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| g . PROGRAM DESCRIPTION '

b The Title IJC11n1cal and Gu1dance Services Program. hereafter callad
the C]1n|ca1 and Gu1danca Program, served 8 662* nonpublic 5choo1 students
1n grades K-12 at 178 s1tes. These students racaived Title I 1nstruction~

. a] services and were judged to be 1n need of c11n1ca1 and/or gu1dance ser~
o vicas. The bas1c assumption under1y1ng this program, 'as statqd by the T

tle I Nonpublic Schood D1rector was that ; ' ‘ . ‘
.., @ 1arge number - of pupils who participated in our - B
program suffer educational deprivation.for a variety :
' ~ of causes encompassing physical, 1nte1]ectua1.ﬁemot ( 9
. fonal and social deve]opment The reﬂediation pro- 7
o cess cannot attempt to deal only with one qausative ,

i factor in iso}ation, and ignore the other determ1g
ants that may bé Interifering with the’ child's acadgas.. -

) Y j mic progress. Thus, we provide remediafich through N
= : a multiple thruyst of instrictional and portive
- ¢ programs, which provide of gqual “impofftance fcoms © - o,
AU pensation,- for thg mu1t1p1e§pauses 0 the‘chi\n s /91;;1 N L
g - educationa] depriyation. i SRR U '

“. X cw - ¢ o "“':;1;.'?6” Iu QL‘ ,

~§:~ Jor c mponents of the prqgram weré 1nd1v1dua1 and*group~sess1ons

ﬁ%&i ‘ A].Ce couhseIors. soc1a1 wQFKQrs and/or gsycho]og1sts., g

j'ﬁj Students entered the C]1n1c lwand Gu1aance Program thneugh referra]s@

S:j‘ by the Tltle t 1nsir:;£)oha1"teachEr, the. nonpub]1cischool c]assroom teach-
f;jf e~\ ertBr the pr1nt1p { A nré-rat1ng sca]e was comp]eted fo;ieach chi]d that

tr g N

was accepted 1nto the program (See Append1x The qu1dance counse1or and/

.

or soc1a1 worker determ1ned whwch approach was Lg;est su1ted to the studgﬁt e
.- A ’ ‘“J) -
and prov1ded thGLHEEdEd gllll!reAg (he c11n1ca1 and gu1danc5 staff m1ght -

. ~, -
\4

0

refer a pup11 “for d1agnost1c eva1uat1on to-a psycho10915t who served groups

of schoo1s on a pup11 referre¢j§a$1s

« If students were d1%gnosed as hav1ng

4 oo <
- - iy ¢
~ . .

- \ | "; -‘.:,\-" » ‘ &)\" :
7 s ’ ) . . ¥
. . b ' . B v B , ? ; iy 3"
- : ‘ I ‘3 .
Duplicated count, ~students cou]d be enro]]ed in more than one T1t1e B
Instruct1ona1 Program ,,g T e R _ s
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phys1ca1 and/or 1nta]lectua1 deficienc1es that required spaplal educat1on.
K they were referred to the appropriate p]aee (1.e. clagses for hrain 1niured
punlls. certifled retarded ar mentallv defectlve. emotloually handicapped,
¥ atc), The program also provid&d 1ndlvtdua| and group work with pnrents of
T referred pupdls. Nonpuh?ic schoo? o1nssroom teachars and Title I instruc-
.tiopal teachers were invited to casa'conferences and were 1nvolved in tor-
mu1at1nq treatment plans. | ‘ _‘
. The program operated under the regular practices dnd procedures of
}f ' the Bureau of Child Guidance and the Bureau of Educational and Vocationa]
: .Guidance. . The staff 1nc1uded 3 5 full-time equ1va1ent (FTE)* supervisors,
© 1.5 FTE coordinators. 72 FTE gu1dance couns&lors, 9 9 social workers, 23 9.
FTE psycho]ogists and’ 526 hours of time of psychiatrists. In dddition,'

. secretaties and c1erks.were emp]oyed by the prdgram.

A N\ N

- : The purpose ‘of this eva]uat1on report 1s to report student achieve-
ment data, d%éﬁ:lfe program 1mp1ementat1on frmﬂ the teachers and coor-

- d1oators ,perspec;1ves,,and to indicate directions for a more in depth w)) '
'eva1uat1oo'during the 1980-81 year. '

<

.‘ijTE“ One FTE «is equmvalent to\one fu11 time staff pos1t1on. Some staff
.persons are hired, on a pért~t1me or per d1em,bas1s, thérefore, the
.- amount of serviceg,'is expressed in FTE s in lieu of report1nq the
number of staff employed.

i ) ¥ . ! - . . »
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T1. DATA ANALYSIS

Evaluation Objectives And Tests lised

Students refarred to the Clinfcal and Guldance Program ware to
achieve gains in performance in reading, mathemntice. and Enalish as a
second'longuage (ESL).Enreater than would have been expected in the ab-
sence of treatment. Student achievement was avaluated according to the
USOE Model A1, usdng the pretests and posttests administered In the Title
-I 1nstruct1ona1 programs .

| Reading 1mprovement was evaluated on the basis of the performance on
the Stanford Ear]y School Achievement Test, for pupils in grade 1; the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, for pupils in grades 2 through 8; and
“the Stanford Test oancademic Skills, for pupils in grades 9-12,
| Mathematics achievement was evaluated on the basis of the performance
on the Stanford Early 8choo1~Ach1evement Test, for pupils in grade 1y the
Stanford Achievement Test for pupils in grades 2-8; dnd the Stanford Test
of Academic Skills, for pup11s in grades 9-11.
Student performance among those students receivirg services from.the

I —
C11n1ca1 and Guidance Proqram and ESL was not evaluated. This was done

because the standardized instruments used in ESL have not been normed on
appropriate populations and could not be expressed as Normal Curve Equ1v-

u,

a]ents (NCE's).

Analyses Performed And Results

" Performance gains as determined by standard1zed tests.- In order to

:’determ1ne performance gains in coqn1t1ve areas, 1t wds necessary to 1den-;

4

t1fy the test records of students rece1v1ng c11n1ca1 and gu1dances serv1ces.

o {2" o
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A computer mateﬁ;wAs performed between the test record files subindtted
for the Title [ instructional prograws, and the file fdentifying students
recelving clinical and guldance services. 1he computer retyiaved all
dstudents whose "“QP“ and achouls ware coded fdentically on the two sabs
of files,

From “retrieved" students, all records wéra selected ror analysis
whfch met the rollowing crlteria: pvet&at and posttest raw Scores Wepe
an!Iabln. and the raw scores could validly be exprassed a5 Normal Curve.
Equfyalents. The effect of this criterfon was to exclude (1) students
tasteﬂ_out~of level (because fall or spring norms were lacking); (2) all
ESL tests (which Tack full sets of norms valid for ESL students),

Thefg were 4,341 test records available for ana1&515'f0r students
in the Coffgct1ve Reading Program, 368 for students in Reading Skills
Centers, andl3;2p4 for students in the Corrective Mathematics Program.
Scores for thése students‘are'presented in Tables I, II, and III.

) These data on the academic’ performance of pup11s do not saparate
the inf]uence of the remedial instruction from the gains attributed to the
C]inica] and Guidance Program. To separate these two variables 1s not
possible wa;hin the framework of the present program. First, no fair
comparisoﬁs can be made between children receiving clinical and guidance
services plus remedial instruction with ﬁhi]dren only receiving remedi -

R «
al instruction, since all children needing clinical and guidance services

are referreq for service, and are by definition, “different" than those

not being reférred for service G andom]y select children, who need

serv1ces, to become part of a contro] group not to receive service would

be cons1dered uneth1ca1 by schoo] staff and in violation of the Title I

guidelines.
. a4 ,
9



second, since the children receiving clintcal services have problems
which tnhibit thetr academic Progress, one cannot assuime that: these chili-
ven witl perforn hattar than o as well as ather vemedial students not
recalving clintcal and gufdance services. L

The third factor s an extension of the above two factors. One can-
not measyre the affects of varying hourvs of 'zsm“viﬁcc recetved From
clintcal and guidanca for two reasqns; racetving more hours of service
does not .mean highey gafnﬁ stnce the child with more severe problems re-
celved more hours of service; and, no baseline academiv parformance
(parformancu of children ncvdinq «linical and Quldaqce services, but- not
receiving them) can be obtained frum which to ca]ibr%tc NCE galns based
on hours of service.

However, thé children recetving clinical and guldance services do

show NCE's ga1n§. This s commendable since these children, already re-

ce\ving'renédial services, were identified as having prob]ems further

e

L

affecting their academfc performance.
A]though there 15 ho true comparison group, one could compare a
pupil's rate of growth the year before receiving clinical and guidance
services, w1th his or her rate of growth the f1rst year in the Clinical
and Gu1dance Program. If it were possible to explain all of the effects
of the intefrvening. variables such as maturation, history, etc., the effects
of the C11n1ca] and Guidance Program could be better assessed Similar
case study methods are currently being used to study treatment effects on

1nd1v1duals where compar1son groups do not ex1st or are not relevant.

S
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' TABLE | | ' .
TEST RESULTS FOR CORRECTIVE RGADING STUOENTS
RECEIVING SERVICES FROM CLINJCAL AND GUIDANCE
Gewds s s bt
] t AT - Einy T ruimmd 13 EF] L 10
SEIAT - Aurel Comg, 14 b1 ] ”' ]
SEIAT - Lattars & Sounmdy s 33 40 !
2 SURT Rad sia 27 1 " a
1 SORT Green 640 2 17 12
4 SORT Green 149 28 b1 ?
5 SORT Brown 696 24 4 10
6 SORY Brown 29 29 38 ]
1 SORT Brown a1 2 LT 7
8 SORT B rown 239 8 19 11
9 Level | \ 201 14 2 9
10 TASK Level | 112 17 231 6
11 TASK Lavel I 26 7 21 14
12 TASK Lavel (I 2 18 25 7
TABLE 11
TEST RESULTS FOR READING SKILLS CENTER STUDENTS
RECEIVING SERVICES FROM CLINICAL AND GUIDANCE
1 ) NCE (mean) NCB}‘

Grade Test N Pretest Posttest gai

s SORT Green k)| 25 36 11

5 SthT Bromv 74 24 ‘ kL3 11

6 SORT Br 83 23 34 U

7 SORT 3‘3 95 % 35 9

8 SORT Brown 85 28 39 1

s

-
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TABLE 1)

FEST RESULTS FOR COBRECTIVE MATH STUDENTS
‘ HECELVING SERYICES FROM CLINTCAL AND GUIDANCE

% ¢ l
UL LSO S
\ . ! o Maain NCE NCE
Srade fost oM Pretest  pasttest  gain

i

| SESAT £2 IR TV E 51 41
2 SAT, PRIM | e
i SAT, PRIM | 81 5 Y )

M @ 5

3 SAT, PRIM | St T i oy

5 SAT, INTERM | n6d D ' ‘44

B SATL INTERM 2 A6 ey y in
! SAT, AUDVANCED S0 2 i : 3
" SAT, ADVANCE D YR ST 4 6
C9. TAYK Level | 100 10 D) 9
10 TASK Level | 69 1 1 ;
11 TASK Level | 1% 4 . \ N

/ 12 TASK Level 11 l L/ 29 , 12

* s
Although Level 11 was specified in the evaluatton desian, Grade [

students were actually tested with TASK, Level |. Eleventh grade
norms are unavailable for Level [, so that results are not -reported:
for this grade.
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~ . I1. CLINICAL AND GUIDANCE-STAFF INTERYIEWS SUMMARY

-

il

'y Introduction _ ﬂ:'» '; . o F\\ S

4 ]
Data for th1s section of this report were col]ected 1n seven schoo]s

b

‘ dunsng the period from May 19, 1980 to June 6,71980. The sites were se-
e 1ected random]y from a stJat1f1ed samp]e of schoo]s 1n the T1t1e I Clini-
ca] and Guidance Program A small random sample of c]1nica] and gu1dance
sta?? were a]so intervjewed in order to 1dentify areas for moreATntensive
eva]uat1on dur1ng 1980- 1981» The 1nterv1ew»form was - gonstructed pretest- -
. ed and revised by the 0ff1ce of Educat1ona1 Evaluation with the assistance
of T1t]e I central administrators. The interviewer was tra1ned in the use
of the form before the 1nterv1ews began. A1l 1ntervfewed personne] were
“informed that the purpose of the ‘interview was to feed 1nformat1on back to
| the program coordinators and the Office of Educat1ona1 Evaluation. They
L were assured comp]ete confident1a]ity and anonymity to their responses
é

Each interview took bewteen 15 and 60 minutes. The average t1me for the :

interviews was 34 minutes.

% Th1s section of the report is based on interviews w1th e1ght guﬁdance
&

counse]ors, three psycho]og1sts and one social worker.

o The funct1ons of the various c]lnica] and,gu1dance‘staff are as follows:

The Guidance Counselor shall: study pupil needs through LK
" the examination of records, observation, consultation, :
and interviews; assist pupils in evaluating their abili-
ties, aptitudes, attitudes, and interests and interpret
these in p]anning appropriate intervention; provide in-
dividual and group counseling; develop group techniques
. as a method of providing educational guidance, career
exploration and developing insight into personal and so-.
cial problems; interpret pupil data to ‘staff members and . .=
cooperatively p]an and carry out measures to meet pupil
needs; ' - '

| . 13.)# )




- .

interpret pupil data to parents and seek Rarenta] coope~ ;

- ration in formulating and carrying through appropriate i
‘plans; work. with special school services such.as the Eval-"
uation and Placement Units to insure that identified pu-
Pils are placed in optimum situations and cooperate with
community agencies to provide services to referred pupils.

The School Social Worker shall:® study thechild, partic-
ulary his/her family an e situation, to discover phys- <

. ical, social or emotiopal factors which have inhibited

. ledrning; provide individual and group therapy to sty-

~ ..dents which will facititate the development of satisfac-

tory .interpersonal relationships and work habits; assist-
‘the learning disabled student by working both with the
child and with the parent; help the staff and parents to - B
respond to the student. through new prescriptive approaches -
which make learning a more satisfying and positive experi-
ence. o - .

The School Ps‘cholo ist shall: study referred children; oo f}
and, through the use of psychological techniques, eval-

-* uate intelligence and achievement levels, growth and.ad-
Justment; participate in case conferences and offer ‘sug- -
X gestions to instructional staff for prescriptive approaches
to reverse patterns of academic failure; provide therapy
for children and their families both individually or in
groups in order to help facilitate more satisfying ways of
*coping both in the learning and total life situation; con-
fer with parents of pupils with special learning disabil- -
ities to extend their understanding of their child's pro-
blems and, if indicated, elicit parental cooperation in
effecting special class placement.

The Psychiatrists shall: Examine those pupils referred
by the counseTor, social worker or psychologist where
bsychiatrict diagnosis is necessary in order to effect

" oroper placement and to define treatment needs and goals.

Major Focus For Improvement of Pupil Funcfioning In Academic Areas
‘ Respondents were asked: Mn accordahce with the Title I guidelines,
what are the major areas of focus of thé'c]inica] and guidance component

to ihprove pupil fun;tionind’in the academic areas?" Most answers regard-

ed helping underachjeving students to'realize their full potential by work-”;

ing on learning and/or emotional problems that might be causing the under-
achievement. , - | |

w
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4
The Clinical and Guidance Program staff perce1ved their role to be a

]1asion between the school, the parents, other pro/pss1ona]s (e.g., psy-
cho]ogist, guidance counselor, etc. T, the public schoo] system and outs1de.
agencies A]1 of the 1nterv1ewed staff 1nd1cated that their major foci
were 1nd1v1dua1 counseling, consulting with Title 1 nonpub]ic schoo] staff,

serving as a resource person, and en]1st1ng parenta] aid. A]so ment1oned .
. * % . . “0, s

as areas, of major- focus were group counse]1ng,(92%), and d1agnos1ng learn-
- \

\ R v - . S
-

"ing d1ff1cu]t1es (67%): ’ » =

)

© Activities And Duties

. Al of the clinical and guidance personnel were asked to specify their

. duties and activities. The response of the one school social worker 1nter-
viewed was: (1) to encourage teachers to respond to the child through individ-
ualized approaches; (2) to éncourage parents to. respond. to the child ‘through” %
_jndividua]ized approaches' (3) to counse] parents, students, teachers and .éﬁ
principals; (4) to make referra]s to other community agencies; (5) visit

homes (6) to study the family and life situations of the child to 1dent1fy
problems, (7) to provide individual and group therapy to students, and tsb

to counsel the 1earn1ng disabled child and family. . ‘ w0

Three school psychologists were interviewed. When asked to state their

duties and act1v1t1es, all three responded (1) to evaluate intelligence and
achievement ]eve]s;'(2) to evaluate learning patterns; (3) to participate in

case conferences; (4) to advise instructional staff on helpful prescriptive
approaches (5) to confer with parents of learning dfisabled children; (6) toh
elicit parenta] cooperation for appropriate placement; (7) to interpret testtd
findings to parents; (8) to intérpret test findfngs;to teachers. Two of the
three also said their activities included monitoring_the child's progress,

classroom observat1ons and referrals to outside agenc1es

Q ‘ 15
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» - ’ .k " .
When asked to 1dent1fy main dut1es and act1v1t1es, the e1ght gu1dance

counse]ors all esponded: (1) to examine records, obserVe, consult and in-

. terview to determ1ne pup11 needs, ‘(2) to p]an 1ntervent1ons, (3) to pro-

v1de individugl and group counseling; (4) to develop group techn1ques for ~

prov1djng gu1dance, (5) to plan cooperat1ve1y with parents; (6)/to work

cooperat1ve1y w1th spec1a1 schoo] serv1ces on p]acements, and (7) to coop-

',:erate W1tﬁ commun1ty agencies ‘to provide serv1ces to referred pup11$ 'JMost.
N

,fof ‘the" staff a]db 1nd1cated that<the1r dut1es 1nc1uded ass1st1ng pup115 in
, ' by
jself eva]uat1ons; 1nterpert1ng pup11 s se]f eya]uat1ons, 1nterpret1ng pup11

'~-\data to the other'staf(, 1nterpret1ng pup11 data, to parents-and p]ann1ng

‘<

cooperative]y WTth the staff. Two 901dance counseqors a]sO'sa1d they he1p _‘4.

._prov1de 1nformat1on to the stddents about h1gh schoo] p]acement e

.

_ hPup11 and/or Program Records

A11 of the clinical and guidance personne1 indicated:thatfthey keep"
pupil and program records. A1l of the personnel. kept contact sheets, caee
Tists;»week1y or month]y logs and referral sheets. Also méntioned were |
e]1g1b111ty 11sts, pre-and post- rat1ng scales (subm1tted by ‘the referr1ng

teacher for each ch11d) parent contact forms, conf1dent1a1,case files,

- and consent forms.

'Support1ve Services

Centra] Staff. ~ Clinical and guidance personnel were asked what suppor-

tive services they received from Title I supervisory staff. All of the per-
;sonne] ment1oned superv1sory visits, superv1sory guidance and eva]uat1ons,‘

in- serv1ce tra1n1ng, and mater1a1s

[ X
(h)
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'\“ "« In, addition to the purchase of bu]k materia]s for the total program,

o

the glinical and quidance“staff are prov1ﬁéd with a- cash’ allotment ‘in order
\\\ to 1Zd1v1dua1ize the ourchase of manipuiative materia]s
{

Other Adu]ts. ‘Response was fair]y consistent to the question, "When

- / A

you arg working with pupils to enhance the1r acadendc functioning, what
) e

adu]ts do you 1nvo]ve 1n your treatmént p]an?" All c]inica] and gu1dance

personne] ind1cated the parents and/or family, the Tit]e I referring teacH

r [

er. and the regu]ar c]assroom teacher< Mosf hamed the pr1nc1pa15sand some

1nterv1ews a]so mentioned other c]inica] and guidance staff and the Tit]e .

I 1nstructiona1 staff. ) - P o DU
.,\ ‘ / ‘ . . “ :’ - . ;, X . . ',. . - - ‘ . r:, B
BT Recommendations/ T S IR L f , ‘
. -~ ;6{\>' o oLl s ’ w A
AR Genera] Recommendations Genera] recommendations made by more than

one clinical and guidance staff mémber 1nc]uded (1) prov1de more days 1n7

‘"

each schoo] more’ staff and more c]inica] and guidance services (that 1s,

A ‘ "'expand the program to serve more chiidren). (2) broéden the gu1de]1nes to

N

a]low more time for other serv1ces (i.e-~ workshops), ‘YS) more Titleel . -@‘

c]asses, perhaps for ]earning disabled children, (4) provide more work

1

with comnunity resources, (5) set aside more space 1n schoo]s, {6) pro-

vide te]ephones for Title I personne] One of the psycho]ogists recommens .

ded research 1n.prevent1ve techniques and psychologists training in group

Al

dynamics. . o ~

- Staff Development. Severa] of the staff -members suggested additiona]

workshops that focus on ref1n1ng profe551ona] skills, }earning about new v

1aws and new diagnostic instruments, and sharpehing sen51tivity to peoples

of other cultures.
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'Materia1s4ﬁ Staff members .Stated they would ]1ke addT@iona] mater1a}s

1nc]ud1ng more profess1ona] referenceubooks and man1pu]at1ve materiads. -,

Pup1] Selection. Se]ect1on of - themstudents to the C]in1ca] and, Gu1-f‘

{
dance Program is made by the c]inica4 and gu1dance“§taff member together

with the Title I teacher from, among eT1g1b]e students serv1ced in the Title

I instructional programs.’ Many staff‘members expressed frystrat10n at not

-

be1ng ab]e to work with students who were not enro1]ed in any TT1e I in-

¥

struct1ona] program, s1nce the staff had”requests to service them )

_MOoe staff nembey suggested,sett1ng up a. ma1ntenance system to fo]]ow-

_up on students d1schar€ed from the”T1t1e I- 1nstruct1ona] Srograms . %/
.1) ,: j Coordingtﬁon w1th Regu]ar C]assroom Teachers Most of the 1nterv1ew-

ers said they meet w1th the regu]ar c]assroom teachers 1nformaT]y, usua]1y

! at ]unch, s1nce .many teachers in the nonpub]1c s;hools do not have any free

e trme In add1tYOn, one tgaiher ment1oned the 1mportance of have “definite’

A

‘ments in order 4o fac1]1ate cooperat1on between the Title I Cl}ﬂ(ij] and

gu1dance staff and the, nonpub]1c schoo] c]assroom teacher
{
C1assroom teachers are invited to 'all case conference" at wh ch time

4

1nd1v1dua] student progress is assessed. C]assroom teachers are a]so in-
volved in formu]at1ng comprehens1ve wreatment p]ans

" Coordination W1th Other T1t]e I Staff Eleven members'(83%) of the

iCaT ang gu1dance staff expressed sat1sfact10n with the coord1nat1on

w1th other T1t]e I Staff DUr1ng forma] .and 1nforma] conference per1ods
. student progress was d1scussed Two staff members found it d1ff1cu]t to |
meet w1th other, staff member because‘of conf]1ct1ng schedu]es and staff

changes’ , . d

t1mes schedu]edzat the beg1nn1ng of the school year for student &gpo1nt- ’

LY



_ - IV, ,SUMMARY OF INTERVIEWS WITH PROGRAM COQRDINATORS -

-
- -
o -

_ Program Consideration

‘Goals., The a1m of the program was to he]p cﬁi]dren functaon getter
in the bas1cfareas of reading and mathemat1cs. The program approachedg
their goa] by . obta1nTng a d1agnosis of the ch1]d‘§ behav1ora1 prob1ems. s

s These goa1s were developed W1th the’ aeadem1c progreﬁs of the. ch1]d as the

,pr1mary end. The. c]1n1ca] and gu1dance staff focussed on prob]ems ‘that k

;- ‘might be 1nterfer1ng with academ1c progress | R

& o

- Strengths and Needs The c11n1ca1 and gu1dance servrces .were pro-

,..(

o
s '.‘T/‘.‘;’ﬁ :

. v1ded to students who demonstrated the greatest need for them. An 1nter- Ay
d1sc1p11nary approach, a staff ‘of h1gh]y tra1ned profess1ona]s, and a good . {Y
rat1o of staff to ch11dren were all seen as program strengths '

The greatest need of the program was additional staff to serv1ce

- . el mih g

‘:5more children (i. e.,Jaccoridng to the staff percept1on) R

o

New Ideas/Approaches/Top1cs Over ghe ]ast three years prdgram ; \',

changes 1nc1uded 1ncreased 1nterna] reﬁﬁrra]s, 1qcreased conferences with

“the nonpub11c school teachers, and more emphas1s -on work1no w1th oarents |

w . and the community. ,
‘ ‘ e . ~
gﬁydent Cons1derat1ons
S : frequent]y Occurring Prob]ems. Underach1evement was - named by both

coord1nators as the most frequent]y occurr1ng prob]em. They a]so ment1on'd
act1ng out” and withdrawn behav1or as prob]ems One coord1nator named : .
. fam1]y prob]emsiznd the ability to relate to others. and the other ment1oned
vphys1ca1 problems (obesity, hyperact1v1ty and mental retardation) as the
’ other common problems. ‘ ] : . ‘
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How Students were Referred ; Students were referred to cllﬁ%ca1 and

gu1dance services by the T1t1e 1 1nstruct10na1 teacher ehe regu]ar c1ass- L

’

*oom teacher and/or the,nonpub11c schoo1 pr1nc1pa1
;ewﬁ“‘

How Students were D1agn3§ed and Eva1uated The c11n1ca1 and qu1dance

constant commun1cat1on about the ch%TH S

"pistaff c1as?room teachers are 1

progress ‘When it becomes ap <rent that a11 of the varwab1es which 1nd1cate

i ~t'cﬁange in persona11ty showxpos1t1ve progress, the ch11d is seen less often

Ve in counse11ng Improved grades on report Cards and test1ng, and positive

m v

9' » teacher_comm nts on. behaV1or form the mu1twp1e cr1ter1a for closing a

~ case. -~

A

Social workers genera11y took socia]. h1stor1es and used this informa-
tTon in work1ng out a treatment plap for the - ch11d ."!
/)

\

Gu1dance counse1ors used the pre-and post- rat1ng form that were f111ed
'”out by the referr;ng teachers; these check11st of behaV1ors are the teach-
s, ers evaﬁuat1on‘of the child's needs. (See'Append1x ) In ~addition to the
3 teacher ratings, the counse1ors also conducted 1nforma1 1nterv1ews with the
child. All of the ava11ab1e 1nfornat1on on the child is used to make a’
treatment p1an for the ch11d | Notes were kept in 1nd1v1dua1 f11es on each
child seen by the counse1or

How Students Were Reassessed. The child' s\progress was discussed with

3 L]

the Title I 1nstruct1ona1 teacher and regu]ar c1assroom teacher, recommen-
dat1ons for d1fferent approaches were made if the child was not improving.
This reassessment was done on a regu]ar basis.

How the Interpretat1on of D1agnost1c and Eva1uat1on ProcedureS“was L

Reported to Parents Parents were involved from the beg1nn1ng They'gave

their consent before. any test1ng was done and then were given feedback after

{

_ the eva1uat1on was comp]eted ‘ e

\5 "‘
20
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' The rinCipa} the c]assroom teacher, and the Title I instructiona1 teach-

éer were also informed of the diagnostic findings

k4

o . - XWhen Services were Ended Treatment was terminated if the chi]d show-
I

ed academicaTEand behavioral improvement. o f_

~

Particip nt/Staff’Ratio PartiCipant staff ratio for program activ-

_ Yties varied from one to one to'a small group setting, (six to eight

pupi]s) or to a larger group setting for pupils, parents and instructionaT

o

staff members -

k]

Frequency of Instruction Duration and frequency of agtiVities

varies direct]y With the needs of the indiVidua] the type of actiVity
and the avai]abi]ity of staff as we]] as. the number of days of serVice
in a school. | | | ! |

' Emergencies EmergenCies that occurred inc]uded aggreSSive and Vio-
- “lent behaViors, su1c1de threats and fami]y break ups The clinica] and R
4guodance staff dea]t with the- immediate criSis by tgiking to the persons
binvolved ---the chi]d ‘the parents, the teacher -+ and referra] wa's made '
to an outSide agency for continuation of treatment if the chi]d was not . -
Aenrolled in any Tit]e I instructiona] program.

, : 4
Staff Considerations . /;f | Iz

9
.

Staff Invo]vement with the Title I Teacher and the Regu]ar C]assroom

*  Teacher. - A team approach was used. C]inica] and guidance staff met with .
Tit]e I teachers and the regu]ar classroom teachens to discuss individual
cases. ‘ ' ,

. Outside‘Agenciesx The ]ength of time taken by outSide agenCies to

r, respond to referrals varied depending on the agency and its ]ocation

' » R
¥ L

to
|

s




Metenia1s. ~According to the coordinator, counse]ors are given a shop-
iping bag fuil of matenials to‘supplement.ghe,sUpply of manipulaffvefmate-
ria]s which have been maintained at eaon site throughout theientire history

- of the orogrem: Counselors are told tnat Eheyrmay individualize their pur-

. %hases when they are given their allotments each year. They also are in-

!

- formed that they may request refenence books for the library." Puppets are

rdhtjne1y provided each year and some counselors have chosen .to bsy dol1
. /___/“_‘ . : L v W g

A
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Recomméndations ~ - - o

Genera] Genera] recommendat1ons included providing, more ‘supervisoxs— '
and stgff ‘and’ bu11d1ng in more t1me for tra1n1ng and staff deve]opment
- Rega5§1ng staff deve]opment 1ast year- at Teast seven unpaid speakers
.- and workshops Ieaders vo]unteered the1r time to the Gu1dance Program These
volunteers came from a var1ety of places 1nc1ud1ng state agenc1es, mental

health c11n1cs, hopS1ta1s and pr1v1ate 1nst1tutes




Y. EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS *

*

The fo]]ow1ng concerns were expressed by C11n1ca1 and. Gu1dance Ser-
vices personnel dur1ng interviews with the eva1uat1on concultant:
7 : ll Clinical and gu1dance staff members expresséd a desire to be

included in the other program component staff meet1ngs

o .
=2) ._Lack of adequate space was seen as a prob]em 1n some of the

. p
schoo]s

3) Staff members voiced @ need for more staff deve1opment
The eva]uat1on team recommends that the program coordinators d1scuss
"f these issues w1th the staff dur1ng mee;1ng t1mes and exp]ore ‘ways of sol-
| v1ng ‘these problems w1th1n their legal and budgetary restraints.
. - The program coordinators‘expressed a desire to revise the‘Behavior
Rating Scale. The revision of this scale has been identified by the Office

of Educational Evaluation as a priority area for the investment of effort

for 1980-1981.




