85
Grand Total 127 110 87
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- The Program Objectlves were:

1. To help pupils achieve statistically significant improvement in
reading and readinéss skills, '

2. To help pupils achieve statistically significant improvement in

mathematics and readiness skills.

Each student received a minimum of three 45-minute periods (two hours,

fifteen minutes) of instruction a week.
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 Chapter I1I
EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

Evaluation Objective No. 1

To determine 1if, es a result of participation in the program, there 1s a
statistically significant improvement in reading and readiness skills among
Trainable Mentally Retarded pupils and Educable Mentally Retarded pupils in
the program.

Method

The Wide Range Achievement Test (H.R.A.T.). 1965, Reading Subtest was

administered on a pre/post basis to participants.

Data Analysis
Data were analyzed separately for Trainable and Educable Mentally Retarded

pupils. The difference‘between raw score means was tested for statistical
significance at the .05 level with the correlated t test. -
Time Schedulg .
Students ﬁere tested with the W.R.A.T. in December, 19?5; and in May, 19?6.

Evaluation Objective No. 2

To determine if, as a result of participation in the program, there is a
statis{ically significant improvement in mathematics skills among Trainable
and Educable Mentally Retarded pupils in the program.

Method

The Wide Range Achievement Test (W.R.A.T). 1965, Math Subtest was administered
on a pre/pust basis to participants.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed separately for Trainable and Educable Mentalily Retarded
pupils. The difference between raw score means was tested for statistical
significance at the .05 level with the correlated t test.

Time Schedule ‘ ‘
Students were tested with the W.R.A.T. in December, 1975, and in May, 1976.

ERIC - ‘ . 9
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Chapter III

FINDINGS

" Results of Data Analysis

Evaluation Objective No. 1 was to determine 1f, as a result of the program,

there ic a statistically significant"improyement in reading and readiness skills
among the Trainable Mentally Retarded and Educable Mentally Retarded pupils in
the program.

Data were analyzed separately for Trainable and Educable Mentally Retarded
pupils. The correlated it test was used fo determine the statistical significance

of differences between raw-score means.

Table 3 indicates that there was statistlcally significant progress in reading -

=}

among the Trainable Mentally Retarded students.

Table 3

Analysis of Reading Achlevement
Trainable Mentally Retarded

Wide Range Achievement Test

(N=18)
Pretest Post-test
Date Mean S.D. Date  Mean S.D. i p<
12/75.  33.95 15.20 5/76  38.84 13.18 3.59 .01

The difference between the pre and post-test scores was.significant at the
.01 level for the Trainable Mentally Retarded in reading.
The Educable Mentally Retarded also made significant progress in reading, as

shown in Table 4,
Table 4

Analysis of Reading Achlevement
BEducable Mentally Retarded

Wide Range Achievement Test

(N=92)
‘Pretest Post~-test
Date Mean S.D. Date Mean S.D. t p<

12/75 42.41  11.88  5/76 45,65 11.73 - 7.09 ,001

10



Evaluation Objective No., 2 was to determine if, as a result of the progrém,

there is a statistically significant improvement in mathematics skills among
the Trainable Mentally Retarded and Educable I~1enté11y Retarded pupils in the
program.

Data were analyzed separately for Trainable and Educable Mentally Retarded
pupils. The correlated t test was used to determine the statistical significance
of differences between raw-score means. |

Table 5 indicates that thére was statistically significant progress in
mathematics among the Trainable Mentally Retarded pupils (.001 level).

Table 5

Analysis of Achievement in Mathematics
Trainable Mentally Retarded

Wide Range Achievement Test

(N=18)
Pretest ____Post-test
Date Mean s.D. Date Mean S.D. t . <

12/75 18.50  4.73 5/76  22.50  3.67 6.86 .001

As indicated in Table 6, Educable Mentally Retarded pupils also made signi-

ficant progress in mathematics (.001 1level).

Table 6

Analysis of Achievement in Mathematics
Educable Mentally Retarded

Wide Range Achievement Test

(N=92
Pretest Post~test
Date Mean S.D. Date  Mean S.D. t <

12/75  26.55  4.20 5/76  29.02 4,27 8.19 .001

11
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Evaluation Objective No.l} was to determine the extent to which the program,

" as actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the Project
Proposal. | o

The program was carried out as described in the Project Proposal.
Staff

Although there was a change in mid-year from the original Project Coordinator
to a new Project Coordinator, the program was not adversely affected, since both~
were exceptionally capable, concerned educators and administrators.: Also,hthanks
to the efficiency of the Program Secretary, the problems of transition were minimal.

The Teacher-Specialists are cf superior calibre. The Educational Assistants
are also exceptional, each, in different ways, having special are;s of competenge
in teaching and relating to this extremely handicapped population of students.
The Teacher-Specialists arexactively involved in learning new ways to reach these
students. Most of -the instructional staff spend their own time developing
materials, studying techniques, and searching for ways in which they can more
effectively serve their students. They‘are a truly remarkable group, working
extra hours and contribﬁting much more than they arevcompensated for in terms of
salary.

Pedagogical Methodology -

The general approach to teaching readiness skills, reading, and mathematlcs
waé diagnostic and prescriptive. Educational Assistants an&n&eacher—Specialists
were used to provide small-group or individual instruction, to supplement tﬁe
regular City tax;levy program in reading and mathematics.

In addition to the testing program stipulated for the formal analysis,
optional diagnostic tests were administered at the discretion of the on-site

Title I teacher, as needed, and varied according to the handicap of the pupil.

12
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Each pupil alsoc received a battery of tests developed by a Dade County,
Florida, Title III dissemination project. The Dade County Test measures pre-
reading ﬁkills in the fpllowing areass visual and auditory memory, visual and
auditory discrimination, and visual—motor skills. As a further aid to dlagnosis,

an informal assessment of relevant physical, social, and emotional factors was

_ prepared....During.the first two weeks of a student's participation in the pro= =

gram, the foregolng information'was incorporated in a Pupil Profile, to assist
" the Teacher in the preparation of long-range learning objectives based on the
modality strengths of each student.

Teacher-Specialists provided lessons and guidance to the Educational
Assistants, supervised classification of available material by skill and
modality, and created new materials as necessary. Both the Teacher-Speclalists
and the Educational Assistants provided individual and small-group instruction
in skill areas appropriate for the particular pupil. The program varied in
‘specific details to meet the different needs of students with multiple handicaps.

Students were scheduled for regular‘periods in a special room provided for
the Program, where individuals or small groups of trainees received instruction
in reading and mathematics from the Educational Assistants and Teacher (who thus
was also able to directly supervise the paraprofessionals).

Facilities and Materials

The facilities and materials were generally excellent.

Discrepancy Analysis

The progfam is definitely serving the needs of the target population fof
which it was designed, namely providing individual and small-group instruction
in readiness skills, reading and mathematics to handicapped, Title I—elig}ble

students attending special schools, who are two or more years retarded in

reading and/or mathematics.
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No discrepancies were found in the program, but it should be noted that the
late funding of the program (Novemper 24, 1975) led to an unusually long interval
in which the pupils were not receiving special instruction. Since there 1s
always some regression on the part of many participants as a result of the summer
vacation, this was accentuated by the additional lapse of time resulting from the

late funding.. This is especially important in a population of mentally retarded

: pupils;wwhere-consolidation and retention.of.learning is a.major.problem. . ... ... ...

Recommendations of the 1974-1975 Evaluator

1. This program should be recycled because it provided necessary supportive
services for special children which would otherwise be unavailable.

2. The paraprofessional trainer role should be continued with active
involvement of the para trainer in teaching, on-site teaching demonstra-
tions, diagnosis of reading problems and instructional prescriptions. A
full-time para trainer should be provided to each Occupational Training
Center.

3. Diagnostic and prescriptive programmming for program participants should
be improved to include the following:

a. An individual profile for each of the participants should be developed,
and records should be kept indicating information such ass family
history, school attendance, intellectual level (retarded p0pu1ation),
achievement data, participation in special programs used for instruc-
tion and any other relevant data which would assist in planning
optimal instruction.

b. In order to provide effective diagnosis and ongoing prescription, it
is strongly recommended that para tralners schedule case conferences
with supportive personnel (psychologist, guidance counselor, soclal
worker, attendance teacher, etc.), with a minimum of three con-
ferences during the academic year (September-October, January-

Febtruary, May-June). 14
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4, The curriculum objeétives developed during the 1974-1975 school‘year for
mentally retarded children should be implemented in the program for 1975~
1976. . There should be ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of the
objectives in guiding instruction during the 1975-1976 school year.

5. Schools for handicapped children in which paras are placed should provide

the field coordinator, para trainers and paras in that setting with specific

6. Work should be continued on criterion-referenced tests appropriate for
administration to the handiéapped child.

7. The role of the field coordinator should be continued and expanded. In
order to provide competent personnel for this special population personnel
hired for the program should be approved by the field coordinator responsible
for supervision of the program.

8. Training workshops should be expanded to include funds for outside con-
sultants with expertise within the various handicap areas such as learning

disabilities and reading and math speclalists.

All of the recommendations of the previous evaluator were implemented during
the 1975-1976 school year, with the exception of Recommendation No. 3b, The
program was not iq operation in September-October, so that no case conferences
conld‘be scheduled durlng those months.

Some problems did arise as a result of implementation of some of these re-
commendations, and these are discussed below.

"Z¥forts to implement Recommendation No. 3a, and also Recommendation No. %4,
led to use of the Dade County Progrém Materials (described under Pedagogical
Methodologx) as a diagnostic tool and to develop behavioral objectives; One

purpose was to use perceptual screening and training to permit utilization of

the strongest learning modalities of each student in teaching reading and

mathematics. Another purpose was to develop behavioral objectives for per-

 ceptual development based on diagnostic testing. Use of the Dade County Test

15

‘curriculun objectives in reading and math for the handicapped population.




09-69698 o 13
on all pupils was extremely burdensome and time-consuming. The test was also
inappropfiate for use with m;ny students. Scoring procedures on the Dade are
highly subjective, making 1n£er—r§ter reliability extremely low, so that pupils’
scores cannot be compared across raters. The Dade County Program does appear
to be useful as a diagnostic tool for selected students, and Teacher—Speéialists

recommended that it be used at their option in speclal cases. Similarly, although

“”thé“test”is'usefu1“in“helpingwtO“develop~behavioralmobjectivesrwitwiswnotmneceSmmw”MM

sary that it be administered to all students for this purpose.

Also in order to comply with Recommendation No. 3, a mandafory Pupil Profile
was prescribed for all Jarticlpants. The form appears to be unnecessarily
detajiled and serves little purpose, while adding to the amount of time spent on
paperwork. Although the form is sometimes useful in bringing to the attention of
wducational Assistants the special ne~ds of particular students, each site should
he permitted to develop its own ferm {if one is deemed needed), since, in many
cases, all or much of the information duplicated what was already available in
existing records at the site.

With regard to Recommendation No. L4, Teacher-Specialists devoted a great deal
of time (much of it their own) to the development and evaluation of behavioral
objectives. This is a highly demanding, specialized task, and the Teacher-
Speciurists should not be expected to carry it out along with their regular
assignments. The Project Coordinator plans to arrange for the collation and
printing of the items that have been developed and piloted, in order that this
important work may be more widely disseminated. The principals at some of the
Occupational Training Centers have been cooperative in providing printing |
assistance in developing these objectives.

With regard to Recommendation No. 6, although there was ongoing work on

developing apprupriate criterion-referenced tests, this is still a problem,

16
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537C% Moy 1estS g pot SUited 5 the special needs of this popuiation. Some
g PEEReY, important prog¥®Ss ¥Witp puplls is not formally recognized, since it
c#0t by qemonStray 4 thTOUh yp, available tests. For example, many students
0 Dave neve® SoMmy . 10ateds Or Lpose communications were unintelligible, learn
40 eXPre&s pedfingy and 10 Sbeax jntelliginly. This type of progress, which
poves a syuden? 10ty 5 ne¥ Stagy of learning which is fundamental to further
\\"“'“iéarﬂiﬁéf“;iéﬁ56&5“{z”ig”gifiﬁiﬁgii”55§£¥€H{“iﬁ”thé“ﬁﬁ@il*éméhaﬁged“béhavtarrnmMM““"”m"
35 POt 1 preot®d i popmel test goores.
Efobts 40 1mplement Recommendation No. 7 also led to increased paperwork
£0% 1nstbuct10nal Staff since reguldT Teports were instituted, such as Monthly
ZASERA éeports. Teach€T SPeey4115ts found planning sessions, in which they
Gould di%cusﬁ commg, problems apq solutions, valuable.
My regaxd to Recommendation #o. 8, reactions to the workshops were mixed.
gom® Woxy L 0pS WeTe onsideTed ¢, pe extremely helpful, while others were not,

n
gepe diﬁg upo? the _.ceived reyoyance of the content to the instructional staff.

IS

Uverview of PEOETay eration

The nenb®¥> OF the PFOBTAM giaff at all levels were highly motivated,
4 iﬂtensel& spvolved, 1gdiVid“ala_ As a result, -the program, desﬁite the
diversity of siudehts, znd the late funding,'succeeded beydnd expectatiéns.
The &taff enthusiasm VaS regpjecied in the students' attitudes. The evaluator
ffequently obeeTVeq _otarded st yents turn é#éy in disappointment after erroneously
aoming ty tne PTO8xy, on 2 day \1en they were not scheduled for instruction. MNost
of the Sy,gents leQVe thell Seggyons reluctantly to return to regular classes.
The Qvaluator's giscussiony ,ith and observations of Ciiy tax-levy teachers
aﬂd administfators a1so indicated positive attitudes toward the program. They
79TSSeq pigh FDrgyal, 3¢ Wigped tO See it augmented with additional staff,

The majo¥ S%Mirgputio” Of the program is probably in those aspects which

n .
px8 IOV beflected in the forma) ,pjectives related to academic achievement. For

ERIC | 17
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all of the students, the excellent rapport established by thé instructional staff
ndt only facilitates learning of reading and mathematics, but enhances the pupils'
~self-esteem. The importance of this aspect can not be exaggerated, since most of
these students have suffered tremendous personal rejection thfaﬁghout their lives,
and the self-confidence emerging as a result of the unaccustomed positive interest
and enco?ragement opens them to seeking better communication with others. They
»WW»mmmbegin_to”partic1patew1nmnewmactivities—and-gainwfurther«selfzcOnfidence4~mThe~wmwmmmm;

gvaluato:‘has seen a numper qf studgnﬁs in whom there were truly‘rgma:kable‘
changes over a few months. The importance of these personality changes can not
be overemphasized, since the students become increasingly receptive to learning
as a result of their new feelings of self-worth.

There is also, in addition to the learning reflected in the test results,
a great deal of functional learning. The functional training also can not be
assessed by standardized tests, but is extremely important, since it enables
students to function more adequately outside the sheltered environment of the
school. It means that the student is better able to find his way around by
' himself, to understand signs, avoid getting into difficultles or dangers, and
generally be acceptable to others. The student learns, in other words, many
routine things which enable him to cope more adequately in recurring situations
which make no provision for handicaﬁped individuals.

These social and emotional gains are undoubtedly more important to the
pupils and to society than the remarkable academic gains reflected in the
formal test results. This opinion is shared by others, as can be seen in the
letters from school personnel and parents, examples of which are included as

Appendix C.

138
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Chapter IV

SUMMARY OF MAJOR‘FINDINGS, CONGCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The program, "Individualized Instruction for Handicapped Students in Special
Schools," B/E Function No. 09-69698 (ESEA Title 1), was conducted from November,
1975 through June, 1976 at two educational facilities, involving three sites in

the boroughs of Queens and Richmond in New York City.

There were twelve staff members provided in the program. The instructional

staff consisted of eightvEdﬁééfioﬁéi Assistants and two Teacher-Specialists.

There was also a Project Coordinator and Secretary assigned full tim& to this
project and to Froject 09-61695.
A total of 12? students participated in the program. Complete data were

collected for 110 participants.

Findings
Objective No. 1 was achieved in that, as a result of participation in this

program, there was a statistically significant impro?emént in reading and
readiness skills among Trainable Mentally Retarded pupils and Educable Mentally
Retarded pupils between the pre and post-test scores on the W.R.A.T.

Objective No. 2 was achiefed in that, as a result of participation in this
program, there was a statistically significant improvement in mathematics skills
among Trainable and Educable Mentally Retarded pupils in the program between the
pre and post-test scores on the W.R.A.T.

Objective No., 3 was achieved, in that the program as actually carried out
coincided with the program as described in the Project Proposal, despite late

funding.

Conclusions

Tr.e program was extremely effective in meeting the needs of this populatlon S

of students for individualized instruction.

19
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The staff is highly qualified and strongly motivated to develop and use
the mdst effective approaches possihie to teaching these special students.
Although there are many common types of problems, speclal adaptations of
methodology are required for different students. It is is therefore.copcluded
that the overall program requirements should be as flexlble as possible to
permit innovative aﬁproaches at the various sites. The staff at any parti-

~—"M~M~cularwsite‘haSwspecial~knowledgewéfmthewstudents-andutheirﬂproblemsrnandmthismm~WWMMMﬁ—
expertise should be used to fullest .advantage in the program.

It was also concluded that requirements for the regular submission of
detailed reports should be kept to a minimum, since the time spent on paper-
work could be more effectively used‘in creative work on teaching methods.

The Dade County Program is useful as an ancillary test, but does not
provide sufficient information on most students to warrant the time it con-
sumes. It should be available to Teacher-~Specialists for use in special cases
at théir discretion.

Available tests do not adequately reflect the full extent of progress
achieved by students in the program, particularly among those students with
severe language deficlencles.

Recommendations

1. This program should be continued, since it provides special services to
handicappped pupils who require individualized instruction, and this
instruction would otherwise be unavailable to them.

2. Use of the Dade County Program should be optional, rather tnan mandatory.

3. Procedures should be as flexible‘as poséible to permit experimentation and
innovation at different sites,.in view of the divergent types of students,

and unusually qualified and motivated instructional staff. -

AV
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4, Some of the time now a.llotted to formal workshops sh'ould be made a§ailable
for inforral discussion of problems and approaches among the instructional
staff.

5 Work shquld continue on developing appfoprié.te mea.sui'es of student progress. |

6. One exceptionally well-qualified Teacher-Specialist should be assigned on

a full-time basfs?"f&:)’f‘a”mi‘nimum"of'“on‘é’yea.r*to*deve-];op~-beha.-viora.-1~-ob;)'ect—i~ves~.-4»———~—«
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‘ Chapter V ‘

EXEMPLARY PROGRAM ABSTRACT

Thevprogram, "Individualized lnstruction for Handicapped Students in Special

Schools," involved the following componentst 6086141,:6086142, 6096141, and

€096142, under Activity Code 722, The program was conducted from November 24,

1975 until June, 1976 in two educational facilities. Staff consisted of eight
JmEducational-AssistantswandutwowTeacher-Speci&listsv~*There~was~alsomarProject““““"mmw“
.-Coordinator and- Secretary-assigned full“time to this project and to Project =~~~

09-61695. '

Mentally retarded students in Occupational Training Centers who were two
or more years" retarded in reading and/or mathematics were given 1nd1viduai ’
. or small-group instruction by paraprofessionals and teachers to supplement the

basic academic program in reading and méthematics.- The amount of instructional

time was two hours, fifteen minutes a week. Data on'110 participants were

analyzed. _

The program also provided for the training of paraprofessionals, workshops
for paraprofessionals and teadhers, developﬁent of behavioral objectives, and
innovative teaching methodé. |

All program objecpayes vwere achieved, and Signifiéant galns were found
between scores on pretest and post-test in reading and mathematics.

The evaluator strongly recommended continuation of the program, since it

is»effectively meeting needs of special children, which would otherwise remain

unmet.
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| IN SPECIAL SCHOOLS 20
APPENDIX A | | Paula Silverman ,
‘ ' - Project Coordinator
O T C PUPIL PROFILE
Name
Address ‘ Tel. #
'Daﬁe of Birth Age
__Social Security # _ R
Fathers Name -
Mothers Name
Name of person with whom trainee lives if other than parents:
Relationship _
Language Spoken at home
EDUCATION HISTORY
Years in School Years in Special Ed. classes
Specify class
Years in other settings (Name)
STANDARDIZED TESTING
‘ - Name Date kaw Score | Grade Equiv.
Reading-Pretest
Post:test

Math - Pretest

Post test |

OPTIONAL. DIAGNOSTIC TESTING

| ‘ pate Diagnosis Prescription
Roswell Chall ‘ ‘
Wepman Auditory
o Key Math (American Guidance ' .
ERIC assoc.) - 23




INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION FOR EANDICAPPED - 2.
STUDENTS IN SPECIAL SCHOOLS | ‘

O T C FUPIL PROFILE

OPTIONAL DIAGNCSTIC TESTING (Cont'd)

' Datel & Diagnosis ?rescription

Gilmore Oral

21

Huelsman Word | B R

Discrimination

FOLLCW-UP

INFORMAL READING ASSESSMENT (Dade‘COunty Tests)

Diagnosis Prescription

l.Auditory memory & sequencing
2.Visual memory & sequencing
3.Perceptgal motor

- 4.Auditory Perception

5.Visual Perception




jfINDIVIDUALIZED‘INSTRUCTION FOR HANDICAPLED
STUDENTS IN SPECIAL SCHOOLS :

O T C_PUPIL PROFILE

Yes No . Comments

Physical Characteristics

1. Adequate vision.

2. Wears glasses

$. Adequate hearing.(If not

- Ple@se..comment..)

‘4. Other physical disability.

5. Health problems-medication

Speech‘& Language

1. Speech impediment.

2. Adequate English communi-
‘ cation.

3. S;eaks another language.

Sociél—Emotional Development

1. Gets along with peers.

2. Gets along with adults &
authority figures.

3. Adequate frustration
tolerance.

Behavioral Characteristics

l. Adequate attention span.

2. Follows direqtions.

3. Exhibits hyperactivity.

4. Easily distractable.

5. Lethargié.

(o]

2

. Needs direct supervision. | | | oo



 INDIVIDUALIZED 'INSTRUCTION FOR
HANDICAPPED s'runms IN SPECIAL scnoor.s

APPENDIX B

1975 - 1976 : unction #09-61696

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT FOR PARAPROFESSIONAL TRAINERS
(This report is to be. submitted to the Project
.Coordinator during the first week of the month start-
ing in October. The report for September is due

- September 16th.) . ‘

NAME Date : - -School

1.‘231

..;-.l *

Indicate what .your goals are. for. this month -with-reference to~
paraprofessional training and individualization of 1nstruct10n
for_the students. ‘ o

Indicate how you plan to meet the goals stated above giving
details and attaching coples of all written materials developed
by you for ‘this purpose, i.e. group workshops for paras,‘demon-
stration lesgons, films or other training devices.

26
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3. Indicate next to the name of each of your paraprofessionals your

appraisal and comments regarding the growth of the paraprofes-~
sional with regard to individualized instruction.

4. Describe briefly what your long-range plans are with regard to
paraprofessional training and/or the instructional program for
next month.

5. Indicate any problems, if any, which have arisen at your site
with regard to the program and describe the action you have
taken to solve them.
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QUEENS
OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING CENTER
41-15 10 4m STREET,P.S.721 |

CORONA, N.Y, 11368

BLANCHE FIERSTEIN, Principal | Tel. HA 4-8584
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Mrs. Sharon Pace

Tearhe~ ‘- Tha-re

Reailug ¢ n &R

Queens Occupational Training Center

Dear Mrs. Pace

I urge the continuation of thé Reading Prograﬁwéflqﬁééhé'dTC.
My daugnter, who particip@tes in the program, has displayed
a renewed interest in reading since being included in the
class. I feel that the discontinuance of these classes would
cause a back-slide in this interest and her general ability.

I sincerely hope that funds will be available to continue and
expand thls program.

Yours very truly

%rV-<t -\,\/\-//' ((4-6"’?

Veronica H. O'Reilly
3551 95th Street
Jackson Heights, N.Y.

June 5, ..r.0
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. QUEENS
OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING CENTER
41-15 104m STREET P.S, 721

CORONA., N.Y, 11368

rel. HA 4-8584
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B/E Function #00-60698  Individuslized Instruction for Handicapped Stidents 1n Special Sehoels

- X Table 1l Hom-referenced achievenent data not applicable to Table 9}

* In the table below, enter the tequested assessment infornation about the tests us
- 1veness of major project component/activities in achieving cognitive objectives,
read all footnotes, Attach additional sheets if necessary.

ed to evaluate the effect-
Before completing this, form,

Il | : Statistical
- Component  |Active|Test | Fom Level |Total|Group Pretest Data
- Code ity |Used N2 (3N 6/ 0y
E' Code | 1/ |Pre|Post|Pre|Post Y Date Mean| 5. s Test| alue
. : . Jec, | - vorT)
610/6[61 411 7|2 |2|iBAT) Repding 19{ 6118 75 B3935:2 4] 3.9
e ’D_eCo corr
609 ELHYTI2 | AVRNE) yobponat 191 #4118 75 18,40 4 11 6.8
‘ ‘ S ERERE Ty ey Py MHW‘TT}bgg_thwmm"mm, —
6|08 6/11k2(7}2 ZWRA-5 Reading 108 | 6|9 75 U2 LG Coir. 7,09
. \ Dec. -
6]019[6|L)4(2|7]2 |2| VAT Methemapies 108 | 6 |% 75, 06,59 42 Corr) 8.9

1/ Tdentify test used and year' of publication (MAT-58; CAT-70,

etey) ,

2/ Total mumber of participants in the activity,

3/ Tdentify the participants by specific grade level (8484,
grade 3, grade 5), Where several grades are combined,
entet the 4th and 5th digits of the component code,

4 motal nunber of participants for whom both pre and post

" test data are provided, -

5/ 1 = grade equivalent; 2 » percentile rank; J = z score; .

T 4w publisher's standard score: 5 = stanine; 6 ® rav

* seore; 7 ® other.

0

8/ Standard Deviation - only required of
the following districts: Albany, Juffalo,
Hempstead, Mount Vernon, New York City,
Nlagara Palls, Rochester, Syracuse, Utica,

Yonkers,

7I‘Test‘statistics\(e.g., t; F xz).

E/ Obtained value of test statistic (e.g. F=13.:25




OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALIATIUN - DATA J09a YO - e e T
(attach to WKBATIE) . Functlon 7 /B 09-6%6%8 Individulized Instruction for
| | . ) | T Handicapped Students in Spectal -
In thls table enter all Data Losa In{ormation. Netucen the MIR and this form, all gﬂgf%fmnts in oach activity
must be accounted for. ‘The component and activity codes used in conpletion of the M[R ghauld be used here so that v
the two tables match, Sce definitions below table for further {nstructlons. o

L

—lololn e 6] G
- Component ~ [Activity |Group |Test Totsl | timber | Participants [Reasons Wy Students Were Not Tagted,
Code Code . |I.D, [Used | N Tested/ | Not Tested/ | Or If Teated, Were Not Analyzed
| Analyzed | Analyzed |
N % | Nunber
Yorking 1 .
shlddyuzlr|e 2] & WA 29 | 18 1 {5
65
| Working I 1
collduunlz 2] 6 |Wmy 19 | 18 1 |5 .
65 |
Cleloplliur |z 2] & | 108 | R 16 |13 Lﬁg&ﬁgmd 2’
| 65 | ‘ Hoved 2
Transferred fron progran 3
Working 1
| Absent b
Glop b |1uel712 |2 61 | WRAT< 108 % 16 | 15 |Discharged 6
6 0 egferred fron program §
Yorking

(1) Identify the participants by speclfic prade level {~.p., prade 3, grade 7): “Whore geveral grades ara comblned,
~ enter the last two diglts of the component cole, :

(2) Identify the test usel and year of publication (WT-70, SDAT-74, Houghton MITTLin (IPMS) Level 1 etc.)

(3) Number of participants in the actLvity. | |

(6) Nunher of participents Included in the pre end posttest calculations.

(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or nnt analyzed,

6) Specifly all reasons why students vere not tasted and/ur analyzed, If suv further documentation ie aval lable
opecily 812 | ,
- please attach to this form, If further space ls noeded to spacify and explafn data loss, attach addltional

~pages to this form,
(1) For cach resson specifled, provide a separate mamber <ount.




