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. ! : t 81.54- * F) . . ’ '_’ ‘o s ' . - ’ “ 4 \o b_ . 3 . .
~ ' Instrument ‘Descripfion: ¥taff Surwey ' . ’ "
B
A B . -
~. ' ‘ to. : . ‘ L4 l . §
Bried description of tie izscTument:*
* ) . The Staff Survey, labeled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, is an eight-item opinion survey
b designed to elicit staff perceptions regarding the' prevalence of illegal drugs and "
alconol. -an their campuSes and thé use of trained dogs to detect them. A five-pdint,
) Likert-type scale is used by the staff member to respond o four pairs of statements, .
. \ ¢ the firsc, concerning drugs and the second alcohol. THe survey also requires the re- »
- ’soonden: to sup‘Ply the school name and to indicate an employment category. ]
. v ' T « . . —~ .
. . . . . N B 'A . :
B To_whem, was £he ins:-.::nnc administnnd.? _ .
¥ . . -
v All administrative, professional, and classified staff at Crocka:t audl ‘Travis Hivh .
Schools and at iartin and Fulmore Junlor High Schools. 1.
- . , [ .
v '? B ’ " ’ / v
e 1 Eow _2agy tizes a3 che instzument admintscered? ] ‘ \ ‘
) ¢ 'l‘vice. once in the fall of 1981 and again in :he spring of 1982. _ ‘ . o .
. . r )
. When was the jasctxument adminiscered? . : 1. .
. » - . _ -
. In fall 1931, September 13 through October 7. ) . -
- In spring 1982, Ajril 14 through April’ 20. - ¢ ' -
] ] waers was thé inscrumest admintstared? i
' On the campuses of Crockett and Travis digh Schools andivof ‘hrtin and Fulmore Jjunior 1
o 3 . .
. High Sqhools. ) ~ i ' ’ .
) 'Sho admdniscered che fastimenc? * . : . ’
Classified staff, except.at Crockettpwete administered the Survey by the Evaluation N
Intern. Professional and administrative staff, and classified staff at Crockett, )
v ¢ administered the survey to themselves. B
- Waat srainizz did she administraeors have? S e : : v
) Jirections for adminjistration were, part of «lte ins:rumen:. In most cases, Cthese were .
read aloud to classified staff by the Evaluation Intern.’ E - o
. Was the instruzeat ad...i:istered. mdez‘ s.andz::‘.i:nd cenditions?
A Il D F L, — . 0 ot ‘ ;
*' - : -‘_0- - ’ . \5: o A . o . o Y
R A : N R
2 . Wers thers oroblemd wizh the instmument OF che adziniscracion t:'-.z.: atzhe -3
aziscz the vaiidicy of che daca? |
o
Some classified staff’ evinced 1imi:e -English proficiency. These few responden:s ‘may
R w2 1 bave simply marked the survey withoud fully.understanding it : O
L) 3 - ) Al
] o ievaloved she fase—vmens? (7 ot ;
’ o ] ) “ . - " . N
. The Office of Research and Evaluation. ¢ ’
. ) Y . . “’
- soat rel_abil.:'r and validier ia:z. azTa v-_-.‘..’..al'ﬂ.«1 2m sha isscmmenz? |
. ' ¥ None. - ) [
& ot P’
? ! /Q - L8
N . ’ i
v | , o : : ~
“ LY ira swera norm daca avaiiasls sz {3zaroracing zhe rasulss? E
’ f ) ) « ! ) '
. 1 vo. * .o
A E Al P . -
rd
. b’ .
Q 1 ~ .
EMC o 3 g 1 ]




81.54 .

' sarF sudvEY .-
. . L]

-y . - * - ‘ . ’ \
’ ) Purpose .
The Staﬁf Survey; titled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, provided information rele-
vant to the follow1ng decision: and evaluation questions: ' -
Décision Question Dl:° Should the Austin Independent Schoo District
c¢ontinue to have a program using traited dogs to dete@ illegal drugs
and alcohol? .

Evaluation Question p1-2:" Did theﬁavailability and usé\ of irlegal
.drugs and alcohgl on?ypus change as & reSult ‘of the program?
‘ . AN
+ Decision Question D2» If ‘the program is ¢ontinued, should it be modified-
or continued as 1is?

4

¢ . ©Evaluation Question D2-4: What did school personnel, students, and

parents think abdbut the program? - _ B
' - ]
) s - * - - N ‘ 4 4
? _ . T
-, ) i Procedure ~ - .
“'**'-ssf%,;w S 4 ) .
Data Coiléctianhlg ‘ - : »

T . - 9

In early September 1981,

wise called the

evaluafionggtgif developed the Staff Surve§"othef_.

Drug/Alcohol Survey (Aftachment A-1), ..This instrument, de-
scribed on page A-2 as designed to reflect the opinlons ‘of. schoal. persgnnel

about four basic

1.

s bound up with the Drugs Off- Campus (DOC) Program

Whether drugs and/or alcohol were "a problem on the particula ;

school campus;

2. Whether drugs/alcohol were readily available to students on the

campus; ’

a

. ’

'

-

¢

Whether student drug/alcohol usage on'campus was frequent; and,

4, Whether using dogs to detect drugs/alcohol on campus was

"a good

" idea." 7 . ;

Arrangements for the administratiop of the Drug/Alcohol Survey were made
orally between the évaluation intern and the principals 6f the two program
and tWo”comparison schools. Attachment A-2 contains a summary of the data

1

collection procedures in the fall of 1981 and the spring«of l982. Atrach-'
_ments A-3 through{fys are related commuqications. ’
. (Y . .
. - -
. )
ug"> ’ i ’ . )
: : . 7 '.A . . . 13 '
‘J - A-3 * . ’ N » ’
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» Figuré Arl.%elow *5hows the number and percentage ‘of staff at each of the
two pyogram (Crockett and Martin): and two comparison schools (Travis and
Fulmore) who completed the Survey.' As’ shown in the figure, response rates
were good to excellent, though they dec¢lined at: all schools in s%ring 1982,

i

/ c , NUMBER ¢ - PERCENTAGE x
, o NUMBER OF° RESPONDING - ' RESPONDING
SCHOOL " STAFF* - __Fall .Spring Fall . Spring
Crockett Co227 167 153 L4 67% r
Travis . | 180 1547 129 ;o86% . 728 ¢
Martin - 87 66 61 - 76% 70% )
Fulmore 81" . 79 64 - 98% " 79%

-

*Number of staff is the number of full— and part ~timeé staff as of October - 1,
1981 as shown og the 1981 Elementary-Secondary Staff Information Reporen
compiled by the Officé of Staff Personnel.

Y
a

Figure A-1, NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STAFF RESPONDING AT EACH SCHOOL ADMINIS-
TERED THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING:1982.
. Percentages are ‘rounded to the nearest whole number.k* R
Completed surveys returned to ORE were delivered to,the Keypugeh Services
. division of the .Computation Center at The University of Texas at Austin.
The keypunch format.used is shown in Attachment A-6. The resulting cards
were- then used ﬂ?‘create a computer file which was the basis for the analyses

described below. ‘ o g

div .

Analyses - . B

Subprogram FREQUENCIES from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
'(SPSS) was used to obtain descriptive statistics fo¥ the Drug/Alcohel\

Survey data. Groups included for analysis were staff and students 4t each 7
of the two program schools, Crod¢kett and Martin, and a{»their comparison
schools, Travis and Fulmore. Separate analyses were run” for fall 1981
.and spring 1982. '

q . N L . i 1‘ . p—
| Results
Mean item responses for staff at each of the four schools in the fall and
in the -following spring are shown in Figure A-2. Mean item responses for
students at the same schools during the same time period &ire shown in .
Figure A-3. Student results will be discussed in Appendlx B. Figures A-4 ~

through A-7 give the the percentages of staff in each‘school respondlng in
_each choice category.

L}

(Text continues on page A-8.) | L . o ’ n

P

4'&’
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o/ . ’ AUSTIN. INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT '
- Offica of Research and Evaluation i
' May, 1982
" L ’ K . A
. . RESULTS FROM THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982 -
‘ ", SCHOOL - \ .
° ¥ . ! -
! ITEM Marcin + Crockett Fulmore (’t;avis ‘
Toa - v Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
(N=66) (N=61) (N=167) (N=153) (N=79)(N=64) (Nwl54)(N=129)
Ll ~ * i . .
1.a. Drugs are a.problem on this campus. 2.5 2.9 2.2 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.1 : °
B . v . . . @
° b. Alcohol is a problem on this campis. 3.2% 3.5 2.6° 2.8 3.4 3.6 2.7 2.6
. . . : ) ~ . -
» ' "2.a, Drugs are available on this campus i R ) . . »
. whenever students want them. 2.7. 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.4 -
. - b, ’Alcohol is available on this campus . ) N : )
s whenev&r‘s:uden:s want it.’ 3.4 3.6 2.8 3.0 3.5 3.5° 30 2.9 d
“ v 3.2.7Scudents often use drugs on campus. 2.9 3.2 LS. 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.4
N . ’ ’ / S
.b, Students often drink alcohol . ‘ : : <
. . campus. - 3.4 3.7 3ja 3.1 3.7 3.6 2.9 2.7
L. .‘ . ] ) r % \
" gaa. Using dogs to detect drugs on L 3 L . :
‘ / campus is a good idea. ‘2.7 3.0 1.3 1.8 2.0 2.3 2,1 2.4 ¢
) b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on % k o : !
, campus 1s a good idea. 2.8 3.1 1.3 1.9 2.3 2,57 2.2 2.5
Figure "A~2, HEAN ITEM RESPONSES OF STAFF (1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Not Sure, 'ls-Dis‘agree,v
r + 5=Strongly Disagree), Numbers™re rounded to the-.nearest teath, N
. . . - .
- : “ A .SCHOOL ‘
ITE:}; Martin \ Crockett - Fulmore Travis .
. Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall "SDring
’ (N=789) (N=673) (N=2282) (N'153;L) (N=776) (N=797) (N=1685) (N=1454)
*l.a. Drugs are a‘&:toblem on this campus. 2.6 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.3 2.8 2.8 2.9
L’ a ' .
\ s« b. Alcohol is a problem ox this campus.3.2. 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.3
. ‘ N \
2.a, Drugs are available on thigeggampus . ) ) - .
whenever students want them. 3.4 3.5 2.9 3.0 3.4 3.2 . 2.9 3.0
. i \
4 b. Alcohol is available on this ‘
campys whenever studeats want it, 3.7 3.8 3.4 3.5 23.7 3.7, 3.5 3.5.
‘. - ) »
» : - .
3.a. Students often use drugs on campus. 2.9 3.0 2.6 2.8 2.9 4.7 2.6 2.7 N
b. Students often drink alcohol on '
‘canwus. »' 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.3
4.a. Using dogs tp detect drugs on +° - v . . ' i
- campus is/af;ood idea, 2.2 2.8 .2.6 3.2 2.6 2.9 3.0 3.2
/ . be Using dogs to detect alcohol on . ) 4
campud ises good idea. ' 2.3 2.9 2.8 3.2 2.6 3.0 3.2 3.3
. Figure A-3. MEAN ITEM RESPONSES OF STUDENTS (l=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Not 'Sure, 4=Disagree,
g . 5=Strongly Disagree). Numbers are rounded to’ the nearest tenth. ‘ ~
.
. [ 4
o . . ‘ . N @. .
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\ . \
’ : I AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRIGT | R ]
< . Office of Research and Evaluation - ot
. . N . M \ ) ’ " .
. ¢ . Fs .
-t t . :
o . RESPONSES . o
(Fa) Fall 1981 Ne 167 . . . -
(Sp) Spring 1932 = 153 , 1 2 3 s s
) _ ’ Strongly . * Yot . . - Strongly !
: -» TEM i Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree -
| | I Sp. -F2 So FaSp Faso  Fa Sp o
’ R - : ’ Y « .
v l.a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 19 16 53 46 23" 20 5 17 T - “\
° ) b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. j_o '7 37 34 39 36 ' 12 21 2, .2 _ < o .
_ ’ . ' . ' . “x .
2.a., Drugs are available on thiS campus 16 12 47 31 35 42 2 12 0" 3 7
whenever students want them. ’ v .- - '
b. Alcohol is available on this campus 7 8 27 20 47 4& - 14 24 5« 4 T v
wheaever scudents wznt it. - ' S 5
- 3.a. Students often use drugs on campus, 11 11 S 36 31 23 11 24 :' 1T 3 . _: .
5. Students oftem drimk alcohol on 4 .5 26 2110 4; 37 22 30 whé 6 ’
campus. . ) B
4.a. ising dogs to detect drugs on " . ; : : 2 3 = i
campus is a good idea.s: ?9 56 33 2010 7 . > 8 ) ’
b.. Using dogs to detect alcohol.on | ) ) “/ P " .. n:i
campus is a* good idel. - 47 36 31 2 14‘7‘ 5 9 - . S
Figure a-4. PERCENTAGE OF CROCRETE STAFF RESPONDING IN r¥ OICE CATEGORY -ON THE L
. ‘ DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982, Percentages are rounded ° iL
' ’ v to "the nearest whole number.- - ST
c : : ; . . v : . A
* - . RESPONSES - ,
. . . "
- . | e S T L T T
. (Fa) Fall 1981 N= 154 . : : Strongly wa Yot v Strongly -
.. (Sp)’ Spring 1982 N= 129 Agte-"‘ Agree Sure Disagree Difagree
: . FaSp ‘Fa So.Fa §o Fa So P So
| l.a, Drugs are*a problem on this campus. - 19 24 SL,49 "26 21 6 4 12
- X . L i . . o8 . . . R )
| BT Alconol is a problem on this campus. 11 177 33 31 35 36 17 44 L6 s . 7
’ N a S R ! .
2.a., Drugs are available on ‘this campus , 15 16 33 40 32 36 ‘15 6 -1 .2 . .
: _ whenéver students want thenm. . . . s
, ' b. Alcohol is availabla on this campus 7 12 19 13 47 49 31 16 - 6. 6 , .
whf90v1r students wanc ic.‘ T . ’ . .
3.a. Students often use drugs on campus, 18 20 42 40 29 26 11 16 1 4 S, s
b. * Students often drink alcobol on o7 28 260 40 46 20 13 s s i
campus. : . . o
4,2, Using dogs to detect dfggs on _ 40 33 .30 27 14 21 9 9 7 1
campus is a 3ogd idea.
b Using dogs co decect alcobol on 40 30 27 23 1s 26 11 11 7 11 )
. : campus is a good idea. . )
) c s § . * . ‘.
Figure 4&~5. PERCENTAGE OF TRAVIS STAFF RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE "

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1281 %KD SPRING 1932. Percentages are rounded
‘to the nearest whole pumber. *

. - - : -

) NOTE: Due. to the' rounding procedure (.3 or higher to round up), percentages will s
. ) ] . not always total 100.
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. o ; : " AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
o . -  Office of Rasearch and Evaluatiom
) ', " - , &
. ' ' RESPONSES
(Fa) Fall 1981 Nw66. : ~ . ‘ : “
. (Sp) Spring 1932 : Nw6l i .. 2 3. 4. 5
. ~ . Sctrongly - dor Strongly
- . ‘ ITEM . ' ' Agres - Agrees Sure Disagres  Disagree
. T ) Fa Spr Fa S Fa Sp +«Fa Sp- Fa Seo
. me B maoms na
« l.a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 17 2 "3 33 33 31 1325 3 .3
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 3 G 12, 10 SI 39 : 26 46 3 7
; T 2.a. Drdgs are available on this campus - : -
* whenever students want them.. 11 0. 29 27 44 48 11 22 . 5 3
b. Alcohol is availabla on this campus ) ‘E ' ’ -l
*  whenever s:_udenr.s want ic. ' 3 0 - 9 13 51 130 23 43 i& 15
3.a. Students often use drugs on campus. 0 39022 29 40 13 33 - 10 S5
. - p

b. ' Students often dr:!.nk alcohol on

‘ ‘ campus. 2 0 -~ 8.8 32
4.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on P
- '  campus is a good 1des. ] 2217 32 31 19
b. Using dogs to-detect alcohol om ) ’ ’
campus is a good idea. 19 15 28 29" 25
‘ ‘. . - ‘e -

* - DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY., FALL 1931 AND SPRING 1982.

) . \ rounded to the nearest whole number.
B . *

Fall 1981  N=79 . <
_Spring 1982 N=64 -

’ ‘Fa Sp Fa
- ITEM
Dmgs are a problem on 40 3533 40
! b. Alcohol is a ‘problem on ".- ‘ampulf.iy 5 5 32

2.a. Drugs are available on t

whenever stuflents want tl} 11 14 29 42 43

b. Alcohol is ava:LJ‘abla on :his campus T \

® whenever students want it. 09 O 7 13 47
" RN ~
3.a. ;.{Stud‘enu often use /dru%s on campus. 9 6 28 14 341
; , b. Students oftan drink alcohol om ‘

campus. . o 9d .5 7 40

4.a.° Using'dogs "to detect drugs om - ) ;
,campus’ is a- good idea.t 34 27 37 44 22

- : l ) . M L"‘.
¢, b. Using dags to detect alcohol om ‘ .
campus 1s a good idea. 28 19 32 44 26
- . l ‘

~ . Figure A-7. PERCENTAGE OF FULMORE STAFF RESPONDIIG IN EACH

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982
rounded to the nearest wnole number

will mot always total

i

] o . o ~ )
. Q « . - 4 . S A=7 ' \ ] -
ERIC e ‘ S L

. . ; .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . N ~

/ NOTZ: Due to the roundd.ng'\%ﬁt( .5 or higher to rOumLup), percentages »

"

32 21 45 18 18
15 10 14 18 264

17 1 1 19 25

‘Figure A-6. PERCENTAGE OF MARTIN STAFF RESPOJDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE

" Percen :ages are 4

-

R : ) W RESPONSES . ' .
. \ L] ' :
p N . 1 2 3 4 3

Not « = : Str;ngly
“Agree Sure Disagree ' Disagree

31 3 3. 1.2

52 31. 25 10 14

£

4L 32 33 '_l{S 13

[

0 -2 19
9 4 35§% 16
1 6 38 1 16
18. 12 10 -3 io

CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE
Percentages are

-

)
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-Evaldation Question D1~-2 is addressed by staff fesponses to-items 1 through
3. An examination of Figures A-2 and A-4 through A~7 shows that:. .

. Staff at both CrocKett and Martin indicated that drugs and alcohol were
Iess of a problem on their campuses at t end of the programsthan they
had been at the beginning. . - i ‘

. ‘Staff at both of the comparison schpals reflected the oplﬁqon that drugs
‘and alcohol were about as much of a ptoblem, perhaps slightly more of
-, oney on their campus%i\at the end of the program as at the beginning.._

. Both Crockett and Martin staff thought that drugs and alcohol were less
availab®e and used less frequently on campus by students at the’ end of
the program than at the beginnlng. ,

. The Travis staff 1pdicated that drugs and alcohol were about as avail=-'
able and used on campus by ‘students abdut. as frequently at the end of

-

e

the program as’ at the beginning. L ‘ : A L

«\::%;;ulmore staff thought that the students' frequency of drug use on -
pus had decreased from the beglgyzzg to the end of the program, but
that drugs and alcohol were more available on campus at the _end of the ~
prograiﬂthan at the beglnning. v O.- '
"Evaluation Question D2~4 is addressed by staff\::sgpnses&to item 4. In~
spection.of Figures A-2 and A-4'through A-7 reveals that:

+ Crockett staff agreed both at the beginnimg and’ end of the program that‘

.the use of dogs to detect drugs and alcohol is a good idea. More of .
the Martin staff agreed than disagreed, although there was not a clear
majority. ) ‘ _ ‘ - .

+ Travis and Funmore‘siaff agreed, both at the beginning and end of the
program that the use of dogs is a good idea. ‘ .
A .
. Staff agreement at the endgbf the program was weaker thaﬂ at the beginnlng
at all four schools.c Martin staff had the lowest level of agreement.
- < - . .

. i . . ! ,..
‘. . ) 2 : e




81.54 - T ) i Attachment A-1l .
- S (Page 1 of 2)

- - . . . [ 34

- . AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

’ Office of Research dnd Evaluation

: . R _Fall, 1981
s ‘ ~ Spring, 1982

DRUG/ALCOHOL. SURVEY

i

Directioms: - | ' ;

There is a new prngrah in AISD this year. At two sch@pls, trained dogs will

be used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. Ia evaldating this program, we

are interested in your attitudes about drugs on campus.’ :
- ) N , -

Please complete this survey by placing a check next to your position and by

responding to the statements which follow. ’

+

All respomnses are’cqnfidencigl.

Please return through the schodl mail to: 2
.. A

" "ORE/David Wilkinson
_Administration Building ‘
Box 79 — ' ) »

-

Thank you for &our help. .

'PLEASE TURN THIS SHEET OVER.

13

rinted Sepcember 1981 B A-9
[:R\!:=princedhmarch 1982 v

IText Provided by ERIC




81. 54 S ‘ L Attachment A-1
(continued, page 2 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT - . , w
Office of Research and Evaluation

‘'DRUG/ALCOHOL. SURVEY .~ -

. . . ' » - >
. ‘ .
Schaol: . , - ' L o
: ‘u,-« ) . . .i . . v
Check if yecu are:
( ) Principal/Assiétant Principal/Dean/Head Teacher
() Teacher/Counselor/Librarian - . , i .

+ . -
N

() Building Manager/Registrar/Assistant Reglstrar/Secretary/dYErk/Bookkeeper/

' Teacher Aide/Study Hall Wonitor/ISS Monitor

() Head c todian/Custodian/Production Assistant/Hall‘Mbnitor/?roduction
Apprentice/Building Operator/Manager/Wanager Trarnee/Cook Mapager/Production
Specialist/Horticulturist ,

»

° () Ocher staff - Please specify:

3

kkkhkhbhhhikk :’e*******************************************i:****************************

_ Strongly Not Strongly

Agree Agree  Sure - Disagree Disagreg :
1, a. Drugs are a problem on tﬁis campus., 1 =~ N 2 ‘3 4 ‘5
b. Alcohol ié.a problem on this campus. 1- " 2 \ 3 ‘ 4 ' '5
2.“a. Drugs are available on‘this caméus ‘ C ‘ a
whenever students want them. 1 2 3 4 5

b. Alcohol is avallable on this campus

whenever students want it. 1 -2 3 4 5
: . ~
3, a. Students often use drugs on S S
" campus. | 1 2 3 4 5

- b. Students often drink alcohol on ‘\\\
1

campus. & 2 3 4 5
4, a. Using‘ddg§ to detect drugs on - : .
campus is a good idea. 1 2 3 4 5
B. ‘Using dogs to-detect alcohol on v - . L~
campus is a good idea. 1 2 3 4 5

L ‘ . ’ ) -
\ . .

' o Prlﬁted September 1981 ' S i.l‘j T
Reprinted March 1982 A-10. ‘ ,
ERIC | o | | P
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\
DAY DATE
Tuesday September

15

Thur sday September QJ

¢

~ Tuesday September

E}

Wednesday September

\ .

Friday September

+ ! Tuesday ' September

Wednesday September

22

23

25

30

I3

Fall 1981

POPULATION
AFFECTED -
)

. Fulmore faculty

(professional and
administrative)

Fulmore studenta,

* grades 7-8

' Crockett staff

(administrative, -

- professional,

and classified)

- Crockett students,

grades 9-12

Crockett students,
grades 9-12

N\

Fulmore staff
(classified
clerical and
classified
technical)

Martin faculty

- (professional

and administra-
tive)

Martin Btaff
(classified
clerical and
classified
technical)

A-11

" morning by Evaluation Intern.

Attachment: A-2
(Page 1 of 3)

DRUG/ALC@HOL§SURVEY DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

ACTIVITY

I a .
Drug/Alcohol Survey administered
by Evaluation Intern in the
library. '

~Drug/Alcohol Survey administered

over public address (P.A.) system
to all first-period classes. '
Teachers had a copy of ‘the admin-
istration directions.
Drug/Alcohol forms for both stu-
dents and staff delivered in the
Stu~
dent surveys were divided into
approximately 100 advisories of

30 each. ey were put by Crockett
staff into teachers' boxes that
afternoon. A memo from the prin-
cipal to teachers and staff asked
that they be completed before 4:00

. p.m. Wednesday, September 23.

Drug/Alcohol Survey admin;stered
during morning advisory period by
advisors (teachers).

Drug/Alcohol Survey adminiétered by-
Evaluation Intern in office and
cafeteria,

‘Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by

Evaluation Intern in afternoon fac—-
ulty meeting in library.

"Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by .

Evaluation Intern, to technical staff
in cafeteria and to clerical staff in
the office.




< » ) : B . ! 97 , V . . Y
/ < Attachment A-2

: _ , (continued page 2 of 3)
, . N , ,
LS : . [ ]

Wednesday September- 30 Martin studeh@s, Drug/Alcohol Survey administdred
) grades 7-8 in 1st-period classes by lst-period _
~};eachers using directions supplied |
b |

y Evaluation Intern. Not done over

- ¢ T - }, . A, though teachers given reminder
. . over P, A, .
. . s F . ! . : ‘
Monday October 5 Travis students, Survey forms delivered by Evaluation
- grades 9-12 +* Intern divided into 69 advisories of
4 o 32 each.
Weddesday October 7 Travis students "Drug/Alcohol’Survey administered over
’ " - '~ P. A, by principal. Teachers did not
' ' have a copy of the directions to
. _ . follow along (principal's decision).
Wednesday October 7 .Travis faculty Survey fords distribdted to teachers'
- | , (profestional boxes. '
» J ' - and administra-- ~
tive)
Wednesday October 7 Travis staff %rug/Alcohol Survey administered by
- (classified ' Evaluation Intern. - ‘
o T4 clerical and ' . ' , »
) ., classified '
technical) -
- J
: ~ Spring 1982
e . .
N .
DAY . -DATE POPULATION . ACTIVITY °
. "AFFECTED '
Wednesday April 14 - Fulmore staff Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by '
(classified : Evaluation Intern in office and
) : clerical and cafeteria.
L classified » _ . :
N technical) o _ !
Wednesday April 14 " Fulmore faculty Survey forms delivered by Evaiuation
: and students Intern. Student gurveys divided into
. ! ’ class-size groups. Faculty surveys
put in teachers' boxes.
Thursday  April 15 Fnlmore'students, Drug/Alcohol Survey'administered

grades 7-8 over public address (P.A.) system to
. ’ all first=-period classes. Jeachers
had a copy of the administration

- ' directions. .

. . ’ 7 *
N | ‘ | e _ “ | : » , 16
JERIC ., | iz, _ .
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Thursday - April 15 ; Martin staff
LI '

(classified)

Martin faculty

Thursday: April 15
. and students.
Friday April 16 Martihuefﬁi}hts
¢
Monday April 19 Travis siaff
: : (classified) -
‘Travis faculty
and students
Monday A?rii 19 Crockett staff
_ and students
e
Tuesday - April 20 Crockett
students
Tuesday , April 20 Travis students
X
s
-

¥

No::x\ In AISD, permanent employees are categorized as admlnistrative, profes-
sional, or classified (either clerical or techmical).

" Attachment A-2
(continued, page 3 of 3)

€

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by.

‘Evaluation Intern, to technical

staff in cafeteria .ahd to clerical

~staff in the office. -

Survey foims delivered by Evaluation
Intern. Faculty surveys, with a
cover memo stapled to them (Attach-
ment A-5), were distributed to
teachers' boxes.

| Drug/Alcohol Survey administered in

1st=-period classes by lst-period
teachers using directions supplied
by Evaluation Intern. Not dome over
P.A. though teachers given reminder
over P.A. B ]

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by
Evaluation In§ern. .
Student survey forms delivered by
Evaluation Intern divided in 69 -

advisories of 30 each, and extras.
Faculty surveys put in teachers

Drug/Alcohol Survey forms for both..
students and staff delivered in the
morning by Evaluation Intern. Stu-
dent surveys were divided into
approximately 103 advisories of

30 each. They were put by Crockett
staff into teachers' boxes that
afternoon. '

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered
during morning advisory period byr
advisors (teachers)

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered over
P, A, by principal. Teachers did not
have a copy of the directions to .
follow along (principal's decision).

*

The positions,

associated with these classifications are shown in Attachment A-l, The

positions are in this order:
clerical, and classified-technical.
N

administrative, professional,; classified-

ot

See Attachments B-1 and B-2 for copies of the directions for administering the
Drug/Alcohol Survey to students and the student form of the survey.

A-13

17

boxes-‘

~

".
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N ) - . o . !
. ' ~ WM. B. TRAVIS HIGH S L

- Qffice of the Princip . »
- " Al . b N
%
October 6, 1981 * LT | o~
= | | B |
) \
MEMORANDUM )
. TP Faculty ' *
) FROM : J. B. Allison W?‘é, ‘
- . f SWBJECT: Surveys /J - .
) o > | { SN L,

You will find two sets of surveys for students to complete in advisory
Wednesday, October Ze 1981, Each should ‘take abouf tem minutes to
complete. Do the survey on Vocational Interest FIRST. Be prepared to
start this survey at 9:05 a.m. Follow -directions givenlon the public address
system. DO _NOT start. the Drug Survey until .directions are given by P.A.
Advisory will .edd at 9:30 a.m. Send completed forms to the Principals
Office. PLEASE KEEP SEPARATE.

=

v |
d
v .
A ) & .
, .
& —{ . 4
. & - | ‘ ,
> » . '
, _ )
- | I ' 18
v ’ . - A-14
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Teise J§ o T, T - |

"Aom. s04a : , . o .
: ~ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOR DISTRICT , .
' | | INTER OFFICE MEMO
i o '
TS: B{11 Armentrout, Principal, Fulmore * Dare: 3/31/82 -
Ffom: ~David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern s .
A£:F‘“' Drug/Alcohol Survey - Post-assessment.

. 3 . .
As we\arrénged over the phone today, this will be conducted at
Fulmore on April 14-15. On the morning of April 14, I will
, administer the survey to your classified staff. Also on that day
T will deliver suffieient surgey forms for your students; faculty, .
and administrative staff. I will divide the student surveys into
class-size groups fer your éé first-period teachers. On April 15,
the survey will be aWministered to all students over the P.A. I °
Wil supply directions, coples, of which will.also be provided to
firstwperiod teachers. Administrative staff and faculty will
complete thelr surveys individually. All surveys should be returned
to me at Box 79/Administratdon Building by Friday, April 16.

- et o, e ettt .

, -

> -

P
‘ \ 2 p S, Z 4 -
-TAPPROVED: _ T 10K P : [
. Direc¢tor, Research and Eva-uati ‘
> : ﬁJ ‘ ‘\l ( -
. | /./
Ry —

= g / . ‘

v

Q - T . A-15 : !(’5

Attach£§55 A-4 .
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~A.USTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of ReSearch and Evaluation

81.54 ‘ o | Attachment APS ‘&
. | o, april 15, 1982 | '
‘TO* ' Martin faculty arrd staff . .
FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Interm '
sﬁBJtcr: Drug/Alcohol Survey
N This is the same survey you filled ont Tzst Se éenber."lt is‘being gi;en._f

again so that a fall-to-spriag comparison'can e made.’

Please complete the survey. The instructions re on the reverse of the

items. Pleese do not forget to:

1. Write "Martin" or "051" after "school." . .
2. Place a check next to your position category. -
Y 3. Answer each item. .
- 4, Circle only one reronse to each item.

Please return the Survey td Mr. Washington's box by Friday,-April'l6.
~ should:be forthcoming’ some time in May. Gheck with your principal.

4

?hankiyou for your nelﬁ and cooperation.

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT -
‘Office of Research and Evaluation . -

Results

o : S April 15, 1982 o o
10 " Martin faculty and staff R : .
/// FROM:. David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern =~ o _ . ’

. SUBJECT: Drug/Alcohol Survey

-

* . L} . N ' ' ’
This 1s the same survey you filled out last September. It is being given

again so that a fallgto-spring comparison can be made.

«
-

<, Please complete the survey. The instructions are on- the reverse of the
items. Please do not forget to:
e Y
Write "Martin" or "051" afser "schodl."
Place a check next to y6ur position category.
Answer each item.
Circle only one response to each item.

S W

Please return the survay to Mr. Washington's box by Friday, April‘i6.
should be forthcoming some time in May. .Check with your principel.

Thaﬁk:you for your help and cooperatiom.

e

Results
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic

NAME

-

t

FILE ID _A,S A

" CARD FILE LAYOUT

bavid Wilkingon

¢

LOCATION

DATE  _9/21/81 .

*

—

¥

- N
COMMENTS _DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY - STAFF AND STUDENT ~ 1981-82 DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROG
. ‘ - .

RAM
-~

D4 . .
L] . P . .
- - - 7
FIELD JCOLUMNS - DESCRIPTION .t S
A 1-3 | FILE ID: - ASA e ) -
B 10-"10 _School Code -.1 = Martin, ‘2 = Crockett, 3 = Fulmore, 4 = "l‘ravls & 3
C 5-6 1f STAFF: Positlon Code - 01, 02, 03, 04, 05 06 = Unknown -
- If STUDENT: Crade - 07, 08, 09, 10, 11, 12 13 = Unknown % e
D 7-14 |J. Survey Régpouses -~ 1 = Strongly Agreei
- ‘2 = Agree ' -
— -
L < J = Not Sure \
- e Disagree ' - . .
B ‘ -5 = Serongly l)isagee~ - s )
— - —
E ~15 Same as column 4 -’ , e
i . < 13
F~ 116~17 Same as gglumns 5-6 L c. ! N l
G 18-55 Same as columns 7-14 i i . ’ v /1
P ; B - s - .
H-v 26 - 80 Repeat a3 in colunns 4-14, Eacjwpunched card will have the file ID followed by 7 records.
- . » . L ;
- ' v . \ .
- .
T B
{ /_ v ! 3
- - -
- P
A
!
>

..
(3]

%5°18

9-v JusmyoRIIY .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81.54

¥
Instrument Description:

alcohol on their campuses and the use of trained dogs to detect them.

~at Crockett and Travis Bigh Schools (gradesed+12).

. Where was the {nscrimaent admisistersd? : . : ‘
On the campuges of-H;rﬁin ahd Fulmore Junibr High Schools and Crockett and Travis
High School. . ;

i Direccions for administering the survey to scudents were provided to all schools.

Who devaloped the insermumenc? _ ) )

SoRLESS Al

No.

-

Student Syrvey

»

Brief gcscnﬁinn of the iastrument: .
The Student Survey, labeled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, ia an eighn~icem opinion survey
designed to elicit student perceptions regarding the prevalence of illegal drugs and
A five~point
Likert-type scale is used Wy the student to respond” to four palrs of sqgcemencs, the
first concerning drulg and the second alcohol,.; The eight items are the same as those
on the Staff Survey. ere is also a space for students to supply their grade inm
school. . ' ~

4

% o

To_vhom was che instmument administared? ‘ , .,

All students at Martin and Fulmore Junior High SChOOlS (grades 7~8). and all scudencs

How many timss was the instzumenc ad:ninii:gnd? ‘

Twice, once in the fall of 1981 and again in the spring of 1982.

. -

When was the inscmumenc admindistered? : ’ ' .

In fall 1981, September 17 through October 7.
In sonriag 1922, \~ril 15 chrough April 20.

.
.

who & tered the instzument?
At Fulmore and Travis, the administration direccions were read aloud over the P A, s&s-
tem by an administrator. At Martin and Lrockett, teachers adminigtered the sutvey, to
first-period and advisory classes, respectively. -
Jhat :*z:'.:.inz did the administzators-have?

.

B A
Was the instzument administsrsd under. scandardized ¢suditions?

[}
No. ) : 4 . [}

h »

! - .

don thar zighe

sirh the ingtromeat ar tha adginistzac

affecs the validicy of thae dama? )
None known. ’ .
-t

»

The Officde of Research ;nd Evaluation.

-

: /
Shat_zeliabilicy and walidicy daca are availabla on the imsesm—ens?
e -t : e ror

Hone.

Aza thers nors dama available Sor interorestiag the resul es?

' .

1
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R , STUDENT SURVEY .

- Purpose - . v«

- o AR . IR ‘ o .
The Student Survey, .titled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, provided f#aformation *
pertinent to answering.the following'decision and evaluation questions:’

r

-

=

PDecision Question Dl: Should the Austin Independent Schoof,Digtfict
continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal dnugs
. and alcohol?

»~

~——

ol ' .
Evaluation Question D1-2: Did the availability and use of illeéal‘//,e
v drugs and -alcohol on campus change as a result of the program?
. L . . _
4 ‘ .'./)x Evaluation Question D1-3: Did. student attitudes toward the use -of’
. trained dogs ta detect illegal drigs and alcohol change gs a result
' B of the program? -

@

Decision Question D2: = If the program is continued, should it bg_modi-
fied or corntinued as is? ' '

, : . ’ ,
Evaluation Question D2-4: What did school personnel, students, and
parents think about, the program?

ey Procedure .
T S :

Data Collection » i

Data collection procedures ;gi the Student Survey, titled the Drug/Alcohol
Survey, are described in Appendix A. See especially Attachment A-2. A copy
of the directions fotr administering the Drug/Alcohol Survey to students ‘is

‘ Attachment B-1. Attachment B-2 is a copy of the student form of the survey.

. It will be noted that there is no designated place for the school's name to.
be written.. This task was eliminated by reproducing the survey in a different
color for each school. _ v

A ' \
Figure B-1 below shows the number and percentage of students at each of the
two program (Crockett and Martin) and two comparison schools (Travis and
Fulmore) who compléted sthe survey. As shown, in the figure, response rates
‘were .high--over 80‘2;;’x except at the program schools during spring 1982.
Interestingly, the response rates for Crockett and Martin both declined
considerablyAdur?§¥1;:: spring while the response rates at Travis-qnd.Fulmbre

‘cﬁhnged relatively tittle.
Y

-
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(Text.continues on page B-8.)

NUMBER ‘OF+ . +  NUMBER' .~ ~  PERCENTAGE L
: ' . * STUDENTS* RESPOND;@G .» ~__-RESPONDING . = .
SCHOOL Fally Spring Fall Spring Fall: Spring : ' ’
e . —faly , .
Crockett 282 2621 2282 1531 . ;81%_'. 58% -
Travis 2010 1795 .. 1685 1454 - v 84% .,81/ d
Martin 953 942 789 673 . 831 < T1% - -
"Fulmore - 874 876 . . 776" 79 & - 89% 91%.
PR ‘ . : - e -
*Number of students fs the membership for the time'period nearest thé data- ° “jj

-collection. In the fall of 1981, this was as of the Monday of the fifth. -
. week of the 1981—82 school year (September 21, 1981). In the spring of f . &Y
1982, memberxhip was as ef—the fifth six weeks (April 16, 1982)., Membership

figures were \compiled by the Office of Child. Account}ng.

Eigure B-1. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF\ STUDENTS RESPONDING AT EACH SCHOOL AHMIN— g
Yo " ISTERED THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SORVEY, FALL 1981 AND. SPRING 1982,
) Percentagqs are roun "d to the nearest whole number,

Gompleted student surveys were .keypunched according to the same ﬁg;mat as

3

~ the Staff Survey (see Attachment' A-6). The résulting cards were then used to ;-

create a computer file which was the basis for the analyses described below.

Andlyses . .

These are described in this section in Appendix A.°

: L . C . s 56’;.’@ '
- . , * "?« e y
v . - * Results i . ' ‘ t’ﬁ .

T : - .o %

Mean item responses for students at each of the four schools in the fall
and in the following spring are.shown in Figure B~3. - Mean'‘item responses
for staff at the same schools during the same time period are shown in
' Figure B-2. Staff results are discussed in Appendix A. Figures B=%'
through B—7 give thg;percentages of students <4dn each sehool respond%&b
in each choice category. * e

‘..

Evaluation Question D1-2 is addressed by student responsea_ﬁo items ‘ .
-1 through 3. Inspection of Figures B-3 through B-7 shows that' ‘

+ Students at Crockett and Martin indicated that drugs and alcohol were ’
less of a problem on their campuses at the end of the program than they
had been at the beginning. e

*
-~

. Students aé\thQ.COmparison schools reflected the opinion that drugs
were about as much of a problem on their campuses at the end of the
program as at the beginning. Fulmore students indicated that alcohol
was less of a problem at the end of the school year tham at the beginning,

~ o | 26




AUSTIN INDERENDENT SCHOOL ﬁISTBICI
office of Resesrch and Evaluation

May, 1982
RESULTS FROM THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982

SCHOOL
ITEM Martin Crockett Fulmore Travis
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

Fall Sproof T
(N=66) (N=61) (N=167) (=153) (N-79)(N-06)'(N-le)(N!129)

ks

l.a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 2.5 2.9 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 i.l
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 3.2 3.5 2.6 2.8 3.4 3.4 2.7 2.6
2.3, Drugs are available on this campus
: whenever studeats want them. 2.7 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.4
b. Aléohol is available on this campus L
vhenever students want it. 3.4 3.6 2.8 3.0 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.9
3.2, Students often use drugs on campus. 2.9 3.2 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.4
b, Students often drink alcohol on - . ’ :
Gampus. 3.4 3.7 3.0 3.1 3.7 3.6 2.9 2.7
4.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on - ' " . )
campus is a good idea. 2.7 3.0 1.3 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.1 - 2.4
b, Using dogs to detect alcohol on . ’ ;
campus 1is a good idea. 2.8 3.1 1.3 1.9 2.3 2.5 2.2 2.5

Figure B-Z.tﬂzAN ITEM RESPONSES OF SfAFF (1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Not Sure, 4=Disagree,
SeStrongly Disagree). Nupbers are rounded to the nearest tenth. '

g . ’ . SCHOOL -
. ITEM , : Martin Crockett Fulmore Travis
: Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Sprxing
. ) (N-789)(N-673)(N-ZZSZ)(N-ISBl)(N-776)(Ni797)(N-1685)(N-1k50
1.a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 2.6 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.9
b. » Alcohol is a problem on this campus.3.2 3.4 3.2 3.4 ° 3.2 3.5 3.3 - 3.3
2.a. Drugs are available on this.campus . - -
‘ whenever students want them. 3.4 3.5 2.9 3.0 3.4 3.2 2.9 3.0
b. Alcohgl is available on this o '
campus whenever students want it. 3.7 3.8 3.4 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.5
X : .
3.a. Students often use drugs on campus. 2.9 3.0 2.6 2.8 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.7
b, Students often drink alcohol on ' :
campus. : 3.4 . 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.3
- 4.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on
campus is & good idea. 2.2 .2.8 2.6 3.2 2.6 2.9 3.0 3.2
- b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on - ) .
campus is a good idea. ; 2.3 2.9 2.8 3.2 © 2.6 3.0 3.2 3.3
- Figure B-3. MEAN ITEM RESPONSES OF STUDENTS (1=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3mNot Sure, 4=Disagree,’ v

smgtrongly Disagree). °Numbers are rounded to the nearest tenth.

«

ERIC

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT *
Office of Research and Evaluation
% \.
o .
) ) RESPONSES
(Fa) Fall 1981 Ne 2282 ' '
(Sp) Spring 1982 Ne 1531 : 1 2 3 4 3
' Strongly - Not Strongly
ITeM . Agree Agree Sure agree Disagree
~ Xe Sp Fs Sp Fa Sp ¥ Sp Fa .S
l.a. Drugs are a problem on this eampus. 12 9 33 30. 35 27 16 23 'S 11
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. S & 15 15 . 42 32 28 33 "9 16
é.a. Drugs are available on this campus ‘
vhenever students want them. 11 10 25 27 39 32 17 20 8§ 11
b. Alcohol is availsble on this campus :
vhenever students want ic. .3 4 10 9 42 36 32 33 13 18
3.a. Students often use drugs om canpus. 10 10 36 32 37 33 13 18 6 7
b. Students often drink alcohol on : . :
campus, * -3 4% 16 15 46 39 27 30 8§ 13
4.a., Using dogs to detact drugs on :
campus is a good ides. : 25 16 31 23 17 15 13 16 15 30
b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on : S : .
. " campus is a good idea. _ 20 15 30 22 20 17 16 17 15 30
Figure B~4. PERCENTAGE OF CROCKETT STUDENTS RESPONDING IN.EACB CHOICE CATEGOR! ON
*THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SFRING 1982. Percentages are
. rounded to the nearest whole number. Vi ’
) ) - v
RESPONSES
f&‘y
| 1 2 3 4 5
. (Fa) Fall 1981 N= 1685 Scrongly Vot Strongly
- ~ (Sp) Spring 1982 N= 1454 Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree
. . ¥a So Fa S Fa § Fa § Fa $§
) I = =2 22 32 2 5p 22 3P 2 20
l.a. Drugs are a problaem on thisgggypus. 12 10 29 30 31 ZBW 22 24 7 8
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 5 5 15 17 34 32 34 33 12 13
2.3. Drugs are available on this campus -
: whenever studentcs want them. 10 9 26 .26 35 34 .21 20 8 10
. b, Alcohol is available on this campus :
whenever students want it. 3 3 10 11 35 35 35 34 17 17
h 3.a. Studencs oftan use drugs on campus. 12 12 35 33 32 30 16 19 4 6
b. Students often drink alcohol onm T
campus, . 4 4 17 17 39 37 30 30 11 12
4.,a. Using dogs to detect drugs on .
campus is a good idea. 20 16 23 21 17 18 .18 17 22 28
b. Using dogs to detact alcohdl on
caumpus is a good idea. 13 12 22 19 20 21 .22 20 23 28
Figure B-5. PERCENTAGE OF TRAVIS ENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE

ERIC - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING'1982. Percentages are rounded
to the nearest whole number.

-*

XOTE: Due to the rounding proce&ute (.5 or higher to round up), percentages will
not always total 100..
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AUSTIN DNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Rasearch and Evaluation N

. RESPONSES
Fall 1981 N=' 789 > :
Spring 1932 N= 673 2 3 4 3
Vot ’ Strongly
ITEM - Sure Disagres Disagree
Ja s Faosp P S

Drugs are a problem on this campus. 3 39 12 21 4 9

- .
’

aAlcohol is a problem on this campus. 42) 34 31 35 9 °15

Drugs are available on this campus '
whenever students want them. ) 36 33 29 31 16 21

Alcohol is available on this campus
whenever students want it. - 32 27 41

Students often use drugs on campus. 6 44 39 18

Studeats often drink alcohol on ' .
campus. 47 38

Using dogs to detect drugs on } : .
caipus 1s a good idea. 37 22 36 31 12 15 9 14 8 19

Using dogs to detect alcohol on )
campus is a good idea. 32 19 34 30 14 17 12- 15 8 20

Figure B~6. PERCENTAGE OF MARTIN STUDENTS -RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE
. DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are
rounded to the nearest whole number.

RESPONSES
’ Oy . . .
' . 1 2 3 4 .5
Fall 1981 Nw 776 Strongly - Not Strongly
Spring 1982 N= 797 Agree Agree Sure Disagrese  “Disagree
7 So Fa Sp Fa Sp Fa So  Fa §
ITEM - = =
Drugs are a problem on this campus. 13 11 20 28 40 36 17 19 5 8

Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 7 5 16 10 37 34 28 32 12 18

Drugs are available on this campus -

whenever students want them. 5 8 13 20 35 32 31 25 17 14
Alcohol is available on this campus : . .

whenever students want it. 3 3 5 6 30 31 39 34 23 26
Students often use drugs on campus. 7 11 ~ 27 32 44 34 18 17 ~ 5 6

Students ofzan drink alcohol on - .
cimpus. o 2 3 9 7 41 36 35 35 13 19

Using dogs to detect drugs on ’

carpus is a good idea. 25 23 29 24 18 16 15 15 12 21

Using dogs to detect alcohol on
campus is a good idea. - 22 18 31 25 20 17 16 18 12 23

Figure p-7. PERCENTAGE OF FULMORE STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY Ol
THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are
rounded to the nearest whole number. ' .

> ~

SOTE: Due to the rounding procedute (.5 or higher to round up), percentages will
not always total 100. -

’
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. Students at each of the four schools, except Fulmore, thought that drugs l
‘and alcohol were about as available to students and that students used .
them on campus about as frequently at the beginning of the program as
at the end of the program. Fulmore students thought that they werg more
available and used more frequently at the end of the program than at
the beginning.

Evaluation Questions D1-3 and D1-4 are addressed by student responses to ’

item 4. Inspection of Figures B-3 through B-7 reveals that'

« Students at all four schools agreed with the use of dogs less by the end
of the program.

. The majority of Crockett students supported the use of~dogs when the
program began, but at the end of the school year did not.

. Martin students agreed with the use of dogs before and after the pro-
' gram, but much less afterwards. .

. More Travis students disagreed with the use . of dogs than agreed both
at the beginning and at the end of the program.

. The majority of Fulmore students supported the use of dogs when the .
program began, but at the end of the year did not.

*

B-8




81.54 ° | 3. Attachment B-1
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT ,SCHOOL DISTRICT

%ffice of Research and Evaluation

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY

'Directions for Administering to Students | -

Please read aloud:

There is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained
dogs will be used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. In evaluating
thig program. we are interégted in your attitudes about druge on campus.

Teaqgers pass out survey... .-

Please complete this survey by doing two things. First, print the
grade you are in at the top. (Pause.) Then, under each underlined
statement, circle the word or words which best express how you feel
about that statememt. For example. the first s ment 18, "Drugs.
are a problem on this campus.” If you agree wiih this statement,
eirele the word "Agree." If you disagree with this statement, circle

Q’D‘isagree. " You may also "Strongly Agree" or "Strongly Disagree” with
this statement. If you are not sure whether you agree or disagree
‘with the gtatemert, eircle "Not Sure.” : :

There are eight statements in all. PZeas_e‘respaﬁd to each one. Do
not leave any blank. Make only one response to each statement.

. You do not need to write your name. All "respon.ées are confidential.
Thank you for your help. S ' . ;,
_Collect completed surveys and return through the school mail to:

ORE/David Wilkinson

Box 79 : R
Administration Buillding

-~

N Prin:t:ed September 1981 o 31~_ : N
© . Reprinted April 1982 B9 L .




¢ . ‘Q: .
| AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT -~ . -
81.54 : Office of Research and Evaluation Attachment B-2

DRUG/ALCOHOL. SURVEY

¢
Your grade?\ | . - | .
' . '
rd . » ‘ :
1, a. Drugs are a problem on this campus.
/ . .
. S;rou'gly Agree Agree Not Syre - Disagree Strongly Disagree !
J T - )
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

o

a . v
2l a. Drugs are available on this campus if students want them.

St:ronglyl:\gue Agree Not Sure Disagres Strongly D:Ls;}ru
& - .

-

-be Alcohol is available on this campué if students want it.

Strongly aAgree Agree Not Sure D:Lsngtt‘e Strongly Disagrea

. < N -

3,%a. Students bring drugs onto the campus all the time.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree- trongly Disagree

-

b. Students bring alcohol onto the campus all the time.

- Strongly Agree Agree . Jot Sure  Disagree Strongly Disagree
e .

©

4, a. Using dogs to detect drugé on campus is a good idea.

St:ronglyv Agree Agree Not Sure - Disagree Strongly Disagree

T *

b. AUsing dog§’t6 detect alcohol on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

-5k . - -
s

Printed September 1981 L Y
o Reprinted April 1982 - Be10 32
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Drugs Off Campus
Appendix C

 PARENT SURVEY

o
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ERI

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:
g

i

81;54'

PogTIvey

Y

Instrument Descriptiqn: Parent Survey

-

Brief descripcicn of tha i:s:ma;t: °

The Parent Survey is' a four~item opinion survey designed to elicit parent perceptions
regarding the prevalence of illegal drugs and alcohol on the campuses of the schools
their children attend and the use of trained dogs to detecfthem. The Parent Surve
contains four of the eight items on the Staff and Student S¥rvey. A five~point,
Likert~type scale is used by the parent to respond to pairs of statements, the
first concerning drugs and the second alcohol. Both diﬁgc:ions and items are rendeted
in English and Spanish on opposite sides of the one-page survey form.

‘ ' ’ @
Q -

T ;whcn was the instmment adminiscarad?

The survey was sent through the mail, to a randon sawple of 400 parents, 100 each with
children a::ending either th}in or Fulmorf Junior High Schools or Crocka:: or Travis
High aehools. . -

x

How many times was the 'L:’.sn’élnt admiadgcared? : .zz\\"

Onf:e. l* - ) '. o /H

Wasa was the inscrcent adgd tared?

The survey was initially mailed on January 4,-1982. A reminder in the form of
second survey was mailed to nonrespondents on February §, 1982. The final survey
re:grncd to the Office of Research and Evaluation was received on April 26, 1982,

Waere was the Insctourent adminiscersd? _ ’ : -

In At'.ie» hone.
who administered the instrument? - .

Self-administered. -~

What training did che administrators have?

The survey contained directions for administration.

Was the instmiment admizistsrad under scandaczdized condicions?

Yo. - ' . .

Wera thers orablams wizh she {~grmemenr or the admindsetration chaz aizhe

aZZact tha validis? of cthe daca?

In the initial omailing, surveys intended for llartin parents were sent to Travis parents
and vice versa. Since the school name was part of the firdt (wo items, parents may
have chosen ' more "uot sure” responses than had they received the survey with the
‘correct ‘school name. This problem was corrected in the reminder mailing.

' who devéloved the inscrument?

’

The Office of Research and Evaluation.

) | ~ ~ $

Woat reliabilice and walidice dacd ave availabls onm the ins:——-an—" _ .
' ¢ -

, - ‘\\* u

None.

()
}
"

aza zhers zors data avgila Io7 inbaroreting che zssults

No. - ;

?

»
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~N X . PARENT SURVEY

Purposev

v

The DOC Parent Survey provided data relevant to answering the following
. decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D2: If the program is continued, should it be-
modified or continued as is? .

Evaluation Question D2-4: AWhat did school personnel,'students,

. and parents think about the program? ,
b d » ' ’

Procedure

i

Data Collection ‘ , : ' o : \

F - o
The DOC Parent Survey was adapted from the Drug/Alcohol Survey, which was
i given,ln slightly different forms, to schodl personnel and, to students., Four
of the eight items on the Drug/Alcohol Survey, those dealing with the avail-
ability and frequency of use of drugs and alcohol on a school s eampus, were -
eliminated as being inapprppriate for parents since parents' opinions could .
not be based on first-hand, day-to-day experience, as in the case of students
and school staff‘ .

Attachment C-1 is a copy of the memorandum sent to the Acting Associate Su-
perintendent for Instruction describing. the Survey and the sample, and
asking him to sign the letter portion of the survey. In his absence, the
signature of the Acting Assistant-Superintendent for Secondary Education was
obtained instead and the survey modified accordingly. Attachment C-2 contains
the final survey, with a form for each school giving the school'gyname and
English and Spanish versions on opposite sides of the page. Attachment C—3
1s a copy of the memo to principals apprising them of the survey.

The sample of 400 parents was drawn in December, 1981, from the Student Master .

File maintained by Data Services. ‘The sample selection procedure was as*.
follows: : * _—

1. A-complete listing of- students, their parents, and parents' addresSes
wag computer printed for Crockett, Martin, Travis, ‘“and Fulmore.

2. From this listing, 100 parepts of students at each.of the four schools
were randomly selected by ans'of‘a random number table.

'
o Q‘V

3. Selection was made without respeq%hto grade level. That/®s, no
attempt was made to draw an equal™humber of parents of students in

each grade level in a particular school. ,

- B ,lgﬁ': A. - ‘ : 15

C-3 ; . ’ . ’

~
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_ Figure C-1 below sholls how many parents of students in each grade were sampled.

J

’ | - - > scHoon , -
o _GRADE - . Crockett Travis Martin Fulmore TOTAL

7 L, X X ] 54 . 48, 102 5
8 X : X , 46 52 ~ 98
9 . 29 52 X X ' 81 ‘
10 - 26 17 X X 43
11 - 23 17 o X % X 40

12 22 - ‘14 . X . X - 36

TOTAL 100 100 100 . 100 400

X = This school does not contaln this grade.

i‘% Figure C-l. NUMBER OF PA%ENTS RECEIVING THE DOC PARENT SURVEY SHOWN BY THEIR
' CHILDREN S’ SCHOOL AND GRADE LEVEL.

approxihately equal number of parents of students in
grades 7 and 8 were sampled.' A larger number of parents of ninth graders were
sampled than -the number of parents of students in\the other high school grades.
However, this inequity is consistent with the schools' actual enrollments. 1In
the first semester of the 1981~82 school year, ninth graders accounted for
‘nearly one third (31%) of the combined enrollments of Crockett and Travis High
Schools. Even so, the greatest proportion of parents of high school students
who were selected .to receive the Parent Survey were parents of ninth graders
(4lA of 200).

As seen in the figure,

The DOC Parent Survey was mar}ed on January 4, 1982, A stamped, Seif—addressed
areturn envelope was enclosed. A reminder in the form of a second survey was

. mailed on February 8, 1982. Attachment C-4 shows sample reminder survey. The
sample shown is for parents of, students attending Crockett High School (see
item 1), but there were forms for all four schools, as shown in Attachment C-2.
The reminder survey differed from the original gutvey in only two respecEs'

1. The word "reminder" and a message :;klng that the questlonnaire»
be returned as soon as possible were added at the\top.

2.! The reminder survey was dupllcated on blue paper while the origlnal
was on green, - , e
: s . : %
Each reminde} was also accompanied by anoé&er return envelope. On both of the '
mailings, parents' names and addresses wer computer printed on adhesive labels
which were fastened to the envelopes. All surveys and envelopes were stamped
#ith a 3-digit identification code. \ o L a

A total of 19 surveys were returned by the post office because the addresses
were 9t valid. \Of the remainder, 229 surveys were returned by parents, an
overall Tesponse rate of 57.3%Z.. One parent responded to the survey but did
nbt use the response scale. :

:N EJ%I};‘ , f~ _ % | ? o o r“‘Cﬁ“ .‘r E}(;
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Figure c-2 presents the number of parents of students at each school who
returned completed surveys. - . :

SAMPLE - NﬁﬁiERcOF PARENTS PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS

SCHOOL.  SIZE RESPONDING " RESPONDING
Crockett 100 66 ‘ 667%
Martin . 100 52. . . 52%
* Travis p 100 o 56 567
Fulmore 100 54 , 347 : o
TOTAL 400 228 574 o ~

Figure C-2. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PARENTS RESPONDING TO THE poC PARENT 'SURVEY,
| ’ SPRING 1982, -

Completed surveys returned to ORE were delivered to the Keypunch Services divi-
sion of th%,Compu;ation Center at The University of Texas at Austin. The key- .
punch format used is shown in Attachment C-5. The resulting cards were then !
used to create a computer fileywhich was the basis for the analyses described

below. : 5

Analyses

hd - &
. Subprogram FREQUENCIES from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

J (SPSS) was used to obtain descriptive statistics for the DOC Parent Survey data.
. Groups included for analysis were parents of students at each of the two program
schools, Crockett and Martin, and at their comparison schools, Travis and Fulmore,

Due to length onsid?rations, the output from this program could not be attached

to this report, but it is contained in a gompanion volume, Supplementary ’
Material: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82 (Publication Number: 81.M).

N " N
- . . >~ .
. L

-

»

/7
| Results ,

. * Mean item responses for parents of students attending one of the four schools are
| shown in Figure C-3. Figures C-4 through c-7 give the percentages of parents
responding in each choice category, according to the school their child attended

Due to the data collection error notted ifi these figures and in the Instrument
Description (page C-2), results are less complete than would be desirable. 2
However, inspection of Figures C-3 through C-7 indicates that parents, on the
whole, (1) perceived drugs and, to a lesser extent, alcohol -to be a problem on

the campuses of the schools their children attended, and (2) were quite favor-- a
ably inclined toward the DOC Program., p e ‘
. '

s - 37




- AUST}N’INDEPENDENT §CHO0L DISTRICT
»' - Office of Research and Evaluation

.7 | - I
- : . - May, 1982 '

-

RESULTS FROM THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982 . .. T

t | o  SCHOOL | .

o ‘ ' : Crockett! Martin® Travis Fulmore
' 7 , ITEM. ' ’: (N=66) . (N=52) (N=56) * (N=54)

l.a. Drugs are a problem at: - ' . _ =
. (name of school). - 1.9 * L 1.9

b. Alcohol is a probiem aﬁ ) ' ' ’ @ o
(name of school).. ' 2.3 & * C 2.7 A

2.a. Using dogs to detect | ,
" drugs.on campus is a - 1.8 1.7 | 1.6 1.5
good idea. - L o ) . -

14

|
|
. | ‘ | ¢
' b. Using dogs to detect . ' : v 4 - : .
! alcohol on campus is 1.9 1.9 %‘(’] 1.6 ‘1.8 - ,i
a good idea. : ' - ' : :
[
1poc Program school - _ h : e T :
*Some surveys intended for Martin parents were sent to Travis parents and
_vice versa. Since the -school name was part of this item, the validity
. of these data.is questionable. Figures are therefore omitted.’

Y

Figure C-3.; MEAN ITEM RESPONSES OF PARENTS OF STUDENTS’ATTENDING A DOC
PROGRAM OR COMPARISON SCHOOL (1 = Stongly Agree, 2 = Agree,
: 3 = Not Sure, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree) Numbers
'\§ - are rounded to the nearest tenth. '




A v

81154 s ~ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTREET-
' T Office of Research and Evaluation

3

u«\ | ’»
. 4o 'f"‘-'” o
N=66 , -~ . RESPONSES
- - N :
o ' 1 2+ 3 - 4 5
> o - Strongly , Not A Strongly -
- - ITEM Agree Agree  Sure Disagree Disagree
l.a. Drugs are a problem at e - |
Crockett High.SchoaQ; 33 49 . 12 6 0 ‘
| : ) £
b. ‘Alcohol is akgroblem : . : . . v '
at Crockett High School. 20 38 36 - 6. 0 o
2.a. Using{ﬂogs-to detect. . A : ' ' S o a
drugs on campus 1is a 56 27 6 .6 ' 5
.good idea. . @
. ,/ ) ’ s . ;o .
b. Using dogs to detect: : : _ S '
- alcohol on campus is 47 30 " 12 6_’ 5 ' ‘ /

a good idea.

-

Figure C+4. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF CROCKETT STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH v
| ] . ' " CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982, Percentages
: ~ are rounded to the nearest whole number. S

}, . } S . . . v
T ' " = . RESPONSES - .
. =56. 1 2 3 4 0 -5
IR ’ éy S Strongly . Not Strongly .
TEM Agree Agree . Sure Disagree Disagree
l.a. Drugs are a problem at l -4
Travis High School. - * L% o * * * ~
v R . .
@&  b. Alcohol is a problem o
at Travis High School. * * * * JERE
. R ’ ‘ ,
2.a. Using dogs to detect » - ,
drugs on campus is a 76 12 0 VR 12
good idea. oo 4
b. Using dogs tb detectA ) : . '
alcohol on campus is 73 . 15 .0 7 2 10
a good idea. ' ) b ' .

*Some Surveys intended for Travis parents were sent to Martin parents and vice
versa., Since the school name was part of this item, the validity of these
data is questlonable. Figures are therefore omitted.

Figure C-5. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF TRAVIS STUDENTS RESPONDING IN 'EACH CHOICE
' CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982, Percéﬁtages are
‘ rOunded to the nearest whole number. o o

Q ™ Note: Due to theqrounding procedure («5 or higher to round\ui, percentages will

FRIC - = total from 99 to 10l. - . 39

+ A o -C-7g “

h .
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
-0ffice of Research and Evaluation

\ Y
] .. o -
N=52 < , S RESPONSES
| i 23 i 5
ITEM = Strongly «  Not Sy Strongly
o : Agree - Agree Sure ~Disagree Disagree
l.a. Drugs'ere.a problem at o , T -
‘ Martin Jr. High. .% Tk Tk * o . *
b. Alcohol is a problem R o R
* at Martin Jr. High. - * o k X 1.b'
2.a.- Using~dogs.£o detect ’ .
- . drugs on campus is a 62 25 5 2 8 -
good idea. o _ ' , J

- *. . - - v ) -~

b. Using ddbgs to detect . R
alcohol on campus 1is - 50 V31 8 A -8
a good‘idea. ‘ ,
' *Some surveys inmended for Martin parents were sent to Travis parents and
vice versa., Since the school name was part of this item, the validity of
these data is questionable. Figures are therefore omitted..

_ Figure 'C-6. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF'MARTIN STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE'
CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, "SPRING 1982, Percentégeé are
rounded to the nearest whole number. '

¢

r

. _ - o RESPONSES )
- ' 1 2 3 4 -]
Strengly ~Not . Strongly <
ITEM Agree Agree  Sure  Disagree Disagree
l.a. _Drugs‘are a problem at ‘ o -/ 7
.’j!_ Fulmore Jr. High. . .39 33 24 4 ‘ 0 '
b.  Alcohol is a problem .
‘at  Fulmore Jr. H;gh. - 'll .17 59 ‘13 0
2.a. Using dogs to detect  ° A 'vv : | .
drugs on campus is,a . ’
good idea. - 74 .15 6 0 -0 6

. b. Using dogs to detect

L % S | | .
alcohol on campus is : . | \*“7

a good idea. 52 . - 33 7 2 . 6

.. w ¥ .
44{;:re C-7. _PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF FULMORE STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE
: CATEGORY ON THE DOC 'PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982 Percentages are

) ‘rounded to the nearest whole number.
_ - .
. o . Note: Due to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to round up), percentages
C ' will total from 99 to 101, 40 , ) o

o T8,




Attachment C-1

1
o

81.54

'AUSTIN.INDEPENDENT’SCHQOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation -
i [4
TO: Lawrence Buford
FROM: David Wilkinson, %valuation Intern
&

SUBJECT: Parent Survey for the Drugs. Off Campus (DOC) Evaluation

In.order to answer the question, "What did school personnel, students, and
parents think about the program?'" a random sample of 400 parents--100 each
with children attending one of the two program (Crockett and Martin) or two
comparison (Travis and Fulmore) schools--will be sent the attached survey. ' .
The survey contains two of the four questions previously asked of faculty,
staff, and students at each of the four schools named above. It has-also
been given to 22 parents who attended the’ orientation at Crockett. English
- and Spanish versions of the survey will"Be on opposite sides of the single-
page survey.. : R
. Since the number of parents responding to past surveys has not been large,
. we think it might help the response rate if the survey were to come from
‘a top administrator. Therefore, we are asking that you sign tHe four copies
of the survey, one for each school. I will be reSponsible for mailing it out,
conducting a follow~up as necessary, and analyzing the results.'

1If you have any questions or concerns about this survey, I would be :glad to
discuss them with you. As always, thank you for your help.

DW:1lg \

Enclosure . ' » - N

S
" //" / %
APPROVED: -~y b E A 722’ 2,

“Director, Research and Evaluatio

Q . _ l ) C=9




L - ~° Attachment C-2
. ’ . o : (Page 1 of 8)
81.54 ' , VERSIQN EN ESPANOL &AL OTRO LADO

a

AI_JST!NVINDEFENDENT ScHOou DISTRICT
AUSTIN, TEXAS ,

»

- Janugry 1982

Dear Parent: v

Tﬁem is a mew program in AISD this year. At two schoals, trained dogs are
being used to detect ‘LZZegaZ drugs and algohol. .

You are one of the parents in a randomly selected group who is receiving this
survey. Please take a minute now to help. Your opinion is important to us
as we decide whether or not to continue this program. :

Please complaté the survey by- respondmé to the statements which foll “Under

‘each underlined statement, circle the word or words whwh best express haw y__ﬁ
feel about that statement.

You do nct nzed to urite your name. Your responses are bonf denvw,.

»

Thank ,you.

Sinéerelﬁ '//:;) ‘ ‘b' | j e

W. David Hill | ‘
Aeting Assistant Superintendent for .:econdary Educqtion

:M-:M-***:M-:M-:M-:(-:M-***:ée*é*x-x-x-*x-x-:(-4»:(-****************;&****’3&*:&:@*********é********m&**
. o :

l,a. Drugs are a problem at Crockett High School.

Strongly Agras ‘Agrn Not Surs Disagres é:rongly Disagrea
3« . . A

B

b. Alcohol is a problem at Crockett High School. ‘ .

s:rongly Agree Agrn Yot Sure DiugrnA s:ron;ly Disagres

2.,a. Using dogs fo detect diugs on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agras  agres Not Sure Duagru'_' Stroagly Disagres

[

. . - o
’ b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good Yidea.

- Sezy -y Agi"n'n Agres  Not Surs Diugrn ‘_s:rang.l.y bisag;n '
) []
' A\




ENGLI#WERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE

81.54 - - Attachment C-2 : »
(continued, page Zuof 8).
AI.JB'I'IN INDEPENDENT ScHOgL DISTRICT «
AUSTIN, 'r:xAs ‘
) _ Enero 1982 . Y
- . , " f . v . Y

Estimado Padre-de Familia:

Este ano hay un programa fiuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. En dos escielas
se estan usando perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegalés y bebidas alcahd= -
licas., ' o \ .

e

Usted ha sido seleccionado a traves de un sorteo para recibir este Cuestionarlo.
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinidn al dec¢idir si continuamos este programa o no. ~

Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos. . Zf/

Llené &ste cuestionario, encerrando en un circulo 1las palabras que mefjor expresdn
lo que usted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. .

¥

_No necesita usted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son coufgienciales{

Muchas grécias.

Sinceramente,

W. David Hill : ' ,

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education
*

**********************************************************************************

v

l.a. Las drogas son un problema en la eSCuela Crockect.

Estoy muy Zstoy de r No estoy No astoy de Estoy muy
de acusrdo :acuerdo seguzo dcuerdo T en dns*cnlrdo

b. Las bebidas alcohdlicas son un problema en ia escuela Crockett,

Escoy muy Zstoy de No ascoy No estoy de Estoy muy. i

de acuerdo Acuerdo saguro acuerdo en desacue

b

2.a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea.

£scoy muy JEscoy de :lobu;oy Yo astoy de Zacoy muy
de acuerdo acuddo seguro acuerdo ~. en desacudrdo

o 4
- '

S

b.. El uso de perrosépara det ttar bebidas alcohdlicas en la edcuela es una

buena ldea. . . AN
———————————— ) . R A3 - “ —

* Zstoy my Estoy de No estoy ¥o assoy de Estoy muy ‘ .
de acuerdo acu{rdo seguro . d3cyerdo ' en dasacuerdo

c-11 43




: Attachment Cz2 :
s S . (continued, page 3 of. 8)*

81.54 VERSION EN ESPANOL AL OTRO LADO

AUSTIN INDERENSENT ScHooL DISTRICT S
ALUSTIN, TEXAS

January 1982

Dear Parent:
There is ‘a new program in AISD this yeaf. At twp schools, trained dogs are.
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol, 3

You are one ofpthe parents in~a randomly selectedlgrOup who is receiving this.
survey. Please take a minute now to help. Your opinion is xmportant to us
as we decide whether or not to continue this program.-

Please cohplete the survey by responding‘to éhe statements which follow.
Under each underlined statement, circle the word or words which best expreshvf

how feel about that statement.
L— N e

You do dbt need to write your name. Your responses are confidential.

' Thank you. | o o N -

_ :' Sincerel A y
S 5 <
s

W. David Hill ’
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

********************************************************************************

’ - ‘

l.a. Drugs are a problem'at Travis High School.

Strongly Agres  aigres Not Sura Disagres  Strongly Di,‘ . . l

b. Alcohol is a probiem at Tfavis High School.

Strongly Agras  Agras  Not Sure Disagreé  Scrongly Disagres

*

2.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea.

" Strongly Agree  Agras  Nat Sure Disagres  Strongly Disagres’

.f(

b. Using dggsvto detect alcohol on campus is a good idea.

~

Strongly Agres Agres  Not Sure " Disagres Scrongiy Disagres
- .

44
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) o . “o | (continued,’ page 4 of 8)
. ' ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE

BL.SA X SR

‘ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT : ‘ .
AUI‘TIN. TEXAS - .

Enero 1982

. ) r ?

Estimado Padre de Familia:
P «

-~ : o , L N\

Este ano hay un programa nuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. - En dos escuelas

‘se estan usando perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoho-

licas. .

. , . .

Usted ha sido seleccionado a través de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario.

Queremos tomar..en cuenta su opinidn al decidir si continuamos este programa o no.'

Por favor tome "unos minutos para ayudarnos.

Llene éste cuestionario, encerrando en un cfrculd las palabras que mejor expresan

lo que usted siente sobrg\cada una de las oraciones subrayadas.

No necesita usted escribir su nombre.. Sus respuestas son’ conﬁideﬂciales.

: sinceramente, ;/l’7/¢; ;

”w. David Hill - ° ' = A,
Acting Assistant Superintenden; for Secondary Education

Muchas gracias.

***%@************************************************************.****************

l;a.'ALas drogas son un problema en la ¢SCuela Travis .

o ‘ - ”
_Escoy ouy Estoy de Yo escoy No estoy de Estoy muy
de acuerdo acuerdo saguro acuerdo an desacuerdo

'b. Las bebidas alcohdlicas son un problema en la escuela Travis.

Estoy muy Estoy de Yo astoy No estoy de Escoy muy
de acuerdo acuerdo | /Seguro acuerdo en desacuerdo

2.a.  El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es und buena idea.

» . . -
Estoy may Estoy de - No estoy - VNo astoy de Estoy muy
de acuerdo acuerdo seguro - acuerdo an desacuerdo
I . ) .
b. El uso de perros para detectar bebldas alcoholicas eE:;g eSCuela es una
- buena idea.
e ——— ———
) N T . K L .
Eﬂcoy wmy | Escoy de ¥o esctoy Jo ascoy de Estoy nuy : )
defacuerdo acuerdo . seguro acuerdo en desacuerdo )
. R R ) ’
. . ' - . N 4 g
Q . | c-13 23
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(continued, page 5 of 8) .
VERSION EN ESPANOL AL OTRO LADO

81.54

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHUUL gSTRICT
AUITIN. TEXAS '

January 1982

Dear Parent:

There is a new'program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained dogs are
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol.

You are one of the parents in a randomly selected group who is receiving this
survey. . Please take'a minute now to help. Your opinion is important to as
J,we decide whether or not to continue this program.

Please complete .the survey by responding to the statements which follow.
Under each underlined statement, circle the word or words which best express
hew you feel about that statement. ~ ‘

Ycu do not need to write your name. Your responsas are confidential., =

Thank you. o .

, s,j/;/erely'm ﬁ(’ /

W. Dav1d Hill : ‘
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

[

.' <t

******************************’k*************************************************
[} : . .

N -

‘1.a. Drugs are a problem at Martin Jrh High. o

Scrongly Agres  Agree Yot Sure’ Disagres S:rongiy" Disagree

b. Alcohol is a problem at Martin Jr. High.

'St'rougiy' Agres  Agree Yot SE: ~ Disagres $l:rongly Disagres ..

2.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campug is a good idea.

-

Strongly A(ru Agru Yot Sure Diugru S:rong].v Diag:u . : %

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is' a good idea.

Strongly Agree "W;‘ru ~ Strongly Disagres’

»

f
N
Sp




A o o ~ Attachment C-2 ’
_ C . ' " (continued, page 6 of 8) .
81.54 - S ‘~S , , 'EWGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE =~ ¢

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT ScHOoOL DISTRICT
K ' AUSTIN, TEXAS ¢

R h Enero 1982
r ' | : : e
L ’ . i % ‘ v L

Estimado Padre de Familia:

- Este ano hay un programa nuevo en El'Distrito Escolar de. Austin., En dos escuelas —
se estan usando perros entrﬂnados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoho-. '
licas.

Usted ha sido selecc10nado a, traves de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario.
Queremos tomar’en cuenta su oplnlon al dec1dir si continuamos este program © no.
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

\ 7 . . Y-
Llene éste cuestionarlo, encerrando en un c1rculo las palabras que mejor expresan Lo
lo que usted sien.e sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. ¥

No necesita usted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son confidenciales..

Muchas gracias. E | | "f*ﬂu’

Sinceramente,

N ) 7 , .
. W.bavid il e
Acting Assistant auperlntendent forx Secandary Education

L **********************************************************************************

o

l.a. Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Martin Jr. High. .
Estoy miy Estoy de No' estoy Yo estoy de Estoy nuy B
A de do do ‘ seguro acuezdo . eo desacuerdo

b. Las bebidas alcohdlicas son un problema en la escuela Martin Jr. High.

. Estoy muy Estoy da Yo estoy Yo estoy de Estoy aouy
de acuerdo Acuezdo saguro acuerdo en desacusrdo
-

2.a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea. '

Estoy auy Escoy de ¥o ‘estoy Yo essoy de Estoy muy

de acuerdo acuerdo saguro acuerdo en desacuerdo
. . (37

ks

be El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas en la escuela es una
buena idea.

_ Estoy my . Estoy de No estoy Yo estoy de Estoy muy .
de acusrdo = dJcuerdo seguro acuerdo en desacuerdo .

o 15 4w .
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. VERSION EN ESPANOL AL~ OTRO LADO
. 81.54 o . » Attachment C~2
' (continued, page 7 .of 8)
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT ScHaoL DlSTRlCT’
' AUSTIN, TEXAS "/

4

RN

January 1982

Dear Parent:

‘There is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained dogs are
" .. being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. - . :
. . : - ‘
You“are one of the parents in a_randomly selected group who is receiving this
survey. Please take _a minute now to help. Your opinion is imgo:tant to us
as we decide whether or not to coatinue this program.

Please complete the Survey by responding to the statements which follow.
Under each underliréd statement, circle the word or words which Eggg\express
how . z u feel about that statement. ,

You do not need to write your name, Your responses are confideg

Thank you.

Acting 4ssistant Superintendent for Secondary Education g

*****************;&***************************************************************

l.a. Drugs are a problem at Fulmgre Jr. High.

Strongly Agres Agree Noc Sure Disagres Strongly Disagres

b. Alcohol is a problem at Fulmore Jr. High.

: - _ .
Scrongly Aazec Agree Yoc*Surs Disagree  Strongly Disagree

2.a. Using dogs to detect drugs onteampus is a good idea.

Strongly Agreea  Agras Mot Sure Disagres Strongly Disagree - : ' ) L//)

-

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agree Agrse  Not Surs Disagrea  Strongly Disdgree




ENGLISH VERSION ON _THE OTHER SIDE

81.54 ~ ‘ ., Attachment C-2 :
o v , (continued, page 8 of 8)
ALUSTIN INDEPENDENT SeHOoOL @STRIC‘I‘ ’ .
ALISTIN, TEXAS :
. . ‘ g ‘< j.m' .
b A Enero 1982 ' - .

) . \_
Estimado Padre de Familia:

Este ano hay un programa nuévo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin.‘ En dos escuelas
se estan usando’ perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales ¥y bebidas alcohd-
‘licas. _ .

. ’ o .
Usted ha sido seleccionado a traves de un sorteo para recib%EN:ste cuestionario.
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinion al deecidir si continuamo ste programa O no.

Por favor tome unos miriutos para a]udarnos. N

Llene éste cuestionario, encerrando en un cfrculo las palabras que. mejor expresan
lo que/dsted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. b
—— _

P

No necesitgiusted escribir'su nombre. Sus respuestas son confidenciales.

Muchdas gracias.

—— »

Sinceramente,

W. David Hill _ .
Acting Assiscant §uperintendent for Secondary Education ' - : \

********************* *******************************************************g&***** ~

l.a. Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Fulmore Jr. High

#

.Estoy may EZstoy de No astoy No estoy ds Sacoy muy
de acuerdo acuerdo seguro acusrdo en desacuerdo

®

b. Las bebidas alcdh61icas soen un p;oblema en la escuela Fulmore Jr. High.

Zstoy muy Estoy de No estoy . No estoy de Escoy muy
de acuerdo acuerdo seguro acuerdo an desacuerdo

o

2.a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea.

Escoy muy Estoy de Yo astoy Yo aestoy de Zstoy cuy
de do do seguro acuardo en desacuerdo

=

:b. El uso de perros para detecﬁér,bebidas alcohdlicas en la escuela ‘es una

buena idea. ’ r
- <. ~
. Estoy muy Estoy ‘de No astoy Yo estoy de Estoy muy

” de acuerdo acuerdo seguro acuerdo en desacuerdo
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) . B Attachment C-3
' AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

[

A

December 7, 1981

TO: Principals Addressed

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern : . —
- .

SUBJECT: Parent Survey . N

& -

As a part of the evaluation of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) program, 100
parents of randomly selected students at your school will be surveyed in

~ January 1982. A copy of the survey form for your school is attached.

. ﬁ v ) . LR ,.
The survey items, excepting only the addition of the school's name in/#l1,
are the samg as two of the four items to'which your faculty, staff and'
student body T ponded earlier this fall. .

Parents will be surveyed by mail and their individual responses will be
held confidential. : -

b

"If you have any questions about this survey, or- if a parent has any

questiouns, please call me at 458-1227.

A

Director, Research an Evalu

APPROVED: /45%2{6;7

Acting Assistant Superi tendént foregeconﬂary Education

cc: Lawrence Buford
J. M. Richard

Addres¥ees: ' Forrest Kline, Crockett
Fortunato Vera, Martin
Jack Allison, Travis .
Bill Armentrout, Fulmore . }

C-18 5 0




S . . R = " Attachment C-4
e o . ' o Page 1 of 2
81.54 ' - : _ 'V'ERSION EN ESPANOL AL OTRO LADO. -

P

ALISTIN lNDEPENDENT SCHDUL DISTRIGT .

' . AUITtN, TEXAS
Eﬂnm - 7 ‘ Janary 1982

Dear Parent:

There 18 a new program in AILSD this year. At two schools, tm‘med dags are
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol.

You are one of.the parents in a randomly selected growp wha is receiving this
survey. Please take a mirdite now to help. Your opinion is important to us
‘as we decide whether or not to continue this program. . - o

PZease complete the suz'vey by respondzng to the statements wnwh faZZou Under
each underlined statement, circle the word or words which bést express how you
feel about that statement. o

You do not need to write your name. Your responses are confideniicl.

, Smcereh W/ M | B ' o | ,
W. David Ll © - o

Acting Assistant Superintendent for. Secondary Education .

*****:ﬁ*******&*ﬁ***************1&*******-‘hh('J@-‘t**-‘t*****-‘hh('-‘t&-‘t****ﬁf&****#******#&**

1,a. ~ Drugs:are a problem at Crockett High School.. o ) ~
- J N - .

i Strongly Agres  Agree Yot Sure Disagzes  Strongly Disagree ) ’ s
X ) . ! ) & . -

b.  Alcokol is a problem at Crockett High School.

Strongly Agres  igres - Yof Sura Disagres  Strougly Disagrae

-

, Usin&dggé to detect drugs on’ campus is a good idea.

a

2,a.
Q ‘ s&egﬂy Agrea Agree  Not Sure  Disagres  Strongly Disagree

y

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea.

Strougly Agras  Agrea  Not Surs  Disagres  Strongly Disagres




- - " Attachment C-4

[N
-

‘ ' . : < (continued, page 2 of 2)
81.54 . - T ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE

© . , ‘\A

_ ‘o AUSTIN INDEFﬁNDENT SCHGUL DISTRICT
e . ‘ - AUSTIN, TEXAS , N /

1 © . Enero 1982

Estimado Padre de Familia:

Este ano hay un programa nuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. En dos escuelas
se estin usando perres entrenados para.detectar drogas ilegales b3 bebidas alcoho-'
licas.

Usted ha sido seleqnionado a traves de un sorteo para,;ecibir este cuestionario.
Queremos -omat en cuenta su opinidn al decidir si continuamos este programa 0 no. .
Por favor tdme unos minutos para ayudarnos. ’

)

t

Llene este cuestionario, encerrando en un'circulo las palabras que mejor expresan
lo que usted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. - :

o 2

%o necesira usced eslribir su nombz?bf Sus respuestas son confidenciales.

<

Actifig Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education RS
o ‘ —
*********r****i**********************************************Ef*************x*** %
. \ -~ o

’
]

l.a. Las droges son un problema en la escuela Crockett.

Esscy muy Satoy de No estoy No estoy % Escoy mY o \ . ‘
da 1zuerdo acuardo seguzro acuerdo en desacusrdo ’ : .
- . A _ . . VR e
b. Las bebidas alcohdlicas son un problema en la escuela Crockett.
' . . —
Estoy my Estoy de Yo estoy % escoy de - Escoy auy
de acuerdo Acuerdo saguro acuerdo en desacuerdo
i o

2.a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuell es una bueni idea.

' Estoy my Zstoy da Yo estoy Yo estoy de Estoy muy
da acuardo acuerdo saguro acuerdo en desacusrdo L

v

b. El uso de;perros para detectar bebidas alcohdlicas ep la escuela es una '
buena idea. :

2stoy my Es:ny da Yo astoy No estoy de Zatoy muy

de 4cuerdo | acuerdo = seguro .,  acusrdo e desacuerdo
59 =
e ey e

c-20
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/ B
\ , .
) v * e
F“;LE ’!D _,,HA,_E,_"‘_ ' CARD Fng\[AYOUT LOCATION
NAME _David Wilkinson DATE *
COMMENTS _DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY - PARENT - 1981-82 DRUGS' OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROGRAM

T

1FIELD |COLUMNS DESCRIPTION

A | 1-3]eme D: asn :
B ) '6> ~ Survey No:_ Range = 1-400: 001-100 = Crockett, 101-200 = Martin, 20L—;00 = Travis,
: 301-400 = Fulmore '
Cc ., 7°10 Survey Responses (Ltems la., lb., 2a., 2b,) - 1 = étrongly -Agi‘ee \
‘ 2 =™ Ag‘ree‘
: I - No‘tl Sure -
4 = Disagree
5 = Strongly Disagree
D 11-13 Same as columns 4-6 . A )
E 14 —17 Same as columns 7-10 .
N F 18 = 80 Repegt as in %MQJ_E&QWMM_HMM the file ID followed by 11

7-column records, ’

P
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~Drugs Off‘Campus

Appendix D

STUDENT INTERVIEW




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81.54

a8 Ll ottt MM R4S

1E; AN

COTRIEY

1
;
)

-

lostrument Description: Student Interview

3ried dc!' eyi3cion of che ingtmoent:

The interview form consists of eight quastions dealing with the pc‘;:ceptionl of the stu=~

dent about the experience of being searched. The questions focus on what happenad,
agcording to the st!ua'.nl:, bow the student felt about it, and how the student would
order events if the same situation occurred again.

Jo _whem vms the inst=wmane admisdgtared?

A sample of Crockett High School and Martin Junior High School students who were
searched because of a dog alert without any contraband being found.

. . A Y

3ow 2any cimes wvas Che, instrmmens dmindigeared?

Once to each student. In all, 12 high school and 4 junior high schogl students were
intervieved. v

Shen 7as the imseTtmenz adaimdscarsd?

March 4, 1962 through April 28, 1982.

“aere w13 the {mst——ame 3dmi=dsearsd?

In an office or conference room on the campuses of Martin Junior High School and
Crockett High School.

Fho adzizistarad the imgero—ans?

' The Systemwid® Evaluation Evaluation Intern and the Sis:emwidc Testing Evaluation’
Assistant. [P

Wkat srai=i-g 342 the admisdgwranars have?

. A ]
Training and experience in interviewing procadures.

" ~

"as the imstrment idmisdigtesred umder scamdarzdized sondisicds?

Yes. ' ' 4

Wers ther2 svoblamg rish she imst—oemz or tha adoiadscracion =has mizhe
as3acs che validiTy of the daca?

None identified.

The Evaluation Interm with input from Research and Evaluation and school staff.

idier 4223 3ve availiblas gm bthe ioge——menm=?

-

i
3
I
i
A

N i 2 o \\

4T3 Imwra sows data availidla Sar faeareswazide 3ha vasulis?
SE2 Sier3 noT odatd Iv3__ 303 SIT SaCATTTSLLRT 5.9 Tasu.ts

No.

IS




81.54
srﬁnnnr INTERVIEW

- Purpose

The DOC Student Interview provided information pertinent to the following
decision and evaluation questions: ' ‘

. » * TN
Decision Question D1: Should the Austin Independent School District ™
continue to have a program inng trained dogs to detect illegal drugs

and alcohol? B)

Evaluation Question D1-6: Relative to its benefits, what were
the direct and indirect costs of the program?

Procedure

Review of successive draft interview forms by ORE. staff, the Director of
Secondary Management, the Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Educa-
tion, and the pringipals of Crockett and Martin resulted in the final form
shown in Attachment D-1. Attachment D=2 is.a copy of the memorandum sent to
the principals of Crockett and Martin subsequent to discussions with them about
the purpose of the Student Interview and the interview procedures to be employed,
The list of students referred to in the memo is not appended so that individual
student names can be kept confidential. Attachment D-3 is a copy of the letter
sent to the parents of the students who were selected to be interviewed: As
stated in the letter, the interview was voluntary. Parent letters were sent
before interviews were scheduled to enable parents and children to discuss the
matter. ’

¢ ]

As stated in the memo to the principals (Attachment D-2), the students selected
to be interviewed were those who, as a result of a dog alert, were searched-- '
personally, or had a car or locker searched=-swithout anything illegal being
found. It should be noted that the foregoirng is the definition of a "false
alert."” What i1s meant by "illegal" in this context and how many false alerts
there were 1s discussed in Appendix J. -

A list of the students meeting the criteria noted above was drawn up in January
1982 and finalized the following month. Aw a result, almost all of the students
selected to be interviewed were searched during the first semester of the 1981-82
school year, between October and December, 1981. Information concerning when

and where starches were made, what grades students, who were searched were in,

and what was found, is summarized in Figure/D-1. . )

N | S | 557




81.54

CROCKETT
. Date of Search Search of Student's Grade ‘Substance Found
10/6/81 - Purse 9 "~ "Nothing .
10/6/81 Pockets 9 Nothing ‘
10/6/81 . Pockets 9 Nothing ~ .//
10/6/81 Pockets 10 ~ Nothing
10/6/81 Purse ' 10 Prescription medicine
10/12/81 Car 11 : Spilled alcohol
10/12/81 ~-Car 12 Nothing
10/27/81 , Car ' 9 ~ Nothing A
10/27/81 Car : 11 Empty beer cans;
~ med icatio%
11/20/81 = Outer clothing , 9 -Scent on borrowed coat
11/20/81 Car ' 11 Nothing
11/20/81 " Car ; 12 ' ‘ Nothing
12/3/81 Purse . 10 Medication
12/3/81 Locker 11 Tennis ball ‘
12/3/81 ~ Locker 12 Freshly fired ceramic
12/8/81 Car - - 12 . Aroma
12/17/81 Outer clothing 12 . Scent on jacket
1/19/82 Locker 9 ' Nothing* .

*Subsequently discovered that the student had no drugs or alcohol ‘but
did have a knife and razor blade. .

MARTIN
Date of Search Search of Student's Grade Substance Found
11/12/81 | Pockets 8 Nothiné_ ‘
11/12/81 Pockets 8 Nothing
1/6/82 ’ Purse 8 Nothing
2/8/82 Purse 8 Nothing

i

Figure D-1. STUDENTS SELECTED TO BE INTERVIEWED DUE TO BEING SEARCHED
BECAUSE OF A DOG ALERT WITHOUT ANYTHING ILLEGAL FOUND.

- Altogether, 22 students (18 high school and 4 junior high school) were selected

to be interviewed. ' Of the high school students, two refused to be inter-
viewed, two others dropped out from school fore the interviews were
scheduled, one transferred to another schooli, and one graduated. The
remaining 12 high school students were interviewed. Nine of the students
were male, three female. All four, two male and two female, junior high
school students were interviewed. Interviews-were conducted by the Evalua-.

‘tion Intern, with assistance from the Systemwide Testing Evaluation Assistant.

.The number of interviews conducted by each individual and the approximate

_length of each interview are presented in Figure D-2 on the next page.

w58
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& , : |
_ : NUMBER OF é' LENGTH OF INTERVIEWS
SCHOOL INTERVIEWER

%618

INTERVIEWS < (in minutes) | TOTAL _ :
‘Crockeft Evaluation Intern 10 R ‘-v30 60 15 30 15 20 35 40 40 30 5 hours 15 minutes
Evaluation Assiétant ' | 2 35 75 1 hour SO'minutes
‘ N . 4
Martin - Evaluation Intern o 2 40 20 1 hour
| Evaluation Agsistant 2 .15 45 ' 1 hour _

f : ' : ) ..
The average interview léngth at Crockett was 35 minutes.
The average interview length at Martin was 30 minutes.
The average interview li?gth for both“schools combined was 34 minutes.
Figure D-2,  NUMBER AND APPROXIMATE LENGTH OF DOC STUDENT INTERVIEWS, SPRING 1982
rounded to the nearest 5 minutes.

N

)

/

9 houré 5 minu7és

Interview times were




Results

Information obtained from the Crockett and Martin students' responses
to the eight interview questions is presented, by questionm, below.
Individui? responses are paraphrased unless otherwise indicated.

1. What hagpened on the day you/your carfyour locker were/was searched? .

T

Particulars of -the students' experiences were too numerous to detail here.

Some common features of their reports, and some details specific to
individual students, are listed below. It should be noted that ome
Crockett student who was searched twice made dual responses to each
question.

'CROCKETT

L3 . .
'+  RESPONSE FREQUENCY
. Gotten out of class by an assistant principal who z
came to the classroom in persom. - 5
. In a class which the dogs searched. 4
. In class and summoned to the office via a call slip - -
delivered by a student aide. B . : .2

. In class and summoned to the office by an announcement
over the public address (PA) system requesting that the
owner of a certain vehicle report to the office (description
- and license plate identification were given).

N

+ Told dog alerted on cagr/truck.
. Told dog alerted on r.
. Asked if would open ruck..
. Asked if would open er.
. Asked if knew why dog alerted.

. Asked by assistant principal i§=agything in car. -

=W WM

. Car/truck searched.
. Locker searched.
. Taken from class to vacant room or into hall and searched.
. Pockets/outer clothing were searched.
. Purse was searched.
. Books were searched.
. Helped with the search.

S
HEERRNDN

. Queried during the search. Asked...
. For personal information (name, age, grade)
. About family members and drugs or alcohol.
_« Where the drugs were hidden. o
. About prescription medicine found.

<

5
12
2
1
1

. Administrators were present during the;search.
. Assistant principal(s).
. Principal. :

-~ 6
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. Principal and assistant principal. 1
" . Some adults (unsure who) were present during the seart?‘. 3
. Father was present during search of car. 1
. Given apology by assistant principals (when father présent). 1
v .
MARTIN )
RESPONSE ) FREQUENCY <
/ ] : . .
. In a class which the dogs searched. ~ ’ 4 -
'« Knew when dog alerted. ‘ 4
. Gotten out of class by an assistant principal who came to e
the class in person. - - 2 |
. Summoned to the office via a call slip delivered by a -
student aide. & 1
. Brought out of class by the principal. , 1
. Searched in an adminpistrator's office. o R T
. Pockets/outer clothing were searched. . 4
N . Parents were called. 4

2. What was said to yof before you/your car/your locker were/was searched?

. Asked what could be in there.
Asked for name, grade, and if owned car.

. Told to bring books and purse and asked name, age, grade,
and birthday. 1
. Asked to open locker. ‘ 1
. Asked what could have caused dog to alert, 1
1
1
1

CROCKETT ~ - -
" RESPONSE : FREQUENCY
. Told dog alerted on car/truck. And... 5
. Asked to open car/truck. : " &3
. Could they search it? & -1
1
1

. Principal asked whither had been smoking m’arijuana.
Told had been alerjted on.

. Asked if could search outer clothing (jacket, pants, socks).
. Told dog had alerted on locker; nothing to be upset about;

needed locker to be opened. , 1
MARTIN
rEsBoNsE " FREQUENCY
. Told had been alerted on. And... 3
. Asked to empty pockets.’ 2
. They needed to check. 1
. Asked if had. anything, if had medicationte- 1
. Told by assistant principal that should not hang arOund
with people (W zho smoke. -~ 1
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(4 . \

3. HowAid you feel while you were/it was being searched?
) CROCKET& :

. "Scared." .
. Seared at -first, later gained confidence.
. Slightly concerned.
. Not really scared.

.« Nothing to hide.
» Pretty good, not really bothered
. Really confident. :
¢ "Kind of insulted." . o
. "Embarrassed.,"
. "Getting mad."

RESPONSE L | " FREQUENCY

”

uf/°:}’{2d

A

o e e

MARTIN ~ o ,
RESPONSE ) . FREQUENCY

. "Like a convict", mad ‘becauser falsely accused before. 1
. Normal, nothing to hide. : . ) 1
. Not scared, knew nothing on him. ‘ : 1
. Did not feel ghat good. 1

. /
4, How do you feel about the search now?

CROCKETT
RESPONSE ' - FREQUENCY

. "Doesn't bother me." All ip the past. If happened

again would open truck again. ' 1
. "Kind of angry" because it "doesn't justify bringing :

a student out of class" for a futile search. A
. Still a little anger, espegially since was treated better

when a parent was there, , 1

. Alright, I guess. They have every right to search)

. "Well, I think they were doing their job and everyt ing,
but I don't like the dogs coming. I'm terrified of Yhem."

. "Still feel insulted. I told them I didn't have anything

* . and they still searched me.™

» Glad it was over with.

. Fine. Students should not bring drugs and beer to school.

. Do not really care; it is over with.

. It was right for school to search,

. "I still don't think it's a very good idea." Searching

- lockers is OK, but not cars. "You bought it, it's yours."

. The same as when searched——pretty good, not really bothered.

. Good in a way, in some ways not. .Good in that program is
protecting students, but program sets the school apart. - 1

=

]

il
PN

1




(RESPONSE . -+ FREQUENCY

. If there is to be a program, "should show what the drugs =

‘can do to you." he 1
. OK, not too bad. ' 1
" . In a way good since search proved that did not take drugs. 1

. Should not have happened. Enough pressure in school with~
out a 4og being wrong about you. : 1

5. If the same situation came up again, should the school officials dQ
' anything differently? v

CROCKETT . | J

. ~ ]
. RESPONSE . - FREQUENCY
. No. Because... 8
. Assistant principal came right to the point, did not beat
around the bush. 1
« Should use the same ‘system for everyone. 1l
. Something could be found the second time. 1
. Not act as if there was something there‘when there was o
not., 2
. Call a student down to the office later, rather than in
front of other students. . ( 1
. Do not know. Probably not. » 1
MARTIN
a °  RESPONSE S FREQUENCY
L) .
. No. They did not do anything, just searched me. ‘ 1
. Yes. School officials should... - 1
. Not call parents if nothing found.
_Wait until the end of class and send someone besides the
assistant prineipal to get you. _
. Student's response did not address the questlon. 1
"« « Student was S1lent, no response.- _// o1
6. If the same situation came up again, would you do any-
thing differently? (’ i
’ »
'CROCKETT  ° / o .
RESRONSE | " FREQUENCY
. No. : . 9 g
1

. BQEf{ would still be sScared.

\ .

o
S
N




MARTIN

" But would consider refusing to open- truck,
. "Because I feel T shouldn't have to do anfthing
differently." . v

. Yes.

&

« Would not open up vehicle again until the school obtained

a search warrant.

. Would not permit search unless parents decided to allow

it.

. ‘Would be more aware of the possibility of getting ‘caught

" with drugs or alcohol,

MARTIN . -
RESPONSE
. No.

« "I don't think so."

+ "I would just get a
. Yes. Would not let't
~ and approved it.

angrier than I was."
search until parents notified

{

7. ‘How much class did you miss on the day you were‘searched?

* The following were the students’

Crockett student was searched/ty}ce.

CROCKETT

RESPONSE

» 15 minutes.
o 10 minutes.

‘e 5 minutes. ¢

. 20-25 minutes.
« 30 minutes.

. 60 minutes.

. 2 minutes.

. 0 minutes. °

RESPONSE

« 28 minutes (1/2 period).

« 30 minutes. a . -

« 10 minutes.
o 75 minutes.

D-10

W
6

"estimates, expressed 'in minutes,

One

FREQUENCY

e el el S
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8. Do you ‘have any other thoughts about what we've talkéd about that
you 'd like to share with me? - : '

[y

CROCKETT

RESPONSE , | FRE LéNCY

. No. ' ‘ 2
. Program is doing a good job in keeping drugs off campus.

Kids that used to bring a joint.on campus and smoke it

during the day no longer do so because they are "afraid

of getting busted," » - 1
« Good to keep drugs out of school but should not use dogs.

"I can't rely on a dog to prove me guilty. I was assumed

guilty and proven innocent." Also, wrong to pub\htudent _

in .company of 5 or 6 accusing adults. -1
. It is just rumor that they have been breaking into cars.

Also, though people talk about the invasion of their

privacy, lockers are really the school's property. 1
. School would be a better place without drugs. However, when

nothing found should be announced to class, along with an <

apology, to head off gossip. 1
. Having dogs on the campus a good idea. Should come more

often and check lockers and cars at least two days a week.

Students should be willing to open their lockers. 1
o Students should not drink in school but searching cars goes.
“ "too far." Students sometimes party and beer gets spilled.

Drugs are illegal and should not be in either school or

your car. € . 1
” . -What would have happened if had not agreed to be inter- :
N viewed? 1

. Students should not bring things on campus against‘schOQl
or School Board procedure. If they do, they deserve to
get caught, "If you don't have nothing to hide, why would

you care if they search you?" 1
. Did .not like the whole thing, nor did mother. School ’
N officials acted as if something had to be in the car, even

if they could not find it, Did not get satisfactory hearing. 1
. If students cannot come to school and do what they are
supposed to, it is a waste of their time and the%(eacher's. 1

MARTIN
a ) RESPONSE : i FREQUENCY
. No. . ‘ 2

. Should show "more movies about dope so kids can get an
idea of how it can hurt you." Demonstration alone '"won't
-cut it." It just shows you that the dogs can act like they
can catch you, but they can't." 1
. Should not spend so _much ¢on dogs. Should spend on good
counselors instead and should start in 6th grade when kids
begin to learn about drugs. Givesthem a good scare by taking
them; to hospltals, mental wards, and jails. . . 1

Q ' p-11- ce
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DIsTgICT Attachment Del

Office Jof Research and Evaluation
. o 1981-82 ’ _ )
o : ’ : ‘ -ﬁ. g .
' s ) ) ‘DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) STUDENT INTERVIEW *
Interviewer: , P Date/Time:
N . /' ] .

Student Number:

—

-

**'***********************************************************_********‘*****,************

"Hi. My name is- L .. I work for the school district in the
‘0ffice of Research and Evaluarion. We are asking some students- how they feel about th
Drugs Off Campys, or DOC, Program. The interview will take 15-30 minutes, and what we

— talk about will be confidential. That means that I will not pass on anything you tell

me to your parents, ®your teachers, or the pr}nclpal. The information you and other stu

~ dents provide will be combined in a report, but no student names will appear in the
report. Also, this interview has nothlng o do with your grades. Okay? Fine, here s
the first question: A : '

.2. What was said to you before yOu/your car/your locker were/was searched?

3. How did you feel while you were/it was being se?rched7

P

. : |
1. What happened on the day ‘you/your car/your locker were/was searched? . ‘
|

4. How do you feel about the search now? ' =
5. If the same situation came ap again, should -the ‘school officials do anything
. differently? -8

6. If the same situation came up again, would you do anything differently?

7. How much class did you miss on the day you were searched?
8. Do ybu have any other thoughts about what we've talked about that you'd like to
share w1th me? A . .
Interviewer: Write the student's responses on separate sheets of paper. Note direct
quotes. Paraphrase when quotation is not' possible. Use’ both the probe
and clarify techniques and conventions as necessary to obtain’ the fullest
responses possible. Verify with the student the accuracy of the re-
. ‘ . sponses you have noted. ‘

- . . The information from this interview is confidential,
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. S o Attachment D~2
- AUSTIN INDE?ENDENT SCHOQL DISTRICT
'Office of Research and Evaluation

o | ‘ -

Fel!!uary‘ 15, 1982 ~ o .
(\\- .o ' ' . ' .
TO: Forrest Kline, Principal, Crockett
; Fortunato Vera;j;;}ncipal Martin

‘EROM:~' David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern .

SUBJECT: Drugs Off Campus (DOC) Student Interview
: ) \v

d - » . .
As we discussed and agreed upon last week, I and another ORE staff member, Phil
Jones, an Evaluation A3sistant, will be conducting in-school interviews with those
students who were searched as a result of a dog alert with anything illegal .
being found, Some or all of these students will be intervggWed at Crockett,
depending on ‘the number of students and on the time available. All of these stu- .
dents will bg interviewed at Martin. ) :

<

' Attached is a list of the students I have determined to meet the interView criteria.

I will be contacting your assistant principdls to arrange times, dates, and suitable
places for the interviews. A copy of the letter to parents is attached. . -

. If you have additional questions or concern8 about the interview or the information

reflected heére, please call me at 458-1227. -

- : 0
Thanh'you for your assistance and cooperation.

DW:lg ‘ ‘ . T

- Attachment

APPROVED L;;%,’.;’,,vé&/ Wéék}/ I B

Director, Research and Evaluatipn

o A e -

Acting AssiStant Superintendent for Secondary Education
RE 4

.cc: Lawrence Buford N - e SN
J. M. Richard ( ‘ , ) e -

Frances Bush ) . _
Libron Washington - .

B

D-13

~
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I - AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

To the parents of

Your child is part of a group cof students who have been selected to

be interviewed at school during the month of March. H2s/her answers

will help the School District to know some things about how the Drugs -
Off Campus (DOC) Program is affecting students. The interview will be
conducted by a trained staff member from the District's QOffice of Research
and - Evaluation and will take from 13-30 minutes. '

Your child may choose whether or not to be interviewed; however, his/her
answers are important to the District's understanding of this program. .
- If you have any questions, please feel free to call your child's pria-

' cipal or David Wilkinson at the Office of Research and Evaluation (458-1227).

- Thank you for your cooperatigp.

T .

Sincerely,

7/%/4/ 7/7

" Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.
- Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

FMH:Dw:lg

§100 GUADALUPE, Aum, TZ:XAS 18752 512'/ 458-1227
S D-1 K .
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Dfugs Off Campus

- Appendix E

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

\
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&

Instrument Description: Administrator Interview

3rief ciugg;p_ticn of the ins:ma#::

The interview form consists of 11 questions dealing with administrators' views about
the implementation of the DOC Program, the affects of the program, and changes in or
alternatives to the program thax might be desirable. Six of the questions are open-
ended. The remsinder have "tag" questions (e.g., "Why?") intended to preveat simple
yes/no responses. \i N

Lo whom wag che instxument adminigtared?

Principals and assistant principals at Martin Junior High School and Crockett High
School. h '

HSow many cimes wvas che instrumient adminiscarad? .

Once to each principal individually and once to each group of assistant principals.

In all, saven administrators ware interviewed.

When was the inge=u—ent adminiscared?

All interviaws at Martin wera conducted on April 26, 1982, At Crockett, assistant
principals were intarviewed on April 26 and the principal on April 29, 1982,
’

Fhere was the {nstrument admindiscerad?

In }:tficas on the campuses of Martin Junior High School and Crockett High School.

Who administared the imstmrgnt?

The Evaluation Intern. .

Nkat srainiag did the admindscsacors have?
Training and experience in interviewing procedures.  *

Has the inscoumensd administered under s\:‘ﬁ;ardiud comdiciens?

Yeas. 3 ’

Heze cthers nroblems wish the {-sermment or the adminfseracien chac miche

afiscs che validisy of che ?

'

None identified. - T

 Ruo drrllaa-cd the inseumens?

The Evaluation Intern with input from Research and Evaluation staff.
) .

What reliazbilicr and wvalidiey daca are available on the instemene?
) . -

‘None. : .

. '

4" .
ara thera nortm data availlable Jor intarorecing Zhe rasults?

v

No.

N S

4

AGLKEN

-
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| - ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW.

Purpose

The DOC Administrator Interview provided information relevant to the
following decision and evaluation questions:

Y

Decision Question D1: Should the Austin Independent School District
continue .to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs
and alcohol?

' Wi
-Evaluation Question Dl1-6: Relative to its benefits, what were
% _ the direct and indirect costs of the program? '

"Decision Question D2; If the program is continued, should it be
modified or continued as is?

Evaluation Question D2~ l What Services did the contractor
& provide? )

Evaluation Question D2-2: Were the services provided adequate
to meet the needs of the school?

Evaluation Question D2-3: What training and information were
provided to .school personnel, students, and parents?

—

- ' Evaluation Question D2-4: What did school personnel, students,.
and parents think about the prograsz

Procedure . » .

An interview form consisting of 11 questions was developed and, after review
by the Senior Evaluator and the Director, was sent to administrators at Martin
Junior and Crockett High School, along with a cover memorandum. Both memo and
interview form are contained in Attachment E-l1. A draft of the interview form
had been previously sent, along with some other materials, to the Acting Assis~
tart Superintendent for Secondary Education (see Attachment G-4), but no sug-
gestions for revision were made. Appointments were made with all administra-
‘tors for April 26, 1982, approximately two weeks after the interview form was
sent. No suggestions for modification of the interview form were received by
the Evaluation Intern in that interim. a

The interviews were conducted by the Evaluation Intern in the administrators'
offices.- Seven administrators, including all of the persons named in the
memo (Attachment E-1) and an additional assistant principal at each school,
were interviewed. No counselors were designated by the principals to be
interviewed. Attachment E-2 details the number of administrators interviewed
and the approximate length of the intef%iews. With one exception, at the

.‘ " .A S . 72
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the conclusion of each interviéw, the Evaluation Intern reread the inter-
view questions and the responS’E to them from notes taken during the inter-
view. Interviewees were asked to check the accuracy and completeness of
the notes. The exception was the interview of three Crockett assistant
principdls. Because of the length of the interview--approximately two and
one-quarter hours--the interviewees declined the review offer.

Results

The Crockett and Martin administrators' responses to the 11 interview quee-
- tions are presented, by question, below. Responses are paraphrased unless
otherwise indicated.

Y

Note: Since two assistant principals at Martin and three at Crockett were
interviewed as a group, the usual structured situation in which the
interviewer controls the presentation of stimuli did not occur.

The response of one of the interviewees could, and did in the inter-
views, serve as a stimulus to anothér of the interviewees and influ-
ence the second's responses. For this reason, the individual re-
sponses of the assistant principals cannot be rendered separately
from the context in which they occurred. The responses of the assis-
tant principals, therefore, will be presented in condensed form. All
of the salient points of the different interviewees will be listed,
but individual comments will not be matched to particular persoms.

.

1. What services did the contractor provide?

CROCKETT . A ) P
d Principal: . Dogs, handlers at various' times during the year, at various
hours. i 7
bl . Services provided were what were promised, what the company
' " said it would furnish. Search teams ‘would go where the school
wanted them. ’ '

A . A

Assistant y e .
Principals: . Dogs to go through classes, parkipg lots, lockers.
. ~ . Lab analysis at the school's reqyest—-five times this year.
« Advice on how to handle situations.
.- Actual searching of automobiles.
Written reports on what was found. .
Orientations for staff, parents, and students.

» . .
-

MARTIN

it Principal: . Orientations for parents, students, and staff. ///
: . Dogs.

. There would bgka search whenever there was an alert whftﬁ/’
was not often.
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Assistant v
Principals: . Physically bringing the dogs to orientation meetings.
. Using the dogs at the orilentations to show what they could
do. Also, to show parents that the dogs were not dangerous
to the students.

2. Were the services provided adequate to meet the needs of the school?
If not, how were they inadequate?

el

~ CROCKETT

Principalsr . Yes, but to be completely adequate would have to have them
' there all the time. Sometimes students slip through the net.
Assistant ’
Principals:.. Yes, "more than adequate." But...
. Some dog handlers worked better with the students than.
* others. One handler made tactless comments to students,
implying that the students had something hidden. |
. They came out more often than they were needed. The pro-
gram could be as effective with less .time in the school. ‘
. Adjustments were required in the spring so that visits
.would be limited to ome-half day per week. ~

MARTIN

Principal: . "I would imagine." The company provided what it had contracted
for--no more, no less.
Assistant . 8
Principals: . Adequate. But...
‘ . The dogs were not as well trained as they might have been.
. They brought a "puppy" a couple of times and were asked
not to bring it again. ‘5 .

3.~ What training and information about the program were provided to school |

personnel, students, and parents?
: &

CROCKETT | . ' B

Principal: . The contractor conducted orientations’ for faculty, students,

and parents.
Assistant {

Principals: . There were orientations for steff, students, and parents.
T -+ Training was an ongoing thing. Handlers would stop and answer
- students' questions. -

N

»

MARTIN
" % "
Principal: . "Just the orientation.

Assistant .« Only the orientation. Procedures were spelled out in the first
Principals: ortentation. It was "cut and dried" thereafter.

¢ E-5 .
LY
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4, How do you think your students are reacting to the program? How are
parents? Staff? .
..CROCKETT “ , »
Principal: . Students: "I think fine." No negative reaction expressed
personally to him by students. Students are not conceMed
when the dogs come to the classrooms.
. Parents: Received no negative reaction from parents "since
I don't know when." There has been a postive reaction from
many parents, partly in response to the media "roasting"
Crockett: : : ' o
. Staff: A high percentage are in favor of it. There is a
controversy about how much of a drug problem there is. Some
people thinK one child involved with drugs is a problem, -
‘ others only if a larger number of students are involved. -
f‘”\\) - ‘ )
Assistant : : . X
Principals: . Students: Overall, students are accepting it as well as any . |
disciplinary measure. They understand the need for it.
. Parents: A positive reaction from an overwhélming majority.
There have been some vocal dissenters. One or two parents
have totally disagreed with the program. . - ‘
. Staff: A strong majority of the staff agree with the use of |
the program. A vocal minority is against the program..
SN
- MARTIN .
Principal: . Students: '"Blase' now, They've gotten used to it." The dog
, . goes through the motions. They were apprehensive at first but
// . after the second or third time the dogs came, it was "as if y
nobody was going through.'""
.vParents: Have not heard from parents. Responded to omne =~ *
parent's letter to the newspaper by also writing.a letter.
. Staff: Staff are quiet, even though some are against it,
These go through the motions, They told him that they would
N fight it through neighborhood organizationms, would work
v against the program from the outside.

Y : ; ' -
Assistant ‘ : . o .
Principals: . Students and parents are very accepting of it,, Some teachers

T are "uptight," are threatened by dogs being on campus, even
though the dogs were never used to investigate teachers,
5, Do you think t+he rights and feelings of students are peing given
adequate consideration by the persons 1nvolved with the—grogram’ If
not, what should be done?
CROCKETT : . ) .
.Principal: . "Yes, I think so."
. -Students are amply warned. New students and their parents :
are informed. _ ' : : -
| - | | E~6 . ’5




81.54 -

«Did not know of any infringement. No parents have called him
personally to eomplain about the treatment their children have
had.

Assistant

Principals: . Yes. In fact, administrators have gone out of the way to have
W students understand they are not being accused. They try to
7 handle the situation so that it is a learning experience for

* - them. Try to have the outcome not be that students feel like
"lesser" people.
«Students are handled very delicately. They are not talked
down to, bullied, coerced, or embarrassed to cause them to
admit to something. '
1 +Crockett staff would talk to students while a search was going
on. '

+They also listened. Allowed students to ‘tell their side, even
to furnish witnesses and andonymous written statements from
people who would otherwise be implicated.

MARTIN S
Principal: ;"Yeah, as far as I'm concerned." There have been few searches.
In them, students' rights and feelings have been taken into
, consideration.
Assistant :
) Principals:,Students' rights and feelings have been given adequate consid-
. eration, not infringed upon. Searches were done in a very low-
. key manner. :
. .
6. Do you think the program's activities be;ped or hindered important on-
going educational activities? Why?
CROCKETT ) i _ \
\ ~Principal: ,Neither helped nor hindered. ’
.The dogs were minimally intrusive, entering rooms only where
they would not be an intrusion, e.g., when students were doing
seatwork.
.The dogs were in and out of classes quickly. Recently, they
mved through 14 classrooms in five 8ifferent areas Qf the
school in one 55-minute period.
+.The dogs were helpful in stimulating discussion among students.
\
Assistant : - *
Principals:,The disruption of classes by the dogs has to be weighed against
) the benefits of keeping drugs off campus. )
.The dogs were no more of a hindrancethan other minor disrup-
tions in the school. ' /f

wThe activities of the program did not hinder the educatlonal
]prqcess and did help it. :

3 . L. f:")




MARTIN

Principal: . It did not help or hinder, ‘

' * . There was a small loss of instructional time and "a great
deal of administrative time lost."

Assistant : -0 ° .

Principals: The dogs disturbed some teachers, whp made a point of not
doing anything when the dogs were in their classes.
The arrival of the dogs brought administrative activities
to a stop for as long as the dogs were there.

7. Do you think the activities of the program have reduced -the incidence
.of drug-related activities on your campus? Why?

CROCKETT , «

Principal: . Yes. Fewer cases have hit the campus.
In recent searches, there were indications that marijuana
had been there (e.g., rolling papers, baggies, and pipes),
but none was found.
Students have reported that they use marijuana but are not
.80 dumb as to bring it on campus. ~
Teachers say students say there 1s not as much because‘they
Qz not want to take chances in getting caught. ~

Assistant )

Principals: Yes. In the past, large quantities of drugs would be found,
but not this year. .
The program has cut down on drug-related cases comrsiderably.
The dogs have made drug-related/activities a lot easier to
detect. ~
The dogs confer much more credibility on suspicions of drug-
related activity. Their indications are more convincing than
your own sens@s. There is more validity, authenticity to
them because the dogs are trained.

s
MARTIN

- -

Principal: Not sure. There have not been many alerts.
' The dogs do not hunt; they do nat do.their job.
The few drug-related cases were found by ,school personnel
themselves., g
Maybe "psychologically" the program was effective, but not
possible to pinpoint its effect.

~

Assistant - ' ' . ot
Principals: Reduced, because of the "threat," the ''fear'" of getting caught

by the dogs.
The fear is not as real as it could be because the dogs are
not as effective as they could be.

/

’7
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.The times of arrival are predictable--usually the first thing
in the morning Mondays and Fridays. This is bad because these
are the worst attendance days and the kids with problems are. .
likely not there. {;; . :
.Martin is having an "outstanding" year as far as drugs are con-
cerned, even with a larger enrollment. This speaks well for the

program as a deterrent.

.There are other factors, though. This year's eighth graders b
. are more mature. Also, Martin 'did a good job with integration.
8. What things do you think are good about the program, and what things do
you think are bad?
Q{
CROCKETT .
Principal: .Good: .Fewer drugs on the campus, . N A
- .Less use, less exposure for younger students. f
. .Allows the student to resist peer pressure.
P .Fear 15 a "regulator." '
.Bad: .It takes administrative time above and beyond what adpin—

. istrators are spending now. . N

Assistant ; :

Principals:,Good: ,The program is doing what it is supposed to do. It is not

) . . 100% effective, but ghe incidence of drug-related activ-

) . ities is -significantly lower.
‘ .The dogs are,an efficient way to detect drugs. The school
- could not do as well earlier, :
. The program assists in keeping drugs away from students
who do not_use them. _
.It yields information that ought to be shared with parents\
: : .It is nof necessarily bad that kids get apprehensive‘
/ . it is signal to them to watch themselves.
.Bad: .The time needed to work with the program.
L +Innocent individuals feeling guilty, coming under suspi- ' w
= v cion.

MARTIN ol '

Zass - . ‘ 1

Principals ,Good: The fsychological aspect, The kids knew the dogs were

S g going to cihe. . .

'Eéii) .The dogs were no't that accurate. !

'Assistant- -

Principals:,Good: ,The deterrent factor. ~
.The program scares kids, keeps them "off guard," thus .
making trafficking difficult.

.Bad: ,The time factor, the time wasted away from the office in -

going with the dogs.

.Administrators seldom knew when the dogs were coang. If

there was something big going on, it had to be dropped g

when the dogs came. This included parent-teacher confer- '
\\‘ » _ences e;/gther discipline-related cases, like a fight.

BN L ' . E-9 .78
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9. Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which should be re-
tained next year? Why?

u

Principal: . Yes, How valuable it is no one can say fgr’sure.
« It should be retained: s
.. If the District wants to keep drugs off campus. _
. Because the program makes a good PR situation for the schools,
in that it addresses the public concern about drugs reflected
in the -polls. .
. Because it lets teachers know that there is an attempt to
; deal with the problem.-
. Since parents have reacted positively to the program.

CROCKETT = *
Assistant : ) -
Principals: . Yes. It is valuable and should be retained:
' « If you work on the assumption that drugs have no place on
a high school campus. |
« Because the less there is, the less students are going to
use it. {
. Because ‘parents have a right to assume that their children
" will be free from drugs in school, where the peer pressg;gﬁf"ﬁ’ {
and contact are greatest.

- MARTIN o A \

Principal: . No. The program is not worth the ,Fount of money it costs
: for the amount 9&’800d it is doing:
4
Assistant _ : v
Principals: Yes. If the program is removed, the students will ‘start
- bringing pot .onto the campus again.

. It eases our job. -

te

10. If the program is retained, what changes, if any, would you like to see
- din it7 . <r

_ CROCKETT |

Principal: . Better parent involvement.
. More people exposed to the program as actually practiced. This
#puld correct their misconceptions, e.g., that the dogs are
« German shepherds or dobermans.
( .
Assistant '
Principals: . Fewer hours when the dogs are on campus. ~
' . Some referral agency or some funds for someone to come to the
campus to do rehabilitative work with the students.’ It was

necessary to call on volunteers to fill this need.
| : .
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MARTIN ' ) . . .
Principal: . "Better dogs, I guess." The program is OK. Just better
. quality services are needed. '
Assistant ‘
Principals: . Advance warning of the dogs' coming would allow for better
-planning of time.

11. If the program is not retained what alternatives do you think there
" might be to the program7

CROCKETT . . , v . T \

- Principal,s . There is not an alternative which serves tES same purpose.,

. . Assistant . ' : . .
' Principals: . There is not another program which keeps drugs off campus.-
. There is a need for a counseling service tq go with the
program, perhaps a staff person to come to the campus 1/2

day a week. o . 5
MARTIN - e,
. / . . . " .

Principal: . Add funds to ‘CPDE. o < :
: . Contract with or coordinate with outside agencies that work
with children to provide services. Some of these agencies
are PDAP, MHMR, Youth Advocacy, Deliquency Prevention.

. Assistant’ ' : ' ' .

Printipals: . Contract with people who can put on a program which would
involve kids. .. '
f
,,I‘
L
) ]




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Aﬁtachmeéf E-1
Office of Research-and Evaluation (Page 1 of 2)

. aprit’is; 1982 . .

*

<

: TO: . Forrest Kfine, Pfincipal, Crockett
- Fortunato Vera, Principal, Martin , i
FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Administrator Interview |

- As part of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) evaluation, I need to interview you
and some of your administrative or professional staff, Besides yourself,
I would like to talk with those persons on your staff who haye had some
active involvement with the DOC program. At Crockett, these persons would
include Assistant Principals Frances Bush and Johnny Brown, and at Fartinm,
Assistant Principal Libron Washington. If there are other administrative \
‘or professional staff-—-among your counselors, for example-—that you feel "
ought to be interviewed because of their involvement with the DOC program,
please let me know. Due to time considerations I cannot interview gveryone
who}would like to express an opinion, but I do want to talk to those persons-
who .can increase my understanding of the progrim.

" I will be calling you soon to make arrangements for the interviews., At
» present, *I am anticipating talking to you individually, and then your staff
P as a group, sometime during the week of April 26, I estimate that each '
'~ interview will take one hour. The interview questions are enclosed.for your
and your staff's consideration. Please feel free to make written comments
for reference during the interview and/or to give these to me to supplement
your verbal responses. . . ' '

If you have any questions aboutg£ile interview, please call me at 458-1227.

: - DW:lg
- Enclosure

\ » i_/,? / . ) . /‘ 4
‘ APPROVED:,/,F?/Z/V w 727 %é’é‘ﬁ

Director, Research and Evaluatiow

. y : | .
APPROVED: ﬂ W

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

]

y

~

cce Lawrence Buford
J. M. Richard : !
Frances Bush
Johnny Brown _ o
Libron Washington _ .

e 3 _ ‘;_ é;z

N | L
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81.34 - AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment E-l |
Office of Research and Evaluation (contimued, page 2 of 2)

" April, 1982 . . o

i . DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (ﬁOC) ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW ., . o
. \ . » .

x

1. What services did the’contractor provide’ A -
- . * - .
2., Were the services provided adequate to meet the needs of the school?
If not, how were ‘they inadequate‘7 o . . :
| ' o«

3. What training and information about the program were provided to school
personnel, students, and pareants? : s
4., How do you think yoyr students are reacting to the program’ How are )
parents? Staff? _ b o
5. Do you think the fights and feelings of students are being’ given>
adequate .consideration by the persons involved with the program? If
not, what should be done? -
6. Do jyou think the program.s activities helped or hindered important
ongoing educational- activities’ Why’ ' )
7.. Do you think the activities,of the program have'reduceddtheiincidence
of drug-related activitiesvon your campus? Why’ : » .
, .
8. What things do you think are good about the proaram, and what things
" do you think are bad? )
9. Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which should be :
retained next year’ Why’
10. If the program is retained, what changes, if any, would you like to .
’ see.in iN? v . ’ _‘ .
'11. If the program is not retained, what alternatives da you- think there
might be to the program? -
<
% , )
e a
- 'N" . .
. ~f N
~ . - O & - 8 2
\)‘ . i s E"lB )
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. ] . : : _ P . )
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation
§ ! 5
. April 1982
, 'DOC ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW
; . :
School. °  Administrators Interviewed :,,r Approximate Length
Martin- . Principal C K 25 mim@
Assistant Principals (Z)QQ"»‘ 1 hour
4 Crockett * . Principal . : ‘; | 1 hour .
: ' Assistant Principals (3) - 2 hours 15 minutes’

Interviews were conducted by the Evaluation Intern on Monddy, April 26 1982
‘and Thursday, April 29, 1982. ’

- . . -
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Drugs Off Campus
o 'Appendix F

DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY
' ‘ - . \f
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Instrument Description: Districtwide Teachdr Survey (Questione for' ‘rinéh.rs)

. Brief descriscion of che instrument: ; : N » N

A computer-gensrated questionnaire, with a2 unique assortment of from 9 to l4 quesctions
per teacher from an item pool of 63 items. Tharae wers specific itms Eot some programs
and the remaining quu::'.ons were randonly aseigned.

L}
i ' At o

wn . .

To 'ahon was the instrument adminiscered?

.

' All Migrant Program and Rainbow Kit Progran teachers, all :uchers at Crockett High

School and Martin Junior High, and a 50% random sampla of all other teachers in the
District. Teachers who ha tviously been sant a Retantion Survay were excluded
from che sample. v ’ : [ : .

. . {
How many times was the iumn&nﬁ.snred?

- .

Once, with-one reminder notice.

P - ’ .

When was the instrument adminiscered?

Taicial miling was March 2, 1982, wi:h a reminder sent on March 23, 1982, The

_closing da:t for data processing was April 9, 1982 A

Whers was the instrument administered?

To the teachers in thedr schools,

>

Who administsred the iastrument?

Self-adminikcared,

#hat training did the adminiscrators hava?

N/A. , : : ' o

,

Was the ilastrument administersd under srandardized condicions?

N/A. .

Aera chare oroblams with the Lnsr-mnem: or the adminis:’a!:ion chat :L'qu‘: afiscz

the vz.I.:Ld:ch gf rhe daca? \
Unknown. . : o
, 1}
Who develoved thd instrumenc? - oo
The Office of Research apd Evaluaz:ion .

What veliabilicy and valid.cv data are available on the instzument?

‘Ione > i — ) ) -

Az'a thers a0 data availabls for iru:ar:reting :he -=sul:s’ .

Some itams are compdrable co i:ams from orevious surveys.

+ -
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DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY
J L

o Purpose .

The purpose for administering the .Districtwide Teacher Survey, called
Questions for.Teachers, 1s discussed in Appendix H of Fihal Technical
Report: Systemwide Evaluation 1081-82 (Publication Number 81.24).

Beyond the reasons documented in the regort cited above, the Survey also
served to provide information relevant to the following degision and eval-
uation questions:

\\\f’ » Decision Question Dl: Should the.Austin Independedt School District
. continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs.,
and alcohol?

Evaluation Question D1-6: Relativemo its benefits, what were
the direct ,And indirect costs of the program’

Decision Qgestion D2: If the program is continued, should it be
modified or continued as is?

v

- ‘Evaluation Question D2-2: Were tﬁe services provided adequate to
meet the needs of the school?

Evaluation Question D2-4: What did school.personnel, students,
and parents ihink about the program? /
; . ‘

-

" Procedure .

-~ ' &
. a P *

Administratian procedures for the Districtwide Teacher Survey are described -
> in Appendix H of Final Technical Report: Systemwide ] Evfiuation 1981-82 .
(Publication Number 39.24). It is useful to restate here that 100% of the-
Crockett and Martin teachers, and anly those teachers, received <items 60-63,
which specifically addressed the DOC Program. A copy of these items as thex
appeared on the survey form is Attachment F-1. ' '

.

In addition to the four DOC items which. Martin and Crockett teachers received,
an item of related interest (#15) was ‘given to 327 elementary and. secondary
teachers, 22 of whom were Crotkett teachers and 10 Martin teachers. Item 15
is stated, "Students are receiving adequate drug education." As with each of
the items, teachers were asked td rate their level of agreement using the
following response scale: 5 = strongly-agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral,
2 = disagree; 1 = strongly disagree, and 0 = don't know.
L / . '
Teachers' responses were keypunched by ‘the Southwest Eduoational Development
Laboratory (SEDL) and the resulting cards used to create a computer file. '
Using this- file, the District Priorities ‘programmer determined. - -

] )

of




< B
D el :
The number of teachers answering each item.

2.. The percentage of teachers’'choosing each response categbry.
A

Result§ for items 60-63 and item 15 are presented in the next_seﬁtion.

-

Results

Figure F-1 below shows the number and percentage of teachers responding to
€ach item. Figure F-2 gives the number and percentage of teachérs responding
in each choice category. Figures F-3 and F-4, respectively, show the number
and percentage of Crockett and Martin teachers responding in each choice
category.

NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT
SAMPLED RESPONDING RESPONDING

PR

The activities of the Drugs: 203 - 159
Off Campus (DOC) Program
hindered important ongoing
educdtional activities.
{
I have received adequate
information about the
DOG, Program.

My*s udents have reacted
well td the DOC Program.

Theyrights and feelings of
sfudents are being given
adequate consideration by
those involved in the DOC
Program. .

Students are receining, o o ) : : @81%.
adejuate drug education. - . . . ’
.V. ' ’ ’ ‘

Note: On items 60-93, respondents are-l123 Crockett and 36 Martin, teachers. /
" On item 15, 265 respondents included 22 Crocke\t and 10 Martin teachers.

Fiéure F-1. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO D@OC-RELATED ITEM§. ON
THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER-SURVEY, SPRING }982.

L ‘
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. W
>
. —
).
RESPONSES .
‘ 5 4 R A 1 0 e
ITEM Strongly T Strongly Don't
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree - Disagree Know
[+]
a 60. The activities of the Drugs L.
Off Campus (DOC) Program ” . 18 11 . 20 ;- 39 ’ 59 12
7 : hindered important ongoing 11z e 1l / 25% 372 8% -
e educational activities, ’ . ’
‘dT? 1 have received adequate 42 © 63 15 19 =, 15 5
fnformation abeut the - 262 40% 9% 12% 9% 37 b
DOC Program.
62. My students have reacted 30 . 65 27 17 ‘.8 12 - 4
well to the DOC Program. 192 41X 172 117 T 5% 8%
. B TS
63. The rights and feelings of : o e
students are being given . 34 57 23 - 13 16 16 .
. adequate consideration by 21% 362 152 87’ 10Z 107
those involved in the DOC )
. Program, ) . . . - 4
A . ) ) . - -
15. Students are receiving 6 . 38 .40 T 66 35 80 -
adequate drug education. ¥4 Y 4 15% 25% i 13% 302 .
. [N M . s -
. > o

Note: On items 60-63, respendents are 123 Crockett ,and 36 Martin tgachefs.'
/ On items 15, 265 respondents included 22 Crockett and 10 Martin teachers.
A . . ¢ .

~ .
'

Figure F-2. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO DOC-RELATED ITEMS
. ‘ " ON THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY, SPRING 1982. :

d. Inspéetion of Figure F-2 reQeale the following

1. Less than one fifth (18%) of the Crockett and Martin teachers )
responding to the survey thought that the DOC Program hindered ~
"important ongoing educational activites."

2. Approximately two thirds of tift Crockett and Martin teachers
responding indicated that they had received adequate information
about the DCC Program. .

3. Sixty percent (60%) of the Crockett and Martin teachers felt

¢ - : . .
that their students had regcted well to the DOC Program. .o
» ° ' - -
4. More than half (57%) of the Crockett and Martin teachers yespond- , |
ing agreed that the rights and feelings of students were being
given adequate consideration by the persons 1nvolved in the DOC oo
) * Program.
. s, Only 16% of the teachérs responding agreed that students are ‘ y '
s receiving adequate drug education. Over one third (38%) of the .
teachers disagrued and nearly one third (30%). did not know. .
: T ™ : . *
.‘,k \ . . ) . ) . .
N 4 . Eg Eg ' .
\.( » . . . . F_S . ! v s
ERIC ~ - * , ‘s ) '
Wiiﬁﬁﬂ . : .- _ . . o . . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81.54
- X
) RESPONSES ¢
N=123 o 5 4 3 2 17 ‘g
. Strongly : X . Strongly Don't .
ITEM Agree Agree Neutral . Disagree Disagree Know
60. The activities of the Drugs ’ N ‘ AN
Off Campus (DOC) Program 10 9 10 . 31 54 .9
hindered important ongoing 8z e A 82 252 442 %
educational activities. ' . . / ‘
61. I have received adequate 37 ' 49 9 14 9 - 5
information about the ) 1302 40% % 112 ) 7% 42
DOC Program. :
62. My students have réacted 25 50 20 11 6 .
well to the DOC Program. 202 412 162 9% © 5% 9x
1 ]
63. The rights and feelings of ) .
students ar® being given 29 48 14 10 9 13
adequate consideration by 242 392 112 82 7. 11
- those involved in the DOC . : ’ . .
Program.
v T ¢ ’
N=22 : - . ) .
15. Students are receiving, 0 7 2 4 2 . 7
adequate drug educatipn. 0z L 327 9% v, 18% . 97Z. 322

Figure F-3. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CROCKETT TEACH“"{S RESPONDING TO DOC=

" RELATED ITEMS ON E DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY SPRING 1982.
\ .o .
. . RESPONSES d
N=36 5 4 3 2 1 [1]
\u : Strongly ) Strongly bon't
ITEM Agree Agree Neutral Disagreg _ Disagree Know
. ‘ . _ :
60. The activities of the Drugs ’ L
Off Campus (DOC) Program _ 8- 2 10, 8 5 ° 5 3
hindered important ongoidg™ ~ 227 6% 282 147 - 8x%
g¢ducational activitied. . " T
61. I have received adequate 5 14 ,J& o N . S 6 \0
information about the B 1) S 39# o177 14% 17% 0%
DOC Program. . . .
. ~ - 3 s
62. My students have reacted 5 15 ™ 7 6 ] 2 1
well to the DOC Program. 147 422 192 - 17% 62 32
63. The rights and feglings of ‘ . )
students are being given 5 9 9 3 7 3
-adequate_consideration by ~ 147 25% 252 - 8z 197 8%
those involved in the DOC ’
Program, t
- 4
N=10 ~
. .
15. Stddents are receiving 1 ) 1 o 6 1 1
adequate drug education. 101& . 1oz {’ 114 602 072 * 102
Figﬁre F-4. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MARTIN TEACHERS RESPONDING TO DOC-
RELATED ITEMS ON THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY SPRING 1982.
Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Due to the . |

* roundipg procedire (.5 or greater to round up), percentages will

total. ¥rom 99-101.  F-6

8y .

o

.
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Inspection of Figures F-3 and F-4 reveals that:

1. More than one quarter (287%) of the Martin teadachers responding to the
survey thought that the DOC Program hindered "important ongoing edu-
cational activities," while less than one sixth (15/) of - the Crockett
teachers thought that. : ‘

)

-

2. Nearly two thirds (637%) of the Croc;Ett teachers responding agreed that .
the rights and feelings of students were being given adequate considera—
tion by the persons involved in the DOC Program. By comparison, 39%
of the Martin teachers agreed this was the case.

.
LI

' - -
>

s

\t‘\;:',
L -

#

~% .
-

F-7
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. - - ‘Attachment F-1
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81.54
L3
: r

—a

$8. THE MINIMUM COMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS IN MATH 5 & 3 0
2TT  AND READING HAVE I[MPROVED GRADUATES®

352  PERFORMANCE IN THESE BASIC SKILLS AREAS.

9. THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) 5 4 3 0

. PROGRAM HINDERED- [MPORTANT oncoxnc EDUCAT [ ONAL
ana ACTIVITIES. - .

_6l._ 1 HAVE RECEIVED AS!%UATE INFGRMATION ABQUT . 5 & 3 0
7¥37 THE DOC PRCGRAM. , p
283

62, MY STUDENTS HAVE REACTED WELL TC THE'UéE . 5 & 3 )
157 PROGHAM. - .
<203
683.__THE RIGHTS AND FEELINGS QF STUDENTS ARE 5 4 3 0
139 TBEING GIVEN ADEQUATE CONSIDERATION 8Y
A53 THOSE INVQOLVED IN THE DOC PROGRAM,

30. COMPARED WITH PREVIOUS YEARS, THE INFORMATICN PROVICED ME BY THE CFFICE GF
2y2  RESEARCH AND EVALUATION ‘THIS YEAR HAS BEEN:

93 ' ‘ : - .

MUCH LESS = LESS ABOUT €QUALLY MCRE MUCH MCRE
HEL PFUL HELPFUL HELPFLL , ﬂELpFUL HELPFUL
° 3 2 3 5 .
21. HOW MICH TIME AND ENE Bo conorrxons IN YOUR SCHOCL ALLCW YOU TO° ,
259 QEVOTE TO TEACHING THIJYEAR, COMPARED T3 LAST vsARz
3sT . .
. MUCH LESS LESS - SAME MGRE MUCH MCKE
1 2 . 3 4 - 5
22. ON A SCALE CF 1 = 5, HOW WOULO YOU RATE THE CURRENT PROFESS IONAL PERSOMNEL
a7v__EVALUATION SYSTEM? ’ ) '
343 ) N
VERY ! . GENERALLY  VERY
. INADEQUATE INADEQUATE ADEQUATE ADEQUATE ~ ADECUATSE
' S 1 ,2 3 4 5
_ 23.__HAS THE ESAA STAFF SUPPORT TEAM PROVIOED SEKVICES IN THE AREA OF STHESS
237 MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING TO YOUR SHCCOL? '
230 '
YES . NC (
- J—

_ 24, HAS THE ESAA STAFF SUPPORT TEAM PROVIDED SERVICES IN THE AREA OF sTRass!
253  MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING TO YCU AS AN INDIVICUAL? .
347 .

: YES ° N

B 1.
36, IF YCU HAVE PARTICIPATED IN DESEGREGATLOV=RELATED INSERVICE PRCGRAMS,
PLEASE LIST ANY GOOD FEATURES YOU THINK ARE WOHTH PRESENTING FOR OTHER .

p—

Jo7 _ TEACHERS:

56. ARE YOU NOW DOING DIFFERENT THINGS IN INSTRUCTION THAN YCU DID LAST
» R YE}B (THE FIRST YEAR OF DESEGREGATIONI?  ° .

458 : : . :

. YES, VERY MANY YES, SOME YES,VERY FEA NC EXAMPLES®

.\ . - R "
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1

SA0E Mind.

. ’
1 Thez was the inscrument admindscaded? :
——SC el SaSTomant dcminsstared

* No.

B b mlaiait G M) et Ead

Instrument Description: Supplemental Questions for Teachers

‘ -

" 3ried dascristisn of the iascmmenr: - : o =

o he instrument consists of three open-ended questions dealing with teachers' views aboud
the effectiveness of the DOC Program, its strengths and weaknesses, and alternatives to
the progrem. The questions are adapted from the Administracor Interview (see page E-2).

whom wag she {zsteemgue adminismared?

. Teachers at Martin Junior Hi@ School.

1

v . .
Iz zany timeg was the instroogms adminiscared? ©
e e
Y -

Once.

. ) 4
The questionnaire was sent to Martin through the school mail on April 27, 1982,
Teachers were directed to return it by May 5. All questionnaires received were
returned by May 7, 1982. ‘
40ere 7as the {=gtoumgwe idmd=dstared? . -
——— B I o —RRIT I STaTeC .
In ‘a location of the teacher's choice. ' ’
“ho a istarad the ingom—pre?
Self-administered. N \ .
‘Waag graisdae did she admi-iserators have? . [
_‘— .
None. ‘ _ R S - P
0
Fas the imsTetenc adminmdstaved uzmder stamdardisgd esmdisdong? :
. ’
Yo. . \ . : .. N L

. Reza shers swoblams wikh the ‘ngt—emgn= g 2he ‘zd=d=dszmazion sul- =izhs
afiacs whe vIiidimr of c=hae 43237 )
S===De o8 T3ooCoC7 O Tl carid

Since response to the quescio'nnatie was elective and the time allotded relatively b'Eief,
teachers who did not feel strongly one way or the other about the program may not have

completed it. Only extreme opiniong may be reflected. ’

09 develsced 35e imsTermen=? \
2089 Se7e-JDec oo -oscTment ,

“The Evaluation Intern.

Aeds Taliabflise snd 7alidier data zrd availibla sm =2a ingcTmnz?
S =St ent
\ o R

.
N

(I
[y 4

2

2 thers zgv= dama avgilabla Sor i-rarswatiag she rTasulie?

MBS L

G-2

A




81.54

SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHER QUESTIONS' ' -

Purpose ‘. . S
The purpose of asking teachers to respond to supplemental questions about the
DOC Program is expresded in a memorandum to the principal. of Martln (Attach-
ment G~1) and in a one-third page cover memo (Attachment G-2) which accompanied

" the questionnaire ,{Attachment G-3)

‘\
il

Data from the questionnaire provided information relevant to these decision
and evaluation questions: v . ]

Decision Question D1: Should the Austin Independent Schobl District
gcontinue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs and
alcohol? - ' : \ _ . ’

~ 4

. Evaluation Question D1-2: Did the availability and use of illegal
drugs and alcohol on campus change as a result of the program?
" . v
Evaluation Question Dl-6: Relative to its benefits, what were the
direct and indirect costs of the program?

Decision Quegfieg D2: If the program is continued, should it be modified

or continued as isﬂ\\i ‘ ]
) Evaluation Quégt on D2-4: What did school personnel, students, and
parents think_ab'ut"the program? "

Procedure

In March 1982, the Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education
broached the possibility of interviewing a random sample of teachers about the
DOC Program. The purpose of this proposed teacher interview was to get morée

in-depth information from teacherse. Since a teacher interview had not been
included in the original ‘evaluation design, a concern for limited evaluation

. resources prompted the memo and enclogures contained in Attachment G-4. After

further communicattfon, . it was finally decided to provide teachers at Martin, ,
who had expressed the geed, with an additional opportunity for.comment in the
form of a questionnairg) Aftachments G-1 through G~-3 detail the agreement and
the administration procedures. '

Although he time allotted for responding tg the questionnaire was relatively
short, 23 rtin teachers, 43% of the 53 teachers tallied in the 1981 Elementary-
Secondary Staff Information Report, returned the questionnaire. Although the’
data collection was directed at teachers, one Martin counselor also returned

the questionnaire. The comments of the 24 respondents were compiled by the
Evaluation Intern and grouped according to theilr content. Results are discussed
in the hext section. )

»...p - :
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X » . ~  Results

The Meftin teachers'* and counselor™s responses to the three questionnaire
items are presented, by question, belo . '
1. Do you think the activities of the program have reduced the incidence . -
of drug-related.activities on your campus? Why?
[\
Of the 23 Martin-teachers responding togthe questionnaire, nine teachers
answered "yes'" to this question, eight answered "no," and six others gave
a qualified response. The counselor also gave a qualified -response. Figure
G-1 below presents in condensed form the 24 responses and the ‘re£sons given
for them. .

YES ‘ : » : C FREQUENCY #

. Students know if they are ''holding," will get caught; |
that "dopers' get nervous evidence that dogs seen g} ' ) ' :
-as effective by students, hence a deterrent. 4 |

. ""Fear.' \ -

. Awareness of the dogs on camﬂus.

. Risk of getting caught in school. : ,
. Students are not bringing drugs/alcohol to school as often.
. No reason given. .

N Y

NO oo ¢ e

P . ’

F
=

. Few incidents before program, few later. No %ubstantial
» evidence that program has succeeded since no real needs

assesshent made. { 1
.;Drugs not as big a problem in Junior high as ig high school. 1
. Students interested in drugs will, find a way to use them., ) 1
' . Same number of students still users. 2
. Students who use drugs were not caught with tn’ai 3
8

J . . ‘.’ M
OTHER ' T I FREQUENCY

. Not sure since was not at scbpbi the year before.

. Not sure reduction due to dogs.

. Cannot make valid statement on question.

. Probably. Kids mofe wary about- what they bring to school.
‘. No idea. .

. May be partially due to DOC. , .

* Doubts it. (counmselor) - N '

Figure G-1. ' RESPONSES BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNSELOR ABOUT WHETHER DOC .
EEDUCED THE INGIDENCE OF DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES ON CAMPUS. -

1.
1
1
l Lg
1
1
1
7

.

G4




81.54 o . S
- g . » : . . .
) ) g™
Additional cqmments'made by Martin teachers and a couriselor to item 1 are - .
) represented in Figure G-2. . /a‘
. POSITIVE COMMENT =~ L FREQUENCY
L .
. "I have known of only 2 incidents this year. . 1
. Fewer wtwbents are being referred for possession of marijuana
, or are "high" on marijuana. E , 1
’ . No drugs were found at Martin. 1
NEGATIVE COMMENT “ FREQUENCY .
> . The program does not address the issue of helping students
not to use drugs. "It simply teaches them not to trust the
school system and those associated with it." o1
' - . It is doubtful whether sstudents who do'drugs and® weren' t : -
//;q{\, ' caught were never holding. N R
, . . "What activities? The dogs came + interrupted class." " . . 1 -
' o The same amount of drug graffiti is Peing- displayed on book
"+ covers, walls, and desks. . , -1
| . In spite of the program, students. will continue to be fas-. '
- : cinated .with contraband items, aii'will "rebel in the usual
- manner." ) h) _ : 1
. I am not convinced that stud&l;s have cut ‘down on drug use. . 1l
| " . The dogs generally came during lst and 2nd or 5th and 6th
| ‘  periods. ' . ; . 1
| . Students are... . ’ K ’
| : : . probably getting high elsewhere. o . . -1
| . getting high at lunch. . 1
=, cutting school to get high s § 1
. taking drugs/alcohol off campus.’ (counselor) ¢ -2
. getting high before school..(counselor) T Qr'4 }
Figure G-2. ADDITIGNAL COMMENTS BY MARTIN STAFF ABdﬁT THE EFFICACY OF THE )
DOC PROGRAM IN REDUCING DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES ON CAMPUS
\ 2. What things do you think are gpod about the program, and what thing;,do
S you think are bad? _ g
\ g ’
\ Figure G-3 below Summarizes the responses of the 23 Martin teachers and coun-
elor. to this question. :
o - 800D - . - ‘ ‘ - FREQUENCY
| N _ : , : -
: . Private ‘locker sniffing is tolerable. o S |
. Few drugs were found. N, A 1
» \ . "Anything that stops drugs is"worthwhile." o <1
} v . The threat of being caught. : o . al
| -, Respect for authority fdgures; hgsﬁting drug kﬁds. “ , 1
. R N . s 1

. The random search.

[} « N
;

(Ffgure G-3 continued on next page)
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{
. The program helped to keep drugs/alcohdl off campus: . (7)*
. Getting drugs off campus, if this happened. o 1
+ It works; dogs have forced the drugs off campus to a |
great extent. . 1- -
. "Reduces student drug abuse on campus. Students think ‘
twice before getting caught using drugs at school.™ , Al"
. Prevents drugs/alcohol on campus to a certain extent. 1 ’
. "Drugs have been kept away from the school grounds ahd
controlled." 1
. "Students are careful about bringing marijuana on campus. .1 T
. Children who deal in drugs more careful about keeping most
of them off campus. ) .1
‘. The§§r;ere no good - things about the program: )
. don't have a single good thing to say about the program." 1
-, There were no positive aspects to the program. \ 1
. "I have witnessed no bemefits of this program:." 1
. Nothing was good. (counselor) , 2
- « Not addressed by the teacher. _6
. . ¢ - 24 X
BAD . - ~ . FREQUENCY
. Classroom student sriffing not tolerable; reminfscent _ v
of police state activity where individuals are subject }
to violation of rights and are unable to resist such
"subjugation.' I . 1 2
. The program breaks dqwn trust. _ ' 1
. The program‘"fostersqlear‘and deceit," causing users to :
move '"underground" and away from where they could receive’
- help; it does not educate students. . 1
. Teacher's equilibrium disturbed by feeling of anger at o
watching students being sniffed. o 1
. The program does not get ‘to the root of the problem and is
an invasion of privacy. ' 1
. Rumors about innocent students having drugs due to a dog's -
reaction at students' lockers. : 1
. Having dogs-come into classrooms. ‘ 1
"« Negative attitude of some teachers, which iffluenced students. 1
. All the teachers complaining, dogs need a bath. : T
. Nothing is bad about the program. . 2
- - | C
. Not addressed by the teacher. (counselor) ‘ 3 )
. The dogs were a disruption: . - ' (10) i
"There is no way to continue teaching over ‘the ,constant
'soo=-soo.' The dogs bark in the' halls, step all over stu-
dents' personal belongings, and one dog smells so bad that -
the odor lingers long after the dog has left the classroom."” 1 y
.Class disruption, though small, was disruption; violation of o hf

rights, ‘ R 1w

(Figure G-3 continued on next page)
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. The dogs disturb classes. . 1
. There is an interruption of class and instruction of up 'to
30 minutes each time the dogs appear or are heard in the s
hallways. The dogs always smell in need of baths. They
drool on lunches and in girls' purses. They cause extreme
embarrassment to "good" kids by stopping by them.and ref-
using to move until yanked away by a handler.. The dogs have
"attacked" bologna sandwiches and rabbit fur coats. They. ~
have even used the hallway as a bathroom. 1 4
. Bringing dogs into the classroom is disruptive to some ¢ ,
extent, due to some teachers' negative reactions and to 2 ]
students' natural curiosity. . - ' A |
e Disruption in the classroom, possible invasion‘?f students' .
"rights. 0 . - 1 ,
. Dogs were disruptive in some respects; were interesdted in , -
other thimgs besides drugs, e.g., bologna sandwiches and
cardy.
. -Time consuming; classes disrupted. -
. Unannounced class interruptions.
. Repeated interruption of classes where no drugs were found.
o ] :
L . y ‘ ’ . v ’ .
*Numbers in parentheses are category subtotals.
Figure G-3. RESPONSES BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNS?LOR ABOUT WHAT THINGS
WERE GOOD AND BAD ABOUT THE DOC PROGRAM

po .
p]kﬂharxra

Additional comments made by Martin teachers and a Martin counselor whjch
were not directly related to item 2 are rendered in abbreviated form in

" Figure G-4.
\ .
COMMENT ‘ - . FREQUENCY =~ .. ,
. . Even if the program accomplished a desirable ond, the end g
does not justify the méans. (counselor) 1
. The activitles of the dogs have caused many rumors which
emotionally upset some students. °’ ' 1 /.#
. If the object of public education 1s to enable students to

. learn to think for themselves, they must be given the facts

and an opportunity to practice decision-making skills. This

1s especially true since more students are having to rely on, .
their own sense of responsibility due to the rise of single- -

parent and dual-career families. 1l '
. The kids thought the dogs were a "Joke,' a treat that kept , .
them from working. 1
. After the first scare, nobody believed the dogs were capable
of doing what was claimed. 1
. The program has taught the students that they are all consid-
s . ered guilty until they are declared innocent. y . 1
.- The dog program should involve lockers, cars, etc., but’ not A
~ classrooms due.to so much opposition by certain individuals. 1

o
.

f?igure G—4-continued on next page) ' y ‘ ' .
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Figure G-4.

Some students are'g'enuin'el!S scared of "dogs.

I am neutral on, the issue:and have always been.

It is not a- good idea to- have dogs ‘come into classrooms.
We need to come up with dnother program.

More individualized dekection techniques are preferably to

interrupting class.

'r' .

ABOUT THE DOC PRDGRAM

!

3.  What do you think might he an alternative to this program?

L4

" The suggestions made byfthe Martin teachers and counselor are presenmed in
condensed form in FigureiG—S.

* SUGEESTION . Bk ,-.".,

~ and their familidés; '

v l; K .

V.

Treat the causes (JQW‘self-concept, lack of self-estéem)
rather than the: stptoms through self-concept programs’, peer
counseling programs like those at Porter, Crockett; Bugnet
and *Lanier, and in-depth counseling for recognized users
(counselor) .

A staff development ‘workshop on recognizing students involved

.with'drugs and what,agction to take.

i .
/t

Develop a compighensive program using teachers, counselors,’ ‘.
parents and the;Austin Police Department to educate users-as

wo the dangets 'involved and the benefits of "staying stralght."_
Yund a programi&or drug counseling for sfudents. -

Educate students to make their own decisions. :
Have more hall monitors patrol bathrooms and other areas where
students migpt be engaged in illegal drug activity before
school, during ‘lunch, and after school.

Educate studépts on the bad effects of drugs, possibly N
through sciedEe classes. ‘
A counseliqg~program, guest speakers who- would speak against
“drugs. fromiexperience.

Additional monitors for schools with more serious drug prob- _
lems; counseling and programs to reach suspected or -confirmed
drug users.

A drug abuse education audio=-visual aid program with drug
abuse professional speakers to follow up.

More drug education for '‘'teachers and students;. decision—
making education.

Drug abuse programs in the primary grades as a deterrent to
laterfusage. o ' » T
Keep the present program. :

[y

. Mbdify the present program:

the use of dogs to locker searches, but do not
Scan rooms on a random basis and then

. Restzict
annoynce that fact.
only with a teacher's approval. ;

.‘Unscheduled locker checks and searches of Suspects. .

39

FREQUENCY

R

-1

(4)*

ADEITIONAL COMMENTS BY MARTIN STAFF ABOUT WHAT WAS GOOD AND BAD

v
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T .. 8l.s4 | v . v
. s More secrecy in handling a suspected student. v 1
‘. . Employ more real-world investigative techniques besides dogs, .
; including locker inspect:ion and invit:ing police to search’ - it
. a st:udent:. _ 1 .
. Not knowledgeable enough about the entire program to.judge. 1 ’
; . Can't think of alt:ernat:ive which would satisfy everyone _
) . . involved. - _ " 1
.Donot:know. . ' ’ 5 ‘ ____5_
- Pz 6' _l .c? l r ‘ . ’ 24 :\
* Category subtotal. ' | ‘ ' X '
Figure G-5. SUGGESTIONS MADE BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNSELOR AS ‘-
o ALTERNATIVES TO THE:DOC PROGRAM.
*
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.ADM. 804-A e N \ ; N = ©o : Attachment G—l . o
. ) - . : :
coause L AUSTIN. I\JDEPENDENT *SCHObL DISTRPQ\P - .
- Y U w7 INTER oFFICE MEMG \y ,‘ Coe
.- ._.. Y e o ;" C o ) . * ,
To:~  Fortumato Vera, ‘P% incipal Martim )_f _ ¢ '\ Dare: April 27, 193 - v
K . .From: David Wilkinson valuation Intern % C N s o . L
. 4 .
Subject: Suppl“emental @.lestions for 'l‘eachers About DOC ) L L N
, ‘ A N oo <
e ¢ h Y N Y M . s . ~ . [ N ° ) *

N ( 1
* e N s

As @discussed and'agreed upon yestet;day, in order to give .those

teachera who feel the need, to provide more input to the, e\'ialuation the 3 .
[ + 'S \ . L"' ‘\

opportunity to do. .80, I am sending .you a:supplemental survey containing

L4

the three open-ended queﬁt\!‘ ons you indifted to me: were appropriate.
j A} ’ -“
'l'here are &fficient copjies f‘or all ﬂ:f your teachersa . . .
» ] .
Plea'se note that this separate survey is the alternative we agreed on if :
. J :

fé wasegnot possible to incorpor,te the three questiqns with those Aartin

ea'éxers wefe alregz‘ly receiving on tlk d:l;strictwide Tgacher Survey. .t

-Since this data hcollection, has« already% been completed, a separate

survey is necessary.
P%se distribute.the survey to yoMr teachers. QDire¢tions and mailing =
ol

T
* L . . -

o
i k - : ~ b
Call me at 458-1227 if zou have any t;uestions -about this supolemental ‘

instructibns are E‘lready attached. j
T

survey.. : . ;

~ B G-10




ERIC

WA Frmext provided by R

. ; T ‘ ", ' N . . - e 2

81.54 S L S ‘ Attachment G-2 -

] . , L S L

AUSTIN. INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT - ' .
Office of Resesfch and Evaluation '
. Apgfl 27, 1982 .

~

TO: &run _'ruchl.rs . . \

R | .
-« = TFROMs David Wilkinlon‘,e Evaluacion Intefn . . :
‘ ' - - c l r

:SUBJECT:  S{pplemencal Queections About DOC , '
These questions are being gilven to you 30 that you can haverthe oppertunity to make’

, more in-dcp':h comments about the DOC Program, if dou desire. -

~ Since time is a factor in processing this information, please return your comments

to me 00 later Fhan Wednesdav, May 5. I ’ o 5 "

g : .

Thank you.

DW:bw .
. ’ o , -

T . Office of Research and Evaluation
April 27, 1982 -

- -

T0: Martin Teachers ' ‘ .
- \grdu: David Wilkinsonﬂ, Evaluacion Intern .
SUBJECT: Supplemental Questions About DOC

These questions are being giyen to you 30 that you can have the oppor:ﬁnié{: zo maka-

)more in-depth comments about :}\e DOC Program, if you desire. -
\ ‘ :

Y - . . .
Since time is a factor in processing this infdrmacion, pléase, récturn your commehts
_to me no_later than Wednesday, Mav 5. v, '

Thank,you. o a . . .
: DW:bw . . - : "X
) N ) w . N . :
\  AUSTIN INDEPENDENT, SCHOOL DISTRICT EEE U
Office of Research and Evaluation - o,

- . April 27, 1982, .

- TO: *Martin Teachers . -/
.+ TFROM: - ~ David Wilkinson@ Evaluacion Intern . .
- Y * . .

- "SUBJECT: Supplemental Questions About DOC.

These questions are being givén :o..ydu sg’ that you can have the opportunity to make
more in-depth comments about the DOC Program, if you desire.

* ' : :
Sifce time is a factor in processing this information, please return your comments
to me mo later than Wednesday, May 5. -t ) \ v
Thank you. . . y

‘ * DWibw

* e-11 R RS

<  AUSTIN.INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT * -

\

(
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2

3.

What things ‘do you think are good about tHe program, and wh;_l"; things
do you think are bad? . - :

3 , ) N ) {'
ot T * Attachment G-3
‘ A ., (Page 1 of 2) .,

o - f ' i

.

3
4 g e‘ -
> . - 1 .; , “« »
R . L vyt n
L ] \ . .
AUSTIN . INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT N L PR R
Officn of Ruurch and Evaluation .° - .
- s o \ . °
. : Aptil 27, 19az o : S e
anucs OFF CAYPUS (DOC) PROGRAM , : : .o
’ ce
Supplcmen:al Qucstionn for Tcachcrs.' }, . [N
- : i\‘, ) s
* - ﬁ, \ &
- Do you think the ac:ivi:ies of ﬁxe program Rave udused the incidence -

of dtut-ulated activities on your cahpus? Why?

$ . v I . .
'a‘ s . $|‘\n,..

0 ..

L4

¢ kN | 4 =
¢ “ -
,
' 7, . "
4 <.
) K!“‘ - 1
» . .. B
-
i ‘ ﬂ
What do you think might be an alternative to this program? )
Y ‘ A ) )
N . . Z
L] .
)
... * ' N )
LA O ~ .
Continue on the back if more space is required. = )

TURN OVER FOR MAILING INSTRUCTIONS.

10_3 R
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\ N Please réturn :ht?ugh the school mail to: ' 9‘ -, -

<

 ORE/David Wilkinsom' ‘ ’ . » .o
Ty +  Administration Bldg., : : '
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I @ ~ Box 79 .. / - o .

‘ - - no, later than Wednesday,ay 5. Thank you.
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o 815 | AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment G"*,
] - Office of Research and Evaluation Page 1 of 9
B L March 8, 1982 - . . -
‘ L T0: David Hill ) .
_' FROM: Dav'id Wilkinson™ = _ | . C oot
‘ SUBJECT: Questions Being Asked About DOC .

‘'  As you requested, enclosed ‘is a copyuof the four qgestions‘being asked ofA -t
all Crockett and Martin teachers, not just a ‘sample. . a7

In order t% giﬂe you a better idea. of the scope of the data collection devoted
. jvst to opinion data, I‘am also eaclosing copies ‘of the following s
! AN
. 'Staff Dru g/Alcohol Survey —- given'to all Crockett and Martin school
_ personnel last September and scheduled again for April,

'; Student Drug/Alcohol Surv;z,-- given to all Crockett and Maﬂtin’studentS'

) last September and scheduled again-for Aprily, ¢
/— tdz‘
. Parent Survey -- given to a‘%ample of parents at both Crockett and Martin,

) . . Student Interview =-- conducted\yith selected students at Crockett and @ ¢

* Martin; - . - . .t . -

. Administrator Interview --— to be conducted with Crockett and Martin

. » ‘principals, assistant principals, dnd- other appropriate administrators.
- - R , A ,

In view of the above data collection, I cannot agree with the apparent teacher
. perception you mentioned that the program is being evaluated superficially.
: It would seem that teachers are not aware of the extent of the data collection.

However, if there are areas which vou or the Crockett and Martin primcipals
feel have not beep fully addressed,I woyld be grateful for .that informationm.

? " Perhaps then we might be able to discuss means by which additjional informg-
tlon might be gathered within the present evaluation design. “One possibility
i% expanding the administrator interview. Another 1is to add questionsg to
the April staff post-aSsessment. . ' . - : . CoA

Please: let me know thé results of your discussions with the Crockett and
Martin principals.- :

\ -

, DW: ' : T P ‘
" Enclg ures . . i
XPPROVED: ;/%sé’/ M bl

Director, Research and Evaluatién S .
S ’ .
o . . / . n
: " 105@
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&kttachment G=4

AUSTIN .INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT "
_Offiir of Research.and Evaluation

‘ - . o »

~ (continued, page 9 of 9)

-

QUESTIONS ON DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY v
. 7 - 7 - Evaluation
Sample " . ’ Items . Questions
’ * 3 . " . Referenced
Stron A Don't - . Strongly ik -
Agr Agree Know Disagree Disagree D2-4 .
All teachers -3 & _ 3. 2 1 : » '
at’Martin. o ’ L )
and Crockett 1. The actiwities of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) :
’ . program hindered important ongoing educational '
- ' -activities. ' ‘ : ’
’ - ¥ . .
2. 'I have received sufficiflf ‘information about. P
' the\DOC program. *
i 3. My students have reacted well to the DOC program.
4. I thiak the rights and feelings of students are

.
¢

v

being given adequate considération by the persons
invelved with the DOC program. '

»

s

| .

n

z ‘h .. 3

:
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: AUSTIN IVDEPENDENT SCHOOL' DISTRICT °
. L o Office of Research and Evaluation

Attachment G-4

81.54 “continued, page 3,of 9)

\
. . . . -

S . ) )
- ~ DRUG/ALCOHOL. SURVEY", e
School: . ; I . S
Check, if you are: . ) ' - | _ - . -
() Principal/Assistant Principal/Dean/Hesd'Tsacher n . '

() Teacher/Counselor/Librarian

’1 .

() Building Manager/Registrar/Assistant Begistrar/Secretary/Cld&k/Bookkeeper/
: Teacher Aide/Study Hall Mgnitor/ISS Mbnibor -

. iy

Head Custodian/Custodian/Production Assistant/Hall Monitor/Production .
Apprentice/Building Operator/Manager/Manager Trainee/Cook Manager/Production :

~Specialist/Horticulturist o _ , 5

. f}
Ll X l . .

AN
~

() Other staff .- Please specify:

H

. ¥ <
**************+******%*********x************4*************************++*****+*+****
, o ' a : . . Lo .
7 . \ - - . g ] . .
- ) Strongly - : Not" Strongly
\ﬁ§\\§ . Agree  Agree SureZDDisagree Disagree
: . o . . { )
1. a. Drugs are a prquEm on\this.campis: ‘1 2 3 ~\< 4 -t
b. Alcohol is a prok"ff_ :ﬂx <ampus. 1 2 -3 - 4 5
' 2, a. Drugs are‘availe y pJcampus Yo '
: whenever students 1 2 T3 L4 5.
oy R & AN .“
. *b. Alcohol is availahf% -on this campus : T
: whenever students want it. 1 N 2 A 4 5
B’Ra. Studentg oftenyuSevdrugs on ' ~ . LI ‘ !
- campus. I ‘ ; 1 2 . 3. 4 S
b. Students often drlnk alcohol on . , ) Qé \ , »
- campus. ’ . - . 1 T2 3° 4 5 .
{ . o , . - -~ X
T 4, a. Using dogs to detect drugs odfF o . : :
S campus is a good idea.’ 1 . g4 2 3 4 5
) .
b, Using dogs to detect alcohol on. . _
' campus is a good idea. » 1 2 3 4 5
" : K oo .
Printed September 1981 :\\\ﬁa_:f' . oo . \\
Repringed March 1982 . : - '
e < c-16 107 .
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o . . . AUSTIN~INDEPENDENT SCHOOR DISTRICT - . . ,
137/ N ) g . .Office of Research and Evaluation : L. .
g ' ; ! : Fall, 1981 . B - DR
- A A . Spring, 1982 -t DY I
* 1 = - . / Y . - p g’ V N . 4
. o M : B = Lo - ' -
- ~ - DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY =~ =~ om
. . . Y o o .
- . "w ‘ . oo , ’.4 ' . 4 L
i Directions: ' Y I - ]
. There is a ne@ program in AISD t%is yesr. At two. schools, trained dogs Wwill
\ be used to detect illkgal drugs . and: alcohol.  In evaluating this program,'we
v are interested in your attitudes about drugs on campus. '

Y ) : .
Please completé this survey, by placi gﬁwcheck next to your position and by
Efspondinéﬁto the statements which fo . , K

* ° . All despoAises are confidenﬁial. C ,2// B o -
Please return through the scheol mail to? .- . , "0/-, SRS
P o A . S

Y S PN P
o ORE/David Wilkinson o ST - ) °

Administration Building . °

' Box 79 : : e
r . ' ’ ° - . b ’ )
Thank you for your help. - . ) .
i
[}
1‘ - /
3 -
- °
v T, 1
~
- L4 f‘
° ‘. T | e
@ u
. ) e
! : « ¢ - -,
o
N ’ L)
[ o
. ) .

T . jip - - o S - :
~Printed September 1981 W . :" T _1()E¥' o -

« Reprinted March 1982
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81.54° | | " Attachment G-4

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL pISTRICT (comtinued, page 5 of 9)
"Qffice of Research and Evaluation o

rv
DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY
' Your grade: . 3 .o . ¢
. : ], a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. /
Strongly Agree Agree - Yot Sure Disagree ; Strongly Disagrae
b. Alcohol is a prpblem on this campus. ' J/ .
" ) - :
. Strongly Agree Agree ‘}go: Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree
- W, . ;

2, a. Drugs are available on this campus whenever students want them.

Strongly Agree AgTee Not Sure Disagree - Strongly Disagree .

b. Alcohol is availgble on this campus whenever students want it.

a

- Strongly Agree ' Agree - Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree
) - AN .
i Ny 3, a, ; Students often use drugs. on campus.
\ Strongly ‘Agfot Agree Not Sure Disagtet‘ _ Strongly Disagree
o5 ‘ .
| 2
? a

b. Students often drink alcohol on campus.

-Strongly Agree - Agree - Not Sure Disggree Strongly Disagree

-

4, a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure -. Disagree Strongly Disagree

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agree Agree . Not Sure Disagree Strohgiy Disagree

Printed September 1981
Reprinted March 1982




VERSION EN ESPANOL AL OTRO LADO

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT ScHOOL DISTRIGT Attachment G-4
AUSTIN, TEXAS (continued, page 6 of 9)

.January 1982

&
Dear Pgrent:

There i8 a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained dogs are
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol.

You are one of the parents in a randomly selected group who is receiving this -
survey. Please take a minute now to help. Your opznzon 18 tmportant to us:

as we decide whether or not\fo continue this program. .

Please complete the survey by responding ta the statements which fSi%ow. Under
each underlined statement, circle the word or'words which best express how you
feel about “that statement.

You do not need to write your name. Your responses are confidentialﬁ\ :

' Thank you. | e )

i)

-

acTing dssissant 0432£vhuenE-n For Seeondary Education

ARRRARARRAARRRRARARKAARRARARAARARARRRRRARAA KRR AARARRRRRARR R KRR RRRK R AR KKK KRR KKK KRR KKK KRR R
. 4 . !

. AN
l,a. Drugs are a problem at Crockett High School.

Scrongly Agree  Agree  Not Sure bisag:u Strongly Disagree

¢
¢

_é;cohol is a problem at Crockett High School.

Strongly Agree Agreae  Not Sure - Disagree Strongly Disagree

'Usingﬁdogé to detect drugs on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agree aAgres  Noc Sure Disagree  Scrongly Dui}\

. ' o~
Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea.-

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagres Seroagly Disag:n ¢

»

)
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‘ . . ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE
81.54

CAUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCcHOOQL DISTRICT
: . AUSTIN, TEXAS Attachment G-4
T (continued, page 7 of 9)

pos Enero 1982

Estimado Padre dQvFamilia: oo

Este ano hay un programa“ nuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. En dos escuelas
se estan usando perrosﬁentrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcohd-
licas. .

. . | & . ) .
Usted ha sido seleccionado a través de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario.

Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinidn al decidir si continuamos este programa o no. |

Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

Llene éste cuestiogario, encerrando en un circulo las palabras que mejor expresan

1o que usted sient 'sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas.

No necesita usted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son confidenciales.

Muchas gracias.

Sincei/ygnpe,(?;/ // -A . .r ' . "»
bt R

We Dav1d #ill .
Acting Assistant Suoerincendent for Secondary Education

< -

************************************(*********************************************

l.a. Las drogas son un problema en

a escuela Crockett.

Zstoy zuy . Escov de Yo estoy No estoy de Escoy auy
da azuardo . acuerdo ' seguxro acuerdo " en desacuerdo

.

- -

b. Las bebidas alcoh6licaé son un problema en la escuela Crockett.

A Y

Eatoy muy Estoy de Yo estoy Yo astoy de ':;.s:oy auy -
ds acuerdo Acuerdo saguro acuerdo . en desacuerdo

! .
2,a. El1 uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una‘buena-idea.

’ Estoy muy - Estoy de No estoy Yo estoy de Estoy muy
de acuerdo acuerdo seguro acuerdo en desacuerdo

o
b. El uso de perros para def&ctar bebidas alcohdlicas en la escuela-es una
buena idea.

Zstoy 3uy Estoy de  No eacoy Yo eszoy de Estoy muy? 4
de acuerdo atuerdo seguro acuerdo " en desacuerdo
G-20 1 1 4 ,
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81.54 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Aftachment G-4

“’T\\K‘,v - ; Office of Research and Evaluation - (continued, page 8 of 9)
1981-82 |
‘ DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) STUDENT INTERVIEW . ;}5f;
: 4 PO
Interviewer: ~ : , ‘4 Date/Time: . : _';/C

Student Number:

T okkkkkhkhkhhkkkkkihhihihhhihhhhhhhhhihihik ******'*****************************************'*

. .

Hi. My name. is 4 . I work for the school district in the
Office of Research and Evaluation. We are asking some students how they feel about the
Drugs Off Campus, or DOC, Program. The interview will take 15-30 minutes, and what we
talk about will be confidential. That means that I will not pass on anything you tell “
me to your parents, your teachers, or the prlncipal. The information you and other stu-—

dents provide will be combined in a report, but no student names will appear in the b
- report. Also, this interview has nothing to do with your grades. Okay” 'Fine, here's
the first question. ‘ A

. : : e

1. What happened on the day you/your car/your locker were/was searehed7‘
2. What was said to you before' you/your car/your locker were/wasigearched7

3, How did you feel while you were/it was being searched?

4.,  How do you feel about the search now? . f;,ff

5., If the same situation came up again, should the school officials do anything
differently? .

/ e
6. If the same situation came up again, would you do anythingzdifferently?
7. How much class did you miss'on the day you were searched?

8. Do you have any other thoughts about what we've talked aﬁout that you'd like to
 share with me? v

Interviewer: Write the student's responses on separate sheets of paper. Note direct

' quotes., Paraphrase when quotation is not possible. Use both the probe
and clarify techniques and conventions as.hecessary to obtain the fullest
responses possible, Verify with the student ‘the accuracy of the re- .
sponses you have noted.

. ) . L .

The information from this interview is, confidential. ot

.

»

- | G-21 | ' .
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e ' Office of Research and Evaluation UNDER NO COnDiITION T0 BE

CONSIDERED. FINAL

» Attachment G~4
-2 : - . v ) , (continued page 9 of 9)

LIST OF POSSIBLE QUESTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

~ *March 8, 1932-

Evaluation Questions

Referenced
1. What ‘services did the contractor provide? X . D2=2
2. Were the services provided adequate ‘to meet the needs D2-2
of the school7 -
- 3. What training and information about the program were D2-3
provided to school personnel, students, and parents? -
4, How do you ﬂink your students are reacting to the ' D2-4-
o program'7 Parents? Your staff? .
) 5. Do you think the rights and fe;lings of students are " Dl-6, D2-&

being given adequate consideration by the persons involved_ . '
with the. program? .

,

* 6. Do you think the program's activities helped or hindered .Dl;é, D2-4 !
important ongoing educational activities? . : : S

7. Do you think the activities of the program have reduced :
the incidence of drug-related activities on your campus? D1-6, D2-4

®

8. What things do you think are good about the program, and = D2-4
what things do you think are bad? . .

N

9. Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which - D2-4
' \should be retained next year? ' ' :
. . ”
10. If the program is retained, what changes in it would D2~4
you like to see? '
11. What do you think might be an alternative to this D2-4
program?

L

. . .
. P
\ . X . - *
) . . ' .
.

Q T - =22




81.54

NV
"

ot
b
~
- '%
}
. , |
's
L] " ‘_“
- \ - L
3
. I \
' .o -
\ _ -‘ X
Drugs Off Campus -« ‘
-
, Appendix H L'
INFORMATION FROM OTHER DISTRICTS
l‘ 6 o
2 v, =
s
v ‘ ,
3 .
o
@ » X ,
B-l




81.54 = i

~ A S e e

) . . 4
Instrument Description: Out-of-District Survey

3rief descriocicn of che faservmenz:  f

The DOC Cut-of-~District Survey consists of

district outside of Austin, The questions

their effectivenass.

-

To wiiom was the inscrument a cered? Jn
Admidistrators in five central Texas indepdnd

18D).

One to eagh administrator.
A

L3

ied was the insgrumtnc administersd?

1 May 3, 1982,

Where wag the {nstrument adminiscersd?

»

. . “
Who adainistersd the imstrumentc? J

The Evaluation’ Interm.

What training difd che adminiscrators have?

¢

- - . -

» g
Training and experience in interviewing procedures.

-

ent school districts.’
were Eanes, Del Valle, Marble Falls, Lockhdrt, and Temple ISD.
included the superintendents of Dal Valle, Marble Falls, and Lockhart, the principal
of Temple High School, and an assistant principal of Wes:lakc High School (Eanns

HSow zmany times as che 1nst71:n¢n: adninis:a::d’

-

Administrators were agministcred the 7hrv.y by telephone.

Yes.

.

Were checa spoblems with the in

ive questions, one with three subques-
tions, designed to obtain information aboutf|the use of trained dogs in a school-
¢oncern how the dogs are used,.what prob~
lems (if any) there-have been, how the probiams were addtessed, how the public has
reacted to the district's use of dogs, and ihnd\contlulions might be drawm abou:

Was the izstrument administered ugder stardardized conditisns?

Tupent or the adminisczstion

[

e

.

The didcrices
Administrators

that aighe

affact ‘che validicvy of che daca’

g None known.

Who developed zhe instrument? T

\ The Evaluation Iatern.

Whac

\

None.

i R

Are thers nor= data availabls for Iingarora

2ing =he wasults? -

’

No. '

Soh Il i MR
.

L

raligbilisr and validf=s data are availabla om the fastremane?

A [3

0
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Lor . ' A .
) - -, - Purpose B o ' ' '
Info tion from.other school’ districts was collected in order to answer the -
fo}}iﬁing decision and evaluation questions: . -
- . . ﬁ&
X Decision Question D1: Should the Austin Independent School District -°
continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs .
and alcohol? . .

Ev uation Question D1-5; How did the program in AISD compare
° s milar programs elsewhere?

-

-

\ ,
' : . Prghedure .

-~

Comparative information to AISD's prograw was obtained from .two sources:

o . 1. A review of the literature, and - . .
o 2. A telephone survey of administrators in other districts using dogs.
: As part- of the review of the literature, a‘computer search of the PRIC ’ J

(_ducational Research Information CIearinghouse) data base was conducted on
ORE's request, by staff with CITE (Coordinating Information for Texas
Educators), a resource center which provides reference services to sub-
- scribing agencies. The only eftation ‘found in ERIC dealing with.the use of
~trained dogs to detect drugs and alcohol came from the September 1981 NASSP

' Bulletin,‘Volume éiﬁ\Number 446, This article is reproduced in full -in
- . #Attachment H-1. . . )

A second part of'the review was of the literature bearing on the 1egal isSue§ S
inherent in the DOC Program. Journals referenced were TASB Journal, School
* Lay Bulletin, and two puh}ications of the, National Organization on Legal
‘ gtlems of ‘Education (NOLPE), NOLPE. Notes and School Law Reporter. - Perti-
nent articles could jot be reproduced here but are contained in another report,
-+ “Supplementary Material: Drugs Qff Campus Program 1981-82, ORE Publication
B Number 81.M. ‘ . . s .

' In April 1982, the.Evaluation Intern. conducted a telephone survey of adminis-
‘trators in five other districts employing the same company, §ecurity Associ-
4§ ates Internationl (SAI), that AISD had contracted with. Attachment H-2
' contains+a copy of a memorandum informing ‘ALSD administrators of the survey L_7>
and, a copy of the survey questions. On request, SAI staff supplied the names
of their client districts, of contact persons in those districts, and the
phone numbers of, the contact persons. Districts surveyed were chosgn primar-
ily on the basis of their proximity to Austin., One district, Temple ISD, was .
selected because its high school was of comparable size to Crockett. Details
of the administration procedure are given in the Instrument ‘Description, . .
. page, H-2. » - R )
‘ Results of the review of the literature and: ‘of the Out-of-District Survey _ ~
are presented in the follow1ng section. & o h

‘na '116 '

L4
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’ : v " Results :
~ . v .
Review of the Literature ¢
) ‘4 ] * -

From a legal standpoint,.the use of trained dogs for drug detection in
the public. schools raises the important constitutional question of
whether such activity violates the Fourth Amendment protection against
unreasonable search and seizuwe. The use of dogs also touches on a
range of related legal issues and doctrines, including the standards of

. - " probable and.feasonable cause to search, due process;in loco parentis,

. - the 'right to privacy, and "good faith." v .

é%mprehensive discussi8n of the legal issues involved with the use of

drug—detect&ng dogs 1s beyond the scope of this review.  However, three L

recentr court cases, two in Texas, which addressed the use of dogs in

school should bde noted., The first two of these, Doe vﬂ Renfrow (Indiana,
- 21979) and Jones v. Latexo Independent School District (Texas, 1980), are. .
discussed in-the articld contained in Attachment -H-1. It will be suffi-
cient to add here that the courts ré&ached opposite findings in’ the two
cases, sustaining the use of dogs (except as the bagis for a strip search)
in the former case but prohibiting them in the latter. The ruling in ' «
Doe v, Renfrow was sustained on appeal and then, .in effect, was upheld, by
the United States Supreme Court, which declined to review the case. In
the third and the most recent, case, Horton v. Goose Creek Independent
School District (Texas, 1980), the courtyruled that the schoel-district
could continue to use dogs for detecting drugs in classrooms, lockers,

. and cars. On appeal, the 5th U.S. Circait Court of. Appeals held that dogsv
, - may be used to sniff.cars and lockers, but that it is an "outrageous
' intrusion on student privacy" for them to sniff students for drugs.

. Y
In summary, the 1egal status of the use of dogs for detectiﬁg drugs in
. school is n question. In the only case to date to reach the U.S.
. Supreme (Court, the' use' of dogs was upheld, except as the basis for con~
ducting a strip. search, an action not permitted in AISD's Policy on Search
and Seizure (Atﬁachment H-3). However, in the two Texa%§ cases, both of .
which involving dogs provided by SAI, judicial opiniop was divided, with
one judge pro and the other con. This division andthe ruling of the
appeals cour;,.ﬁhich covers a region including Austin, leave the issue
unresolved. At most, it seems that the use of dogs to sniff students'
lockers and cars is legally permissible while'students themselves cannot
be sniffed. . - . L
o e T4
For further deétails about the three caseg ;eferred to, and for general
- information in this area, the reader is grged to consult Supplementary s
Material: Drugs: Off Campus 'Program 1981-82 (Publication Number 81.M).

Out-of-District Survey : i . -

Information obtained from administrators in other districts using dogs is

presented, under each survey stion, below. Responsesfare paraphrased,
unless otherwise indica2294<gﬂqe- o * .

3

« ~ . .

’Hfé *
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{h ,-DISTRICT | °
. Eanes ISD

81.54 -

1. How have trained-dggs been usedsin your district} o N

L3 0
[

»

‘Del Valle ISD

Id

e

-

Marble Falls? ISD

H

 DISTRICT .

Lockhart ISD

.

a per month _ : \‘\\\

! " RESPONSE f \ -.:

pa Dogs check lockers, gym lockers, cars. No’class-
rooms searched. . If any contraband found, including
mariJuana seeds, student is given 3-day suspension.
. Students must‘be enrolled in counseling as condition

for readmittance. The district has a psychologist R
on retainer for counseling. Student-must }fontinue . ",
in counseling until rehabilitated. ) R ' f\\////

¢

. Dogs "make two visits per month which is sufficient. ’
Search cars, P. £. locker rooms, and hall locker. roois.
Do not search’ classrooms because it causes a "stir."
No disciplinary action taken for paraphernalia or
for marijuana seeds found in cars. Suspension ¥for a N
year 1f any drug fodnd in the building. : A

. Used 'to locate contraband-—drugs, alcohol, firearms,
anything illegal. Used primarily in large, parking JLQ
lot. *Also lockers, storage areas, empty classrooms.
Board does not allow c}assroom searches when students
there. Students not suspended on first offense.

If less than felony amount, student can agree to’
third-party counseling to be picked by parents with
school approval. For felonx,offense police are _

‘called. ) : v , o s

-

~
. Began using dogs two days before survey on ‘an experi~
* mental basis. Evaluation in summer 1982, after three _
months. ' Dogs visit once -per week. Search parking
lot and classrooms. Similar to AISD's program. If
" drugs found on campus, student removed Irom school
for the rest of the year.

. Search parking lot, lockers, and classrooms. Based - .
‘'on Average Daily Attendance, contracted for 42 hours A

»

Eanes ISD

.

Del Valle ISD

a. At what grade levels is*the program operating?

& RESPONSE

. All grade levels: K-5, 6-8 (middle schog¢l), and
9-12 (high school). At K=5, not used fgr detection,
only for eduygational. purposes, » .

Ty

. Secondary schools only, grades 7-8 (junior high) and
9-12 (high school) »

.
o
1 N -
. .




{ Temple ISD

L]

_Eanes 1ISD

. :
M;;ple Falls ISDy

Lockhaft ISD

W,

Grades 6-8: (middIe school) and 9-12 (high school).

Grades'6—8‘(junior high) and 9-12 (high school).

}l

Second&ry schools, grades 7- 8 (Junior “high) and
9-12 (high school). R

14

DISTRICT

- Del Valle ISD

Temple 1ISD

ﬁarble\Falls_ISD

“,

Lockhart ISD

3

. How many campuses are inVOIVedhin the program?

RESPONSE
Five campusep three with lower grades, one middle‘
school’, and %ne high school. .

Two C%Epusesr one junior high school and one high
schooly both with approximately 1,000 students.

3

. Four ‘campuses: three middle schools and one high

school. A . R

ot . ‘-\
Two campuses: one junlor high school and one high .
school. : B :

Two campuses: one junior high SQhéol and one high
school. - S :

c. 1s campus-involvement in the program voluntary or mandatory? .

s

DISTRICT

Eanes ISD.
Del Valle ISD

L

‘ Temple,ISb

Marble Falls TISD.

Lockhart ISD .

RESPONSE
Mandated by.the School Board. There is a drug policy;
The Board decides with imput from the high school.

Mandatory. Set up by the School Board. No one knows
when the dogs are coming. ,Principal gets about five
minutes .advance warning. - o~

" Schools wanted it. No discussion about whether they

would participate. The high school found the program
and brought it back to the Superintendent. For the
first year used the dogs in elementary schools-~for

.safety programs, accident.prtvention-—but was too

expensive.

Mutually agteed upon by Superintendent and principals.
Question does not really apply. ‘

&

School Board mandated it but thefschools_were willing.

lig .

’

.
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2. -What'problems, if any, have you had in using trained ddg§ in your

e .district? - . : — _
-« . — . : \ . . N . . ‘ ] - )
' ' DISTRICT A - . RESPONSE ' :
- TFanes ISD " . No problems. 4n sional alert on chemicals
' like a dry-cleaned coat or a car done with Armorall..
x These are a nuisancei
¢ Del Valle ISD " . Amount of administrathr's time it takes up. There
. was a little apprehension from staff at first, e.g.,
* _ that\a dog would aler on a staff car for alcohol

or that drugs would be put under a teacher's desk
(one instrance happened). Students were. apprehensive

R . of having drugs planted in their lockers through the -
: . vent holes, , :
. _ @ S _
Temple ISD - % | No problems. Some parents 'distraugh®' that kids
S ~ apprehended, but parents generally very cooperative.
ak Some have thanked school officials. The amolnt of
: time it takes is a "drawback." Also, sometimes dog

alerts and nothing is found Sometimes a dog barks
in the hall, but no one has ever been bitten.
-Marble Falls ISD . None except hostile press. People»very suppontive
: of program. Makes Superintendent feel like it is
-a bomb waiting to go off. The iditial furor over
the program has “subsided.

‘Lockhart ISD . Dogs have not come often enough this year, have not
come close. Students may - haye figured out ' a way to

. "beat the system. Heard that students have way to
mask smell. While assistant principals have found
5-6 students with marijuana, the” dogs have detected

\\ . ' non%. Questions effectiveness.
»

3./ What has been done to address those problems, if any?

. : ;

DISTRICT » » - RESPONSE

Eanes ISD . « Not much you e;n do to deal with the "chemical alerts."
) ! .

Del Valle ISD -, Tell staff and students you are going to use good‘

rd

judgment (to allay their appr hensioni;jsee #2).
Temple ISD . Way to deal with problems is to He "up™ront," be ' -
honest. Publicize. School district took out space
in the newspaper. Gave every student a copy of the
FV ' policy on drugs; also-a copy of a contract for third-
. . ' party counseling. Demenstrate the program. District
' held a public meeting at night and invited the commu-—
nity. This provided an opportunity to do a little
drug education work. Be honest in saying cannot

' o 120
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solve coﬁmunity's drug pfoblem. Major.conqefn is
to get if off campus. Do lots of PR work and commu-
nity education. Also, if a dog ‘alerts and nothing

~

T is found, call parents and explain. - - A
Marble.Falls ISD . Getting in the routine of thq/progﬁg?. IR
~ Lockhart ISD . Having more dogs at one timgt Company has pfémised

more but has not deliﬁeredfﬁ Questionable that will
. continuye with program as is. May recommend termina-
. tion _to the Board. Program must have credibility.

. (O " Not ¥ure of program's effectiveness, i.e., dogs =
. doing what. company says they will do. &
' . ]
- , s ,

4, What een the reaction of the public;?&'yOur district's use of the
A, dogs? R
. DISTRICT . o ONSE . -
———— N . i

. , » 1 . ) ]

Eanes ISD . Very favorable. Veryf ew negative commentss At the

was one vogal parehﬁ ainst, The assistant princi-
pal was | biee with a lawsuit! Students
are about 50-50. ler despise-them or very glad.

\ L)
Del Valle ISI’ . . Including the stude Mbody, really favor it, Feel
- drugs are unfair, tired of them. One or tworteachers
worried about the gm¢pey, that it might come from '
B .. salary accounts. ' About 95% of .the students favored
/ dog 5% ¢ld not -
- ' * '
Temple ISD - " . y favorable
. ne sooner,
12

Marble Falls ISD . Supportive,

-

Lockhart ISD . Favorable. Qé"
zen's grouplﬁﬁ jortive at beginning. Community
tHe ‘way through. ' E

"K\;a +  support all
5. What Jre yodfvconclusions abéht the effectjiveness' of the program?
. 7 3 3 i . \ .

DISTRICT = | s RESPONSE
Y s , .
. Eanes ISD #,* « Feel posig yeéx Want to see it reinstated. Tougher

\\\\;’N for the kid using drugs to get involved with them in

chool ends at the fences. Has been said it -
ective because the students are carrying

¢ ) .
Del Valle ISD . First yjarffound more than this year. About 12 stu-
dents sgspénded last year and about four this year.

i X
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Temple ISD

X V : ! : ’ v T SRS

f4arh,le Falls IFD

°

[

b ]

’

-

* Lockhart ISD

3

. to the Board over strong personal, philosophic .. ]

[

] " ~ a
ryd

;.,Very effective. Will recommend continuance to fA‘.'“'_

g the Board. . : : . - ) .
SO . . - oL . v
g%wg . It works. Directed some kids to counseling, kept

some in school.. Have not "completély eliminated the
drug probleém but have reduced it. Have gu¥ back on -
amount of time per month go are ‘there. :Students
either have it on them or ar@ not bringing it to
school. Have made it a bigger "hassle" for the stu=--

- dent to bring it. Upped.the odds in the school's -+ ° 'h:ﬂiﬁa

favor. - The student wha uses it will-: slip up even— : L
tually. o - ) -

Effective. Do not like drug dogs g‘h recommended . ;V:-

objections., But havé to do something. . Therefore o ]
recommended tozBoard. Feel very good about it. -

‘There were-a fdw caéﬁs where the whole cost of the R

dogs was wort it. ‘Forced the issue and made stu-

dents and the r parents work on the program. - 'Has .
reduced drugs “in school. Leaning toward recoQEFnding A N
for next year. °° o . ~ '

' 7

Originally‘very effective.  The Student Advisory
Council reports that'it causes students not to bring

~drugs to school. Not sure program is as effective

as last year's program and the .beginning of this year.

Believe has lost credibility with students. Stu=~ - - ﬂ@‘

dents are finding a way to beat it. But it is the . Sa. "ei_
Y

‘best program going to combat the drug problem. Not f$“~gk'

cost effective, however. Beneficial but would like ﬁw g

‘to see i%t work better--devoteqmore time, ‘be more

accurate,

e . ‘ [ N A»
Subsequent to the phone Survey, a number of adgiafgtrators sent-eopies of ey
the policies and procedures of their districts: pertaining to search and

_ seizure and the use of trained dogs. These are available for referenc§Qb S w

in Supplementary Material: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82 (Publicat

Number 81.M).

4

-t
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Attachment H-1
(Page 1 of 4)

A Legal Brief:
Stadent Searches

kg

THE CASES

" Confronted with a growing proB-
lem of student drug abuse, school 5f-
ficials in various communities have
recently conducted mass searches

.with the aid of specially - trained

**sniffer’’ dogs. Attempts to use this
technique have now been tested in
several courts. Here are three ex-
amples:

[N

e [n Highland, Ind, school au-
thorities, warking in cooperation
with the local police and volunteer
canine units, brought' dogs into
junior and senior high school class-
rooms while students were de-
tained at their desks for an extra
one-and-a-half morning periods
for the purpose of inspection.
Wher a dog “‘alerted’ upon pass-
ing and saiffing a student, the
student was asked to empty his or
her pockets and, if applicable,
purse. Circumspect strip searches
were then conducted in the 11
cases where the dog continued to

This column. appearing bimonthly in bath the
NASSP Bulletin and the National Elementary
Principal. is prepared by Perry A. Zirkel,
dean of the School of Education at Lehigh
University(Bethchem, Pa.). and Ivan B. Gluck-
man, NASSP's director of legal and legislative
services.

Perry A. Zirkel
Ivan B. Gluckman

alert after the pocket search
yielded no contraband.

e In Latexo, Texds, school officials
carried out a similar mass inspec-
tion of students at their desks.
While no strip searches' were con-
ducted, school officials also used
the dogs to inspect vehicles which
had been driven to school by stu-
dents singled out during the class-

- by-class inspection. If the dogs.
alerted while passing the vehicles,
the vehicles were searched. -,

e In Albuquerque, N.Mex., dogs
were used as part of an investiga-
tion of student lockers .rather than
of the students themselves. War-
rantless searches were immediately
conducted of those lockers where
"the dog indicated the possible
~ presence of illegal drugs.

"THE QUESTIONS

|. Has the relatively strict standard
of **probable cause’’ that has gen-
erally been applied to law enforce-
ment officers also figured in most
of the student search decisions by
school officials?

2. Was the use of sniffer dogs to
identify students who might
possess drugs a violation of the
Fourth Amendment’s search and
seizure clause? ‘




a

Attachment H-1

the ‘‘probable caute’ standard
applicable in criminal cases: The
rationale for this distinction is
well illustrated by the approach of
the lower court in Doe v. Renfrow,
475 F. Supp. 1012 (N.D. Ind.
1979) our first case example. In re-
viewing the investigation proce-
dures used by the school officials,
the court observed that school of-
ficials are charged with the respon-
sibility of maintaining an educa-
tionally sound environment
within the school, and that such
environment must be free of
activities harmful to the educa-
tional function and.to individual
students. In short, school officials
have certain powers in loco
parentis which justify the applica-
tion of different constitutional
standards than would apply to
law enforcement officers under

7 B-11

81.54
(continued, pagf 2 of 4)
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"3, Was the use of sniffer dogs to the Fourth Amendment. For a
identify student vehicles and full explanation of the legal
lockers where drugs might be con- aspects of sedrch apd seizure in
cealed a violdtion of the Fourth schools, see NASSP Legal "
Amendment? Memorandum, February 1979, and
. Is a strip search based solely on also in Interest of J.A, 406 N.E.
an “‘alert’’ by sniffer dogs uncon- ©  2d 958 (Ill. A.T.P. 1980} and in
stitutional? If so, are sghool au- Rey L.L. v. Circuit Court of
_thorities protected by the qualified Washington County 280 N.W. 2d

" immunity accorded to them by 343 (Wis. 1979). .
the Supreme Court in Wood v. 2. In Doe v. Renfrow, the federal
Strickland, 420 U.S. 308 (1975)? district court held that the mass
detention, sniffer inspection, and
: .7 cket search did not violate the
THE ANSWERS ~_ ggxdents' ‘onstitutionally  pro-
1. No. Most of the recent decisions tected rights.. With specific regard
regarding the constitutionality of to the use of dogs trained to sniff
student searches have applied a out drugs, the court held such a
, relatively relaxed ‘‘reasonable procedure not to be a search, but
! suspicion””  standard rather than merely an aid to.investigation by

school officials. And where these
officials had considerable general

- information leading them to the

conclusion that a serious drug
problem existed, further investiga-
tion was warranted. Emphasizing
the in loco parentis role of school
officials, in contrast to policemen,
the court concluded: ‘

The effect was anything but a
gestapo-like effort run by gestapo-
like people. To suggest anything
approaching that idea is"to do an
extreme disservice to a group of
dedicated people who carry heavy

legal and moral obligations for pub-
lic education (475 F. Supp. at 1026).

The United States Court of Ap-
peals for the Seventh Circuit,

., which covers the states of Illinois,

Indiana, and Wisconsin, affirmed
this part of the lower court’s
'opinion, finding it to be scholarly




Attachment H-1 ' |

81.54 (continued, page 3 of 4)

A Lagal Brief: Student Searches 11

and well-reasoned [631 F.2d-

91 (7th Cir. 1980) ].

While the appeal in Doe v. Ren-
frow was pending, a federal
district court in Texas feached the
opposite result based on a similar
set of facts. In Jones v. Latexo
Independent  School  District,
499 F. Supp. 223 (E.D. Texas
1980Q), this court held any mass

use of dogs to sniff out the

presence of illegal drugs at school
to be of such a ‘‘sweeping, undif-

ferentiated, - and indiscriminate

scope’’ as to make the procedure
unreasonable (433 F. Supp. at
234). The court also considered the

dog’s inspection to constitute a
" virtual physical entry into the stu-

dents’ pockets and personal pos-
sessions. The Jones court, there-
fore, viewed- the lower court's
decision in Doe v. Renfrow as
erroneous, concluding:  *‘State
operated schools may not operate
as enclaves of totalitarianism

“where students are searched at the

caprice of school officials™ (499 F.
Supp. at 236).

. The Jones court similarly saw the

inspection of student vehiciés by

the dogs as exceeding the bounds’

of reasonableness. The court rea-
soned that although the personal
intrusion was less serious, the
scope of the procedure was never-

- theless indiscriminate: the capa-

bility * of the dogs was—like
bugging devices—beyond that of
humans, and the legitimate inter-
est of school authorities in what
students had left in their vehicles
was negligible. Presumably the

H-12

-

Doe court would have evaluated
the situation differently. 4

Although locker searches were
not at issue in the Doe or Jones
cases, the Tenth Circuit Court of
Appeals, which' covers a. six-state
region including New Mexico, up-
held the warrantless search by
school officials aided by -sniffer
dogs to be constitutional in
Zamora v. Pomeroy, 639 F. 2d
662 (10th Cir. 1981). In so doing,
however, the court found the
joint control of the lockers by the
school and the student -to be the
key consideration in arriving at its
decision, and thus did not spe-
cifically discuss the use of sniffer
dogs as a means of identifying
lockers to be searched.

. In the Doe case even though the

court sustained the use of the
sniffer dogs for pocket searches, it

- found the information they sup-

plied insufficient to support the
conduct of strip searches.

Evén under the lower ‘‘rea-
sonable suspicion’” standard ap-
plied to schoo! officials, the court
required more evidence upon
which to base such an intrusion
into an individual's basic and

L1y

~ justifiable expectation of privacy.

Because the dogs can be—and in
this case actually were—misled by
odor other than that which they

are trained to detect, school of-

ficials should have additional facts
upon which to base such a per-
sonal search. The Doe court cited
other decisions which had reached
the same result in school circum-
stances not involving dogs. See,

~
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i

e.g., Bellnier v. Lund 438 F. Supp.
47 (N.D.N.Y. 1977).

As in Bellnier, however, the
lower court in Doe did not award
any damages, finding these areas
of the law to be unsettied and thus
not ‘charging school officials with

“predicting the future course of

constitutional law’’ (495 F. Supp,

* at 1028). However, the appellate’

court disagreed with this portion
of the lower court’s decision,
stating;

It does not sequire a canstitutional
scholar to conclude that a nude

search of a 13-year-old child is an ~

invasion of constitutional rights of
some magnitude. More than that:

-

NASSP Bullatin / September™ 981

it is a violation of any kpown princi-
ple of human decency. N We sug-
gest as strongly as possible that the
conduct herein described exceeded
the **bounds of reason’’ by two and
a half country miles (631 F. 2d at
92.93). , ' :

The Seventh Circuit Court of
Appeals remanded . the matter
to the trial court for a determina-
tion of damages stemming from
the body search. Such an award
would not be a first; in M.M. v.
Anker, 607 F. 2d 588 (2d Cir.
1979) the Second Circuit upheld a

> §7,500 damage award for con-

ducting a strip search of a New
York City high school student.

C
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R AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT S
81.54 Office of Redearch and Evaluation Attachment H-2
’ - (Page 1 of 2)-
{ ~ April 26, 1982
TO: David Hill °
‘ Y .
FROM:  David Wilkinson | ‘ $

SUBJECT: DOC Survey of Other Districts

In order to address evaluation question D1-5-—'"How did the program in

AISD compare to similar programs elsewhere?"--I will be calling about

five other districts who have contracted with SAI. I will be asking
' . each administrator in charge of a program in a district the attached

questions. I thtggbbéycq\?hould know in case you receive any queries.
' Ifbyou have any questions_or- concerns about this survey, please call me .
. ac 458-1227. : . : : ' ' v >
cc: Lawrence Buford- ' \\
Maud Sims

soniinss Bl 0 AL,

Director of Research and Evalezﬁion

|
l
l
W:if ' - | | SN




i

. AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
81.54 Office of Research and Evaluation Attachment H-2
* ’ B (continued, page 2 of . 2)

April' 1982 = .

DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC)
4 OUT-OF-DISTRICT SURVEY

1. How have trained dogs been used in your district?
\\¥ a. At whatograde levels is the program operating?
b. How many camouses are involved in the piogram?' ,

c. Is campus involvement in the program voluntary.or mandatory?

2. What problems, if ‘any, have you had-in using trained dogs in your
.district?

3. What has been done toaaddress those problems, if any?

‘4, What has been the reaction of the public to your district s use ‘of
the dogs?

5. What are your conclusions about the effectiveness of the program?

N

s 128 .




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT POLICY ON SEARCH'AND SEIZURE

1.

3.

‘Attachment H-3

81.54 | - ~ (Page 1 of 4)

i )
. .

T .
' L , .
DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PROVISIONS - o ik

. ' ‘ _ !
Certain school district property remains under custody and control of
the School District even though the use of the property is granted to

- & student, employee or other perscn. Property remaining under custody

of the School District is the following

~A. Student lockers.

B. Classrooms®

C. Areds in school buildings such as gymnasiums, halls, offices,
assembly rooms, auditoriums and other similar facilities.

D. ' Desks, work tables and storage areas located within school
buildings.

QL, School grounds cutside of . schoel buildings.

- F.~ School parking lots, athletic facilities -and school buildings.

G. Books, educational equipment (including athletic equipment)
and supplies.

. H. School District vehicles on or off school district prOperty.

All of said real or personal property described in this’ paragraph
is herein referred to as "School Property. "

- Othér property brqught onto School Praqperty may only be brought on '

with the understanding and agreement that the owner of the property
brought onto School Property comsents to a search of that property
based upon reasonable cause as determinsd by School District
employees. Included in this category of property are non-School
District owned vehicles, personal books and other educational
supplies and equipment, (including athletic equipment), and personal
items such as lunch boxes, brief cases and similar containers used to
carry educational or other personal material. The category does not
include purses or clothes actually worn by individual students or ,
employees. This type of property is herein referred to as "Non-School-
Property.” : . .

. ; . V4 R .
When consent is obtained by ‘individuals having possession or ownership
of any property, school employees may search the property with or
without, reasonable cause.

‘Schqol District employees may search a student's outer garments, such
'as coats or sweaters that are worm over regular clothing, may search
purses, handbags or similar items carried by a student,. may search

" headcoverings, shoes and socks and may require a student to revedl the

contents of the student's pockets or to reveal items carried else- -
where on the student's person when the School District employee has
reasonable cause to believe that the student has on the student's
person items which are prohibited by applicable law or Board policy
or School District'dr school rules and regulations. Clothes worn by
an individual student, other than.items listed hereih, may only be

H-16 ’
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4. (gon.tinued)'- . ' X | V

searched when consent has been obtained from the individual wearing

the clothes. If-thevemployee'requesting'thé’conSent to search has
reasonable cause, the refusal to consent to search shall subject an
individual refusing to condent to disciplinary action in accordance with

the School District Policy on Disciplipe’

5. School District employees may sgérch any of the School Property or
non-schools property described in paragraph 1 or 2 upon reasonable
cause to suspect that s en items, illegal drugs, alcoholic beverages,
"weapons, items the possession of which are a violation.of law or items
prohibited on School ﬁﬂ!trict Property are contained therein.

» . o . '
6. n emergency situations, when a Schoqﬂ District employee has reasonable

feause to believe that th@ safety of students, School Distrigt employees
or school property is at issue, School District employees may conduct
a search of a student or any other person on School District Property
to detefmine whether the persen is in possession of dangerous or
prohibited articles. These searches shall be confined in scope to an
intrusion reasonably designed to discover hidden weapoms or other
objects which could reasonably be expected to be used to harm students,
School District employees or School District Progerty.

7. School District ‘employees having reasonable cause to believe that a
student i4 in possession of items prohibited by law or by School °
Board policy or School District or school rules aad regulations may
conduct a "pat-down' égarch of a person by examining pockets, socks, «
pantlegs and similar areas to qsgdrmine the presence of such objects.

8. If items of the nature described in paragraph 5 herein are located
upon a search, the School District may take disciplinary action, may
confiscate the material or items found and may report tHe results of
the search and the identity of the person having possession of the

property searched to public authorities~such as, the City of Austin 7
Police Department. The School District may also take, such actiom
when a’search is performed pursuant to consent as set out in
paragrarn 3 herein. . ‘
| I 8
¢ .~ USE OF DOGS TO DETECT DRUGS, ALCOHOL AND RELATED MATERIAL

an independent contract basis t detect drugs, alcohol and related -
material on School District Property, School District vehicles or
non-school district property located on School District Property.

s .. N

1. The School District may from;tigz to time use dogs and:handlérs on

B 130 .' -
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(continued, page 3 of 4)

Béfnre Ehe use of dogs for detection purposes in' school facilities,
the School District Administration must determine that drugs, s
alcohol and related material has caused a disruption of the educa- s
tional process. Among-.other factors, the School District Administra--*
tion may take into account attendance, discipline and learning
problems related to drugs, the presence of drugs, alcohol or related
material in the schools, the loss of instructional time caused by’
teachers and other professional staff members attending to drug and
alcohol related student problems; and complaints from students,
faculty and/or paqents concerning ‘the presence and/or the use of such
items on campus. ¥

The indication by the dog of drugs, alcohol or similar mater1a1 shall
form the basis of reasomable cause for a search in accordance with
Section I of this policy. ' ‘

. f
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,ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS ON THE USt OF DOGS T0 DETECl DRUGS ALCOHOL

~ AND RELATED/MATERIAL,S' ) . Attachment H-3  ~

(continued, page 4 of 4)

1. .The use of dogs on school campuses - to detect drugs, alcohol and
related materials-will be done in comp11ance with the District's
policy on Search and sejzure. grﬂ \ =

2. Dogs will be used on an "unannounced" basis.

3. Ifa part1cu1ar classroom conta1n1ng students and/or employees is

searched with the use of a dog, the search will be brief and ;
students will not be allowed to leave the classroom until the
search is completed. Reasonable care will be taken while in the
classrooms to avoid indicating that any drug,xa1cohol or reﬁated
material has been 1ocated by the dog :

4, After completion of a search by the'dcg, if drugs, a1coho1 or
related material is “indicated by the search, such indication shall

- provide reasonable cause for a furthar search or investigation. A‘
School District Administrator may require the person in whose
possession the drugs, alcohol or related material is indicated or
who has. custody joint custody of the area in which the materidl
is detected to repont to the’Administrator for further action in
accordance with Schoo) Oistrict policies and regulations.

- ; .

AN -
5. The student shall be told of the indication by the dog.and asked to
- consent to a search of the person or area in gquestion. I[f consent
is received, the search may be conducted by School District’
employees. Consent is not required for—areas that may be searched
withdut consent according to the District's policy. on seéarches.
Any drugs, alcohol or related material found‘dﬁring the search may
be used as a basis for disci®linary action and may be turned over. '
to appropr1ate governmenta] authorities. .

6. If the student declines to comnsent to the searsh, the refusal by’
the student may be the subject of appropriate d1sc1o11nary action.
The student may also be reported to appropr1ate governmental
author1t1es . _
: >
7. Reasonab]e efforts will be made by the §/hoo1 District to prevent
public embarrassment of the student in connection with the use of
the. dogs and procedures and searches following detection b/ the

dogs L —
.‘\ | |
)
. %
’
» ;
Cabinet approval, October 5, 1981 132
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- Drugs Off Campus
Appendix I
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81.54
- Instrument Description: Office of Student Affairs Report

- . ] i . »

’ Ty »

Brief dascription of the instrument: , )

The Office of Student Affairs Report, Supt. 003, is a record-keaping form designed
to co cate to §chool officials and parents information concerning disciplinary
offenses by students and the conseduent disciplinary action ‘taken. Major informa=
tion categories on the form include_student identifying information, description of
offense, facts and evidence, type of discipline, details of hearing, and recommenda=
tions. The form was modified from an edrlier version in 1981-82 to reflect changes
in the AISD discipline policy. . )

To_whom was the :Lns:rﬁnuﬁ: administered?
School perionnil, usually the ﬁrincipal or assistant principal, complete the report.

-

How hanz‘ﬁimns was che instmument admizisterad? -

.

Each time & student committed an,éffense requiring suspension or corporal punishment§

When was the inscrument adminiscered? : @

Periodically :h:oughdd: the 1981-82 school year. Information was summarized during
June, 1982. d . ,

Where was the instrument admimisterad?

All AISD elementary and secondary schools use the repor:~form.

." -

-
Who administerad:che imstrumenc? . ; .

Self-administered. ‘ : . ’ .

What training did':hu admiﬁist:atars hava? _ ., .

P .
All campus administrators received ‘training in using the form at a workshop held in
August 1981. Information and assistance were also available on call from the Office
of Student Affairs, AISD schools have been using a similar version of the form for
several years, - ’

Was the ingtrument administered uniﬁg;ggandardized conditions?

No.

i

Hers ;;é:e 2roblems with the instrument or the admindseration that mighe’
affact the ¥alidicy of the data?. i

None known.
. \
Whe daveloved the izscmiment? . .

Office of Student-Affairs.

What reliabilizr 2nd ‘validi=v data are availahla on the iastTement?

Not applicable,

>

) ]
Are thers norm data availabla for intarvratine che ragules?

Not applicable} . .

- .
: ¥

A
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‘”\\ ’ ' OFFICE @F STUDENT AFFAIRS RECORDS
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;- .f f Yurpose

Records and informationm - provided by the Office of Student Affairs, the
AISD office responsible: for monitoring disciplinary matters in the District,
~ were used in answering'the following decision and evaluation questions:

' .Decision\Questionfbi Should the Austin Independent School District
continue to have a- program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs 9
‘and alcohol?s o :

Y‘.yaluation Question D1-1: Did the incidence of disciplinary actions
for drug-related offenses (including alcohol) change as a result
_of the program7

@

-7 °Evaluation Question Dl-2 Did the availability and use of illegal
drugs and- alcohol on campus change as a result of the program?
i
. Evaluation’ Question D1-4: What happened to students apprehended
for possession and/or use of illegal drugs or .alé¢ohol?

o
It

! : ', ff’ Prdcedure
AISD's Office of. Student Affairs (0SA) compiles data each year on the number
and type of fractions of the District's discipline policy for which disci-
plinary acti was taken. Each time during the year that a student was given
_ corporal punishment or plaged on one of several- types of suspension, the

<~ school completed an OSA report, "Supt. 003, " and returned it ‘to OSA. A copy
of the report was also mailed to parents, Attadhment I-1 is a copy of the
Office of Student Affairs Reéport form. . . . :

4

. ~

Completed reports were transmitted by 0SA to Data Services where each 003 form,
a machine reéadable .document, was optically scannedaé@Informatlon from the
resulting magnetic tape was incorporated fnto a master discipline file;O0SAD,
maintained by data services. Summary information requested by ORE from 0SA

was derived:from this file. Attachment I-2 documents the specified informa-
tion prov1ded for 1981-82. Data for previous years were taken from OSA records.

\ t . .
Discipline‘data for drug-related offenses (including,alcohol), from the present
1981-82 snhool year and from the. two previous years, 1979-80, and 1980-81,. were
- examined, “for changes which might reflect program effects, Results are pre-
},
sented in’the following section.

p‘ .




. .Y " Results .ja o
~ Evaluation Question D1~1: Did the incidence of disciplinpry actions - “
) for d;ug—related offgnses change as a result of the prograg?

Evaluation Question D1-2; Did the availability and use of illegal
drugs and alcohol change as a result of the program? "
. . S N s :
~ Figures I-1, I~2, and I-3 below aﬁﬁ on the following pages present disci-
pline data for drug énd alcohol offenses for three years, 1979-80 through °
1981-82, Figﬁre I-1 contains summary data .for all AISD schools, Figure I-2°
data for the high schools, and Figure I~3 the junior high schools. a‘h'

Note: Data for 1981-82 are as of june 6, 1982. There may be some minor
variatiog from the numbers presented in ﬁg§ final ' Discipline
-Report to be. published\py 0SA in fall 1982.

Il
-

OFFENSE - . ' 1979-80 .  1980-81 - _ 1981-82
oo hon . . = 2292702
' Alcohol Possession A 22 o . 25
Alcohol ‘Consumption : : " 17
Alcohol Influence - 26
Alcohol Sale - -0 :
Alcohol Distribution = 0 '
( ALCOHOL SUBTOTAL 68 )
‘Drug Possession 101 ,
Drug Consumption <68 .
Drug Influence 32
Drug Sale 9
Drug Distribution 7
DRUG- SUBTOTAL AR 285 217
. TOTAL © 220 ™ ~341 285

x = New category introduced in 1981-82. : «
Note: '1981-82 totals ‘are based on data recorded as of June-2, 1982.

FiguresI-1. NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE,
- ALL AISD SCHOOLS, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY, 1979-80
_THROUGH 1981-82. C

Examination .of Figure I-1 reveals that:

‘;”/l 1. Relative t@ the nugper of‘séudents enrolled in AISD schools,

approximately 53,000 to 56,000 during the three years being
considered, the number of drug-related offenses for which
p = o ;
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formal disciplinary action was taken is véry small--on the order
- of one offense for every 200 students._
" . '
2. 1In each of the three years shown, the number of offenses in-
volving alcohol alone was much smaller than the number involving
drugs alone. . . "

3. Last year, l980—81\~was a peak year for AISD in terms of drug-

- related offenses.  The total number of drug-related offenmses in
1980-81 exceeded both ‘the previous year, 1979-80, and the present
year, 1981-82, This pattern held true for most individual offense.

. categories as well: : ' ‘ «

. Examination of Figures I-2 and I-3 on the following pages reveals that:

.1. The pattern of a peak number of drug-related offenses in 1980-81
is seen for both the high schools and the junior high schools: in
‘the overall totals, most Andividual offense categories, and some
schools as well. T . T

2. Both of the DOC Program schools, Crockett and Martin, and Martin's

' comparisqg school, Fulmore, exhibit the pattern. Crockett's
comparison school,. Travis, does not, however. The number of drug-
related offenses at Travis decreased from 1979-80 through 1981-82.

3. At both of the DOC schools, the total number of  drug-related
offenses in 1981-82 decreased from the number in 1980-81.  However, the
number also decreased in four other high schools and four other ‘
junior high schools. 4

4. Crockett had the smallest percentage decrease in the total number
of drug-related offenses from 1980-81 to 1981-82 of the five high
schools where the number decreased (three increased and one remained
the same). Crockett's percentage decrease was 257% compared to
Austin (29%), Travis (36%), Anderson (48%), and Johnston (56%).

5. ‘Martin had the largest percent decrease (73%) in the total number of
drug-related offenses from 1980-81 to 1981-82 of the five junior
high schools where the number decreased. However, Fulmore and
Bedichek, which had the second- and third-largest number of drug-
related offenses in 1980-81, also registered substantial decreases
in 1981-82, 56% and 597%, respectively. :

Note: This is leaving aside Murchison, where the incidence of
drug-related offenses "has been so low in the three years being
considered tha;ia calculation of percent change from 1980-81 to
1981-82 cannot be considered meaningful.

6. The number of offenses in the individual offense categories
decreased at Crockett from 1980-81 to 1981-82 in four of the five
categories for which there were two-year comparison data. However,
four other high schools also showed decreases in four of the five
categories. , ‘ ‘ A : '

T £ I
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Alcohol Alecohol . " Influence Drag Drug’ Influence Drug brug
Possession | Consumptlon} of Alcohol | Possession | Consumption] of Drups | Sale Distvibutlon TOTAL
men 3 2 2|3 8 2ly 3 2le 3 2|le Dels 8 2|93 B[F 3 2|9 & ¢
sawoor |§ 3 L |8 T R(E L &f|E D R|E T |E D sk S s|EL E(EL L
. © H nN|Jo H NJo P NlO H NJO B N|o K N JO H N|lO H NJO H N
Anderson |5 1 1 |x x o044 4 2}3 15 7 |x x o0fo 4 3 Jo 1 O0}x x 0 ]12 25 13
Austin 1 4 1 |x x 312 9 1|8 15 6 {x x 16 i1 29 13 JO 1 1}x x 0 }22 58-4]
Crockett |1 4 L |x x 1t J2 L 11 §9..20.7 fjx.x 4|3 .7 3|0 7 2}x x (1 [1s 40 30
L) 4 t 8 |x x 512 8 217 8 8 |x x 5|2 o0 01 5 O0}]x x \1 |16 22 29
Jolmsten JO0 2 1 |{x x 2 |t 6 5|5 18 3 {x x 112 35 0 }1 O O}]x x 9 27_12
| Lanier 0 2 1 |x x * (3 0 11]1 4 2 Ix x 110 4 4 j0 0 1]x x’ 4 10%10
McCallum |1 O 1 {x .x 1 ]2 1 2 1|8 3 6fx x 3]3 o 2140 0 1}x x 0 |14 4 16
Reagan 0 2 3 |x x 1 |1 1 113 4 9 |Jx x13 |1 6 2 }1 O O0Ofx x O 6 13 29
Travls o 1 0 §ix x 0 |4 1 0 o 7 5]x x 1]6 0 00 2 1}|x x * {20 11 7
" W ’ 3 e
TOTAL 12 17 17 {x x 13 PO 31 25 54 9153 {x x 44 [28 55 27 |3 16 6 [x x 2 7 210 187
.+ = No instances of this offeuse wcre reported by the school
‘x = New offense category introduced in 1981-82, ) ~3
* = Fractional value greater thau 0 but less than .5. Fractional values were assigned s
when more than one offense was committed by a student on the same occasion, For
_exawple, three offenscs committed by the same student on the same occasion would : K
each be assigned the fractlonal value of 33 y
Note: Discipline data are collected-for,two'addltloual categories of drug—re[ated offenses,.
Alcohol Sale and, as of 1981-82, Alcohol Distribution. However, there were no instancesg
of these offenses reported y the high schools in the three years recorded here,
Figure I-2, NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE 1N AISD H1GI SCNOOLS,
1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82., Figures were rounded to the nearest whole number within
f each‘category and then totaled.
O
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.
)
T Alcohiol Alcohol Influence Drog Drug Influenco - brug Drug
JURIOR [Possenslon |Consumption|of Alcolol Possesslon |Consumption| of Drugs Sale . |bistribution] TOTAL

I 5 s ez 8872 5|38 C|3 3 |3 0|0 5ltd3ltsq
| & 2 8le 2 8|lg 2 &ls e Slserlse|lgegsaR|ses
N\ )
fbedichek | 4 1 o0ofx x 0}2 o of11'2 6|x x 1|1 0 1]0 3 2|x x 1 [18 272 11
- [Burnet 0 1 2}x x 1}]1 0 o0 12 7}x xo610 0 040 2 0}x x 1] 2 5 17

boble 0 0 1 x X 2 1 1 0 8 11 x x 4 2 4 K 1 0 0)x x 0 }l12 6 8
' |[Fulmore 0 1 Dlx x 010 0 o 5 1910 | x "«x 2 (] 7 * 0 5 11x x .1 11 32 14

Lamar 1, 0 3|x x 10 0 O} 1 o0 O0lx x . 0]0 0 0]0 0 0O0lx x O 2 .0 4

Martin 1 1 o]lx x o}l1 2 o 222 4{|{x" % 3|1 3 211 5 O|x x * 6 339

Mucchigson | 0 1 O] x x O0]JO0 0 O 0 0 0)]x x 0|0 0o O0jO0 O O0j}x x O o 1 d?

0,/ Henry 00 0 0|]x x O0]0O0 1 o0 0 1 6|x x 4]0 7 1]0.0 1]x x 110+ 9 13
‘|Pearce 0 0 O]x x 0]O0 0. 0 0 1 4fx x-1}0 * %0 0 1]x x 0 (|® 1 6

Porter 1 0 1|x x O01]1 o0 1 9 4.5!/x x 1}l72 5 o}l1 2 Ofx x 2 {19 11 10

TOTAL 7 58 7{x x 46 & 101372 7343 |x x 2217 26 4|3 17 5,0x x 6 |70125 92

® vl i . )
0 = No instances of this offense were reported by the school. '
x = New offense category introduced in 1981-82. * ‘ :
.5. Fractional values were assigned ° r

Note:

Figure

ERI!

Fractional value greater thamn 0 but less than
when more than one offense was committed by a
example, three offenses cowmitted by the same

each be agsigned the fractlonal value of .33,

student on the same occaslon,
student on the same occaslon would

For

Discipline data are collected for'two addltional categories of drug-related offenses,

Alcohol Sale and, as of 1981-82, Alcohol Distribution.

However, there were no instances

of these offenses reported by the juntor high schools in the three years recorded here,

T

I-3, NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED 0FFENSES-REQU1RING DISCIPLINE IN AISD JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS,

1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82,
each category and then totaled.

JAruitoxt provided by exic I8
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Figures were rounded to the nearest whole number within
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In additidn, none of the same four schools showed an increase in
any of the five categories. At Crockett, the number of offenses
in the category Alcohol Influence increased sharply from 1980-81
to 1981-82. : e

7. Martin was the only junior high school at which the number of
offenses in each of the five categories for which there were
compdrison data decreased from 1980-81 to 1981~82. However, the
number of offenses in each of the five categories likewise
decreased at Fulmore, except in Alcohol Influence where the number

" remained 0. _
'Note: Caution should be exercised in giving these findings*too strict an inter- -
. pretation. The numbers of offensps at individual schools are small
and small differences can be exaggerated when expressed in termshef
percentages., For example, the percentage increase from 1980-81 to
1981-82 in the total number of drug-related offenses at Dobie was 33%,
but the actual number of offenses only increased from six to eight.
Also, according to OSA, there was some, individual variation among the
schools in terms of their approaches to the discipline process. Some .

" schools are more likely than others to handle disciplinary matters in
an "in-house" fashion and not discipline offenders by corporal punish-

ment or suspension.

From the information presented in Figures I-1, I-2, and I-3, it can be con-
cluded that, while the number of drug~related offenses at the DOC Pfogram
schools decreased in 1981-82 from the previous year, this decrease cannot
- clearly be attributed to the activities of the DOC Program.

However, such evidence as these discipline data provide suggests that, if
programmatic effects can be discerned, they were more likely at Martin than
at Crockett. In 1980-81, Martin had the largest incidence of drug—related

of fenses ‘'among the jumior high schools; in 1981-82 it had the sixth-largest.
Fulmore had the second-largest number of g-related offenses during both
years. By comparison, Crockett had the s#Tond-largest number of drug-related
offenses among the high schools in both 1980-81 and 1981-82. During the S4me
two years, the number of drug-related offenses at Travis declined from the
seventh-largest (of nine schiools) to the smallest.' Both Martin and Crockett
had substantial decreases from 1980-81 to 1981-82 in the number of offenses
for Drug Possession, but Martin's 82% decrease was the largest among the three
junior high schools where there were decreases, while Crockett's 67% decrease
was the second-largest among the six high schools where there were decreases.

In summary, while the evidence supplied by the discipline data does not permit
the clear inference that the DOC Program was responsible for the decrease-in
the number of drug-related offenses at Crockett and Martin, changes did occur.
Baﬁ@d on these data, the DOC Program may have had an effect in reducing the
availability and use of illegal dsugs and alcohol at Martin. There is less
evidence~far its effectiveness at Crockett.

Evaluation Question Dl-4. What happened to students apprehended for possession.
and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol?




Figure I-4 below presents a summary of the number of each method of disci-
pline used by Crockett-and Martin for drug-related offenses during the
1981-82 school year.

-

L.

NUMBER

. N
Fall 1981 Spring 1982 " All 1981-82
i ' Not : Not Not
SCHOOL " TYPE OF DISCIPLINE DOC DOC Total DOC DOC.Total DOC DOC Total
Crockett Short-term suspension 0o 2 2 0 15 15 0 17 17
' Intermediate suspension 0 0 .0 0 2 2 0 2 2
Summary suspension 0 0 o0 0 0 0 0 0- O
Long~term suspension 2 3 5 0 7 7 2 10 12 °
Probated suspension* 5 3 8/ 4 0 - 4 9 .3 12
TOTAL 2 -5 7 0 24 24 2 29 31
Martin Short-term suspension 0 5 5 0 5 5 _0 10 10
Intermediate suspension 0 O o. -0 0 O 0 0 0
Summary suspension @ 0 O 0 0 1 L -0 1 1
Long~term suspension 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 O 0
Probated suspension* 0 0 0 0 5 5 O 5 5
0 5 5 0 6 6 -0 ‘ll 11

- TOTAL
. *These suspensions were long term and the student remained in school for the
recommended length of the suspension. These incidents are not itcluded in the
suspension totals since the students,pet their probatlonary commitments and
were not removed from school. :

Figure I-4, NUMBER OF EACH TYPE OF DISCIPLINE GIVEN -TO STUDENTS FOR DRUC-RELATED
OFFENSES, DOC PROGRAM SCHOOLS, 1981-82.

The following pointg should be noted about the information in- Figure I-4:

1. School totals for 1981-82 differ slightly from those shown in
" Figures I-2 and I-3. Totals in Figures I-2 and I-3 are numbers
of drug-related :offenses. Totals in Figure I-4 are numbers of types
of discipline used for drug-related offenses.

2. The option for the school of probating suspensions first became

’ available in 1981-82. Likewise, the categories of immediate and
summary suspension weré 1ntroduced in 1981-82, Attachment I-3,
a copy of the current AISD discipline policy, explains the.new
categories.

3. Probated suspensions are not included by OSA in the suspension
totals if they were successfully served. Therefore, of the 24
total long-term suspensions at Crockett in 1981-82, only 12 of
these were counted as actual long-term suspensions since the rest

were probated.
&

141
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4, Of the 12 actual long-~term suspensions at Crockett, only two
resulted from the activities of the DOC Program during the
1981-82 school year. The remaining 10 long-term suspensions
were given to students apprehended by opher means.,

5. Of the'1l long—term suspensions given to students apprehended
“through the use of dogs, only two were not probated. By com~
parison, of the 13 long-term suspensions given to students
apprehended by other means, 10 were not probated. This finding -
indicates that students disciplined for drug-related offenses
A received differential punishment depending on whether they were
9 apprehended through the use of dogs or by other means.

6. No students received‘any sort of discipline for a drug—related
offense at Martin as a result of the DOC Program.
€
Data pertaining to the® numbers of students receiving ‘other types of dis-
cipline besides suspension as a result of the DOC Program were not .
reported to OSA., This information was gathered- from school records and is
presented in Appendix J. : : _ - ; Ca

P
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81.54 g C : e ;ﬁ _ Attachment I-2
T AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Off1ce.of~$tudent Affairs
~ - May31, 1982 N

TO: Kathy Silva, Programmer, Department of P]ann1ng

Ppw’)i Programm1ng o | D
FROM: (P Larry Yawn, Coord1nator of Student Affairs = -

s - - SUBJ T:- Drug Re]ated Inc1dents Data Request -,

t i

P]ease prepare a frequency count of drug related 1nC1dents for which
: : a student received corpora] punishment, short-term suspension, .
- “intermediate suspension, summary suspension, or long-term suspens1on
' for the school year 1981-82. Also, please provide the total number
of students involved. The report should include district wide
PR figures and a school by schgo] -breakdown of a]] High Schools and
| dJunior H1gh Schools. .

‘The béhaviers needed are as follows:

1981-82 School Yeér'Codes:

09 ! Alcohol : .1 Posséession

' : S 2 - Consumption
Influence
Sale
Distribution |

. R » N

Possession = -
Consumption

Influence = :
Sale »
Distribution o

W Dangerous Drug/ .
- Controlled Substances

KB W AW

P23

trr ‘ 'v/’_

R ce: Davi_d_}Wﬂki.nson, ORE '
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POLICY ON DISCIPLINE, AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
> (Admtmstrau% Handbook, Section 5143)

Adopted June 8, 1981

Attachment I-3 .
.(Page 1 of 2)

N 1, PREAMBLE

MMWSMOW(WOW) Sonles 10 Prowide SRntS W 2 quality educa-
tionnl SrOQm that SNCOUrREes the CAUISLISN. SAChaNGe It appication of idees. Essantal 1o T Qodl is

" 2. 5cheel MNESpReNe Conductve te I ng and free 1 diaruption. The Schowl Dlstrict Expects szidents to
Saebit 2 high degrae of sui-d in thew Dehewvier 3nd 10 CORIIBULA 10 30 eduCational Ciimens which
RAEINUNE OPPOITIR tine for 3l sndenis.

The surpees of diaciping is DI (1) to MEINLEIA Order (N (N euCAIoON DIOCaNS I allow aH studenys e
eceive the banelits of education and (2) X COITCT inaPProRriens DenEvIor,
The indivieusis charged with implementing this pelcy shell Mmeks reagonele HIOMS 18 dANTIING the
respenoiiilty and the ¢ogres of an offenes. .
. Il. DEANITIONS
1. ASTHMSEINE - S0 Mok DIINCIDNS, EIALNE DrINCISas, desne. heas teachers ane any inalvidual
mummmmmmummamwmummmn
2 mmo-w-sum of the Schoot Oismnet deaxgnamed By the prnce
8l (or Nclvigual charged wih reepeng ity for GDaration of SChOGIS whers 2 Campus pnCiRal is NOtw
mmmmmmmmmnmmmmu
3. Alcsholic beverage — aﬂmmmwmutmwsnmiuovmrm
'.mcmmumm

8. Dm sndlmwdm-

€. Prohibithd 1BeCCE — Shall MEm CIGrS. CIGaree. Dines,
UCtS e predeminantly of tosacee.

7. Sdent — Sl mean 2 Derson envuiled or whe hes eyt ts envol or wha has submitted Nimesit
19 e jurtsdiction of the-8thool OieInct and wha Nas not bess remaved from the rolls of the Scnook
Diswrict by te appropnam Schoet Olstrict otficial.

[ % m-wmmnuummmms-amamonn-ruumommw
}om-ueha-mcnwmnwnﬁumosmmﬁlnﬂcﬂmmww«mmmw
of the educational (rocass.

X maunmsmummmm-p{mmmmmmmmormw
Oismict.

mMumm-

1. PHYSICAL RESTHAINT
msamomnmmq umnmmotwmmnsmmmaumm physical
mmammaomnmummmwuﬁ“unmym situations
.including but not Smmed to:
1. Protection ot 2 persom. nmmmnmmmmmmmuim
2 Ommmmammommm .
3. Prowction of property from serious damage.
4. Remowal of 3 sdent from a speciAc locatien, 'ndudmamwouwsmomomm
DProoerTy in ordar to resEe order Of IMPEes disCICNAy meeRues.
Thuu_lofmummisncmsﬁoim. .
V. OFFENSES . ’
A, Thﬁownunlnd(mnm-oﬂﬁmmmmdsdummqma&nmuw (hereicatter referred
1043 an atfensa or otfenses):
1. Commission of any act wiich is ounishadle by fine. incarceration o dow under any Iaw of the
Unitad Stams. e State of Taxas oteny orainance of the City of Austin, 3l as amended from time
o ime.
2 Wofmwlq.mwmmamsmmnm
1. Violation of ary rule. requiabion or procedurs of 3 pariculer school or class.
4. Failure th follew directions.. :mwmotsmaotmmmmuunn
the scape of thes aumonty. v
s. Olsruption 0f the educational procsss, including intarfarence witn Yie educanonal activittes of
one of Mare 0CHr students.
&, Abusive conduct, words of gesturss. which shall inciuds acts of herassment of other Jersons.
exmyrtion, acts that threaten or ncite ofiers 10 do dodly hanmm 0 others, coercion, blackmad.
" peothne of insuiting wards o gestures that are disruptive to the educational process.
. 7. Clasy cuting (defined as the unauthorizad non-artandance by a sudent in any or 2l classes to .
’ which the student I assined). - A
[ mmammmmwmmuonsmdmnmmomumnmw
mmmmmaummwmmmﬂ«mmm«amﬂmnl
aomunietrators.
9. nmlmmdmmnofwmol (aJ omtsndlnu. (b!smodl)hmmma(c)
the Scnool Oistet.
10. f any i n y d
1 n X giiding ot
enciosure, fisid or Stadium whers an aMietic event Sponsared or Oarticioared In-
in the Scnool Distnct is beng neid or $CNOQL.
11. Qlllum of capyng, without the sudent's and tumnr‘s sermission. the work of womr sty

Or controiled anee, or consumo-
11 the Schoal Jismiet,
3 schoo)

12. nnmwdmwmmmmmmnmmordanaanwmmmmm K

Cause Ay OF damage.
13 mmwmmmmmun
14. Commuting rodbery ar theit,

I-13

18, Fighting; prizvided, hawever. thers shall be ne aulomatic disciofne aopied to ail parties to 2 fignt
’ mmmimmdmﬂmwmmummummmmm person iy
the ag0resesr and impose discipling accordingly. - -
L % UNer the il i D [
w PIOT WHitten COCIDN'S DOOMISIION.

| B Ammuuwmuom—mnumvmmummmamm

mbywmby«mmnsmol District or at an event such as a feig trip, atietic trie, or
svemt sponsered by the Schoel Olerrict, or for an otfenss which, nmmmm::
Qistrict intrteres with the educational process.

[+ AnmruuI-moﬂmmlmxmmumoflmsthuumswu
punighed by lesadsevers disciping Juch s the 39 Of AtaMative MeasureE. COMOA punishment,
detntion. in-schosl JUI0ENEionand SHOMWM UI0NSI0A. More serious offenses may de punished
with mers serious discipline up 10 ang ingluding long-1rm suspension. Commission of .
mnmoﬂmolamw%asmmmbvuaolmmﬁmum
maasures. . \ .

. I

md of conwolied substancy

V. QISGIPUNE METHOOS « .
mawummmmmummawmmmomm

A METHO0S
Reterral 10 special student servicas, even thaugh these are nat formally classified as a discipline
MeASure. MRy b8 3 A0OONNLL rEIPEN9S M the COMMIsSion of an offense. Thesa aitemative student
servicas incluge counseling, tuidring. home vistation, atmpative schoals D COMMUAKRY programs
degigned 10 eNCOUraQe a0DroNrigie stdy and beavior siiis. Thig st is not meent to be allinctusive
but to D8 & represanitive Sample Of VAroUS DIOGraMS Jveiladie.

8.  CORPORAL PUNISHMENT

1. Parental permission is not required for the uss of corporal punishment.

' 2. Parents nave the responsibility to natity the pnncipal if they adiect 9 the use of corporal
punishment on teir crid. Such objechon must de submitted on- the form provided by the
Distnet for, purpese ty be effective. ln the absences of recaipt of s3id punishment in the
principal's offcs, ntstwlumxmﬂmatnn is na parental oBjection 1o the use of comoral

o umnment. .‘
X Comrammmsnimi«nmmmnwmmu«mmwﬂmmn
designes.
4, Corporal punishment shal be administared as 300N as passile after an offense :nd snilncnn
administared in anger. B
5. Comoral qunichment sheil be administared in the resence of i winess. .
§. The principa or the principal’s administrative desig may chooss nat to use corporal puntshmant
evgn if the parent has requestad its use.
*7. Theuse ot carporal punishment shail bre faported to the Gtfice of Student Atfairs and documenters
Dy the schowl on 2 schogi disrict form provided for that purpose.
8. The princigal or agminigtrative designes shall send a cogy of the form to the parents or guardtan.
9. Pagcles used for administening corporal punishment shall not e generally displayed and shalide |
maintuned under the control-of the pRACIDA of his A0MNSTLvE designee.
10 Corporal punistwnent shall be Emited m spanking or padding and shal mns*ylm mors than
" three SE0EraNe Swars o icks. ‘
11, When corporsl pumistmant is util zed in grades 5-12, the student invaived M2y de given 3 chace
betwesn olnr disciping and comoral punisment.

C. OETENTION
1. Oemntion is the retention of a studant tn school by 3 tnaur or adminstrator erher Sefcre the
commaencament of the school day, aiter the end of the school day or at ot times dunng e
school day 23 May be-aGreed UDON Detwaen e SHdEAE and the Jerson imoosing cetennon.

2. Each schemi using detention shail deveion 3 procedure for aperation of derention. Tha proceaurs
shrall inctuge the giving of 200rIDNate NOLICE to STIAANTS ana pareats or guardians. The iming of
the natice shall take int Zccount. the age of the skuomt ana considenation Of transportation
nesds. in ordar to WmDOse detention the SWCeNT MUST He 10kt the reason lorthe detsntion and the
length of e detantion and must be ailowed to give NS version of the events giving rise 10 the
detentian if the stdent denies the events. This may occur lunult:nmmyuan astention oF prior
o datention depanaing on Me clroumstnces.

Q. IN-SCHOOL SUSPENSION

1. - In-3ghool suspension shall mean assignment of 2 student 10 3 designated in+scnool sumnmn
area in the school ather than the student's reguiar classroom  assignment.

. 2. An in-achool suspension Srogram. may be estaolished by the crmciod (Or it no onncinal is
138igned 10 the schogl. the 2armiInISTItar in Chrarge) of each school. A soscific arean the sehool
must bedesignanag andhe principal must nsury that 3 sff memosr iSpresant to supecvise the
in-school susgension.

, 3. Education oppormnities sial be Jvaiiatle for 2 stigent assigned 10 in-Schoot sussension. .

4. Thelengey of time of in-schoot Susoension snall be (or 3 settime. The prurcical Of Jaministrative,,
designes may aiso provide that the time of in-schocl susoMsicn M3y Ue shortened and the
student may retum 0 reguiar classes wnen the student devetops 3 cian accepfadle 1o schoet

. personnel to improve the Student’s benaviar.

5. The parent or quardian of the sudent shall de notifted in writing or by tmpnont atthetime

in-4chool suspension is impassd. - '

. In order 10 IMpose in-5chool susaension. the stydent must be 0id the reasan for the susoension

and the iength of the suspension Ind must be alowed 10 gve the sTICNT'S version of the events
giving rise to the susgension if e demes e events, This May occur sunuianeousty with or
priar to in-schoot suspension degsnaing on the circumstances.

€ REMOVAL FAQOM CLASS—A Teacher may remove a student from ctass in order to
discigine tn the classroom. The removal snait be w1 acrordance wen €cucat
e amended, ana uqul:mns of the smoot District.

antam sifectve
21.301, as may

‘
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[ m»u-amnnumvmmmmmummmm
DisIct {3 Nt raquareg to Draviss Make~ud work for the DAN0E Cf ENEI0N. Generally. suspengion
shail e commeneurats with the type of o The descrigtien of typas of otfenses Wwhich warrant

particulas types @ Do imting nor is it intended 10 deecnde 3 perticular
level ¢ punsenanent. Amner. tis i3 intendes 13r the qustance of aominSTators. Tha circumstances in

: lmyﬁﬁwmmmm be gven if the
SEIeNy S pressence In POSas 2 COntINUINg treat ordanger tO DErsONS oF HIUperty or
mmndmovmmqm -~ :
4. T

L. Canegery |—=Susoanemsn from 5choot ug 1 the remuinger of the graging period durng whch
an offense occurs. Thie usoENSIon Mey Do uses in the 334 Of COMMIigSION Of 3 saricus

. affenseijlor sxamele. pesssssion of 3 wemson. violenca loward Dersons. repeatd viciation
of M08, vielnCe OWard Feperty WAICH resuits in daNege, 100, Use Or
otad drug or controlied SURSTNCS, OF INCDIMIGICI CONOUCL.

b, Camgery il=Suspension from scnaol 1o ug to the remEINdsr of (e CUTNT Schost SeMes-
' we. This sussensisn May 56 used in cases following’ e commission Of 3 vary Sanous
offensa, fer axample USe Of 2 weagON that could.0r does resuit In infury, vIoience towerd
0OrIens ramating in Injury. INTRCTING MaOr CaMAQE 0N DFOGANTY. POSINETIAN. S8, CONSUMO-
tign,: ofad 3 drug or controiled sugstance. repeated viciation of

. $cheel rules (repeatit beng two (2) OF MOre VIOIILONS) OF INCONTIIOIE CONOUCL
¢ Camgory Hi~=Susoerisign for up ta the remainder of the current school year. This susoen-
$I10n MIy OCCUr whan-Senous PAySiCal ham has Dean intictad on any cerson, when a
student has intlictyd damege to procerty over $100 curmulative oF wihen there 1S 2 IngiCatoN
thet the student represents a clesr and pressnt danger of contioues aisruption of -the
ecducational process. ' -
3. In-School Suspension pending conferance with Narnts of guardians — Where any susoension
other thas en 1N-3Ch0Q! JUSONSION IS HTDOSAd. the parents Or UATTIANS of the student May be
mMauired 10 oerticicam in & conference Wih the orincioal Or OMer adMiNISTIVF Dror (0 the
Siasnt s reentry \ato 3C0GI AN COMpIGLION of the susCenson Senad. The con‘ererce may take
Dlacs 11 0erscn, Dy 1KEONONE OF 1IN ATy manner 0 waich the JBMINKIANNe 2greee. If the
Y conference does not 0ccur 380r OOF 10 the end 0f the SUSONSIN. the student shaliDe allowed to
: reenter school unaer any of the followng conditions s specifed by the pracibal or oter
1. Assignment t0 in-achoot suspension pending 3 conference with the parmts or quardians of
uatl the prnciodl or Other adMINISTILN is sabefed Mat the sLANT'S BNIVIOr WaTANTS

resm 10 the requiar classroom program. L

3. Rwadmision o regular classes and it e orinCias o oter adminsTanr's disgretion.

1N TSM GrICUmiCUiar 3CTivitie® penaing a conferance Wih the parents of guards
13k or untif (nd auMiNISUalas 18 Satshed that the SLAENT'S Hanavior waImants retum to the
requiar program and requiar parncioetion in CGRICLTICUIA. activities. .

VI. PROCEDURES FOR ‘BISCIPUNE )

A, Tha procedures for disciping under paragraoh V-8 (corporal punsivnent) of this podcy ars setout in
thet section.  ° N

8. The procedures for discicfing under peragraph V-G (detention) of this policy are set qut in that

section. )

G. Theprocadures for discipline unger paragraon V-0 (in-school susoension) of this poxCy are setoutin

that section. . N

0. PRQCEDURES FOR SUSPENSION ‘

1. Procecures foe short-trh susaension—Prior to the commencemant of 2 SNOM-tenm suspension.

the pnncioal or adminisTitive designes shail taxe the following actions:

.~ he studant o pareats or quardian Must e given oral NOUCE Of tNe reescn foe e shart-tem
usoeson.

5. It the siudent denses the facts giving rise 10 (e short-term susoension. the prncioal or
admmisITative desigries must give the parents or student Or guardlan an explanation of e
€vidance 0N whiCh the short-term SUSDNSION is based. .

C. if the swdent denes the charges aganst him the student Must 08 given an opparmntty to
presant nis side of e siory and respond to the facts gmg rise 10 the susgansion.

d. The student's perert or guardian snall s sent notice In writing when the orincigal or
WMMSTIVE d86gNEe Makes e demmination 10 iMPOSS 3 SNGrt-tanh SUSONSION.

2. Intrmeiate Susoension-~The same procedured fof 3 short-tarn uspensI0N shall be foiiowed in
ocder 10 1MDOSE 1 TINTNECI A SUSIENSION EXCeot that e Darent oF guardian Must be nogfled
wther Dy telephone of it waiting and must be gven an opporINRY to be present at the time the
rmGpal of a0MminISrative designee informs the stdent of the CRarGes agamst hum which give
1138 t0 CONSIAErZTion Of an tNMMediate suspension. AN the rigts set out n te paragraph
fegaraing procadures fof 2 snort-rm SUSpaNSION"snall apply eACegt 23 amended nerein,
As-1n atemative 10 the informal hearing before the onnciodl provided in this paragraon, the
principal may convens 3 CAMous review board as provided in ReQuistion 5143.01. The camous
review board shail take the place of the hesrng befors e onnciosl and (he decision of the
camous review coard snail be Dresented 0 Ne prncipal in accordance with the riquiatond
goveming the camous review board. the Drincipal sha maxe his decison.

. Summary Susoension not exceeaing ten 10) days—in tne event of facty gniNg riss 10 3
UMY susgension 38 st out In p: VF (3) nerein. 2 student may be immediately
fimaved from schoot. Qeending o the length of the SusoeNSIoN (not More than three (3) days
or not more than ten (10) days)’ the procedures set out for snort-tarm’ and inmrmediate suspen-
sion shail a0ply excest Ihat e orocedurss shall be commenced and comoleted as 000 as
practcabie after removal of the student fram schoal, .

4. Long-Term Suspension :

a. Thesummary susoension set out In paragraph VF (3) herein may Be used in connection with
o In 2adition 10 a long-tarm suspension, For example, ihe facts may warrant uss of the
SUMMAry Susoension 0ending commencament and COMDIETION Of the Procedures which
MUt 98 foligwed delary impasKion of a iong-term susgenion.

2. The procadure for lang-term suspension shall be as fallows: - .
1. The carent or Quardian sh=ii be sant notice in writing .setting out the nature of the

v
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offensas the sident is chamed with committing. The notics may be mased priar to the
tme for 3 cunous review doard heanng or May 08 nand deiversa by 3 Schoot District
ampiayes. it mailed. it shall be mared wathin 3 reasonanie time PNOF ta the neering. In
dition t0_the witmm natice. the School District shall Make rézsonabie ammpts o
contact OF QUATCIanG by telephone prior ta the Campus review boars hearing,

2. The precedures in Requiation 5143.01 concerning the cameus review board shuil be
foliswsd by the Schoel Oistnct. ] .

3 Ne student sl be suspendad from school for more than (10) days in the aasencs of
p0rovel by 16 Superimendent. The smdant shall be entithed to remain in school pending
Such 20proval Uniees the continuad orssence of the swdent would disrugt tha educational _
process.

5. Review of Camgery I 0= When 2 Cateqory /1) Suspengion is ordered a districteview
board pursuant to Raguiation $143.03 of the School Dlstict may be requested by the student,
parent o Quardian o the Scheel Dlsrict orior to the beginning of the sacond semester to review

’r the advisability of remming the siudent t school. ' ‘

Vil. APPEAL PROCEDURES

- Al decisions to'impose discipinary Suseension under paragragh Y-F of this palicy may be. agpeaiad 38
-brovided (n this section. The foliowsny procedures snail apply 10 a1 a0peis under this section.

A, Shor-1er and summery sus0ensions i IMoa3ad by 0 Gther tan (e prACIo. May be oesied 10
the principal or persen designated as in cnarge of a school. Tha anosel Must de in writing ang must
u recerved Dy.the principal wethin ter (10} days after commencement of the susaension (rem which
the topeat is tamen, The pancical shall review the decision reqarding the susoension ind arty,
sttaments of Otier Material suomitted Oy the StUdeAt, parent of quardian. The ONNCIDa shall Make 3
decision and communicate (he decigion 10 e student, Jarent or guardian wethw ten (10) days of
recaot of the notice of appesl. . -

3. Intrmediais suspensions may be sopesied (0 the orincioel as pravided for short-term and summary
» Susamsions. in adaition. the prmcioal’s decision may be anpesied 1o the Assistant Supsrwitendent
.~ for slemenwey, it the suspension invaives a swgent in Qrades six and delow, or the Assistant
Supariencent for secoRONY. if The ‘SusOeNeion invaives 2 sydent in Grades sevem and adave. The
300w to the 30sronna Assistant SuDenmmendent must be in writing and must be recanved by the
Assistant Supenintendent wanin ten (10) days after the principal has reachied nis detigion on the
100e8t. The Assstant SRoeNT May deSIgNals a0 IPMINISTANN Of a0MiNTANCS 10 review
400€3}y a0d SuSDINIIon. The SUSDension decision shall be (eviswed. together with any seaternents or
OtRer matsnial sudrmatted by e student, parent Or quarcan. The Assistant Superntendent SN Maxe
2 dec1S0n anNd communicats (he decision (0 the stdent. parnt of guardian wiim ten (10) days of
recsipt of the notice of aopesl. - o
C. Long-term suspensions may be a00esied by GVING writth notica wehin ten (101 days after the first
ddy of the susgension. The written notics shall be fed with the Superinmndent. The writtan notice
shall de sadressed t0 the Sudsnmtendent. shail 3 erther hand dmiversd or mased by requiar United *
States maul and shai be clearty markad oft the outside of the snveiops “Oiscipiing Appest. ” If Qaitéd.
the natics must actually de recerved by the Sugarintendent within tweive (12) days atter the Arst day
of the suspension. The Supenntsndent may designate an ZdmMiniISFANY OF AAMINIITANFS 10 review
ppeats of SuSDENSIONS. Appeals of long-tem sysoensions Snall rocesd as fotlows:
1. The Superintandent or person desintated by the Supennmndent shaij review atlMatarial and
_ 4 relevant evidencs considered By the Dersan or board (for axampie, prmcipal or Campus Review
Boand)- making the disciDing decksion from which the appeal 13 taken. v
2. 1t an adminietrator is designared by the SuDerintendent (0 raview susGension aooewis. te
AminwTa0r shall Make 3 recommendation in writing to the Sudertateident, The recommenda-
Yon may include affrmance of the discipine imposad, seversal of the discipine imposed or
modification of the discigiing imposed.
. Within Aiftren (15) days atter recaiDt of the notice of apoesl. the Sugenntendamt shail determine
the 2pDeal 3ad issue his decision in writing: : .
4. In the evant aty aiscioiing 13 raversed or Maaifed 50 23 to raverse the SusBEnsion 1N whote or 1n
the student shail be given 20P/00Nate MakeuD wark and Snali be gven an goOOrUNItY T0
make ug i clisses and wxaMs Missed by rezson of e OrgINAl suSOANSION (NS0T as e
orgmial Suspension is revoxed. ’

$. The Supenntandent's decision on ap0eals B cusdensions may te ipCealed 10 the Soard of -
Trusmes. The appesi must be mads 1n writing and deivered to the Susenntendsnt wthin ten (10)
days after notica of the SuDanntendent's decision on the appeal is recarved:

5. The 20peal to the Baard shali de in writing and may be 2ccemoansd with additional stacements
OF rQuIments but Shail Not consist of New evidence not considered by the sumhory firstimposing
the suspansion.

7. The Board of Trustees shall review the matenals susmitted in cannection wih the acpesl, i
3001 23 practicadie. indluding the records of grocsedings by the persan of doard which mgially
determined the U30eN310n would e 1M00Sed. This review shail orainanty be conducted in an -
Executive Session of the Soard. The Board shali decide the apoem and ndtity e stdent and
paents or guardian. . :

(=]

"VIlL. PROBATION

Any susdension provided in this paiicy may be Grodated and prodation may be granted upon such (lﬂm*“
and canditions i3 may 0s impased By the princicall Pratauon May s grantad only by the Drncipal.
Progation M3y Os recommenced by a (sacher O 3 Campus review doard. Onca Crobated, the iscicine
shall reman prodated so.long as the student satisfies the conditions of the probation. If ons oF Mare of the
canditions of the prodation are not satisfied. the Hro0ation May be revaked and the onginal aisciDine may

s imposed. NO prodationry period may exceed 3 semester. The student, and whae deemed 3goropfiate

by the Bnncips of campus review 0. M8 smdent's parent Or quardian mMay de reduired to agne in
writing t certain terms and conditions Of prodation as a Drerequisits to the granting of prodation.

In order tn fevoks probation. the Princical shall Sive written natice of the reasons for revocation of e
prabation and the princioal shail had a heanng. At tne haaring. the only issus shail ba whemec the student
commitied the 3 on which the decision. 20 revoxs 0rOdatian is dased. If the Drovation is revaked, the
student COMplews e gortion of the suSGNION remaining as «f the grodation nad not deen onginally
granted. Nothing in this, section on progation shall Orevent the use of other disc:Olinary measures tor s

offenses committad dunng the time 1n which a student is on gropation.

IX. MISCELLANEQUS PROVISIONS

A. This discipéne SoiCY snal nOt 200ly [0 students who have Desn deSgnated sOecial ediication
£udents 8 determined by apodcacie Scnool DIStrict requiation. Sgeciyl equcanion Stuoescs Snali b,
SUB{eCTt0 discipling under the e of 2AMINISTALVE requiations which May incorparam portions of
this pakey. . .

8. The Administratton shall agopt F*ulations which interDfet and place inTo effect this Daticy.

14¢
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Instrument Description: Dog "Alerta" Report,Form

<

' Bried. dc;crig:icn of the inscrrment: , : o

The fbrm is designed to reflect the circumstancas surrounding an alert by a drug-
" detecting dog. - Major information categorias on the form include Student name and
_nunbcr, grade, place visited by dog, whethar a search was conducted, -the kind of
search, what was found, and what disciplinary action was taken. There are two ver-
sions of the form, One is legal sized and permits the recording of up to four 1
alerts. The other is letter sized and paermits recording of only one _alert. Both
forus, while formactad diﬂnun:ly, require the same information. ’

Io whom was the ingtrument admiinistered?

An assistant principal at Crockett High School and anoth-r at Martin Junior High
School £illed out the form.-

e 4

How many timas as th- a_instrumanc administared?

A reporc forin was made out’ for each occlsion that the dogs were brough: to."the
campus of Martin or Crockett.

- . .

When was cho instrment ad:uin_s:utd" .

istered che instrument?
elf -adminis:ered .
at trainisg did the adminisecrazars have?

The assistant principals reviewed the form in draft, and the form was révised in
accordance with their comments. Both assistant principals met with the Evaluation

Intern to digcuss the form. Questions were addressed as they arose and the’ form
modified as needed. : ; :

Has the instrument adniniscerad undexn, standariized conditions?

\ 4
- Q
No. . .« A
. -

Were there 3roblems wi:h ek c*..uenc or tha adminiscration =hat ni:hz:

affect the validdty of the daca. . ) . .
o N

J.

Nong known.

Who develsved che instrument?

The Evaluation Intern with input from ORE and school staff.

’

What veliabiliee and raliditr daca are availasla op the' fastrment?
' ' o 7
| —None', .

The Dog "Alerts" Report Form i¥a record~keaping form filled out by school personnel. )

 Perdodically, from October 1981 through May 1982 [

£ ."'
Are there neorm daca availabla ..cr iaterpvancing che rasults?
J No. . . .
p : L . | 5
’ o a J=-2 ; ¢

LI




DOG "ALERTS'" REPORT FORM

Purpose

ot

The Dog ?Alerts"_Réﬁortqfogm provided»infofmation to address the following

decision and evaluatiom questions: .

Decision Question Dl: Should the Austin Independent School.District .-

continue to ‘have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs

and alcohol? S , , : .

Evaluation Question ‘D1-1: Did the incidence of disciplinary
~ actions for drug-related offenses (including alcohol) change
as a result of the program? o :

Evaluation Question Dl-éﬁ What happened to students apprehended
for possession and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol? , <

“ }’\. '. : ‘.)

e : . : ' . Procedure . -

In the fall of 1981, the need for precise informatien about what program
activities were taking place on the campuses of the’DOC schools led to the
development of a record-keeping form for the purpose. Two versiqns'of the
form were drafted. The initial, letter-sized version (Attachment J-1) lacked
compactness, 'so a second, legal-sized version (Attachment J=-2) was created..
Both versions of the form were ultimately ysed, since the assistant princi-
al at Martin who was responsible for keeping DOC-related records preferred
»yﬁhe letter-sized version. The form underwent several revisiods and was
finalized, apart from subsequent minor revisions, in December 1981.

During the courge of the 1981-82 .school y&tr, an assistant principal at

Crockett and another at Martin completed the form each time the dogs came to

their campuses. As indicated in Attachments J-1 and J-2, efitries were made

for each student on whom, or on whose locker or car, a dog alerted. "Alert"

was the term the contractor used to describe the unobtrusive'signal a dog

made ta its handler when it sniffed contraband material. Completed forms

were mailed to ORE or picked ‘up by the Evaluation Intern.: -

v . . . L

At the end of the school year, the Evaluation Intern tallied the information -
* on the forms according to category. Results are presented by evaluation

question in the following secﬁ}on. T T :

-




/

C

- - " Results

B . . ,
Evaluation Question Dl1-1: Did-the i nce of. discipllnary actions for .
drug-related -offenses (includlng alcoho ) change as a resulc of the ‘

) program’ . e

“§chool récords did not provide the longitudinal information necessary to
- - address this question. Three years of discipline data from the Office of -

Student Affairs are discussed in Appendix &

‘ Evaluation Question D14 Wh happened. to students apprehended for ./,/ .
possession and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol’ - _
- . } e .
Flgures J-1 and J-Z summarize the information reBorted by Crockett and ot

N Martin about the program's activities. Figure J-3 provides mote detail

about the disciplinary actions taken by the DOC Program schools as the
reSult ‘of dog alerts., . . ’

Examination of the three figurJf ’

. No students .were. apprehended at Martin as. a result of the detection
activities of the dogs.~ .
« Only 20 students at Crockett were disciplined as a result of dog alerts.
This finding is consistent with, the program s emphasis on prevention
as opposed to apprehension. . .
. Only two students at Crockett were given long-term suspensions for drug-
¢ related offenses detected by the use of dogs. Both of these occurred
) \\ in'the fall semester; nome occurred in the spring semester. The majority
.of the suspensions given to Crockett students apprehended by the use of
dogs were. probated meaning that the student was not required. to leave
school. :

- . . v . . . o

Figures J-4 and J-5 show the number of "false alerts" at Crockett and
Martin during the 1981-82 school year. As seen in the figures, a large
number of- the-alerts were unproductive in terms of finding illegal drugs
or alcohol.

wd
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FALL 1981 SPRING 1982 ALL 1981-82
Number of Site Visits : 1 21 .32
Number of Dog Alerts 33 30 63
Alerts on: Males 23 .22 : 45
' Females - . 10 7 <17
lGender Unknown o 0 1 «l
9th Graders o 6 - . 4 10
10th Graders : 10 7 17
11th Graders 6 . 11 17
12th Graders - o 11 6 175>
Grade Unknown _ 0 1 2
Places Where Dogs Alerted:
Parking Lot - 20 122 : 42
Hallway : . 2 ‘ 0 2
Classroom 10 7 17
Other ‘ 1 1l 2
Search by Administrators?
' Yes _ . 33 . ‘ 29 62
1No ’ . 0 1 1
Did Student Consent?
- _Yes o, 33 29 62
INo 0 1 1
2gind -of -Search: )
i Pat Search o 0 0 .0
Empty pockets/purse ‘11 8 19
Car » ' 20 20 40
Locker 2 3 5
Other 0 0 0
lNone 0 1l 1
Parents Notified? .
Yes 19 21 40
No 10 9 19
3Unknown 4 - 0 T4
Anything Found? - ~
Yes 20 21 ‘ 41
No 13 9 22
2What Was Found: ,
Drug ., 11 : 11 - . 22
Alcohol ' 0 ' 2 ‘ -2
Firearm . 1l 0 ' 1
“0ther ' 15 17 32
Preliminary Hearing? ’ ‘ , .
Yes . 23 ' 18 41
. .No 9 12 21 .
3Unknown , . 0 ) 1l
Disciplinary Action? _ ' . '
Yes 1 ' 9 : 20
No 2 17 ¥ 37
3Unknown g 2 471 : 6 .
J
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5
Immediate Disciplinary Action

In-School Suspension 0 0 0
3-Day Suspension 0 0 0
10-Day Suspens ion 0 0 * 0
60ther 3 8 9
None o 30 20 52
3Unknown ' 0 2 2
Campus Review Board?
Yes 8 1 9
No 5 . 24 . 49
3Unknown . \20 5 5
2Recommendation of Review Board: .
Long-term Suspension 7 0 7
Probated? = Yes ¥ 5 0 5
. No 2 0 2
Drug Counseling - 5 0 5
Other 4 1 5

-

’lThere was an alert on a car, but it was driven away before it could be

searched,

ZEntrieSgwe:e made in more than one category.

3This information was not reported by the school.

4This category included prescription medicine, empty bottles and cans
formerly containing alcohol, ammunition, assorted weapons, some harmless
items (e.g., a rabbit's foot and a tennis ball), and drug paraphernalia
(e.g., rolling paPers, roach clips and pipes).

\

SAction the school could take without convening a Review Board.

6This category included conference, informal probation, and drug counselipg.

Figure J-1. SUMMARY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DOC PROGRAM AT CROCKETT
1981-82,




81.54 :

, _ FALL 1981 SPRING 1382 é;L 1981-~82

Number. of Site Visits : 6 12 ' '18
Number of Dog Alerts 2 4 6
‘Alerts On: Males 2 . 0. 2
‘ Females 0 2 2
*Gender Unknown 0 2 2

7th Graders 1 0 1

8th Graders . ) 1 2 3
*Grade Unknown 0 2 0

Places Where Dogs Alerted:

Parking Lot ‘ 0 0 0

Hallway - 0 2 2

Classroom - 2 2 4

Other 0 0 0
Search by Administrators?

Yes ' -2 4 6

No ) 0 0 0
Did Student Consent:

"+ Yes ) 2 4 6

. No 0 0 0
Kind of Search:

Pat Search 0 0 ‘ 0

Empty pockets/purse 2 2 4

Car 0 0 0

Locker 0 2 2

Other . : 0 -0 0
Parents Notified? -

Yes 2 4 6
. No 0 0 0
Anything Found?

Yes . 0 0 0

No ‘ 2 4 6
Disciplinary Action?

Yes 0 0 0
’ No 2 4 4 6

*#This information was not reported by the school.

"Figure J-2. SUMMARY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DOC PROGRAM AT MARTIN,

1981-82.
. Q’




‘_ NUMBER OF =
: ‘ NUMBER OF DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS NUMBER OF W
SCHOOL SEMESTER DOG ALERTS ACTIONS TAKEN  ° STUDENTS &
Crockett Fall 1981 33 a 11 Probated suspension;
drug counseling 2
Probated suspension 1
Probated suspensionj
counseling 1 :
\ Probated suspension; &
drug counseling; ’
strict behavior v
requyirements 1
, Long~t suspension; )
. \3 drug”counseling 1 67&
Long—-term suspensionj drug
counseling; vocational
. ) assistance 1 -
z ' ) Conference and informal _ ’
probation 2 |
Conference and informal
probation, drug counseling 1 !
Semester of volunteer work 1 g
Spring 1982 30 9 Informal probation 3 |
. Probated suspension; -
drug counseling: 3
Probated suspension 1
Barred car from campusy
informal probation 1
Forty (40) hours detention 1
Martin Fall 1981 2 . 0
Spring 1982 4 0 1 5:)
. 154 Figure J-3. DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN AS A RESULT OF DOG ALERTS.




81.54

NUMBER OF

NUMBE NUMBER OF ,

DAY DATE . ALERTS ‘ FINDS* FALSE ALERTS*
Tuesday 10/6/81 5 1 s W
Monday 10/12/8}% 5 3 2 ‘
Tuesday - 10/27/81 5 3 2
Thursday . 10/29/81 0 - -
Friday 11/6/81 2 2 0
Thursday 11/12/81 3 3 0
Friday 11/20/81 4 ‘1 3
Monday 11/23/81 0 - -
Thursday 12/3/81 4 1 . 3
Tuesday 12/8/81 4 3 1
Thursday 12/17/81 1 0 1

: 33 17 16
Wednesday 1/6/82 1 o & ?
Tuesday 1/19/82 1 1 0
Thursday 1/21/82 1 1 0
Monday 1/25/82 0 - -
Thursday 1/28/82 0 - -
Wednesday 2/3/82 5 3 2
Monday 2/8/82 0 - -
Monday 2/22/82 1 1 0
WEdneSday 2/24/82 2 2 0
Monday 3/8/82 - 3 1 2
Thursday 3/11/82 2 1 ?
Tuesday 3/23/82 1 0 ?
Thursday 3/25/82 2 1l 1
Wednesday 3/31/82 0 - -
Monday 4/5/82. 3 A 2 1
Thursday 4/15/82 1 | 1 0
Monday 4/26/82 3 0 3
Friday 5/7/82 0 - -
Tuesday 5/11/82 71 1 0
Thursday 5/20/82 3 1 2
Monday 5/24/82 0 - -

' 30 16 11

? = There was an alert, but the student removed the suspected contraband

before a search could be conducted.

*# A false alert is defined as having taken place when, aeia result of
the search of a student or the student's locker or car, no illegal
drug, alcoholic beverage, weapon, or item prohibited by law or Ly
District policy, was found. For example, the alert would be false
if the search found prescription medicine, empty beer cans, or nothing
at all. The alert would not be false if the search found marijuana,
beer, or a gun. _ -

- Figure J-4. NUMBER OF FALSE ALERTS AT CROCKETT, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982.:
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NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF |
DAY . ¥  DATE ALERTS FINDS* . FALSE ALERTS*
) Tuesday 10/27/81 ? 0 ?
, Friday '11/6/81 ? 0 . ?
Thursday 11/12/81 2 0 2
Friday 11/20181 0 - -
Monday 011/23/81 - 0 \, -
Thursday 12/17/81 0 = =
: 2 \ -0 2 “
¢ j
Wednesday 1/6/82 1 0 1
Tuesday - 1/19/82 0 - -
: . Thursday - 1/28/82 0 - -
- Monday 2/8/82 1 0 1
Monday , 2/22/82 0 - -
Monday 3/8/82 0 - -
Tuesday . 3/23/82 . 0 - -
.~ Wednesday 3/31/82 0 ' - -
i : Monday 4/19/82 {f\ 2 0 2
S Monday 4/26/82 0 = -
Friday 5/7/82 0 - -
Thursday 5/20/82 0 - -
' 4 0 4
? = This information was not reported by the school.
* See definition with Figure J-4.
Figure J-5. NUMBER O‘SE ALERTS AT MARTIN, FALL 1981 AND SPRING, 1982.‘l
» /e\ d




: . . Attachment J-1
81.54 . - REPORT ON DOG "ALERTS" : . .

~N

School [ Martin - (O Crockett . |
I A

Date of visit: , ' ' Date of report: ’

Place(s) visiﬁed by dogs: O parking lot .hallway O .classroom

e

A other:

Student name: o \ . .
last : first MI

L

Student number:

. ' . - -ﬁ
Grade: (37 [O8 [0O39 O QOu O 12
Search by administrator-s‘ conducted: [ yes O no . .

Did student consent to search? [J yes D no - . ‘ ’

. Action taken: [ pat search *[Q student emptiéd pockeg:s/purse
(] student opened car = []] student opened locker

(O other: .

Parents notified? O ves [J no
Was anything found as a result of the search? [0 vyes [ no

If "yes," please describe: [ drug - What drug? . N

O alcohol [@firearm

. (] other: _ 1
. . 7 - .
Preliminary hearing conducted? O vyes [] no

Disciplinary action taken? [] yes O no “
1f. "yes," please describe: [] in-school suspension

(O three-day suspension

- [0 ten-day suspension °
. ) 2 [ other:
Campus Review Board convened? [J no O ves ‘Date:

Recommendation of Review Board: [] long-term suspension Probated? [ ] yes [] mno

. [0 drug counselimg [] other:

~  Factors considered inéecommendatiou: - )

Ty nents:

B _.3'-11"-
BT 158
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