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ABSTRACT
JONATHAN BROYLES

CREATING CONNECTIONS: INVESTIGATING THE USE OF
DIAGNOSTIC INFORMATION IN CLASSROOMS

AUGUST 2021

The purpose of this study was to identify how recommendations provided by
educational diagnosticians in a student’s full and individual evaluation are used by
teachers to effectively promote and provide specialized instruction. This study also
investigated how to communicate the recommendations to teachers most effectively. An
exploratory and descriptive, non-experimental design study was conducted, and data were
gathered from respondents using a researcher-designed survey. Respondents included
general and special education teachers instructing students at 10 junior high campuses
within a metropolitan school district in North Central Texas. Responses to survey
questions were analyzed using both frequency distributions and descriptive statistics.
Overall, two major themes emerged from the study. First, respondents indicated a need
for the information found in the instructional recommendations in a full and individual
evaluation and reported accessing and utilizing this information to enhance classroom
instruction. Second, the communication of this information can be improved, and special
education teachers need to be involved in the transmission of this information in some

way. Recommendations and limitations are also discussed.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION
Gap Between Theory and Practice

Research has identified the need for educators to engage in communication,
collaboration, and connections across departmental lines to ensure the best outcomes for
students and to address the documented gap between theory and practice (Haywood,
2012; Shapiro & Kratochwill, 2000). This gap in school settings was documented as early
as the 1970s (Seaton et al., 1974) and became prominent in educational research in the
1980s (Darling-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden, 2007; Ford 2018; Larabee, 1992; Soder,
1986). The importance of collaboration and the impact on positive student and teaching
outcomes was also consistently noted (Darling-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden, 2007;
Draper, 2019; Haywood, 2012; Shapiro & Kratochwill, 2000).

Research shows that collaboration among educational professionals impacts the
improvements in student success and outcomes (Draper, 2019; Goddard et al., 2007).
Generally, students receiving special education services interact with a high number of
teachers, specialists, and therapists throughout the day, which allows opportunities for
collaboration essential for student success. In addition to the positive outcomes that
collaboration can create, Vangrieken et al. (2015) identified that teacher modeling and
implementation of collaborative skills and processes increased job satisfaction and played
arole in developing collaborative and cooperative skills in students.

However, educational professionals face barriers in collaboration due to limited

amounts of time, high amounts of stress and work demands, and instances of work



performed in isolation (Draper, 2019). Limited resources combined with an excess of
tasks that collaboration entails have been identified as barriers impacting effective
collaboration (Jao & McDougall, 2016). Teacher attitudes and beliefs towards
collaboration, such as openness or a willingness to engage in change, create an additional
challenge to overcome (Zimmerman, 2006).

Another gap between theory and classroom practice was associated with
consistent and reliable implementation of classroom strategies, interventions, and
evidence-based practices (Haydon et al., 2010; Jenkins et al., 2015; Pinto et al., 2015).
Tools, such as collaboration and classroom interventions, have benefitted teachers and
students; however, the implementation of these are still problematic. For example,
Finnerty et al. (2019) examined current educational research and discussed the lack of
reliability and collaboration associated with the provision of interventions across
educational settings and the negative impact it has created. Another problem identified in
research on the effective practice of instructional strategies, Ford (2018) noted that we
cannot be certain classroom interventions have been implemented, even when those
interventions have been provided or modeled for teachers.

The Need for and Use of Assessment Data

In their research on the prevalence of effective instructional practices, Burns and
Ysseldyke (2009) identified the importance of obtaining feedback directly from educators
on their classroom practices as a way to begin to address the gap between theory and
practice. Downing and Peckham-Hardin (2007) also reflected this concept in survey

research. They found that 70% of both special education and general education teachers



working in the field of education indicated a need for more specific and effective
classroom interventions tailored to individualized student needs. In addition, they
indicated that although the abundance of educational research on classroom interventions
and strategies available, teachers indicated that additional classroom and instructional
support was needed.

One way that researchers can support teachers in this identified area of need is
through the development of specific, individualized interventions based on assessment
data. As Farley-Ripple et al. (2019) identified, assessment data is not only extremely
informative, but widely available and easily obtainable. However, these factors can also
become problematic. The selection, interpretation, and implementation of academic
interventions based on assessment data continues to be challenging and inconsistent, and
teachers have indicated a need for more training and professional development in
working with students with disabilities (Sloik, 2018; Wilson, 2014).

An approach developed to address this area of need was teacher training on
specific classroom systems to use (Pameijer, 2017). Pameijer (2017) proposed a model to
utilize in the classroom to develop interventions directly from assessment information,
called Assessment for Intervention. The data showed positive results after
implementation of this model in classrooms. In a survey of 104 general education
teachers trained in the model, 90% of teachers reported an increase in their knowledge of
how to implement interventions that would positively impact student outcomes.

Similarly, Ward et al. (2017) conducted a study on applying assessment to

classroom practice using a workshop model with current classroom teachers. Participants



attended 16 workshop sessions that focused on implementing whole-group and
individualized assessments and then using that data to form and implement specific
interventions. The results indicated that from this direct instruction, teachers successfully
learned how to utilize formal and informal assessment data to make better decisions
about classroom instruction and interventions (Ward et al., 2017).

The Need for Formal Evaluation Data

Some researchers involved in research related to addressing the gap between
theory and practice have also demonstrated the importance of using formal evaluation
data to support connections between assessment and instruction. Wieman (2014)
suggested a diagnostic approach on improving classroom instruction with the use of data.
The approach is to utilize and analyze data; teachers collect data on student performance,
determine how the data compare to the desired outcome, and then use that determination
to create instructional interventions. This approach individualizes interventions that
teachers are able to implement.

Tiekstra et al. (2017) described how results of intelligence and formal cognitive
assessments shaped educators’ beliefs and classroom practices. They indicated that
interventions developed from this information was the best way to bridge the gap
between theory and practice. The need for this type of approach to classroom intervention
was echoed by other educational professionals in this survey research study. Most
teachers surveyed reported that results of formal evaluations were essential to making

educational practice recommendations.



Formal cognitive and academic achievement evaluations that have provided this
type of referenced data, classroom recommendations, and interventions have been
completed by assessment personnel, which in some states included educational
diagnosticians (Rueter & Simpson, 2012). The primary role of educational diagnosticians
in a school setting has been to determine student-specific strengths and weaknesses and
to make recommendations about improving instruction for those students in the
classroom (Zweback & Mortenson, 2002). It is important to further examine how these
interventions based on formal assessment data are developed and communicated.

Educational Diagnosticians and the Full and Individual Evaluation
Educational Diagnosticians
Diagnostician Certification in the State of Texas

In the state of Texas, educational diagnosticians have been responsible for
conducting formal evaluations of students to determine if eligibility criteria for a
disability is met. Certain other states, such as New Mexico, have also employed
educational diagnosticians to facilitate and manage special education services within
school districts. Requirements for educational diagnostician certification vary, but
educational diagnosticians in the state of Texas are required to have a minimum of 3
years of teaching experience in addition to a master’s degree from an accredited
institution according to guidelines established by the Texas Education Agency (Texas
Education Agency, 2017). These guidelines placed educational diagnosticians in a

favorable position to make recommendations related to instruction and instructional



strategies when implementing special education services for students (Guerra &
Maxwell, 2015).
Mandated State Standards

The state of Texas has further identified standards that educational diagnosticians
are expected to meet, model, and maintain in order to assume the role of an educational
diagnostician in a school setting (Texas Education Agency, 2017). Individuals employed
as diagnosticians have been expected to understand and apply knowledge of the purpose,
philosophy, and legal foundations of evaluation and special education (Texas Education
Agency, 2017). This has allowed diagnosticians to effectively convey the purpose of
special education evaluations and their relationship to special education services (Collier
et al., 2020).
Determining Student Eligibility for Special Education Services

Educational diagnosticians are also expected to have knowledge of special
education eligibility criteria and the unique procedures for the identification of students
with disabilities (De Zell Hall, 2014; Rueter et al., 2016). This has required
diagnosticians to use various types of assessment procedures and tools to appropriately
identify students with disabilities and to establish an educational need for special
education services (Schultz & Stephens, 2015). To determine if a student meets the
federal and state criteria to receive special education services, educational diagnosticians
have typically administered formal cognitive and achievement assessments (Robinson et
al., 2002). In their research on assessment personnel, Rueter and Simpson (2012)

described how the results of and data from these assessments were compiled into a



detailed, individualized report called the full and individual evaluation (FIE). Strength
areas and deficit areas of the student are extensively detailed and explained within the
FIE document and the data have then been used to help determine whether a student
meets the eligibility criteria of a disability (Chappell et al., 2009; Flanagan et al., 2013;
Gartlan & Strosnider, 2011; Yell et al., 2003).
The Full and Individual Evaluation
The Importance of the FIE

Pierangelo and Giuliani (2008) documented how the FIE includes scaled scores
which are converted into standard scores on a variety of cognitive measures and
academic abilities. Data from the FIE were then used to show how a student performs
compared to other students of the same age and grade as well as relative, or individual,
strengths and weaknesses (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2008). Scores are typically reported
within the context of below average, average, or above average. As strengths and deficit
areas become apparent, research has documented how diagnosticians make
recommendations and suggest specific, research-based interventions and
accommodations for classroom teachers to use in the instruction of the students (Gomez
et al., 2020; Lynch et al., 2012).
The FIE in the Admission, Review, and Dismissal Process

Upon completion of the report, the FIE is reviewed and discussed at an initial
Admission, Review, and Dismissal meeting. The ‘ARD’ process, also known as the
Admission, Review, and Dismissal process, is a procedure through which special

education services are initiated, reviewed, or dismissed for a student (Texas Education



Agency, 2021). The ARD committee has historically been comprised of parents, general
education and special education teachers, administrators, educational diagnosticians, and
other support staff depending on the needs of the student (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2008).
The state of Texas uses the term ARD to refer to these processes; other states utilize
different terminology to refer to similar procedures.

The Texas Education Agency (2021) reported an initial ARD meeting is held to
determine if special education services are appropriate. Guerra et al. (2017) described
how the evaluation report is reviewed at these meeting and documents whether eligibility
for special education services are met, and if appropriate, what those services should look
like or entail. The FIE plays a critical role in these meetings, as the assessment itself and
data contained within it should guide the development of the educational plan that
documents the specialized services and interventions to be provided (Fiorello et al., 2006;
Macy et al., 2019).

Statement of the Problem

Limited research exists in the area of how, or even if, data on student specific
strengths and weaknesses and the resulting instructional recommendations from an FIE
developed by educational diagnosticians are examined or implemented by classroom
teachers. Because information from a student’s full and individual evaluation contains
individualized ways to address learning needs, connections should appear between
assessment recommendations, specialized instruction, and effective classroom practices.
As identified above, connecting research to practice, or in the case of this research study,

implementing effective classroom practices developed from FIE data, has been shown to



be an area of concern. One challenge in establishing the connection between assessment
and instruction lies in identifying how teachers access, utilize, and receive the data for
instruction.
Purpose of the Study

Thus, a rationale exists for determining how the recommendations provided by
educational diagnosticians in a full and individual evaluation are used by teachers to
effectively promote and provide specialized instruction. Investigation is also needed on
how educational diagnosticians could communicate the recommendations to teachers
most effectively. The goal of this research study is to expand on these notions. First, the
researcher investigated teachers’ access and usage of information located in a student’s
full and individual evaluation. Second, the researcher obtained teacher feedback on
proposed tools and training that can connect them with student evaluation information to
improve classroom practice. Specifically, the research questions addressed are as follows:

a. How are teachers accessing the instructional recommendations provided

by educational diagnosticians and located in a student’s full and individual

evaluation?

b. How are teachers utilizing recommendations designed by educational

diagnosticians to address student specific deficits that are identified and discussed

in the full and individual evaluation?

C. What is an effective way for educational diagnosticians to communicate

information from the full and individual evaluation to teachers so it can be useful

in planning specialized instruction?



CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

Special education has been defined as “instruction that is specially designed to
meet the unique needs of students who have disabilities” (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2008, p.
1). The types of special education services provided occur on a continuum, ranging from
the least to most restrictive environments—services may occur in a general education
classroom, considered the least restrictive environment, or in specialized, contained
classrooms and schools, considered the most restrictive setting (Hallahan & Kauffman,
2006). Depending on the area of need and nature of the disability, special education
services and the type of academic instruction aligned with those services can vary.

Swanson and Vaughn (2010) identified the most common settings in which
special education services are provided: the general education classroom, a general
education classroom using a co-teach model, a special education resource room, and a
special education self-contained classroom. Special education services provided must
adhere to the concept of a free and appropriate public education for students with
disabilities, a consistent theme first identified in legislation in the 1970s with the passing
of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act and further supported in more recent
legislation through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990 and
2004 (Lemons et al., 2018).

In order for students to receive special education services, eligibility for those
services must be established. Students are identified as eligible to receive special

education services when they meet the criteria of a disability condition, as outlined by the
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federal government, and when the effects of that disability condition are shown to affect
or impact their educational performance and progress (Friend & Bursuck, 2012;
Kauffman et al., 2017; Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2006; Yell, 2019; Yell et al., 2020).
Currently, the guidelines documented in the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004 state that
special education services can be provided to students between the ages of 3 and 21 who
meet eligibility criteria in one or more of 13 disability types, including: Specific Learning
Disability, Speech or Language Impairment, Intellectual Disability, Emotional
Disturbance, Multiple Disabilities, Hearing Impairment, Orthopedic Impairment, Other
Health Impairment, Autism, Visual Impairment, Traumatic Brain Injury, and Deaf-
Blindness (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2006).

Over the past several decades, many researchers described how identification of a
disability occurs through the process of a special education evaluation or assessment for
special education services (Bradley et al., 2002; Flanagan & Harrison, 2005; Francis et
al., 2005; Gearheart & Gearheart, 1990; Overton, 2009; Taylor, 2019). The results of this
assessment are contained within the FIE document. Research has shown how the FIE
process collects, analyses, and utilizes data and observations needed to document the
condition of a disability and to make recommendations about needed services and
interventions (Chappell et al., 2009; Flanagan et al., 2013; Gartlan & Strosnider, 2011,
Rueter & Kinnison, 2009; Simpson & Bakken, 2011; Stoiber & Vanderwood, 2008).

The FIE documents the results and recommendations of an evaluation for special
education services and is completed initially to determine the presence of a disability and

every three years after to determine or document the continuation of a disability (de la
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Garza, 2015). These results are reviewed with relevant educational staff and families to
make important decisions about the future educational plan for a student based on
documentation of a disability (Garriott et al., 2000). Specific educational plans and
services based on findings from an FIE are considered and documented in an
Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) which contains identified educational strengths
and weaknesses, present levels of academic and functional performance, educational
goals and objectives, classroom accommodations and modifications, services to be
provided, and level of placement or educational setting (Drasgow et al., 2001).

The IEP not only reflects data obtained during the assessment process, but
effectively serves as the overall design for how special education services will be
provided to a student and outlines the responsibilities of local education agencies to
provide those services (Huefner, 2020). Thus, the assessment process and data collected
during the process essentially drives the determination of services (Fiorello et al., 2006;
Macy et al., 2019). IDEA also outlined the need for parental involvement, participation,
and understanding when considering eligibility for a disability based on an FIE and
determining needed special education services (Kalyanpur et al., 2000; Yell et al., 2003).

Pierangelo and Giuliani (2006) outlined the purposes of the assessment process
documented through the production of the FIE. First, the process effectively identifies
students who exhibit difficulties with learning or a lack of educational progress. Second,
it determines eligibility and identifies a related disability condition. Third, it provides
detailed information about student needs to create an individualized educational plan to

address identified educational needs. Fourth, it provides evidence-based
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recommendations related to instructional services and interventions a student needs to be
successful. Finally, it establishes criteria to monitor and evaluate student progress. This
focus benefits students with disabilities by identifying their unique strengths and
weaknesses and how special education services can most appropriately address them.
The Impact of the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act
The Effects Observed in Special Education Services and the Assessment Process
This understanding of the purpose, process, and benefits of the nature of special
education evaluations and assessments is associated with and results from the somewhat
recent changes in federal legislation on special education in general (Slater, 2018;
Turnbull, 2007; Zirkel, 2020). With the implementation of the IDEA in 2004, the federal
government legally mandated improvements to the special education evaluation process,
revised eligibility categories of disability conditions, and described effective special
education services (Friend & Bursuck, 2012). The intent of this legislation was “to ensure
that all students with disabilities have available to them a free, appropriate public
education that emphasizes special education and related services designed to meet their
unique needs”, a consideration that the FIE was designed to address (IDEA, 300.1).
Another positive outcome that resulted from the passage of IDEA was the
advancement of increasing access to general education settings for students with
disabilities and the benefits associated with access of that setting (Agran et al., 2020;
Giangreco & Suter, 2015; Giangreco, 2020; Hehir, 2006; La Salle et al., 2013). Inclusive
education and participation in general education settings for students with disabilities has

been an ongoing area of research that highlights the concept of a free and appropriate
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public education, identified in special education legislation (Kurth et al., 2020).
Documented research in this area shows that students with disabilities demonstrate
learning and academic progress, independent of the nature of the severity of a disability,
when receiving purposeful instruction in general education environments (Browder et al.,
2006; Cole et al., 2019; Dessemontet et al., 2012; Rojewski et al., 2015; Spooner et al.,
2018).

This rationale for inclusive education has also reinforced the need to individualize
interventions for students with disabilities in general education settings (Tomlinson,
2006). Despite the progress demonstrated from inclusive educational practices, a survey
study conducted by Horne et al. (2008) documented continued educator concerns related
to the provision of inclusive methods, the most prominent concern documenting the lack
of teacher training in supporting students with disabilities. This finding was supported by
findings in other research that documented a need for additional teacher training in this
area (Frieberg, 2002; McNaughton et al., 2001; Whitaker, 2001). Friend (2011) also
discovered a teacher-reported need for support in the provision of inclusive education
from special education personnel.

As such, the IDEA legislation brought with it many changes to the provision of
special education services to students with disabilities. Specifically, in the area of
assessment and evaluation, these changes included strengthening the assessment and
evaluation processes and procedures utilized in the determination of a disability (National
Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities, 2010). Research documents that within IDEA,

consideration of a disability must be due to factors other than a lack of adequate
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instruction, moving away from previous models of evaluation for eligibility that relied on
discrepancies between cognitive ability and academic achievement, and resulting in a
more reliable analysis (Fletcher et al., 2007; Harrison & Thomas, 2014; Maki et al., 2017;
Schroeder et al., 2017).

Response to Intervention: Benefits and Limitations

In addition, IDEA created a provision for the identification of disabilities through
the analysis of student responses to research-based interventions, otherwise known as the
Response to Intervention (RTI) model of assessment (IDEA, 300.1). Hayes et al. (2018)
documented the specific approach of the RTI model as a tiered systems approach that
provides detailed information on various levels of student learning and achievement,
making the collected data extremely valuable in the analysis of student performance.
Some school districts have implemented the RTI model as an assessment methodology
while others have used it to address concerns related to accountability of student
performance (Balu et al., 2015). Ultimately, the RTI model has been generally defined as
a system that provides targeted interventions to address academic deficits while
monitoring and analyzing student responses to the interventions (Grapin et al., 2019;
Stephens et al., 2012).

A large amount of research has been conducted on the effectiveness of
implementing the RT1 model in schools and the positive impact it has on academic
outcomes (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012; Greenwood et al., 2018;
O’Connor et al., 2005; Vellutino et al., 2008). Other research has documented the

improvement of specific academic skills through the implementation of RTI. For
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example, Vaughn et al. (2009) documented how implementation of the RTI process
improved reading skills, specifically in reading comprehension. Additional research
supports the improvements achieved in students’ reading abilities through RTI
implementation (Denton et al., 2006; McMaster et al., 2005).

Similar academic gains through RTI services have also been demonstrated in
research on mathematics and other academic contents (Clements & Sarama, 2007;
Gresham & Little, 2012; Sophian, 2004), making the findings of RTI as an effective tool
more reliable. An outcome of research conducted in this area showed that academic gains
are achievable when using the RTI process as an intervention method and that often,
academic deficits are addressed and improved before they significantly impact a student’s
educational progress (Heckman & Masterov, 2005; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003).

The provisions of IDEA and the RTI model both intended to create supports for
the academic growth of students with disabilities, but limitations to using the RTI
methodology as a replacement for the identification of a disability have also been
documented (Arden et al., 2017; Balu et al., 2015; Machek & Nelson, 2010; Osher,
2017). Machek and Nelson (2010) documented how RTI has not been a standalone
methodology to document the presence of a disability and identified the usefulness of and
need for the collection and analysis of cognitive factors and data to consider in the
determination of a disability. Osher (2017) furthered this sentiment and identified a
discrepancy related to the lack of analysis on cognitive abilities in RTI and described how
the legal guidelines that support the RTI process and the special education evaluation

process were designed independently of each other, making a cohesive model difficult to
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develop. Hale et al. (2010) also encouraged the implementation of any RTI model as a
method to prevent the progression of academic deficits and intervene accordingly, as
opposed to its usage as a diagnostic method.

While RTI data has helped to inform educational professionals of student deficit
areas to target, special education evaluations officially document a disability condition
and provide recommendations to facilitate access to appropriate curriculum, instruction,
and specialized services (Maki et al., 2015; McGrew & Wendling, 2010). Further, special
education evaluations incorporate analysis of cognitive processing and functioning,
allowing for a more thorough examination and determination of a student’s true and
individualized strengths and needs related to learning and educational progress (Fuchs &
Deshler, 2007; Thurman & Fiorello, 2008). Researchers have continued to observe and
report how assessment that includes analysis of cognitive functioning is crucial to
identifying effective interventions that address areas of deficit (Flanagan et al., 2006;
Wodrich et al., 2006) and in implementing those interventions in a way that will
positively impact educational practice (Jimerson et al., 2007).

The Usage of Assessment Data
An Overview

The application, usage, and implementation of assessment data which these
recommendations and instructional interventions develop from have a long history of
analysis in the field of educational research in terms of benefits (Doabler et al., 2014;
Haydon et al., 2010; Jenkins et al., 2015; Lindstrom, 2007; Pinto et al., 2015), challenges

(Ford 2018; Pugach & Peck, 2016; Sloik, 2018; Wieman, 2014; Wilson, 2014), and
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importance (Macy, 2019; Rueter & Simpson, 2012; Staman et al., 2017). Before
considering the specific roles of the special education evaluation and the FIE in the
application of classroom interventions, it is necessary to review why assessment data is
needed and how it supports the development of positive educator practices and student
outcomes, as well as the continued concerns evidenced through research.

Ploger et al. (2018) acknowledged this need and identified a disconnect between
the acquisition and application of effective teaching practices, knowledge, and skills.
Research has sought to address this identified gap between theory and practice in
classroom instruction to improve educational outcomes for students (Darling-Hammond
& Baratz-Snowden, 2007; Ford, 2018; Tracey & Morrow, 2006; Yang et al., 2020). Some
research has been conducted to identify increasing connections between research and
practice on effective practices in specific content areas, such as math, science, writing,
and reading (Brozo, 2010; Cohen & Waite-Stupiansky, 2013; Shanahan & Shanahan,
2008; Slavin et al., 2014; Wright et al., 2016).

Other research has documented the need to address this disconnect through
preservice teacher training, as teachers first entering the field of education have limited
exposure to implementing effective research findings on content instruction and
differentiation into classroom practice (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Forlin et
al., 2009; Laprairie et al., 2010; Rock & Levin, 2002; Ross et al., 1999). In addition to an
examination of educational practices, one area that needs additional focus is in the

utilization of outcomes and results from student assessment data to build, strengthen, and
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support connections between assessment and instruction (Bosma & Resing, 2008; Elliot,
2003; Lebeer et al., 2011; Shapiro & Kratochwill, 2000; Tiekstra et al., 2016).

In their examination of early childhood assessment, Dennis et al. (2013) echoed
these findings. Dennis et al. (2013) reported a current, critical importance to include
results from assessment and evaluation in planning for specific instructional strategies
that are easily implementable in the classroom setting. In survey research completed by
Tiekstra et al. (2017), the findings revealed that the majority of both special education
and general education teachers reported that results of formal evaluations were essential
to making educational practice recommendations.

Additional research has also shown how assessment data has shaped positive
teaching practices and student outcomes (Cho et al., 2011; Good & Lavigne, 2017; Green
et al, 2020; Kretlow et al., 2011; Kurth & Keegan, 2014; Sherman et al, 2008; Todd et al.,
2017). Some research has focused on the rationales for implementing the use of
assessment data to develop classroom interventions. For example, McKinney et al. (2013)
studied effective reading supports implemented in a general education setting for students
with autism who were receiving instruction in that setting. The researchers identified that
because more students with disabilities were now receiving instruction in general
education settings, a rationale existed for providing teachers with strategies and supports
that would not only allow them to deliver effective teaching, but also to address the
unique and specific needs of students with disabilities (McKinney et al., 2013).

Similarly, research completed by Pameijer (2017) illustrated that when teachers

received training on using a framework to apply classroom interventions based on
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assessment results, 90% of participating teachers reported that the use of the model
provided them with a “better understanding of the student” and 65% of teachers reported
that they “could apply the recommendations in their classroom” (p. 76). In addition,
Kibby (2009) documented a process called diagnostic teaching and explained the need
for teacher training in developing individualized interventions based on identified student
skill deficits, specifically in the area of reading.
Benefits Associated With Assessment Data

Other research in the area of assessment data has documented specific academic
gains that students experienced when interventions based on assessment data were
implemented (Baker et al., 2002; Cook & Cook, 2013; Gersten et al., 2009; Jung et al.,
2018; Stecker et al., 2005). An exemplary study conducted in this area incorporating
multiple components of previously identified research, Ward et al. (2017) investigated
the application of assessment data in classroom practice. Ward et al. (2017) conducted 16
workshop training sessions in which 19 school representatives from 14 primary schools
participated. The half-day workshops included presentations on current theory and
research paired with activities and included topics such as reading and spelling,
numeracy, language and vocabulary, instructional principles, behavior, and specific
assessment and monitoring techniques for lower achievers. Qualitative results showed
that participants reported increased knowledge and understanding of research and the
need to incorporate findings into classroom teaching and practice (Ward et al., 2017).
Quantitative classroom data reported by one of the participating teachers with a class of

25 primary students showed increases in student reading levels (Ward et al., 2017). At the
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beginning of the workshop, the mean student reading age was 6 years, 1 month. Post-test
data showed a mean student reading age of 7 years, 7 months, indicating an average
growth of 18 months in eight calendar months.

Other studies have also shown the positive impact that evidence-based practices,
which are frequently proposed as instructional recommendations in students’ full and
individual evaluations, and the use of these practices in classrooms has had (Common et
al, 2020; Cook et al., 2020; Coyne et al., 2011; Lammert & Holyoke, 2020; Landrum &
Tankersley, 2004; Urbani, 2020). Raines (2008) defined the concept of an evidence-based
practice approach as a process that involves creating answerable questions, investigating
the evidence, appraising the evidence, adapting and applying the evidence, and evaluating
the results—a resulting evidence-based practice then gets disseminated through research,
and in the context of education, implemented in the classroom.

Specific research in this area, such as research completed by Haydon et al. (2010)
and Jenkins et al. (2015), documented how the usage of evidence-based practices in
classrooms has led to increases in academic achievement and desired student behavior.
Doabler et al. (2014) conducted a study on teachers’ implementation of evidence-based
practices in math instruction at the elementary level and found that the quality of
instruction in classrooms using the evidence-based instruction was rated higher by
observers than classrooms using the traditional, state standard curriculum and practices.
Barriers and Challenges Associated With Assessment Data

Despite the previously identified research that documents the need for and the

effectiveness and usefulness of applying assessment data and evidence-based practices in
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the classroom, barriers to implementation were also discovered (Ajuwon et al., 2012;
Draper, 2019; Finnerty et al., 2019; McKenzie, 2009; Paige, 2011; Young, 2011). Wilson
(2014) conducted a survey of general education teachers and found that teachers reported
a lack of understanding about how to best support students with disabilities in their
classrooms, having uncertainty about their expectations as a teacher, and needing
additional professional development to support working with students with disabilities.

Sloik (2018) documented similar findings related to a lack of teacher training in
working with students with disabilities and the negative impact it has in classrooms and
on instruction. This need was especially apparent among preservice teachers (Forlin et
al., 2009; Harvey et al., 2010; Laprarie et al., 2010). Fish (2009) found that additional
knowledge was needed in the legal aspects of special education to ensure the special
education services and interventions provided to students were appropriate and
understood by parents and educational staff involved in the determination of services.

Another challenge in this area includes teachers’ varied ability to analyze student
educational data and create specific and individualized goals to target academic skill
deficits (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2010; Boudett et al., 2005; Kelly & Lesh, 2000). Wieman
(2014) added that based on the abundance of student data that is now available in school
settings, selecting student data to develop initial interventions from is even more difficult,
and that these challenges have been further impacted by the amount of communication or
interaction between special education and general education staff members. For example,
Pugach and Peck (2016) found that although research has documented a need for

communication and collaboration between special education and general education staff
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members, developing and maintaining these interactions has remained a considerable
challenge. Further, Ford (2018) identified the limited relationships that exist between
teachers and researchers.

The Need for Assessment Data

Although challenges persist in the application, usage, and implementation of
assessment data, the development of individualized interventions from that data remain
important to address the academic needs of students and promote their educational
success (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2008). The analysis of cognitive abilities and the role it
plays in predicting academic outcomes was documented as early as the 1990s, speaking
to the importance and need for the utilization of these data sources (Jensen, 1998; Neisser
et al., 1996). More recently, Staman et al. (2017) discussed the importance of educators’
knowledge of their students’ deficits and the impact that the provision of individualized
interventions in those areas could have on student learning and success. Macy et al.
(2019) identified a key source of data to use when considering these individualized goals
and interventions to use in classroom practice—data from the special education
evaluation.

Currently, limited research exists in the area of utilizing recommendations from
an FIE to inform classroom practice. Clearly, additional research in this area is needed, as
specific cognitive and academic deficits that can inform practical and effective classroom
interventions can be discovered during special education evaluations (Dehn, 2006; Hale,
2006).This is echoed in research conducted by Fiorello et al. (2006), which found that

cognitive assessments and data from those assessments was relevant and meaningful in
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the consideration of interventions to address student specific deficits and need to be used
by knowledgeable professionals more efficiently. Prior to investigating this approach to
implementing interventions, it is important to examine the nature, creation, and purpose
of the FIE.

The Role of the FIE in the Usage of Assessment Data
Educational Diagnosticians

In the state of Texas, where the current study was conducted, educational
diagnosticians have played a large role in the determination of eligibility for special
education services (Guerra et al., 2017; Zweback & Mortenson, 2002). Educational
diagnosticians employ a variety of methods and practices to assess and report functioning
in cognitive, academic, behavioral, and socialization aspects and describe how the results
of those assessments connect to classroom instructions and interventions to both teachers
and parents (Collier et al., 2020). In addition to the determination of eligibility through
the identification of a disability condition, educational diagnosticians are also expected to
support teachers in their instruction of students with disabilities (Guerra & Maxwell,
2015).

This level of expertise takes specialized training, and guidelines were adopted by
the Texas Education Agency that describe standards educational diagnosticians are
expected to meet, model, and maintain in their practice, one of which being the ability to
understand and apply knowledge of the purpose, philosophy, and legal foundations of
specifically the evaluation process and special education in general (Texas Education

Agency, 2017). Educational diagnosticians are required to possess a minimum of 3 years
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of teaching experience and a master’s degree in special education (Texas Education
Diagnostician’s Association, 2014). After the successful completion of state-based
certification assessments, in addition to the previously stated criteria, individuals have
met the needed requirements to provide services as an educational diagnostician.
Purpose and Development of the FIE

Educational diagnosticians have been responsible for a multitude of tasks during
an academic year, but the main focus has been on determining student eligibility for
special education through the completion of an FIE (De Zell Hall, 2014; Mastropieri &
Scrugg, 2005; Rueter et al., 2016). The purpose of the FIE has been to identify the
presence of a disability condition through the collection and analysis of student data
(Rueter & Simpson, 2012) and to construct, interpret, and communicate cognitive and
academic profiles from the collected data (Robinson et al., 2002). The data obtained from
the assessment process and reported in the FIE is also required to comply with many
federal and state criteria and procedures (Fielding, 2004).

Despite the primary focus of the FIE on eligibility, the FIE also documents
recommendations regarding needed interventions that support the student in making
educational progress in a classroom setting (Lynch et al., 2012). Considering the amount
of experience and specialized training educational diagnosticians are required to have,
they are well positioned to address student deficits and needs through their
recommendations and positively impact classroom practice (Gomez et al., 2020). In

addition, analysis of cognitive processes and abilities is becoming increasingly complex
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and requires specialized training and experience to effectively reach a determination
(Shaw, 2004).

The creation of the FIE through the evaluation process has employed varied
methodologies, processes, and procedures, adding to the complexity and detail found
within an FIE (Gartland & Strosnider, 2011; Sattler & Simpson, 2014; Schultz et al.,
2012). Schultz and Stephens (2015) identified five different and current approaches to
determine the presence of a Specific Learning Disability alone. Research completed by
Lynch et al. (2012) also documented multiple approaches that have been used when
approaching the evaluation process, and as a result of their research, developed an
evaluation planning guide designed to assist evaluation specialists in approaching
assessment, adding to the notion the amount of thoroughness required to document the
presence of a disability condition, regardless of the nature of disability. Research also
showed that educational diagnosticians spend an increasingly significant amount of time
testing and assessing students because of the abundance of available data and testing
instruments, thereby increasing the potential quality and reliability of the results
(Stephens & Naglieri, 2015).

The FIE contains results from a combination of norm-referenced assessments
designed to measure areas of intellectual and academic achievement (Guerra et al., 2017).
Kwiatek and Schultz (2014) discussed how this type of data and decisions made based
upon this data was further strengthened by using informal data, such as classroom
observations, data related to cumulative school records, and data related to the area of

concern, to support it. When reviewed thoroughly, research has documented how this
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data is used to demonstrate how a student was performing compared to other students of
the same age or grade in addition to looking at relative, or individual, strengths and
weaknesses (Elliot & Roach, 2017; Fletcher et al., 2004; Fuchs et al., 2007; Klein-Ezel &
Ezel, 2004; Moore-Brown et al., 2006). Thus, a lot of consideration and documentation
go into the development of the FIE.
Conclusion

In addition to using this data to determine the presence of a disability condition,
educational diagnosticians have also used the evaluation process and the FIE to generate
recommendations to support students receiving special education services and to inform
educators on these needs (Chappell et al., 2009; Maki & Adams, 2020; Nelson &
Machek, 2007; Salvia et al., 2012). Many of these recommendations have been used to
determine accommodations or special education services, supports, and interventions a
student may need to make progress in the educational setting and support a link between
assessment and instruction (Darling-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden, 2007; Haywood,
2012; Pameijer, 2017; Ploger et al., 2018). In a review of appropriate and effective
accommodations for students with learning disabilities, Lindstrom (2007) recommended
that data obtained from diagnostic evaluations should be directly reflected in the planning
of student specific interventions. In addition, Pinto et al. (2015) further identified the
need to individualize and make recommendations based on the needs of individual
students, as the effectiveness of instructional strategies when implemented across larger

groups of students has significantly differed.
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However, in the development of the current study, limited research was obtained
that specifically identified how recommendations from an FIE were accessed or utilized
by classroom teachers to effectively provide specialized and individualized instruction.
This confirmed the researcher’s decision to study the impact, if any, the instructional
strategies and recommendations contained within an FIE have on teaching practices and

assisted in forming the basis for this exploratory study.
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CHAPTER IlI
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to analyze how instructional strategies and
recommendations documented within a student’s full and individual evaluation were
accessed and utilized by classroom teachers. Preferred communication methods for the
transmission of this information were also investigated. In order to answer the research
questions formulated from this research purpose, an exploratory and descriptive, non-
experimental design study was conducted. Data were gathered from respondents using a
researcher-designed survey. The respondent population consisted of general education
and special education teachers instructing students in Grades 7 and 8 at 10 junior high
campuses within a metropolitan school district in North Central Texas. Data were then
analyzed with frequency reporting and descriptive statistics to document the results.
Research Design
The primary source of data for this study was data obtained from the
administration of a survey. Due to the limited availability of a suitable and validated pre-
existing survey tool upon review of literature related to the topic of interest, a survey tool
aligned with the purpose of the study was created to answer the research questions. The
final version of the administered survey (see Appendix B) contained three sections.
Section 1 collected demographic information of respondents and required respondents to
answer a total of seven questions on varied demographic indicators. Section 2 served as
the survey introduction and required respondents to provide a rating of the perceived

level of instructional services and supports that a student with a disability received in
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their classroom(s). Respondents were also asked to indicate the student’s primary
disability category. Two questions comprised this section. Section 3 required respondents
to indicate their level of agreement with a variety of statements on accessing and utilizing
instructional recommendations from a student’s full and individual evaluation for special
education services. There were eight total questions in this section; seven questions
required a response using Likert scale ratings which ranged from Strongly Agree to
Strongly Disagree. A final question in this section asked respondents to select a preferred
method of communicating instructional recommendations from a list of seven possible
choices with an option to provide an open-ended response.

After the survey had been initially constructed, feedback was obtained from five
junior high teachers from outside of the school district in which the study occurred.
Feedback was also received from two other professionals in the field of special education.
The feedback was reviewed, and the survey was further modified based on the obtained
feedback. The final version of the survey was designed with a low number of questions to
increase the response rate and decrease the amount of time spent completing the survey.
It was expected that respondents would need 10-15 minutes to complete the survey. The
survey layout and questions were then finalized and prepared for administration.

Survey Administration

The participants consisted of teachers, both general education and special
education teachers, who were teaching at the junior high level (7th and 8th grade) in the
Arlington Independent School District, a metropolitan school district in North Central

Texas. At the time of the survey, the district employed approximately 8,500 people and
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served nearly 62,000 students. At the junior high level, there were approximately 8,600
students currently served. Of those, 45% were Hispanic/Latino, 20% were European
American, 25% were African American, 6% were Asian American, and less than 5%
were identified as other. There were 10 junior high campuses in the school district, with
approximately 5070 teachers per campus. All junior high teachers had the opportunity to
respond to the survey.

The sampling methodology for the study was designed from the concept of
convenience sampling (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). This methodology led to generating a
sample of participants who met a sample criterion and who were willing and available to
participate. Criteria for participation included being 18 years of age or older, holding a
valid teacher certification, and being currently employed as a teacher for the 2018-2019
school year at one of the 10 junior high campuses in the district.

After initial permission to conduct the study and administer the survey was
obtained from the Institutional Review Board of Texas Woman’s University, contact was
made with the research department of the Arlington Independent School District. A
proposal to conduct the research at the district level was submitted and accepted. A
master list of the email address for all junior high teachers at the selected campuses was
then provided by the school district.

An initial email was sent to each teacher email address taken from the district
provided master list. This initial email introduced and described the purpose of the
research study, detailed the estimated time required to complete the survey, and then

invited teachers to participate in the study. An online link was provided in the body of the
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email to access the survey. Contact information for the researcher was listed if
participants had questions about or needed clarification on the study or survey questions.
The email also informed participants that if they decided to participate, responses were
not linked to any personal or identifiable information.

After 3 days had passed from this initial email delivery, a reminder email was sent
to the same email list of potential participants. The reminder email reminded them of
receipt of the initial email, provided a link to access the online survey, and also detailed
the estimated time required for completion. A second reminder email with the same
information was sent out again after another 3 days. Reminder emails were provided to
increase response rates.

The survey was administered during the third week of April in 2019 and remained
open until the end of the fourth week in April for data collection. The survey was
electronic and was hosted on the PsychData website. This allowed for collection and
storage of survey responses and ensured a secure setting which helped to protect
confidentiality and anonymity. Participants had the opportunity to complete the survey
with the use of a computer or other electronic device with internet access. No identifiable
information was viewed or collected during completion of the survey. At the end of the
survey administration period, respondent data stored on the PsychData website were
imported into the IBM SPSS Statistics software for review and analysis.

Data Analysis
The Center for Research Design and Analysis (CRDA) at Texas Woman’s

University was contacted once the data was collected. The CRDA provided assistance
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with reviewing the data and ensuring a cleaned dataset was organized and prepared for
analysis. The CRDA also provided guidance on procedures and methods for conducting
the analysis and reporting and displaying observations from the data.

A total of 55 respondents started the survey. Upon review of the survey responses,
nine respondents were removed from the dataset due to unfinished and incomplete
surveys. Data from a total of 46 respondents were analyzed. Frequency distributions were
completed for each demographic indicator and reported. The survey questions were
analyzed using both frequency distributions and descriptive statistics to summarize the
collected responses. This information was used to construct tables to present the findings
described in Chapter IV of this study.

Limitations

Despite successful collection of data during the survey window, there were
limitations that were apparent during review and analysis of the data. The total number of
survey responses was small (n = 46), and the study was limited to one school district in
one state. A cause and effect relationship was not able to be established based on the
amount and type of data that was collected, making deeper analysis with more advanced
statistical methods difficult. Analysis of the data only included reporting frequencies and
descriptive statistics. Unfortunately, the findings did not allow for generalization to other
respondent groups. The purpose of this study was exploratory in nature, and despite the
limitations, the data was informative and helped to address the research questions

proposed.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter analyzed the data on survey items aligned with each of the research
questions investigated in this study. Demographic information was presented followed
by an analysis of each survey item. Some of the survey items analyzed required
respondents to indicate their agreement on a Likert scale, with 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 =
Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. The frequencies of responses
were also reported, along with the mean scores and standard deviations when appropriate.

Demographic Information

A total of 55 respondents responded to the survey. Upon review of the survey
responses, nine respondents were removed from the dataset due to unfinished and
incomplete surveys. Data from a total of 46 respondents were analyzed. Demographic
information was collected on several indicators. These indicators included gender,
ethnicity, route to educator certification, area of education (general or special education),
and current content area taught (see Table 1).
Table 1

Demographic Information

Demographic Indicator n %

Male 7 15.2%
Gender

Female 39 84.8%
Caucasian 36 78.3%
African American 6 13.0%
Ethnicity Hispanic 3 6.5%
Asian 1 2.2%
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20-29 14 30.4%

30-39 12 26.1%

Age Range 40-49 6 13.0%
50-59 9 19.6%

60+ 5 10.9%

. Bachelor’s degree 25 54.3%

Level of Education

Master’s degree 21 45.7%

L Traditional 27 58.7%

Route to Certification . .

Alternative certification 19 41.3%

) General education 39 84.8%

Area of Education . )

Special education 7 15.2%

English/Language Arts 10 21.7%

Reading 3 6.5%

Math 5 10.9%

Science 8 17.4%

Social Studies 7 15.2%

Content Area Social/Life Skills 1 2.2%

Elective 4 8.7%

Career and Technology 4 8.7%

Engineering 1 2.2%

Grade Recovery 2 4.3%

Prevocational Studies 1 2.2%
Total 46 100.0%

There were seven male respondents (15.2%) and 39 female respondents (84.8%).
In terms of ethnicity, 36 respondents (78.3%) identified as Caucasian, six respondents
(13.0%) identified as African American, three respondents (6.5%) identified as Hispanic,
and one respondent (2.2%) identified as Asian.

In terms of age, 14 respondents (30.4%) identified in the 20 to 29 years of age

range. Of the respondents, 12 respondents (26.1%) identified in the 30 to 39 years of age
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range. Six respondents (13.0%) identified in the 40 to 49 years of age range. Nine
respondents (19.6%) identified in the 50 to 59 years of age range. Finally, five
respondents (10.9%) identified in the 60 or higher years of age group.

Respondents were asked about the highest level of educational degree they had
received. Categories on this indicator included a bachelor’s degree, a master’s degree, or
a doctoral degree. Of the respondents, 25 (54.3%) indicated holding a bachelor’s degree.
Of the respondents, 21 (45.7%) indicated holding a master’s degree. There were no
responses recorded in the doctoral degree category.

Respondents were asked about the route taken to obtain their educator
certification. Of the respondents, 27 (58.7%) obtained certification through a traditional,
university-based degree program with a major focus on education. Of the respondents, 19
(41.3%) obtained certification through an alternative certification program. In addition,
39 respondents (84.8%) reported working in the field of general education. Seven
respondents (15.2%) reported working in the field of special education.

Data were also obtained on the current content area respondents were teaching in.
Content area responses included English/Language Arts, Reading, Math, Science, Social
Studies, Social/Life Skills, Elective classes, Career and Technology, Engineering, Grade
Recovery, and Prevocational Studies. Of the respondents, 10 (21.7%) reported teaching
in the area of English/Language Arts. Three respondents (6.5%) reported teaching in the
area of Reading. Five respondents (10.9%) reported teaching in the area of Math. Eight
respondents (17.4%) reported teaching in the area of Science. Seven respondents (15.2%)

reported teaching in the area of Social Studies. One respondent (2.2%) reported teaching
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in the area of Social/Life Skills. Four respondents (8.7%) reported teaching in the area of
Elective classes. Four respondents (8.7%) reported teaching in the area of Career and
Technology. One respondent (2.2%) reported teaching in the area of Engineering. Two
respondents (4.3%) reported teaching in the area of Grade Recovery. Finally, one
respondent (2.2%) reported teaching in the area of Prevocational Studies.

After the demographic information was collected, the survey next asked
respondents about a student with a disability receiving special education services in one
of their classes. Respondents were asked to rate the level of instructional support they
perceived that student received from the special education services provided. Possible
responses for this rating included a low, moderate, or high amount of special education
services and supports. Of the respondents, 11 (23.9%) reported a student with a perceived
low amount of special education services and supports. Of the respondents, 22 (47.8%)
reported a student with a perceived moderate amount of special education services and
supports. Of the respondents, 13 (28.3%) reported a student with a perceived high amount
of special education services and supports. Respondents were then asked to indicate the
primary disability category for the same student (see Table 2). Respondents were asked to
answer the remaining survey items with this student in mind.

Table 2

Reported Student Disability Category

Disability Category n %
Autism 7 15.2%
Deafness 1 2.2%
Emotional Disturbance 5 10.9%
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Intellectual Disability 7 15.2%

Multiple Disabilities 4 8.7%
Other Health Impairment 3 6.5%
R Y
Visual Impairment 2 4.3%
Unsure 3 6.5%
Total 46 100.0%

Results showed that 14 respondents (30.4%) reported a student with a Specific
Learning Disability. Seven respondents (15.2%) reported a student with Autism. Another
seven respondents (15.2%) reported a student with an Intellectual Disability. Five
respondents (10.9%) reported a student with an Emotional Disturbance. Four respondents
(8.7%) reported a student with Multiple Disabilities. Three respondents (6.5%) reported a
student with an Other Health Impairment, or OHI. Two respondents (4.3%) reported a
student with a Visual Impairment. One respondent (2.2%) reported a student with
Deafness. Finally, three respondents (6.5%) indicated they were unsure of the disability
type for the student they reported in the previous survey section.

Accessing Instructional Recommendations

In order to gather data to analyze the first research question, respondents were
asked to provide their level of agreement on four survey items. Item responses were rated
on the 5-point scale noted in the previous section. The individual survey questions were
presented via tables with frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviations. Overall

mean scores on the four survey items ranged from 2.3 to 4.1, which indicated varying
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levels of agreement and disagreement. The data for each survey item were presented
below in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6.
Table 3

Knowledge of Instructional Services and Supports

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 15 (32.6%)
Agree 23 (50.0%)
Neutral 5 (10.9%) 4.1 0.8
Disagree 3 (6.5%)
Strongly Disagree 0 (0%)
Total 46 (100%)

Question 1 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on
knowledge of the types of instructional services and supports available through special
education services (see Table 3). Respondents reported a high level of agreement with
this statement; 15 respondents (32.6%) indicated Strongly Agree and 23 (50.0%)

respondents indicated Agree. Five respondents (10.9%) indicated Neutral, and another

three respondents (6.5%) indicated Disagree. None of the respondents (0.0%) indicated

Strongly Disagree. The mean score on this item was 4.1 with a standard deviation of 0.8.

Table 4

Accessing Information from a Full and Individual Evaluation

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 15 (32.6%)
A 2 .0%
gree 3 (50.0%) 40 10
Neutral 3 (6.5%)
Disagree 3 (6.5%)
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Strongly Disagree 2 (4.4%)
Total 46 (100%)

Question 2 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on
reviewing a student’s full and individual evaluation to learn about instructional
recommendations and student specific strengths and weaknesses (see Table 4).
Respondents reported a high level of agreement with this statement; 15 respondents
(32.6%) indicated Strongly Agree and 23 respondents (50.0%) indicated Agree. Three
respondents (6.5%) indicated Neutral, three respondents (6.5%) indicated Disagree, and
two respondents (4.4%) indicated Strongly Disagree. The mean score on this item was
4.0 with a standard deviation of 1.0.

Table 5

Accessing Information in Another Way

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 1 (2.2%)
Agree 10 (21.7%)
Neutral 6 (13.0%) 2.3 1.2
Disagree 13 (28.3%)
Strongly Disagree 16 (34.8%)
Total 46 (100%)

Question 3 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on
obtaining instructional recommendations and information about student specific strengths
and weaknesses in a way other than through a review of a student’s full and individual

evaluation (see Table 5). Respondents reported a high level of disagreement with this
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statement; 16 respondents (34.8%) indicated Strongly Disagree and 13 respondents
(28.3%) indicated Disagree. Six respondents (13.0%) indicated Neutral, 10 respondents
(21.7%) indicated Agree, and one respondent (2.2%) indicated Strongly Agree. The mean
score on this item was 2.3 with a standard deviation of 1.2.

Question 4 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on
receiving instructional recommendations and information about student specific strengths
and weaknesses from a special education staff member on a routine basis (see Table 6).
Respondents reported a high level of agreement with this statement; 10 respondents
(21.7%) indicated Strongly Agree and 20 respondents (43.5%) indicated Agree. Five
respondents (10.9%) indicated Neutral, eight respondents (17.4%) indicated Disagree,
and three respondents (6.5%) indicated Strongly Disagree. The mean score on this item
was 3.6 with a standard deviation of 1.2.

Table 6

Accessing Information from a Special Education Staff Member

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 10 (21.7%)
Agree 20 (43.5%)
Neutral 5 (10.9%) 3.6 1.2
Disagree 8 (17.4%)
Strongly Disagree 3 (6.5%)
Total 46 (100%)

Utilizing Instructional Recommendations

In order to gather data to analyze the second research question, respondents were

asked to provide their level of agreement on three survey items. ltem responses were
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rated on the 5-point scale noted in the previous section. The individual survey questions
were presented via tables with frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviations. Overall
mean scores on the four survey items ranged from 3.9 to 4.2, which indicated agreement
with each of the survey items used to assess this area of interest. The data for each survey
item were presented below in Tables 7, 8, and 9.

Question 5 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on
utilizing information from a student’s full and individual evaluation to plan instruction
(see Table 7). Respondents reported a high level of agreement with this statement; 12
respondents (26.1%) indicated Strongly Agree, and 22 respondents (47.8%) indicated
Agree. Nine respondents (19.6%) indicated Neutral, two respondents (4.3%) indicated
Disagree, and one respondent (2.2%) indicated Strongly Disagree. The mean score on
this item was 3.9 with a standard deviation of 0.9.

Table 7

Utilizing Information to Plan Specialized Instruction

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 12 (26.1%)
Agree 22 (47.8%)
Neutral 9 (19.6%) 3.9 0.9
Disagree 2 (4.3%)
Strongly Disagree 1(2.2%)
Total 46 (100%)
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Table 8

Utilizing Information to Adapt Teaching Style or Develop Teaching Strategies

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 12 (26.1%)
Agree 26 (56.5%)
Neutral 4 (8.7%) 4.0 0.9
Disagree 3 (6.5%)
Strongly Disagree 1(2.2%)
Total 46 (100%)

Question 6 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on
utilizing information from a student’s full and individual evaluation to adapt their
teaching style (see Table 8). Respondents reported a high level of agreement with this
statement; 12 respondents (26.1%) indicated Strongly Agree and 26 respondents (56.5%)
indicated Agree. Four respondents (8.7%) indicated Neutral, three respondents (6.5%)
indicated Disagree, and one respondent (2.2%) indicated Strongly Disagree. The mean
score on this item was 4.0 with a standard deviation of 0.9.

Table 9

Utilizing Information if Provided

Responses n (%) Mean SD
Strongly Agree 14 (30.4%)
Agree 27 (58.7%)
Neutral 5 (10.9%) 4.2 0.6
Disagree 0 (0%)
Strongly Disagree 0 (0%)
Total 46 (100%)
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Question 7 required respondents to rate their agreement with a statement on if
they would use instructional recommendations from a student’s full and individual
evaluation if it was provided to them in some way (see Table 9). Respondents reported a
high level of agreement with this statement; 14 respondents (30.4%) indicated Strongly
Agree and 27 respondents (58.7%) indicated Agree. Five respondents (10.9%) indicated
Neutral, and no respondents (0.0%) indicated Disagree or Strongly Disagree. The mean
score on this item was 4.2 with a standard deviation of 0.6.

Communicating Instructional Recommendations

The final research question analyzed in this study gathered data from respondents
on their perception of the best way to ensure that instructional recommendations from a
student’s full and individual evaluation were reviewed and discussed. In other words, the
researcher wanted to hear directly from classroom teachers on how to effectively
communicate evaluation information to increase access and usage. One survey question
was used to obtain the data (see Table 10).

Table 10

Ensuring Information is Reviewed and Discussed

Communication Method n %
1.A fa(_:e to face,_ informal meeting with a 12 26.1%
special education staff member.
2. Requrnng spe_mal education meetings to 5 10.9%
review specific students.
3. Open office hours where a teacher can meet
. : - 4 8.7%
with a diagnostician.
4. A short, typed document with instructional
recommendations and student 9 19.6%

strengths/weaknesses.
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5. Regular communication with the student’s

special education contact teacher/case 13 28.3%
manager.
6. A training or tutorial on how to interpret
instructional recommendations from an 3 6.5%
evaluation.
7. Other. 0 0.0%
Total 46 100%

The most preferred method of communication was Communication Method 5,
regular communication with the student’s special education contact teacher or case
manager. Thirteen respondents (28.3%) indicated a preference for this method. Twelve
respondents (26.1%) preferred a face to face, informal meeting with a special education
staff member. Nine respondents (19.6%) preferred a document they could reference to
view information about instructional recommendations or student specific strengths and
weaknesses. Five respondents (10.9%) indicated a preference for recurring, special
education departmental meetings to review specific students or concerns. Four
respondents (8.7%) indicated a preference for utilizing a diagnostician’s open office
hours to discuss instructional recommendations from an evaluation. The least preferred
method was a training or tutorial on how to interpret instructional recommendations from
an evaluation. Only three respondents (6.5%) indicated a preference for this method. No

respondents (0.0%) indicated Communication Method 7.
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CHAPTER V
IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this research was to assess how secondary teachers accessed and
utilized instructional recommendations located in a student’s full and individual
evaluation. This research also wanted to identify how these recommendations could be
communicated effectively by obtaining direct feedback from teachers. In this chapter, the
study and observations found from a thorough analysis of the data were discussed. The
conclusions, limitations, and implications for future research were also discussed.

Accessing Instructional Recommendations

The data showed that the highest level of agreement, with agreement measured by
respondents who strongly agreed or agreed, occurred on the survey item that asked
respondents if they personally reviewed a student’s full and individual evaluation to learn
about the student’s needs. Specifically, 38 (82.6%) respondents reported that they
reviewed a student’s evaluation for special education services to learn about the
instructional recommendations within the evaluation as well as student specific strengths
and weaknesses documented during the evaluation process. The second highest level of
agreement occurred on the survey item that asked respondents if this information was
distributed to them by a special education teacher on a routine basis. 30 (65.2%)
respondents strongly agreed or agreed with this statement. Only 11 (23.9%) respondents
strongly agreed or agreed with the survey item that stated they do not review the
student’s evaluation but obtain the information in another way. From this sample, most

respondents reported a direct interaction with detailed and specific student information
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that helped to inform teaching practices in the classroom. Few respondents showed
agreement with the statement that they do not review the student’s evaluation but obtain
it in another way, which lends further support to the idea that teachers are directly
accessing this useful information.

These findings are supported by other research completed in this area. Tiekstra et
al. (2017) conducted survey research with teachers and other school specialists.
Surveyed teachers reported that results of formal evaluations, such as the instructional
recommendations referenced in the present study, were essential to making educational
practice recommendations. The impact of not having access to this information was also
shown to be detrimental to student success. Watson et al. (2006) found that a lack of
understanding of effective teaching practices contributed to poor student outcomes.

In addition, Rueter and Simpson (2012) found that educational diagnosticians
perceived classroom teachers lacked follow-through and a willingness to implement
instructional recommendations documented in students’ full and individual evaluations.
They also reported their evaluations were extensive, overlooked sources of data designed
to improve student outcomes. The findings of the present research study differ from these
results, in that teachers, both in general education and special education, reported high
levels of engagement with evaluations that contained instructional recommendations.

Utilizing Instructional Recommendations

The highest level of agreement was reached on the second survey item of this

section, which asked respondents if they utilized evaluation information to adapt their

teaching styles or develop teaching strategies in order to meet student needs. Responses
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indicated that 38 (82.6%) respondents strongly agreed or agreed with this statement,
suggesting that knowledge of this information had a direct impact on classroom teaching
practices. Only four (8.7%) respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed with this
statement. The data also showed that 34 (73.9%) respondents strongly agreed or agreed
with the first survey item of this section, which asked respondents if evaluation
information was utilized to plan specialized instruction, which further suggested the
importance of knowledge of this information. In terms of disagreement on this item, three
(6.5%) respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed.

This data showed that a high number of respondents of those sampled not only
interacted with the information provided on a student’s full and individual evaluation, but
actively used that information to plan specialized instruction, adapt their teaching styles,
and develop teaching strategies. Very few respondents showed disagreement with either
of these statements, which added support for this finding. Most encouragingly, 41
(89.1%) respondents strongly agreed or agreed with the survey item that asked if they
would use evaluation information to enhance their instructional practices if it was
provided to them in some way. This added support for the idea that evaluation
information, such as recommendations about how to instruct students with disabilities or
a detailed analysis of student specific strengths and weaknesses and how to address those
areas, was perceived as valuable and useful to classroom teaching practice.

These findings aligned with other research studies conducted in this area.
Specifically, Lindstrom (2007) documented how data obtained from diagnostic

evaluations should be directly reflected in the planning of students’ classroom
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accommodations. Lindstrom identified the uniqueness of this data because it
communicated and displayed individual strengths and weaknesses. Further, research
completed by Haydon et al. (2010) and Jenkins et al. (2015) documented how the usage
of evidence-based practices, which are commonly proposed as instructional
recommendations in students’ full and individual evaluations, led to increases in positive
student outcomes. Dennis et al. (2013) reported similar findings and identified a crucial
need for including results from assessments and evaluations to plan for instructional
strategies that were easily implementable in the classroom setting.

Research on the actual usage of instructional recommendations and evidence-
based practices has also been documented and complemented the present findings.
Through classroom observations, Green et al. (2020) determined teachers utilized
evidence-based practices to promote appropriate student behavior, but at a rate lower than
established research has identified as most effective. Burns and Y'sseldyke (2009) showed
that of 174 special education teachers surveyed, 60% reported using evidence-based
practices in the instruction of students with disabilities at least once per week. Finally,
Doabler et al. (2014) found that the quality of instruction in classrooms using evidence-
based instruction was rated higher by observers than classrooms using the traditional,
state-standard curriculum and practices.

The research reported in this area clearly documented the positive outcomes
associated with modifying instructional approaches using best practices. The instructional
recommendations located in students’ full and individual evaluations contain evidence-

based practices and go a step further by individualizing these practices to build upon

49



student specific strengths and weaknesses. Thus, a rationale for utilizing these
recommendations was apparent and was reflected in the findings of the present study. It
was also encouraging that nearly 90% of respondents in this study reported they would
use instructional recommendations if they were provided to them in some way.
Communicating Instructional Recommendations

The survey item that was most preferred was engaging in communication with a
student’s special education teacher or case manager, with 13 (28.3%) respondents
selecting this choice. The second most preferred survey item in this area was a face to
face, informal meeting with a special education staff member. A total of 12 (26.1%)
respondents showed preference for this option. The third most preferred option was for a
document detailing instructional recommendations and student specific strengths and
weaknesses that respondents could reference when planning instruction, with nine
(19.6%) respondents indicating this preference. Less preferred selections included
monthly, recurring departmental meetings to review specific students, accounting for five
(10.9%) total responses, meeting with a diagnostician during open office hours,
accounting for four (8.7%) total responses, and a training or tutorial on interpreting
recommendations from an evaluation, accounting for three (6.5%) total responses.

Of these results, it was of note that a total of 25 (54.4%) respondents selected
options that involved direct communication from a special education teacher. This
suggested that respondents perceived special education teachers as experts who can serve
as a resource to communicate valuable information. This related back to data collected on

the first research question which suggested that special education teachers play an

50



important role in this transmission of information. It was also worth noting that only four
(8.7%) respondents indicated a preference for meeting directly with an educational
diagnostician.

These findings are important based on other research completed in this area. Cho
et al. (2011) found that in terms of instructing students with disabilities, teachers reported
a lack of sufficient training or information. A lack of knowledge about published
curricular or instructional methods was also reported. In a survey of general education
teachers, Wilson (2014) discovered that teachers reported having a lack of understanding
about how to best support students with disabilities, having uncertainty about their
expectations as a teacher, and needing additional professional development to support
working with students with disabilities. There was clearly an established need to
communicate the instructional recommendations located in students’ full and individual
evaluations to support positive student outcomes.

Overall, two major themes emerged from this study. First, respondents indicated a
need for the information found in the instructional recommendations contained within a
student’s full and individual evaluation. They reported both accessing this information
and utilizing to enhance their instruction in the classroom. Second, the communication of
this information can be improved, and special education teachers need to be involved in
the transmission of this information in some way. Respondents reported preferring an
interaction with special education personnel to receive and discuss these instructional

recommendations.
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Limitations

There were several limitations associated with this study. The sample size was
particularly small, consisting of only 46 respondents from one school district which
limited the types of data analysis. Specific methods to improve accessing or utilizing
instructional recommendations found in students’ full and individual evaluations were not
addressed, only whether or not teachers performed these behaviors. Student outcomes for
teachers who accessed or utilized instructional recommendations compared to those who
did not were also not investigated. Thus, there were no variable or cause and effect
relationships to examine or analyze. However, this research study was exploratory in
nature and sought to gain an understanding of current teacher behaviors and perceptions.

Implications for Future Research

Future research should build upon these limitations and seek additional feedback
from teachers to build a larger sample size. It would be worthwhile to review examples of
evaluations to determine which types of instructional recommendations were
recommended to establish additional connections to classroom practice. A thorough
analysis of student outcomes related to the implementation of instructional
recommendations would also help to establish the importance of full and individual

evaluations completed by educational diagnosticians.
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The return of your completed questionnaire constitutes your informed consent to act as
a participant in this research.

Section 1: Participant Demographics.
Directions: Answer the following questions by selecting the best answer choice.

1. Gender: Male Female
2. Ethnicity: Caucasian African-American American Indian
Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander Other

3. Age: 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59
60+

4. Level of Education: Bachelor’s Master’s Doctorate

5. Route to Certification: Traditional Alternative Certification

6. Educational Area: Special Education General Education

7. Current content area: ELAR Math Science Social Studies
Social/Life Skills Elective — Fine Arts, PE, etc.
Other

Section 2: Survey Introduction.

Directions: For the purposes of this survey, please think of a student with a disability
receiving services in special education in one of your classes who requires instructional
support. Next, think about the levels of special education services and supports that
student receives. Take a minute to think of that student.

8. Please rate the level of instructional services and supports that student receives:
1. Low amount of instructional services and supports
2. Moderate amount of instructional services and supports
3. High amount of instructional services and supports

9. Please select the primary disability category of the student you were asked to
think about in the directions of this survey section.
1. Autism
2. Deaf-blindness
3. Deafness
4. Emotional Disturbance
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Hearing Impairment
Intellectual Disability

Orthopedic Impairment

5
6.
7. Multiple Disabilities
8
9

. Other Health Impairment
10. Specific Learning Disability

11. Speech or Language Impairment
12. Traumatic Brain Injury
13. Visual Impairment

14. Unsure

Section 3: Participant Responses

Directions: Read each statement below and indicate your level of agreement with
each statement. Response choices range from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’.
Please indicate your response by selecting the appropriate level of agreement. For
any questions referring to a ‘student’, please reference the student you thought of at
the beginning of the survey to answer those questions.

Statements

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

10.

| know what types
of instructional
services and
supports are
available through
Special Education.

11.

| review the
student’s Full and
Individual
Evaluation (FIE) to
learn about
instructional
recommendations
and specific
strengths and
weaknesses of
the student.

12.

I do not review
the student’s Full
and Individual
Evaluation (FIE),
but | obtain
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instructional
recommendations
and information
about student
specific strengths
and weaknesses
in another way.

13.

Information
about
instructional
recommendations
and student
specific strengths
and weaknesses is
distributed to me
by a special
education staff
member on a
routine basis.

Statements

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

14.

| utilize
information from
the student’s Full
and Individual
Evaluation (FIE) to
plan specialized
instruction for the
student.

15.

| utilize
information from
the student’s Full
and Individual
Evaluation (FIE) to
adapt my
teaching style or
to develop
teaching
strategies to meet
the student’s
needs.
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16. | would use
information about
instructional
recommendations
and student
specific strengths
and deficits from
the student’s Full
and Individual
Evaluation (FIE) to
enhance my
instructional
practices if it was
provided to me in
some way.

17. What would be the best way to ensure that instructional recommendations and
other teaching strategies identified in a Full and Individual Evaluation (FIE) are
reviewed or discussed?

a. A face-to-face, informal meeting with a special education staff member.

b. Recurring special education meetings to review specific students.

c. Open office hours where a teacher can meet with a diagnostician.

d. A short, typed document with instructional recommendations and
student strengths/weaknesses.

e. Regular communication with the student’s special education contact
teacher/case manager.

f. Atraining or tutorial on how to interpret instructional recommendations
from an evaluation.

g. Other.
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Dear Teacher,

My name is Jonathan Broyles and | am in the process of obtaining my doctoral degree in
the area of Special Education at Texas Woman’s University. I am conducting an online
survey to obtain data for my dissertation to study how diagnostic information from a full
and individual evaluation is utilized in the classroom. Full and individual evaluations
describe areas of student strengths and deficits, and they are important when considering
the provision of special education services. As a teacher at a junior high school, you are
invited to participate in this research. The results of this research will be used to identify
ways to make the communication of this information more efficient.

The survey was created in a manner that allows for quick and easy completion. It should
take 10-15 minutes at most. Your participation is completely voluntary and can be
withdrawn at any time.

If you agree to participate in this research, please complete the online survey by
following the link located at the end of this email. Your participation in and completion
of the survey constitutes your informed consent to participate in this research. No
identifiable information will be collected or stored, and participant responses are not
linked to an individual’s information.

If you have any questions about the research, please contact me or my advisor, Jane
Pemberton, PhD., at the following addresses:

Jonathan Broyles
Jbroylel@aisd.net

Jane Pemberton
ipemberton@twu.edu

Thank you for your participation!

Survey Link: www.PsychData.com
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Dear Teacher,

Recently an email was sent to you inviting you to participate in a research study that is
investigating the use of diagnostic information in the classroom for my dissertation.

If you have already completed the survey, please accept my sincere thanks. If you have
not yet completed the survey and would still like to participate, please complete the
online survey by following the link at the bottom of this page. The survey should take no
longer than 10-15 minutes to complete.

If you have any questions about the research, please contact me or my advisor, Jane
Pemberton, PhD., at the following addresses:

Jonathan Broyles
Jbroylel@aisd.net

Jane Pemberton
ipemberton@twu.edu

Thank you for your participation!

Survey Link: www.PsychData.com
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