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Staff Survey/nstrument'Description:

I

3rief deerriotion of the instrument:*

The Staff Survey, labeled th, Drug/Alcohol Survey,.is an eight-item opinion survey
designed to elicit staff perceptions reBarding the prevalence of illegal drugs and
alcohol.F1 their campuses and the, use of trained dogs to detect them. A five-Point,

Likert-type scale is used,b9. the staff mcmber to respond to four pairs of statements,
the firsç concerning drugi and the second alcohol. Meg survey also reqVires the re-,
spondent to sup'ply the school name and to indicate an employment. category.

. .

To letmis,wis -the instrnment'adScUlistered?

All adminiStrative, professional, and classified staff at Crockett anallravis High .

Schools and at Martin azd Fuiref Junior High Schools.

Eav many ttmges was the tastrnmemt administered?

Twice, once La the fall of 1931 aftd again in the spring of 1932.

7hen was the pstranent adninistersd?

In fall 198l, September 1:3 through October 7.
In spring 1982, ARril 14 through April'20.

There was chi ins1=C adrinistred/

On the campuses of Crockett and Travis High Schools andoof Martin and Fulmore Junior

High Selkools.

'WhO 40-44-14:tared cht thstr=ent?

Classified staff, except.at Crockettpwete administered the'Survey by the Evaluation

Intern. Professional and administrative staff, and classified staff at Crockett,

administered the survey to themselves.
That trainim2 did the adninistratmrs.have?

Directions for administration were part of the instrument. Inmost cases, these were

read aloud to classified-Staff:by the EvaluatIon Iatern.-,

Tas the thstr.nmeac administa,..d =der standardized zondltions?

,4
: /NC*:

No.

.Were char s. oroblemi wtth :he tzlicrIzment or chn administration chat rizht

a;:foct che 7alidic7 of thee data? \

Some classified staff'evinced limite -English proficiency. These few respondents may

have simply marked the,survey withou4 fully.understanding

Tho devslooad- the rnst-r=am.e?, ,°

The Office of Research and EvaluaCion.

That reliabilicr and validir? data ars vi_ilahla on the instrr.nent?

None.
A

Ara :here norm data avaiLable tor 1Aterrretin2 the rasuZ:s?..
A-2
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STAFF SUIVEY

Purpoge

41-

The Staff Survsn titled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, provided information rele-

vant to the following decision and evaluation questions:
0

P4cision Question M.:. Should tlie Austin Independent Sch000l. District

dpntinue to have a program using traided dogs to detde illegal drugs

and alcohol?

Evaluation Question D1=2:'-' Did thg4ayailability and usdlof

drugs and alcohl on us change as 11 result of the program?

i'
Decision Question D273- If'the
or continued as is?

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

parents think abbut the.program?
0

program is Continued, should it be modified'

2

, Procedure -

4

4

Data Coiltdt43on,,, o
.

-.,..,_ n _

In"early September 1981, evalU4t10 :-staff developed the Staff Survey, other-

_
wise called the Drug cohol Survey (A achment:A-1).. ,.?This instrument, de-7

,
scribed on page A-2, as designed to refrect the .6piniona'bfschool,perspnnel
about four basic s bound up with the Drugs Off-Campus (DOC) Progiamt :

)

. 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;°

3. Whether student drug/alcOhol usage on campus was frequent; and,,

4. Whether using dogs to detect drugs/alcohol on campus was "a good

'idea."

Arrangements for the administration of the Drug/Alcohol Survey wereade
orally between the evaluation intern and :the principals of the two program

and tWo''Comparison schools. Attachment A-2 contains a summary ok the data

.colle.ction procedures in the fall of 1981 and tlie spring .of 1982. Attach'

ments A-3 through 5 are related commullications.

, 7A-L3 0
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... Figure A-1 k:elowbhows the number and percentage of staff at each of the
two pvogram (Crockett and Martin) and two compaitlson S'chools (Travls and
Fulmore) 4ho completdd the survey.. Asshown.in the figurd, response rates
Were good to excellent, though they dedlined atall schools in s ring 1982.

,

SCHOOL

NUMBER 4' PERCENTAGE
kUMBER OF" RESPONDING RESPONDING
STAFF* Fall _Spring Fall pring

Crockett 227 167 153 74% 677.

Travis 1 180 154' 129 86% 72%
Martin 87 66 -61 76% 70%
Fulmore 81' . , 79 64 98% 79%

*Number of staff is the number of full- and part-time staff as of October'1,
1981 as shown on the 1981 EleMentary-Secondary Staff Information Reporib,..,
compiled by the Office of Staff Personnel.

Figure A-1. NUMBER' AND PERCENT OF STAFF RESPONDING AT EACH SCHOOL ADMINIS-
TERED THE DRUG/AtCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING11982.
Percentages arerounded to the neareat whole number..

Completed surveys returned to ORE were delivered to, the Keypuuh Services
. division of the,Computation Center at The University of texas wet Austin.
The keypunch format.used is shown in Attachment A-6. The resulting cards
were.then used etcreate a computer file which was the hasis for the analyses
described below.-

'

Analyses

Subprogram FREQUENCIES frdm, the Statistical PackagE -for the Social Sciences
-(SPSS) was used to obtain descriptive statistics fiw the Drug/Alcohol\
Survey data. Groups included for analysis were staff and students at each.
of the two prbgram schools, Crodkett and Martini and q'their comparison
schools, Travis and Fulmore. Separate analyses were rUrl'for fall 1981
and spring 1982.

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 tre shown in .

Figure A-3. Student results will be discussed in Appendix B. Figures A-4 ,,
through A-7 give the the percentages of.staff in eachischool responding in
each choice category.

(Text continues on page A-8.)

v

A-4
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ADStIN.INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

. May, 1982

RESULTS FROM THE DRUG7ALC0H0L SURVEY-, FALt 1981 AND SPRING 1982

L

scam.

ITEM Martin 'Crockett Fulmore avis

P
Fall Sprint{ Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring.

a

(N-66)(N61) (N=167)(N153) (N=79)(N64) (N=154)(N=129)
a '

.

l.a. Drugs are a.problem on this campus. 2.5 2.9 2.2 2.4 - 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.1

. b.: Alcohol is a problem on this campits. 3.2 3.5 2.6 2.8 . 3.4 3.4 2.7 2.6

2.a. Drugs are available on this campus
whenever students want them. 2.7, 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.4

b, 'Alcohol is available pn this campus

0
whenev4r students want it.' 3.4 3.6 2.8: 3.0 3.5 3.5 340 2.9

3.a. Students often use drugs on campus. 2.9 3.2 , 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.4

,b. Students often drink alcohol dh

campus. 3.4 3.7 3 0 3.1 3.7 3.6 2.9 2.7
s

4..a. Using dogs to detect drugs on
campus is a good idea. 2.7 3.0 1.8 1..9 2.0 2.3 2.1 2.4

Using dogs to detect alcohol on
campus is a good idea. 2.8 3.1 1.8 A1.9 2.3 2.5 ' 2.2 2.3-

Figure'A-2. MEAN. ITEM RESPONSES OF STAFF (1=Strongly Agree, 2 Agree, 3=Not Sure, 4=Disagree,

5=Strong1y,Disagree): Numbers"hre rouaded to the.nearest tenth.

.SCHOOL

1 ITEM Martin 4 Crockett Fulmore Travis ,

Fail Spring 'Fall Spring FaIl Spring Fall :Spring

(N789)(N=673)(N=2282)(N=1531)(N=776)(N797)(N=1685)(N=1454)
,

01.a. Drugs are aToblem on this campus. 2.6 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.3 2.8 2.8 2.9

\ . b.

,..,

Alcohol is a problem oh' this campus.3.2. 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.2 3;5 3.3 3.3

2.a. Drugs ere available on thampus
J

ii

whenever students want them. 3.4 3.5.. 2.9 3.0 3,A 3.2 2.9 3.0

b. Alcohol is available on this
campiis whenever students want it. 3.7 3.8, 3.4 3.5. 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.5

if
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
r

'talus.
a 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.3

,
4.a. Using dogs çp 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

campua isea good idea. 2..3 2.9 2.8 3.2 2.6 3.0' 3.2 3.3

40

Figure A-3. MEAN ITEM RESPONSES -OF STUDENTS (1=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Not Sure, 4=Disagree,

5=S.trongly Disagree). Numbers are rounded to the nearest tenth.
-....-

A-5
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AUSTIN LNDEPEIDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and evaluation

(Fa) Fall 1981 141.0 167

(Sp) Spring 1982 N 153
1

ICEM

Drugs are a problem on this campus.

411C01:101 13 a problem OU this campus

Drugs ari available on thil campus
whenever. students want them.

b. Aicohol is available on this campus
whenever students wsnt it.

3.a. Students often use drugs on campus.
\\

Students often drink alcohol on
campus.

4.a. Using dogs to detact drugs on
campus is a good idea.

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol'Aon
campus is mogood idea.

Figure A-4.

(Fa)

(SO'

Strongly .

Agree Agree
Fa a, .Fa. a
19 16 53 46

10 7 37 34

16 12 47 31

7 3 27 20

15 34

5 26 .21

59 56 13: 21

RESPONSES

a Not

Sure
Fa. sa

4 .

Disagree
Fa la

5
Strongly
Disagree-
Fa So

23 20 5 17 1 3-

39 36 12 21 2, 2

.35 42 2 12 0' 3

- ,

47 44 14 .24. 5- ,4

31 13, .11 24

44 31 22 30 6

10 7 2 3

47 56 31' 11 1.41i

PERCENTAGE OF CROCKET
DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY,. FALL 1981 AND SPRING' 1* Percentages are rounded

4 STAFF RESPONDING IN OICE CATEGORY.ON THE

to-the nearest whole number.-
i,

RESPONSES

1 '= 2 3 - 4
Strongly .sa
'Agke. ; Agree Sure Disagree
Fa So Fa a Fa So Fa So

Fall 1981 N.,. 154-

Spring 1982 P129

itmx

Y

1.a. Drugs ere4a probleM on this caMpus: , 19

Alcohol is a.problem on this campUS.. 11

2.a. Drugs are available on this campus , 15

wheniVer students want them. .

b. Alcohol
t

available on this CampUs
whenever students want it.

3.a. Students often use drugs on caMpbst 18

24

17

16

5

Strongly -=f--

.0i48;ea
Fa So

c..

"z.

51.49 24 21 6 4 1 2
6

33 31 35 36 17 4 5

38 40 32 36 -15, 6 1 2
9 .

7 12 19 13 47 49 ." 21 16 6 . 6'

b. 'Students often drink alcohol on
campus.

4.a. Using dogs to.detect drUgs
campus is a good idea.

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

20 42 40 29 26 11 10

. 7 11 28 26' 40 46 2d 13

on 40 33 -30. 27 14 21 9 7 11

40 30 27 23 15 26 11 11 7 11
.

Figure A-5. PRRCENTAGE OF TRAVIS STAFF RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE
DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1932. Percentages are rounded
to the nearest whole number.

NOTE: Due to the'rounding procedure (.5 or higher to round up), percentages will
not always total 100.

A A-

o .
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.

(Fa)
(Sp)

1.a._

b.

2.a.

b.

1.a.

b.

4.a.

b.

AUSTIN LNDEPLIDENT
Office of Rassarch

Fall 1981 N=66
Spring 198i ; N=61

ITEH

14.

Drugs are a problem on this campus.

Alcohol ia alroblem on this caMpus.

Drugs are available on this campus
whenever students want them..

Alcohol is avallabla on this campus
whenever students want it.

Students often Use drugs on campus-.

Students ofted"drihk alcohol on
campus.

Using dogs co detect drugs an
campus is a good idea.

SCHOOt DISTRICT
and Evaluation

RESPONSES

1 . 2 3 4

StronglY Not

Agra, . Agree Sure Disagree.

Fe 5.1: Fe Sio Fa la . Fa la1
17 2 34 33 33 31 13 25

3 0. ', 12, 10 51 39 :,26 44
. -

11 0 29 27 44 48. 11 22,

0 .9 13 51 30 23 43

39 22 29 40 13 33

2 0 8 8 52 32 21 45

22 17 32. 11 19 15 10 14

19 15 '428 29 25 17 U. 14

p

5

Straigly
Disagree
Fa. So -

3 ,3

3 7

3

14 15

10 5

18 15

18 24

19 25

Using dogi to.detect alcohol on
campus is a good idea..

-Figure Sf-.6. PERCENTAGE OF MARTIN STAFF RESPOND/NG IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON
DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY-, FALt 1931 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages'are

rounded to the nearest whole number.

RESPONSES

(Fa) Fall 1981 N=79 .

(SP) Spring 1982 N=64

rrai

1 2

Strongl
AgreeT lgree
Fa So -Fa sar-

. Drugs are a problem on

Alcohol is a'problem on

2.a. Drugs are availablel,t t
whenever students want t4

b. _Alcohol is avaikabla on this campus
2yheneVer studenta want it.

, A

11 40 53

1 3 5 3

11 14 29 42

0 0 7 13

3.a. 'Students often use /irugs On campus. 9 6 2i 14

b. Students often drink alcohol on
camput.

4a. Using dOgs to derect drugs on
,campus'is a good idea.f

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

0 0 3 7

34 27 17 44

28 19 32 44,

THE

.

3

Not
Sure

Pa So

4

Disagree
Fa So

5

Strongly
Disagree
Fa So

40 31 3 3 1 2

52 52 31. 25 10 14

43 36 14 6 1 2

47 41 32 33 15 13

41 30 20 19 3 2

,

40 39 40 394 16 16

22 11 6 3 I. 10
AY*

A6 18 12 10 3 10

Figure AT . PERCENTAGE Ot MADRE STAFF RESPONDING 0 EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE

.
DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are

rounded to the nearest whole number.

NOTE: Due-tb the roundins ro dure (.5 or higher to round,up),.percentages.
Will.not always total 1

A-7 1

e
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4
valuation Question. D1-2 is addressed by staff .iesponses toitems 1 through
3. An examinatiod of Figures A--.2 and k-4 through k.-.7 shOws that:.

, Staff at both Crocfett and Martin indicated that 'hugs and alcohol'Nere
ltss of'a problem on their campuses at theend of the provramthan they

-
had been"at the beginning.

. iSeaff at both of the comparison- 'schpeas reflected. r,he opieón that drugs
and alcohol were about as thuch of a problem; perhaps slightly more of0
one; on their campusidat the end of the program as at the beginning.

Both Crockett and Martin staff thought that drugs and alCohol were leas
availab*,and used.less frequently on campus by studentp at theend of
the program than at the beginning.

The Travis staff i?dicated that drugS and alcohol were about as avail-
able and used on campus by'students abdUtas frequently at the end of
the program as'at rhe beginning.

The ulmore stafl thought that the s dents' frequency of drug upe on
pus had decreased from the begin ing to the end of the program, but

that drugs and alcohol were 'more a ailable on campus at the,end Of the '
program than at the beginning: 6 -

Evaluation Question D20-4 is addressed by staff res nses.to item 4. In-
spection.of Figures A-2 and A-4.through A-7 reveals that:

Crockett staff agreed both at the beginning and'end of the program A
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 Full.moreAaff agread,both at the beginning and end of the
program that the use of dogs is a_good idea.

0.

Staff agreement at the endlbf the program was weaker thad at the beginning
at all four schools., Martin staff had the los4est level of agreement.

4

4;

1 2:
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- AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research dnd Evaluation

Fall, 1981
Spring, 1982

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY

Directions: ;

There is a new prngram in AISD this year. At two sc141s,
be used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. La evaluating
are interested in your attitudes about drugs on campus.'

Please complete this survey by placing a check next to your
responding tq the statements which follow.

All responses are confidentiAl.

Please return thiough the schodl midi_ to:
-

ORE/David Wilkinson"
Administration Building
Box 79

Thank you for your help.

ki4

,PLEASE TURN THIS SHEET OVER.

Printed Septembr 1981
Reprinted March 1982

A-9
13

Attachment A-1
(Page 1 of 2)

trained dogs-will
this program, we

position and by
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Attachment A-1
(continued, page 2 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL 14STRICT
Office of Researckand Evaluation

'DRUG/ALCOHOL:SURVEY

lop

School:.

CheCk if you are:

( ) Priacipal/Assigtant Principal/Dean/Head Teacher

( ) Teacher/Counselor/Litmarian
4

-N

( ) Building Manager/Registrar/Assistant Registrar/Secretary/dierk/Bookkeeper/
Teacher Aide/Study Hall Monitor/ISS Monitor

( ) Head C.:}attodian/Custodian/Production Assistant/Hall Monitor/Production
Apprentice/Building Operator/Manager/Manager Tra±nee/Cook ager/Production
Specialist/Horticulturist

( ) Other staff - Please specify:
4

******************************************************14****************************

Strongly Not Strongly
Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree .

1, a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 1 2 3 4 5 .

2.

A

b: Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 1

a. Drugs are available on this campus
whenever students want them.

b. Alcohol is aVailable on this campus
whenever students want it.

a. Students often use drugs on
campus. 1

b. Students often drink alcohol on
campus. 4

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

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

Printed September 1981
Reprinted March 1982 A-10

1.

2

2

3 4 5

3

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

5,
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DAY

Tuesday

Attachment'A-2
(Page 1 of 3)

DRUG/ALCOHOL,SURVEY DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Fall 1981

DATE POPULATION
AFFECTED

September 15 .Fulmore faculty
(professional and
administrative)

Thursday September +7 Fulmore students,
grades 7-8

Tuesday September 22 Crockett staff
(administrative,
professional,
and classified)

Crockett students,
grades 9-12

Wednesday September 23 Crockett students,
grades 9-12

Friday September 25 Fulmore staff
(classified
clerical and
classified
technical)

ACTIVITY

Drug/Alcohoi 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
morning by Evaluation Intern. Stu-

dent surveys were divided into
approximatejl.y 100 advisories of

30 each. They 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.

amo,

Drug/Alcohol Survey adminl,stered
during morning advisory period by
advisoks (teachers).

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by
Evaluation Intern in office and
cafeteria.

' Tuesday ' ;September 9 Martin faculty Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by

(professional Evaluation Intern in afternoon fac-

and administra- ulty meeting in library.
6

.tive)

Wednesday September 30 Martin staff
(classified
clerical and
classified
technical)

A-11

Drug/Alcohol Survey admin±stered by
Evaluation Intern, Co technical staff
in cafeteria and to clerical,staff in
the office. '

15
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Wednesday September30 Martid stude
grades 7-8

w
Monday October 5 Travis students,

grades 9-12

Weddesday October 7

Wednesday October 7

Wednesday October 7

DAY -DATE

Wednesday. April 14

Wednesday April 14

Thursday April J.5

v..

Travis students

9

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

Drug/Alcohol Survey administgred
in lst-period classes by lst-period

'\teachers using directions supplied
by Evaluation Intern. Not done over
P. A. though teachers given remidder
over P. A.

Survey forms delivered by Evaluation
Intern divided into 69 advisories of
32 each.

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

.Travis faculty Survey forms distribdted to teachers'
(profeAional boxes.
and administra7-
tive)

Travis staff
(classified
clerical and

, classified

technical) .

Spring 1982

POPULATON
AFFECTED

Fulmore staff
(classified
clerical and
classified
technical)

Fillmore faculty
and students

Fulmore students,
grades 7-8

A-12

kug/Alcohol Survey administered by
Evaluatioh'Intern.

.1

ACTIVITY

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by
Evaluation Intern in office and
cafeteria.

Survey forms delivered by Evaluation
Intern. Student'surveys divided into
class-pize groups. Faculty surveys
put 1..n teachers' boxes.

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered
over public address (P.A.) system to
all first-period classes. ;Teachers

had a copy of the administration
directions

16
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Thursday April 15 Martin staff
(classified)

Thursday. April 15
,

Martin faculty
and students.

Attachmant Pe-2.

.(cont1nued, page 3 of 4)

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.

%

Friday April 16 Martile.aliVnts Drug/Alcohol Survey administered in
1st-period classes by lst-period .

# teachers using directions supplied
by Evaluation Intern. Not done over
P.A. though teachers given reminder
over P.A.

Monday April 19

Monday

Tuesday

Tuesday

Travis saff
.(classified)

'Travis faculty
and students

ril 19 Crockett staff
and students

sis:6

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by
Evaluation In;ern.'

Student survey forms delivered by
Evaluation Intern divided in 69
advisories of 30 each, and extfas.
Faculty surveys put in teachers' boxes.

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.

April 20 Crockett Drugalcohol Survey administered
students during morning advisory period by,

advisors (teachers).

April 20 Travis students Drug/Alcohol Survey administered over
M.A. by principal. Teachers did not
have a copy of the directions to
follow along (principal's decision).

;

Note In AISD, permanent employees are categorized as administrative, profes-

sional, or classified (either clerical'Or technical). The positions

associated with these classificationi are shown in Attachment A-1. The

positions are in this order: administrative, professional, classified-

clerical, and classified-technical.1. 40,

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



81;54

October 6, 1981

MEMORANDUM

TO: .'Faculty

FROM : J. B. 411ison

VBJECT: Surveys

WM. B. TRAVIS HIGH SwfoL
-Office of the Princip:

't
4ttachment.A-3

You will find two ses of surveys for students to complete in advisory
Wednesday,, October 7., 1981, Each should take about-ten minutes to

complete. Do the survey on Vocational Interest FIRST. Be prepared to
start this survey at 9:Q5 a.m. Follow-directions givsneon the public address

system. DO NOT.start.the Drug Survey until,directions are giventy
AdviSoryswill.edd :at 9:30 a.m. Send completed forns-to the Principals
Office. PLEASE KEEP SEPARATE.

4.

A-14
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"AOM. 804A

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOE bISTRICT
INTER OFFICE MEMO .

77): Bill Armentrout', Principal, Fulmore

F m: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

I°mwea:, Drug/Alcohol Survey - Post-assessment-
A

k
As we arranged over the phone today, this will be conducted at
Yulmore on April 14-15: On the morning of April 14, I will
administer the survey to your classified staff. Also on that day
I will deliver sufficient survey forts for yOur students; faculty,
and administrative staff. I will divide the student surveys into
class-size groups fcir your 35 first-period teachers. On April 15,
the survey will be tinistered to all students over the P.A. I

will supply direction , coOies,of which will.also be provided to o

first.eperiod teachers. Administrative staff' and faculty will
complete their surveys individually. All surveys should be returned
to me at Box 79/Administration Building by Friday, April 16.

.,
- -1-

Attachment

paw 3/31/82

APPROVED: Ade AP/
Director, Research and Eva uati 111

b.

A-15
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
'Office of Research and Evaluation

81.54 Attachment 4-5

April 15, 1982
V

Martin faculty arid staff

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

* SUBJECT: Drug/Alcohol Sdrvey .

This ia the same survey You filled out last Se
again so that a fall-to-spring comparison 'can

demher. ,It is being given
e made.'

Please complete the survey. The instructions re on the reverse of the
Items. Plvse do not forget/to:

1, Write "Martin" or "051" after "schoOl."
2. Place a check next to your position category.
3 Answer each item: 1

4. Circle dnly one res'ponse_to each item.

Please retUrn the Survey td Mr. Washingtonts'biOx bY Friday, April 16. Results
should be fOrthcoming"some time in May. Check with your principal.

Thankiyou for your help' and cooperation.

#

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research andiEvaluation:

April 15, 1982

TO: 'Martin"faculty and staff

FROM:. Davi4 Wilkin-son, Evaluation Intern

. SUBJECT: Drug/Alcohol Siirvey

,

This is the same survey you filled out last September. It is being given
again so that a falIto-spring comparison can be made.

,Please complete the survey. The instructions are on-the reverse of the
items. Please do not forget to:

\\

I. Write "Martin" or "01" after "scho81."
2. Place a check next to ytour position category.
3. Answer each item.
4. Circle only one response to each iteM.

Please return the survey-to M. Washington's box by Friday, April 16. Resu,lts
should be forthcoming some time in May. Check with your principal.

Thaa you for your help and cooperation.

A-16 20



FILE ID A._S, A

NAME David Wilkinson

COMMENTS DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY -, STAFF AN6STUDENT - 1981-82 DRUGS

CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION

DATE. 9/21/81

OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROGRAM

,

FIELD COLUMNS ' DESCRIPTION

A I 3

,

'ALE ID: ASA
1

B 4 4 School Code -il. = Martin.. 2 = Crockett._ 3 = Fulmore. 4e,= Travis °

C 5-6 If STAFF: P?sition Code - 01, 02, 03, 04, 05 06 = Unknown .

If STUDENT: Grade - 07, 08, 09, 10, 11, 12 13 = Unknown

D. 7-14 , Survey Reoponses - 1 = Strongly Agreel

.- .

-

'2 = Agree
..

,
.

3 = Not Surer

NI.

'4 . Disagree ..

7
4y ,

'5 = frtronRlY Disagree e.

E Di 15 Same as column 4. .

F 16-17
.

r o

Same as gallumns 5-6

G 18 - 5
,

l'f ),Same as columns 7-14
. 4

o

H-V , 26-80

.

4.

Repeat a's in columns 4-14. Eadhnunched card will have the file ID followed by 7 regords.

.
.

-

,
,

.

(e,=7"--,

l i

-
. ....

ci
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Drugs Off Campus

Appendix B

, STUDENT SURVEY

41

B-1

2 3

10



81.54
Instrument Description: Student Survey

Brief descrittion of.the instrument:
The Student Survey, labeled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, is an eight-item opinion survey
designed to elicit student perceptions regarding the prevalence of illegal drugs end
alcohol on their campuses and the, use of trained dogs to detect them. A five-point

Likert-type scale is used igy the student to respondto four pairs of statements', the
first concerning driltiLand the second alcohol. The eight items are the same as those

on the Staff Survey. there is also a space for students to supply their grade in

school.

To whom Was the instrument arim4,01tared?

All students at Nartin and Fulmore.Junior High Schools (grades 7-8), and all students

41. at Crockett and Travis High Schools (gradesq9412).

10

Haw manv times was the ins=tment administered?

Twice, once in the fall of 1981 And again in the spring of 1932.

When was the instrument adaimiStered?

In fall 1981, September 17 through October 7.
In sprin3 19?2. %.-,1-41 15 through.April 20.

Where was the-instrument admiaistr-ed?

On the campu s of Martin and Fiulmore Junior Si h Schools and Crockett and Travis

High School

Who a tared the inStrument?
At Fulmore and Travp, the administration directions were read aloud over thej.A. aye

tem by an administrator. At AMartin'andiprockett, teachers administered the survey, to

first-period and advisory classes, respectively.

What =taint did the admimistrators.have?

Directions for administering the survey to students ware provided to all.schools.

Was the tastrument admiestered tader.standardired cunditions?
0

No.

Were there orob1em4 with the 'Instr.:meat or the addinistration that aischt
aitect the validitV of che dais?

NOne known.

A

Who develooed the instrument?

The Offidb of Research and Evaluation.

What reLiabiL d validity data are available on the iastr-^at?

none.

Are there morn data available for intalmretin7 the results?

N .

24
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STUDENT SURVEY

#
Purpose

- *

The Student Survey, ,titled the Drug/Alcohol Survey, provided lhformatiOn

pertinent to answering.the following-decision and evaluation 4testions:.*

DeciSion Question Di: Should the Austin In8ependent Schoof District
continue ta have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal dnugs

and alcoholT
-m

,.)

Evaluation Question D1-2: Did the availability and use of illeial

drugs and-alcohol on campus chSnge as a result of the program?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did.student attitudes toward the use.of"
trained dogs to detect illegal drugs and alcohol change gs a result

of the program?

Decision Question the program is continued, should it be modi-

fied or coritinued as is?

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

parents think about,the program?

Procedure

Data-Collection 1

Data collection procedures or the Student Survey, titled the Drug/Alcohol

Survey, are described in Appendix A. See especially Attachment A-2. A copy

of the directions fot administering the Drug/Alcohol Survey to studentsis

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

It will be noted that there is no designaEed place for the school's nSme.to.

be written... This task was eliminated by reproducing the survey in a different

color for each school.
, 1

Figure B-1 below shows the number and percentage of students a't each of the

two program (Crockett and Martin) and two comparison schools (Travii and

Fulmore) who compieted,the survey.' As shown.in the'figure, response rates

were.high--over 807.-Fitexcept at the program schools during spring 1982.

Interestingly, th response rates for Crockett and Martin both declined

...considerably durin the spring while the response reties at Travis-and Fulmore

changed relatively le.

25
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.. .

0,t.._-'''.-

.
,

NUMBER 'OFJ . , NUMBER PERCENTA6E
... .

,---

gTUDENTS* RE$PO9NG .,* -RESPONDING
SCHOOL Fall, Spring Fall . Spring Fall. Spring

Crockett
TraviS
Martin
'Fulmore

4

2021 2621 2282 1531.

2010 1795 .. 1685 1454
953 942 -789 673

874 876 , 776 797

.

A

181%. . 58%
84% .681%

83% '1;71%
89% 91E%.

*Number of students is the membership.for the time-period nearest the &a
-collection. In'the tall of 1981, this wap es of the. Monday of the'fifth
_Week.ot the 081-82 school year (Septembei 21, 1981). In the spring oi
1982, memberlhip was as ef-the fifth six weeks (April 16, 1982). Member
figures werelcompiled by the Office of Child.Accountpg. .

A

t Eigure B-1. NUMBER AND PERCENT oF
ISTERED THE DRUG/ALCO
percentagers are roun

ta

ship

STUDENTS RESPONDING AT EACH SCHOOL ADMIN-
OL STKVEY, FALL 1981 AND.SPkING 1982i 1

d to'the nearest whole number.

dompleted student surveys were.ke unched adcording to the same Wmet as
the Staff'Survey (see Attachment A-6)1 The.resuIting cards were then used to
create a computer file which was the basip fOr the anelydes deScribed below.

Analyses
c,

0
These are described in this section in Appendix A.' -

Results

Mean iteM res'ponses 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 t-2. Staff results are discussed in Appendix A. Figures B-4'
through B-7 give tliOpercentages of students:1n each 'school respond
in each choice category.

Evaluation Question D1-2 iP addresse4 by student responses_to 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.

"v.

. Students at ,comparison schools reflected the opinion
were about as much of a problem on their campuses at the
program as at the beginning. Fillmore student's indicated

was less of a problem at the end of the school year than

(Text.continues on page B-8.)

.26
p-4

that drugs
end of the
that alcohol
at the beginning.
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AUSTIN INDEMDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

Office of Research and Evaluation

May, 1982

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

ITEM
Martin

rail 3prinir

SCHOOL

Crockett Fulmars

Fall Spring Fall 3pring

Travis
Fall Spring.

(866)(1161) (80167)(8153) (879)(N64) (8154)(8129)

1.a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 2.5 2.9 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.1

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

b.

whenever students want them.

AlCohol is available on this campus

2.7 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.4

whenever students want it. 3.4 3.6 2.8 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.0 2.9

3.a.

b.

Students often die drugs on campus.

Students often drink alcohol on

2.9 3.2 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.4

campus.
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 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.3 .2.1 2.4

b. Wag dogs to detect alcehol on
.

campus is a good idea.
2.8 3.1 1.8 1.9 2.3 2.5 2.2 2.5

Figure 8-2. MEAN ITEM
RESPONSES OF STAFF

(1Strongly Agree, 2 Agree, 3Not Sure, 4*Disagree,

50Strongly Disagree).
Numbers are rounded to the nearest tenth.

la

/TEM

SCHOOL

Martin Crockett Allmore Travis

Fall fpring. Fall Spring. Fall SprinK fall Spring,

(8789)(8673)(82282)(81531)(8776)(8797)(81685)(81454)

Drugs are a probleM on this campus. 2.6 3.0 2.7 .3.0 2.3 2.8 2,8 2.9

b. .81cohol 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 1.4 3.2 2.9 3;0

b. Alcohizl is available on this

campus whenever
students want it. 3.7 3.8 3.4 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.5 1.5

A

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

4.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on

campus is a 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 8-3. MEAN ITEM
RESPONSES OF STUDENTS (1Strongly Agree,

2*Agree, 3*Not Sure, 4Disagree, *

5*Strongly Disagree).
'Numbers are rounded to the nearest tenth.

27-
B-5
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTR/CT
Office of Research and Eva/uation

(Fa) Fall 1981 N 2282
(Sp) Spring 1982 11'0 1531

ITEM

1.a. Drugs aro a problea am this campus.

b. Alcohol 'is a problem an this campus.

2.a. Drugs are available on this campus
whanaver students went them.

b. Alcohol is availabla on this campus
whenever students want it.

3.a. Students oftan usa drugs on campus.

b. Students often drink alcohol on
campus .

4.a. Using dogs to datict drugs on
campus is a good idea.

b. Using dogs to datect alcohol am
campus is a good idea.

Figure 5-4. PERCENTAGE OF CROCKETT STUDENTS RESPONDING rm EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON
,THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND1PRING 1982. Percentages are
,rounded to tha nearest whole numbar.

RESPONSES

'et

1 2 3 5
Strongly Not Str-ongly
Agraa Agree Sure agrea Disagree
F. a F. a F. la a F. .So

12 9 33 30 35 27 16 23 5 11

5 4 15 15 42 32 28 33 9 16

U. 10 25 27 39 32 17 20 8 11

3 4 10 9 42 36 32 33 13 18

10 10 36 32' 37 33 13 18 4 7

3 4 16 15 46 39 27 30 8 13

'25 16 31 23 17 15 13 16 15 30

20 15 30 22 20 17 16 17 15 30

RESPONSES

1 2 3 4 4 5
(Fa) Fall 1981 Ns, 1685 Strongly Not Strongly
(Sp) Spring 1982 FT= 1454 Agree Agra. Sura Disagrea Disagree

Fa So Fa SE. Fa la Fa la Fa se,
ITEM

1.a. Drugs are a problam on thismtpus. 12 10 29 30 31 28 22 24 7 8

b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 5 5 15 17 34 32 34 33 12 13

2.a. Drugs are available on this campus
whenevar students want them. 10 9 26 26 35 34 21 20 8 10

b. Alcohol is availabla on this campus
whenever students want it. 3 3 10 11 35 35 35 34 17 17

3.a. Studants oftan usa drugs on campus. 12 12 35 33 32 30 ,16 19 4 6

b. Students often drink alcohol on
campus. 4 4 17 17 39 37 30 30 11 12.

4.a. Using dogs to datect drugs on
campus is a good idea. 20 16 23 21 17 18 18 17 22 28

b. Using dogs to datact alcohOl on
campus is a good idea. 13 12 22 19 20 21 22 20 23 28

THE-Figure B-5. PERCENTAGE OF TRAVIS TUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON
DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING'1982. Percentages are rounded

to the nearest wbole number.

4

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

4r.

B-6
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AUSTIN I4DEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and'Evaluation .

(Fa) Fall 1981 N 789
(SP) Spring 1982 N 673

ITEM

/.a. Drugs art a problem on this campus.

b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus.

2.a. Drugs are available on this caszOus
whenever students want them.

b. Alcohol is available am this campus
whenever students want it.

3.a. Students often use drugs on campUs.

b. Students often drink alcohol on
CiaptLI.

4.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on
csiapus is a good idea.

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

RESPONSES

s
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly. .
'43-t.

Strongly
Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree
Fa a a 5.2.. ja 52. Fa la Fa So

13 7 28 ,24 3 39 12 21 4 9

6 4 13 12 42 34 31 35 9 .15

5 6 14 9 36 33 29 31 16 21

1 2 5 6 32 27. 41 40 20 25

7 6 26 26 44 39 18 21 5 8

1 2 a 9 47 38 33 36 11 15

37 22 34 31 12 15 9 14 8 19

32 19 34 30 14 17 12- 15 8 20

Figure 8-6. .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.

(Fa) Fall 1981 N 776
(SP) Spring 1982 N 797

ITEM

1.a. Drugs are I problem on this campus.

b. Alcohol 13 a problem on this campus.

2.a. Dtugs are available on this campus
whenever students want them.

bt Alcohol is available on this campus
whenever students want it.

3.a. Students often use drugs on campus.

b. 2:oilients often drink alcohol on

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

1

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

RESPQNSES

1

Strongly
Agree

?a So

2

Agree
Fa Sp.

3

Not
Sure
Fa So

4

Disagree
Fa So

5

Strongly
4Disagree
Ea Sp.

13 11 2f 28 40 34 17 19

7 5 16 10 37 34 28 32 12 18

5 8 13 20 35 32 31 25 17 14

3 3 5 6 30 31 39 34 23 26

7 11 27 32 44 34 18 17 5 6

2 3 9 7 '41 36 35 35 13 19

25 23 29 24' 18 16 15 15 12 21

22 18 31 25 20 17 16 18 12 23

Figure a-7. PERCENTAGE OF FULMORE STUDENTS RESPONDING tN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY OU
THE DRUG/ALCOHDL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are
rounded to the-nearest whole number.

NOTE: Due to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to tound up), percentages will
not always total 100.

B-7
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.Students at each of the four schools, except Fulmore, thought that drugs
and alcohol Fere 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 were 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 studentresponses 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 c:\f'-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 leas afterwards.

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

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 1, Attachment B-1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENTISCHOOL DISTRICT
Office 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
this program we are int ra ted in your attitudes about drugs on campus.

Teachers 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 kafeel
about that statement. For example, the first stalement is, "Drugs.

are eaproblem on this campus." If' you agree withwthis statement,
circle the word "Agree." If you disagree with this statement, circZe
QeDisagree." You may also "Strongly Agree" or "Strongly Disagree" with
this statement. Ifyou are not sure whether you agree or disagree
with the ,tatement, circle "Not Sure."

There are eight statements aZZ. Please'respond to each one.

not leave any blank. Make only one response to each statement.

You do not need to write your name. All responses are confidential.

Thank you for your help.

.Collect compleied surveys and return through the school Mairto:

ORE/David Wilkinson
Bo* 79
Administration Building

Printed September 1901
Reprinted April 1982 B-9
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

81.54 Office of Research and Evaluation

, -

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY

1
Your grade:\

Attachment B-2.
a. Drugs are a problem on this campus.

Strongly Agree Agfa* Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree,sonamp.*ww
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus.

Strongly Agree ,Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

__________________________

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

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree

aro

b. Alcohol is available on this campus if students want it.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagre Strongly Disagree

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

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

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

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly DisagreeMil
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 Strongly Disagree......T,
Printed September 1981
Reprinted Apri1,1982

B-10 32
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Drugs Off, Campus

Appendix C

PARENT SURVEY

C7-1.

3 3
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4

Instrument Description: Parent Survey

aria/ descrintion of the instrument: '

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 shools
their children attend and the uae of trained dogs to deteclgthem. The Parent SurveV
contains four of the eight items on the Staff and *Student Satvey. A five-point,
Likert-type scale is used by the parent to respond to twg pairs of statements, the
first concerning drugs and the setond alcohol. Both diActions and items are rendebed
in English and Spanish on opposite sides of the one-page survey form.

0

f

To wham was the instrnment administered?

The survey was sent through the mail, to a random sample of 400 parents', 100 each with
children attending either Martin or Fulpprie Junior High Schools or Crockett or Travis
High Sahools. .

Haw mum timet was the imsrpt:s administered?
4*

Once.

-When was the instrument A 4 41tered?

The survey was initially mailed on January 4, 1982. 4-reminder in the form of'W
second survey was mailed to nonrespondents on Februatv 3, 1982. The final survey
returned to the Office of Research and:Evaluation uas received on April 26, 1982.

0

Where was the instrument administered?

In t1e hone.

Who ae.R4Trfste,-ed the insttument?

Self-administered.

What*crainina did. the administrators have?.

The suivey-contatned directions for administration.

ra

Was the instrLment admin4st....ed under standardized comditions?

No.

Were there rrtble= with the tast=tment or the. administration that mixht
aifect cha validitv of the data?

In the initial mailing, surveys intended for :lartin parenta were sent to Travis parents
and vice versa. Since the school:name was part of the firgt :cyo items, parents may
haye.chosen more "not sure" responses than had they received the survey with the
'correct.'school name. This problem was corrected in the reminder mailing.

Who develooed the instrument?

The Office of Research and EValuation.

What reIiabilicv amd validity data are available on the inst=ument?

None.

Are :here aorr. data a ilable 1zr ihternrecia2 the results?

No.

.34

;It

C-2



, 81.54

PAREV SURVEY

Purpase

The DOC Parent Survey provi:ded data relevant to answering the following
,Aecision and evaluation questions:

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

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

4!

PrOcedure

Data Collection A

The DOC Parent Survey was adapted from the Drug/Alcohol Survey, which was
given,in slightly different forms, to schoed 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

4
and school staff.4
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-luperintendent 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 schoolltppname and

English and Spanish versions on opposite sides of the page. Attachment C-3

is a copy of the memo to principals apprising them of the survey.

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

File maintained by Data Services. The sample selection procedure was ask,

follows: 1

1. A.compete listing of students, their parents, and parents' addresSes
was computer printed for Crockett, Martin, Travis, Land Fulmore.

2. Froi this listing, ipo parepts of students at each of the four schools
were randomly selected by m4aftS-af a random number table.

4-

3. Selection was made without resp.eç to grade leVel. Thaqqs, no
attempt was made to draw an equal umber pf parents of students in

each grade level in a particular school.

C-73
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Figure C-1 below shoCs how many parents of students in each grade were sampled.

_GRADE

SCHOOhlk.

Crockettc' Travis Martin Fulmore TOTAL

7 X X 54 48, 102

8 46 52 98

9 29 52 X: 81

10 26 17 X
11 23 17 x X 40

12 22 -14 X 36

TOTAL 100 100 100 . 100 400

X as This school does not contain this grade.

4 Figure C-1. NUMBER OF PAWENTS RECEIVING THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SHOWN BY THEIR
CHILDREN'S'SCHOOL AND GRADE LEVEL.

As seen in the ,figure, approdbately equal number of parents of students in
grades'7 and 8.were samp d.. A larger number of parents of ninth graders'were
sampled thanthe number o parents of students inthe other high school grades.
However, this inequity is consistent with the schools' actual enrollments. In

the first semester af the 1981-82 school year,, ninth graders accounted for
nearly one third (31%) of the combined enrollments of Crockettand 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
(41% of 200).

The DOC Parent Survey was ma4ed on January 4, 1982. A stamped, self-addressed

return envelope was enclosed. A reminder in the form of a second survey was

mailed on February 8, 1982. Attachment C-4-shovs -a\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 Attackment C-2.

The reminder survey differed from the original pukvey in only two respecttL

-1. The word "reminder" and A message asking that the questionnaire
be returned as soon as possible were added at the'top.

2.1 The reminder survey was duplicated on blue paper while the original
was on green.

Each remind4 was also accompanied by anot
mailings, parents' names and addresses wer
which were fastened to the envelopes. All

41th a 3-digit identification code.

er return envelope. On both of the
computer printed on adhesive labels
surveys and envelopes were stamped

at,

A total of 19 surveys were returned by the post office because the addresses

were Alit valid. Npf the remainder, 229 surveys were returned by parents, an.

overall 'response ilte of 57.37.. One parent responded to the survey but did

nbt use the response scale.

C-11 36
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Figure C-2 presents the number of parents of students at each school who
returned completed surveys.

SCHOOL.

SAMPLE NINiER_OF PARENTS
SIZE RESPONDING

PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS
RESPONeING

CrOckett 100 66 66%
Martin 100. 52. 52%
Travis 100 56 56%
Fillmore 100 54 . 54%

TOTAL 400 228- 57%

Figure C-2. NUMBER.AND PERCENT OF PARENTS RESPONDING TO THE DOC PARENT'SURVE7,

SPRING 1982.

Completed surveys returned to ORE Nere delivered to the Keypunch Services divi-
sion of th$Computhtion 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 fild,which was the basis for the analyses described
below.

Analyses

Subprogram FREQUENCIES from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(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, Crodsett and Mhrtin, and at their comparison schools, Travis and Fulmore,
Due to length Tonsiderations, the output from this program could not be attached
to report, but a is contained in aidOmpanion volume, Supplementary
_Material: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82 (Publication Number: 81.M).

It

Results

Mean item responses for parents of students attending one of the four sdhools 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 noded in, these figures and in the Instrument
Description (page C-2), results are less complete than would be desirable.
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-2-

ably inclined toward the DOC Program. ,

411
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ITEM

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT §CHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation.

May, 1982

RESULTS FROMTHE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982

1.a. Drugs are a problem at
(name of school).

b. Alcohol is a problem at
(name of school).

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

,b. Using dogs to detect
alcohol on campus is 1.9 1.9 4'- 1.6 '1.8

a good,idea.

1DOC Program school
*Some surveys intendedlor 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.

SCHOOL

Crockett1 Martin
1

Travis Fulmore
(N=66) (N=52) (N=56) (N=54) .

1.9

2.3 2.7

1.8 1.7 .

1. 9

1.5

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.

C-6.
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N=66s

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT-
Office of Research and EValuation

°

RESPONSES

1.a.

ITEM

Drugs are a. problem at

It\

1 .

Strongly
Agree

2 w

. .

Agree

-0-

3

Not
Sure

b.

Crockett HI.gh.Scho4:

i

'Alcohol is kproblem

-33 49. 12

at Crockett gigh School. 20 38 36-'

2.a.
..

Using -doge to detect_

,

drugs on campus is a 56 27

b.

,good ideal

I.Tsing dogs to detect

, alcohol on caMpus is
a good.idea.

47.. 30 12

-4 5 .

. -Strongly

Disagree. Disagree'

6 0

-6. 0

Figure C-4. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF CROCKETT STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH
CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982. Percentages
are rounded to the nearest whole number.

RESPONSES

N=56. 1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Not Strongly ,

ITEM Agree Agree . Sure Disagree Disagree
o

Ikk
.

1.a. Drugs are a problem at 4

Travis High 'School. .
* * * *

..-4.

r .

b. Alcohol is a probleM
at Travis High School.

2.a. Using dogs to detect
drugs on campus is a 76 12

good idea. 1

b. Using dogs t detect
alcohol on campus is 73 15 0

a good idea.

10

Nt

*Some surveys intended for.Tfavis parents were sent to Martin 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-S. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF TRAVIS STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE
CATEGORY ON THE Doc PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982. Percelltages are

rounded to the nearest whole number.

Note: Due to thel6onding"procedure (.5 or higher to round u0 percentages will
total from 99 to 101. 3 9

4,
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N=52

ITEM

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT-SCHOOL DISTRICT
-Office of Research and Evaluation

1.a. Drugs are a problem at
Martin Jr. High.

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

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

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

1

StFongly
Agree

*

62

50

Agree

,*

25

,31

RESPOTES

3

Not
Sure 'Disagree

*

4a.

8 4

5

Strongly,
Disagree

8

8

*Some auiveys.intended for Martin parents were sent io 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. Percentage-a are

.rounded to the nearest whole.number.

N=54

ITEM

1.a. Drugs are a problem at
Ap Fulmore Jr. High.

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

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

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

4

RESPONSES'

1
Strongly
Agree

2

Agree

,

3

ga
Sure

4

Disagree

39 33 24 4

11 17 59 13

74' 15 6 0

52 33- 7 2

5

Strongly '
Disagree

0

6

-411(gure C-7; _PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF FULMORE STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACICCHOICE
CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982. Percentages are

0. rounded to the nearest whole number.

Note: DUe to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to iourid up); percentages
will total from 99 to 101.
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Attachment C-1

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

TO: Lawrence

FROM: David Wilkinson, 'valuation Intern

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

La.order io answer the question, "What did school personnel, students, end
parents think about the program?" a random sample of 400 parents--100 each
with children attending one of the two program (Crockett and Mhrtin) or two
comparison (Travis and Fulmore) schools-will be sent the attached survey. 1

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 parenei who attended the'orientation at- Crockett. English
aad Spanish versions of the survey will $e on opposite sides of the Single7
page survey..

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 io 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.

If you have any questions or concerns abodt this survey,- I woUld be :glad to
discuSs them with you.- As always, thank you for yOur help.

DW:lg
Enclosure

,
APPROVED:, /A

`Tirector, Research and Evaluatio

Cn9
41
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Dear Parent:,

Attachment C-2
(Page 1 of 8)

VERSION EN ESPASOLAL OTRO LADO

AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
AUSTIN, TEXAS

January 1982

There ia a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained drigs are
being used to detect iZZegaZ drugs and akohol.

You are one of the parefte 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 complete the survey by respondin:g to the statements which fal 'Under
each underlined statement, circle the word or words which best express how Loft
feel about that statement.

You do not need to write .liour name. Your responses are bionfidentia:.

Thank:you.

/

Sincerel17

(?/
//'

W. David Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary gduclition

*******************A*******************4*************4**********************

La- Drugs are a problem at Crockett High School.

Strongly Agree

0,11.

Agree Not Sure Disagree prongly Dilagree

b. Alcohol is
_ .

'Strongly Agree

1. =Yip

a problem at Crockett High School.

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagrees
21a. Using dogs 6 detect drugs on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agra, Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree*
b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus 1..s a goodgidea.

Stro y Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

C-10 42
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ENIA4TERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE

Attachment C-2
31

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
(continued, page of 8)

t

AUSTIN, TEXAS

Eaero 1982

Estimado Padre de Familia:

Este aao hay un programa ftuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. En dos escuelas
se estin usando perros entrenados pare detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoh6-

licas.

Usted ha sido seleccionado a travgs de un sorteo para recibir este cuesEionario.
Queremos tomer en cuenta su opinion al dedidir si continuamos este prog;ama o no.
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

Llene gste cuestionario, encerrando en un crrculo las palabras que meior expresdn
lo que usted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas.

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

Michas gracias.

Sincera nte,

W. David Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

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

1.a. Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Crockett.

Estoy mody Estoy de No estoy No stoy de Estoy muy,
de acutrdo acuordo seguro acuerdo an destcuerdo

:MN

b. Las bebidas alcoh6licas son un problema en la escuela Crockett.

Estoy muy
de acuerdo

Estoy de So estoy No estoy de Estoy
Acuordo saguro acuardo en closeout.....e.

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

Essay muy Estoy de No estoy No estoy de

de scuerdo 'acmerdo sagurgio acuerdo
Eitoy'muy

,en disecuirdo* .1001mtra=1
b. El uso de perros .para detdrt/ar bebidas a1coh6licas en la eac,uela es una

buena idea.

Estoy muy Estoy do No stoy No astoy do Estoy muy
de acuerdo acuardo selipto acusrdo en dasacuerdo

c-li 4 3
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Dear Parent:

Attachmeni CT2
(continued, page 3 of 8)

VERSION EN ESPASOL AL OTRO LADO

ALISTIONDEIRENNT SCHOOL DISTRICT
AUSTIN, TEXAS

January 1982

There is a new program in AISD this year. At tWo schools,
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. )

You are one of_the parents ih a randomly selected group, Who
survey. Please take a minute now o help. Your opinion is
as.we decide whether or not to continue this program.

Please complete the survey by responding to the statements which follow.
Under eadh underlined statement, circle the word or words which best exprese.
how zos feel about that statement.

ICffa.

trained dogs are

is receiving this
important to us

You dodfat need to write your name. Your responses are confidential.

'Thank you.

Sincerel

W. David Hill
Acting AssiStant Superintendent for Secondary Education

1.a Drugs are a problem at Travis High School.

Straggly Agree Agree Noe Sure -Disagree Strongly Dii4101=11 ..P ,MOMIM 11=1M.1.111110101.MMINO0,01M0111.100FIMEM

b. Alcohol is a problem at Travis High School.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree StrIingly Disagree

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

Strongly Agree Agree Nin Sure Disagree Strongly. Disairte

111

..
b. Using dog's to Aetect alcohol on campus is a good idea.

Strongly Agree AVGII Not Sure 'Disagree Scroniii Disagree
46..ew.w.wwww......masso.esamwm...meam.m... ......

44
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(continued,'page 4 of 8)
ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTEER SIDE

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
AUSTIN, TEXAS

Enero 1982

9

Estimado Padre de Familia:

Este alio hay un programa nuevo en el Disttito Escolar de Austin. En dos escuelas
se estan usando perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoh6-
licas.

Usted ha sido seleccionado a traves,de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario.
Queremos tomar,en cuenta su opinicin al decidir si continuamos este programa o no.
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

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

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

Muchas gracias.

Sinceramente, if
4.

W. David Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

1.a. . Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Travis .

.Escoy muy Estoy de No escoy No tecoy de
de acnardo acuerdo saguro acuardo

Escoy may
an desacuardo

A
.b. Las bebidas alcoholicas son un problema en la escuela Travis.

Estoy euy Estoy de No astoy No escoy de Escoy muy
de acuerdo acuardo aaguro . acuerdo en dssacuerdo..p.......m.g.ompNWNOOO.N

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

Estoy muy Estoy de No escoy No ascoy de Escoy muy

de acuardo acuerdo saguro acuardo en dssacuardo

V,4111111
b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcOhOlicas en AA escuela es una

buena idea.

Escoy muy Escoy de No fascoy No sscoy de Estoy muY
de4cuerdo acuerdo sagnro aCuerdo an desacwardo

4 5
<9



, ALI.aCUMCUL
(continued, page 5 of 8) .

VERSION EN ESPAROL AL OTRO LADO

81.54

AUSTIN INDEPEND61T SCHOOL 41STRICT
AUSTIN, 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 us-

mre'decide whether bt not to continue this program.

Please complete the'survey by re-Sponding to the statements Which follow.
Under -each.underlined statement,- circle the word or Words which best express
how za feel about that asateMent.-

Ycu do not need to write your name. Your responses are confidehtial.

Thank you.

Sincerely

/1

W. David Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

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

1. . Drugs are a problem at Martin Jr, High.

StrOngly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree11MO..
b. Alcohol is a problem ai Martin Jr. High.

Strongly Agree Agree Not 4Lre Disagree Strongly DisagreeMOMMRION
2.a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campa is a good idea.

Strongly.Agree Agree Noc Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

.s...raesmmewrmwwswmwa......wmolmmmw.mo-.000.e.r

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

Strongli-Agree -Agree c sure Disagree Strongly Disagrei.G.www NN.
go-

C 4 16
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Attachment C-2
(continued, page '6, Of 6)

ENGLISH VERSION.ON THE OTHER SIDE

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
' AUSTIN, TEXAS

Enero 1982

Estimado Padre de'Familia:

,

Este alio hay un program
1

a nuevo en el Distrito EsColar de. Austin. En dos escuelas
se estan usando pervis entrenados pare detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas a1coh67
licas.

Usted ha sido seleccionado a,traves de un sorteo para recibir este oUestionario.
Queremos tOmarlen cuenta su opinicin al decidir si continuamos este program o no.
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

Llene este cuestionario, encerrando en un,ciroulo las palabras que mejor expresan
lo que usted sienze sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas.

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

Muchas gracias.

Sinderamente,

w. 1-bavid Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

"Wyomb,4.,

1.a. LaS drogas son un problema en la escuela Martin Jr. High..

Essay muy
de acuerdo

Estoy de No estoy No &stay de Escoy muy
acuerdo segnro acultdo an desacuerdo

PfINI

4

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

Estot may Escoy de No stoy go estoy de !scot muy
de acuardo Acuerdo laguro acuordo an desacCerdogarmoor...w...

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

Escat muy Estoy de
de acuerdo acuerdo

go stoy
setruro

go esEoy de
acuerdo

Estoy muy
en desacuetdo

b. El uo de perros para detectar bebidas alcohOlicas en la escuela es una
buena idea.

Estoy muy Estop de No astoi No estoy de Eitoy muy
de acuordo acuerdo seat= acuordo ea desacuerdo

C-15 4 7
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Dear Parent:

VERSION EN ESPASOL AL OTRO LADO

Attachment C-2
(continued, page 7,of 8)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCF-1001- DisTR crir.

AUSTIN, TEXAS

January 1982

Thefe 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 iovrtant to us
as we decide whether or not to continue this program.

Please -complete the surveY by responding to the Statements which follow.
Under each underlingd statement, circle the word or words which bes4, express
hoW,192.1 feel about that statement.

You dO not need to write your name. Your resOonses are confide

Thank yoU.

Si cerely,

111.4%e-

W. David Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

la Drugs are a problem at Fulmore Jr. Nigh.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree.=.alemea:..o.Dm......or
b. Alcohol is a problem at Fulmore Jr. High.

Scrongly Afire* Agres NoeSure Disagree Strongly Disagree.....o. =11,

Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a_good idea.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

=WWII

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

Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly DisagreeStrongly Agreemm..... ....../..
C-16 4
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.

palm VERSION ON_TEE OTHER SIDE
. Attachment C-2

(continued, page 8 of 8)

AaJSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL !STRICT ,
,

AUSTIN, TEXAS

Enero 1982

411

Estimado Padre de Familia:

-
Este ano hay un programa nuevo en el Distrito EscOlar de Austin. En dos esduelas

.se estan usando'perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoh-

o
Usted ha sido,seleccionado a traves de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario.

Queremos tomar en cuenta su OpiniOn al decidir si continuamdt-este programa o no.

Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

Llete este cuestionario, encerrando en un circulo las palabras que.mejor expresan

lo que/dsted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadAs.'

No necesitusted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son confidenciales.

MUchas gracias.

Sinceramente,

W. David Hill
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

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

-stay cony Estoy de No estay No escoy da
de acuerdo acuerdo seguro acuerdo

escoy ouy
en dasacuardo

b. Las bebidas alcoheilicas son un proklema en la escuela Fulmore Jr. High.

*stay muy Elroy de No estoy No estoy de Escoy iy

do acuerdo acuerdo seguro acuerdo en desecuardo........rmomp!
2. . El uio de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea.

Escoy any Escoy da No ascoy No escoy de
de acuerdo acuerdo 343=0 acuardo

Essay atLy
desecuerdo

.110.. MMOM MML' /MD......=10MO.MMOMONDO.M.0

b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcohOlicas en la escuela ses una

buena idea.

Estoy too' Estoy 'de No estoy No estoy da Estoy auy

" de ecuerdo ecuardo seguro ecuardo en desanuerdoemommoiwoamm
C-17 4 9
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

December 7., 1981

Attachment-C-3

Principals Address d

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Parent Survey

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 topy of the survey form for your school is attached.

The survey items, excepting only the addition of the_school's name
are the sai e as tmo of the four items to,which your faculty, stiff and
student body r ponded earlier this fall.

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

'If you have aay questions about this survey, or.if a Parent has any
questions, please call me at 458-1227.

APPROVED:

APPROVED:

Director, Research an Evalu
-

Acting Assistant Supe i'tend-

cc: Lawrence Buford
J. M. Richard

Addresees: Forrest Kline, Crockett
Fortunato Vera,-Martin
Jack Allison, Travis
Bill Armentrout, Fulmore

C-18

nt for Secondary Education
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REM

Dear Parent:

Attachment C-4
Page 1 of 2

VERSION EN ESPASOL AL OTRO LADO.

AUSTIN INOSPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRiCT
AUSTIN, TSXAS

4r Janiary 1982_
PLEASE RETURN TH1S-QUESTIONNAIRE
AS-SOON AS POSSIBLE. YOUR QPINION
IS IMPORTANT TO US!

There ia a new program in A1SD this year. At two schools trained dogs are
beingused 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 miAte now to help. Your opinion is important to us
as we dacida whether or not to continua this program.

Please complete the survey by, responding to the statements which follow. Under
(each undarlined statement, csrcle the word or words which best express how you
feel about that statement.

Ycht do not need to write your name.

Thank you.

W. David Hin
ACting Aasistant Superintendent for. SecOndary Education

****************A*********************************************!44***************

Your responses are con-i.=en-----aZ.

isa. Drugv.are a problem at Crockett High SChool..

.Stran'tly Agre Agree Not Sure Disavae Strongly Disagree
#

b. Alcohol is a problem at Crockett High School.

'Sr:mai -Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Di.sagree

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

Strongly Agree AgreeMt Sure Missies Strongly Disavee

NMI*
b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a godd idea.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Suss Diagree Strongly Disagree

C-19
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Attachment C-4 .

-(continued, page 2 of 2)
ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE

AUSTIN INC:MAN-DENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

\714'
- Ai-1271N, MICAS

RECORDATORDO

Estimado Padre de Familia:

r

Enero 1982 POR FAVOR REGRESE ESTE CUESTIONARIO
1.0 ANTES POSIBLE. iSU OFINIQN ES

31(-121M8241:E22438"NaQTEQSJ

Este arlo hay un programa nUevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. En dos-escuelas
se eStIn use:ado Perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas
licas.

listed ha sido seleccionado a traves de un sorteo parafecibir este cuestionario.
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opiniOn al"decidir si continuamos este prOgrama o no.
Por favor vials unos thinutos para ayudarnos.

Llen4 4ste cuestionario, encerrando en um' 'cIrculo las palabras que meior expresan
lo que usted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. -

No necesitl usted esCribir su notnbr9 Sus r spuestas son confidenciales.

Muchas grac

Singer

/fr//

W. Da '4ill
Act g Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education

4

la Las drogas

=1

*-
son un probletk eg la escuela Crockett.

Esccy razy Escoy de No sato. No stoy te Esttly ouy
da Ictuardo acuardo seism's, acuardo an desacuerdo...m

b. Las bebidas alcohtilicas son un problema en la escuela Crockett.

Essoy my scoy de No gator No ascoy de Escoy muyda aeuerdo Acuardo saspro acuerdo an desacuardo

WIIIM...1.1141 III or moms me

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

EsCoy 511
de acuardo

..11/a1.11.111

Lucy da No escoy o ascoy de Estoy muy
acuardo siesuro acuerdo en desacuardo

MIMINIMIFI.M1110 +
b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcohcilicas va. la escuela es una

buena idea.

Essay muy Elroy de
de icnerdo acuardo

No estoy No eiscoy da
sasuro , acuerdo

.1.1.1111IMPIENMINIIIIY111=11111111.10111111MMIINN=1111.1

C-20

Escoy cuy
an desacuardo
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FILE !ID A S U.

NAME David Wilkinson

COMMENTS DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY - PARENT 1981-82 DRoGS'OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROGRAM

CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION

DATE "

F.

FIELD
1

COLUMNS
.

DESCRNITION

I 3

.
.

FILE IC4 ASH
.

d'R 4-6 *
Survey No: Range 1-400: 001-100 Crockett. 101-200 Martin. 201.-300 Travis.

301-400 Fulmore

C 7 10 Survey Responses (Items la., lb., 2a., 2b.) - 1 Strongly Agree

2 Agree

3 Not Sure

4 Disagree

Strongly Disagree

D 11-13 Same as columns 4-6.

E 14 -17 Same as columns 7-10
.

F 18 -80

it

Repeat as in columns 4-10. Each vunqUell card will havm rite file ID followed by 11

1 7-column records.

- ,.

...

.0
t--

,

,

we'

,

1

4

-

.

53
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.Drugs Off Campus

Appendix D

STUDENT INTERVIEW

D-1
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Instrument Description: Student tnterview

aru4 deecrittiom of the imstmmzoinm21

The interview form consists of eight questions dealing with the peiceptions of the stu-
dent about the experience of being searched. The questions focus on whet happened,
according to the sludenc, how the student felt about it, and how the student would
order events if the same situation occurred again.

To whom was the imstr=emt admimisteried?

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.

icy maav times vas the.imstrmmemz admimistared?

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

Them was the tmscrmmem* adraLmistawed?

March 4, 1982 through April 28, 1982.

There. was the tmstmemt

In an pffice or conference room on the campuseS of Martin Junior High School and
Crockett High School.

Tho admimistr-ed the imstemmam

The Systemuida?Evaluation Evaluation Intern and the Systemwide Testing Evaluation'
Assistant.

That traimimr did the admimistrators have?

Training and experience in interviewing procedures.

7;45 the tmstrmmemt admimist-sd umder stamdardized zmmditirms?

Yes.

%ere there oemblems vtth the lmst:m=em. or the ar".4-4at-xt'am that mizno
af2sct :he vahdi:v of the data?

None identified.

The: develnoed the imstrememe? 4

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

That rellebillev mmd TalidirT data are available om 1:hs imste=memt?

None.

a

Ara :mere tor= dace available :or tmtem:rettme :he :esolts/

No.



STUDENT INTERVIEW
411F

Purpose

,

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

Decision Question Dl: Should the Austin Independent School District
continue to have a prcgram using trained dins to detect illegal drugs
and alcohol?

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

Procedure

Th

Review of successive draft interview forms by ORE staff, the Director of
Secondary Management, the Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Educa-
tion, and the principals of Crockett and Martin resulted in the final form
shown in Attachment D-I. 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 employede
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 interviewedi 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-7without anything illegal being
found. It should be noted that the foregoirig is the definition of a "false

alert." What is meant by "illegal" in this context and how many false alerts
there were is 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. As, 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 dCarches were made, what grades st dents. who were searched were in,
and what was found, is summarized in Figure -1.
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Date of Search Search of

CROCKETT

Student's Grade Substance Found

10/6/81
10/6/81
1046/81
10/6/81

Purse
Pockets
Pockets
Pockets

9

9

9
10

'Nothing
Nothing

\ Nothing
Nothing

10/6j81 Purse 10 Prescription medicine
10/12/81 Car 11 Spilled alcohol
10/12/81 -Car 12 Nothing
10/2//81 Car 9 Nothing
10/27/81 Car 11 Empty beer cans;

medicatiok
11/20/81 Outer clothing 9 .Scent on borrowea'coat
11/20/81 Car 11 Nothing
11/20/81 Car 12 Nothing
12/3/81 Purse 10 Medication
12/1/81 Locker 11 Tennis ball
12/1/81 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 Nothing
11/12/81 Pockets 8 Nothing
1/6/82 Purse 8 Nothing
2/8/82 Purse 8 Nothing

Figure D-1. STUDENTS SELECTED'TO BE INTERVIEWED DUE TO BEING SEARCHED
BECAUSE OF A DOG ALERT WITHOUT ANYTHING I'LLEGAL 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- y

*d viewed, two others dropped out from school fore the interviews were
scheduled, one transferred to another schoor 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.

D-4



SCHOOL INTERVIEWER

Crockett Evaluation Intern

Evaluation Assistant

.4411

NUMBER OF LENGTH OF INTERVIEWS
INTERVIEWS (in minutes)

10 30 60 15 30 15 20 35 40 40 30

2 3575

TOTAL

.5 hours 15 minutes

1 hour 50 minutes

Martin

The
The
The

Eyaluation Intern 0

Evaluation Assistant

average interview length
average interview length
average interview len h

2

2,

16

40 20

15 45

at Crockett was 35 minutes.
at Martln was 30 minute's,
for bothschools combined was 34 minutes.

1 hour

1 hour

9 hours 5 minu

Figure D-2. NUMBER AND APPROXIMATE LENGTH OF DOC STUDENT INTERVIEWS, SPRING 1982. Interview times were
rounded to the nearest 5 minutes.

60
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Results

Information obtained from the Crockett ana Martin students' responses
to the eight interview questions is presented, by question, belaw.
Individuik responseS are paraphrased unless otherwise indicated.

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

Particulars of.the students' experiences were too numerous to detail here..
Some common features of their reports, and some details specificto
individual students, are listed below. It should be noted that one

,Crockett student who was searched twice made dual responses to each
question.

CROCKETT

, RESPONSE FREQUENCY

Gotten out'of class by an assistant principal who
came to the classroom in person.
In a class,which the dogs searched.

. In class and summoned to the office via a call slip
delivered by a student aide.
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). 2

. ,Told dog alerted on r truck. 4

Told dog alerted on r. 2

Asked if would open ruck, 3

Asked if would open wer. 2

3

1
Asked if knew why dog alerted.

. Asked by assistant principal 14.-authing in car.

Car/truck searched. 7

. Locker searched. 2

Taken from class to vacant room or into hall and seirched. e
4

t

Pockets/outer clothing were searched. 4

. Purse was searched. 1

Soo4s were searched. 1

. Helped with the search. 1

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

. About prescription medicine found.

5

' 2

2

1

1

Administrators were present during the search. 10

. Assistant principal(s). 8

. Principal. 1

D-6
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Principal and asgi stant principal. 1

Some adults (unsure who) were present during the searr. 3

Father was pr.esent during search of car. 1

. Given apology.by assistant principals (when father prdsent). 1

MARTIN

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

i
014

In a class which the dogs searched. 4

Knew when dog alerted. 4

. Gotten out of class by an assistant principal who came to -TA

,the class in person. 2

. Summoned to the office via a call slip delivered by a -

student aide. 1C
Brought out of class by the principal. 1

. Searched in an administrator's office. 4 '

le
.,

. Pockets/outer clothing were'searched. 4

. Parents were called. 4

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

CROCKETT

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

. Told dog alerted on car/truck. And... 5

. Asked to open car/truck. A
c5

. Could they search it? 1

. Asked what could be in there. 1

.
Asked for name, grade, and if owned car. 1

. Told to bring books and purse and asked name, age, grade, 3

and birthday.
1

. Asked to open locker. 1
,

. Asked what could have caused dog to alert, 1

. Principal asked w ether had been smoking *rijuana. 1

. Told had been ale ted on. 1

. Asked if could search outer clothing (jacket, pants, socks). 1

. Told dog had alerted on locker; nothing to be upset about;

needed locker to be Opened. 1
4

MARTIN

REJONSE FREQUENCY

. Told had been alerted on. And... 3

. Asked to empty pockets. 2

. They needed to check. .

1

. Asked if had,anything, if had medicationct, 1

. Told by assi tant principal that should not hang around

with people who smoke.
- -1

D-7 6 2
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,

3. How id'you feel while-you were/it was being seareled?

CROCKET

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

"Scared."
.2Sqared at lirst, later iained confidence.

Slightly,concerned. 7:\
. Not really scared.. 1 \
Nothing to hide. 1 3'

. Pretty good, not really bothered. - 1
Really confident. 1
"Kind of insulLed." 1

. "Embarrassed." 1

. "Getting mad." 1

MARTIN

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 liat 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.
"Kind of angry" because it "doesn't justify bringing
a student out of class" for a futile search.
Still a little anger, espeglially since was treated better
when a parent was there.
Alright, I guess. They have every right to search

-
. "Well, I thinit they were doing their job and everyt ing,
but I don't like the dogs com4ng. I'm terrified of hem." 1
"Still feel insulted. I told them I didn't have anything
and they still searched me.' 1
Glad it was over with. 1

. Fine. Students should not bring drugs and beer to school. 1

. Do not really care;'it is over with. 1

. It was right for school to search. 1

. "I still don't think it's a very good idea." Starching
lockers is OK, but not cars. "You bought it, it's yours." 1

. The same as when searched--pretty good, not really bothered. f
Good in a way, in some ways not. Good in that program is
protecting students, but program sets the school apart. 1

1

D-8
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MARTIN

fRESPONSE FREQUENCY

If there is to be a program, "should show what the drugs °
-can do to you." 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 dog being wrong about you. 1

5. If the same situation came up again, should the school officials do
Anything differently?

CROCKETT

RESPONSE

No. Because...
. Assistant principal came right to the point, did not beat
around the bush. 1

, Should use the same system for everyone. 1

. Something could be found the second time. 1

. Yes. School-officials should... V
3

. Not act as if there was something there when there was

not.
. Call a student down to the office later, rather than in
front of other students. 1

Do not know. Probably not. 1

FREQUENCY

8

2

MARTIN

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

. No. They did not do anything, just searched me.
V 1

Yes. School officials should... 1

. Not call parents if nothing found.
Wait until the end of class and send someone besides the
assistant principal to get you.

Student's response did not address the question. 1

S.tudent was silent, no response.

6. If the same situation came up a&ain, would you do
thing differently?

* (
CROCKETT

1

RESPONSE 'FREQUENCY

No.

. ButrX would still be scared.

a

D-9
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But would consider refusing to open truck.
. "Because I feel I shouldn't have to do anfthing
differently."

. 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

No.

. "I don't think so.''

. "I would just get a
Yes. Would not let
and approved it.

1

1

1

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

*angrier than I was.''
search until parents notified

1

1

1

1

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

The following were the students' estimates, expressed'in minutes. One
Crockett student vas searched tw

/;c

e.

CROCKETT

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

15 minutes.
10 minutes.

. 5 minutes.

. 20-25 minutes.

. 30 minutes.

. 60 minutes.

. 2 minutes.
0 minutes.

MARTIN

RESPONSE

. 28 minutes (1/2 period).
30 minutes.

. %) minutes.
minutes.

D-10
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8. Do you have any other thoughts about what we've talked about that
you'd like to share with me?

CROCKETT

RESPONSE FREQ1NCY

. 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."
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 putNe.tudent
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.
. 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

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. ir

1

. What would have happened if had not agreed to be inter-
viewed?
Students should not bring things on campus against schOgl
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?"

. Did.not like the whole thing, nor did mother. School

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 ana the N,eacher's. 1

MARTIN

RESPONSE 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."

. Should hot spend sd.much on dogs. Should spend on good
counselors ingtead and should start in 6th grade when kids
begin to learn about drugs. GiAthem a gocild scare by taking
them4to hospitals, mental wardi, and jails. a 1

D-11 Pr
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Interviewer:

7
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISPICT
Office.of Research and Evaluation

1981-82

DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) STUDENT INTEAVIEW

Student Number:

AttaChment D 1

4

Er
Date/Time:

tti. My name is I work for the school district in the
rOffice of Research.and Evaluation. We are asking some students-how they feel about th
Drugs Off Camplas, or DOC, Program. he 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,dyour teachers, or the prpicipal. The information you and other stu
dents provide will be combined in a report,fbut no student names will appear'in the
report. Also, this interview has nothing eb do with your grades. Okay? Fine, here's
the first question.

1. What happened on the day youhour car/your locker were/was searched?

.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 serched7

4. How do you feel about the search now?

5. If the same situation came up again, should-the school officials do anything
differently?

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 h4ve any other thoughts about what we've talked about that you'd like to
share with me?

Interviewer: Write the student's responses on separate sheets of paper. Note direct
quotes. Paraphrase when quotation is noepossible. Use'both the probe
and clarify techniques and conventions as necessary to obtaiethe'fullest
responses possible. Verify with the student the accuracy of the re-
sponses you have noted.

The information thom this interview is confidential.

D-12
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
'Office of Research and'Evaluation .

Fe4uary 15, 1982"

TO: Forrest Kline, Principal, Crockett
Fortunato Vera, Pr ncipal, Martin

FROM:. David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Drugs Off CampuS (DOC) Student Interview

Attachment 11-2

As we discussed and agreed upon last week, I and another ORE staff member, Phil
Jones, an, Evaluation Absistant,:Will be conducting in-sChool interviews with those
students who were searched ai a result of a dog alert withwt . anything illegal
being found. Soma or all of these students will be intervielked at Crockett,-
depending on the number of students and on the time available. All of these stu-
ents will b. interviewed at-Mhrtin.

Attached is a list of the students I have deteriined to meet the interview criteria.
I will be contacting- your assistant principals-to arrange times, dates, and suitable
places for the interviews. A copy of the letter_to parents is attached"

If yguh.;ive additional questions or concern's about the interview or the inforiation
reflected hett,.please call me at 458-1227.-

Mania you for your assistance and cooperation.

DW:lg
Attachment

0,

APPROVED: /73
/JP

Director, Research and Evaluati

APPROVE.%
Acting Assistant Supe nten ent for Secondary Education

-cc: Lawrence Buford
J. M. Richard
Frances Bush
Libron Washington

-J

D-13
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

To the parents of

Your child s part of a group of students who have been selected to
be interviewed at school during the month of ltarch. His/her ens:tiers
will help the School District to know some things about how the Drugs
Off Camput (DOC) Program is affecting students. The intervieW will be
conducted by a trained staff .member from the District's Office 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 prin-
cipal or David Wilkinson at th Office of Research and Evaluation (458-1227).

Thank you for your cooperatiqa.

Sincerely,
?

/

t

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D. .

Director,' Office'of Research and Evaluation

FMH.OW:lg

6100 GUADALUPE, AUSTITLI, '31.FAS 78752 512 7 458-1227
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Drugs Off e.ampus

Appendix E

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

E-1
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Instrument Description: Administrator Interview

trtit desctiotion of the instrument:

The interview form consists of 11 questions dealing with administrators' views about
the impleientation of the DOC Program, the effects of the program, and chmnges in or
alternatives to the program thaz might be desirable. Six of the questions are open
ended. The remainder have "tag" questions (e.g., "Why?") intended to prevent simple
yes/no responses.

41ime

To wham vas the instFument administered?

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

Bay mawy times vas the instrument adMinistared?

Once to each principal individually and once to each group of Assistant principals.
La all, seven administrators were interviewed.

When vas the instrmment adninistertd?

All interviews at Martin were conducted on April 26, 1982. At Crockett, assistant
principals were interviewed on April 26 and the principal on April 29, 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?

La offices on the campuses of Martin Junior High School and Crockett High School

Who adY4-141tared the instrmnent?

The Evaluation Intern.

What trainisz did the administrators have?

Training and experience in interviewing procedures.

7as the itstrtnens ar4s14./4stered under 3./a:ardized conditions?

Yes.

Were there trot:lams with the instrument or the arlYqrrestration chat mizht
affect che validity of :he iike!

None identified.

7ho develomed the instrument?

The Evaluation Latern with input from Research and Evaluation staff.

irhat raliabilitv tad 7alidirr data arm available an t'-e instrument?
,

'None.

Ara there no= data available !or inter:rat-J=2 :he rssults?

No.
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW.

Purpose

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

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

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

Decision Question D2:4 If the program is continued, should it be
modified or continued as is?

Evaluation Question D2-1: What ;ervices 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 b2-4: What did school personnel, students,
and parent6 think abotit the program? ,

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 mpmorandum. Both memo and
interview form are contained in Attachment E-1. A draft of the interview form
had been previously sent,along vith some other materials, to the Acting Assis-
tant 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 uggestions for modification of the interview form were,received by
the Evalua ion Intern in that interim.

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 intei4iews. With one exception, at the
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tile conclusion of each intervigw, the Evaluation Intern reread the inter-
view questions and the respon4 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
principals. 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 ques-
tions are presented, by question, below. ResponSes are paraphrased unless
otherwise indicated.

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 anothar 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 persons.

1. What services did the contractor provide?

4IP
CROCKETT

Principal: .

bow

Assistant
Principals:

6
. Dogs to go through classes,-parki g lots, lockers.
. Lab analysis at the school's req est--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.

0

.Dogs, handlers at various'times during the year, at varidus
hours.
Services provided were what were pitomised, what the company
said it would furnish. Search teams-would go where the school
wanted them.

A

Principal: . Orientations for parents, students, aria staff.

. Dogs.

. There would b7a search whenever there was an alert, whi
was not often.

E -4
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Assistant
Principals: . Physically bringing the dogs to orientation meetings.

. Using the dogs at the orientations 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?

CROCKETT

Principalv . Yes, but to be completely adequate would have to have them
there all the time. Sometimes students slip'through the net.

Assistant
Principals

MARTIN

:.. 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 hiddtn.

. They came out more often than they were needed. The pro-

gram could be as effective with less.time in the school.
. Adjustments were required4n the spring so that visits
would be limited to one-half day per week.

V
V

Principal: . "I would imagine." The company provided what it had contracted
for--no more, no less.

Assistant
Principals: . Adequate. But...

. The dogs were not as well trained as they might have been.
They brought a "puppy" a coile of times and were asked
not to bring it again.

What training and information about the program were provided to school
personnel, students, and parents?

4

CROCKETT

Principal: . The contractor conducted orientations"for faculty, students,
and parents.

Assistant
Principals: . There were orientations for staff, students, and parents.

. Training was an ongoing thing. Handlers would stop and answer

students' questions.

MARTIN

Principal: . "Just the orientation."

Assistant . Only the orientation. Procedures were spelled out in the first

Principals: orientation. It was "cut and dried" thereafter.
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4. How do you think your students are reacting to the program? How are
parents? Staff? 6 /

,CROCKETT 4o

. Students: "I think fine." No negative-reaction expressed
personally to him by students. Sudents are not concatied
when the dogs come to the classrooms.

. Parents: Received no negative reaction fromparents "since
I don't know when." There has been a postive reaction from
many parents, partly in response to the media "roasting" .

Crockett:
. Staff: A high percentage are in favor of it. There is a
controversy about hoW much of a drug problem there.is. Some
people thiraope child involved with drugs is a problem,
others only if a larger number of students are involved.

Assistant
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 overwhelming 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.

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
nobody was going through."

. Parents: Have not heard from parents. Responded to one
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
fight it through neighborhood organizations, would work
against the program from the outside.

Assistant
Principals: . Students and parents are very accepting of it., Some teadhers

are "uptight," are threatened by dogs being on campus, even
though the dogs were never.used to investigate teachers.

5. Do you think the rights and feelings of students are eing given
adequate consideration by the persons involved with t rogram? If

not, what should be done?

CROCKETT

Principal: . "Yes, I think so."
. Students are amply warned. New students and their parents
are informed.
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Assistant
Principals

MARTIN

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

:.Yes. In fact, administrators have gone out of the way to have
students understand they are not being accused. They try to
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.
Crockett staff would talk to students while a search was going
on.

.They also listened. Allowed students to 'tell their side, el:Ten
to furnish witnesses and anOnymous written statements from
people who would otherwise be implicated.

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 ac,tivities helped or hindered important on-
going educational activities? Why?

CROCKETT

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
dbved through 14 classrooms in five different'areas of the
school in one 55-minute period.
The dogs were helpful in stimulating discussion among students.

Assistant
Principals:.The di$ruption of classes by the dogs has to be weighed against

the benefits of keeping drugs off campus.
.The dogs were no more of a hindrance'than other minor disrup-
tions in the school.
The activities of the program did not hinder the educational
'

process and did help it.

E -7
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MARTIN

Principal: It did not help or hinder.
There was a small loss of instructional time and "a great
deal of administrative time lost."

5 Assistant
Principals: . The dogs disturbed soMe teachers, who 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 ihe 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 palpers, baggies, and pipes),
but none was found.
Students have reported that they use marijuana but are not
so dumb as to bring it on campus.

. Teachers say students say there is not as much because they
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 considerably.
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 senses. There is more validity, authenticity to
them because the dogs are trained.

MARTIN

Principal:

40-

. Not sure. There have not been many alerts.

. The dogs do not hunt; they do noL_doLtheir job.

. The few drug-related cases were found by,school personnel
themselves.

. Mhybe "psychologically" the program was effective, but not
possible to pinpoint its effect.

Assistant -

Principals: . Reduced, because of the "threat," the "fear" ot 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;
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.The times of arrival are predictable--usually the first thing
in the morning Mbndays and Fridays. This is bad becauSe these
are the worst attendance ays and the kids with problems are,
likely not there.
.Martin is having an-"ou standing" year as far as drugs are con-
cerned, even with a larger enrollment. This speaks well for t#e
program as a'deterrent.
.There are other factors, though. This year's eighth graders
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?

CROCKETT

Principal: .Good: .Fewer drugs on the campus.
.Less use, less exposure for younger students.
.Allows the student to resist peer pressure.
.Fear i a "regulator:"

.Bad: .It takes administrative time above and beyond what adpin-

. istrators are spending now.

Assistant
.Principals:.Good: The program is 4oing what it is suiposed to do. It is not

100X effective, but Vie 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 no

ei
necessarily bad that kids get apprehensive;

it is signal to them to watch themselves.
Bad: .The time needed to work with, the program.

.Innocent individuals feeling guilty, coming under suspi-
cion.

MARTIN

Principa1,7, .Good: Tgle psychological aspect. The kids knew the dogs were
going to &One.
The dogs were not that accurate.

Assistant
Principals:.Good: The deterrent factor.

The program scares kids, keeps them "off guard," thus
making trafficking difficult.

8ad: The time factor, the time wasted away from the office in
going with the dogs.
Administrators seldom knew when the dogs were comixg. If

there was something big going on, it had to be dropped
when the 1dogs came. This included parent-teacher confer-
ences o other discipline-related cases, like a fight.
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9. Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which should be re
,

tained next year? Why?

t

CROCKETT

Principal: . Yes. How valuable it is no one can say for sure.
. It should be retained:

, If the District wants to keep drugs off campus.
. Because the program make6 a good PR situation for the schools,
in that it addresses the public concern sbout 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.

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.

. Becauseparents have a right to assume that their children
will be free from drugs in school, where the peerpressu
and contact are greatest.

MARTIN

Principal: . No. The program is not worth the "punt of money it costs
for the amount opgood it is doingr

A
Assistant
Principals: . Yes. If

bringing
. It eases

10. If the program is

the program is removed, the students Will start
pot.onto the campus again.
our job.

retained, what changes, if anY, woUld you like to see

CROCKETT
,

Principal: . Better parent involvement.
. More people exposed to the program as actually practiced. This

uld correct their misconceptions, e.g., that the dogs are
4 German shepherds or dobermans.

Assistant
. 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.

Et,-10
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MARTIN

Principal: . "Better dogs, I guess." The program is OK. Just better
quality services are needed.

Assistant
Principals: . AdvaRce 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 program?

CROCKETT ,

. There is not an alternative which serves the same purpose.
4000'

Assistant
Principals: .

MARTIN

There is.not another program which keeps drugs off campus..
There is a need for a cOunseling service tci go with the
program, perhaps a staff person to come to fhe campus 1/2
day a week.

Principal: . Add funds to WDE.
Contract with or-cobrdinate with outside agencieS that work
with children to provide services. Some of these agencies
are PDAP, MHMR, Youth Advocacy, Deliquency Prevention.

Assistant'
Principals: . Contract with people who can put an a program which would

involve kids.

E 11
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.54 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Research.and Evaluation

April 14; 1982

TO: Forrest Kline, Principal, Crockett
.. Fortunato Vera, Principal, Martin

OM/
FROM:- David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Administrator Interview

C.

Attachment E-1
(Page 5. of 2)

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 have had some
active involvement with the DOC program. At Crockett, these persons would
include Assistant Principals Frances Bush and Johnny Brown, and at l'.artin,
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 everyone
who,would like to express an opinion, but I do want to talk to thbse persons-
who_can increase my understanding of the progriym.

I will be calling you soon to make artangepents for the interviews. At
present,*I am anticipating talking to you, 'i.ndividually, and then your 'staff
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. Piease 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 abou

DW:lg
Enclosure

e interview, please call me at 458-1227.

APPROVED: 4e/4-
and Evaluatio

APPROVED: /

Acting Assistant uperintendentlor Secondary Education

cc: Lawrence Buford
J. M. Richard
Frances Bush
Johnny Brown
Libron Washington

*



81.54 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT'SCHOOL DISTRICT
Attachment E-1

Office of Research and Evaluation (continixed, page 2 of 2)

April, 1982

DRUGS. OFF CAMPUS (DOC) ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

1. What services did the'contractor provide?
4

2. Were the servides provided adequate to meet the needs of the school?
If not, howWere they inadequate?

3. What training and information about the irogram were provided to school
personnel, students, and parents?

4. How do you think your students are reacting to.the program? How are

parents? Staff?

5. Do you think-the iights and feelings of studentp are being given
adequate consideration by the persons involved with the program? If

not, what should be done?

6. Do ou think the program's activities helped orjandered important -

on oing educational-ac.tivities? Why?

7. Do you think the activities of the program have ^reduceddthe incidence
of drug-related activities on your camptis? Why?

8. What things do you think are good about the program, and what things.
do you think are bad?

9. Overall, do you think this is a vaivable program which shouid be

retained next year? Why?

10. If the program is retained, what changes, if any, would you like tO
see.in

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

4

82
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School

Martin,

Attachment E-2
4

, 0

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and EvaluAtion

April. 1982

DOC ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

Administrators Interviewed

Principal
Assistant Principals (2)_,

'46

ApOroximate Length

1 hour
25 minutes

A Crockett Principal 1 hour,e

Assistant Principals (3) 2 hours 15 minutes'
, . .

Interviews were conducted by the Evaluation Intern on Mondly, April 26, 1982
amd Tbursday, Apal 29, 1982.

IA

fi
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S.

Drugs Off Campus

'Appendix F

DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY

4
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tastrument Description: Districtwida Teach& Survey (Questions for Teaehers)

. 3ruf destription of che inatrument:

A comPuter-generated questionnaire, with a unique assortment of from 9 to 14 questions
per teacher from an item pool of 63 items. There were specific items fat soma programs
aad the remaining qt.:sedans were randomly assigned.

To whom was the instrument administered?

J. Migrant Program and Rainbow Kit Program teachers, all teachers at Crockett High
School and Martin Junior Hip, and a 50Z random sample of all other teachers in the
District. Teachers who hadpreviously beaa sant a Retention Survey were excluded
from the sample.

How many times was the instrume4104dministered?

Once, with-one reminder notice.

When was the instrument administered?

taitial mailing was March 2, 1982, with a reminder sent on March 23, 1982. The
_closing daie for data processing was April 9, 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?

To the teaehers in their schools.

Who administered the instrument?

Self-adminiStered.

I Pm.

What training did the administratore have?

N/A.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

N/A.

.*
Were there aroblems with the instrument or the administration that mignt affect
the vaIiditv of the data?

Unknown.

Who developed the instrument?

The Office og Research aad ivaluation.

What reliability and validitv data are available On the instrument?

None.**

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

Some items are etomparable to items from previous surveys.

F-2
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DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY

Purpose

The purpose for administering the Districtwide Teacher Survey, called
Questions forTeachers, is discussed in Appendix H of Final Technical'
Report: Systemwide Evaluation 1981-82 (Publication Number 81.24).

Beyond the reasons documented in the r4ort cited above, thd survey also
served to provide information relevant to the following decision and eval-
uation questions:

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

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

Decision Question D2: 11 the program is continued, should,it
modified or continued as is? Q.

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

Evaluation Question D2-4: What,did school,personnel, students,
and parentseink about the program?

Procedure.

Administration procedures for the Districtwide Teacher Survey are described -
' in Appendix H of Final Technical Report: Systemwide Evfluation 1981-82

(Publication Number 91.24). It is useful to restate here that 100% of the
Crockett and Martin teachers, and only those teachers, received Items 60-63,
which specifically addressed the DOC Program. A copy of these items as they
appeared on the survey form is Attachment F-1.

In addition to the four DOC items whichMartin 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 to rate their level of agreement using the
following response scale: 5 = strongly.agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral,
2 = disagree; 1 = strongly disagree, and 0 = sion't know.

Teachers' responses were keypunched by'the Southwest EducatiOnal Development
Laboratory (SEDL) and the resulting cards used to create a computer file.
bsing thts-file, the District Prioritieg:programmer determined:

F-3 8 6
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gimp*,

1. The number of teachers answering each item.

2., The percentage of teachers'choosing each response categbry.

Result for items 60-63 and item 15 are presented in the next settion.

Results

Figure F-1 below shows the number and percentage of teachers responding to
each item. Figure F-2 gives the number and percentage of teachers 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.

ITEM

O. The activities of the Drugs.
Off Campus (DOC) Program
hindered important ongoing
educational activities.

61. I have received adequate
information about the
pOC Program.

62. My's udents have reacted
well t the DOC Program.

63. Theoxights and feelings of
spudents are .being given
adequate consideration by
those involved in the DOC
Program.

15. Students are receiving

NIIMBER

SAMPLED
NUMBER
RESPONDING

PERCENT
RESPONDING

203 159 .78%

203 159 78%

203 159 78%

203 159 78%

127 265
adequate drug eaucation.

Note: On items 60-i3, respondents axe-123 Crockett and 36 Martin,t-Sachers.
On item 15, 2'65 respondents included 22 Crocket't.and 10 Martin teachers.

Figure F-1.. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO DOC-RELATED ITEI,ON
THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER,SURVEY, SPRiNG 1982.

,cab
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ITEM

60. The activities of the Drugs
Off Campus (DOC) Program

hindered important ongoing
educational activities.

I

dIE; I have received adequate
information about the
DOC Program.

62. My students have reacted
well to the DOC Program.

63. The,rights and feelings of
students are being given
adequate consideration by
those involved in the DOC
Program.

15. Students are receiving
adequate drug education.

RESPONSES

5

Strongly
Agree

4

Agree

3

Neutral.

2

Disagree

1

Strongly
Disagree

0

Don't
Know

18 11 20 r 39 59 12

11% 7% 13%1 '4 25% 37% 8%

42 63 15 19 15 5

26% 40% 9% 12% 9% 3%

30 65 27 17 8 12

19% 41% 17% 11% 5% 8%

34 57 23 13 16 16

21% 36% 15% 8% 10% 10%

6 38 .40 66 35 80

2% 14% 15% 25% 13% 30%

, Note: On items 60-63, reapondents are 123 Crockett,and 36 Martin teachers.
,/ On items 15, 265 respondents included 22 Crockett and 10 Martin teachers.

Figure F-2. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO DOC-RBLATED ITEMS
ON THE DISTRIOTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY, SPRING 1982. '

4

Inspection of Figure F-2 reveals the.Nllowing:

1. Less than one fifth (18%) of the Crockett and Martin teachers ,

responding to the survey thought that the DOC Program hindered
"important ongoineeducational activites."

2. Approximately two thirds of tht Crockett and Martin teachers
responding indicated that they had receivea adequate information .

6

about the DOC Program.

p.

3. Sixty percent (60%) of the Orockett and Martin teachers felt
that their students had reacted well to the DOC Program.

4. More than half (57%) of the Crockett and Martin, teachers respond-
ing agreed that the rights and feelings of students were being
given adequate consideration by the persons involved in the DOC
Program.

5. Only 16% of the teachers responding agreed that students are
receiving adequate drug education. Over one third (387,) of the

teachers disagreed an& nearly one third (30%). did not know.
SIP ,

11

4.

F-5
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N.423

ITEH

RESPONSES
A

4'

5 4 3 1 -0
....

. Strongly Strongly Don't
'Agree Agree Neutral ,Disagree Disagree Know

60. The activities of the Drugs
Off Campus (DOC) Program
hindered important ongoing
educatiohal activities.

61. I have received adequate
.

.information about the
DOC Program.

62. My students have reacted
well to the DOC Program.

63. The rights apd feelings of
students artbeing given
adequate consideration by
those involved in the DOC
Program.

N.*22

15. Students are receiving,
adequate drug education.

10

8%
9

7%

10 .

8%
31

25%
54

44%
. 9

7%

. 0/
37 49 9 14 9 5

30% 40% 7% 11% 77. 4%

25 50 20 11 6 11"

20% 41% 16% 9% 5% 9%

29 48 14 10 9 13
24% 39% 11% 8% 7% 11%

.

0 7 2 4 2 . 74ft
0% 327. 9% 187. 9%. 32% '

Figuie F-3. NUMBER AND PERCEVT OF CROCKETT TEACHERVRESPONDING TO DOC-
.

RELATED ITEMS ON1THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY, SPRING.1982.

ITEM

60: The activities of the Drugs m
Off Campus (DOC) Program I,

hinrdered.important ongoides
9ducational activitied.

61. I have received adequate ,

information about the
DOC Program.

62. My students have reacted
well to the DOC Progrtm.

. .

63. The rights and fe.s elings of

students are being given
.adequatqconsideration by
those involved in the DOC
Program.

N440

15. Stelents are receiving
adequate drug educatiOn.

RESPONSES
,

Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral"

_

Disagres
Strongly
Disagree

l'on't

Know

8 2 In 5 3
22% 6Z 28%

k",
14% 8%

5 14 ;...., 6 5 6 0 ,

14% 391' 172 14% 17% 0%

5 15 " 7 6 2 1

14% 42% 19% 17% 6% 3%

5 9 9 3 7 3

14% 25% 25% 8% 19% 83

1
1 0_ 6 1 1'

101\., 10% 0% 60% 107 107.

Figure 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 .

rounding proCeddre (.5 or greater to round up), percentages will
total.*r6M 99-101. F-6 89

.

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

1. More than one quarter (28%) of the Martin teachers responding to the
survey thought that the DOC Program hindered "important ongoing edu-
oational activities," while less than one sixth (15%) of the Crockett
teachers thought that.

2. Nearly two thirds (63%) of the Crockett 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.

ctit

F-7

9 0
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'Attachment F71

5. THE MINIMUM COMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS IN MATH
VIT AND READING HAVE IMPROVED GRADUATES*
3S2- PERFORMANCE IN THESE BASIC SKILLS AREAS.

5 4 3 2 1 0

60. THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DCC) 5 4 3 2 I 0

jja, PROGRAM HINDERED- IMPORTANT ONGO ING EDUCATIONAL
aa 3 ACTIVITIES.

61. I HAVE RECEIVED A0VQUATE INFORMATION ABOUT 5 4 3 2 1 0

is", THE 00C PROGRAM.
.....3

62. MY STUDENTS HAVE REACTED WELL TO THE4C 5 4 3 2 I 0

--13-.2.PROGRAM.
403

63. THE RIGHTS AND FEELINGS OF STUDENTS ARE 5 4 3 2 1 0

ILI* BEING GIVEN AOEQUATE CONSIDERATION BY
.2123 THOSE INVOLVED IN THE 00C PROGRAM.

. ___________ ......-------.....---
20. COMPARED WITH PREVIOUS YEARS, THE INFORMATION PROVICE0 ME BY THE OFFICE OF

2.,12., RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION-THIS YEAR HAS BEEN:

MUCH LESS LESS ABOUT EQUALLY MORE MUCH MCRE

HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL ELPFUL HELPFUL

1 2 3 4 5=..i 41.1=1 111.0

LAST YEAR?YEAR. COMPAREDOEVOTE TO TEACHING flit T3
21. HOW SUCH TIME AND ENERAI DC) CONDITIONS IN YOUR SCHOCL ALLCW YOU TO
25.1

3f
MUCH LES S LESS SAME MORE MUCH MCRE

1 2 3 4 5

.1WIIMIIIIIIIIMMOMMIIHM1110011111101111111.1111MillalIMII0 MNIIINFIMIIMII=11111111011111FIMMINIIIIMMIIIPINIANI 0

22. ON A SCALE OF 1 5, HOw WOULD YOU RATE THE CURRENT PROFESS IONAL PERSONNEL

;74 EVALUATION SKFTEM?
3413

VERY GENERALLY V ER Y

INADEQUATE INADEQUATE ADEQUATE ADEQUATE ADECUATE

.Z 3 4 5
AMY

namaw owoposamo
23. HAS THE ESAA STAFF SUPPORT TEAM RROVIdED SERVICES IN THE MIA OF STRESS

3.37 MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING TO YOUR SHCCOL?
Sae

YE S NC
aiimmommi 1111.1=111.

24. HAS THE ESAA STAFF SUPPORT TEAM PROVIDED SERVICES IN THE AREA OF STRESS

252 MANAGEMENT AND 'HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING TO YCU AS AN INDIVIDUAL?
317

YES NO.
...01111111411111

,=11.11.1.1.g. 4111111111111 ele.111M 118

25. IF YOu HAVE PARTICIPATED IN DESEGREGATION-RELA.TED INSERVICE PROGVAmS,
PLEASE LIST ANY G000 FEATURES YOU THINK ARE WORTH PRESENTING FOR OTHER

TEACHERS:

mmllNamaym.abomenaaa amms.
26. ARE YOU NOW OCING DIFFERENT THINGS IN INSTRUCTION THAN YCu DID LAST

33t YE? (THE FIRST YEAR OF DESEGREGATION)? 4

yES,VERy IANY YES,SOME YES,VER:f FEd NC EXAMPLES:

F-8
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c.

Drugs Off Campus .

Appendix G

SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHER QUESTIONS

4

G-1

2

1.1
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Instrument Description: Supplemental Questions for Teachers

VC'

3rieg dascrthrinn of chit tist=elmt

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

To vim= vai the instrument ac4,./4-t4Itered?

Teachers at Martin Junior Hie School.

3aw =my eimits vas the tost=tent achmisistered?
*

Once.

e

Them was the inst."---extt adhd=istv-ed7

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.

There was the tas.tv---en-r 1..inisteted?
k

In'a location of Ctie teacher's choice.

7ho atre.141tered the tmst===ent/

Self-administered.

lhas tratrainst d44 'e adninistrators

None.

have?

7 u :he instrtttent adninis'a-ed under* standartizad cznditicts?

So.

Tara there troble=s v.i.th :he ir..str=namu nr the 'ach=thist-at'an t...izht
a2fect the veliditv of the -lata?

Since response to the questionnarie was elective and the time allotimd relatively biief,
teachers who did not feel strongly one way or the other about the program may not have
completed it. Only extreme opinions may be reflected.

7hc ievelnced the trxr===nt?

'The Evaluation Intern.

None.

" ,)a the:re ht.= iata available 1%.1- thtertratiim the results?

ra142^ilit? xmi iili.rv data ari avnilabla an :ha instrtraer...?

No.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHER QUESTIONS

Purpose

The purpose of asking teachers to respond tO supplemental questions about the
DOC Program is expresded in a memorandum to the ptincipal.of Martin (Attach-
ment G-1) and in a one-third page cover memo (Attachment G-2) which accompanied
the questionnairettachment G-3).

Data from the questionnaire provided inforMation relevant to these decision
and evaluation questions:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Austin Independent Schdbl District
bcontinue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs and

411- alcohol? "

, Evaluation Question D1-2: Did the availability and use of illegal
drugs and alcohol on campus change as a result of the program?

4

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

Decision
or continued as is

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

40

Evaluation Quist oft D2-4: What did school persannel, students, and
parents think ab ut the program?

Prodedure

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

in-depth information from teadhers. Since a teacher interview had not been
included iii the original evaluation design, a concern for limited evaluation
resources prompted the memo and enclafures contained in Attachmerit G-4. After
further communication,,it was finally decided to provide teachers at Martin,
who had expressed the <I eed, with an additional opportunity for.comment in the
form of a questionnaire Attachments G-1 through G-3 detail the agreement and
the administration procedures.

AlthOugh h time allotted for responding tip the questionnaire was relatively
short, 23 'Martin teachers, 43% of the 53 telachers 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 their content. Results are discussed

in the next section.

A.

G-3 94-

cu....lac 4.e
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".° Results

The Martin teachers'4and COunselorla
items a re presented, by question, belo

sponses to the three questionnaire

. .

1. Do you think the actiyities of the program have reduced the incidence
of drug-related-activities on your campusg Why?

Of the 23 Martin-teachers responding to the questionnaire, nine teachers
answered "yes" to this question, eight answered "no," and six others gave
a qualified response: The counselor also 4ave a qualified.response. Figure
G-1 below presents in condensed form the 24 responses and the're ons given
for them.

YES

Students know if they are:holding," will get caught;
that "dopers" get nervous evidence that dogs seen
as effective by students, hence a deterrent.
"Fear "

. Awareness of the dogs on camVUs.
Risk of_getting caught in schoo1.

. Students are not bringing drugs/alcohol

. No reason given.

NO

to school

Few incidents before program, few later. No

evidence that program has succeeded since no
assessinent made.

..:Drugs not as big a problem in junior high as

. Students interested in drugs will,find a, way

. Same number of students still-users.

. Students AIM' use drugs were not caught

OTHER

as often.

substantial
real needs

high school.
to use them.

with theolik

. Not sure since was not at scbibol thp year before.
Not sure reduction due to dog's.
Cannot make valid statement on question.

. Probably. Kids more wary about what titey bring io school.
No idea.

. May be partially due to DOC.
. Dodbts it. (counselor)

FREQUENCY

3
9

FREQUENCY

1

1

2

3

8

FREQUENCY

1 .

1

1 .

1

1

1

7

-

Figure G-1. 'RESPQNSES BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNSET,OR ABOUT WHETHER DOC .

AEDUCED THE INGIDENCE OF DRUG-REiATED ACTIVITIES ON CAMPUS..

.P-4
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-

Additional comments made by Martin teachers and a counselor to iitem 1 are,

POSITIVE COMMENT
, .

FREQUENtY

"I have known of only 2 incidents this year." 1

Fewer-5sMetents are being referred for'possession of marijuana
or are "high" on marijuaria. 1

No drug Were found at Martin. 1

represented in Figure G-2.

NEGATIVE COMMENT FREQUENCY. .

. . r

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."
It is doubtful whethercstudents who do,drgs and° weren't
caught were never holding. . l'-

. "What activities? The dogs came + ihterrupted class." , 1 -

The same amount of drug graffiti istel displayed on book
covers, walls, and desks.
In spite of the program, students. w411 continue to be fas-,-.
cinatedwith contraband items., aqil will "rebel in the usual

manner. 1ar ,,,4

I am not convinced that studAllis have cut 'down on drug use. 1

The dogs generally came during 1st and 2nd or 5th and 6th
periods. .

% 1

. Students are...
. probably getting high elsewhere.

ff, -
-1

. getting high at lunch. 1

-.. cutting school to get high. Mr .1

. taking drugs/alcohol off campus: (counselor) g - 2

. getting high before school.,(counselor)- Iir A

Figure G-2. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS BY MARTIN STAFF ABIAT THE EFFICACY OF THE'
DOC PROGRAM IN REDUCING DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES ON CAMPUS.

2. What things do you think are good about the program, and what things do
you think are bad? ,

.

,
N

.

Figure G-3 below summarizes the responses of the 23 Martin teacherS and coun-

sfelor_to this question.

,GOOP , FREQUENCY,

Privatp locker sniffing is toleral;le.
.

1

Few drugs were found.

. "Anything that stops drugs is. worthwhile." ' 1

The threat of being caught..
.

41

Respect for authority figures; 1.,;tztihg drug kids. 1

The random search. .

i 1

0

(Fiture G-3 dontinued on next page)
,g

9,6

Q-5 ,
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The program helped to keep drugs/alcohdl off campus: (7)*
Getting drugs off.campus, if this happened. 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.", 1

. Prevents drugs/alcohol on campus to a certain extent.
"Drugs -have been kept away frolic the school grounds and
controlled." 1

. "Students are careful about bringing marijuana on campus." 1

. Children who deal in drugs more careful about keeping most
of them off campus. 1

. The were no good things about the progiam: (5)

" 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 benefits of this program:VI 1

A,\ . Nothing was good. (counselor)
.

2

. Not addressed by the teacher.

IS

BAD

. Classroom student sniffing not tolerable; reqiniscent
of police state ectivity where individuals are subject
to violation of rights ana are unable to resist such
"subjugation."\
The program breaks doen trust. 1

The program "fosters tear and deceit," causing users to
move "underground" and away from where theY could receive
help; it does not educate students. 1

Teacher's equilibrium diaturbed by Teeling of anger at
watching students being sniffed.

. 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 fluenced students. 1
0

. All the teachers complaining; dogs need a bath.

6

24

FREQUENCY

Nothing is bad about the program.
(s.

. Not addressed by the teacher. (counselor)

. The dogs were a disruption:, -
. "There is no way to continue teaching over the,constant
soo-soo.' The dogs bark in thehalls, 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."
.Class disruptidn, though small, was disruption; violation of

rights.

(Figure 0-3 continued on next page)

G-6

r

2

3

(10).

1
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The dogs disturb classes.
There is an interruption of class and instruction of up'to
30 minutes each time the dogs appear or are heard in the .

hallways'. The dogs always smell in need of baths. They

drool on lunches and in girls' purses. They cause extreme
emba-trassmeni to "good" kids by stopping by them.and ref-
using to move Until yanked away by a handler. The dogs have
"attackea" bologna sandwiches and rabbit fur coats. They. f!. u

have even.used the hallway as a bathroom. 1

Bringing.dogs into the claesroom is disruptive to some so

extent, due to some teachers' negative reactions and to A i

students' natural curiosity.
',

-i 1

'. Disruption in the classroom, possible invasion Cif students;
se N
rights. 1.

. Dogs were disruptive in some respects; were intereeted in
other things besides drugs, e.g., bologna sandwiches and
capdy. 1

. .Time consuming; classes disrupted.. 1

. Unannounced class interruptions. 1

. Repeated interruption of classes where no drugs Were found. 1
,4 24 "

*Numbers in parentheses are category subtotals.

Figure G-3. RESPONSES BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNSpOR ABOUT WHAT THINGS
WERE GOOD AND BAD ABOUT THE DOC PROGRAM.

Additional comments made by Martin teachers and a Martin counselor which
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 e nd, the end

does not justify the means. counselor)

. The activities of the dogs have caused many rumore which
emotionally upset some students. ' 1

. If the object of public education is to enable students to
learn to think for themselves, they must be given the facts
and an opportunity to practice decision-making skills. This

is 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. 1

The kias 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-
ered guilty until they are declared innocent. 1

The dog program should involve lockers, cars, etc., but not A

classrooms due, to so much opposition by certain individuals.

6igure G-4 continued on next page)

(
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A.
Some students are genuinelfr scated of dogs.
I am neutral on,the issue'.and have always been:

. It id not a good idea to-have dogs 'come into Classroom:1s.
We need to come up with-another program,

. Mbre individualized d&teotiort techniques are preferably to
interrupting class. -

1

1-

Figure G-4. ADDITIONAL.COMMENTS BY MARTIN STAFF ABOUT WHAT WAS.GOOD AND BAD
ABOUT THE DOCPROGRAM.

3. What dO you think might:bean alternative tei this program?
A

L:

The suggestions made by4he,Mhrtin teacher6 and counselor are preSeorted in
condensed form in FigdreG-5.

' SUGGESTION

`'t

0'11, FREQUENCY

. Treat the causesllouraelf-concept, lacknf self-estkm)
. rather than the:sYmptoms through self-concept programs; peer

counseling progreas'Iike those at Porter, Crockett; Bainet
and'Lanier, and 1n7depth counseling-for recognized users
and their faMiliescounselor) 1

. A staff developmentworkshop on recognizing students:involved
with-drugs and Iihataction to take.

. Develop a compAthensiVe program uding teachers, counselors; i
parents and thudtin Police Department.to educate users-as
Vro the dangets involved and the benefits of "staying straight.":1

. Vund a programjfor drug coundeling for students. . . 1
A Educate students to make their own decisions. 1

Have more ha4l: monitors patrol bathrooms and other areas where
students migpthe engaged in illegal drug activity before
school, during lunch, and after school. 1

. Educate stu4hAts on the bad effects of drugs, posSibly-.,
through scietice classeS. 1

.

A counselinIg-program; guest spe akers who-Would speak against
'drugs,froMeXperignce.

. Additional:monitors for schools with more.serious drdg prob-
.

lems; counseling and programs to reach suspected or-confirmed
drug userS.

. A drug abt;se education audio7visual aid program with drug
abuse professional speakers to follow up.
Mbre drdg -education for'teachers and students;. deciai?n-
iaking education., 1

Drug abdse programs in the primary grades aS a deterrent to
later usese. % 1

Keep the .present program.
('

Mbdify-the present program:-
'. Restrict the use Of dogs to locker searches, but do not

annooce that fact. Scan rooms on a random basis and then
only with a teacher's approval.
-Unscheduled locker checks and searched of suspects.

G-8
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0

More secrecy in handling a suspected student.

. Employ more real-world inirestigative techniques besides dogs,
including locker inspection and inviting police to search'

4 student.

Not knowl,edgeable enough about the entire,program to,judge.

Can't think of alternative which Would satisfy..everyone
involved.

Do not know.

* Category subtotal.

Figure G-5. SUGGESTIONS MADE BY MARTIN'TEACHERS AND A COUNSELOR AS
TERNATIVES TO THE;DOC PROGRAM.

'

100

1
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.

, AUSTIN.61DEPENDEIIVSCHCZL DISTRI
.

t' Atladhment G-1

a

.

rom:

Subject:

INTER OFFIcE MEMO

Fortunato Vera, Pñcipal, Martinli t 'Date:

David',Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern
.

Supplemental questions for Teachers About DOC
ti.,

A

to .

April 27, l982,'
4

, -

As W'discussed and!agreed.iipon loresterAnyi in order to givi.those

teacher, who feel the need.to Oroyide more_input to the;q!aluitiou the

.;

.opportunity to do,so 'I 'am seriding_you'avupplemental. survey containing
..

the three open-ended quegt ons you .inditated to Me=were apprOpriat.e.
N..... ',

...,
-, ... ,

A wasipot possible to incdipor#te the three questigns with those Martin
.

There are Aifficie-4copies for alliof your teachersi-
.

, ./
A

, % _
,

.

.Please'note that this se0arate Survey is the alternative we agreed ;In if
.

te#4ers-wa1ealre4y-receiVing On tlii d*striCtwide Tescher Survey.

Since this datakollectiolvhas-already been completed; separate

turVey is neceSsary.

,

Plive distribute,the survey to y
04

r teacliers. 14reCtions and mailing

otit

instructions are ?treacly attached.,

Call 'me at 458-4227 if you.ilave

survey..

APPR&ED.

ot

t I id

any cluestions -about this Supplemental

e'

c r7.1se

, 7.

val on P

Acting,Assistant Superintenden

G

for secondary Edlication

dal
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:

Atta,chment

c.

TO:

d

4 FROMt

AUSTIN,INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT .
Office of Resetch and Evaluation

4;11 27, 1982

Martin Teachers
.ehil

David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intein

:SUBJECT: Sipplemental Questiotis About DOC

These questions art being given to you so that yod can have. dche opportunity co make

more ih-depth comments about the DOC Program, if gou desire.

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

to ma no later than Wednesday May 5.

Thank you.

DW:bw

AUSTIN.INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Eyaluation

April 27, 1982

TO: Martin Teachers

k.R6 M:

0/141
David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Supplemental Questions About DOC

These questions are being giyen to you so that you can have the opportUnitY to make.

/Imore in-depth comments about che pow Program, if yOu desire.
.

Since time'is a factor in processing this infdrmation, please,return your Cpt111110;s."

to me no later than Wednesday, May 5.

Thank,you.

UW:bw

AUSTIN INDEPFDDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Research' and Evaluation
April 27, 1982

TO: 'Martin Teachers

FRDM: David Wilkinson Evaluation bate=

*SUBJECT: Supplemental Questions About DOC.

4

These questions are being given to:yOu snIthat you can have the opportunity to make

more in-depth cotments about the DOC Prokram, if you desire.

Sihce tide is a factor in processing
this information, please return your comments

to me bo later-than Wednesday, May 5:

Thank you.

' DW:bw

,

fit

G-11

.11

102
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4.

s.

Attachment G-3
(Page 1. of 2)

I .

AUSTININDEPENDENT SCRIM DISTRICT
Office b. Resesich and Evaluation .'

,
.

April 27, 1982
"

.DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROGRAM

A

Supplemental Ruestions'for TeaChersill,

11\

,

I.' Do you think the actiyities of 16 program Aave reduoea the incidSnCe
of drurrelated activities dn your catipus? WhY?

It- 6

4-

2. What things-do you think are good about the program, and whatl thihgs
db you think aFe bad?.

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

dr.

Contihue on the back if more space iS required.
TURN OVER FOR MAILING INSTRUCTIONS.

* 03G-12.
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0-

t..

-lc*
FOLD HERB"---

Please return thrlugh the school mail to:

ORE/Dairid Wilkinson,
Administration Bldg.t
Box 79

.no,later than WednesdayaMay 5. Thank you.

a

,O 4

16-13,r

Attachweni G-3 '
(ain't...laded, page 2..of 2)

10

.r
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AUSCIR INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment G-4

Office of Research and Evaluatibn Page 1 of 9

March 8, 1982. -

TO: David Hill

' FROM: David Wilkinson

SUBJECT: Questionp Being Asked About DOC

As you requested, enclosed'is a'copy of the four (westions being asked of
all Crockett and Martin eeachers, not just a sample.

In order to give you a better idee.of the scope 0 the data collection devoted
just to opinion data, I 'am also enclosing copies of the following:

.

. 'Staff Drug/Alcohol Survey -- given'to all Crockett and Martin school
persOnnel last September and scheduled again for April;

. Student Drug/Alcohol Survey given to all Crockett and Magtinstudents
last September and scheduled again-for Apri1,4

. Parent Survey -- given to ewsample of parents at both drockett and Martin;

student Interview -- conducte with selected students at Crockett and

Martin;

Administrator Interview -- to.be conducted with Crockett and Martin
.principals, assistant principals, gnd other appropriate administrators.

1

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 wotld seem that teachers are not aware of the extent pf the data collection.

However, if there are areas which you or the Crockett and Martin'principals
feel have not beim fully addressed,I woqld be grateftl for .that information.
Perhaps then we might be able to discuss mgans by which additkonal inform4-
tion might be gathered within the present evaluation design. One possibility

I's expanding the administrator interview. Another is to add questions to

the April staff post-assessmeni. .

Please let me knoT1 the results of your discussions with the Crockett and
Martin principals.

APPROVED: -

Directbr, esearcirand Evaluati6n

G-14
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Attachment G-4 -
(continued, page <2 of 9)

AUSTIN.INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Offilt of Research,and Evaluation

4

QUE8TIONS, ON DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY

Evaluation

Sample ,// Items Questions
.

t
.

.

.
.

Referenced

Stron Dont .., Strongly

Agr Agree Know Disagree Disagree D2-4

All. teachers 5 4 3 / 1

at)Martin,
.

and Crockett

A

.1 . The actimities of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC)
program hindered important ongoing educational
:activities.

2. 'I have received suffici 'information about. 111

the\DOC program.

3. My students have reacted well to the DOC program.

4. I think the rights,.and feelidgs, of studentS are
being given adequate consideration by the persons
involved with the DOC program.

z 16 0

-of

1

111

9

0 444
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STAFF

School:

-

Attachment G-4 ,

.4continuel, page 3 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOLDISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

4

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY'.

Check,if you;are:

( ) Principal/Assistant Principal/Dean/Headleacher

( Teacher/Counselor/Librarian

Building Manager/Registra/Assistant Re4strar/Secretary/O1*k/Bookkeeper/
TeaCher Aide/Study Hall Mcnitor/ISS Monr.

Head Custodian4Custodian/Production Assistant/Hall Monitor/Production
Apprentice/Building Operator/Manager/Manager Trainee/Cobk Manager/Production
Specialist/Horticulturist

( ) Other staff.- Please specify:

*******************************************.11***Ipk*********************************
41 .

Srongly
Agree

, a. Drugs are a problem on this.camp "1

b. Alcohol is a pro -damius. 1

, 2. a. Drugs are-avail&
, whenever students 1

14

'b. Alcohol ra availahLF on this campus
whenever students 'want it.

3?ka. Studentg often, uSe.drugs on
campus.

1

b. Students often drink alcohol on
campus. '

, a. Using dogs,to detect drugs otlr
campus is a good idea. 1

b. Using dogs to detect alcoholion
campus is a good idea. 1

Printed September 1981
ReprAied March 1982

G-16
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Agree
Not
Sure

2 3

2. 3

2 3

2

2 3.

3

Strongly
Disagree Disagree

,

\ 4

- 4 5

4

4

4

4

4

5
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Al

Directiona:

There is a negi program in AISD this year. At two.sChools,ltra,ined dogs:will

be used. to detect illgal drugs,and,alcohol. In evaluSting this program, Ve,

are interested in ypur attitudes about drugs on campus.

/4

Attachm 4
(coptin 0 page 4,Pf'9

. .

d
.AUSTININDEPENDENT SCHOOTI, DISXRICT
..Office of Research and. Evaluation

Pall, 1981 .

Spring, 1982

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY
.5.440

Please complete this,suryey, by placing a checknext to,your position ahd by
uspondinto the statements which follbw.

,A11 sp4ses are confideneial.

Please return through the schdol M.:ail to.

4 t.
ORE/David Wilkinson
Administration Builaing
Box 79

Thank you for your help.

6

PLEASE TUR14 THIS SHEET OVER.

Printed Sptember-1981:
Reprinted, March 1982

10Eis,



STUDENT

four grade:

Attachment G-4

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (continued, page 5 of 9)

-Office of Research and Evaluation

DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEYm.
1, a. Drugs are a problem on this campus.

Strongly Agree Agree Not' Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

1
f-

b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

a. Drugs are available on this campus whenever, students want them.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagre Strongly Disagree

b. Alcohol is available on this campna whenever students want it.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

\
3, a. :

Students often use drugs.on campus.

Strongly 'Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree............1
b. Students often drink alcohol on campus.

StrOngly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

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

Stronglr Agree Agree Not Sure -. Disagree Strongly Disagree

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

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

Printed September 1981
Reprinted March 1982

oplii,0
G-18
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81.54 VERSION EN ESPAROL AL OTRO LADO

AUSTIN IfiDEPENDENT SC,HOOL DISTRICT Attachment G-4

AUSTIN, TEXAS (continued, page 6 of 9)

'January 1982

a

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 randorny selected group yho 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 progrdm.

.J
Please complete the survey by responding to tho statements which foIlow. Under
each underlined statement, circle the word orfwords which best express how you_
feel about,that statement.

A

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

Thank you. 0

Swicerely,

3,2v-1c.7

Elczi Assis7ant Su.pez,ikteno:em- for Secondary Education

4*******************************************************************************

1, Drugs are a problem at Crockett High-School.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree

b. Alcohol it a problem at Crockett High School.

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure . Disagree Strongly Disagree

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

...

Sorongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Dis e

!N11
oA

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

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagrai-.
G-19
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ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
AUSTIN, TEXAS Attachment G-4

Enero 1982
(continued, Rage 7 of 9)

Estimado Padre dt Familia:

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

se esten usando perrosientrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y.bebidas alcoh6-

licas.

Usted ha sido seleccionado a traves de un sorteo-para recibir este
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opiniclin al decidir si continuamos dste
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos.

Llend este cuestioRario, encerrando en un circulo las palabras que
lo que usted sientejsobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas.

cuestionario.
programa o no.

meior expresan

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

MUchas gracias.

Sincerrnte,/-.1
04:41;cir

W. David Rill
Acting Assistant

)

Superintendent for Secondary Education

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

1.a. Las drogas son un problem a en a escuela Crockett.

Estoy muy Esmy de No estoy No estoy de
da amuerdo acterdo seeuro aauerdo. ... Esuly muy

en dasacuerdod..
b. Las bebidas a1coh6licas son un problema en la escuela Crockett.

Escoy muy Escoy de
de acuardo Acuerdo

No estoy No estoy de Estoy muy
saguro acuardo en Cesacuerdo

11
2.a. El uso de perros Rara detectar drogas en la escuela es una-buena idea.

Escoy muy Esm3y de
de acuerdo acuardo

No estoy No estoy de Estoy muy
saguro acuerdo an desacuardo.......* ..

b. El uso de perros para deActar bebidas a1coh6licas en la escuela-es una
buena idea.

Estoy muy Estoy de
de acuerdo acuerdo

No estoy No astoy de
seauro aCuardo

Estoy, muyt

en desacuerdo

.s...mommammos..,..m. moomm=*.s gm= momm.NmIl.wIsmal

G-20 l



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment G-4

Office of Research and Evaluation
(continued, page 8 of 9)

1981-82

DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) STUDENT INTERVIEW
,

Interviewer:

Student Number:

Date/Time:

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

Hi. My name.is . 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 ehe principal. 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'nothing to do with your grades. Okalq,Fine, here's
the first question. *

1. What happened on the day you/your car/your locker were/was searclied?

2. What was said to you before-you/your car/your locker were/was earched?

3t How did you feel while you were/it was being searched?

4. How do you feel about the search now?

5. If the same situation came up again, should the.sChool officials do anything
differently?

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

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:aLout that you'd like to

share with me?

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 ashecessary tO obtain the fullest
responsea possible. Verify with the student rhe accuracy of the re-

, sponses you have noted.

The information from this interview is,nOnfidential.

G-21
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5.

6.

7.

-81.54 AU1N INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

=March 8, 1982'

WORKiNG 1,1)fLAS 'ONLY
UNDER NCI UONDMOil 10 Bt

CONSIDERED. FINAL

Attachment G-4
(continued, page 9 of 9)

LIST OF POSSIBLE QUESTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

Evaluation Questions
Referenced

What services did the contractor provide? D2-2

Were the services provided adequate'to meet the needs
of the school?

D2-2

What training and information about the program were
piovided to school personnel, students, and parents?

D2-3

How do you mink your students are reacting to the
program? Parents? Your staff?

D2-4-

Do you-think the rights and felings of students are
being given adequate consideration.by the persons involved
with.the program?

D1.76, D2-4

Do yoU think the program's activities.helped or hindered
important ongoing eduCational activities?

,D1-6, D2-4

Do you think the activities of the program have reduced
the incidence of drug-related activities on your campus? Dl-6, D2-4
Why?

8. What things do you tliink are good about the program, and
what things do you think are bad?

9. Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which
should be retained next year?

10. If the program is retained, what changes in it would
you like to see?

11. What do you think might be an alternative to this
program?

113
G-22
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7 brugs Off Campus

Appendix H

INFORMATION FROMOTHgR DISTRICTS

H-1
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81.54 O.

Instrument Dascription: Out-of-District Survey

3riat descriotion of che imitrument:

The DOC Out-of-District Survay consists of
tionS, dasigned to obtain information about
district outsida of Austin. The quastions
lams (if any).tharwhava bawl, how tha prob
reactad to tha district's usa of dogs, And
thair effactivenass.

To whom was the instrument aerrfroltared?
Admidisorators in five central Texa's ind.pxLdenl school districts.' The diltricts,
ware Eanas, Del Valle, Marbla Falls, Lockhirt, and Tample ISD. Administrators
included tha superintandents of Del Valle, Marble Falls, and Lockhirt, the principal
of Templa High School, and an assistant prindipal of Westlaka High School (Hanes
ISD).

Haw =any timas was Cha instrument iri-v4riltared?

Ona to each administrator.

iva quastions, one with threa subques-
;the use of traine0 dogs in a school-
Mncarn how the dogs are used,,whai prob-
ems were addtassed, how tha public has
haecontlusions might ba drawn About

J

When was the in\=man: arlY14,14stered?

May 3, 1982.

Where;was the instrument admiinistered?

Administrators were administared tha enrvey by telephone.

Who administered Che instrument?

Tha Evaluation'Intern.

What trainima!did the: administ-ators hava?

Training
A
and experience in interviawing procadures.

Wae che instrument administered aider standardized conditions?

Yes.

Were there oroblems.with the inurnment Or the administration :hat micht
atfect'che validity of the data?-

Nona known.

Who develooed :ha instrmnent?

Tha Evaluation Intern.

I. 0

What rellabilitY mnd vaIlditY data are available on the instrument?

Nona.

Are. there tor= data available for in-mar:retina :he results?

No.

H-2
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Purpose

Infomatioti fromother school" districts was collectedin order to answer the

fol wink decision'and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D1:. Should the Austin Independent ,School District

continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs
and alcohol?

EvaluatiOn Question D1-5: How did the program in AISD compare
ietS similar programs elsewhere?

PrcCedure

Comparative information to AISD's prograd was obtained from ,two sources:

1. A review of the literature, and

2. A telephone survey of administrators in other districts using dogs.

As part.of the review of the literature, d'computer search, of the tkic
(Educational Research InformAion Clearinghouse) data base was conducted on

OREls request ? by stafT with CITE --(Coordinating Information for Texas
Educators), aresource center which provides reference services to sub-

_ scribing agencieS. The only citation found in ERIC dealing with-the use of
..,trained degs to detect drugs and 'alcohol came from the September 1981 NASSP

Bulletin, Volume EC Number 446. This article is reproduced in f?.111 in

seitint H-1. .

A second part of the review was of the literature bearing on the legal issuee

inherent in the DOC Program. Journals referenced were TASB Journal, School
a Lau.Bulletin, and two pu4ications of the, National ttganization on Legal

PraSlems of:Education (NOLPE), NOLPE Notes and School Law Reporter. Perti-

nent articles could,kot be reproduced here but are contained in another report,

' 'Supplementary Material: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82; ORE Publication

Number 81.M.

cp

In April 1982, the-Evaluation Intern.conducted a,telephone survey of adminis-

trators in five other districts employing the same company, Security Associ-

ates Internationl (SAI), that AISD had contracted with. Attachment 11-2

containvia copy of a memorandum informinvWSD administrators of the survey
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 chos#n 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.

Results of the review of the literature and:of the Out-of-District Survey

are presented:in the following section.

a-

1 1 6
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Review of the Literature
d

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 starch and seizuie. The use of dogs also touches on a
range of related legal issues and doctrines, including the standards of
probable and.feasonab1e cause to search, due process:in loco parentis,
the right to privacy, and "good faith."

A Lprehensive discussian of the legal issues involved with the use of
-

drugldetecting'dogt is beyond the Scope of this review. However, three
recent. court cases, two in Texas, which addressed the use of dogs in
school should be noted. The first two of these, Doe v".!(Renfrow (Indiana,
)1979.) and Jones' v. Latexo Independent School District (Texas, 1980), are. .
discussed in.the artic14 contained_in Attachment H-1. It wAll be suffi-
cient to add here that the courts rtached opposite findings in'the two

. cases, sustaining the use of dogs (except as the bapis for a strip search)
in the former case but prohibiting them in the latter. The ruling in r
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 recent2 case, Rorton v. Goose Creek Independent
School District (Texas, 1980), the couth.truled that the schoel,district
could continue to use dogs for directing drugs in classrooms, lockers,
and cars. On Appeal, the 5th U.S. Circuit Cou'rt of Appeals held that. dogs

. may be used to sniff cars and lockers, but that 14 is an "outrageous
intrusion on student privacy" for them,to sniff students fOr drugs.

Results

e

In summary, the legal status of the use of dogs for detecting drugs in
school is n question. In the only_ case to date to reach the
Supreme burt, 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 (Attachment H-3). However, in the two Texa4 cases, both of .

Which involving dogs provided by SAT, judicial opiniap was divided, with
one judge pro and the other con. This division and-the ruling of the
appeals courtWhich covdrs a region including Austin, leave the issue
unresolved. At most, it seems that the ust of dogs to sniff students'
lockers and, cars is legally bermissible while-students themselvts cannot
be sniffed.

For fUrther ddtails about the three cases referred to, and for general
information in this area, the reader is urged to consult SupOlementary
Material: DrUgs:Off Campus Program 1981-82 (Publication Number 81.M).

Out-of-District Survey

Information obtained from administrators in other districts Using dogs is
presented,'under each survey stion, below. Responses'are paraphrased
unless otherwise indicat

(

H-4
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1. How have train

DIStRICT

been used+-in your d1stric9

RESPONSE
ot,

,,t,

Eanes- ISD d. Dogs check lockers, gym lockers, cars. No,class-
f

rooms searched. If any contraband found, 'including
. marijUald-seeds, student is given 3-day suspension..

. Stuaents must'be enrolled in counseling as condition
for readmittance. The district has.a psychologist
on retainer for counseling. Studentimust antinue

in counSeling until rehabilitated. )

Del Valle ISD

,

Dogs make two visits per month, which is sufficient.
Search cars, P.E. locker rooms, and hall locker. roots.
Do not search classrooms becauve it causes a "stir."
No disciplinary action taken for paraphernalia or
for marijuána seeds found in cart. SusPension Yor a

year if any drug fottid in the building.

e ISD Used'to,locate .contraband--drugs; alcohol, firearms,

anything illegal. dsdd primarily JAI large,parking
lot. 'Also lockers, storage areaS; empty classrooms.
Board aoes not allow cpassroom seardfies when stuaents

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 felongooffense police are

^called. 1

. Began using dogs two days before supey on 'an experf-

mental basis.' Evaluation in summer 1982, after three
monihs. 'Dogs visit once-per Veek. Search parking

lot and Flassrooms. Similar io AISD's program. 3If
.drugs found on campus, Student.remo4ed from school
for the rest of the ye'ar.

Marble FallseISD

Lockhart ISO . Search parking lot, lockers; and classrooms. Based

n Average: Daily Attendance, contracted for 42 hours
to.

per month.
.

a. At what grade levels isethe program operating.?

DISTRICT

Eanes ISD

Del Valle'ISD

P RESPONSE

All grade levels: K-5, 6-8 (middle scho 1), and

9-12 (high school). At K-5 not used f r detection,

only tor edgpational-purposes,
%

. Secondary schools only, grades 7-8 (junior high) and

9-12 (high sChool):

118
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(Temple ISD . Grades 6-8 (middle school) and 9-12 (high school).

Ma le Falls ISDI . Grades 4-8 (junior high) and 9-12 (high school),.
re

. Secondiry schools, grade; 7-8.(juniCyr-high) and
9-12 (high school).

1116b.
How aany campuses are involvecLin the program?

Lockhart ISD

DISTRICT

Eanes ISD

RESPONSE'

Five campuses: three with lower grade
school; and ona high school.

, one middle`

-Del Valle ISD . Two cpapuses:. one junior high school and one high
school; both with approximately 1,000 students.

Temple ISD Four campuses: three middle schools and one high
%

Marble Falls ISD . Two campuses: one junior high schoOl and one high ,
school.

Lockhart ISD Two campuses: one junior high School and one high
pchool.

c. Is campus-involvement in the'Rrogram voluntary or mandatory?.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Eanes ISD

Del Valle ISD

Temple,ISD

Marble Falls ISD-

Lockhart ISD

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. ,Principai gets about five
minutes,adVance warning.-

. Schools wanted it. No discussion about whether they
would par,ticipate. 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.prAvention--but was too
expensive.

. Mutually agreed upon by Superintendent and principals.
Question does not really apply.

. School Board mandated it but the schools were willing.

H-6
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2. What'problems, if any, have you had in using trained dogs in yoar
district? -

NN\

DISTRICT

:Epps ISD

Del Valle ISD

Temple ISD

USPONSE

. No prohiems. An sional alert On.cheMicals
like a drycleane coat or a car done with Armorall:
These are a nuisance.

1

. Amount of administraebr's time it takes up. There

was a little apprehension from staff at first, e.g.,
thaa dog would alert on a staff car for alcohol
or that drugs would be put under a teacherls desk
(one instrance happened). Students were apprehensive
of having drugs planted in their lockers/through the
vent holes,.

4,1

. No problems. Some parents "distrauNP that kids

apprehended, but parents generally very cooperative.
Some have thanked school officials. The amolint 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 Atten.

Mhrble Fails ISD . None except hostile press. People very suppoutive
of program. Makes Superintendent feel like it is
a bOmb waiting to go off. The initial furor over

the program has-subsided.

.Lockhart ISD'

41,

. Dogs have not come often enough this year, have not
come close. Students may.haye figured out a way to
"beat the system."' pard that students have way to
mask smell. While assistant princtpals have found
5-6 students with marijuana, the'dogs hale detected
non. Questions effectiveness.

. J
What has been done to address those problems, if any?

DISTRICT

Eanes ISD

Del Valle ISD

Temple ISD

RESPONSE

. Not much you do to deal with the "chemical alerts."

. Tell staff and students you are going to use good'
judgment (to allay their apprhension --see #2).

. Way t6deal with problems is to ge "up front," be
honest. Publicize. School district took out space
in the newspaper. Gave every student a copy of the
policy on drugs; also-a copy-of a contract for third

party counseling. Demonstrate 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

H-7
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Marble,Falla ISD

Lockhart ISD

solve coiomunity's drug
to get if off campus.
nity education. Also,
is fOund, call parents

. Getting In the routine

problem. Major concern is
Do lots of PR work and commu-
if a dog 'alerts and nothing
and explain.

of the/progrim.

. Havirkg more dogs at one time. Company has pilm ised

more but has not delivered.'4 Questioloable that-will
contintie with program as is. May recommend termina-
tion to the Board. Program must have credibility.
Not lure of program's effectiveness, i.e., dogs ,..

doing what company says they will do.

4. What hn the reaction of the public o your district's use of the
dogs? Ill

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Eanes ISD

'

Del Valle IS411111

Temple ISD

Marble Fails ISD

Lockhart ISD

5.:what

DISTRICT

Eanes ISD

. Very favorab e. Very ew negative commentsi At the*
.ehearing bef re the, Bp: 4 adopted the progrfam, thexe
was one vo al paren4sainst. The assistant princi-.
pal was çXreatened 6110 with a lawsuit: Students
are about 50-50.. *her despiser-them or very glad.

. Including the stude4 body, really favor it. Feel
drugs'are unfaired of them. One ar xwopteachers
worried about the:000eY, that it might come from
salary accotintS. 4$put 95% of-the students favored
dog % VA not 'Want them.

y favorable. /Wanted to know why had not been .
ne sooner.

Supportive.

9rFavorable"04i ticism in the.beginning. Citi-

zen's group Opportive at beginning. Community
support all &1 Wway through .

re your conclusions abothe effectivendss'of the
-

RESPONSE

#

Del Tille ISD

4p
Feel po.dit#0. Want to see it reinstated. Tougher
for the k144Sing drugs to get involved with them in
school. .44y1,be using off oampus, but jdrisdic.tion

.of the s41-00:1 ends at the fenCes. .Has)peen said it-
is not effeotive because the students are carrying
it pn theiciibut have informants for that.

. First yier/found more than this year. About 12 stu-
dents s4spended last year and about four this yeAr.

program?

11-8
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8
4

).,Very effective. Will recommend continuance to
the Board.

Temple ISD . It works, Directed same kids to counseling, kept
some in school. Have noCcotoletely eliminated the"
drug problem but have reduced it. HavegAi back on
amount of time per month flosp are'there. *Sturients
either have it on them or ail not bringing it to
school. Have made ita bigger "hassle" for the stu-,-
ilent,to bring it. Upped.the odds in the school's
favor. The student wha.uses it willslip up even-.

tually.

Marbtle Falls IISD . EffetTrie. Do not like drug dogs att recommended

td the Board over strong personale philosophic
objections. But have to do something. There,fore

.recommended to Board. Feel very good about it.
There were-a f w cagts where the whole cost of the
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 reconHendingiOr

for next year.

Lockhart ISD . Originallylvery effective.' The Student Advisory
Council reports that.it causes students not to bring

drab 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-

.

dents are'finding a way to beat it. But it is the .

best program going to combat ehe drug problem. Not

cost effective, however. Beneficial but would like 1r

to see A work better7-devotetimore time, 'be more

accurate.

Subsequent to the phone survey, a number of admiaT5irators sent--topies of
the policies and procedures of their districts pertaining to search and,

seizure and the use of trained dogs. These are available for referenc

in Supplementary Material: Drugs Off Campus Piogram 1981-82 (Publicat

Number 81.M). A

122
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A Legal Brief:
Student Searches

THE CASES

Confronted with a growing pros-
lem of student drug abuse, school Zif-
ficials in various communities hae
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:

In Highland, Ind., school au-
thorities, working 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.
When a dog "alerted" upon pass-

, ing and sniffing a student, the
student was asked to empty his or
her pockets and, if applicable,
purse. Circumspect strip searches
were then conducted in the I I

cases where the dog continued to

This column, appearing bimonthly in both the
NASSP Bulletin and the National Elethentary
Principal, is prepared by Perry A. Zirkel,
dean of the School of Education at Lehigh
University(Bethehem. Pa.). and Ivan B. Gluck-
man, NASSP's director of legal and legislative
services.
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alert after the pocket search
yielded no contraband.
In Latexo, Texns, school officials
carried out a similar mass inspec-
tion of students at their desks.
While no strip searcher were con-
ducted, school officials also used
the dogs to inspnce 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.
In Nlbuquerque, N.Mex., dogs
were used as part of an investiga-
tion of student lockers sather 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

I. 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?
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At tachment H-3.
(continued, pav 2 of 4)
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3. Was the use of sniffer dogs to
identify student vehicles and
loCkers where drugs might be con-
cealed a violation of the Fourth
Amendment?

4. Is a strip search based solely on
an "alert" by sniffer dogs uncon-
stitutional? If so, are school au-
thorities protected by the qualified
immunity accorded to them by
the Supreme Court in Wood v.
Strickland. 420 U.S. 308 (1975)?

THE ANSWERS

I. No. Most of the recent decisions
regarding the constitutionality of
student searches have applied a
relatively relaxed "reasonable
suspicion" standard rather than
the "probable cauSe" 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 offails,
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
environments 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,appfica-
tion of different constitutional
standards than would apply to
law enforcement officers under

the Fourth Amendment.. For a
full explanation bf the legal
aspects of search and seizure in
schools, see NASSP L egal
Memorandum, February 1979, and
also in Interest of .17.A..406 N.E.
2d 958 (III. A.T.P. 1980) and in
Rey L.L. v. Circuit Court of
Washington County 280 N.W. 2d
343 (Wis. I979)..

2. In Doe v. Renfrow, the federal
district court held that the mass
detention, sniffer inspection, and
pocket search did' not violate the
students' Constitutionally pro-
tected rights..With specific regard
to the use of dogs trained to sniff
out drugs, the court held such a
procedure not to be a search, but
merely an aid to,iinvestigation by
school offiCials. Alia where these
officials had considerable general
information leading them to the
conclusion that a serious cfrug

problem existed, further investiga-
tion was warranted. Emphasizing
the in loco parentis role of school
officials, in ccintrast 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
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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 teached the
opposite result based on a similar
set of facts. In Jones v. Latexo
Inciependent School District.
499 F. Supp. 223 (E.D. Texas
1980), 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
2,34). 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. Renfrbw 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).

3. The Jones court similarly saw the
inspection of student vehicles 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 waslike
bugging devicesbeyond that of
humans, and the legitimate inter-
est of school authorities in what
students hatl left in their vehicles
was negligible. Presumably the

Doe court would have evaluated
the situation differently.

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 Onicials 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.

4. la 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 dsupport the
conduct of strip searches.

Even under the lower "rea-
sonable suspicion" standard ap-
plied to school officials, the court
required more evidence upon
which to base such an intrusion
into an individual's basic and
justifiable expectation of privacy.
Because the dogs can beand in
this case actually weremisled by
odor other ttlan 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 invqlving dogs. See,

H-12
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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 tfiese areas
of the law to be unsettled and thus
not tharging' 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,
gating:

It does mit require a constitutional
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

it is a violation of any k own princi-
ple of human decency.. . We sug-
gest as strongly as possible that the
condutt 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 or 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
S7,500 damage award for con-
ducting a strip search of a New
York City high school student.

11-13
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AUSTIN INDEPOENTOCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Re earch and. Evaluation

pril 26, 1982

TO: David Rill

FRaM: David Wilkinson 0441

SUBJECT: DOC Survey of Other Districts

Attachment H-2
(Page 1 of 2)

10

In order to address evaluation question D1-5--"Row 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
eadh administrator-in charge of a program in a district the attadhed
questions. I thou should know in case you receive any queries.

If you have any.queStions_orconcerns about this survey, please call me
at 458-1227.

DW:if
cc: Lawrence Buford

J. M. Richard
Maud Sims

Apprdlied:

Director of Research and Eva.li.Ition

H-114 127
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81.54
Office of Research.and Evaluation Attachment H-2

(continued, page 2 of 12)

v

April'1982

mixt OFF CAMPUS (DOC)
4, OUT-OF-DISTRICT SURVEY

1. How have trained dogs been' used- in your-district?

a. At what .grade levels is the program operating?

b. How many campuses are involved in the program?

c. Is campus involvement in the program voluntary or mandatory?

2. What problems, if any, have you had in using trained dors in your
district?

4
. What has been doixe to.address those problems, if any? '

-4. What has been the reaction of:the public to your distric t's use'of

the dogs?

5. What are your conclusions' about die effectiveness of the:i.program?
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT POLICY ON SEARCH AND SEIZURE

DEFINITIONS,AND GENERAL.PROVISIONS

1. Certain ichool district property remains under
the School District even though the use of the
a student, employee or other person. Property
of the School Districi is the following:

custody and control of
prOperty is granted to
remainiag under cuitodt

A. Student lockers.
B. Classrooms!
C. Areis 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.
School grounds outside of school buildings.

F. School parking lots, athletic facilities snd school buildings.
G. Books, educational equipment (iacluding athletic equipment)

and supplies.
H. School District vehicles ad or off school district Property.

All of said real or personal,property described in this paragraph
is herein referred to as "School Property."

2. Other propity brought onto School Property may only be brought an
with the understanding and agreement that the owner of the'property
brought onto School Property consents to a search Of that property
based upon reasonable cause as determined by School District
employees. Included in this category of property are non-School
District awned 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."

3. When consent is obtained by'individuals having possession or ownership
of any property, school employees may search the property with or
withoutNreasonable cause.

4. School District employees may search a student's outer garments, such
.as coats or sweaters that are worn 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 reveel the
contents of the student's pockets or to reveal items carried elde-
where an the student's person when the School District employee has
reasonable cause to believe that the student has on the student's
person itams.which are prohibited by applicable law or Board policy
or School District or school rules and regulations. Clothes worn by
an individual student, other than.items listed hereid, may only be

H-16
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4. (pntinued) li, V
searched when consent has been obtained from the individual wearing

,--, the clothes. If the employee-requesting the consent to seaichhas

reasonable cause, the refusal to consent to search shall subject an

individual refusing to content to disciplinary action in-accordance. with

the School District Policy oh Diicipli e.
/

,

5. School District employees may se4rch any of the School Property or

non-schoolaproperty described in paragraph 1 or 2 uponreasonable

caute to suspect that stolen items, illegal drugs, alcoholic beverages,

*weapons, items the possession of which are a violation of law or items

prohibited on School Utrict Property are contained therein.

6. n emergency situationsawhen a Schooid)DistriCt employee has reasonable

ig
cause to believe that dial safety of students, School District employees

or school property is at issue, School District employees may conduct

a search of a student or any other person an School District Property

to determine whether the person is in poasession of dangerous or

prohibited articles. These searches shall be confined in scope to an

intrusion reasonably designed to discover hidden weapons or other

objects which could reasonably be expectpd to be used to harm students,

School District employees or School District Prop.erty.

Attachment H-3
1,

ntinued, page 2 of 4)-
*

School District!employees having reasonable cause to believe thata

student it in possession of items prohibited by law or by School

Board policy or School/District or school rules ead regulations may

conduct a "pat-down" dearch of a person by examining pockets, socks,-

pantlegs and similar areas to rmine 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-"tuch as.the City of Austin

Police Department. The School District may also take,such action

when a'search is performed pursuant to consent as set out in

paragraph 3 herein.

. II

USE OF DOGS TO DETECT DRUGS, ALCOHOL AND *.g.ELATED MATERIAL

1. The School District may from tita to time use dogs and handlers on

an independent contract basis t detect drugs, alcohol and related

material on School District Pro rty, School District vehicles or

non-school district property located on School District Property.

H-17
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. .(continued, page 3 of 4)

2. BOR.re Nae use oE dogs for detection purposes in'school facilities,
the School District Administration must deermine that drugs,
Alcohol and related dhterial has caused a disruption of 6.e educa-
tional process. AMong,other factors,, the School District Administra-.
tion may takejnto acdount 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 profesaional staff members attending to drug And
alcohol related student problems; and complaints from students,
faculty and/or peFents concerning the presence and/or the use of such
items on-dampusP4':

3. The indication by the dog of drugs, alcohol or similar-material shall
form the basis of reasonable cause for a 'search in accordance with
Section / of. this policy.

Hei8 132
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ADMINISTRATIVE .REGULATIONS ON THE USE OF DOGS TO DETECT DRUGS,,ALCOHOL,
AND RELATED(MATERIA4- Attachment H-3 -

(continued, page 4 of 4)

1. ,The use of dogs on school campuses-to detect drugs, alCohol and4

related materials.will be done in compliance with the District's
policY on search and seizure.

\
2. Dogs yill be used on an "unannounced" basis.

e.

3. Ira parelcular classroom containing 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
clasvooms to avoid indicating that any.drugialcohol or refate.O
materlal has been located by the- dog.

5145.1

4. After completion.of a search by the'dcg, if d'rugs, alcohol or
related material is ndicated by the search, such.indication shall

- provide reasonable cause for a further 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 materfal
is detected to repo t to the7Administrator forFurther action in
atcordance with Schb 1 District policies and regulations.

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 question. If cOnsent
is reCeived, the search-may be-conducted by School District
employees. ConseRt is not required forareas that may be searched
withdut conseRt according to the 'District's policy on searches.
Any drugs, alcohol or related material found'daring the search may
be -used as a basis for discttlihary action and may be turned over,

. to appropriate governmental authorities.

If the student declines to consent to the searah, the refusal by'
the student may be the subject of appropriate disciolinary action.
The student may also be reported to appropriee governmental
authorities.

7. Reasonable efforts will be made by the chool District to prevent
public embarrassment of the student.in connectiom with the use of
the.pogs and procedures and searches follOwing detection by the
dogs.

-,Cabinet.approval, October 5, 1981

H-19
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, Drugs Off Campus

Appendix I

OFFICE OF STUDENT AFFAIRS RECORDS
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Instrumen; Description: Office of Student Affairs Report

.1>

3%144 denCription at the instrument:

The 02:: of Student Affairs Report, Supt. OM, is a record-keeping form designed
to co tate to school officials and parents information concerning disciplinary
offenses by students and the consequent disciplinary action taken. Major informe
tion categories on the form include,student identifying-information, description of
offense, facts and evidence, type of discipline, details of heating, and recommenda-
tions. The formLwas modified from an eirlier version in 1981-82 to reflect changes
in the AISD discipline policy.

To wham was the instrument administered?

School personnil, usually the principal or assistant principal, complete' the report.

Al

RowlmanTtines was the instrument a4ninistered2.

Each time a student committed an offense requiring suspension or corporal punishment

L.
When was the insert=ent admstered?

Periodically throughout the 1981-82 school yeer. Information was summarized during
June, 1982.

Where was the instrument ar4"41.4stered?

All AISD elementary and secondary schools use the report.korm.

Who administeredethe instrument?

Self-administered.

What training did the administrators have?

All campus administrators rece&ed,training in using the form at a workshop held in
August 1981. Information andassistance 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 instrument administered uncier standardized conditions?

No.

Were there troblems with the instrument or the administration that might-
affect the Validity of the data?.

None known.

Who developed the instrument?

Office of Student-Affairs.

What reliabilinv and'validirVdata are available on the instrament?

Not applicable.

-

, Are there norm data available for internretinz the results?

Not applicable$

134
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.OFFICE.OF STUDENT AFFAIRS RECORDS
7 '. r_ -
,

l'urpose

-Records and information-provided by the Office of Student Affairs, the

AISD office responsible,for monitoring disciplinary matters in the District,

were used in answering ;he following decispn and evaluation questions:

DecisioriAuestion : Should the Austin Independent School District

continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs 16

and alcohol?4

P,..yaluation; Question D1-1: Did the incidence of disciplinary actions
for drug-related-offenses (including alcohol) change as aresult

.of the prOsram?

°EvaluationQuestion 1)1-2: Did the availability and uae Of illegal

drugs and4lcohol On campus change as a result of the program? ,

EvaluatiOek' Question D1-4: What happened to students apprehended
for poSseSsion and/or USe of illegal drugs or -alCohol?

Prdcedure

AISD's bffice of Student Affairs (OSA) compiles data each year on the number
and type of totfractions of the District's discipline policy for which disci-
plinary actiA was taken. Each time during the year that a student was gillen
corporal punishment or plaaed on one of several th)es of suspension, the

..,. school complet44 an OSA-report; "Supt. 003;" and returned it to OSA. A copy

of the report was also mailed to parents. AttOhment I-1 la a Copy of the

pffice of Student Affairs"Report form.
4

Completed reports were transmitted by OSA to Data Services where each 003 form,
a machine readable document, was optically scannedInformationfrom the
resulting mainetic tape was incorporated into a master discipline file;OSAD,
maintained by data services. Summary information requested by ORE from OSA

was deriA0rom this file. Attachment 1-2 documents the specified informa-

tion provided for 1981-82. Uata for previous years were taken from OSA records.

DisciplineSdata for drug-related
1981-82 sthool year'and from the
examined Tor changes whiCh might
sented in'the following section.

offenses (including/alcohol)Nfrom the present
two previous Years, 1979-85and 1980-81, were
reflect program effects. Results are p1e-

1
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Results

EvaluaH.On Question D1-1: Did the incidence of disciplinery actions
for drug-related offenses change aa a result of the prograr

Evaluation Question D1-2; Did lie',availabilitY and use of illegal
drugs and alnohol 'change as a result of the program?

4

,

- Figures and 1-3 below Ad on th following pages present diSci-
pline data for drug and alcohol offenses for three years,,1979-..80 through
1981-82. Figure I-1 contains sumMary dsta,for all AISD schools, Figiie I-2"
data-for the high schools, and Figure 1-3 the junior high schools.

1110

Note: Data for 1981-82 are 'as of dune 6, 1982. ,There may be 'some minor
variatio from the numbers Presented in eka final-Discipline
,Report to be.publishedloy OSA in fall 1932.

-

OFFENSE ' 1919,-80 , 1980-81 1981-82
)%

Alcohol Possession
Alcoholtonsumption
Alcohol Influence '

22

'x
27- ,

23

x
33

25

17'

26
Alcohol Sale -- 0 0 0
Alcohol Distribution .' ' x - x

_......
0

ALCOHOL SUBTOTAL 49 56 68

'Drug Possession 111 173 161
Drug Consumption x :x , 68
Drug Influence 55 -,:84 32
Drug Sale '5 28 9
Drug Distiibution - N x 7

DRUG-SUBTOTAL 17a- 285 217

TOTAL 220 285

x = New category introduded in 1981r82

*ote: 1981-82 totals pare based on data recorded aS of June-2, 1982.

Figure6I-1. NUMBEA OP DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE,
ALL AISD SCHOOLS, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY, 1979-80
THROUGH 1981-82.

Examinatibn of Figure I-1 reveals that:

..."/

1. Relative tikthe nutyper of students enrolled in AISD schools,
approximately 53,060 to 56,000 during the three years being
considered, the number of drug-related offenses for which

,r
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., formal disciplinary action was taken is very small--on the order

of one offense for every 200 students.
#

2. In 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, 1980-8Awas a peak year. for A1SD in terms of drug-
_ related offenses,-- The total number of drug-related offenses 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 1-2 and 1-3 on the following pages reveals that:

A.. 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 Individual offense categories, and same

schools as well.

2. Both of the DOC Program schools, Crockett and lihrtin, and Martin's

comparison 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 schbols, 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. Crockett had the smallest percentage decrease in the total number

of drug-related offenses from 1980-81tO 1981-82 of the five high

schools where the nuMber decreased (three increased and one remained

the same). Crockett's percentage decrease was 25% compared to
Austin (29%), Travis (367.), 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 59%, respectively.

Note: This is leaving aside Murchison, where the incidence of

drug-related offenses''has been so low in the three years being

considered that a 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.

'1-5
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Anderson 5 1 1 x x 0 : 4 4 2 3 15 7 x x 0 0 4 3 0 1 Ox x 0 12 25 13

Austin 1 4 1 x x 3 2 9 1 8 15 6 x 16 11 29 13 0 1 1 x x 0 22 58 . 41

Crockeit14 1xX, 1 1 1 11 9 .21 71ex4 3 7 3 0 7 2xx1 14' 40 30

1.11J 418xx5 2 8 2 7 . 8 8x*x 5 2 0 0 1 5 0 xx.116 22 29

Johnston 0 2 1 x x Z. 1 6 5 5 14 3 x x 1 2 5 O. 1. 0 0. x x 9 27 12

Lanier 0 2 1 x .x * 3 0 1 1 4 2 x x 1 0 4 4 0", 0 1 x x b 4 10.10
McCallum 1 0 lxxl 2.12 8 3 6xx3 3 0 2 0 01xx0 14 4 16

Reagan 0 2 3xx1 1 1 1 3 4 9x.x 13 1 6 2.1 00xx0 6 13 29

Travis 0) 1 0 x x 0 4 1 0 10 7 5 x x 1 6 0 0 -0 2 x * 20 11 7

I

TOTAL 12 17 17 x x, li 26 31 25 54 .91 53 x x 44 28 55 27 3166 xx 2 117 210 187

No instances of this offense were repotted by
New offense category introduced in 1981-82.
Fractional,value greater than 0 but less than
when more than one offense was committed by
example, three offenses committed by the same
each be ansigned the fractional value of .33..

ihe school.

.5. Fractional values were assigned
student on the same occasion. For

student on the same occanion would

Note: Discipline data are collected-for. two additional categories of drug-related offenses,
Alcohol Sale and, as of 190-82, Alcohol Distribution. However, there were no instances
of these offenses reported,ly the high schools in the three yearn recorded here.

Figure 1-2. NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE IN AISD HIGH SCHOOLS,
1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82. Figures were rounded to the nearest whole number within
eachicategory and then totaled.
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Bedichek 6 1 0 x x 0 2 0 0 11 23 6 x x 1 1 0 1 0 3 2 x x 1 18 27 11

Burnet 0 1 2 x x 1 1 0 0 1 2 7 x x V 6 - 0 0 0 0 2 0 x x 1 2 5 17

Dobie 0 0 1 xx2 1 1 0 8 1 lxx4 2 4 * 0 0 x x 0 12 6 8

Fulmóre 010xx0 0 0 0 5 19 10 xx 2 6 7 * 0 5 1 x x ,1 11 32 14

I,amar 1, 0 3 x x 1 0 0 0 1 Q, 0 x 0 0 0 0 0 x x 0 2 . 0 4

Martin 1 1 0 le x 0' 1 2 0 2 22 4 x 3 1 3 2 1 5 0 x x * 6 3 9

Murchison 0 1 0 xx0 0 0 0 0 0 Oxx0 0 0 0 0 0 0 xx0 0 1

O., Henry 0.0 0 xx0 0 1 0 0 1 6xx4 0 7 1 0 0.1xx1 0/ 9 13

Pearce: 0 0 0 x x 0 0 0. 0 0 1 4 x x 1 0 * * 0 0- 1 x x 0 -0 1 6

Porter 1 0 1 xx 0 1 01 94.5 x 1 7 50 1 2 Ox x 2 19 11 10

'TOTAL x 4641 37 73 43 x x ,22 17264 3 17 5,x x 6.7012592
V ' .

0 No instances of this offense were reported by the school.
x = New offense category introduced in 1981-82.
* = Fractional value greater than 0 but less than .5. Fractional values were assigned

when more than one offense was committed by a student on the same occasion. For

example, three offenses committed by the same student on the same occasion would
each 6e assigned the fractional value of .33.

Note: Dincipline data are collected for.two additional categories of Arug-related offenses,
Alcohol Sale and, as of 1981-82, Alcohol Distribution. However, there were no instances

of these offenses reported by the junior high schools in the three years recorded here.

Figure I-3, NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE IN AISD JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS,

1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82. Figures were rounded to the nearest whole number within

each category and then totaled.
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In addition, 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. CM.

. 7. Martin waS the only junior high school at which the number of
offenses in .each of the five categories for which there were
comparison data decreased from 1980-81 to 1981-82. However, the
number of offenses in each of the five categorie4 likewise
decreased at Fulmore, except in Alcohol Influence where the number
*remained 0.

Note: Caution shOuld be exercised in giving these findinwtoo strict an inter-
pretation. The numbers of offensps at.individual schools are small
and stall differences can be exaggerated when expressed in termsN;
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 DSA, 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, 172, and 1-3, it can .be con-
cluded that, while the nuMber of drug-related offens.es at the DOC Program
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
offenses'among the judior 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 ARnd-largest number of drug-related
offenses among the high'schools in both 1980-81 and 1981-82. During the aame
two years, the number of drug-related offenses at Travis declined from the
seventh-largest (of nine schools) 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 evidende 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.odcun
Ba4d on these data, the DOC Program,may have had an effect in reducing the
availability and use of illegal drugs and alcohol at Martin. There is less
evidence fdr its effectiveneas at Crockett.

Evaluation Q4pstion D1-4.. What happened to students apprehended for possession
and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol?

1-8 14
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Figure 1-4 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.

SCHOOL ' TYPE OF DISCIPLINE

NUMBER N
Fail 1981 Spring 1982 All 1981-82

' Not
DOC DOC Total

Not
DOC DOC.Total

Not
DOC DOC Total

Crockett .Short-term suspension 0 2 2 0 15 15 0 17 17

Intermediate suspension, 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2

Summary suspension 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.. 0

Long-term suspension 2 3 5 0 i, 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 0 CL 0 0 0 0 0 0

Summary suspension 0 0 0 0 1 ]: 0 1 1

Long-term suspension 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Probated suspensioni! 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 5 5

TOTAL 0 5 5 0 6- '6 0 11 11

*These suspensionS were long term and the student remained in school for the
recommended length of the suspension. These incidents are not ticluded in the

duspension totals since the students ,foet their probationary, commitments and
were not removed from 'school.

Figure 1-4. NUMBER OF EACH TYPE OF DISCIPLINE GIVEN TO STUDENTS FOR DRUG-RELATED

OFFENSES, DOC PROGRAM SCHOOLS, 1981-82.

The following pointp should be noted about the information in Figure 1-4:

. 1. School totals for 1981-82 differ slightly from those shown in
Figures 1-2 and 1-3. Totals in Figures 1-2 and 1-3 are numbers

of drug-related offenses. Totals in Figure 1-4 are timbers 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 were introduced in 1981-82. Attachment 1-3,

a copy of tqe 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.

1-9
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4. Of the 12 actual longterm suspensions at Crockett, only two
resulted from the activities of the DOC'Program during the
1981-82 school year. The remaining 10 long-term suPpensions
were given to students apprehended by other meanS.

5. Of the'll 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 stitdents disciplined for drUg-related offenses
received differential punishment depending on whether they were
apprehended through the use of doge 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 th.enumbers 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.

I 10
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TO:

Attachment.I72

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Student Affairs

May 31, 1982

Kathy Silva, Programmer, Department of Planning
an Programming

FROM: Larry Yawn, Coordinator' of Student Affairs

SUBJ T:- Drug Related Incidents Data Request

Please prepare a frequency count of drug related incidents for which
a student received corporal punishment, short-term suspension, .

-intermediate suspension, summary suspension, dr long-term iuspension
for the school year 1981-82. Also, please provide the totkl number
of students involved. The report should include district wide
figures and a school by sch9ol breakdown of all High Schools and
Junior High Schools.

The behaviors needed are as follows:

1981-82 School Year Codes:

09

10

Alcohol

Dangerous Drug/
Controlled Substances

1 Possetsion
2- Consumption
3 Tnfluence
4 Sale
5 Distribution

1 Possession
2 Consumption
3 Influence 4110

4 Sale
5 Distribution

trr
cc: David Wilkinson, ORE

T-12
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POLICY ON DISCiPLINE, 4USTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
(Administratie Handbook. Section 5143) Attachment 1-3

Adoptedjune8, 1981 (Pdge 1 of 2.)

I. P1AMILE

Ths. rSLdJIt SduseI 01mm (SaMof Qietoot) SNIS to rai.dl nidaito WIN a qity ethicS.
tiuNI IlI5Iml.susillIse lbs u.lie. as Ml sofcafles of Ills. EsaaMl ama olIs

5ofsof IuasIL. caethiaye ti aid free if dl ausdam. The Solibel 01*511 aipe saidmIsto
Mill a ie -Ws114s115 I Nw bebuall Ml to cSsIIIIMIto an MiMMlNw atoll

Mi apIulml*IN *Ml1 fur NI aliduito.

The p s.f danielne Is beN (1) to m.11. 011w In ml.l4l.j.m plocusto all. II smlmm to
ricuri's ml lllltse* eluculs toe (2 tocelnin lns.mrls l.wsaf.
The h4 liupel all imM._.; NI 9lScy oil. mile rosoeNle imlto tu dmtoe ml

and ml lepan ii to SI.....

II. DENUWNS

1. A - Mit mis Snuctoali. atolimlO pflnc*als. Isle. beeb t..cnus and aiy tridvidual
alo ml CMlgul all missuibsSty for ou1loe of stilooleatiuru a ngu$ rmctgdl Isnot aooiind.

2. iw1w*ivi ONignsS - 13.1 ms. le emnglgyee GIthu School 013mm odSnINI by Ni anna.
* (orndlvlldl ClItoged all m eflsIty fOr ogMilon 01301mM alert a Cai1OUS prinCipal Is nOt

as lii cle of a imset iii me alerts of me arliclol.
3. MàbsSC bew'-is - slit ms. ttase a susise or *ssgus dulnud by SactImu 1.04 of me Tesas

Mtslielc le.u1ls Clii 54
4. Da,qwaus dmQ or coilVodsI iuleml - sliti nuN y 1159. sIbsNw Or devll. liii oo.

sia. or iae ad 'rice is orttcnbel by cUcilte reuse Ml (incluopo Mace M75.14 54 M7.I .

tniøii* Ajamme Tess aeial, s anurdit or as may be (lalnuaftur amuidsI. and oats
alMlls Ywa. u'r( aid any dm5, oalsu ci. drill or Innatoltas hoed by Cdv Orlbna,cne at
tile IIYQI Ain roselbur wipi 1 amuithnuiml tndfis.

5. Dews * *1.11 me 5011151 days.

S. Prollull Mitts - still mis clgas. olgarMil. pipes. Cl1iflng toSacoo. salt ul oilier upd.
ull null 51sdeminu.ly of toll.

7. $51111 - MillIe., a puani, uisIll arabs iles arW'p.us Is enrol or 'sIlo has ajQmittslIblIuif
to lie idnietcilu. of ml&tIool Cissis and Mi has not beN ,moyul tram ml roll of ml Smiooi
01511 by me ipprowusto Sciloul Olebict olcNI.

S. Wisul- alit mes any aIds or 05411dulled Il Seclioi, 4.01 alms Tt Penal Code and any

0015 o1mcll ayml nsru of its us. IS alle of tnf*cdnil badly Iniwy or cuaslog dIsniotlons
of ml educofoni *0Cls.

5. ONs dulnuloas as set omg ilealets Iii toto pØcy aid001W pslans and iguINIOflSQt me School
011511.

III. PIfYZICAI. RESTRAINT

Any School 013511 slime. lIly. allim ml same ofttle .mdlcyse3 duties. us. aid apply such pfllici

rslaant. to a 21adt1 or 0015 penal as Oil emofoys. raanty bedssel It n.csisy in zlfaZtIOfls
nduwnotlmsdto

I. matoalon of a ps.. inchIng the puenn using pIlysli iIC*in from ptysM Iniwy.
2. Olmsn, poa of a assail or 00w dalgeroes totem.
3. Pmluctloaofp.coenyfoomssflousdsse.
4. Auncud of a scoosno tmm a suealc tocabu,. Indudlog a dasluom and 0015 SchOol Olsmct

piacuty In rOw to terre aidS or impuse dlscolnay merits.
The ass of aifOsice ruflhsit is not misdipin..

IV. 0FNSES

A. The followm ottil constituto oftufans for 'rich Iscipins may be admlis*id (berdsaltir mIsled
10 15 Offrse or Oftulses):

1. Commnisshai of any am WIICII is odoisbable by Ins. incircOIllon or boil illS any liw of ml
Unhad Sm.. ale Stole otTix ofny ordnance 011115CIty of Auabn. au as afttutoud tram time

totinlL
2. Vidl*loi, of any polcy. nod or riuludon of ml School 01mm.

3. VIolalon of any vole. mgulabon or procudwi of a pslCiilg 111001 or ha.
4. Fillurt tb blew dlrithloci. wch1Cls or mounts of School OIstha personni amlng wIll

me moos of must aumanty.

5. 0tuh of ml elucamlil aacisl. inCluding nolilsenc, wIn rs aducuilaiho actIvIlal of
am or mats 00w stiusianto.

S. Allisrt'e conduct. aotds or fasOaras. wlitoi shall ihide aml of h1utiiurt of oilier 213013.
.151101. all limit tM*m or lorIs alias to do badly ham to ouws. coworon. blaciollal.
1154. or Insdth rd3 or gesnues ma ra Isniative to the .IUceIJOuI process.

7. CIans cuIng (delhI as the rjsauIlorrasd non.att*sda,ce by a sardeit In any or all dassia to
'rich me sOldult Is assigned).

I. .Th. use of prohibited tocacts sy modutis on 111001 IslIct oroosty alter thai at tIacis and
during tImes deeignalsd as approortaha by aoiihs school dsmm ruqulatiana or Itructions of
admialenators.

2. Canege to or dessualon of properly of (a) 0015 stolsia. Ib) $011054 Oierlctemofoywa or (of

meScxdlolsmct
10. Foi*ssict, of ay in'sxicalnp tn.raoi{finoerOql dzri or ronhhalUd oubsonca, or colsumS.

hbal. or tismeutrail on me orauruds or nme puffing of atm, school in tile School QioOict.
any anaospre. tell or sadum Inn a amltic malt soonsostI or oagvcioarad nova School
in tile School Olswch is tunnu trIO or so any 00100 ojosiot 500nsur*d twIt

11. Qiussing or copying. withal time Sliduirs aid teacoers 2efl1Ill3IO4I. toe aCtS of alnothur SW.
dim.

12. ThrofAng or drOoping oC41ls Na cau cases badly n41y or drops progmy wIll tile Intuit to
carte inpay or danieq.

13. t.aatln slloOrgroundu aliaS not aumatizid to do sq.

14. CommIalnif roObe.y or melt

1-13

15. RgMtiwp. gidvidel. howewr.11155s1lal4e flu auilntlticdlsciolneappllelto ill petIte to a 5gM
hI the puaan Imoaslpo IscipIfle 31*1 meN reslanitle efV0(t to disrosie which person 4
me aqprueeer aid Impis diecipine scoordlogly.

15. 9.119 raider tIle Iufksuiqu of stmyIntic*ln be.erage. dangerous drip or contoild su011ic,
witilotal prior wnttifl doctor's oeniusoicli.

S. A 5111,1 me be perilled fur a, oflule casimittud either on 501105101*511 properly. In avilide
owned by or opalleld byerforme$llool Olsotmoratsi awnOaloll ass SNIbIpamiflcme, or
lthteqs swat sponanud by ole ScIldut 01*111. os for a, otfelse which. alolcugli count lead off
$dhOls5Ict propety, inunfeme wIth 01 educitiolti ponas.

C. Ass guieli hale. 54 slIces offunsel and list tkulecommieslons of liii vI0ua offSfle shall be
1.11usd by ee*ever..dlsct$ne Ouch N this gee of altinlatle metres. corpomi pucisliment
lisbon. in'whoi au,puisio0wId almn.ums suspension. Mort serious oftaisse may be prmnishied
will nuusi serious dsclpine meuurey. up to 54 inpIudng tong-urns suspension. Commission of
mulhlpleolfmans of a lote serious n*It may54 be puslisned by use of most sian dscip0ny
measures. S.'-.

V. QISCIPUNEMETHODS...

all disdipins memeds which rosy be used wlIui a student penumits al Off11lft

A. METHOOS

ftelsnniI to specIal scent asrylad. awn though mles ate not formally ciaasdhud as a diaciptne
mesas,. fray bean apgropnIIlanu%5n,em the commission alan ohfui. These altirnatle studult
sinv51 mdiii. counseing. tutoring, trains usd5101. alts,ani SChOOlS and cammsinuy progians
desigilel to encourage pcIae11 study aid bulisilor 3*11. The IsO Is not meertto b all lnCiu$iee
but to be a npnuearndve saul. of verloul piagrails anteilele.

Ts. cooto. SIIMENT

i: Pawiil genrulison snot required for the us of corporal purulilIluit.
4 2. PiiM hate ml reupcnsibltty to flabby ml principal if tiny 00411 to the us. of corporal

arauiluu,un on Oneir child. Such Ob$uctncfl mvit be subnhittsd on thu fomi prOvldid b Ni
Dismot 10r1J1155 PtitPlut to be effuinive. hi tIle absWci of iceipt of said pumnislniun*rt In me
pitnclpars olici. It shad be alarmed that iI is no paurtit ooieaion to flue use of corporal
guillumr

3. Conperal punhunment shall Os $dmInistered only br or. principal ortluu prfolcioi's admItilts
designs.

4, Corporal punishment shall be adsninlstsnd as soon Si possible alter an olfaie and shall not Os
athnlnlslsr.d In augur.

5. Corporal pumniMult shill be admlnaured In 1)11 Presenca of a w*nssa.

s: The principal oruie prshpi's adralnematlne desig may choose oat to use chrpoil punishment
riplif tIle parent hal mouNted ill use.

7. Thi ala of tsngo1* pr.iLwruesttsbilbe reported roth DiStil of SftrdeutAtfairsand docomautof
by me schoel on a school dIsOICO fotun pmvidsd for that purpose.

S. The pllncival or admhi11*ive dseigllle alit sands copy of ml foim tome averts or guardal.

I. Paddles usal for admimulalutIng custard punIsIWulentuluIl not be geiers1r 1105151 and shall 05
n,aintosied alder the contiol 011115 anrapa or hid aCtnahoa'atrve dsgns.

10.. CorPoral purhlilImurt shill be Imitid to spautbig or paddIng and shah consmkf no more thai
lIsts spins. S'siat Or 0011. V

11. Whir corporal praus,uuuuut s utlizad in grades 9-12. me mauut Involved may be given a choice
between 0515 dlpine aid Corporal puusnmslmt

C. oimmoz.
1. Oe*ition is tie ratsmlon of; shalt In school by tuschler or adminotsmr storer helen line

commelcemurt of th. school day, alter tIne end of tIne school day or at other 1111155 dunng tire
School day as may be agreed upon betweun tint student aid the pemasa imxslng detention.

2. Each sctleel uSing dealutfon shall duvelop a procedure for operation of denentIor. tins procedure
shIll mauls me giving Cf apploanit, notice to saldens via persia or puardlans. Th. timing of
ml notice stIll tabs Into account N. age of the sbaouut and con;ld.ritlou of tTIfsQontatlon
fluids. In ordSto mlDOsedst,ntlon m.saJdsntmustbeIoid tine reason fCrttleaetintion and tin.
length of One dedutlois aid must be allowed to gras his version Of line fYeilto grg rise to the
detention if hi. macart lends tile ,lenis. Thi may oaurr sinmWtonuouIy wall datentian or armor
o d*ntIan dlculdlnq on tile crramnmsnnole.

0. IN$CIIOOL SUSPENSION

1. . niqrool susoensian shall mean assignment of; student to; dsuignated in-saloOl susasnhiczr
ares In ml ll0Ol other than the stalest's regular classroom assignment.

3, An 111-11001 sijocennian program. may bs tStaOIlshed by ft. orincipal (or it no Orincioal is
aUlqned tome School. Iii, aCminlstiSrchr in charge) at loCh 30100). A apecIc area in mc sdinoci
must be designated alidAne principal must insgl that; stilt memoir spnesent to supertiae tine
ifl'idIOOl SusOelsI011.

3. Education opporutrilties shall be riaulabie for a stuart assigned to In-scilool suspersign.

4. The length of time oftn-smmool suspension shah be for asittime. The princIpal Or admmhshiative,
aasign map aLSO provide truer tile time of In-school Suspension may 0u shortened and tine
student may return to negulat Clalsal wnen me student 4540055 0131 scamplile to 501001
paloreli to innprove the students Derleveor.

5. Tine parent or guardan of tire student 511211 be notifIed In writing Or by tsl.gnomns at tine tim.
ri-School suspension is mooted. '-

5. in after to Impose mn-school suso$lston. the student must be toil till reason forth, susoemrsion
and tin. IsrqilI of the suspausior md must be Silowid no give tine snaijeim's version Of me events
giving Its to ml suspension If he denies tine averts. Thns may occur simultaneously with or
prior to Is-school Suspension delaldlng on tine cIrorimsIalces.

1. REMOVAL FROM CLASS-A Ttatlner may mmcv. a student from class in order to amman stflctris
dociolne in tiwdassnlonu. The isloval straIt 0. in Wortiwce wiflCuo 21.301. as may
be amended, and re'3ulatthls Of tile School Olstrtt.
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SUS?V$Sl0II-A snit niey be 111NU1151 f14 ballot or motiss4n Of lo oflinuu. The Scilcel
Oisrct (a net 11111450 to Divide male-uI woOl for tile penal of IUSIIIllA. Genhillip. sn*oens'm'
111*1 be miIlololS well the t501 of ofliei. The debpUen oi typuu ii atbaill'14t100 u11Tleht

tIN it IniSulu101 is nor ta*idts pe imttisq nor Is itt nwdN to feSCflOs a porticJar
tilts Issnalided II IptodaCI of adMhii*Vatclt Thec ms,cle in

luau ml, wenat *baøne of a type id(tesI.t tmii atIOUW telL
Thu fohe,i,v tv of snawlan m be

Slloot-T.qm SI4WUI%loll Ot Up to thl50) d111.
2. bilemisSalu Sus14ui, oTeflod In upesi of tlwH (3) tas iloit not VCupino tan ((0)

3. Suotonaty Sutoanmow-An immulpie aua,nsen o uo to (103 dan, mey be pvsu if the
uijáeni's lslrnh in tile sciloof paste a cantmum UwNt ordang, to parsons or pinoeny or an
oasa1 isi 14 *smetis. tithe sdeautis4W pimme.

4. Lcne4ofm Sunoauioqi of mail tItan (103 dantuIf0lbw
a. Cmuiy I-p-ti ticlu $011001 up 14 liii ranlaiiiOv Of the aSnp portal dervIp whh

a olbetas omus. Tine s.isui mey be uNi In tile mae ofIfosiolol a tirloul
aflem(tr u.anà. peeuuestan oil wqeeaa. ofofaice towuid pasous. iou.ad viol*lon
of saue4 odes. vbace lo0 picaty wo owodis ill denupe. poulesion. ate Or
cenujWom of i danipuaVse dmp or tentiolid auhsancs. or incemqible lisi01.

5. Ca*peiy li-Sualaisbal #10011 $011001 far mc to tile rwuelndr of the muvmt 3011001nailee-
1*. This tiatealejen mey tie used in mut 1OifoWm die coiliuiuion of a nay linGua
offuies. tsr 11elS us Of a wienon 01* mitMd.Or does re*dt in intidY. vinlince tolellO
Deneill rsidtln in rnwy. nhlcthlp nhlor fatnupe on giopelty. posseesmo. use. coosumo-
fJans11s or )3,uulUn of a daous ditto or mitioIld suaswmce. rapealso voiaojon of
1011111 ruleS (rlbuwl9 two f) of more vioquons) or inconiqibl. consua.

a. Capeiy iI-$ithgensioti tor up to the remlildV of the torrent $011001 lV. This sur-
S1011 lilly pdeUr wow inoi ollysicid (tarot list beai inlklld on any anion. when a

ilte Inflãtyd 01M9, to proowly over $100 csaml*tva oiwilai there is an indication
tfl* the student reprearm a cfeV and p111111 danger of canttmco idupUon of-me
edu4Wofll pious.

S. n-Sdiioot Suspenemu pending conference w*h parson, or gusodaris - WillIs arty 14apallIofl
OtoIt 14W 51 1-501001 swouireici, II imposed. the garenis or gtiaridans of fill $014.11 till, be
rsouirwh to owleloalu In i conusqoce with tilt prtncfgI or other admmtstiallr prior to tile
scents reenav nb cc.looI or.,r comp:eticn of tin suscelisloil ariod. The mintorerci may bail.
puce ii anion. tiy weonane or in any mousier to wrn01I the adllllnIeUaEr spills. If tile

' uslitarerce dote not o, aror prior tome end of die aqusisest. the student shall. lbwit tO
rsastr 1011401 uttoer arty of tIle (Odewing conditions as spuMed by the orelciDi or sOlar

a. Aleip.msit to ln-n01mool suspension peiitlng a conference with die panels or piqrdians or
until die pteicsøid or cow aCmrnlsflsio is sabeded tiuso tile slidsits blulavior wn7le1n,
return tO me regular 01au#oom program.

5. Reoruismon to rsgufer dases nod at tie snnclp* Of other admtni$tistura Itapitioll.
sissáision tcm tacoff.czaar octivuttat (tIDing a cnf.eflci with brie (t40113 or guard-

O( wish iii aUminusLiilOt Is 5aus$.0 tilithI OtuGanti Dihanuot wuornohi return to tile
regular pnopiam mid regular pantIcIns0100 in sicsmctiar activities.

VI. POCEOURES FORQISCIPUNE
A. The puacsdurss for disapine nd. poregreol V-I (cwvo.* illinsil) ottills poilcy are set out in

Uwsuctlon.
S The procidwu far discinin. undar putauprapfl V-C (detandoof of this golcy a,, set 1*10 In 111*

5*1(00

C. Ths.orocsdwis for dlici$n. wiow sarigreon y-o (fabaiool ,sammsiont f this polcy are let Out In
tJI*sarbjl.

0. PRQCEOuRES F0 SUSPNSION

I. Proestlure, for shiosttwrm suspension- Poor tO tile commenotmentof s snort-tern suspension.
tile princlol or edmInmU$0ve designee shtail tall tilt falisuluig actlona

a. '-Yhe slidint or pamnis or guatdian must be Q11.1 Oral flouts Of the r,sofl tar bite short-timi
susosisuon.

5. It the sfodwt dsne$ tile focis giving axe to tile short-tern susowston. tile preclal Or
mmtslratfoe desçiw must give tile pareall or student or guardian an explanation of 015

evidence on which tile slsirtIfln suapwsuoll Is bassO.
C. If tile olidait dsnes me coanges apsilist hIm the swoent must be grin an aaportunhty to

p1.1.11 his side of the oltuy arid 11100010 tO tile fact, gNmP rise to tile susgwston.
0. The siudsirs porn or guaoda, snail be salt nodce In wmtig whet the orincipat or

idillltiW.'S dleign mate. bile dulrmln*iOIl to monte a snort-term susorsuon.
2. Inienmiediate Sueaension-Ths same 000cadmial fOt sllOntaIm suspension shell. followed in

(dy to mnloos. an unamedise suspe,lston eecnottllat the parent or guardian must be noaf l0
intiher sy tatepilolle or in wnthig 110 must be pant iui apporwoty to be prss ent at tile tune me
prmctpid or ImilmIstlitove dasçlte informs tile student of lie 1Vg agsIflst (tim which gIrl
rite to consadaratton of an unismlediats suspension. JI tile rfaflis set out In me garagrugfl
Itgathng grocedui tmPa snort-tern Suspensloif slIall apgty eat as amended hasin.
Alan nl*m*tve to till informal heating belorl tile gi,noqid pividid In tilts panagrsan. tile
printopat may convene a cimous review board as p10vuded In Regulation 5143.01. The comous
review board s4W tat. the phac. at the hewing 5010!. the Ofincipat ad lid decision of the
aunpu. review coard snail be 511551114 tO.he QflnCtpid in aCCrdalcl *1111 tIle rlguuatiouii
govensing die caiiaus review board. Tller.4r the Qflncipot sitidI illilu hIs decision.

3. Summary Suspension not eaceeding tin (0 days-lie tile malt of facts giving rise tO 0

simmay susostisuon 05 5* out in pau1grn VP (3) hereto, a student may be immediatey
rainoved from school. Q.gendirg an die length of the suapsision (not more man three (3) days
or not mare tile, tin ((0) dater tile procsdurei tel out for wlort-twrnand intemediati susp-
sion ltaiI sppty exciat that the Orocedurse 011*1 be caminsi4W and comdiemd as soon us
pichicitat after r,movai of the StiidSfl ftOill 5011001.

4. Long-Tent, Suspsmslal

a. Ill! ,Jflll,Y suloalsjon set out In paipiapil VP (3) herein may be used in connection wIth
or In addition to a tong-term fusDlnsioll. Fr easn1011. the facts may wUIint use of tile
sialnewy susoalsion aending commencamafl and TmDletion of tile plocaGur.s which
Slugs. foliowed before impasSion at a long-turn suegenlion.

's. The pmcedual for lang-term suspension shill be as tolfows

I. The parent or gulitilan oh-Il be sent notice n writing Seuing out the natlill of me
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Attachment 1-3
(continued, page 2 of 2)

offulsul the student Is charged well committing. The notice may be mailed prior to the
time for a mmma Iwiew board hearing or may be nail flOur.0 by a School Olsaict
umxyee. If mailed. It sill be mules wuthhl a riapontel. tim. prior to the hIUVIg. In
adotticu to the writhe notice, thu School Olsaict 50101111141 tl*alnadle attuhlpis to
contacttii4vuits or guardians by telephone prIor to tllecanplar,v'ew board hearing.

2. The prouee Iii IleptIatlon 5143.01 concerning the tampa review boUdi suet be
(oliwel by the $01011 Qisinct.

3. Ne student 4WI. be suspended tini school for more fIr (10) days Iii the alsence of
WPtOli by dli Sulleninundset The student shialibe entitled to remeun in school pending
such iOIIOed lilies 011 continued presence oldie student would disrupt tile educetiolil

5. Ruu4ew of Calupeiy III Suie.elylcn-Whsi a Categoeyf II Suspension Is ordered a 1s01tPtvlew
board pievuatto RepidLan 5143.00 of the Sound Olsbiact maybe reQuested by tile student.
paint or QUSI'diSI or till $mieel 0150101 prior to ti,e bepireltig of the ascend senn.stur to review
die vie4Wty of retunag die studalt to school.

VU. APAI. POCEDUPES \
Al d.1slolie toirnpcse Olsalpinsty sueWsaon under poueajiphl V.P of (ttis polcy may 5. appsided a

.provel I this asdoon. The folicwelg procedures snail apply to ieippeas wider this section.
A. Shefl.lu4ll ad spowilay suspensions if (moosel by one amer that the princIPal. may be alpealel to

the prildipid or pemen deelpil*ed U in ciarge of a school. The aoo.0 must hem writing sto must
be received bybtle principal within tell (10) days altir commencement of the susarsicil traIn t.hlchl
the appeal is had. The princiol shell review the decision regarding this stlsOellsioa hId lity,
stutenueris or oOler material plomltted by die student. parent or guuMan. The princIpal shell male a
dEtsian and communicate tile decision to the 5514511. parent or guardian within ten (10) days of
reanpraf dienodceaf appeal.

I. Intermediate suspensions may be appealed to the prIncipal as provided tar short-lam ad summary
35i 5U5I3IOfl5. ill addition. dli principal's d*1smn may be aRpsled to mu Assistant Supereltendslt

for Nenlailay. it the suspension mmiv,, a stusit in prides sIx and below, or tile Assistelt
SuPenIIIteIdenI for seefldsJy. If OIl suspenefon Invottee a student in grades sass sod alone. The
004W to the ap$raonafo Assohet Supenntendent must be In writing and must be received by till
AsSis4W &igatnhedenJe14iI tsl (tO) days after the pnticlpi lls resOled his decision on the
*04W. The MsaMut Slbsnlltundenr may desvl*e an *çIlWteOator Of admIlliltaturI to tTvlVs
anon), arid suspeflilon The lulPension decision Shall be vIewed. togetflerwuffl toy stuteinenhi It
outer matinal submitted by me scudsit, saint or guarcuan. The Assishe,t Supereuei'deit snarl matte
a decision and corlumusicars thu. decision to Ills student. paint oil guardian withal ISh (10) da%i of
receipt of the notice oil ippeal.

C. t.srig-tem etesanedons mly I. sopeeled by gramp wflttht notes wIllis tan 4103 diys alter tIle Iret
day of the suspension. The writtal notIce shill be lied with me Superintendent The writhe notice
sf111 b addressed to the Superintendent shall be either hild didverid ár mailed by regular United
Stilts mail and still be duedy marked oil tie outside of lilt envelope "Olscipdne Applel." If ill0.
tile notice must actually be received by the Superintendent within twelve (12) days alter the lltst day
of tile suspension. The Supinntandent may designate ait edmetisfatur or aonutnisb*eors to review
oppeals of suspensions. Appeals of ang-temi suspensions $1111 proceed as tallowat

I. Thu Suoer,nlendslt or person designated by bite Superinandent shall review aIlmahertal *10
6're4ev.fl evidencs considered by the person or board (for example, principal or Canipui Review

ticsnI).makliig die decline decisIon 1cm which the oppeid us tahsi.

2. II in idmlni*atur is designated by till Supumlenelsut to review sloapunston appeals. tIle
edminisoaler 1111 mIke a recommendatIon In writing to die Suaerlu,lWdent. The recommends-
lIon may indude tOrments of the dsclpine imposed, ,reversal of the dissuhene imposed or
moillidaloin of the discndnjimxaud.

3. WIthin Chew ((5) days alter receipt of the notice of oppel. the Superintendent shill determine
the *04W ad isaras (its decIsIOn in wntlng

4. Iii the event any discipine is riversad or moud fed so as to reverse the suspension in whole or in
hls& the student shall be given aopI004lsll maltea work and shill be given an opoommityto
make up ill cheese and maus missed sy reasOn at the original suspension flaIl is ate
orgaliel suspension is evoked.

5. The Supeniivandenrs decision on apPeals If susosislons may be apPealed to bile heard of
Tnislee*. Thu appeel must be made in writing sto dadvered to the Suoeunntendent within ten (tO)
days after notice at tile SuPinintsroenrs decision an the appeal is rsclivedt

6. Thu appeal to the Board sill be in wrIting lid till, be acconlpahwd with additional spusmenhi
orargumern, big shall not consmt of new evidsice not considered by me ousihiority frsO impoelilg
the suapalsion.

7. The Board of Trustees 511111 review the materials submitted in cnnlctlon with tile sapell. as
soon as practicable. ndudlng tile records of proceedings by the person or Sold whiCh neatly
detemlined the suspension weal be imposed. This review 311111 ordinarily be cunduttad in an
Executive SessIon of tile Board. The Board still decide tile apon and notify me sluosit and
(twirls or guardian.

VIII. POEAT1ON

Any suspelsion Pmvided In this potty may be probated and prolation may be granted upon stictu tinlll4
and conditions as may tie imposid ey the principd Probau00 may be graritad only by the (triricipi.
Prooatlon may be rscommendeo by a teacher or a campus review bawd. Onpe orobated. the disccofne
shall remain probated so,iong astimestuasit satisills thuconditians at tile probation. tone or more Of the
conditions of the orobatlon are not satided. till p100atlan may be rinalceo and the orqm* dscipine may
be imposed. No probationary period may exceed a semester.- The shlJdsl1. and willie deellltd aocrolrlaIt
by tIle principal or timpets rveiew board. the siudsirs parent or gularman may be raGuired to aprIl In
writing to CartSin terms slid conditions at probation as a pre,lquisltl to the granting of probation.

In order tO,zavokt probation. the PrIiIoial shall give wrftsi notes of the ressons for revocation of the
probation lid this principal still hold a hearing. At ttte hewing, the only issue stiell be whether tile Studsit
committed the aol an wlllcll the decision tO revare Oroba010n is based. If the probation Is revOked, bIte
studelut cOrluplells th. portion at the suspulsuon ramainung as it tile proontlon had SOt been originally
granted. Nothing In tiiis section an libation shall prevent The use at uttwr flscipinary measures Or
ahhinini committed during the 111111 in which a siudint lion prosation.

IX. MISCELlANEOUS PROVISIONS
A. This llsciptne patty shall flat apply to students who have bewu designated special edIlcittitI

ttudents as detintoned by spOlcaoie School 0(ss'lct regulation. Special sOucaOian sbuotnt 1t1l be,
sub 1*150 discipilne under The tentis of aamlnistrabtva regulatIons which may incorporate portions at
thIs laIty.

B. The Administration shill ooat regulations whllCll interpret aid pixa into effect 1110 polIcy.
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Instrument DescriptIOn: Dog "Alerts" Repor5AForm

Sri.; description of the instrument:

The Dog "Alerts" Report Form ilka record...keeping form filled out by school personnel
The fbrm is designdd to reflect the circumstances surrounding an alert by a drng-
detecting dog.- Major information categories on the form include studeht nammand
number, grade, place visited by chili whether a search Wes conducted, the kind of
searCh, what was' found, and what disciplinary action was taken. There are two ver-
eions of the form, One is legal sized and permits the recording of up to four
alerts. The other is letter sized and permits recording of only one alert. Both
forms, while formatted differently, require the 5ama information. I!

To wham was the instrument adilnistered?

An assistant principal at Crockett High School and another at Martin Junior High
School filled out the form.

A

How many timis was the instrument administered?

A report foth was made out for ach occasion that the dogs yare brought to:the
campus of Martin or Crockett.

When was the instrument'administered?

Periodically, from Octdber 1981 through May 1982.

Where was ths instrument adminis d?

I. the assistant principals' of Cgs.

tared the instrument?

elf-administered.

at traininc did the administ-a^ors have?

The assistant principals reviewed the form in draft, and the form was revised in
accordance with their comments. Both assistant principals mat with the Evaluation
Intern to diacuse the form. Questions were addressed as they arose and the'form
modified as needed.
Was the instrument_administered underistandardized canditians?

No.

Were there arablems with the ligtrument or the administration that miaht
affect the validdrv of the data.

None known.

Who develoned the instrnment?

The EValuation Intern with input from ORE and school staff.

What reliabilitv and va1idit7 data are available on che'instrument?

Are there morn data available ear interaretinc the results?

No.

J-2
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DOG "ALERTS" REPORT FORM

Purpose

The Dog "Alerts"RePortForm provided information to address the following

decision'and evaluation questions:
tE-

.Decision.Question Should the Austin Independent School.District
continue to Ilave a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs

and alcohol?

Evaluation Question-1)1-1: Did the incidence of disciplinary
,actions for drug-related offenses (including alcohol) change
asa tesult of the_program?

Evaluation Question D1-4: What happened to studentg apprOended
for possession and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol?

Act,

Procedure

In the fall of 1981, tile need for precise information about what program

activities were taking place on the campuses of the'DOC schools led to the

development of a record7,15eeping form for the purpose. Two versions of the

form were dfafted. The initial, letter-skzed version (Attachment J-1) lacked
compactness,'so a second, legal-sized version (Attachment J-2) was cteated.
Both versions of the form were ultimately Rped, since the assistant princi-

al at Martin who was responsible for keeping DOC-related records preferred

HYPthe letter-sized version.
The form underwedt several revisiodS and was

finalized, apart from subsequent minor revisions, in ,December 1981..

During the courpe of the 1981-82.school yodtr, 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, etties 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 to its handler when it sniffed contraband material. Completed forms

were mailed to ORE or picked.up by the Evaluation Intern.

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 section.
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itesults

EValuatiori Question D1-1: Did-the i nce of disciplinary actions for
drug7related-offenses (including alcoho ) chadge as a result of the
program?

SChool records 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 4.

Evaluation Question bl..;4: .1A/ha happenedto students apprehended for
possession. and/Or'use,of ill al drugs or alcohol?-

,

Figures J-1 and J-2 summarze the information rworted by Crockett and
Mariin about the program's activities. Figure J-3.provi4es dote detail
vabout the disciplinary actions taken by the DOC Program schools as the
result'of dog alerts.

1.

Examination of the three figur veals that:

No students.were.apprehended at Martin as a result of Ogg detection
-activities f 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 suspension4 for drug-
related offenses detected by the use of dogs. Both of these Occurred.
in'the fall semester; none occurred in the spring semester. The majority

.of the suspensions given to Crockett students apprehended by the use of
dogs were probated, meaning that die student was not required to leave
sChool.

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.

J-4
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FALL 1981 SPRING 1982 ALL 1981-82
Number of Site Visits 11 21 32

Number of Dog Alerts 33 30 63

Alerts on: Males 23 22 45

FemaleS 10 7 47
1Gender Unknown 0 1 .1

9th Graders 6 4 10

10tli Graders 10 7 17

llth Graders 6 41 17

12th Graders 11 6
1Grade Unknown 0 1 2

Places Where Dogs Alerted:
Parking Lot . 20 22 42

Hallway 2 0 2

Classroom 10 7 17

.- Other 1 1 2

Search by Administrators?
Yes 33 29 62

liio 0 1 1q

Did Student Consent?
Yes 33 29 62

1No 0 1 1

2Kind.of Search:
Pat Search 0 0 0

Empty pockets/purse 11 8 19

Car 20 20 40

Locker 2 3 . 5

Other 0 0 0

1None 0 1 1

Parents Notified?
Yes 19 21 40

No 10 9 19

3Unknown 4 0 4

Anything Found?
Yes
No

2What Was Found:
Drug .,

Alcohol
Firearm

40ther
Preliminary Hearing?

Yes
No

3Unknown
Disciplinary Action?

Yes
No
3Unknown

*

20 21 41

13 9 22

11
0

11 22

2 2

1 0 1

15 17 32

23

9

2

J-5

18 41

12 21 ,

0 1

9 20

17 IC 37

6
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5
Immediate Disciplinary Action

0 0 0In-School Suspension
3-Day Suspension 0 a o
10-Day Suspension P o

.,

0
60ther 3 8 9
None 30 20 52
3Unknown 0 2 2

Campus Review Board?
Yes 8 1 9
No Ni75 24 49_ 3Unknown ,. 0 5 5,

2Recommendation of Review Board:
Long-term Suspension 7 0 7

Probated? Yes ( 5 0 5
No 2 0 2

Drug Cdunseling 5 0 5
Other 4 1 5

#1
There was an alert on a car, but it was driven away before it could be
searched.

2
Entries9 were 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 paters, roach clips, and pipes).

5Action the school could take without convening a Review Board.

6This category included conference, informal probations and drug counseling.

Figure J-1. SUMMARY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DOC PROGRAM AT CROCKETT,
1981-82.

J-6
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FALL 1981 SPRING 12 ALL 1981-82

Number of Site Visits 6 12

Number of Dog Alerts 2 4

,18

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 O. 0

Search by Administrators?
Yes

,

No

.2

0

4

0

6

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 a

Other. 0 0 0

Parents Notified?
Yes 2 4 6

No 0

Anything Found?
Yes 0 0 0

No 2 4 6

Disciplinary Action?
Yes

-,

0 0 0

No 2 1 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.
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, 15

NUMBER OF
NUMBER OF DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS NUMBER OF

SCHOOL SEMESTER ploG ALERTS ACTIONS TAKEN STUDENTS

Crockett Fall 1981 33 11 Probated suspension;
drug Counseling

. Probated suspension

. Probated suspension;
counseling

k 0 Probated suspension;
drug counseling;
strict behavior

. Long-t suspension;
drug counseling

. Long-term suspension; drug
counseling; vocational
assistance

. Conference and informal
probation

Conference and informal
probation; drug counseling

Semester of volunteer work

Spring 1982 30 9 Informal probation
. Probated suspension;

drug counseling
Probated suspension 1

Barred car from campus;
informal probation 1

Forty '(40) hours detention 1

1

1

1

1

3

3

Martin Fall 1981 2

Spring 1982 4 0

Figure J-3. 1ASCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN AS A RESULT OF DOG ALERTS.
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,

NUMBER,OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

DAY ' DATE ALERTS 'FINDS* FALSE ALERTS*

Tuesday
Monday

10/6/81
10/12/81

5

5

1

3

4

2

gP IL

'IP

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 11123/81 0 - -
Thursday 12/341

..F
1 . 3

Tuesday 12/8/g1 '4 3 1

Thursday 12/17/81 1 0 1

33 17 16

Wednesday 1/6/82 1 0 ?

/

Tuesday 1/19/82 1 1 0

/
ThurSday 1/21/82 1 1 0

Monday 1/25/a2 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 1 1

Wednesday 3/31/82 0 r -

Monday 4/5182. 3
--- 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
..

1 1 0

Thursday 5/20/82. 3 1 2

Monday 5/24/82 0 L.
.._:.:

1630' 11

? = There was an alert, but the student removed the suspected contraband
before a search could be conducted.

A
* A false alert is defined as having taken place when, as a 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 §y
District policy,rwas 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 searcli found marijuana,

beer, or a gun.

Figure J-4. NUMBER OF FALSE ALERTS-AIT CROCKETT, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982.

1 5 6
J-9
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0

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF Ni1MBER OF
DAY . 4 DATE ALERTS FINDS* FALSE ALERTS*

Tuesday 10/27/81
Friday ej 11/6/81
Thursday', 11/12/81
Friday 11/20/81
Monday 11/23/81
Thursday 12/17/81

,

Wednesday 1/6/82
Tuesday 1/19/82
Thursday 1/28/82
Monday 2/8/82
Monday 2/22/82
Monday 3/8/82
Tuesday 3/23/82
Wednesday 3131/82
Monday 4/19/82
Monday 4/26/82
Friday 5/7/82
Thursday 5/20/82

? 0 ?

? 0 ?

2 0 2

0 - -

0 - -

0 - -

--2". .1"

1

o
o

0 1

1

o
o
o

0 1

k
0

2 0 2

? = This information was not reported by the school.

* See definition with Figure J-4.

Figure J-5. NUMBER

91111/

SE ALERTS AT MARTIN, FALL 1981 AND SPRING, 1982:
i

,

15
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Attachment J,I

REPORT ON DOG "ALERTS"

School 0 Martin 0 Crockett .

Date of visit: Date of report:

Place(s) visited by dogs: 0 parking lot 0 hallway D.classroom

Student name:

Student number:

0 other:

last first

Grade: Q 7 0 8 0 9 0 10 0 11 0 12

Search by administrators conducted: 0 yes 0 no
4-,

Did student consent td search? 0 yes 0 .no

.

Action taken:. 0 pat search -0 student emptied pockets/purse

0 student opened car 0 student opened:locker

0 other: 40

Parents notified? .0 yes 0 no

Was anything found as a result of the search? 0 yes no

If "yes," please describe: 0 drug What drug?

0 alcohol lifirearm

0 other:

Preliminary hearing conducted? 0 Yes 0 no

Disciplinary action taken? 0 yes 0 no

If "yes," please describe: 0 in-school suspension

0 three-day suspension

0 ten-day suspension

A
C] other:

Campus Review Board convened? 0 no 0 yes Date:

Recommendation of Review Board: 0 long-term suspension Probated? 0 yes 0 no

0 drug counsellas 0 other:

Factors considered in(recommendation: -1

Comments:
J-11
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Date of yiaiti) I I

V_

columns:
* 2 )

Check if no*alerts: El Page of

If you checked in col. please specify:

"other"

Tittiintri n 111IL
14.4+

1 14 2 17 1/ II 21 70

FA'S+

zr 7242i /$1101 1 27 21 24 7$ 77 7/ /I 79 10

Comments:

LL1,1141!1.1,1.1.1., I 1_1 I I I 1,1_1_11
13 II 13 I. I/ II 49 20 21 77 21 24 75 21 77 11 211 30 31 37 12,

Comments:

17 37 17 tj9 Ai, 44 IA

p.

cd0
V i 'comments:

110 11 17 11114 12 1 16 II I ?I
I L lii

71 74 79 71 77 II 71 10 .11 31 37 21 19 1)

II) I I 1 I 1 1 L111111. LI__LIJi 1_11J
, 2 5 / I V 07 II 12 11 14 IS I. 17 II IV 10 216 77 21 74 25 77 17 70 17 30 31 17 I

Comments:

00

LLLIJ
47 50 71 .21.

CP1110 27

Ditections: Please fill out after each visit by the dogs. Use one line per student. Place either a checI5,

or a I (yes) or 2 (no) in as many boxes as apply. Comment as necessary for completeness.

15'd

"other"

"drug"

"other"

"other"

40

43

46

52

r"other" 40

"other". 33

"drug" 43

"other" A..4

cother" 33

"drug"

other"

"other" 52.

42

4.2

rin

r"ather" 33

er"

"oth

"drng"

"other's

. 46

40

43

9_ 6 0


