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ABSTRACT

Jacelyn Camba
Prereferral [ntervention and Follow-up:
An Anatysis of the Puml Assistance Comrmittee (PAC)
1997
John Klanderman, Ph.D.
Schaol Psveholany

The purpose: of this study is to deseriptively apalyze the interventions selected and the
subsequent follow-up information of the students referred to the Pupil Assistance
Cammittee (PAL),

The sample includes twenty one students from one Mew Jersey suburban elementary
schoel which consists of kmdergarten through grade six. Data was collected from actual
referrals to the: Pupil Assistance Committee. Additional data was coilected resarding
currcot educatenal placements and the statos of the sample. The design of this sludy is a
descriptive analysis. A coding instrument was used 1o record data from student fites. The
major methad of data analysis is frequencies and percentages.

Results included the following: a variability of interventions was used, most of the cases
woie resolved, and appropiiate refermls for special education serviees were made by PAC.



MINI - ABSTRACT

Jocelyn Camba
Prereferral Intervention and Fellow-up:
An Analysis of the Papil Assistance Committee (PAC)
1997
John Kilanderman, Ph.ID.
School Psychology

The purpose of this study is to descriptively analyze the interventions selected and the
subsequent follow-up information of the students referred to the Pupil Assistance.
Committee (PAC). Major findings included the following: a variability of interventions
was used, most of the cases were resolved, and appropriate referrals for special education
services were made by PAC.



CHAPTER ONE

When students begin to exhibit behavioral or academic difficulties within the public
education system, it is the responsibility of the school to intervene acsordingly. The rising
izsue of school accountabrlity was recently demonstrated in the September issue of the
Philadelphia [nguirer which disenssed plans (0 kold Permsylvania teachers divecily
responsible for their students' performance. Upholding the desisnatcd standards will Tesult
in cash bonuses however, failure allows the Superintendent the right to transfer up to 75%
of the faculty {Jones, 1996). While other states may take different measures, there is a clear
sense that schools must not only promote a child's academic progress, but also investigate
the factors which impede on that progress. Within the state of New Jersey it has been
rmandated that piblic schools provide interventions for children who demonstrate
behavioral or academic difficulties. Natwrally, differences in the intervention process will
exisl. As z result. school educators and administration need to examine the effectiveness of

current intervention practices within their own system,

Examining the strengths and weaknesses of the current pre-referral system provides
vanous advapiages. First, the school ean build 2 safety net around the child so thar bis/her
educational experience is not compromised. When a child is referred (o the child study
tearm. his/her academic or behavioral difficulties have already significantly impeded on the
child's leaming. In contrast, the pre-referral process, or intervention ocenrs When mild or
moderate difficulty 18 manifested. By examining the current pre-referral process, the

school systern can therefore act proactively and remediate these difficulties rather than
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awaiting for the problems to develop fully. Second, the pre-referrai mtervention also acts
as a screcning process which prevents ipappropriate referrals to the Child Study Team. In
this sense, the more effective the pre-referral intervennion process, go will be the Chald
Study Team because the team can concentrate on appropriate referrals rather than wasting
time ard Tesources om appropriate referrals. Moreover, in the event that intervention has
been unsriccessful and the child requires 2 ehild study team evaluation, the ream will
atready have a baseline of information regarding the child's educational history. Thus, the
need 1o examine the effectiveness of the state mandated interventions exists. Such research
will benefit not only the school system in that it w1l enable the schaol to modify 1fs current
intervention process, but more importantly, 1t will promote the child's educationa

eXPericnce.
PURPOSE

This research represents an ongomg examination of the intervention process within a
suburban public New Jersey school. Accordingly. this study wag been divided into
varions parts, or phases.

In Phase 1, the researcher analyzed documentation over the past 4-5 years from the Pupil
Assistance Committee (PAC), the intervention program utilized at the above mentioned
suburban public New Jersey elementary school. Specifically, in Fhese I the researcher
collecred data from refermals, reviewad rhe reasens for the referrals, reported sy relevant
history of similar school problems, documented standardized tests gcores, and provided
informatian regarding special services received such as counseling, ESL, speech/language

or basic skille.

This shidy will continue with the nexr step, or Phiase 11 in which the purpose s to

descriptively analyze the interventions utilized and the subsequent fotlow up information.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In an effort o descriptively analyze the interventions utilized and the subsequent owtcomes,
this study will address the following research questions: What types of interventions were
selectad for implementation? What is the current status of the students refesred? Dhd
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students who received specialized services continne to need these services several years
later? Bid pre-referral result in 2o effective hit raie for children who were later referred for
Child Study Team evaluation? Hit rate refers to studenls who qualified for special
education services after PAC referral. In answering thase vesearch questians, this
researcher hypothesizes that the ouicomes of interventons will lend support to Lthe

effectiveness of pre-referral process.

BACKGROUND

"The term consultation programs was introduced in 1966 and was defined as [ormal
procedures whereby consulting serviees are pravided by speciatises (i.e. health workers,
exlens1on agents, counselors) to individuals or groups (i.e. teachers. students,
administrators, parents, comnmumities). Generally, research on consultation programs have
prodaced posibve tesults (Polsgrove & MoNeil, 1982 in Mannioo & Shere, 1973;
Medway, 1982; West & Idot, 1987; Medway & Updvke, [983). Specific consultations
used within school settings have also yielded encouraging outcomes, which will be

discussed m the review of research in the next chapter.

In Conctev and Conoley (1982) vanous consnliation maodels commonly utilized 1o the
educadonal systems included mental health consultation. behavioral consultation, process.
ot oreanizational consultation, and advoeacy consultation (Polsereve & MceNeil, 1989).
Mare recently, special education has been particularly influenced by varialions in the
behavioral model, which attemprs to 1dennfy and chanoe client's behaviar throngh the use
of applied behavior analysis principles and techniques {Nelson & Pelsgrove, 1984 ic
Polsgrave & McNeil, 1989). The use of consultation programs within school populations
emerged as a result of smudents’ rising necds.

As student population continued (o grow, leachers were lefl with the challenge of educating
adiverse proup of students, each with varyimng behawvioral and acadenic aeeds. Meeting the
demands of students with leamning and behavioral problems left several teackers feeling
frustrated, isolated, and lacking effective strategies for working successfully with these
children the classrooms. Typically, teachers respeonded to these diliiculties by making
referrals o special education (Ivane & Russell, 1992 in Algazzing, Christenson &
Yaseldyke, 1982). However, out of the 10%% to 23% of the students in American
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classrooms experiencing difficultics, only halt mer ehignbility eriteria for special education
services, lhus leavine a significant number of students in mainstream classes (Chaifant &
Pysh.1 982 in Will,1986). While students fauled to meet eriteria for special education
sarvices, they still demonstrated an array of difficulties such #s poor work habits, social
skilic, conduct/behavior, and low self esteem (Chalfart & Pysh, 1985 in
Chalfant, 1984} Thoveh such disabilines were mild to moderate, they stll placed the
students at risk for school faflure. Research cstimates thar 30-20% of the general student
popuiation may be at nisk for school failure (Walther-Thomas & Carter, 1993 in Williams,
1991). As a result, prereferral interventions were developed to meet the needs of students
whe did not qualify for special education services, yel required some form of ntervention
in order to prevent school faiture.

As discussed in Phase 1 of this stedy, the jdea of pre-referral intervention began as carly as
1079 with the incephon of the pre-referral interventon commiitecs. These commattess.
which typically included schocl based staff, were formed to assist the teachers share the
responsibility of interventions for difficult to teach students.  This goal was realized by
offering recommendanons before formally referring the student to the Clild Study Team
using a collaborative consultation approach. Thus. the concept of collaborative
consaltation a3 a means of prereferral intervention, was operationah zed throngh the
formation of vadous struciures, ar reams. Fxamples of pre-referral teams included Sehaol
Resouree Committee (SR, Pupil Assistance Comumitiee (PAC), Smdent Success Team
[S5T), Mainstream Assistance Commirtess (MATS), and Intervention Assistance eams
(IATS). Regardless of the names, the purpose of these committess was to screen referrals
prior to formal evaluation to the Child Study Team. In this way. inappropriate refermais to
the Child Study Team could be prevented while at the same time, measurable changes conld
be made o enhance the child's academic progress.

Clearly, although the coneept of collaboration as a means of prerefemal interventon had
been operahonaiized through the creation of teams, or committees, even within the
framework of collaborative comanltatzon there was more than one way o implement
cotlaborative consultation. These differences emerged as a result of the component which
the committee deemed the most important. For example, while some believe that
eotlaborati ve consultation should be utilized for prereferral mtervention. others contend that
ca leaching is the most important factor of the collaborative process. Meanwhile. others
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stress the importance of a team approach and thus shared responsibility in the formation
and implementation of the interventon (Glenn & Randall, 1994, in Evans 1990 Johnson &
Pugach, 1991: Yocum, 1990, Friend & Cock, 1992b: Hucfner, 1988: Pugach & Johnson,
1980). Despite these differences, according to Glenn and Randall (1954), there are
components of collaboration which are common to all consulting models. These aspects
include the following:
"1) voluntary participation, 2)problem sclving, 3}working together for a common
geal (West & Idol.1987), 4)shared responsibility for the student {Friend &
Cook,1992a), S)prereferral teams (Johnson & Pugach,1951), 6)IEP's developmeant
mclude the classroom teacher (Idolet al., 19863, 7Tispecial cducation teacher and
classtoom teacher do lesson planning and teaching together (Friend & Coak,1992:
Glenn, Benning, Marston, & Magnusson,1991), 8) specialists are in the classroom
most of the time (Friend & Cook,1992a & b), and 10)minimal pull-out (Fricnd &
Cook, 1992a & b)."
Thus, the complexity of interactional factors in utilizing collaborative consultation is
apparent. However, in theory, using collzborative consultation within the prereferral
[ramework serves as a vehicle to assist teachers with difficult to teach students, to decrease
inappropriate referrals to the Child Study team, and subsequently enhance the delivery of
education services. In the process. it provides diffieult to teach students within the least
restrictive environment. From the administrative level, reducing the number of formal
evaluations saves unnecessary spending and allows the Child Study Team to re-allocate its
resources such as fime and money to appropriate referrals, From the teacher's perspective,
utilizing collaborative consultation provide teachers with stratezies to cope with difficult o
teach students thereby enhancing their skills as educators, offer a support structure which
atleviates feelings of frustration and isolation, and treat the teachers as equal members in the
formation of intervention strategies and subsequent implementation.

it is the docomentation of the Interventions suggested from the collaborative consultation
process and the subsequent follow-up information regarding the students referred to the
Pupil Assistance Committee (PAC), upon which this study focuses.

DEFINITIONS

The following terms are discussed in this study and should be comprehended by the reader.



Some terms were directly derived from Phase 1 of this study because they continue to bear
relevance to Phase II:

1. Collaborative Congultaticn: a systematic process of planning and problem-

solving that invelves team members from diverse backgrounds.

2. Consultation prograrms: formal procedures whereby consvlting scrvices are provided
by specialists (i.e. health workers, extension agents, counselors) to individuals or groups
{1Le. teachers, students, administrators, parents, communities).

3. Coteaching: z process in which generat educators and special educators share
respongzibilities for heterogenecus groups of students assigned to mninstream classrooms
through equal responsibility in the development and implementation of classroom
objectives.

4, ifficult-To-Teach: a pupil who has been identified as having 2 problem or diffrenlty m

coping successfully with an academic or behavioral demand.

5, [ntervention Assistance Tearm: school based instructional support team utihzing the

process of staff collabeoration to assist the classroom teacher in the development and
implemeantation of educational strategies for meeting a variety of stedent necds in repular
education classes.

6. Pre-Referml Intervention-refers to a teacher's modification of instruction or classroom

management to better accommodate a difficult to teach pupil witkout disabilitics.
7. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973: a law which protects individuals from

discrimination in any institution which receives federal funds. Students it regular

educatzon who have pre existing physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one
or more life activities are entitled to interventions, modifications, and strategies which will

continue to enhance the student's academic experience.

ASSUMPTIONS

As stated in Phase I of this study. assumgptions include the following:

1. All the data beine analyzed was collected in the same, unbiazed manner.

2. The regular education teacher making the referral was aware of the pre-referral, PAC,
process and understood the process.

3. The sample of pupils was a random sample.

d. The investment level for follow-up and implementation of the recommended
mterventions was the same for all regular edueation teachers who made a referral.
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Assumpnons specific to Phase 1 of this study include:
S Notonly were the sugoested intervenions implemented, ot tkcy were also applied in a
uniform, consistent manner by both teachers and parents,

LINMITATIONS

As arated in Phase I of thia smdy, limitations were as follows:

I. This study specifies a suburban schoal in New Jersey and thus is not representarive of
atl educational institutions.

2. Another limitation is that all the pupils artend the same public slementary school,

Limitations specific to Phase 1} of this study include.
3. Results de nor account for other factars which can contribute to the student's difficules

such as environmental . social, or mdividual varzbles.
OVERVIEW

The state of New Jersey has mandated the implementation of a pre-referral process in an
effort to provide intervention for the child who exhibits academic or behavioral difficultes.
This study. which wag divided into different phases, investipates the pre-referral process in
= suburban public school located in New Jersey. Wheress research from Fhase | provided
=nalysis of the pre-referral procass, this study delves into interventicn issues and
subsequent follow-up information resarding the students refarrad to the Pupil Assistance
Committee (PAC). For this reason, in Chapter 2 this researcher will summarize pertinent
research regarding consultation practices and its application in educarion. Afler (his review
of literature, the methodology, or desian of this study will be discugzed. Next, analysis of
results will be presented in, Chapter <.

A ful] upderstanding and appreciation of the contributions which the prereferral process apd
the subsequent consultatjon provides, cannot be achieved untl the reader fully grasps the
concepts of consullations. For this resson, it will be advantageons to begin with reviewing

the literature regarding the consultation intervention process,



CHAPTER TWO

The current trend within school systems is to provide prereferral intervention as a means of
assisting teachers o aceommodate difficult o weach students, to decrease inappropriare
referrals to the Child Study Teani, and subsequently enhance the delivery of education
services. AT the same time, the pre referral intervention process provides difficult to teach
studenis with the least restrictive enviromment. Clearly, the prevefeml intervention process
possesses the potential of achieving several goals, Now that the Cisery had besn
establizshed, educators needed a way (o operationalize this concept. Conscquently,
committees were formed to complete thys task. Thoweh comumittes names and members
vaned from district to district, 2 major component of the committess included the use of
cellaborative consultation. [Tsing the collaborative consultation model, team or comunitiee
members ereated and implemented ntervention strategies for children with behavicral or

learning difficultics,
COLLABORATIVE CONSULTATION

According to West and Canpon {1988) collaborative consultation is defined as follows:
Collaborative consultation is an interactive pracess thar enables people with diverse
expertise to generate creanve solut:ans 1o mutually deflned problems. The ovtcome
13 enhanced. altered, and produces solutions that are different from those that the
individval team members would produce independently. The majar oureome of
callaborative eansultation 1s to provide comprehensive and effective programs for
students with special needs within the most appropriate context, therehy enabiing
themn Lo achieve maximum constructive iateraction with their nem-handicapped
peers"(in ldol, Paglucci-Whitcomb, & Nevin, 1986, p.1).
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Thms, the collaborative consultation model enables professionals within the school system
Lo collectvely offer solutions to the problems faced by ditficult 1o teach students.
Moreaver, research has shown that consuttation has resulied in teachers' Feeling more
competent to deal with current and fvture student problems (Graden, 1989 in Berpan,
Bymes, & Kmtochwill, 1979; Curtis & Watson, 1980; Tormban & Beroan 1978) As
cited by Saver and Downes, the collaborative process is based on three assumptions.
‘These assumptions are that teachers have the skilla and knowledge ro help difficult to teach
puptls, problems can be resotved more effectively through a collective effort rather than
widividual effert, and lastly, that by being part of the pracess, teachers strengthen then own
skills as edzcators {1991). Furthermorz, the solutions, or interventions developed could
thereby enable each student (o leam in the least restrictive and most appropriate
environment without needlessly labeling the child or pulling rhe chitd ont of mainstream
classes. The advamage of a collaborative consultation model was discussed by Wenger,
who studied the behavioral and attitudinal responses of teachers afrer consnltmg within »
collaborative model versus an expert approach. His findings concluded that (eachers who
comsulted with the collaborative consultant received miore favorable attitudes about
consuliant services than those who consulted with rhe expert consvltant. Moreover. the
collahorative consultant was rated as being significantly more attentive, suecessful in the
development of intervention strategics, and sucesssfil in the development of inferventions
which were applicable to the classmoom situation . However, Wenger failed to find a
signilicant difference in the follow through of the recommendations betwaen rhe
collaborative and the expert approach (1977/9). In other research conducted by Chalfant,
Pysh, and Van Dusen, for the most pard teachers were satisfied with the teams and in the
process, teacher morale improved and faculty communication was facilitared (1989). These
findings impiy that while there 13 a subjective intersst in collaborative consultation, mere
researeh 18 necessary to lnvesligate the speciflic components of the collaborative

consuliation process.
STAGES OF CONSULTATHON

Several collaborative approaches utilize four phases in the consultation process. (Tindal &
Taylor-Pendergast, 198%: McNel, 1989; Fuchs et ., 1994; Saver & Downes, 1991 These
stages inctude problem wenhireation, problem analysis, plan implementation, and problem
evaluation.
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During the first phase, problem identification, infermation is cellected regarding the child's
specific problem (Polsgrove & McNeil, 1989). Alter the problem/issue is identified, the
second phase, probtem amalysis, begins. 1n this phase, a plan or intervention program 13
devised and then implemented in consideration with the identified problem. According to
Tindal and Taylor-Pendereast {19806), this phase includes three more stages. These stages
include assessing rhe academie and social skills and deficits and identifying variables that
can be altered, establishing cooperalive working relationships with consuliees i¢ devise
stratesies and plsn terventions, and finatly, surmounting resistance. The third stage of
the consultation process. plan implementation, consisis of incorporating the devised
stralegies into The stdent's encrent progam. The last stage, problem evaluation, includes
monitoring the impiementation procedures and evaluating its cifecliveness, This stage
enables conmleants to decide whether to continue, alter, or even abanden the iniervention
(Polsgrove & McNeil, 1989),

Tindal and Tayler Pendergast {19890 conducted a case study which documented the major
activities in which consultants engaged. One finding is specifically noteworthy m telarton ro
the descriptive study of this researcher. Tindal and Taylor-Penderzast found that a
predominance of ime was spent on problem identification and program evalnanon versus 2
amall amount on program implementation and a total absance on program development.
Such a finding may have implications cn the implementation elfectivepess. However, as
nated by Wenper (1979), the collaborative consultation process is complex in its
interactional nature, thus, weakpesses in the process cauld be a result of the many factors
involved.

Other research has provided differear insights into effective collahorative consultation.
West and Canmon (1988) identified competencies required by regular and special educators
i the collaborative consultation process. Skills receiving the highest rabings included skills
in interactive conununication, cellaboiative probiem solving, parsonal characteristics. and
evaination of consultation effectivensss. Furthernere, they siressed the impaortant of pre-
service and inservics traimng ewrncwium in consultation skills for both regular and special
educatars. Like West and Cannon, Evans (1950) alse siressed the importance of inservice
training  Further his resesrch cited five additional eomponents which would result n a
suceessiul prereferral consuliation. These components included the selection of
consultants. training and suppart for consultants, administraive sanciion, parent education,
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and start up funding (1990). Evans contendsd that together, these six elements would
belter meet the needs of the stmdents {1990),

REVIEW OF RELEVANT RESEARCH

Within the past ten years, vaniations in the use of collaborative consultations in the form of
cchool based teams have been implemented as a means of prereferral interventions. The
concept of collaboration in schools has been operaiionalized through swocrures which
include the teacher assistance team, the child study/resource teamn, peer collaboraton,
behavioral consultation, collaborative consultation, and coteacking, This section will
review studies which include these structures. With the exception of the first study . a
cormeon thread throuphout each study is the use of the collaboraGve consultation model
even {hough the names of each approach or prereferral Intervention may vary. Asitis
ralevani 1o thig researcher's deseriptive study, particular attention will be aiven (o problem
analysis, the second phase of the process as defined above. Specificaly. the remainder of
the chapter is subdivided in three sections:  interventions chasen to resolve the problem

identified, effects upon student performance, and tmpact upen special education referrals.

interventions

The first study iz an example of an informal attempt by teachers to resolve academic 2ad
behavioral probiems. In this sense, itis not a reflecnon of the collaborative consuliation,
but mareso exemplifics the need for such a structured process. The purpose of the first
study was to describe the interventions 109 regular classroom teachers from nine states
used prior fo formal evalualion. Results from the study ndicated thal the three top ranking
catesories of prereferral interventions were those of Methods (29.3%, Behavioral
{22.0%, and Structural Change (17.4%). Muethods was defined as technigues used to
ieach an academic lesson or alfect behavior. The three mest cemunon. methods utilized
included individual attention {25.0%), curriculum adjustment {19.5%}, and onentation to
task { 18.8%). Moreover, behavioral was delined as a specilically defined approach o
change identified behavior using positive or negative reinforcers. Finally. structural chapge
was defined as chanses i the amount of struekire provided such as seat change, peer tutar,
or working with an aide. Furthermore, when asked to note which of the prereferral
interventions were implemented as the direct result of conferring with other staff, teachers
responses indicated (hatl only 13.4% were the direet rasult of a conference {1983). Thesz
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findhigs regarding the interventions utitized and the lack of collaborative effort implied a
vanability in prereferral interventions attemiprad as well 25 a grest burden of intervendon
strategizs placed upon the teachers. Because this intervention process lacked structured
argziization, it is no surprise that the outcome results were ambgnons (Y essldyke, Piania,
Christenson, Wang, & Alsozzine; 1983).

A collaborative technique used by a school-based team of general ind special educators,
called Student Assistance Teams, attempted to desien interventions which met the
individual needs of the students served {McKay and Sullivan, 19901, These interventions
were broadly divided inta three caregories: whoale school eoneerns, individual studenis,
and referral to other agencies. The mest often category utilized included interventions
targeted to individual students. This consisted of
"matehing students with peer and cross-age (utors to remediate specific skill
deficits, providing counseling by suppart and related staff members, providing
student reacers to tape record reading matenal o allow low-peforming students to
do more independent work, charting of grade and behaviors, and monitoring and
charting of hveiene practices” (McKay & Sullivag, 1950).

Prerelerral practices in Michigan were investigated based on dara {rom 2 survey competed
by the dirsctors of special educabon(Bahy, 1994). o response (o ene item of the survey
which vas regarding the nature of the interventions, insrmetiomal medifications and
behavior management procedures were each identified by 47, or 96% of the directors as the
mast comoenly wsed intervention. The next commonly used intervention was cotmseling
(71%), followed by placement review/chimae (63%). In terns of outcomes. respondents
were asked 1o :dentify how often prereferral intervention was successful based on the
following choices: Always, Usually, Sometimes, Rarely, Never, Na basis for
determining. Thirty 5ix, or 75% of the reapandents answered "sometimes" successfol.
{Bahs, 1993).

Anather cotlaborative approach is coteaching. This method was utilized in a Virginia
midkdle school as an altemadve to special education pullout programs. Generally,
voteaching invelved the emphas:s on the development of study skills and learning strategies
to help studenis become more effectve learners. According to Walther-Thomas and Caiter
(1993) the role of the general educator was to provide conrent marraetion and the role of the
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spectal educator was to provide a broad array of direct and indirect support services o meet
student needs. Exarnples of interventions, or responsibilities of the generai educator
ncluded instruction, monitoring, and perfformance evaluation. Specific behavioral
strategies utilized by the general educator could include additional instruction and
SUPeTVIsion Lo maintain appropriate behavior (i.e. voice level, equipment care, safety
recording). Meanwhile, examples of interventions, or complimentary skills as provided by
the special educator, included notetaking, homewaork completion, essay writing. Finally,
the integration, or the actual practice of skills would be possible through the development
of expanded unit study guides, andio taped textbooks, cooperative learning groups, and
computer assisted practice programs (Walther-Thomas & Carter, 1993 in Bauwens, et. al..
1989

Effects upon stndent performance

Data summarized from five studies conducted on 96 Teacher Assistance Teams utilized in
nine states reported positive impact on student performance as a result of consultative
efforts (Chalfant & Pysh. 1989). One research question was "Can student performance be
improved by a consultatve school-based team model?" Success was measured by three
criteriz 1) the student achieved the intervention goal 2) the teacher and team agereed that the
teacher was coping adeguately 3jteam support was withdrawn for at least six weeks.
Using this criteria, 103, or 88.7% of the 116 students were considered "successful.”
Meanwhile, 54 students whose case was considered "unsuccessful” were referred to
specaal education for testing and all 54 were found eligible for special education services
(Chalfant & Pysh, 1989 in Chaifant & Pysh, 1981). Further, using the same success
critera a later study conducted by Gilmer { 1985) found similar results: teams which
assisted teachers with 199 students successfully resolved the problems of 143, or 72% of
the students (Chalfant & Pysh, 1989).

Like Chalfant and Pysh in the study discussed above, a review of research associated with
prereferral intervention wag also conducted by Nelson, Smith, Taylor, Dodd, and Reavis
{1991). The following studies reflect a review of research on collaborative efforts using
the Teacher Assistance Team approach (TAT), the prereferral intervention maodel, and the
Mainstream Assistance Team approach (MAT). Again. research on the effects of the
prerelermal interventions using a collaborative consultation model vielded positive student
performance outcomes. In 2 case study conducted by Grabner and Dobbs (1984), a teacher
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assistance team model was implemented in order to resolve one student's disruptive
problemn. The teacher reported the behaviaral comtract implemented nnder the TAT
approach was effective (Nelson, Smith, Taylor, Dodd, and Reavis, 1991). In another
case study utilizing the prereferral intervention model, the disruptive and non compliant
behaviors of a first grade student was addressed. After implementztion. it was shown that
the student's weekly occurrences of physical aggression toward others and property were
reduced from 4 to 0, spitting declined from 26 to 7. and cursing, from 23 to 13 (Nelson et
al, 1991 in Zins. Graden, and Ponti, 1988). Finally, in Fuchs and Fuchs {1989,
19395,1990) the effects of the Mainstream Assistance Teamn approach upon problem
behaviors of students was discussed. Results indicated that the occurrences of problem
behaviors reduced after the implementation of the interventions (Neison et al., 1991).

The effects of co-teaching, another collaborative approach, were discussed by Walther-
‘Thomas and Carter (1993). A group of eighth graders with disabiliries were selected. Co-
teaching was utilized with these students in three activities: civics, foreign languages, and
science. In all three activities, the scores of the students were compamble 1o those earned
by general education students after the implementation of the co teaching strategy. In this
same study. both general and special educators were also asked to evaluate student
performance after the implementation of the co-teaching method. General educators of the
students all noted improved class averages. Moreover, generally students in the co-taught
classes performed better than students in classes teachers taught by themselves. Finally,
general education teachers also noted improvements in behavior, academic performance,
and clasg participation of the special education students over time. Similarly, the special
cducation teachers responded favorably to the results of the co-teaching approach. Special
education teachers that classroom behavior (L.e. participation, rule compliance, peer
interactions) and written work (i.e. quality, amount) of the students with disabilities
improved (Walther-Thomas, and Carter, Kathy, 1993).

Impact on special education referrals

Other outcomes of a collabarative consultation model are provided by Saver and Downes in
their research of the Schoel Peer Intervention Team, referred to as the PIT Crew(1991).
Consisting of collaborating classtooin teachers, specialty area teachers, and support staff,
the PIT {rew consulted with one another to develop intervention strategies to assist
difficnlt to teach students. Two significant conclusions were drawn as a result of the
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implementation of the PIT Crew as a prereferral intervention method between the years of
1984-1991. First, as PIT Crew referrals increased, formal evaluations for special
educaton services decreased. Secondly. with the decrease in formal evaluation referrals,
the placement rate for those children who were actually tested increased dramatically, with
the exception of the 1990-91 vear. Clearly. the PIT Crew was successful in this
clementary school. Moreover, a unique aspect of this collaborative consuitation process
was that within the school's district, the PIT Crew was not used as 2 mandatory prereferral

scrviee, rather, it was one 1n which teachers were encouraged to pardcipate. (Saver &
Downes, 19911,

One research question in the descriptive study of Chalfant & Pysh ( 1989) was "What
impact do teams have on the referral and jdentification process for special education?” Data
from 42 teams that assisted teachers with 386 studenis found that 3%6 (214%) were referred
for formal evaluation. Moreover, 76 (939) were found eligible for special education
services, thus only 6 students were found meligible (Chalfant & Pysh, 1989 in Chaifant &
Pysh, 1981, 1985; Gilmer, 1985). [n another study, the implementation of teams resulted
in a 63.3% drop in the number of inappropriate referrals (Chalfant & Pyshk, 1989 in Talley,
1988). Since the average cost of evaluation amounted to $1,200/student, the teacher
assistance teams were therefore able to save at least 516,800, Not only was money saved,

but so was the time of the special education personnel to work with appropriate referrals
(Chalfart & Pysh, 1989 in Talley, 1988).

These tesults are similar to the review of research conducted by Nelson, Smith, Taylor,
Dodd, and Reavis upon pre referral interventions (1991). The following studies retlect a
review of research on prereferral interventions using the School Consultation Comrnittee
approach {(SCC), the prereferral intervention model, and Teacher Resgurce Teams
method(TRT). As mentioncd cardier, while the names of the approaches may differ, all
methods utilized a collaborative consultation model. First, in the cese study conducted by
MeGlothlin (1981} regarding the effect of the School Consultation Committee, it was
reported that there was a 50% decrease in referrals for formal assessment (Nelson, Smith,
Taylor, Dodd, and Reavis,1991). Second, the prereferral intervention model in Graden,
Casey. and Christenson (1985) resulted in a reduction of formal assessment and special
education classification rates for four of the six schools studied. However, there was an
increase in the number of students formally assessed and then placed in special education n
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the remaining two schoolz, Finally, the results of the implementadon of Teacher Resource
Teams (TRT's) in Maher indicated a decrease in the nurnber of referrals for special
education from 150 to 6.8 1n one of the high schools, and a rednction from 13.8 0 3.8 m

the other hish school in which the TRT's was implemented (Nelson, et al., {991).

Hesults from the use of another form of prereferral intervermion, Mainstream Assistance
Teams, yielded similar findings (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Bahr, 1990). The pupil sample included
difficuit to teach students without disabilities. Furthermore, staff within the collaborative
effort included €0 gencral educators and 22 consultants. Analysis indicated that referrals
for testing decreased and alse a possible reduction in special education placement.
Specifically, of the 24 students exposed 1o long-term and short term intervention.
respectively, 3 (1349%) and 2 (8%) were referred (o special educaticn at the end of the schaol
year. Among the 12 control pupils, 6 (50%) were referred to special education (Fuchs, et.
al., 1990). Thus, there were less students referred ta special education in the group

exposed 1o prereferral intervention, than the control eroup.

Sirnilarly, a preveferral intervention system was implemenred in six schools (Graden,
Casey, & Bonstrom, 1985). A prrmary [ocus of this research was the evaiuvation of the
effecuvepess of the prereferal intervention model. Positive outcomes were determined by
the wnpact an referral rates, testing rates, and placement rates. Across all six schools,
overall positive results were seen in Schools 3, 4, 5. and 6. Specifically, testing 1n School
3 decreased 32% in Year 2 and an additional 24% in Year 3. Mesgwhile. in Schools 4, 5,
and 6 findings indicated significant decreases in numbers of students tested, and sionificant
decreases in numbers of students placed in special education. Specifically, there was a
665 decrease of number of students tested (from 91 to 31) and a 73% decrease in number
of students placed in special educaiion (from 535 to 15). However, 1t should be noted that
in Sehools 1 and 2, there was little impact of the prereferral intervention system upon
testing and placement (Graden, et. al, 1585).

A presentation at the 68th Annual Convention of The Council for Exceptional Children
discussed the collaborative lechnique called the Student Aasistance Teams (MeKay &
Sullivan, 1980). Al ¢ight schools studied demonstrated a decrease of the number of
referrals made For special education services. This decrease ranged from 28% to 78%
reduction. Secondly, 2 decrease was also demonstrated in the number of "No
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Exceptionality” evalnations. The "No Exceptionality” students represented students who
were referred Tor special education services but did not quality for such services. Asa
result of the SAT's, the number of "No Exceptionality” evaluations were reduced in ail
eight schools. This decrease ranged from 10% o 100% (McKay & Sullivan; 19000,

Finally, Ivaric and Russell conducted a study on the impact on referrals to special educadon
when school based teams received training in collaborative consuitation and prereferral
intervention. One research question posed in this study was "Will the use of a peer
collaboration process increase the percentage of 'verifiable' referzals to special education?"
Verifiable refermals were defined as referrals, which after case study, qualified for special
oducation services. The collection of data of 20 teams over a two year period mdicated that
the collaborative copsultation increased verifiable referrals and at the same time, provided
timely support to classroom teachers with students not qualifying for special education
services. [n year one of the study, verifiable referals to special education was at 869, as
apposed to the previous years in which verifiable referrals raneed from 17% to 84%.
Moreaver, in year two of the study, verifiabie referrals reached 92%, as opposed to the
36% to 72% verifiabie referrals prior to the implementation of the school based team
process ([varie & Russell, 1992),

SUMMARY

in this chapter, relevant research regarding prereferral interventions utilizing the
collaborative consnitation method was prescuted. Imtiaily, an in-depth defimoon of
collaborative consuitation was provided, followed by a discussion of the consultation
stages. As discussed, the concept of collaboration in schools was operalionalized through
structures which fncluded the Student Assistance Team (SAT), co-teaching, Schoal Peer
Intervention Team (PIT Crew), Teacher Assistance Team (TAT), prereferral intervention
model, Mainstream Assistance Team (MAT), School Consultation Comumittee approach
(SCC), Student Assistance Team (SAT) and the Teacher Resource Team method (TRT).
[n the review of relevant research, special attention was given to interventions vtilized,
effects upon student performance, and the impact on special edecation referrals. Research
revealed a variability in interventions used in the collaborative process. However.,
senerally, school based teams were effective in improving studenis' zcademic and/or
behavioral performance. Furthermore, collaborative teams were alse effective in reducing
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the sumber of students referred to special education who were ineligible for special
education services. In sum, the review of relevant research revealed that consutting models
of various Lypes demonsteated & vaniability in interventions and resulted in maproved
student perfonmance, fewer inappropriate referrals for special education, and subsequently

roduced formal evaluation costs and the re-allocation of special education resotrees for
appropriate stadents.

Page - I8



CHAPTER THREFE

Az mentioned in the first chaprer, this research represents an ongoing cramination of the
intervention process within 2 suburban public New Jersey sehool. Accordingly, rhis study
has been divided into various parts, or phases, The current study will continue with the
next step, or Phase 1F in which the purpose is to descriprivaly snalyze the interventions
utilized and the subsequent follow-up information resarding the stedents referred to the
Fupil Assistance Committee: (PAC). In an effort w descriptively analyze the mterventions
and outcomes, this study addresses the following research questions, which were
considered prier to the development of & coding instrument: What types of mterventions
were selected by PAC for implementation? What is the current status of the studenis
referrad 10 PAC? Did students who received specialized services continue to nead these
services several years fater? Did prereferral result in an effective hit rate for children whe
were later referred for Child Study Team evaluation?

This chapter focuaes on the design of the study. Specifically, the saple, measures of
operation, design, procedure, and hypothesis is discussed.

SAMFPLE

Subjects were a total of twenty one students from one elementary school which consisted
of grade levels K through 6th. The school was located in an vpper rmiddle class area of
southemn New Jersey. Data was collected from actual refemals to the committee for
prereferral intervention within the previous five ta six vears, the same length of time in
which the commitiee had existed in this elernentary school.
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Infarmation from phase T of this study provided the following demographic information en
the sample (Cruise, 1996). First, student files were from academic years 1992, 1993,
1994, and 1995. Furthermore, there were ten referrals from 1993, ten referrals from 1554,
and ope from 1992, Arthe ime Phase T began, 2il referrals from 1995 were still pending
the decision of the commitiee. Next, more male students (57.14%) than femnale studenis
{42.9% ) were referrad to the prereferral commitiee. Third, with the exception of rhird and
fifth grade, an even distribution of students referred berween grade levels wag
dernonstrated. In the third and fifth grade, there were no referrals (0.0%) to the committee.
Moreover, most of the referrals to the commitiee cocurred in the first grade (28.6%).
followed by second grade (23 8%). Fourth, the majority of the referred students received
speeial services for low Reading Tevels. Specifically, Basic Skills was necessary for 81%
in the subject of Reading, while only 52% required basic skifls for the subject of math.
Finally, a predominance of students were referred to the committee for academic and

behavioral reasocns.
MEASURES

in ap effort to answer the research questions, a coding instrument was develaped in order
te record relevant data, With the exception of the first research question regarding the
mtervernans utilized, data was collected by a coding Instrument developed by the
rescarcher Interventioms were first coded into intervention catezoeries developed by the
researcher. Afterwards, the coding instrument developed by Y sseldylke, Planta,
Christenson, Wang, and Algozzine (19832) in their rezearch of prereferms! inferventions was
modified to match the calegories developed by the researcher. Then, prereferral
interventioms were coded into categories devetoped to reflect specific rypes of interventions.
These categories included: Instructional Modifications, Dehavior Management Procedures,
Structural change, Specialized Help, Informational, Matenals. Child Study Referral, and
Misceljaneons, This madified coding instrumnent has been tested for inter-rater reliability
with two mters. Inter-rater agrecment averaged 87.8% with 14%: of the sample coded.

The coding system for the categorics of interventions selected for implementation by PAC
iz indicared in Table 3.1,
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Table 3.1 «~ Imtervention Approsches Selected Vl;]"if PAC

(1) Emsiructional Modifications

Techniques or methods used to reach an acadeniic lesson or affect behavior. Examples
melude: attention, small grovps, curriculum changes, repetition of directions, promipes
such as a seorel signal, job/chore in school, alternative home/school sesisnments, alfective

responses. additiomal tasks, and a change of expectations regarding performance.

(2} Behavioral Manapement Procedure

Speaifically defined approach to change identified behavior using positive or nesative
remforcers. Examples inelude: nase of rewards such as response cost system,
encouragement, tangible reinforcers, cncouragement of positive behavior and ignoving of

inappropriate behavior.

(3) Structural change

Changes in the amonnt of slrocture provided for the student. Txamples include seat
chanee, peer tutor/buddy system, adult mentos/interaction with sdult gr older students,
privale tutor, and homework planner to be sisned,

(4) Specialized Help
Additional specialized assistance. Examples include: speech therapy, coumseling, and basic

skills kelp or other compensatory assistance.

{3) Enformational
Additional information regarding student rermested. Examples incivde: conference with

parents, and meeling with eachers or specialists.

{6} Materdals
Specifically identified materials, Examples include: tapes, AV materials, use of computer,
tactile o mpanipulative items, tapes with headphones, or orther speciticanon necessary.

(7) Miscellaneons (8) Referral to Child Study Team

Sowrce: Adapied from Yeseldvke, JE; Pianta, I; Christenson, 5;Wang, 4, and Algogzine,
B. (1983).
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The coding instrument to address the remaunng research questions is in the format of a
questionnaire. This questionnaire makes specific inquiries about the information of
students referred Lo PAC. For example, one inquiry of the questicanaire includes, “What
ig the current status?" 01 = case closed/no follow-up or evaluation needed; 02 = child
moved/ whereabouts unknown; 03 = Clild Study Tearn refercal and elassification; 04 =
Retention: 05 = Case open/Continue with PAC. Current status refers to answering the
question "Where are the students now?" and for this reason, focuses upon the immediate
status. Consequently, if the child's case was closed i 1994 and the student has moved
since then, the stetus of the student wonld be coded as 02 = child moved/current
whereabouts unknown rather than 01 = case closed.

Afrer all answers from the questionnaire have been coded, frequencies aie then processed
which will be presented in the nexl chapter. Fuethermore, the Appendix provides a detailed
deseription of the coding instrument.

DESIGN

The design: of this study 1s a descnphive analysis of students referred to the prereferral
intervenhon commmrtes in one elementary school located in an upper middle class area of
southern Mew Jersey. An appropriate coding instrument has been developed to record the
informsation resarding studenta referred. After all information has been cotlected,

frequencies and percentages will be processed.
PROCEDURE

The consern for this study was obtained from the school board of the school district wiich
gave permmission for this stuldy. Afterwards, the actual files of twenty one students referred
for prereferral intervention aver the past 5 - 6 years were reviewed and the information
resarding interventiona selected was collected. Then, in arder to describe the follow-up
information, the same twenty one students were tracked forward and data regarding their
current educatonal placement and status was obtained. Afterwards, a coding mstrument
was developed in order 1o record pertinent iformation. Finally, Trequencies and

[ercentages were processed.
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HYPOTIIESLS

The desian of this study is a descriplive analysis of students referred for prereferral
intervention. The purpose is to descriptively analyze the interventions uiitized and the
subsequent follow-up information regarding the students referred to the Pupl Assistance
Committee {PAC). In an effort o complete this analysis, this study addresses specific
research questions which was previously discussed. In answering the research questions,
this researcher hypothesizes that the outcomes of the interventions will lend support fo the
effectiveness of the prereferral process. Fffecriveness of the prereferral process wili be
based primarily upon results from the fourth research question, "Did prereferral result in an
effective it rate for children who were later refered for evaluation Effective hit vafe
refers to PAC referrals which qualified for special education services after child study leamn

gvaluation.
SUMMARY

In an effort 1o deseriptively analyze the interventions and the follow-up information
resarding the students referred to PAC, this chapter restales the research questions. Tn
answering the research questions. it is hypothesized that the answers of the anatysis witl
iend support to the effectiveness of the prereferral process. The sample included twenty one
students from one elementary scheol iocated in an upper middle class aren of southemn New
Jersey. Dara was collected from actual referrals 1o the committee for prerefecral
intecvention over the past 5 - 6 years, Additional data was also obtained reparding the
current edueational placement and status of the sample. Tn order (o record information, a

coding instrument was developed. Frequencics sud percentages were then processed.
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CHAPYTER FOUR

fn an efforr to descriptivety smalyze the interventions nsed and the snbhsequent follow-up
information regarding the shidents referred to a prereferral committee, this study addresses
the following research questons: What types of interventions wers selected Lor
implementation by PAC? What i= the current status of the students referred? Did studenpta
who inifially received specialized help or compensatory assistance, continue to receive these
services several vears later? Did prereferral resultin an effective hit rate for children whao
were 1ater referred for Chnld Study Tesrn evaluzation? Speci:ﬁ]i?.ﬂd services cliudes basie
5ldlls help, counseling, speech/language, and English as a second Tanguage (ESL). In
addition, the term hit rate refers 1o siudents who were refened for speaial ediucation
services and quahtied, or found eligible for special education services. In answering these
research questions, it is hypothesized that the outcomes of interventions will lend support
to the effectivenezs of the prereforral process. Effectiveness of the grereferral process will
be based primarily upon resdts from the fourth research question, "Thd prereferral result in
an effective hit rate for students who were iater referred for evaluation by the Child Stody

Team?™

Prereferral Interventions

Information regarding interventions used were collected based on the actoal [iles of 21
stutdents referred for prevefercal mtervention. Responses (N = 88} were coded into the
following eight categories: nstructional Modifications, Behavioml Management
Procedures, Structural Change, Specialized Help, Informational, Materials, Referral to
Child Study Team, and Miscelbsmenns. Fragqueneies of the oconrrence of these categories
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appear in Table 4.1, As indicated, the mest common approach usec in prereferral
interventions included Structural Changes (20.5%), followed closely oy [nfermational
(19.3%) and Instructional Modification (18.2%). The remaining categories of

interventions occurred with frequencies between 2% and 13.6%.

Table 4.1

Percentages of Prereferral Interventions Selected far Implementation

FPREREFERRAL INTERVENTION N i

Instructional Modification 16 18.2
Behavioral Management Procedure 12 13.6
Structural Change 18 20.4
Specialized Help i1 12.5
Informationat 17 19.3
Materials 6 6.8
Referral to Child Study Team 6 6.8
Miscellaneous 2 23

TOTAL 38 100.0
Table 4.2

Percentages of Prereferral Interventions Classified Within the Strucrural Change Category

% of Structural Change % ot Total

STRUCTURAL CHANGE N {nterventions Interventions
Peer tutor/Buddy system 13 17.2 14.8
Older student/adult mentor 2 1.1 23
Homework planner 2 11.1 2.3
Seat change 1 55 1.1

TOTAL 18 100.0 20.5
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Since the Structural Change category accounted for the most frequently nsed prereferrat
intervention category, these responses (N=18) were further categorized into the {ottowing:
neer tutor/bnddy system, older student/adult mentor, homework planner and seat change.
As demonstrated by the frequencies and percent occurrence for these cate gories represented
in Table 4.2, the most common Structural Change intervention was peer tatorfbuddy
systern {72.2%), which also accounted for 13, or 14.8% of the total interventions nsed.

Current Statos

The 21 students were tracked forward and data was obtained regarding therr cuzrent stafus.
The data presented in Table 4.3 indicate that none of the 21 student cases were clTently
open or continuing with the prereferral intervention committee. In fact, most, or 12

(37.1%) of the cases were closed.

Table 4.3

Current Status of Referrals to Prereferral Intervention Committee

STATUS N %
Case Closed! No follow-up or evaluation needed. 12 57.1
Child Moved/Whereabouts unknown 5 23.8
Chitd Study Team Referval and Classification. 3 14.3
Retention 1 438
Case Cpen/Continue with PAC D G0
TOTAL 21 100.00

Specialized Services
Frequencies and percentages were conducted to determine if students who initially received
specialized services continued to receive these services several years later. As indicated in
Table 4.3. the cument whereabouts of five students were unknown. Because follow-up
information wag unavailable for those five students, the results which follow in Table 4.4
represant the remaining 16 students. Table 4.4 demonstrates that the majority of the
rematning 16 students who initially received specialized services did not continue to receive
these services several years later.
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Table 4.4

Percentages of students who continued to need specialized services

SPECIALIZED (N) INFTTALLY (N) CONTINUED %
SERVICE RECEIVED SERVICES SERVICES

Basic Skills Reading 12 4 33.3
Basic Skalls Math 9 2 22.2
ESL 2 0 0.0
Counseling 3 0 Q.0
Speech/Language 2 1 50.0
tht Rate

It was hypothesized rthat the outcomes of the interventions would lend suppert to the
effectiveness of the prereferral process. Effectiveness of the prereferral process was based
primanity upon the results from the last research question, "Did prereferrat result in an

effective hit rate for students who were later referred for evalzation?”

As previously indicated by Table 4.1, six students were initially refered to the Chid Study
Team for evaluation by the Pupil Assistance Committee (PAC). However, of those six
students, three were not cvaluated. In one instance, the reason the student was not lested
was because the child moved. [n the remaining two cases, the parents were not amenable
o a Child Study Team evaluation, thus the child was not tested. However, out of the three
students who were tested by the Child Study Team, all three were (ound eligible for special
education services. Furthermore, these three students were classified Perceptually
Impaired. Because prereferral intervention resulted in a 100% hit rate for students whe
were later referred for Child Study Team Evaluation after PAC referral, the results do m

fact lend support to the effectiveness of the prereferral proeess.
SUMMARY

This study addressed specific research questions regarding the interventions used by a
prereferral committee and the subsequent follow-up information. The results to these
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questions include the following. First. the most common prereferral intervention used by
the Pupil Assistance Committee was Structural Change which consisted of changes in the
amount of structure provided for the student. Second, information regarding the cument
status of the cases demonstrate that a most of the student files were closed, or did not need
further follow-up. Third, a majority of the students who initially received specialized
services did not continue to receive these services several years later, Finally, prereferrat
intervention resulted in a 100% hit rate for sudents who were later referred for Child Study
Team Evaluation after PAC referral, thus lending suppaort to the effectiveness of the
prereferral process.
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CHAPTER FIYE

The state of New Jersey has mandated the implementation of a prereferral process i order
to provide intervention for the child who exhibits acadepmc of behaviorat difficulties. This
study represented an ongoing examination of the preref erral intervention process of the
Pupi} Assistance Commitiee (PAC) in a suburban public schoel located m South Jersey.
Accordingly, this study has beer divided into three parts, or phases. In Phase 1. the
purpose of the research was to analyze documentation over the previous 4 - 5 years from
PAC. The current stedy continved with the next step, or Phase I in which the purpoese
was to descriptively analyze the interventions used and the subsequent foliow-up
information of the students referred to PAC.

In analyzing ipterventions and outcomes, this stady addressed the following research
questions: What types of interventions were selected for implementation by the Pupil
Assistance Committee (PACY? What is the current status of the students referred? Did
students who received specialized services contimue to receive these services several years
later? Did prereferral result in an effective hit rate for students wha wers later referred for
Child Study Team evaluation? Specialized services mcluded basic skills help, counseling,
speech/language, and English as a second language (ESL}. Tn addition, the term hit rate
refers to PAC referrals which were found eligible for special cducation services. In
answering these research questions, it was hypothesized that the outcomes of the
interventions would lend support to the effectiveness of the prerefsmal process.

The sample included twenty one students from one elementary school which consisted of
erade levels K through 6th. The scheol was located in an upper middle class area of
southern New Jersey. Data was collected from actual referrals to the committee for
prereferral intervention from academic years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995, Addiiional data
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was aisa abtained resarding the current educational placement and status of the sample. In
order to record information, a coding instrument was developed. This codmg device ia
enclosed vt the Appendix. Frequencies and percentages were then processed in order to

answer the rescarch questions.

Resuits of the eoded information included the following. Tirst. the maost common
prereferral intervention category (N = 88} used by the Pupil Assistance Commriee was
Structura) Chapge (20,49 ), winch consiated of chanpes in the amount of structure
orovided (o the student. Surthermore, the most frequent intervention of the Strucfural
Change category was the use of a peer tutor/buddy svstem, which accounted far 13, or
(72.2%) of the category. Closely [ollowing the Siructural Change category was
Informational (193%), and Instructional Madification { 18.2%). Second, information
regarding the current status of the cases demonstrated that most (57.1%) of the student files
were closed, or no follow-up or evaluation was needed. Third, the majority of students
who initially received specialized services did not continue to receive these services several
vears later. Finally, out of the three students who were referred by PAC and evalpated by
the Child Study Team, all three were faund shaible for special edueation services. Thus,

the prereferral intervention process resulied in a 100% hit rate.
DISCUSSION

The results of this study demonstrate that the goals intended regarding prereterral

intervention practices and the collaborative consultation process were achieved.

Intervention

Prior to the use of collahorative consultation in the prereferral process, teachers were left
alone to deal with difficult to teach students. This burden of responsibility left teachers
fecling isolated, fniatrased, and lacking effective strategies for warking successfully with
these children in the classrooms. In contrast, results fram tha research indicate that the
responsibility of the implementaton of the interventions did not lie sclely upon the teacher.
Instead, the variability of the intervenhons seleeted demonstiate actions on the part of the
students, parents, and teachers. As previously mentioned, the thres most common
mtervenion categornes were Structural Change, Informational, and Instructional
Modification. Structursl Chanse predominantly involved the use of peer futors/buddy

Page - 30



system, Informational involved meeting with parents and/or specialists, and Instructional
Modifications involved the teachers techmidque to teach an acadernn e tessont. Because the
burden of responsibility did not fall solely upon the teackers and instead was shared by
others_the intervention process thos reflects s collahormative process.

Carrent Statns
Another purpose of the prereferral intervention process was to meet the necds of difficult e
teach students in order 1o prevent school failure. Stmilarly, the results regarding the current

status of the students referred o PAC indicate that the needs of the shudents were mek.

The majonty of the eazes, or 12 (57.1%) were closed. Cases were clased by the Fupl
Assislance Commitiee under the premise that no follow-up was needed. Furthermore, six
studepts with significant academic or behavioral problems were later referred to the Child
Study Team, and hall of those students were tested and classified Perceptually Impairad.
These results imply that the Pupil Assistance Commitice succeeded in meeting the needs of
mast of the students because the committee resatved most of the cases. Any cases which
were nor formally resalved were a resalt of external factors such a3 the child moving,
Another exlernal factor which interfered with case resolution for students referred to the
Child Study Team included parental pressure. Ot the three studenrs who were initiatly
referred bur were not fested, ope case was due (o the child moving, and the remaining two
cases was because the parents were not amengbic to aliowing their children to be evaluated.
While other arvangements were made Lo meet the needs of the two children, the
effectiveness of the Pupil Assistance Committee was impaired by lack of parental support
and permission for testma.

Farental pressiie is bt one factor winch can influence the prereferral intervention process.
Other vaniables which can positively or negatively affoet the process include tcacher'stafl
pressure, private clinician pressure, znd systemic pressure. The issues raised hy the results
from the current status reflect that prereferral process does not exist within a vacuurm and
can be sharply affecrad by other factors.

Specinlized Services

A sgmticant finding regarding the continuation of specialized services was that all stndents
who continued to receive specialized services years later, were currently attending the
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clementary school. Of particular point of interest is the fact that there were no students who
continued o recetve specialized services who currently attended middle or lgh schaol.
The reason for this discrepancy between elementary schoel and higher grade lovels may be
that the elementary school environment is more conducive to providing more supportive
nrogramming for its students than (he middle or hioh schools. [T thisis the casze, then
educators would need to investisate this matter further to ensupe that the middle and high
school students are receiving the full education to which they are entided. Another
possibility may simply be that the needs of the students were remediated in the elementary
sehiools and the same students no longer needed supportive programming, 1 the larres
scenario were the reason, then clearly, the prereferral intervention process met the goal of
providing difficult to teach students with the least restrictive envircament.

The issue of decreased supportive prograniming in the middle and hizh schools i5 not the
onty factor which muddles conclusions from the resulis regarding the continuation of
specialized services. Another factor is the nature of the specialized services deseribed in
this smidy. For instance, compengatory assistancs such as basic skills kelp in math apd
reading arc desiened for younper students. Therefore, it is not expected rhat the child will
contmie 10 need this service in the middic and bigh schoot. In fact, ethically, a child
should not be eranted graduation from elementary school without mastenng the basic skills
of math and reading. Maoreover, there were no more than three chitdren in each category
whe initiatly received the remaining specialized services in Enghish a3 a second language
(BSL). counseling, apa speech/language. With such a small original number, findings
regarding the continuation of these services 18 lmited.

In short, results regarding students wha continued to receive specialized sorviges leaves
much for speculation.

Hit rate
Anather purpose of the prereferral intervention process is to decrease iappropriate referrals
and subsequently enhance the detivery of education services. By making appropriate
referrals for special education services, the comupiites saves unnecessary spending and
allows the Child Study Team to re-allocate its resources of time apd money to appropriate
referrals. Similarly, resulls regarding the hit rate of the Pupil Assistance Commitice (PAC)
in this stzdy indicates that the committes not only suceeeded in meeting this goal. but also
compares well 10 pational and state classification trends.
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All three students who were evaluated by the Child Study Team were classified
Perceptually Impaired and subsequently found eligibls for special education services, s
demonstrating a 100% It rate, According to the 1994- 1993 New Jersey School Report
Card for this elementary school, the enrollment was approximately 500 students (pe. 4).
Conzequently, 0.6% of the schoal's population was classified. This figure falls below
natonal and state figures, The Fall 1994/Winter 1995/Spring 1995 publication of The New
dersey School Pyycholegisr cited the follawing state and national statistics. First, nationaj
figures indicated that 2 few years beforeband, 4% of its vouth were idegtificd as
handicapped. In contrast, the state of New Jersey was classifying lwice the amount, or 8%
of its population as bemg handicapped. Second, this publication o tes that currently, even
mare, or 11% of New Jersey youths are classified as lcaming disabled. Mareover, of all
the students classified. 6.4% are elassificd Perveptually Tmpaired. The three students which
were evaluated by the Child Study Team in this study were also classified Perceptualiy
Impaired, however, they constitated only 0.6% of the school's population. Clearly, the
comparison of stidents clageified in this study as oppesed to state and national
classification trends indicate that the Pupit Assistance Commitlee in the elementary schood

of this study has not fallen prey ta averclassification of students.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Due to the descriptive nature of the research design and the smalt sample size,
generalizadons regarding collaborative consultation within the prereferral intervention
process must be made carefully. Instead, results from this study offer information to the
Pupil Assistance Committee of the elementary sehool which may be helpful in assessing
areas which need improvement and ereas should be maintained. In this sense, while fhis
study does not offer definitive insights regarding the prereferrral intervention process, the
information daes offer some avenues for further invest gatjon,

{Ine avenue for future investigation includes the "miss rate.” Clearty, the results that all
three students referred by PAC were: Tound cligible for special educarion services reflects
positively upon the Pupil Assistance Committee. However, it would also be worthwhile to
know how many students shouid have been evaluated, but were not. Second, 13 8 gimilar
concern. Most of the students who initally received specialized services did not continue
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1o receive these services years later. On one hand, these results can imply that the Pupil
Assistance Committes was successtul in supporting the needs of the students so that they
no longer nesded supporlive programming years later. At the same time, however, it
would again be worthwinle to find out the "miss rate," or the number of students who
needed specialized services but did not receive them, Partieubarly in barge schools, students
can ¢asily become lost in the system. For this reason, understanding both the "miss rate”
integrated with the "hit rate” would be beneficial ro schools.

Another improvement which could be made mvolves asseasing student success. This
study provides follow-up information and not specific outcomes. Uhis study can be
strengthened by conducting fubire research that measures the effect of student performance
as 3 result of collaborative consultation within the prereferral intervention process. The
issue regarding subjective sapport for the prereferral process versus its actual efficacy
remains an issue. However, ong approach has already been addressed by Chalfant and
Pysh (1989). As described in Chapter 2, their operationalization of the termn "success” led
ro concrete support for the prereferral process. Consequently, funuee ressarch can integrate
the research of Chalfant and Pysh with this study.

Finalty, if this study were to be repeated, some modifications would need 1o be made as a
result of the weaknesses which limited this study. TFirst, the most significant limitation in
thns study was the arpall sample stze which subsequently became smaller when an atternpt
was made [0 follow up vpon the students. Specifically follow-up information was
avaitable for onty 16 ont of the total 21 smdents. This problem could be addressed by
beginning with a larger samnple at the first phase of the study. With a larger inigal sample,
any subjects of the sample which were unavailable for follow-up wenld have less of a
sigmfreant 1mpact than 1n this study. MNaturally, the number of students referred to the
Pupil Assistance Committes (PAC) cannot be controlled, however, it would be benelicial if
it were possible to begin with a larger sample. Next, a second limication was the coding
mstrument for the interventions selected by PAC. [nter rater agreement was tested with
on}y two other raters which subsequently compromised the validity of the instrument. In
the future, the tool used to code interventions should be tested with at least six other raters.
A, fipat limitation of this study incloded its descriptive nature which consequently prohibits
making causal relationships between factors. As mentioned earlier, the subjective response
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for the prereferral process is generally positive, however educators need empirical dats
which determimes effective components of the collaborative consultation process. Such
research would not only benefit the school sysiem in medifving its current process, but

more importantly, it would promote the child's educational expericnce.
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STUDENT INFORMATION

Stndent/Cagse Number

01 08 15
{2 0o 16
3 10 17
04 il 138
03 12 19
05 13 20
7 14 21

Intervention Catevory Selected by PAC

01 = Ipstructional Modification 05 = [nformational

(2 = Behavioral Managemenl Procedure 06 = Materials

03 = Structural Change 07 = Miscellaneous

04 = Specialized Help 5=Child Stzdy Teamn Referral

Initial Specialized Services
id student receive Basic Skills Reading?

01 =Yes {2 = No
Did stedent receive Basic Skills Math?

01="Yes 02 = No
Did stondent receive ESL Services?

01=Yes 02 =No
Did student receive cownseling?

01 =Yes 02 =No

Did student receive Speech/Language Services?
0l=Yes 02 = No



Current Specialized Services

Does student receive Basic Skills Reading?

01 =Yes 02 = No

Boes student receive Basic Skills Math?

01 = Yes 2 = No

Does student receive ESL Services?

01 =Yes 02 = XNo

Does student receive counseling?

01 =Yes 02 = No

Does stedent receive Speech/Language Services?

01 = Yes 02 = No

Contihned Specialized Services?

Did student continve to receive Basic Skills Reading?

M = Yes 02 = Neo

Did stodent comtinue to receive Basic Skifls Math?

01 = Yes 02 = No

Did studemt continme to receive ESL Services?

01 =Yes 02 =No

Did student continue fo reccive counseling?

01 = Yes 02 = No

Did stadent comtinue to receive Specch/Language Services?
01 = Yes 02 = No

Carrent Statps

01 = Case closed

02 = Child moved/Whereabouts unknawn

03 = Child Study Team referral and evaluation
(4 = Retention

05 = Case open/continue with PAC

If Child Study Team Evaluation:

Found Eligible for Special Education Services? J1=Yes 2=No
H Determined Eligible for Special Education Services:
Classification date and category of classification



	Pre-referral intervention and follow-up: an analysis of the Pupil Assistance Committee (PAC)
	Recommended Citation

	INTERN. ED. CLAYTON

