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Executive Summary

The Honoluiu District Office of the Department of
Education contracted the Curriculum Research and Development
Group (CRDG) of the University of Hawai’i to conduct an
evaluation of the Instructional Assistance and Assessment
Component (IAC), a apecial project of selected aspecific
learning disabilities clasarooma.

The project involved six project and five comparison
~lassrooms at the elementary level. A part-time teacher was
assigned to each of the project schoolas tc work with the
special education teacher in inatructional and mainsastreaming
activitias.

The part-time teacher was being utilized to assiat in
instruction as the project intended. Classroom observations
indicated that teachars were mosat often observed checking
children’s work and monitoring their progressa. One-to-one
instruction occurred more frequently in project schools (23
percent of the observation time) than in comparison schools
(10 percent of the observation time). The mean engagement
rate of studenta in project schools waas 77 percent compared to
that of 69 percent by comparison school students. These data
suggest the value of the part-time teacher in providing direct
inatruction and keeping students on teak.

One-to-one inatruction waa seen as deairable by parents
who, however, we: » aware that such interaction could not occur
as frequently in their child’s regular classroom. Close
attention tu students by the special education teacher was
perceived by several parents as the reason their child enjoyed
and sometines even preferred the special clasa. Two parents
deacribed the "caring nature” of their child’s special
education teacher. Mainstreaming students is a critical issue
here if children in special classes come to expect ind.ividual
attention which is less likely to occur in their regular
classaroom.

Several parenta also commented on the movement of their
child between classes. Thay were concerned about thei. ~hild
mnissing work being given in the regular classroom. Tley
wondered if regular education teacheras knew what their child
was lsarning in aspecial education. Nearly all parents were
told their child was progreasing.

Group interaction between teacher and atudents or among
students themselves was infrequentiy observad. Seatwork was a
common activity, and may possibly be a consequence of the
individualized education program. Children were often
assigned work indivicdually, and the richneas cf shared
experiences and group interactions was limited. Children
appsared anxious to make contact with their peers in other
ways resulting in distractions and other behavioral




diaruptiora. When discuasions or other teacher-directed group
work did occur, students freely participated in these
activities and, data indicated that there was a slightly
higher task engagement rate during these periods than with
seatwork assignments.

Metropolitan Achievement Testa (MAT) were adminiatered to
both project and comparison school astudenta. Scale:d acores
vere selected for evaluation besed on the MAT Teacher’s Manual
(1978) recommendations to use acaled scores for comparing
performance among battery levels (that is, atudenta are
administered different levels of the teat, and scores need to
be equated) and for measuring change in achievement over a
period of time.

Students in comparison schools acored higher on both the
pretest and posttest in all batteries (Reading, Mathematics,
Language, and Basic Total) than students in project sachcols.
Although their acaled scores remained helow those of
comparison schools, project school students showed greater
gain between pretest and poattesat scores. That is, ithe mean
difference between test scores was greater for project school
astudents than for comparison school students. A covariance
analysia was run to control difference in pretest acores
between school groupa. The adjusted mean posttest scores of
project schools students were higher in mathematica, reading,
and the basic battery than those of comparison school
students. Differences in acores, however, were not
statistically different.

An expansion of the project ia alraeady underway for the
school year 1985-86. The following recommendations are based
on the evalusation findinga.

1. Identify common project goalas and atrategies for the
part-time teacher and special education teacher team.

2. Reevaluate appropriateneas of inatructional naterial
particularly seatwork materials for each child.

3. Provide inservice training whicn prosote teaching
behaviors found to be effective with special needs
studenta.

4. Reassess techniques used to monitor prograss of the
children.

S. Reasseas the demands of individualizing inatruction to
the extent it requires extensive record keeping and
selection of lesrning tasks, at the expanse of project
teachers interactions.

6. Inform all faculty, ataff, and parents of apecial
education children about the project.

7. Continue evaluation through year-two of the project.

9




INTRODUCTION

The memorandua of agreement dated Jeanuary 13, 19838
between the Hawai’i State Department of Education and the
Curriculua Research and Development Group (CFDG) of the
College of Rducation of the University of Hawai’i outlined the
following objectives of the evaluation of the Instructional
Assistanca Component:

(a) to deteraine the component’s effectiveness, both
programatically and in teras 3f coat-effectiveuess (in
particular, the present pupil/teacher ratio will be
reviewved and the part-tisme teachers positions will be
studied),

(b) to assess/deteramine strengths/veaknesses of the current
nainstreaning program, and

(¢) to assess/determine strengths/weaknesses of the
Instructional Aassiatence Component.

This report describes the amethoda and results of the
evaluation. A description of the project is presented first.
The literature review and discu.sion follow the results, and
the final section sumaarizes the evaluation and pressnts the
recommendations.

BROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Honolulu District Office, Special Education, funded
six part-time teecher positions for the school year 1984-83.
These part-time teachers vere assigned to work with the
special education teachers at six elementary project schools
selected by the District Office -- Kealihi-Uka, Kapalana,
Lanakila, Liholiho, Lunelilo, and ’‘Aine Haina. Six elementary
comparison schools which opercted without part-time assiatance
were alsoc chosen to participate in the evaluation --
Jefferson, Ka’ahumanu, Kelihi-Kei, Kamiloiki, Likalike, and
Lincoln. These achools were selected by the District Office
based on their population similarities to the project schools.
At the requesat of the District 0ffice, Jeffarson was later
drrpped from the evaluation component because of difficulties
in arrenging for the evalustion teea to work with the achool.

The rasponaibilities of the part-tise teacher were
described in a Department of Education project description:

(a) Provide small group instruction in basic akills.

() Assist in the integration of students into regular
education.

(c¢) Assist in the needs ssaseasaent. 6




EVALUATION METHOD

The eveluation of the Inatructional Assistence Component
was conducted uaing Guba and Linceln’s “responaive” aodel.
This method stresses flexibility, adeptability, and the
collection of neturelistic dete. The geanerel organizers of
this type of eveluetion are audience concerns end issues.

Claasroom cbsarvetiona ere important to the evaluation
approach. Interviews provide an opportunity for perticipents
to express their concarns. Comprehensive, relieble, end
quantifiable dete are collected by using edeptetions of
methods developed by Rist (197%), Werd and Tikunoff (1978),
and Moos (1979).

This firat yeer the Instructional Assistance Component
started with a amell number of classes. Froject schools were
hand-selected besed on criteria such as willingness to
participate in the project and represantetiveness of the
student populetion. The neture of the project did not aellow
for rendomizetion or metched sampling. Neans and frequencies
are prasented, but the reader is cautioned that the sample
includes only six project achoola and five comparison schools.
Likewise parent responses eccounted for only a third of all
parents receiving gquestionneiras, and of that percent
ona~-third vere interviewed. The eveluation, hovevar, studied
many of the issuea confronting special education and received
input from key players on the project. Deaspite its
limitetions, the eveluation is the only comparstive study in
the S.a’‘ae on the assistence of part-tima teachers in the
special education progras. The date provide valuable
information for the project’s administrators es we.l as policy
makers in general.

Qbservations

The six project and five comparison achool classrooams
were observed for dete collection purposea. In addition to
student and teacher protocols (fiecld notes), systematic datse
were collected using edaptations of observation instruments
developed by the Far West Laboratory for Educational Rasesrch
and Development (1983). Informetion was recorded on subject
natter focus, group setting, dugree of teacher-student
contact, student engagement, and teacher use of active
teaching beheviors. The data collection instrunerts are
included in Appendix A.

Observations were conducted by experienced deta
collectors who had been treined to use the proceadures. The
teaam had conducted similar observetions for other evaluation
projects of CRDG. Arrangements for the visitetions were made
ahead of time with the principel end teecher of eech school.
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Project school clasarocoas were cbserved on two occasaiona, and

‘ comparison school classrocms were visited once. All
observationa vere done in the amorning and spanned a period of
one and & half to two hours. The two viaita to project
achools were conducted on diffarent days of the veek.

At sach visit four students, generslly two girls and two
boys, were rendoaly selected for clasa observationsa. Tinme
sampling procecaures were used in which each of the studenta
was ocbserved in a set sesquence wvhich was repeated for saveral
ainutes.

fA<tive teaching behaviors were recoried simply as
performed or not performed during the observation period.
Interactionas and dialogue between student(s) and teacher were
&lso noted, as well as a description of the clasarooam
environment.

Questionnaires

Queationnaires were developed to gather inforsmation froam
the principal, part-time teacher, apecial education teacher,
and parents of the astudents in the eleven participating
schoola. A meeting with the District Specisl Education
Specialiat, a literature review, and consultations with a

‘ member of the College of Education Special Education faculty
and the executive director of the Hauweii Association for
Children With Leaearning Disabilities helped identify issues and
concerns which the queationnaires should address.

A dreft of the teecher questionnaire wvas presented at a
neeting of project school principala and teachers.
Participants vere askad to reviev the quesationnairea and
submit comments and recommendationa. Severcl changes were
made to the queastionnaire besaed on this feedback. Reviews of
the principal, teacher, and parent questionnaires were done by
the College of Education consultant.

Questionnairas vere delivered to the school and
digstributed to the principals (11), pert-time teachers (6),
apecial education teachers (11) and pesrents (221). Teachers
assisted in the distribution and collection uf parent
questionnaires via studenta.

\
\

interviews

Attached to the parent questionnaire vas & letter asking
for parents’ cooperation in ths interview coaponent cof the
project. Parents willing to be interviewed were aaked for
their telephone number or if they preferred to call the

. project staff to arrange an interview.

Parents who gave their phona numbers were called, and an
interviav was scheduled. Intervievs sveraged about one hour.
Parantas from all but two schocls, one comparison and one

pro;ogt, vere intervieved.




Short interviews with teachars were also conducted at the
time the cbhaarvation viait was made. Several teachers shared
special foras they had developed to monitor students’

progress.

RESULTS

In thia section the results are organized and discussed
by the method of data collection. However, where applicable,
supporting dats collected by another method are provided or
referenced. Conferences with tha District Specialist are also
being plenned to share specific resulta. The presentation of
the resulta is lengthy, and the reader mey refer to the final
section for a short suamary of the dats.

sStudent Datag

The Netropoliten Achievement Teats (NAT) were
adainiatered to project and comparison school students as a
pretest in November 1384 and as a fattest in April 198S5. The
Diastrict Office herndled all alministrative procedures,
including scoring of the test. Teat scorea were aade
available to the wvaluatlon ataff. The District Cffice also
sharad attendance data recorded by the teacher, participetion
in related services, and astudent record profiles. These have
been compiled and summarized in the results gection.

Table 1 describes the student population of comparizon
and project sachools based on students who took the MAT and on
atudent record profilea. Comparison schools had a higher
proportion of fourth through sixth graders (79%x) then did
project schools (61%). Kindergarten through third graders
accounted for 21%x and 39% of the schools’ population
respectively. Boys comprised about three-fifths of the
atudents at eall schools. Students were sbout equally divided
by type of service delivery--resource program, integrated
self-conteined, or full-time self-couteined. The average
atudent age at initial placem=nt in the special education
progran was about eight years for both types of schools.

Students froa comparison and project schools had the sanme
aesn number of days of absences (9 days) and tardiness (3
daya® throughout the school year. Generally these were
recorded absences from and tardiness to school and not
necesasarily froa the specisl educetion class. During
classrooa obaervationa, students were not always proaptly in
class at the atart of the period. Apparently such data were
not recorded.
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Table 1. Percent Comparison of Student Population by
. Grade, Gender, and Type of Arrangement

Variable Conparison Schoolas Project Schools
n = 126 n = 112
Grade

K-1 6% 10%
2-3 13% 29%
4-6 79% 61x%

Gender
Fameale I7% 2%
Nale SS% 62x
Not Indicated ax 11x
Arrangement
Resource 46% 44x
Integrated Self-Contained 32% Six
Full-time Self-Contained 2% 2%

Not Indicated - 4%

Tabie 2 shows anean preteat and poatteat acalad acorea on
the Metropolitan Achievement Teats. Several types of scorea
were available for comparison. Scaled scores were selectaed
for avaluation based on the NMAT Teacher’s NManual (1978)
reconmendations to use scCaled scorea to compere perforaance
among battery levels (i.e., students are adaministered
different levels of the test, and scores need to be equated)
and to measure change in achievement over a period of tinme.
Complate data were aveileble for 204 students. Neen poattest
scaled scores showved improvesment over mean pratesat scores in
all subject arees. Peired comparisona of the difference
between the preteat and posttest scaled scores were
atatiastically significuntly greeter than zero (Table ).

On the average both comparison and project school
children achieved higher sacaled scorea on the poatteat than on
the pretest. Data shoved comparison echool children atarting
with higher meen pretest scores followed by higher mean
posttaeat acores than those achieved by the project school
children. Project achool children, however, showed greater
gain betwveen pretest and poatteat scorea.

10
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Table 2. Comperison of Pretest and Posttest Sceled Scores
on Netropolitan Achievement Tests

School and Teat Subject Preteat Score Postteat Sccre
Conparison Schools (n=120)
Reading S78 397
Nathematics 497 327
Laaguage 461 308
Total S0S S37

Project Schools (n=84)

Reading 360 991
Mathematics 4839 521
Language 452 498
Total 488 329

Teable 3. Paired Comparison of Pratest and Pcattest Score
Differences on the Maetropolitan Achievenent Tasts

Nean Differences Between Posttest and Pretest Scores 0

Test Subject Comparison Schools Project Schools
n = 120 ns 84
Reading 19» 32»
Hathenaticas 30» 7.
Language 440 47
Total 3a3s 41»
s p<.0}

To deteraine vhether this 2igher gain was significant, a
covariance analysis was run to control for the difference in
pretesat scores betwveen schools. Interestingly project school
students scored higher adjusted mean posttest scores in
mathenatics, rnaading, and the totael battery in contrast to the
comparison achool children. Differences in scores however,
vere not statistically significant. Adjusted mean posttest
language scores were the same for students of both achool
aamples. Posaibly project school children are benefiting fron
an extra instructor in the program and are showing greatar
gains. Next year’s MAT results should be revealing in
Reasuring whether project achool children can attain 1983
preteat acores which are sisilar to this year’s posttast
scores, and whathar they can again show higher gains than
comparison achool children. .11




Queationnaires

Parents

0f the 221 perent questionnaires distributed, 73 were
returned. Nore parents of project school (43%) then of
comparison school (23%) atudents returned the questionnaire.
Why mors project school parents returned the questionneire is
unclear. Possibly hecause project achool teachers vere more
avare of the eveluetion end the project in general they nade a
greater effort to get astudents to return questionneires than
did comparison school teachers. The breakdown by grade ias
shown in Teble 4. Respondentas do reflect the higher
proportion of upper elementary students in the special

educeation prograa in ganereal &a wvell as the higher proportion
of primary level astudents in the project schools specifically.

Table 4. Distribution of'PrOJ.ct and Coamparison School
Parents by Child’s Grade

‘ Grade
School K -1 2-3 4 - 93 (- Not Indicated Total
Project 6 9 16 11 1 43
Control 1 3 13 11 0 28

Parentas whether of projact or comparison achools vere
similarly informed sbout their child’s progress in achool. A
combination of conferences or letters kapt parents updated
asbout their child’s performence and problems. Generally the
rpecial education teacher rati.er than the regular edv:cation
teacher informed pcrents about their child. Thus parents’
contacts with the special education teachers were much more
frequent than with regular education teachers in both project
and comparison achools. Forty-asix percent of the parenta in
both typea of schools reported three or more contacts with
special educetion teschars in this school year. On the other
hend 10X of the perents reported no contacts with regular
education teachers, and 37X reported three or more contacts.

It was hypothesized that the addition of a part-time
teacher would posaibly increase the number of contacts with
parents ss compared to the previocua school yeer. Responses to
both principal and teacher questionnaires indiceted that
conferences with parents was an important area .n which

12




apecial education teachers should increase their involvement.
Such an increese, however, did not occur. Parsants may have
had difficulty accurately recelling wvhat heppened laat year,
and the nuaser o’ contacta could be underreported. As
aentiocned earlicr parents in project and compecsison schools
were sinilarly distributed by number of contacts with the
apecial education teacher this yeer. Although contactas were
highez irn thia school yeer than coapsred to laat yeaer, the
increase in percentage points we’; the same for both project
and coapariason achoocls.

The presence of another taacher in their child’s special
education clasarocoa was not known by all the project school
parents intervieved. Some parents had been introduced to the
part-time tescher, &8 faw had heard their child refer to
another person in the clasarocos but were unavere of wvhat that
person did, and meny did not know there had been & part-tinme
teacher.

When in nead of information sbout ilheir child’s achool
work, peorents were likely toc esk the apecial education teacher
or & combination of the aspecial education teecher and other
aschool ataff fcv this informetion. Both project and
coaparison achools reported this practice by a similer
percentage of parents. When asked how parents would like tc
be informed, the highest percentage (63%) of perents of
project schools replied by joint confexrencae of apecial and
regular education teachers as compared to tealephone, letter,
or seperate conferences. Our parent interviewa indicatec this
practice was very rare and occurred only because the parent
could not attend separate conference datas.

Parenta in comparison achools preferred conferences, too,
but did not select joint conferences (39%) as often as did
project achool parents. Conferr ‘ce with the special education
teacher alone was prefered by 64: of the control achool
parents in comperiaon to 37x of the project aschool parents.
Likewise conference with ¢ 2 regular education teacher alone
was chosen by 30X and 23% of the parents respectively. Table S
compares methoda by project and coamaparison schools.
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Tabla 3. Parenta’ Preference of Methoda to Infora Them about
’ Their Child’s School Worke

Method

Phone Conf. w/ Conft. w/ Joint Letter Other
S. Ed. Teh R. Ed. Tech Conf.

Project 43 26x 3I7% 23% 63x% 30x%

Comparison 28 21x% 64x Sox 3Iox 32%

= Parenta were asked to check all mothoda they prefer; therefore,
percentages are graaster than 100x.

Parentsa’ involvement in their child’s Individualized
Education Program (ISP) pian varied between project and
coaperison achools. A grestcer proportion of parents of
project achool students indicated they were aminimally invulved

' in the IEP (40%) as compared to coamparison school parents
(14%). Pearents of comparison school students, however,
reported a greetes: percentage of noninvolvement (32%X) in
comparison to project school parentas (16%). Similar
percentages of parents in both achool types had been heavily
involved. There were saveral nonrespondents (14%) to this
quaeation. Table 6 gives the dégree of parent invol ement in
the IEP plan.

7able 6. Degree of Parent Involvement in the IEP

Dagree of Involveament

School N Heavily Moderately NMinimally Not Involved No Response
n % n x n x n x n x

7 i6x 17 40x%

7 235% 4 le4x

Intarviews with parents supported the raported low
involvement of parents in the preparation of the IEP plan.
Parents indicated the plan hed usually been prepared by the
teacher before the ameeting. The details were explained to the

14
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psrent and generally approved. Parents did not object to this
asthod because many felt the teacher had the best knowledge of
the ch’ld’s performance. Noat!. indicated they had been given
the opportunity to voice objections or add to the plen. A faw
of our interviews were with parents whose first language was
not English, and we conversed through an interpreter usually &
relative or an 2lder child. These parents, however, indicated
they had gone to the IEP meeting slone and had had difficulty
understanding what had been said.

Bringcipal

Questionnaires vere received froa all principals of
project (6) and compariasc (3) schools. Principals were asked
to rate the importance of several responsibilities of a
part-time teacher on a scale of 1 (not important) to 3 (very
important). There was unanimous agreement (Table 7) among sall
principals that the most important role of the part-time
teacher was individual instruction of students. Principals
rated conference with the reguler education teacher as a
highly important role (mean = 4.3) of the part-time teacher.
Interestiingly, teechers who were asked the same queation gave
this role a notably lower rating (mean = 3.7).

Princijels of both project and comparison schools
similarly raced group instruction of children and assiatance
in mainatreeming as important roles of part-time tesachers.
Responsibilities given lower ratings (meen between 3.0 and
4.0) were conferences with parenta, recordkeeping, preparation
of Individualized Education Program plan, adaministration of
content aree tests, consultation with principal, and provision
of release time for the special educstion teacher to attend
inservice training.

There were several roles for part-time teachers receiving
different ratings by principals of project and comparison
achoola. The reduction of pupil/tescher ratio received a mean
rating of 4.0 by comparison school principals, but a lower
rating (mean = 3.3) by project school principsls. The
frequency dis*ribution of responses showed where differences
occurred. One comparison school princijal did feel reduction
of pupil/teacher ratio was not important (rating of 1), but
four rated this role of high importance (railing of 4 or 9).
Three project school principals gave this role an importance
rating of 4 or S and three rated it 2 or 3. Preparation of
clasarocoa raterials received a higher mean rating of
importance (mean * 4.0) by comparison school principals than
by project school principals (mean = 3.3). The same nean
ratings respectively were given to the role conferences with
apeciasl services astaff. Finally conaultation with other
achool steff received & mean importance rating of 4.0 by
comparison school principals and 3.3 by projact achool

principals.
15



Teble 7. Nean Rating of Iagoriance® by Principals to the
Queation, “What in Your Opinion Is, or Would Ba
the Role of the Part-time Taacher?”

Comparison Schools
N=39S

Project Schoola
N =6

Role

Individualized Instruction

Group Instruction

Reduction of Pupil/Teacher Ratio
Preparation of Meterials
Conferencea with Parenta
Recordkeeping

Conferencea w!th Regular Teecher
Conferences with Special Services
Preparation of IEP Plan
Administration of Tests
Consultation with Principal
Consultation with Other Staf:
Provision of Releese Time
Asasistance with Nainstreaming

2 WOUWWWWMMWAEDWL
NOOrPOGOOOALAOOOONOD
A WWWAIMADIMDODWWWHO
COUNWOWLNrLWUWO

*3 = very important and 1 = not iaportant

Principeals were given the same list of roles as in the
above queation and asked what is or would be the role of the
full-time specizl education teacher with the addition of a
part-tise teacher. Poth individueal instruction of students
and preparation of the IEP plan vere rated as very iaportant
by all principals. Generally principals gave all other roles
except provision of release time for inservice training and
recordkeeping a higher mean importance rating for the special
education teacher then for the part-time teacher. 1In
particular conferences wit) parenta, the regular education
teacher, special sarvicass ataff, principsl, and other achcol
staff recesived mean ratings above four by principals »nf both
project and comparison schoo.is. Recordkeeping, preparation of
Clasaroon meterials, and administration of tests received
iaporteance ratings of four or less by all principals.

The largest difference in responses between principals of
both school types waa found for reduction of pupil/teacher
ratio. Comparison sachonl principals gave this role a amean
rating of four and the rating of project school principals

’ ¢ raraged 2.7.
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The Question, "With the Addition of a
Part-time Teacher What In Your Opinion
Ia or Would Be the Role of the Full-tinse
Special Educzation Teacher?”

Table 8. NMean Ratirng of Importancee by Principals to ‘

Comparison Schools Project Schoo.ls
Role N=3S N =6

%
Individualized Inatruction 1

Group Inatruction

Reduction of Pupil/Teacher Ratio
Preperation of Materiala
Conferencea with Parents
Recordkeeping

Conferencea with Regular Teacher
Conferences with Special Services
‘Preparation of IEP Plan
Administritinn of Tests
Consultation with Principal
Consultation with Other Staff
Provision of Release Tinse
Assistence with NMainatreaming

P Wb bbb Wdbalr
OCNOOPOOONTRLMANIOSAO
AW WAAIDWSANIMO
VOWWNOOANUNOND®O

3 = very important end 1 = not iaportant .

All principala felt the part-tise teacher should have a
coliege degree, however, they differed in opinion on the type
of additional treining desired. Conparison achool principels
placed greater value on further training than did project
school principals. Two project princips.s felt only a college
degree was sufficient, and two indicated teaching experience
or a professionsl diploma was also necesaary. Two principala
felt the Qualifications of a part-time teacher should include
certification in special education. All comperison achool
principala felt training beyond the college degree was
necessary--two indiceted teaching experience or profassional
diploma and three said special education certiti-ation.

Principela vere asked several questions related to
aainatreeming. One quesation required the rating of evaluation
procedures used to determine when & child ia ready to le
mainatreaned. A rating of "3" was “very iaportant®™ and a
rating of 1" was "not importeant.” All principals rated
academic perforamance in the classrooa as very important. A
child’s behavioral perforamance in the cleassroosn, assessment by
the special education teacher, and social relationahips with .
peers wvere also rated highly by principels of both project and
comparison schoola. Principals of comparison achools placed
higher importeance on assessaent by the regular education
teachar and the special servicea staff and the opinion of
parenta than did project achool principals. Test scores
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received the lowest rating by all principels although the mean
comperison achocl response (4.0) was higher than the mean
project school response (3.3).

Table 9. HNean Rating of Importance® by Principals
of Criteria to Deteraine When a Child ls
Ready to be Nainatreanmed

Comparison Schoola Project Schoola
Criterias N=3S N =6

Acaderic Performance in Claasarocom
Behavioral Perforasance in Classrooam
Assesaaant by Spec. Ed. Teeacher
Social Relationahip with Peers
Assess=ent by Regular Ed. Teacher
Opinion of Parents

Assessnent by Special Services Staff
Test Scores

dbdbdbdbbOr
e & & 8 & & & @
ONMOOO®OO
DWW
e & 8 & & & s @
WWoOoNO®®®®O

‘ 3 = very important and 1 = not important

Other questions on mainstreaming concerned communication
between the special education and regular classroom teachers.
Vhen asked how frequently a special education teacher should
consult with the child’s regular classsroom teacher, principals
of both project and comparison schools were equally divided.
Fouzr principals, two from esch type of school, felt meetings
one or more times a week vas needed. One principal of a
comparison school and three of the project school principsls
said one to three times & month. One principal (comparison)
suggested once a month meetingas and two said as often as
necesaary or as needed.

Responses to the degree of involvement of the regular
classroom teacher on the development of a child’s IEP plan
vere sinilarly varied. A gp.oject achool principal felt the
regular teescher should be directly involved (attend meetings,
write sections, etc.) in the testing, planning, preparation,
and reviev of the IEP. Three comparison achool and two
project school principals would like regular classrooa
teachers to be consulted on a regular basia. Two comparison
and three project school principals felt regular claasrooam
teechers should be consulted as needed.
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Principals vere asked to openly comment on the
opportunities provided for special education teechers to neet
with regular classroom teachers. Generally teschers muat f£find
tine on their own during recess, lunch, before and after
aschool, and during their preparation period. Three principals
aentioned that faculty meetings provided some tiae for
dislogue. Neetings during instructional time were difficult.
Two project school principals recognized thot part-tise
teachers could be utilized to either meet with regular
classrooa teschers or to free the specisl educstion taacher to
meet with regulaer claeassrooa teechers. No such help was
available for regular clsassroom teacharas, explained one
project school principal, expect in cases "of dire need” when
“the principsl or counselor could suparvise the regular
claaarooa.” One comparison school principal adaittad the need
to provide more time for consultation between special
educetion and regular educaticn teachers.

Teacher

All teachers responded to the quesationnaire. The sanmple
included five comperison school teachers, aix project achool
teschears, and six part-time teachers in the project schools.
Project school teachers had fewer atudenta (range of 135-235
atudents) than did comparison school teachers (range 23-26
atudenta). Nine facilities were full classrcoms, and two, one
rroject and one comparison classarocom, were half of a
partitioned double clasaroom. Eight ocut of the eleven
claasrooas vere situated where noise was heard during parts of
the day or throughout most of the day. The distractions
occurred in the morning, and during recesses and lunch break.
Two project school classrooms had some noise, but teachers did
not feel the noise was distracting. All teachers indicated
their clasarooms were close tc available rescurces or of
aimilar location as regular classrcoms. As assessed by the
principals on their questionnaire, their facilities vere
percaeivad as good or excellent in meetig the needs of their
teacers and students.

Different patterns of teachers’ invclvement in
inatruction were seen between project and comparison achools.
As expected comperison achool teachers did all methods of
inatruction--cne~-to-one, amall group (2-6 studenta), and large
group (greater than 6 atudenta)--everyday in all acadeaic
areas. With a part-time teacher in the claasroom, project
achools divided the responsibilitieas. Both part-tisme and
project special education teechers were still involved ir
one-to-one instruction every day. In some schools small group
work was divided between aspecial education and part-time
teachers into either reading and language, or mathenatics
reaponaibilitiea. Some part-time teachers were not involvaed
in large group work.
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‘ Project achool teachers ware more frequantly involved per
week in conferences and consultetiona than were coaparison
school teachers. There was some involvemant by four part-tinma
teachers in conferences but not as frequently as was the case
for the other teachers. Two part-time teachers vere not
involved in conferences during a typical week. Project school
teachers vere more frequently involved per week in conferances
with the adminiatrator and regular education teacher than vere
coaparison school teechera. 0On the other hand, coaparison
schocl teachers vere more frequently involved per week in
conferencea with parents and in scheduling and coordinating
IEP conierences. Conferencea with the diagnostic team
involved sinilar time frequencies by project and comparison
school teachers. Involvement in praparation of the IEP plan
varied widely among project achool teachers from no timea
during the week to 4-35 times a week. Generslly comperison
school teachers were involved once a week in preparing
Individualized Education Program plans. Two part-tise
teachers aet & “ut once a veek with the adainistrator and
regular education teachers. Generaliy part-time teachers vere
not involved in conferences during a typical we «.

Class organization and preparation requirad daily

attention by project and comparison achool teachers. Two

' part-time teachars reported involverent 4-5 times a veek,
three said 2-3 times a week, and ocne indicated no times during
the week. Recordkeeping, plenning lessons, and preparing
clasarocon nsterials were daily activities for the majority of
taschers including part-time teachers. Project achool
teachor= reported most frequent involvement per wveek (2-3
tines & week) in adainistration of teata than did coaparison
school toachers (one time a week).

Teachers were asked what-the role of the part-time
taacher is or would be and their responses provided an
interesting comparison to the above question on their ectuai
involvenment in these tasks. Tasachers rsatad the roles on a
scale of 1 (not important) to S (very important). Individual
instruction was rated as a very important role of part-tine
teaechers by all respondents except one coamparisor school
teacher. As discussed earlier principals were alao in
agraenent with the importance of this role. In actuality
part-tine teachars were involved daily in this task. They
were alsoc involved in varying frequencies in group
inatruction, another highly rated responsibility. All
pert-time teachers perceived thesselves as having a very
isportant role in reducing the pupil/teacher ratio, a rola
vhich they actually fulfilled to a large extent considering
enrollaent in project school classrcoms vas already leas than

. comparison achool classrooaa.
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Generally conference and IEP reaponsaibilitiea for the .
part-time teacher were suen as lass important than instruction
by project and comparison school teachers. Principals
differed with teachers on the importance of only one role,
conferences with the regular education teacher. Principals
gave this responsibility a maeaan rating of 4.5 compared to 3.7
by teachera. Half of the part-tise teachers felt conferences
with parents, regular education teachers, principals, and
apecial servicea staff wera very iamportant rolea for
theaselves. Half gave these roles a rating of 3 or less. 1In
practice two part-tise teachers reportesd meeting with the
adainiatrator or regular classroom teacher during » typical
waeak.

Teachers ware divided in opinion on “he importance of
recordkeeping. Half felt this was an important role and half
gava it a rating of 3 or leaa. Actual involvement reflected
aimilar differences. Half of the part-time teachers were
involved daily in recordkeeping, the other three reported zero
to three tines a week. Assistancae in mainatreaming was
perceived an a more iamportant role of part-tiase ter hers by
these teacher themselves (mean = 4.7) and by prcject zchool
teachers (mean = 4.3) than by coamparison school teachers (mean -
= 3.6). A specific question on their actual involvement in .
rainatreaaing was not asked of teachers. The aevaluation taean,
howaver, interpreted mainatreaming to include conferences with
regular education teachers, principals, and staff, and
inatruction, roles for which involvement data were collected.
Part-tise teachers considered theaselvr~as to have a rather
important role (meen = 4.3) in administering testa in
comparison to comparison and project school teachers (mean =
3.8). However, part-time teachers actually reported being
involved once a weak or less in this task.
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Table 7. Maean Rating of Impo:rtance® by Teachers to the
Question, “Wh'.>1 Is or Would Be the Role of
a Part-time Teacher in the Special Education

Program?”
Comparison Sch Project Sch Project Sch
Role 3p Ed Teachers Sp Ed Teachers Part-time
N =S N =6 N = 6
Individualized Inatruction 4.6 5.0 5.0
Group Instruction 4.6 5.0 4.6
Reduction of Class Ratio 4.6 4.8 S.0
Preparation of Natarials 4.4 3.7 4.2
Conferences with Parents 3.6 5.9 3.8
Recordkeeping . 4.0 3.8 3.8
Conferences with .leg. Ed. Teacher 3.6 3.7 2.8
Confera..ces with Spec. Serv. Staff 3.0 3.3 3.8
Preparation of IEP Plan 3.6 3.9 3.8
Adminiatration of Tests 3.8 3.3 4.3
‘onlultation with Principal 3.2 3.3 4.0
Consultation with School Staff 3.2 3.3 2.8
Release Time for Inservice 3.2 4.2 4.2
Aasistance in Mainastreeming 3.6 4.3 4.7

*3 = very important and 1 = not important

With the additioi. of a part-time teachar, teachers were
asked in which area w3y it important for the special education
teachers to increase their involvement. Iandividual
inatruction and preparation of IEP plan were rated by all
teachers as very important asreas in which the apeciai
education teachers ahould increase their involvement. Group
instruction, reduction of pupil/teacher ratio, conferunce with
regular education teaacher, and mainstreaning received high
mean importance ratings (range of 4.2 tc 4.8). Part-tisme
teachers felt it was more important for apecial education
teachers to increase their involvement in conferences with the
special services ateff, principal, and other achool ataff
(mean = 4.3, 4.5, 4.3 respectively) as coapered to coaparison
and project achool teaachers (mean = 3.8, 3.7, 3.4
respectively). Comparison school teachers rated recordkeeping
(m@ean = 4.6) and adainiatration of tests (mean = 4.4) as more

important areas than did project school and part-time teachers
whose mean ratings for these roles were 3.3 and 3.7
respactively.
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Table 8. Nean Reting of Importance* by Teachers to the
Question, “With the Addition of a Part-time
Teacher, in Which Aree Should the Special
Education Teacher Increase Her Involvement?™

Control Sch Project Sch Project Sch
Role Sp Ed Teacheras Sp Ed Teachers Pari-tine
N=S N = §6 N = 6
Individualized Inatruction S.0 S.0 4.7
Group Instruction 4.2 4.7 4.8
Reduction of Clasa Ritio 4.8 4.7 4.7
Preparation of Neteriels 4.4 4.0 4.2
Conferences with Parents 4.4 4.0 4.7
Racordkeeping . 4.6 3.0 3.9
Conferences with Reg. Ed. Teacher 4.2 4.5 4.5
Conferences with Spec. Serv. Staff 3.8 3.8 4.3
Preps.ration of IEP Pian S.0 4.3 S.0
Administracion of Tests 4.4 4.0 3.3
Ccnsultation with Principal 3.6 3.7 4.3
Consultetion with School Staff 3.6 3.3 4.3
Release Time for Inservice 3.8 4.3 4.0 .
Asaistance in NMainatreaaing 4.2 4.7 4.3

All comparison and project achool teachers except one
were Department of Educetion certified special educatior
teechers. Training of four of the teachers was in specific
leerning dissbilities:; aix had studied other areas of
enphasis. One of the part-time teachers was a certified
speciel education teacher, two had taken university level
courses in special education, two had worked with special
education children, and one hed no training in special
education. This variance in training appears to reflect the
range of opinions on the desired qualifications of a part-time
teecher by project school principals. For five of the
part-time teachers this was their firat yeer of teaching
special education children. All other teschers surveyed had
from three to over ten years of teaching ~xperience with
special educetion children.

Progresas reports were the method all teachers used
Teguliariy \(every quarter :or ten teeschers, every semester :or
one) to inform parents of their cniid’s progreas in school.
Flve SCNOOLS (I0UX Project anad one CORPaAriacn) used wWeex.y or
caily reporting to parents O: NOREGWOrK assignaenta. 1wo
CORpAarison scnoolisS USEG & RONTNLY repoOrting aysSteR O NORGWOrK
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assignments. Severai of these reporting foras weras sharea
with the evaluation teem dUuring the ODSErvation visit and are
inciuced i1n Appenaix 5. >cheduleda parent con:erences varied
from 1-2 times a year for acst teachers to monthly tor two and
even weekly for one teecher. Parent/teacher conferences
scheduled Jointly with the regular education teacher were held
1-2 times @& year by eight teachers, monthly by one comparison
school, and not at all by two project schoolas. Teachers’
interpretation of joint acheduling is necessary toc understand
the results. Back-to-back conferences on the same day,
mneeting firat with one teucher than the other was commonly
reported by parents who wvere interviewed. However, only ocne
parent reported attending a joint conferencze in which both the
special education and regular education teachers were present.

Letters or notes were frequently used by prc3act school
teachers. Use of the telephone varied widely amang tesachers.
Part-time teachers were leas frequently involved than
comparison or project achool teachers in all of the methods
except the progreas reporta. Three of the part-tiae teachers
did indicate wveekly or daily involvement with tho reporting of
homework assignmentas.

Four project school teachers reported generally attending
inservice training courses more than four times & year. Two
indicated attendance 2-3 times & year. Five of these teachers
responded that the training scmewhat adequately met their
needs; one reported the training was not very adequate.

Two cowmparison school teachers generally attended inservice
training more than four times a year, one wvent 2-3 times a
Year, one once a year, and one naver attended. 0Of those
teachers who attended training, one reported that the training
was very adequate and three indicated it was somewhat
adequate. Five part-time teachers said they generally
attended inaservice training 3-4 times & year, one reported
once a year. All part-time teachers indicated the training
was somevhat alequate.

Qbservations
Glassroom Deacription and Activities

Classrooas were arranged differently to suit the atyle
and needs of individual teschera. Generally a classroom had a
cluater of individual desks, one or more large desks for group
work, and several carrels. Bulletin boards were usually well
decorated and astuden.s’ works were often displayed. Shelves
ware generally amg'v ‘illed with workbooks, textbooksa, and
audiovisual materi . One project school had a microcomputer
in the clasarocoa. uviatracting outaide noise did not seem to
bother either students or teachers.
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Class size varied renging from two to thirtesn students
during a time period. This nuamber wey have been usmallar than
usual because as explained earlier observations were done
during the aiddle of NMay. Naeny students were out of the room
being teated, on field trips, or engaged in assemblies and
other end-of-sachool activitiesa. -

The comacon method of inatruction in all classes vas
individual assignaents which were checked by the special
education or part-time teacher. Students were recognized by
either raising their hand or going to the teacher. Time
lapses bafore being helped were frequent. Intersction with
the teacher was limited axcept when students were probed for
the correct answer. A Sroup ¢£ atudents working on individual
assignaents with a teacher at the table was also frequently
observed. Students would be working on diffsrent workbocks,
pagea, or levels of e similar activity auch as reading
comprehension, letter combinations and sounds, or mathematics.
Tutoring by a fellow atudent and students correcting eech
other’s work were ssen in two classrooas.

Group work of astudents engaged in the same activity like
reading aloud was cbserved in five classrooas and was not a
coamon method of instruction. An example of this type of
activity was S-6 atudents taking turnas to read aloud from 2
book or a group drametizing a story being read. To introduce
a mathematics lesson a teacher sxplained division with a
remainder on the boerd to three students. Following her
presentation each student then did an example on the board
before atarting their worksheeta. A third example was & claas
discussion of types of written comamunication. Students wvere
asked to detexraine the audience to whom the communication was
usually addressed and the purpose for writing it. There was
auch inquirv by the tescher and support of studenta’ idene.
Another activity was eight minutes of exercises done by t.3a
claas before the morning lasaona began.

Intricate revard and incentive systems were observed in
three project school classrooms. Points, sters, or chipas were
received for clasaroom work completed, homew=rk completed,
good behavior, and other accomplishments. One class of
students had points deducted for negative behavior. These
pointa could be traded for treats or the opportunity to
paticipate in special activitiaeas at the end of the week. Two
teachers, one froam a project achool, the other from a
comparison school, gave out stickers for work completed
succesafully.

Acadenic Engagement Tise

Coded data supported field note observations that
atudents spent much of their time in special education
claasroomsa working on their own and at their own pace.

Control achool students wvere cbserved uorz?%g by themselves cn
L
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39% of the 292 time sampling points. During both the first
and aecond visita of project schools, students were
. self-engaged during 41% of the observed saxpling points. On
these visits 239 and 366 tise sampling points were complataed
respectively. Samall group (2-6 atudents) organization was
seen in 32X of the comparison school observations, large group
(greater than 6 students) in 19%, and one-to-one inatruction
in 10X of the time sempling pointa. Group organization
difi{ered between the firat and second observation viamits of
the project achools. QOqe-to-one inatruction occurred on 38%
of the observationa during the first viait and 20% of the tinme
during the second viait, small-group work 21% and 27x
respectively and large-group work 0% and 12X respectively.

The aveilability of a part-time teacher may have
increased the one-to-one contact seaen more often in project
achoola. Furthermore project achocl students were observed to
have & high degree of contact (direct contact or instruction)
wath their teecher or part-time teacher in about half of the
ocbserved time sumpling points. 1In.contrast high degree of
contact with' the teacher was observed in one-third of the tise
sampling pointa of coaparison school classrooma and low degrae
of contact (student would have to get up and physically move
to get the teacher’s attention) was recorded 54X of the tinme.
Low contact was observed more frequently (47x of observed
sampling points) during the second viait of the project

achools than the first visit (24x of observed sempling
. pointa). MNMedium contact (student would he able to get tha
teacher’s attention with air mal effort) was observed in
comparison schools in i0% of the sampling pointas, and in
project achoola 20X (firat visit) and 10X (second viait) of
the observations.

Table 9. Observed Time Frequencies of Group Setting and Degrae
of Contact with Teacher in the Classrooa

Comparison Schoola Project Schools Project Schoolas
lat Observation 2nd Observation

N =S N = & N =26
TSP = 292 TSP = 239 TSP = 366
Group Setting
Self 39% 41%x 41x
One-to-one 10%x 38% 20x%
Small Group 32x% 21% 27%
Large Group 19% ox 12%
Degree of Contact
High 36x% Sex 43x%
Mediua 10% 20% 10%
Low S4% 24% 47%

;Sg = Time Sampling Points; The fraquencies are based on this number.
©
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In each of the classes visitea the obaerver collected
time sampling deta on student engagement. Observers recorded
whether students were engaged academically, not engaged, or
involved in interim activities such as getting materials for
snother leasson.

Freo:ancies on student engagement time were tabulated for
each comparison and project school. The nuambasr of samplinga
dona on each teacher varied and the frequencies were weighted
to account for this variance. The mean engagement rates wvere
69% for students in comparison achools and 79% and 73x for
students during the firast and second visits respectively of
Jproject achools. Student time on task ranged from 34X to 83X
in comparison schools and 358x to 92% in project schools.
Higher mean engagement rates were found when students were in
Figh rather than low contact with an adult. Again the
availability of a part-time teacher which may have increased
high contact with students, may have raised engagement ceas
in project schools as compsred to comparison schools.

A mean nonengaged rate of about 13x was seen in both
sanples of achoola. Interia activitiea accounted for 19X of
the engeged time in comparison schools and 7% (firat viait)
and 13X (second viait) of project achools. Project achool
atudents vere more often observed in reading and mathematics
lessons than were comparison school students who were widely
involved in longuage akilla, writing, and other activites as
well.

A separate analyais of engagement tize when in contact
with part-time teachers was done on project achools.
Although more than half of the toteal time sampling pointa were
observations on the part-time teacher, this sampling waa
smaller than desirasble. Furtheramora, because the number of
obsarvations on the part-tisme teacher varied widely among
schools, the results should be interpreted cauticusly. On
average the engagement rate of students in contact with the
part-time teacher was 78x (firast viait) and 70X (second
visit). 0On both occasions the rate for the part-time was
alightly lover tha= the verall mean percentagea. HNean
nonengaged rates for the part-time teacher was a high 13X on
the firast visit and drupped to 8% on the second visit, a
notably lower figure than the overall finding.

Engagement rates by group arrangeament were compared.
Mean percentages of students engeged in individuel assignments
were 71X and 76x for first and second visits to project
schools respectively. Small-group work involving two to aix
students showed higher mean on task percentages, 86x (firat
visit) and 83x (second viait) than individual work. These
differences in engagement rate by group setting were not seen
in comperison achools where smell-group work engaged atudents
49% of the time and individual asaignaentas 17x of the tiase.
In comperison to project achoocls these angagement rates were
notably lower for eithex arrangement.
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The resesrch literature suggests that several teeching
variablea are cauasally related to atudent achievesaent
(Walberg. et al., 1983). Observers used a modification of an
inatrumcat developed by the Far Wesat Laboratory for
ducational Research and Developament tn collect data on the
use of these variebles by teachers in the study. In eny given
lesson, teachers are not expected to use all the behaviora on
the liat; however, the overall low use of aspecific behaviors
nay mean that some teechers do not have those behaviors in
their repertoire. Table 10 presents a summary of the use of
these teaching behaviora in the observed classrocors. The data
represent perforaeance or nonperforaance; the number of times
the behavior occurred in each clasaroom was not recorded.

Table 10. Number of Teachers Using Active Teachins Behaviors

Comparison Project
Teaching Behaviors Schools Schoolar
N=3S N = 6

1. The teacher actively presented inatruction/informaticn,

a) Stated what students were to learn in lesson 1 2
b) OQutlined the leason before proceeding 1 1
c) Explained concepts, definitions, etc. 2 3
d) Ruvieved goala, previoua related inatruction o 2
e) Illustrated how to do the work 2 4
£f) Questioned to see if students underatood 4 49
9) Ansvered atudenta’ queationa about what to do 2 4
h) Summarized what was presented or had been done i 1
1) HMoved the class quickly between activities 4 S
2. The teacher established and maintained engagement

of students in inatruction, tasks, activititea.
a) Told atudents to attend to tasks 4 S
b) Explained rulea of behavior 3 4
c) Signalled students to get to work 2 3
d) Resolved potential diasruptionsa 2 1
@) Resolved atudent aisbehuvior 2 3
£) Tonld satudenta their behavior was appropriate or

inappropriate 3 S
g) Encouraged atudents to keep up 2 4
h) Suatained momentum in the lesson 4 4
i) Adjuated inatruction to atudenta’ speed (o] 4

o- e
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Table 10 continued. Nuaber of Taachars Using Active Teachers Bobnviorb

3. The teacher monitored studenta’ progress in learning,
completing taaks.

a) Scanned the rooa to see if everyone was working 3 4
b) Reviewed students’ work wvhen it was completed 4 6
¢) Recorded students’ work wvhen it was coampleted 3 3
d) NMonitored studenta’ responses 4 4
e) Roemed the room, checking studenta’ work 3 S
£) GQueationed students: leerned a concept, a fact 3 2
g) Encouraged inquiry by students to clarify, explain

conCepta 3 1
h) Used students’ ideas to clarify, expand, rainforce

concepts 2 1
i) Collected studenta’ work 1 4

4. The teacher provided inatructional feedback to student
g ‘"a) Told student answver (wvork) was correct or not. 4 6

b) Provided "key"” s0c students could check anavers 1 3
¢) Nodeled appropriate responses for students o} 3
d) Demonstrated how to complete work correctly 1 1
e) Encouraged or supported students for work

completed correctly 3 S
£) Responded to cultural clues and used to further ‘

instruction 0 1
g) Promoted self-concept or self-esteem of students 3 1

» Data are froam first observation visits. Four part-time teachers wo;.
coded individually. Both part-time and special education taacher were coded
in two clasarconms.

Because the numbers are few comparisons are difficult to describe.
Stating what students were to learn, ocutlining the lesson, and reviewing and
SUNREriZing WOrk were generaily seen iess :requent.iy in both project and
COomparison schoois. AQJuating instruction to student’s speed, collecting
Student s WOrK, and RO4E.ll1Ng AapPropriate responses :or studants occured in
ROT@ Project than CORPaArison scChools.
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intarviews

The utilization of parent interviews for data collection
is rere beceuse of the time required of a parent and of the
interviewer in acheduling appointments. However, because of
the summer interim, the evaluetors felt parents would be open
to interviews and be flexible about scheduling appointments.
In eddition parents ere en integral part of the special
education certification end evaluetion process and would
likely provide valuable input to the study. The parents
intervieved vere indeed willing to share information and were
sincerely concerned about the influence of special education
on their child. Twventy-five perent interviews vere completed
and included ten from comparison schools and 135 from project
schoola. There vas generel satisfaction with the help
children were receiving from the special education progranm.
Furtheraore both parents end children liked and respected the
spaciel educetion teacher. Some children had been detected
during preschool years or kindergarten as needing special
services, and their parents were grateful that help had begun
eaarly. On the other hand some parents vere unhappy because
their child hed been certified in later grades and now seened
to be fer behind their grade level. A tescher expresaed
similar concern sbout the two-~grede-level deficit that is a
guideline in deterasining certification. By the time children
receive apeciel services the amount of catch-up work required
ia imamanse. )

Nainstreaming was another critical issue of parents,
perticularly those of £fifth and sixth graders. These parents
vere anxious about their child’s placement in the seventh
grade. They wanted their child to receive the kind of
assaistance which would help the child confidently handle work
given in the regular clessroom. Parents wvere concerned that
the regulsr educeation teacher was not always avare of what
their child wves learning in the special education classroonm.
There wvare sometines conflicts in the assessment by both
teechers on what the child wes capable of doing. Homework
assignmenta were not elwveys coordinated resulting in lcts of
homeworit on some days and none on other days. Similarly
supplies required were not coordineted so a parent would buy
axtre items as requested for the aspecial education claess, and
later the child would bring home similar unused items from the
reguler cCleas. Perents mentioned some services being provided
to fecilitate mainstreaming and open communication between
reguler and special education teachera. One parent reported
going with the special education teacher to talk with the
reguler classrooa teacher. Ancther said the same nmaterials
used in regular clessrooms were given to children in the
special clesses. One perent offered the suggestion of special
education teachers spending time in childrens’ regular
Clesarooms providing help with assignments given there. One
project school is already considering such sssistance.

Reguler education teechers at the school were asked in an
1ntorv.ntioq assessaent qu.stionnzféo whether this aervice cean
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be implemented in their clasarocoas in September, 19835. All
regular classroom teachera responding (7) agreed to the idea.

Social promotion waas a concern of two guardians of
imnigrant children whe wvere a:’uggling in class but were
promoted to the next grade level because of their age.
Parents themselves expressed & need to lower the ratio of
students to teecher. A parent who at one time cbaarvad
sifteen children in the class to one teacher felt this ratio
was too high. Seversl parenta also reportad that their child
vas being teased by other children in school and were torn
betwveen the need for special services versua the desire for
noraal social relationships for their child.

The IEP vas generally accepted as a useful tool by
parents who had great confidence in the teacher’s ability to
know what ‘'as academically best for their child. One parent
queationea shether parents really underatood the IEP which
conta’.us a lot of worda, and whether objectives such aas
attainaent of 80x of perforamance in an arza could ba
accurately measured. Another parent felt the IEP should be
shared with the pearent before the meeting so0 that questions
could be prepered ahead of time. Teachers have also triad to
sake the IEP more manageable for thesselves in terms of
monitoring atudent progress and for parents in helping them
understand its use. Two teachers shared IEP foras thay had
developed and these are included in Appendix B.

LITERATURE REVIEW ON TIME AND LEARNING

Several time and learning studiea have resaarched the
association of time on task and student achievesent (Fredrick
& Walberg, 1980). The theory implies that laarning is '
determined by the amount of time allocated to a suject as wvall
as the percentage of time atudents are engaged in a task.

The Follow Through observation atudy (Stallings, 197%)
reported that time spent in methematica, reading, and acadeaic
varbal interactions was related to achievement. Furthersore,
time spent in small groups (as oppoaed to ona-to-one
inatruct.on) was associated with student academic gain.
Another study by Stallings (1980) was conducted in remedial
reading classrooms of secondary schools. Variables poaitivaly
related to reading gain were descridbed as Interactive On-Task
inatruction and included activites such as discussion/review,
reading aloud, praise and support, and positive corrective
feedback. Noninteractive On-Task inatruction (monitoring
astudents working on written assignments or reading silently)
and Off~-Task ectivities (behavior problems and transition
time) were related to low or no geiwsl

/
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Good and Becherman (1978) reported a time-on-task study
of sixth grade classrooms. A higher percentage of pupila who
were definitely involved were observed in small or large grcup
activity with t..a teacher “han in individual or whole-class
activities. A coaparison of low achievers and high achievers

found time involved on task was less for the foraer than the
later.

A atudy of nine elementary schools by Thurlow, et. al.
(1982a) compared the nature of instruction and acadeamic
reaponding time between learning disabled (LD) and nonlearning
disabled (non-LD) atudentes over the entire school day.
Learning dissbled students were found to receive significantly
more individuel inatruction and more inatruction with the
teacher at their aside than non-LD students. Low ecadeaic
responding time accounting for 25% of students’ responding
time wvas found for both LD and non-LD students. The atudy,
however, was not eble to find a clear relationship between
ackievenent and responding time..

A followup study (Thurlow, et.al., 1982b) distinguished
between time spent by LD students in reguler and rescurce
clasarocoms. LD astudents were most often instructed in
individual and smell-group arrangements vhile in the resource
room but spent the lergeat percentage of time in entire-group
atructure in the reguler classrcoa. LD students received more
teacher approval in the resource room than in the regular
classroom. LD students in the resource classrooa received 25
times as nuch individual teeching as non-LD students in the
reguler classroom during the same time period.

Findings froa the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study of
elenentary reading and mathematics classrooms showed that more
tine ellocated to a particuler content area resulted in higher
achiavenent levela. Engagement rates waere highly variable
across classes and the variability weas found to be related to
achievement. Group settings yielded differencese in
engageaent. Students working with a teecher were usually
engaged 79-88Xx of the time and students working alone and
pacing themselves were engaged 68-73% of the time.

Interaction between teachers and atudents conajsting of
presentations of informetion, questioning snd monitoring of
atudents, and feedback was found ta be associeted with highar
levels of atudent engagement.

Larrivea (1983) validated those teaching behaviors and
akillas which are effective for succesaful nainatreaming of
students. A supportive instructional style and classroom
environment were correlated with learning gains. This learner
support ayatem included the use of positive and sustaining
feedback, a high success rate (in response to queations or
learning taaks), minimua student tranaitional or waiting tinse,
and inirequent criticiaa or punitive intervention.
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RISCUSSION

In the present evaluation study the high frequency of .
sampling points in which students were working alone provided
sporadic observable interaction between teacher and studert.
Activities centered around completing and correcting workbook
assignments. There was a sharp contrast in enthusiaam between

atudents working alone and students in a group activity. 1In
classrooas where discussion did occur, students were actively
involved in contributing their ideas. One lively clasas
discuaaion on how to clean fish aserved as an introduction to a
reading sssignment. The pacing was much slower for students
engaged in individual work and teacher intervention Lecause
behavioral problems was frequently obaerved.

The diacussion in this section will focus on the project
achool specisl education and part-time teachers and progran.
The presence and impart of the Inatructional Assiatance
Component in the project achools will be explored.

The satructuring of astudentsa’ time in the special
education class was similar among classes. Students were
commonly observed entering a room and apparently knowing that
they had to turn in their homework and find out their new
assignments which were often poated on the chalhsoard or
written in students’ folders. Starting the morning opening
period with a common activity was observed in two clasaroonms
and appeared to ba an excellent time for teachers to .
acknowledge atudents’ presence and alao for astudents to feel
part of a group. However, a few minutea later astudents were
at their deak with their individual asaignment. The opener
was juat that, not an introduction to what would follow. A
group session before each inatructional period was rare.
Scudeiits raised their handa or walked up to the teacher’s desk
when they needed help. After completing the assignment, they
had it checked, then looked up their next asaignment and
proceeded with it. Work was individually paced, performance
of atudents was monitored, and feedback waa immediate. The
li erature suggests these are important factors in learning.
Jowaver, upon obsaearvation the operation seemed mechanical, the
spontaniety of learning seemed lacking.

Monitoring or keeping track of student progress on
instructional tasks was deacribed by Fisher, Berliner, et al.
(1980) as teacher quesationing in a group seating or teacher
circulating around the room and was differentiated fronm
explanation specifically in response to student need.
Explanation in response to need which most often occurred
during saatwork was negatively asacciated with high student
| success in the BTES. In the present study observers could not
| always diatinguiash the kind of help, whether explanation or
| checking of work, that students were receiving. Students .

conatantly sought the teacher’s at _aention by raiasing their
hands or walking over to the teacher. Recorded observations
indicated the o=currence of both typea of teaching behaviors,
explanation in response to ne¢ »d and the checking of student
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work. The highly desirable monitoring by teacher questioning,
in a group setting was not common. Clé=raer data on how often
atudents were in need of explanation may help determine
whether assignaents were too difficult or aseatwork had not
been adaequately introduced or explained.

Questions were often atudent initiated rather than
teacher directed. Students had limited opportunities to
interact with each other in teacher-led lactures or
discussions to exchange ideas or experiences or to review
mutual assignments, and thus seemad anxioua to make contact
with their peers in other w&ays resulting in distractions and
behavioral disruptions. Studenta were reminded to get back to
work or reprimanded for inappropriate behavior. The research
has shown that frequent use of such intervention is negatively
assoclated with atudent learning. The effective teachers in
Larrivee’s atudy (1983) intervened an averaged of three tines
per hour. Punitive interventions were observed less than 4%
of the time. Supportive behaviors including individual
assistance, further explanation, encouragement, and affection
were the preferred intervention strategies. Students of the
teachers in Larrivee’s atudy remained on task an average cf
83% of the time.

Although atudents were observed to be on taak, the
difficulty for a coder to make a decision was real. Was the
atudent who was looking at an open workbook or paper with
pencil in hand thinking or daydreaming? Moving lips or use of
fingers for mathemetics was discernible but students spent
valuable seconds looking at open workbooka. Were the lesson
too difficult for them? Did the students not understand what
they were supposed to do or why they were doing it?

The part-time teacher was being utilized to assist in
inatruction as the project interded. Proje~t achool students
were receiving one-to-one inatruction and uirect contact with
their teachers more often than comparison achool students. At
what point does one-to-one instruction lose its effectiveneasa?
Larrivee (1985) found that effective teachers made greater use
of grouping practices than one-to-one instruction. Effective
teachers were found to sgend 62x of clasa time in small-grou»
work including individualized instruction, and 38% of the tine
in large-group instruction. One-to-one instruction accounted
for 19x of the individualized inatruction. Several atudiaes
have mentioned higher engagement ratea of studentas taught in
group rather than individually (Stalling, 1980, Good and
Becheara..n, 1978).

One-to-one instruction was seen aa desirable by parents
who, however, were aware that such interaction could not occur
as frequently in their child’s regular clasaroom. Close
attention to students by the special education teacher was
also perceived by several parents as the reason their child
enjoyed and sometimes even preferred the special class. Two
parents desacribed the "“caring nature" of their child’s special
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education teacher. Mainstreaming students is a critical

issue here if children in special classes come to expect ‘
individual attention which is less likely to occur in their

regular clasaroom.

The use of a part-time teacher to free the special
education teacher to consult more closely with the regular
education teacher was seen as a desirable role by the College
of Education consultant. Responses to the queationnaires did
indicate that principals and part-tine teachers felt special
education teachera should increase their role in such
conferences. Special education teachers, however, did not
give this role as high a rating. Several parents commented on
the movement of their child between clzsses in response to a
queation on mainatreaming their child. They were concerned
about their child misaing work being given in the regular
classroomn. They were concernaed about their child not
receiving adequate help on work done in the regular classroonm.
They wondered if regular education teachers knew what their
child was learning in special education. Nearly all parents
were told their child was progresasing. But how did this
progress relate to the child’s functioning in the regular
clasaroom?

In only one school did a part-tine teacher appear to be
actively involved in facilitating mainstreaming. An
intervention survey was sent to regular education teachers at .
the end of the achool year to assess how the special education
program had helped the children function in their regular
classes. Responses by the regular education teachers wera
favorable. (See Appendix B-1.)

Parenta appear to be in regular contact with the apecial
education teacher at leaat annually at the IEP meeting and in
noat cases several other tines through progress report
conferencaes, notaes, or telephone calls. An extra teacher in
the program did not increase contacts with parents or
otherwise affect communication with the home. Parents in need
of information about their child astopped by their child’s
classroom Or wrote notes to the teacher. Although parents
seemed to feel they could get information, they had many
queations to ask the interviewera. How can I help ay child at
home? What will happen when Ay child goes to seventh grade?
My child is being teased about receiving speci 1 instruction,
what can I do? When will my child be able to stay in the
regular classroom?
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Interviewed parents comprised about one-third of %the
respondents to th:» questionnaire. Those who opted for the
interviev probably included parents with high interest in
their child’s academic progress and knowledgeable about their
child’a needs. Given these considerationa the next question
ia "How can the work of the part-time and speciasl aducation
teecher be effectively plenned so that the program can be
reaponasive to parents’ concerns and students’ needa?"
Effective meinstreeming end communicetion with the regular
education teacher must alsoc fit into this plan. Support from
the principal and other achool staff is critical.

Honolulu District Office acheduled three project meetings
for the part-time teechers. One wea e true inserving on
Classroom management, the others were on project and MAT
orientation. The training and experience of the part-time
teachers varied upon entry into the project and likewise their
iratructional assignaents differed from school to achool.
Additional treining may be necessary to tighten their
competencies and to establish common project goels and
strategies for utilizing the pecri-time teacher to attain these
goals. Having & part-time tcecher with special education
training secaed to Pe a positive factor in meeting the
objactivea of the projact and should be conaidered a deairable
qualification for the position.

SUMMARY ANL' IECOMBENDATIONS

An evaluation of the Inatructional Assistence Component
of the Honolulu District Office, Special Education, was
conducted in April-July, 1983. Six project and five
coapariaon elermentary schools participated in the evaluation.
Data were collected through classroom observations, parent and
teacher interviews, and questionnaires given to principels,
teachers, and perenta. Honolulu District Office administered
the Mstropolitan Achievement Teats in Noveamber 1984 and April
1983 and the preteat and posttest scores were made available
to the evaluation staff.

One-to-one inatruction ass well as high degree of contact
with the teacher occurred more frequently ir. project schools
than in comparison schools. Overall children working by
theaaslves was observed more frequently than group work or
one-to-one inatruction. Students in project achool
classrooms were observed engaged in their task dur‘ag 75X to
79% of the time sampling points compared to a 639% angagement
rate by comparison school students. Some of the active
teaching behaviors such as atating wha:v students ars to learn,
outlining the lessons, and reviewing and summarizing work were
observed in few classrocoms. Questioning to see if atudents
underatood, talling students to attend to task, and teliing
atudents their answer was correct or incorrect wera more
commonly observed.
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Parent interviewa indicated they u;r. generally satisfied
with the special education prograam and tescher. Areaa of
their concern included late identification of need for special
services, mainstreaming, communication between the special
educetion and regular education teachers, and labeling and
teasing of children in special classes by their classmates.

3vecial education teacreras of project achoolas appreciated
their part-tisme teachers, and some comparison achool teachers
fealt they could also use extra help. Inatructional
responsibilities assigned to the part-time teacher varied
among the project schocla. Some were responaible for studentsa
of designated grade levels, others for the subject matter
araa. A variety of claassrocoam managerial and structural
methoda were described by teachers or ocbserved in the
clasaroonm.

Principeals and teachers were in agreement that the
primary role of the part-time teacher was inatruction of
atudeanta. In fact part-time teachers reporied that their moat
frequent involvement was in inatruction. With the eddition of
a part-time teacher, the ma&ajnr roles of the special education
teachcr were seen as inatruction and preparation of IEP plans.
Their role in conferences with parents and steff wvas given
higher ratings of importance by principals and part-time
teachers than by the special education teachers themselves.
Principals reported that bafore and after achoocl, receases,
lunch break, preparation periods, and faculty meetings were
times available for the special educaticon teacher to meet with
the regular education teachers and other staff. Principals
recognized the difficulty of providing time for open
communication during the achool day.

An expansion of the project ia already underway for the
school year 1983-86. There are saveral recommendations.

1. Identify common project goals and atrategies for the
part-time teacher and special educetion teacher team. Theae
include strategies to facilitate mainstreeming, address
paren:al concerns, open communication with the regular
education teacher, and insure children ere receiving
appropriate inatruction.

2. Reevaluate approprateness of inastructional material
particularly seatwork materialas for each child. When seatwork
materials are used, nmake sure students are prepared
(assignment introduced and directiona underatood) to work on
their assignment.
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3. Provide inservice training which promote teaching
behaviors found to be effective with spaecial-needs sgtudents.
These behaviors include pesitive and encouraging feedback,
sustaining feedback, lisited criticisa, accurate diagnoses,
proper presentation to insure clarity and understanding of
expectations, and teacher-directed group activities including
queation and anaver, review, discussion, and summarizing.

4. Reassess monitoring techniques. NMonitoring by question
and ansver versus checking whether work is correct or
incorrect, and by moving around the rooam versus remaining in
one place result in increased engagement tinme.

S. Reassess the demands of individualizing instruction to the
extent it requires extensive recordkeeping of skills mastared,
continuous selection and assignment of learning tasks, and
meticulous monitoring of atudents’progress at the expense of
pupil -teacher interection. Of course teachers must resein
responsive to individual students’ needsa. The method of
attaining this goal should include a balsnce of instructional
practices.

6. Infora all faculty, staff, and parents of special
education children (lettexr to parents is probably adequate) in
project schoocls about the Inatructional Assistance Component.
Infcra comparison school principals rnd teachers about the
project as well as the specific content of their involvement
in the evaluation in writing. .

7. Continue evaluation through year 2 of the project. Data
collection should be ongoing throughout the school year.
Nainatreasing activities in particuler need further study.

Honolulu District QOffice has taken the initiative in
providing part-time teachers on a pilot basis to special
education programs of selected achools. Hiring of part-tinme
teachers addresses the issue of lowering the pupil/teacher
ratio in special education classes. The evaluation showed
that a lower ratioc did result in a higher number of
teacher-student contacts in project as opposed to comparison
schools. However, number of contacts is not the only
indicator. Other factors, namely the effectivenesz of the
teaching environment in maximizing the interaction of the
contact and the successful mainstreaming of children, should
be given top priority in the second year of the project.
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' INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENT
PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

School

1. What in your opinion is, or would be, the ROLE OF THE PART-TIME
SPECIAL EDUCATIQN TEACHER? Please rate the following on a scale

from most to least important.

very S 4 3 2 1 not
important important

individualized instruction of
children......coc0cevveeeveovecncenne ____ ____  ____  ____  __
group instruction of children.......
reduction of class ratio....ccc0ceee
- preparaticn of classrooa materialsa..
conferences with parents............
racordke@ping..ccccccocsccsssscncscs
conferences/consultation with
ragular classroom teacher.........
conferences/conaultation with
special services staff......ccc0.
. preparation of Individualized
Education Program Plan....cscceosee
administration of content area tests
consultation with principal.........
consultation with other school ataff ____ ____ ____ ____ ____
provision of release time for full-
time spacial education teacher
to attend inservice training......
assist in mainatreaming......ccc000

- — —-— -—— e - -—— s e -—— - - -

2. With the addition of a part-tinme special education teacher to the
prasent special education staff, what in your opinion is or would

be the ROLE OF THz FULL-TIME SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER? Please

rate the following activitiea from mosat to least important.

very S 4 3 2 1 not
important important

individualized inatruction of
children....cccovvevnnnnnneneenene ____  ____  ____  ____  ____
group instruction of children.......
reduction of clasa ratioc..cccececcee
preparation of clasaroom materials..
conferences with parents............
recordkeeping...ccccecccccaccsnncnne
‘ conferences/consultation w 1
regular classroom teacher.........
conferencas/consultation with
special services staff......ccoc00
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vaery S 4 3 2 1 not
important 1nport.

preparation of Individualized
Education Program Plan...ccccccese
adainistration of content area tests ____ ____ ________ ____
consultation with principal.........
consultation with other school staff
provision of release time for part-
time special education teacler
to attend inservice training......
assist in mainstreaming....ccs0c0000

What do you feel should be the qualifications of a part-time special
education teacher?

teaching experience only

collage degree only in any field including education

collage dagree in any field including education and teaching
aexperience or profesaional diplonma

coliege degree in educaticn and apecial education certification
other - please describe

- - - - - — - - D - - — — — —— - = e =

How frequently do you feel a apecial education teacher should consult
with the ciild’s regular clasaroom teacher? ' '

ona or more times a week

one to “hree times a month

every . :her month

once or twice during the school year
other, plaas~ explair

What do you feel should be the involvement of the regular clasaroonm
teacher on the development of a child’s Individualized Education
Program (IEP) Plan?

directly involved (attend meeting, write sections, etc.) in
testing, planning, preparation, and review

regularly consulted during tesating, preparation and review
consulted as needed during teating, preparation and revicw
need not be involved
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Rate how important you feel each of the following evaluation
procedures are in determining when a child ia ready to be
nainatreaned.
very 3 4 3 2 1 not
important importent

test 3COr@S...c.cccccvvsecsscssccccns
acadermic performance in classroom...
social relationship with peers......
behavioral performance in classrooam.
opinion of parents....cccccceeccacace
assessmant by special education

teacher......covceeceeecencnncenee ____  ____  ____ ____  ____
aassessment by regular clasaroonm

t@ach@r....ccoeeeeeseccencnnennnnee ____  ____  ____  ____  ____
assessmant by spacial serv.ces ataff

Please rate the quality of your special education classroom
facilities in meeting the needs of your teacher(s) and students.

exceallent good fair ' poor
4 3 2 1

What opportunities if any, arae p. ovided for your special educatinn
teachers to meet with regular classrcom teachers?

- - ————— - . - D - — . — — — . — ——— - — ——

- — - ———— — - - —————— . -~ L — —— ——— —— —— — — — — ——— —— — —— D ——  ———— ———— . — ————

What opportunities, if any, are provided for other members of your
school sataff to meet with the special education teacher?
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\
INSTRUCTIONAL. ASSISTANCE COMPONENT .

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
1) School _________ —— e 2) Part Time ______
Half Time ______
Full Time

3) Number and type of  ________ Learning Disabled
children in class  ________ Emotionally Handicapped
Minimally Mentally Retarded
Moderately Mentally Retarded
Speech or Visually Impaired

4) Description of special education classroom facilities.

a) Please deacribe your classroom facility (full classroom, partitioned
classroom, portable, et:-.). 1Indicate whether this setup is
intentional or designed..

——— ——— — —— ————— T - ————— — ————— ——— D D —— —— - — — — - - —— - — > —————— —— - —————

b) wWwhat is the noise level in the area around your room?

4 3 2 1
noise throuvghout some noise at some no.se, very iittle
moat of the day certain times hut not ncise, not

of the day-- distracting distracting

indicate when

c’) What is the location of your room to avarlable resources in school?

3 2 1
close to resources of similar location distantly located
(distance) as from resources

reagular classroonms

3) Of your time epent in the the activities below, rate each cne in terms
of involvement during a typical week.

4-%5 times 2-3 times 1 time no times

a waeek a week a week a week.
conferences/consultations. . ....¢ 4.ttt see3iteesnceceeccnnnsssal
ingtruction.eeeecceeeccccncossccese@iccccsscesBecceseosceeleccasacasnadl

x classroom organization and.......4..... P T O §
B IKTC preparation 45
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a) Of your time spent in conferences and consultations,

rate each

of the following activities in terma of involvement during a

typical weaek.

4-%5 times
a1 week

conferences with parents......4......

conferencesa/conasultation with

adminisatrator......cccc0c0ccedccee..

conferences/consultation with

regular education teacher...4......

conferences/ccnsultation with

diagnostic t.an.............4.......II

praeparing Individualized
Education Program (IEP)..

scheduling and ccordinating
of participants for IEP

CONLfOreNCO®...cccccccocccsccedeceeccaas

b) 0f your time spent in instruction,

..-4....--

2-3 tiases
a week
I-II3IIII

.3....

.3..-.

.3... LI

1 time

a weaeek

..2.-‘.-

.-2.....

-...2.-.--

-.2.....

..2.....

..2...-.

no times

a week

I.l

....1

ceeel

....1

....1

rate each of the following

activities in order terms of involvement during a typical week.

4-3 times
a week
cne-to-one teaching of
acadenics (reading, writing,

or language skillsa).........4..
amall (2-6 children) group

work in reading aand language

skills...
small (2-6 children) group

llllllllllll...llll4t

Uork 1" llath--.-........-...4.......-.

large group work ( >6 children)
integrating reading, writing,
math with content areas such
as science and social
studies.....

saelf-contained claas

instruction in all areas....4.........

c)

C e oo e

ll.l.l.llllllll-4ll-ll-

2-3 times
a week
FEC I
II3I.
l3lll.ll
I-II3IIII
I3IIII

1 time
a week

.2-

I2II...

2.

-.-.--2.-...

no times
a week

...-1

0f your time spent in classroom preparation and organization,

rate each of the following activ.ties in terms of involvement

during a typical week.

4-S times

a week
recordkeeping.....cccccvecacasd..
planning lessons.......c0c:00.4...

preparing classrcom materiala.4......

adninistering tests........

46

.......‘3-.-

...4..-..-

2-3 times
a week

.3-
.-‘.3-.--
....3-.-.

1 time
a veek

..-‘.--2...-.

--2.-...-

no times
a weal
P |
. .1
eoal
.1




6)

7)

8)

9
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Are you a Department of Educeation certified special education teacher?
———e Yas e—w- No
If YES, please describe your area nf emphssis, .

If NO, which ¢f the following describes your training in special
education?

University level special education courses

workshops in special education

Work experience with special educatiun children

Other, plaease deacribe_
None of the above

How many years have you been teaching special educatior children?
leas than 1 year

1 -~ 2 years

3 - S yeara

6 - 10 yearsa

over 10 years

What is your degree of involvement in preparing an Individualized
Education Program (IEP) plan?

does major teating for, and plann.ng and writing of IEP

does aome teating for, and planning and writing of IEP .
does very little testing for, and planning and writing of IEP

About how often do you review each child’s I1IEP?
—eweo Once a month
once a senmester
once a quarter
once evary school year

10) Listed below are varicus ways you may have informed parents of their

child’s progress in the program. Indicate the freguency per vear
ycu use each to keep parant(s) informed.

o 1-2 3-S5 Monthly Weekly Daily

telephone conference

scheduled in-person
conference

improaptu in-person
conference

latter or note to parents

progress reports (report
cards)

parent-teacher conference
acheduled jointly with
regular education ‘
teacher

Reporting on homework
assignments = _ 4 'Z____ _______________
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11) What do you feel is or would be the ROLE OF A PART TIME TEACHER

in the spacial education program? Please rate the following on a
scale from mosat to leasst important.

very S 4 3 2 1 not
important important

individualized inatruction of

Children....ccccccececcccccconsscesesDieesdecsee3dineeecsal
inatruction of children......cccee00eeScceedecee3.cee2....1
raduction of class retio.....vcccveeceScceedeeee3ecee2e...1
preparation of classroom materials....S5....4....3....2....1
conferences with parents........c.c00:5....4....30...2c...1
recordk@epPing.cccccccccrsscrssccssccssseDecce@eece3eeeee0..1
conferences/consultation with

regular classroom tea8ch@r.....cccceeScee.e%e.0e30...2....1
conferences/consultation with

spacial services staff....cc000c000eFcccede.0e30...200..1
preparation of Individualized

Education Program plé@n.....ccceeeeeeSeceedee.e30.0..200..1
administration of content area teats..5....4....3....2....1
consultation with principal....... ¢¢e.5..0:%00ce3c%0ie200..1
consultation with other school staff..S5....4....3....2....1
provision of release tinme for

full-time special educatisn

teacher to attend inservice

training.ccccecccccscsrenncsssccccssscSeceedecec3eiee2eec.l
assist in mainstreaming.......ccc0c000e3cceedeeee3eese.0..1

With the addition of a part time teacher to the special education
ataff, in which area do you feel it is important for the FULL TIME

SPECTIAL EDUCATIQON TEACHER to increase his or her involvement?

Please rate the following activites from most to leaat important.

very =] 4 3 2 1 not
important ) important

individualized jinstruction of

children....cccceececcansccsccncnsssed.veedec.e3.0..20...1
group instruction of children......»¢.5¢c.¢edc¢...3. e2eaaal
reduction of class ratio..ccceeereceseeSeceedenee3ieeeenaal
preparation of claasroom materials....S....4....3....2....1
conferences with parents.....cccc0000:59....4....3¢...2....1
recordhk@epPing...ccccvcecccencscssanssecsDececd.e.cc30.0.20...1
conferences/consultation with

regular education teacher...........5..¢.4....3....2....1
confarences/consultation with

special services gtaff.......c.0.0.:9..0.40...3.,..2....1
preparation of Individualized

Education Program plan.......e..0:ce.9c.c0e4.ue..3....2....1
administration of content

ares tests.....cc0cc00ccceccananns eeDii.%....3....2....2
consultation with principal.......e...5¢...4....3....2....1
consultation with other school ataff..S5....4....3....2....1

provision of release time for
part-time special education
teacher to attend inservice
training..c..ccccccececcccnaconsscceDeceediiee3eeee.a..l
assist in mainstraeming.......4.8... ceSieet.a.30.0.2...02
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13) What kinds of materials do you use in instruction? (check as many .

as apply)

——w. Commercial printed materials (workbooks, etc.,not textbooks)

eeee government printed materials (not textbooks)

eewe_ taextbooks

———e. Ranipulative materials (purchased)

wee_ audio visual (films, video, tape cassettes, flash cards, etc.)

materisls (purchaased)

——w. Rmicrocomputer tutorials or programming

—ew_ teachar-developad materials, please describe _

we__ Other, pleease describe o _ |
!4a) Generall; how often do you attend inservice training courses or

workshops of all types -- (DOE or UH sponsored, on own time or

during work day)

more than 4 timea a year
2 - 3 times a year

once a year

never

|
|
|
b) How adequately does the inaervice training offered meet your needs? |
very adequately

sonevhat adequately

not very adequately .
not at all adequately .

c) I would like the following topica covered in inservice training.
Pleasa list.

15) Diagnostic teating (by special services staff) of children for
cartification in aspecial education ia:

very adequate
somewvhat adequate
not very adaquate
not at. all adaequate

16) The reports received frca the diagnosti~ team are:

vary useful
somewhat useful
not very useful
not at all useful

49




University of Hawaii at Manoa

COLLEGE OF EDUCATICN

Curriculum Research and Development Group
(Including University Laboratory School)
Castle Memorial Hall 132 ¢1778 University Avenue ¢ Honolulu, Hawaii- 96822
Telephone: (808} 948-7961 + 948-7962

May 23, 198S

Dear Parent,

The Honolulu District Office of the State Department of
Education is conducting a study of its special education
program. The niversity of Hawai’i is helping to carry out
this satudy. We would like your thoughts about your child and
the apeciaeli education program. Please com_leta the
questionnaire and place it in the enclosed envelope. Have
your child return the envelope with the completad
questionnaire to the teacher. Your responses will be kept
confidential.

If you have any questiors, please call us at 948-7900 or
948-7793. Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely yours,

D Zai - S oS bt

Morris Lai and Sandra Shimabukuro
Evaluation Project Directors

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENT '
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

School
Sex of child______Nale ____ Fenale
Grade of Child K1 23 4S5 68 Age of child -

Approximate date, if known, child was placed in spacial education .
progranm

1. How are you usually informed about your child’s progress in school?
(check ona)

telephone call from special education teacher or other school
staff

conference with special education teacher .
conference with regular education teacher

conference with other school staff; please list ataff

-—avas e

-—an en e -~ 0 D s e

latter from the teacher or school
a combination of the above; please deacribe

2. How many contacts ‘telephcne call, letter, conference, report cards,
etc.) have you had with your child’s special education teacher this
school year?

—eee O contacts this school year with spaeacial education teacher

eee= 1 or 2 contactas this school year with apecial aeducation teacher

eecee 3 or 4 contacta this achool year with spacial aducation teacher

eeee 9 or more contacts this achool year with special education
teacher

3. How many contacts (telephone call, letter, conference, report
cards, etc.) have you had with your child’s regular education
teacher this school yvear?

=== O contacts this school year with regular education teacher

=== 1 Or 2 contacts this school year with regular education teacher

weee 3 Or 4 contacts this school year with regular education teache‘

eee— 3 Or more contacte this schouol year with rsgular education
teacher

o1
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In previocus school years ebout how many contacts per year did you
raport

uauall

y have (through letter, telephone cal., conferencas,
card, etc.) with your child’s special education teacher?

e==- O contacts in previocus years with special education teacher

1 or 2 contacts in previous yvears witl: special education teacher .

w—wme 3 Or 4 contacts in previous years with aspacial education teacher

t

eachear

eee= Child entered special education program this school year

S or more contacts in previous years with special education

S. In previous school years about how many contacts per year did you
usually have (through letter, telephone call, conference, report

card, etc.) with your child’s regular education teachar?

aAaWwr o

t

_——_ t

6. Has yo
progra

Speach
Occupa
Physic
Studen

(SLEP
Depart

Servi
School
Social
Pasycho
Other »

contacts in previocus years with regular education teacher
or 2 contacts imr previous years with regular education teacher
or 4 contacts in previous years with regqular education teachar
or more contacts in previous years with regular education

eacher
his is child’s first year in school.

ur child received services from any of the following pecpie or

ns? .
ves no

and Hearing Therapist....ccccee.
ticnal Th.r‘pist.lllll.l.llll..lll

don’t know

.l Th.rapi‘t. ® 8 & 96 & 200 0 0000 0 0 0 0 0 00 0
ts of Linited English Proficiency
) prcgra.. ® & & 00 000 000 00 0 00 000 0 09 0

nent of Health, Mental Health

c..--nnnl--n.-nnn--n-nn--nnnl-n-nn_--- - - -

ccuns.lcrnnnnnl--nnl-.-nnnl-nln-n

ucrk.r.l.ll..llll.lllllll.lllllll G - . e =
logical examiner....ccccceccecccces
pleaase list

7. What d
doing

0 you do when you want information abocut how your child

in school? (cheack one)

contact the principal
contact the counselor
contact the special education teacher
contact the regular aducation teacher

is

a combination of the above; please indicate which persons

;;ver had the neod-for-information

52
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8 By what means do you like to be informed about your child’s work
in achool? (Check as aany as apply)

eewo telephone call from special education teacher or other school
ataff
'eew. conference with special education teacher .
conference with regular education teacher
joint conference with both speci.l education and regular
clasarnom teechers
letter from the teacher or achool
other, please explain

9. Which area(s’) are you moat concerned about raegarding ycur child’s
school work? (check as many as apply)

reading

writing

spelling

speeach

mathematics

other areas, please list

10. Within the last month which of the following activities did you do
with your child? .
yes . no

Help with homework ......ccccceecceceas

Read books togethe” .....ccceccccevecee

Write stories, letters, poems, atc. ...

Participate in sports or other
recreational activities.....cccc000000

Go to the supermarket....ccceccceececee

Watch TV.ciceeccececcecscsnccnccnsscecas

Other:; please list

11. In which r the following activities is your child now
participa .ng?
yes no

organized aports including swimming,

karate, baseball, soccer, gymnastics,

foothall, @tC.ccccccccccccacacsccacas
dance lesSSoNnNS....cccccccccccccsnrsccancae
MUBIC luSBONS..cccccccccccccncansncanss
arts and crafts ProgramS...cccccccccc e
private tutor for reading, math, etc... ——— ————
aftar school foreign language programs. ——— ——— .
other programa; please list




12.

13.
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To what degree were you involved in the preparat'on of your child’s
Individualized Education Prougram (IEP) Plan?

w—=- heavily involved (involved from the start in de:=lopment and
planning, attended IEP planring meeting and offers.? xaveral
suggeationsa, gave feedback to teacher and others)

noderately involved (attended IEP planning meeting and jave
at aost one or two suggestions)

eewe Rinimally in-olved (attended IEP planning meeting and
approved plan which had been prepared.

eewe NOot involved
How often have you participated in the evaluation of your child’s
Individualized Education Program Plan this school year?

2 or more times this sachool year

eeee | time this school year i
~ee- NOne yat, but evaluation being planned before June
other, please describe

What are your major concerns about your child and the special
educaticn program?

- e - o e e -
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o Classroom Observation Form

Teacher
51
INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE PROJECT EVALUATION
. TEACHER INSTRUCTIONAL BEHAVIOR RECORD
SITE: 1 2 3 4 % 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 CLASS NUMBER: _______
TODAY’S DATE: - OBSERVER NUMBER: _______
LESSON TYPE: one tc cne snall group 2-6 large group > §

APPROXIMATE LESSON DURATION:

Below are listed those teacher behaviors which may have occured during
the time you cbserved instruction for this lesson. For each, place a
check mark in the appropriate box if it occurred (even if it

cccurred only once, yocu should check the box).

o er \'4 anted ins / mation

stated what students were to learn in lesson (goals,
ocbjectives)

eee-w Qutlined the lesson before proceeding

-——e &EX2lained: concepts, definitions, relationship of zasks to

. goals, etc.

——w_ PReviewed: gcals, previcus related inatruction, etc.

e——— allustrated: how to dc ths» work, how tc do a problem, etc.
ceee Questioned students to see if they understood

ee—e Answvered student’s questions abocut what they were to do

umm zed: what was presented, what class had idone or
learned, etc.

cee- NMoved the clags guickly from one activity or laesson to
another —
T ache h d majintained engagement o<f

inggct;vl ties

e Iold students to attend to tasks (whole class or
individually)

eew- Explained the rules of belavior

.___ Signalled students tc get to work (turned off lights, eve
contact, etc.)

eee- Resclved potential disruptions

Regolved student misbehavicr 57




. Classroom Observation Form
. Teacher, Continued

52

Tald students their behavior was appropriste or
inappropriate

Encouraged students toc keep up (maintain pace)
Suatained momentum in the lesscn, not letting it slow down

Adiusted instryction (faster/slower) according toc studants’
spead

ed s e ’ pr ss arnin

qompleting tasks

sScanned the room tc see if everyone was working
Reviewed students’ work when it was completed

Recorded students’ work when it was completed

Monjtored students’ responses
Eégggg_th. room, ghecking students’ work
Questigoned stydents: learned a concept, learned a fact,

completed work

Encouraged inquiry (curiosity) by students to clarify,
expand, reinforce concept

Used students’ ideas to clarify, expand, reinforce concepts
Collectad students’ work

4. The teacher provided inastrugtional feedback tg studanta
Iold student answer (work) was correct or jincorrect
Provided “key™ so students could check answers

Modeled appropriate responses for students

Demcnstrated how to complete work ccrrectly

Encoursged or supported students for work conmplated

correctly

S. The taache s ed u ral cues (incgluding

uage) aese to the nstruction

Promotad self-concept or self-esteem of students

o8



Classroom Observation Form
Teacher, Continued
53

Description of classrcom:

Notas:

09




6.

54

INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENT

Parent Interview ‘

Explain study: Research study to improve special education

Thank you:

program, specifically learning disability program.

We appreciate their help. Subtly try to determine why
they decided to be interviewed. Did they feel like
they were supposed to call us? Need not ask outright.
During the interview their reason might become apparent.

Confice .tiality: All responses will be kept confidential.

Are they satisfied with what DCE is providing in special education

srograms”?

Good points

(what parent likes) abou: the program?

Areas parent would like to see changed or improved.

60 o




Parent Interview
Page 2 55
7. Are they familiar with the IERP? Do they understand i:? 1Is it of
‘ use to the parent?
8. How does parent like to be involved i1in helping child with schouvlwork?
3. Do parents know encugh of what's happening to child in school? If
not how wou.d they like to be kept informed?

18. If parent’'s first language 1s not English ask if parent 1s getting
the information he or she would like to have abcout child.

11. If parent thinks of other things he or she would like to share, plaase
tell them to call us again.

61
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Appendix B

Report rorms Used

by Project School Teachers

B-1 Lanakila School

B-2 Liholiho School

B-3 Lunalilo School




A - 7 -~
ppendix B-1 Mo \azS L&M{.‘ e Clamen }gy\.l yoom  C o]

. COWc\3\~Q\€C’L_d \:a\-l;c,tn'!«f& it
ANTERVENTION SURVRY SUMMARY %ziizx Newls Skelenk 1n

Yaeir  CUoassrooms |
1. Primary areas of intervention (classroom work we are presently
assisting student with.)

¢ arts- speiling, book reviews, poetry, basic reading skills
Social Studies and Science, accepting responsibility, and basic skills.

2. Unit pre/post test scores November 1984 to May 1985.

a. Grade 6- B (4 times), S+ (3times), S(5 times), S= (3 times),

U (4 times), missed 7 tests §gpeiling Units 1-28

b. Grade 6= Science Unit 1 S+/S, Unit 2 S/3, Unit 3 R/E, p \
Unit 4 B/Xcused, Unit 5 S/S, Unit 6 U/(not given yet) St(5/23/35

' g‘ ’g% 3‘{-2'(;8;3"29(98”)9 Ss =3to=5 (80%X), Y= = =6to=8 (7T70%)

B o °-

c. Grade 3 Spell >J.!,) 58/42, 50/75, 61/15, 11/50, 6/92,
60/60, 60/100, 32/50, 70/70, 50/50, 60/80, 80/80, 30/100,
40/100, 100/100, 80/100, 100/100, 100/100 -

Science 15/45

d. Grade 3 Spelling (J.A.) from November 1984 to January 2, 1985
JeAo. 8cored O’s. Prom January 2 - May 1985 scores are:
4C/0, 0/10, 20/60, 20/3C, 40/80, 50/9y0, 20/100

Science 20/16, 10/15, 10/90 .

. e. Grade 4 (P.H,)Science March-May 1985 (Intervention was earlier
introduction to unit than regular students) Score of 5 when .
pre-tested with regular education students. Scored higher than
1l regular education student.

f. Grade 4 (K.A.) Science same intervention as above, Score of 6
Scored higher than 4 regular education students.

5. Comments regarding methods of communication with C-10
a. Assignment folders (Due dates)
l, J.X. seems to do better with homework folders- assignments
have been completed.
2. Good for students' use.
3. Great idea!
4. Has helped in getting work organized/dore. Though still
needs to work on completion dates.
5. Adequate means.
b. Teacher appointments
l. were called for as necessary or concerns discussed informally.
2. Difficult to schedule at times.
3. Satisfactory.
« None
Also notes, memos, and personal contact.
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Intervention Survey Summary 2
Lanakila Elementary

4. Has student made improvements in other non-academic areas? (eg. self-
esteem, study skills, peer relations, ¢tc.) If s0 please deacribde.

a. Yes- participa‘tes readily in classroom activities. Good work
habits (tries to complete assignments)

b. Definitely, he does pretty good with time on task. However,
he becomes confused when directions are given in large group.
He has often need of individual help.

¢. J.K. has been seeking more attsntion from the teachers by
si;ing us letters she has written or talking to teachers after
school.

d. Occasionally able to take part in class science discussions
causing surprise reaction from clasemates.

¢. Both have shown improvement.

f. Yes. J.Y. seems more confident about taking tests and speak-
ing before class. She's even smiling more and playing with
different peers now.

g J.A. was always open and friendly. She, too, seems to have
gained more confidence in front of peers. '

h. Works hard and tries. Asks for help- seems to be doing more
in other areas.

i. Yes. Self-eateem. B.K. was always s0 Dleased with himself
vhen he did well on weekly quizes.

5. Would you like to see continued intervention next year if possible?
If so what recommendations do. you have for improvement in our present .
intervention procedure? :
&. Continue as with this year.
b. Yes. Helps to have intervention to follow up completion of
assignments as never finishes in class period.
¢. I would like S.K. to concentrate on the basics (reading, math,
writing).
d. Less classroom teacher involvement- more student responsibility
for class assignments (upper grades).
6. Yes, if text is followed for the basic skills.
f. Yes'! VWould appreciate & brief outline of concepts being covered
with child.
& Yes (3 times)

6. If we are able to intervene with only some of our students what do
{ou feel our priority should be? (eg. those farthes:i behind grade
evel? 6th, 5th, 4th ...?)

a. Those farthest behind grade level (1 teacher)

b, 6th, 5th, 4th, ... (2 teachers)

c. Those that need intervention the most no matter what grade level.

d. I feel the child should be helped as early as possidle. Why

vait until there is so much more to catch up with?
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Lanakila Elementary 39

7. W¥hat subject areas of intervention do you forsee us assisting you
with in the future?

a. Same subjects. You've been a great:help!

b. Written language skills.

c. P.B., Science, Math

d. Life survival skills.

e. Social Studies o :

f£. Possibly in Social Studies or Science.

8. Will you be willing to allow us to observe our students functioning
in your classroom in September?

a. Yes (6 toachorag

b. Perhaps the latter part of September.

9. Any additional comments or questions?
a. I was very pleased with the help B.K. received. Your intervention
allowed him to function near level of others and thereby prevented
» ;ny kind of noticeable stigma or emotional isolation toward B.K.
. ope!
C. Une problem in coordinating Special Education androgular astudents
class work because of field trips etc.- the class focus may
become concentrated in worx other than that provided for the
Special EBducation class. Regular class may lag behind the
‘ Special Bducation studenta.
¢c. Communication between.regular classroom teacher and -Special
Education teachers was better. 1 knew what was happening with
my girls in C-10.
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noN, |TUES.|wED; |THUR.|FRI. |{MOu. |TUES.| wED.
118 poe cone ia quictiy? (1)
pid yeu start working
right avey? (1)
Did you work vithest
bothering others? (1)
Did you wait quietly for
aelp fxom the teacher? (1)
'.‘ ” “ ".' “‘t t\ n;a..:.‘r
aeatly aad corzectly? (2)
214 you finish all your _
assiguments? (s)
TOTAL:
Week of: Veek of:
luou. TUES.|VED. ]THUR, |FRI, |{MON, |TUES.| VED.

Did you cone ia quietly? (1)

Did you‘start. veiking
sight svay? (1)

Did yoe vork withest
bethering others? (1)

Did you wait quietly for
belp frem the tescher? (1)

Did yos do youz wark
sestly aad cosrectly? (2)

Did you fialsh all your
sssigoseats? (W)
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VEIK OF: '
MONDAY TURSDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY
WEEX OF:
MONDAY TUESDAY VEDNESDAY THURSDAY _ PRIDAY
—  —  ————— -
L - | _
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Appendix B-2
. ' LIHOLTHO SCHOOL PEC1/L EDUCATIGH . ‘
INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONALNROGRAI PROGRESS REPORT Student

Dear Parents.and Guardians, .
Please review the progress that your child has made to date. Review your child's Individual

Educational Program Progress Report for the Special Education Resource Room. After going over
this report please sign and date the cover sheet. Then return this sheet with the entire report
directly to the Resource Room., The report will be kept on file and made available for your
viewing eacl:-quarcer, :

Your child's Individual Educational "r¢ ~am 1s good for a year. At the end of the year I
will schedule an annual review Individuval Educational Program conference with you,

Sincerely,

w' Pr1n01pal gpecial Education TeaCher

Parent's or Guardian's signature will
acknowledge receipt of the Progress Report,

Teacher's Comments to the Parents: ‘- Parcnt's Comments or questions to the Teacher:
Juart.r
- [e))
(7}
Parent's or Guardian's Signature Date
Quarter h
_ Parent's or Guardian's Signature Nate
Quarter
0 71
Q
[]{U: Parent's or guardramts—signaturc .. Date




Liholiho Elementary

SPECIAL EDUCATION
INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM GUIDE

IMPORTANT':
The following will be a guide to help you better understand the progress which your child is

making in the GOALS and SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES of his/her INDIVIDUAL BDUCATIONAL PROGRAM FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION (IEP).

CODE TO FOLLOW3s

The skills that are checked ( V/ ) are the skills we plan to work on during the year.

> N

The skills with ( /? ) in front will be reviewed during the year.

™
H

The skills with ( (1 ) in front will continue to develop during the year.

DATE = The date in the NO PROGRESS or PROGRESS column indicates that progress has been made
on that skill to that date.
Date = The date in the MASTERED column indicates that your child has shown he/she has mastered

that skill by meeting the criteria at this level and at this time.
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e sound at end of 2 syllable word

74

Name: ' Liholihc Elementary WR-3,4
T SHORT-TIERM OBJECTIVES Mcthod of Evaluation Comments
Evaluation
READING-WORD RECOGNITION Mo
Prog. Frog. Mastered
With 80% accuracy on level __ material, the student will be abie | Curriculum
to: based
assessment.
A. Context
Use the meaning of the sentence or paragraph with initial Teacher
consonant to predict unknown words. observation
or work.
B. Sight Words
Recognize 41 Level 3 Dolch Ba:ic Sight Words.
C. Thonetic Analysis
Associate letters with sounds for:
1. Consonant Blends
Cluster of 2 consonants- eg. gl, br, st.
Ciuster of 3 consonants- eg. str, spl.
2. Consonants o
hard and soft g
q (qu)
3. Consonant Digraphs
ph gh
4. Silent Consonants
wr, kn, tch
5. Short Vowels .
a c i 0 u
6. Long Vowels-Vowel-consonant-silent e pattern
a e i o u
7. Y as Vowel




Name: _Yr. Liholiho Elementary M-3,4A¢S
SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES Method of Evaluation Comments
ivaluation
MATH No
Prog. Prog. Evaluation
With 80% accuracy on level material, the student will be able| Direct
to: teacher
observation
A. Addition of work.
1. Add basic facts to sum 18.
Curriculum
2. Add a 1 or 2 digit number to a 2 digit number, based
} assessment .
3. Addal, 2, or 3 digit number to a 3 digit number.
4. AMdd al, 2, 3, or 4 digit number to a 4 digit number.
5. Add whole numbers up to 5 digits.
6. Add money.
B. Subtraction
1. Subtract basic facts from 18 and less. pA
2. Subtract 2 anu 3 digit pumbers without regrouping.
3. Subtract 2 and 3 digit numbers with regrouping.
4. Subtract 2 and 3 digit numbers with regrouping hundreds.
5. Subtract 2 and 3 digit numbers with regroup.ng twice.
6. Subtract 4 digit numbers.
7. Subtract using money notation.
8. Subtract 5 digit numbers regrouping once or more.
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Yr.

Liholiho Elementary

[

W-4

Nuine :
SI mu'r-’; (M OB CITVLS i

WRITING - CUKSIVE

Mcthod of
Ivaluation

No

Prog. Prog. Mastered

Fvaluation

Comment s

IV, With 80% accgptable responses the student will be able to:

A.

B.

C.

b.

Hrite

simple paragraph with model.

hite

simple parvagraph vithout model,

Write

simple pavigraphs with modcl.

Write

siwple puragraphs without wmodel.

Write

simple pevsonal letter.

Writc

full addac:s (own).

HWrite

letter with appropriate greeting, closing, and

placenent.

Address cuvelope.

Write siuwple teleplone message.

Write simple dircctions.

Write using cupitalization appropriately.

Write using punctuation uppropriately
period, comma, question mark

Write simple rcport.

78

Writing
samples
wiil be
periodicallﬂ
evaluated.

L9
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Name: Liholiho Elementary di-1
SHORT-TERM OBRJECTIVES Method of Evaluation Comme.nts
Evaluation -
WORK HABITS No
Prog. Prog. Mastered
With 80% acceptable responses in the Resource Room, the student will Direct
be able to: teacher
observation
A. Make good use of time in perfcrming daily routines and beginning of
tasks if reminded. performance.
B. Make good use of time in performing daily routines and beginning Periodic
tasks independently. teacher
evaluation
C. Work in an organized and orderly manner. of
performance.

D. Mske use of different sources of information.

E. Weigh evidence carefully before drawing conclusions.

F. Completc class assignments with:
1. Contim:al attention and reinforcement from teacher.

2. Some attention and reinforcement from teacher.

3. Indcpcndently.

G. Complete homework assignments with parent signing off:
1. Sometimes

2. Half of the time

3. Almost always

ii. Volunteers for tasks
1. Sometimes

80
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Name: ' r. " Liholiho Elementary T-C1

+
l ! Q
CW T K RIICTIVES ‘
]

P

i
Comment s }
|

5. Compar~ - Cont _t - Identify the similarities and
differences in given data.

6. Causc - Effect - Recugnize the ca.ual relationship
ir. given data.

R2

(ATE Mcthod of Lvaluation
i Evaluation
AL EING-COMPREHINSION SKILLS No
) Prog. Prog.. Mastercd
1. Wii' B0% accuracy on ievel material, the student will be 1. Periodic
able to do: evaluation
A. Literal Comprechension (Thinking as perceiving, remembering, of Teacher
rctricving) directed
1. Dbetails - Recognize or reca’l details questioning L
who, whi.t, when, where, why. and student’
responses.
2. Retell paragraph or story. 2. Curri-
culum based _
assessment.
3. Main Ideas - Identify a sentence, phrase or word that
states the main idea.
4. Scquence - Recognize or recall the order of events,
1isting, time sequence. A
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Liholiho Elementary

* STUDENI'*S EVALUATION OF HIS/HER PROGRESS Name

Date

1st Quarter Evaluation

1 huve been STUDENT OF THE WEEK Limes.

I did well on my spelling tests .

I did my homework each night and turned it
in signed .

1 did good work and good thinking in class

I behaved well 1n school .

I did my best work in

Someth_ng I learned

Something I enjoyed

I need to work harder on

How I feel about myself now __

Student Parep't

2nd QUARTER EVALUATION

I have been STUDENT NF THE WEEK times.
I did well on my spelling tests .
I did my homework each night and turned it

in signed

[ behaved well in school __ .

I did my best work in

Something I learned

fomething T enjrv d

I need to work harder on

0L

ilow T feel about myself now

Student Parenti

3rd QUARTER EVALUATION

T have been STUDENT OF TIE WEEK times,
i did well on my spelling tests .
I did my homework each night and turned it

in signed

.

behaved well in school

I did my best work in

Something I learned

Something I enjoyed

I need to work harder on

How [ feel about myself row

Student - Parents

4th QUARTLER EVALUATION

I have been STUDENT OF THE WEEK times.
Jdid well on my spelling tests
1 did my homework each night and turned it
in signed,

bnhavod weil in school .

EKC ) 84

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

I did my best work in

Something I learned

Something ] gpjoyed

I need to wark harder on

How It about myself ;uw : K85 & .

Stude
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L.iholiho Elementary

Tuesday Thursday
1, Have your 1, READING 1. MATH 1, SPELLING
STUDYBOOK in Read aloud to Study for test,
school, somecne, Talk
abou. what - 2, READING
2, SPELLING you read, Read library
Do Spelling 2, book for 15
homework, 2, minutes,
3. 3. LIBRARY
Return book:
3.

Parent Check:

Parent Check:

Parent Check:

Parent Checks

F rida,

HOY WELL DID YOU DO

THIS WEEK?

1. Spelling test
scores

2, Homework
responsibilit fes:

3. Working in
schools

Parent Check:

Monday Tuesday Wednesday
1l. Have your 1. READING 1, MATH

STJNYBOOK in
school,

2, SPELLING
Do Spelling
homework,

3.

Read aloud to
someone, Talk
about what

you read.

3.

Parent Check:

Q

8€

Parent Check:

Parent Check:

Thursday

1, SPELLING
Study for test,

2, READING
Read library
book for 15
minutes,

3. LIBRARY
Return books

Parent Check:

HO'' WELL DID YOU DO

TH S WEEK?

1. Spelling test
scores

2. Homework
responsibilities:

3. Working in
school:

Parent Check:

1L




Lunali.. Elementary

_ INDIVIDUALIZED E JCATION ?ROGRAM - PHOGRESS REFORT N dix B-

Nanwe

Subject Area/Related Seqvice — L
Dae ol IEP: Starting Date:

Fuerson(s) Responsitie

NP - NO PROCRESS
P -~ PROGRESSING
Cui.pletion Date: M -~ MASTERED
. Evaluation
1 Godl Numb Short Term Objective(s) |____Met of Evaluauon 1st | 2nd |3rd ] 4th Comments
Annual Godl Numoet N WDCK  |URAT | OTHER|KYMTIH QUARJERS

L

0
WD




LUNALILO ELEMENTARY S(iUOL

EDUCATION
) STUDENT PROGRESS REPORT
STUDENT SCHOOL YEAR
) TEACHER Mrs. L. Kinoshita
READING . CO.MENTS
Reader [~ /el

‘Vord At%Zavk Skills

Sight Word Recognition

Oral Readiog
LANGUAGE

Expresses velf effectively

Understands spoken language

Speech - Good articulation and gramuar

WRITING

Expresses ideas clearly

Writes legibly and neatly

Uses correct letter formation

SPELLING

Speller level

Progress in Speliing _

Application to daily work

MATHEMATICS

Math Level

.J%novs Basic Number Facts

S8 Understands sasic Ogerations (T, =, X, 2)
Able to solve Word Problems

PERCEPTUAL

Auditory Perceptual

Visual Perceptual

Fine Motor Coordiration

LISTENING

Understands Oral Directions

Follows 1, 2, 3, 4 step directions

PERSONAL - SOCIAL

Positive self-concept

Follows classroom rules .

Fays attention i

“ollows directions appropriately

1 articipate in group activities

Takes care of personal/school materials

Tolerates failure appropriately & persists on task

WORK HABITS

Sc¢'ves for neatness and accuracy

Makes appropriate use of time in class

Able to work independently

- - -

Completes daily work assignments

Completes and turms in Homawork when ~iven

Makes necessary correctiors in all work

30




LUNALILO ELEMENTARY .CHOOL
SPECIAL EDUCATION

- STUDENT PROGRESS REPORT 74
TXPLANATION OF MARKS:
. S+ GOOD PROGRESS
’ S SATISFACTORY PROGRESS
S= LESS THAN SATISFACTORY PROGRESS
U UNSATISFACTORY, NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

/ NO GRADE DUE TO INSUFFICIENT DATA AND/OR AREA NOT WORKED ON

PARENTS:
»PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN TO ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF THIS PROGRESS REPORT.

FIRST QUARTER:

PARENT'S SIGNATURE DATE

SECOND QUARIER:

?ARENT'S SIGNATURE DATE
THIRD QUARTER:
PARENT'S SIGNATURE DATE

‘n'
~ FOURTH GUARIER:

PARENT'S SIGNATURE DATE

31




.~ JOE CHART 750 -
LUNALILO EL. SCHOOL RM. B-10

NANE: E GR.:

_ QTK.:
‘&. NOI:DAY TUESDAY WEDI'ESDAY THURSDAY _ FRIDAY

PHORICS
LEVEL:___

RDG./LAMG.
GR. . |
ettt .

SPELLING
LEVEL:____

WRETING:

pe—

COMPREHEKSIOI:

~ISTELING:

R ———

PERCEPTUAL:

<A

MATH
GR. LEVEL:

-

YT YT YT X T 2L 22 A L 2 L 424 BE}{AVI ORAL SHEET FrovrrYYYTYYYYYTXTIITL L LA R A 2 L 2 2 2 2 44

1 came on time &
1 gsttled down rt.

I finished all my
work assignments

.5 on_time.
I behaved very '

1l weil:& followed

Paid attention &
2 listened carefully

I finished my cor4
1 rections or make-

el WOTK
I completed my HW

2l 1ETuFDede T v/
COMNENTS

. - 9o
EPTAL POINTS:

7 Can Ny

0 - 7 pts. = TRY HARDER NEXT TIb_.!

S
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JOE CHART
& LUNALILO EL. SCHOOL A g RM. B-10 .

NANE i GR.:

QTR. s ”
NOLDAY TUESDAY WEDIESDAY THURSDAY PRI
T

F: YA

PHOLICS l
LEVEL:____ |

RDG./LAIG.
GR [ 3 i

SPELLIKG
LEVEL: __

WRITING ¢

COMPREHELSICI :

LISTELIIG:

PERCEPTUAL:

MATH .
GR. LEVFL:

reYYTYITIXYY R 2 X2 S X 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 48 BEHAVIORAL SHEET .'0900.....0000000&00.0.00-’0000090 ‘

I came or. time &

gettled down rt.
- away.

I finished all wy
L work assignnents
»_on time.

1 behaved very - o
wg}%e& followed

Paid attention &
listened carefully

I finished my cor-
j rections or make-
up _work

] completed ny HWw
& TRIUEDEdedt W/ da.
COMMENTS: i

“RICIL_POINTS:

A ruiToxt provided by ER

L3 %

L]

TRY HARDER NEXT TIME!!




"o

IEP DATE:
IEP ANNIV:

SPECIAL EDUCATIOM
LUNALILO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

CLASS

'  INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM CHECK LIST

77

RM. B - 10

MATERIALS BEING USED

AREAS 'RECOMMENDED (FORM A)

- -

34




