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Section 1
Introduction and Overview of

Report and Selection of Partner
District Sites

By Elissa Brown



Section I: Introduction and Overview of Report

From January 24, 2005 to June 30, 2005, the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) contracted
with the Center for Gifted Education at The College of William & Mary to conduct a comprehensive
research and evaluation study, in collaboration with the Ohio Department of Education and five Ohio
partner school districts, on developing a comprehensive continuum of services for gifted students. The
evaluation was conducted under the co-directorship of Dr. Joyce VanTassel-Baska, Jody and Layton
Smith Professor of Education and Executive Director of the Center for Gifted Education and Dr. Elissa
Brown, Director of the Center for Gifted Education.

Study Purpose and Evaluation Questions

The purpose of the research and evaluation study was to respond to several project objectives:
a) to conduct a review and analysis of national research and school district policies and practices
related to providing a comprehensive continuum of services for gifted students; b) to develop a
“toolkit” for educators that includes a summary of the analysis and research as well as model policies
and practical recommendations for school districts; ¢) to evaluate the availability and
comprehensiveness of gifted services available in Ohio schools; d) to document Ohio best practices
and recommendations for Ohio school districts regarding service settings; and ) to provide
recommendations for the Ohio Department of Education regarding policy development and resources
needed to implement a comprehensive K-12 services in Ohio schools.

To investigate the above objectives and provide a foundation for the toolkit, the following
research questions guided the design and implementation of this study.

1. To what extent are appropriate instruction and services available to K-12 gifted students in
Ohio?

2. To what extent do instruction and service settings employed by Ohio schools match research-

based best practices?

What are the strengths and weaknesses of popular service settings employed by Ohio schools?

4. What barriers prevent the provision of a comprehensive continuum of services for gifted
students?

5. What policies, activities, and resources are needed for ODE and school districts to improve the
availability of comprehensive continua of services for gifted students?

6. How can school districts use available resources most effectively to serve gifted students?

(98]

Data Sources

To investigate the above research questions, quantitative and qualitative data were collected
from multiple sources including questionnaire statewide coordinator survey, document reviews, focus
groups, interviews, and ODE self-report EMIS data (Section B). Case studies were developed with
identified partnering districts. The five school districts selected for case study analysis were: Antwerp
Local, Cambridge City, Maumee City, Salem City, and Pickerington Local.

Instrumentation
A. Focus Group and Interview Forms

Three focus group protocols and one interview protocol were developed targeting gifted
students and adult stakeholders. All forms were developed for gifted students, their parents, teachers of



the gifted and administrators to assess their understanding of the continuum of services that their local
district provides for gifted students. The protocols were employed with a particular stakeholder group,
generally 6-8 individuals, to gain perceptions about the status of the gifted program, the perceived
strengths and limitations, and the evidence for student and program effectiveness. A sample protocol is
in Appendix A.

B. Statewide Coordinator Survey

The six-page gifted program survey was designed in collaboration with state level personnel to
assess different components that are typically embedded in a comprehensive continuum of services.
The components in the survey were the categories of curriculum and instruction/differentiation,
organizational arrangements, student performance and evaluation, and administration/change. Space
was provided at the end of the survey for comments (See Appendix B).

C. Curriculum Review Form

A curriculum review form for the evaluation of curriculum units was employed to judge the
effectiveness of curriculum products. The review was completed on district samples and a synthesis of
document review findings can be found within each case study report.

Partner Districts

One of the project objectives was to collaborate with five Ohio school districts. The selection
for the partner districts was conducted by the Ohio Department of Education. Each partner district
completed a “Partner District Collaboration Plan” and sent it to the lead research team of the Center for
Gifted Education at the College of William and Mary. Members of the research team conducted a 1-2
day on-site visit with each selected district and conducted focus group sessions with multiple
stakeholders, interviews with key administrative personnel and collected relevant documents for
review. The research team then analyzed all data sources and completed case studies for each district.
Case studies are in Section III of this report. The partner districts were: Antwerp Local, Cambridge
City, Maumee City, Salem City and Pickerington Local. Data were analyzed by each site and across
districts.



Section 11

Research Review and Summary
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Section II: Research Review

Continuum of Services

A continuum of services for the gifted is generally defined as a range of the level of
services provided to meet the needs of gifted students. The various levels of services provided
through a continuum are perceived as horizontal and vertical comprehensive articulation of
services provided to gifted students (VanTassel-Baska, 2003). A horizontal continuum of
services includes multiple options at each grade level that are dependent upon the needs of the
students identified as gifted. For instance, some students may be provided in-class options,
others may be provided weekly services with a trained educator in the field of gifted education,
whereas, other students may be accelerated on a daily basis or placed in a separate classroom for
services. Similarly, a vertical continuum of services consists of options at all grade levels, K-12,
for gifted learners. A continuum of services implies that there is a range in the levels and types
of need among gifted students at each grade level and that gifted students may need a range of
services at each grade level of their school career, not just during certain grades.

Over the past several years, the national definition and many state definitions of gifted
have changed to encompass a wider range of gifted students in specific content areas, the arts,
leadership, as well as those of superior intelligence (Stephens and Karnes, 2000). Gagne (1995)
also recognizes the changing terminology in the field of gifted education as reflected in the
literature and definitions over time. He differentiates among the intellectual, academic, artistic,
and psychomotor abilities suggesting a continuum of services be targeted to the different types of
gifted individuals. The widespread popularity of Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences (1993) further
propels the broadened identification definitions and subsequent services, requiring districts to
adapt a continuum of services and teaching methods to meet the wide ranges of abilities within
subgroups of the gifted population.

The call for a continuum of services for the gifted and talented is not a new concept.
Research on talent development, curriculum, creativity, and the intervention literature in general
suggest the need for a continuum of services to be provided for gifted learners to develop
academically (Bloom, 1985; Csikszentmihalyi, 1993; 1996; Renzulli, 1976; Gagne, 1995;
VanTassel-Baska, 1986, 2003; Maker & Nielson, 1996; Renzulli, Leppien, & Hays, 2000; Betts
& Neihart, 1986; Feldhusen, 1996; Gallagher, 1997; Rogers, 2002; Colangelo, Assouline, &
Gross, 2004; Tannenbaum,1986). The talent development literature confirms the importance of
internal and external influences that impact student achievement and future endeavors during
specific developmental stages and corresponding levels of ability or precocity (Gagne, 1995;
Csikszentmihalyi, 1993; Bloom, 1985). VanTassel-Baska (2003) advocates the use of a
curriculum scope and sequence to be designed with outcomes for gifted learners, K-12, with an
emphasis on the core content areas. Rogers (2002) notes the importance of various service
provisions in order to avoid repetition in the curriculum for gifted learners and to provide the
school district with a framework and specific options for implementing services. The National
Association of Gifted Children (NAGC, 1998) also emphasizes a continuum of services as part
of an exemplary program design for gifted learners. Tannenbaum (1986) further suggests an
“all, many, some, few” model of differentiation to meet the range of gifted student abilities
through a continuum of differentiated services based upon the range of needs, interests, and
talents of gifted students. Renzulli (in Renzulli, Leppien, & Hays, 2000) proposes a multiple



menu model of service options that districts may employ to differentiate for gifted learners
throughout their school career. The Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development
(ASCD) promotes the need for a continuum of services not only for gifted students but for all
students though the differentiation of products, content, and processes based on individual
student readiness, interests, and learning profiles ( see Tomlinson, 1995, 2000, 2001, 2002;
Tomlinson & Cunningham Eidson, 2003a & 2003b.)

Intervention strategies, placement, and organizational options such as acceleration and
grouping also support the need for a continuum of services for gifted learners (Reis, Burns, &
Renzulli, 1992; Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 2004; Rogers, 1998; Kulik & Kulik, 1992;
Swiatek, 1993). Moreover, policy studies suggest the need for a continuum of services to be
adopted by local districts and state boards of education (Gallagher, 2002; Blesk-Rechek,
Lubinski, & Benbow, 2004; VanTassel-Baska, 2005; Purcell, 1995).

Even though recommended, the implementation of a continuum of services continues to
be problematic. Few school districts in the United States employ a full continuum of horizontal
and vertical services for gifted learners. The United States Department of Education conducted a
national survey regarding the state of gifted education over a decade ago entitled The National
Excellence Report: A Case for Developing America’s Talent (1993). This seminal synthesis
found that programs for the gifted and talented are sparse, and even the most effective schools
are limited in the scope and rigor of programs provided to America’s top students. Furthermore,
funding for services, policy initiatives, and programs to develop a continuum of services is
virtually non-existent (Purcell, 1995; Landrum, Katsiyannis, & DeWaard, 1998; Baker &
Friedman-Nimz, 2004).

Based on the National Excellence Report findings (1993), goals for providing services to
America’s top students were established and include: providing rigorous curriculum standards
and assessment for gifted and talented learners, instituting pacing flexibility and variety in the
types of learning opportunities available to students, broadening the definition of gifted learners
include multiple measures and abilities, and emphasizing professional development practices for
all teachers regarding the needs of gifted learners and including effective strategies to meet those
needs.

Subsequent studies continue to support the findings of the National Excellence Report
and suggest that little has changed regarding the need for a continuum of services and surmise
that many of the goals of the National Excellence Report have not been met or properly funded
(Westberg, Archambault, & Brown, 1997; Purcell, 1995; Landrum, Katsiyannis, & DeWaard,
1998; VanTassel-Baska, 2005; Westberg & Daoust, 2003).

Recommendations for improving the rigor, scope, knowledge, and resources in gifted
education as suggested in the National Excellence Report goals and other literature in the field of
gifted education may be categorized into four strands: 1) instituting a rigorous curriculum and
instructional service model, K-12; 2) organizational arrangements of services; 3) student
performance and program evaluation, and 4) administrative leadership and institutional change.
Each thread and relevant literature findings will be discussed in detail.



Curriculum and Instruction

The research on curriculum and instruction as part of a continuum of services consists of
talent development and eminent person studies, specific curriculum and instructional models,
and interventions such as curriculum units found to be effective with gifted learners. Practice-
based literature is also available to provide suggestions for implementing effective curriculum
and instructional models within a school district.

According to the talent development literature and eminent person studies, opportunities
and support must be available in particular content domains throughout a child’s school career,
especially during critical times such as adolescence. Bloom (1985) studied successful young
persons over a four year period and found that school, community, and family support in a
particular content field is necessary for future talent development. Likewise, highly creative
individuals attribute their attainment to personal motivation and drive, environment, prior
opportunities for pursuit of interests, and mentoring (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). Gagne (1995)
systematizes the process into a Differentiated Model of Gifted and Talent which illustrates the
impact of environmental catalysts such as family, community, life events, and interests as well as
natural catalysts such as student precocity and intelligence that impact life achievement.
Disadvantaged students who may not qualify for gifted services based on traditional measures
perform better when provided opportunities to enhance their abilities in reading and math
through exposure to higher level options and activities and may eventually qualify for
academically gifted programs based on the continuum of targeted services provided to meet their
needs (Mills, Stork, & Krug, 1992; VanTassel-Baska, Johnson, & Avery, 2002).

Curriculum Models

School districts employ or adapt a plethora of curriculum models as part of a continuum
of services. However, not all curriculum models cite a strong research base for effectiveness
with gifted learners. VanTassel-Baska & Brown (2005) applied specific criteria to the
curriculum models most employed within school districts. Models with effectiveness data
regarding student achievement and/or motivation and cited research with control and
experimental groups include: the Schoolwide Enrichment Model, the Integrated Curriculum
Model, the Purdue Three Stage Model, the Stanley Diagnostic-Prescriptive Model, and Talents
Unlimited. Each will be discussed separately.

The Schoolwide Enrichment Model (SEM) (Renzulli, 1976) promotes independent study
through Type I, II, and III enrichment options. Type I activities are exploratory in nature and
include field trips and interest centers. Type II activities engage students in research on a
particular topic of interest. The highest level, Type III, involves students as active participants
within a discipline or field that includes in-depth research and product creation in an area of
interest. Students engaged in the SEM were found to be excited about their work and more
motivated and self-efficacious (Delcourt, 1988). The strongest gains in student achievement are
found when compacting is utilized within the SEM. Students who document mastery of a
subject area or unit may begin a Type III investigation. Results demonstrate that the scores on
content knowledge were as high as or higher than non-compacted peers (Reis & Purcell, 1993).
Renzulli & Reis (1994) also cite model effectiveness in creative productivity, personal and social
development, and self efficacy of gifted students, including underrepresented populations such as
Black, Hispanic, or of low socio-economic status.
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The Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) (VanTassel-Baska, 1986) provides a model of
instruction for gifted learners through the incorporation of a combination of advanced content
and advanced processes and products within an overarching conceptual framework. Students
connect accelerated content in a specific subject area to a concept such as change, systems, or
cause-and effect, for example, using advanced processes such as reasoning, literary analysis, or
problem-based learning as well as issue-based research and persuasive writing. Specific units in
science, social studies, and language arts have been written based on the ICM and found to be
significantly effective with gifted learners. In language arts gifted students who were exposed to
the William and Mary curriculum units in grades 4-6 improved significantly when compared to
the control group in literary analysis and interpretation, persuasive writing, and linguistic
competence (VanTassel-Baska, Johnson, Hughes, & Boyce, 1996). Science units were also
found to be effective in the students’ use of experimental design techniques (VanTassel-Baska, et
al, 1998) and significant differences on specific items of the content assessments and critical
thinking assessments as well as the teacher’s use of critical thinking were evident is social
studies (Little, 2002; Feng, Rogers, VanTassel-Baska, in press).

Talents Unlimited consists of four major components to help students advance in specific
content, skill, or talent areas. The model includes communication, forecasting, decision making
and planning, and an inservice component for educators implementing the curriculum models.
The program models are found to promote growth in creative and critical thinking as well as
improvement on standardized assessments in core content areas (Schlichter & Palmer, 1993).

The Purdue-Three Stage Enrichment Model (Feldhusen & Kolloff, 1986) focuses on
three stages of enrichment. Stage one is the development of divergent and convergent thinking,
stage two emphasizes creative problem solving, and stage three allows students to apply research
skills through independent study opportunities. Students who participate in the Three-Stage
Enrichment Model show gains in creative thinking and self-esteem. Other studies utilizing the
model found that students preferred personally-generated study instead of teacher-assigned ones
(Moon, Feldhusen, & Dillon, 1994). At the secondary level, the model provides acceleration and
enrichment with counseling to match student needs and abilities. Components of the secondary
model include advanced placement classes, honors classes, seminars, career education, math-
science acceleration, the arts, extra school instruction, cultural experiences, foreign languages,
and vocational programs (Feldhusen & Reilly, 1983).

The Diagnostic-Prescriptive Model of Talent Identification and Development by Stanley
(Stanley, Keating, & Fox, 1974) includes the identification of high ability students through the
use of off-grade-level assessments. Based on the assessments, a diagnostic testing-prescriptive
instructional approach is employed (DT-PI). Through this approach student instruction is
matched to their level of need through accelerative coursework. Longitudinal data suggest long
term achievement gains when the model is employed (Brody & Benbow, 1987; Swiatek, 1993).
This approach has been widely duplicated, all showing positive academic effects with gifted
students (see Ablard, Mills, & Duvall, 1994; Armstrong, 1992; Feldhusen, VanWinkel, & Ehle,
1996; Lubinski & Benbow, 1995; Southern and Jones, 1991; Swiatek, 1993; Corazza, Guster, &
Edelkind, 1995; Johnsen, 2005; Lupkowski, Assouline, & Stanley, 1990).
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Thinking models such as Sternberg’s Triarchic Model (Sternberg, Torff & Grigorenko,
1998) and Paul’s Reasoning Model (Elder & Paul, 2004; Paul & Elder, 2002) have also been
found effective in promoting critical thinking for advanced learners. The Triarchic Model
includes three components: analytical thinking, practical thinking, and creative thinking.
Students are identified in the areas listed and provided instruction based on the strengths of the
components. Student achievement gains are slightly higher when using the Triarchic Model than
when using other critical thinking approaches (Sternberg, Torff, & Grigorenko, 1998). Paul’s
Reasoning Model, although not explicitly tested, is utilized as part of questioning within the
William and Mary language, social studies, and science units. Significant gains in literary
analysis are shown using the Integrated Curriculum Model coupled with Paul’s Reasoning Model
components and modulated questioning. Paul’s model as implanted in the curriculum units for
gifted learners provides a scaffolding with which students must support their explanations with
evidence, discuss implications and consequences, inferences, assumptions, purpose and goals,
and multiple points of view (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006; VanTassel-Baska et al,
1998; Elder & Paul, 2004). Moreover, gifted students respond with more in-depth comments
and exhibit higher level skills when teachers utilize open-ended questioning techniques and
activities (Hertzog, 1998, 1995).

Creative problem solving models and metacognitive strategies for gifted students have
also been researched. Feldhusen (1995) linked metacognition and creativity, finding that
creative thinking and creative production requires a combination of metacognitive strategies, a
strong knowledge base in a field, and personality variables. Other studies substantiate this view.
For example, gifted students are able to use metacognitive strategies in flexible ways and transfer
metacognitive strategies to new situations (Carr, Alexander, & Schwanenflugel, 1996). The
strategies of twice-exceptional students, those labeled as learning disabled and gifted, resemble
those of gifted students when applying metacognitive skills, especially in reading (Hannah &
Shore, 1995). A strong knowledge base in the field, translated into creative production, is
considered the highest level of Bloom’s Taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). Although
an empirical research-base for creativity is limited due to problems with identifying creatively
gifted students (Treffinger, 1986; Torrance & Goff, 1989) many models and curriculum
materials exist to assist students with creative problem solving. The most effective programs,
based on effectiveness studies include the Purdue Creative Thinking Program, Productive
Thinking Program, Creative Problem Solving Program, Creative Studies Project, Imigi/Craft
Series, Thinking Creatively, New Directions in Creativity, and the Peabody Language
Development Kits (Feldhusen & Clinkenbeard, 1986). Research-based models are
recommended as part of a continuum of services to synthesize school improvement and talent
development efforts by combining varied levels of services that include a creative component
(Treffinger, 1991, 1995, 1998).

Other models for curriculum such as Kaplan’s Layered Differentiated Curricula (Kaplan,
2005), the Parallel Curriculum Model (Tomlinson, Kaplan, Renzulli, Burns, Leppien, & Purcell,
2001), Bett’s Autonomous Learner Model (Betts & Neihart, 1986), Gardner’s Multiple
Intelligences Model (Gardner, 1993), and Tomlinson’s Differentiation Model (Tomlinson, 1999)
are also widely used as part of a continuum of services. However, effectiveness data on these
models is not available to date (VanTassel-Baska & Brown, 2005).
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Instructional Strategies

A continuum of services also includes the use of instructional strategies. Strategies such
as curriculum compacting (see also Bailey, 1992; Coleman, 2003; Delisle, 1995; Kennedy, 1995;
Troxclair, 2000), diagnostic-prescriptive approaches, and higher level thinking were previously
discussed as components of specific curriculum models. Additional strategies include the use of
problem-based learning, independent or in-depth study, and broad-based themes or issues.

Problem-based learning models first originated outside the educational field and are
being widely used in medical training, business, and educational administrations. Within the
past decade problem-based learning has slowly emerged in gifted education predominantly in the
areas of science and social studies. Problem-based learning is comprised of four components:
an ill-structured problem, substantive content, student apprenticeship, and self directed learning
(Gallagher, 1997). Science studies relay the effectiveness of problem-based learning approaches
for gifted students as promoting content acquisition, in-depth understanding, retention of
important content and concepts in biochemistry (Dods, 1997), and experimental design
(VanTassel-Baska, Bass, Ries, Poland, & Avery, 1998). Problem-solving skills in science also
improve when utilizing a problem-based learning model in a secondary gifted classroom
(Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992). Furthermore, students and teachers report being highly
motivated when teaching or learning through problem-based learning models (VanTassel-Baska
et al, 1998). Problem-based social studies units for gifted students based on the Salem witch
trials, Hiroshima, and other controversial historical events were also found to be effective for
content acquisition when compared to traditional lecture courses and student performance on
standardized achievement tests in social studies (Gallagher & Stepien, 1996). Data using
problem-based learning provides achievement gains for low income and minority gifted students
as well by providing challenging scenarios, in-class practice, and hands-on learning to better
meet their needs and help them reach their potential (Gallagher, 2000).

Independent study options based on student interests have also been found to be effective
for gifted students, especially when embedded within the Schoolwide Enrichment Model and
combined with curriculum compacting (Renzulli & Reis, 2003; Herbert, 1993; Reis, Westberg,
Kulikowich, & Purcell, 1998; Reis & Renzulli, 1992). Students who illustrate mastery in a
specific content area prior to instruction may select an area of interest to pursue independently.
Students who compact out of material already known perform as well or better on assessment
tests on the content as students who were not compacted (Reis et al, 1998; Stamps, 2004;
Westberg, 1995). Furthermore, students who have experienced independent study options or
research-based activities in fourth through sixth grade report that their research experiences have
positively impacted their post-secondary plans for career development and desire for creativity
(Herbert, 1993).

Other practice-based literature combining curriculum compacting and independent study
abound as an appropriate instructional strategy for gifted students (e.g., Clark, 1989; Johnsen,
2005; Winebrenner & Berger, 1994; Winebrenner, 2003; Moore, 2005; Johnsen & Johnson,
1986; Bailey, 1992). However, teachers must not assume that gifted students are able to
complete an independent study after curriculum compacting without support as gifted students in
one study had difficulty with exploring and forming a focus for their independent study project
(Bishop, 2000).
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Broad-based issues and themes as utilized with advanced content and processes are
central to the Integrated Curriculum Model (VanTassel-Baska, 2003). Other models, such as
Kaplan’s Grid (2005), combine process, content, and product options to layer the curriculum and
connect it to an overarching theme that spans various disciplines. Although little research is
available regarding the effectiveness on student achievement when using broad-based themes,
the practice-based literature and tacit knowledge within the field of gifted education encourages
connecting content to a larger issues or interdisciplinary connections as a way of providing depth
and complexity in the curriculum (Kaplan, 2005; Riley, 1997; Swartz, 1991; Hollingworth,
Johnson, & Smith, 1998; Taradash, 1994; Lyublindsage, 1997; Impson, Lynam, & Reiter, 1995).

Other processes and practices intended to assist schools with the implementation of a
continuum of services have been suggested in the practice-based literature. When planning a
continuum of services for gifted learners, a scope and sequence of advanced skills and content
knowledge based on thinking processes and state or national content standards should be
incorporated (Maker & Nielson, 1996; Clark, 2004; VanTassel-Baska, 2003). In addition,
curriculum development processes by a school district leadership team may be incorporated
based on the following processes of planning: conducting needs assessments, installing a
curriculum development team, piloting, field testing of curriculum, implementation, evaluation,
and revision of the curriculum based on effectiveness data (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh,
20006).

When considering a continuum of services, a scope and sequence must be considered for
each area in which a student is identified including the typically overlooked areas of visual and
performing arts and guidance or counseling services (NAGC, 1998). There is a paucity of
empirical data for visual and performing arts programs for gifted students. Most of the literature
focuses on identification in the arts using a particular instrument (e.g., Clark & Zimmerman,
2001; Kettle, Renzulli, & Rizza, 1998) or ideas to incorporate the arts within an existing program
or extra curricular option (e.g., Berman, 2003; Bernal, 2003; Black, 1998; Hefner & McGill,
1990; Herman & Kirschenbaum, 1990; Kendrick, 1998; Khatena & Khatena, 1999; Smutny,
2002; & Torrance & Goff, 1990). A descriptive study assessed the drawings of gifted students
during specific developmental periods and found that perspective was most affected by age-
related ability while other artistic abilities are less influenced by age (Porath, 1993).

Guidance services, although not routinely included as a service for gifted students in
many school districts, are considered to be a critical component of a continuum of services
(NAGC, 1998). Neihart, Reis, Robinson, & Moon (2002) suggest that gifted students have
asynchronous development, may struggle with peer relationships — especially if not grouped, and
are more likely to suffer from underachievement, multipotentiality, and perfectionism. However,
gifted students are no less “emotionally hardy” than their same-age peers (also in Cross &
Coleman, 2000). Most of the struggles gifted students succumb arise due to a mismatch in
curriculum, pacing of instruction, or a lack of interest in a subject area. Implications for services
related to gifted students include mentorships in a specific content area (Siegle, & McCoach,
2005), assistance with college planning and career choices based on multipotentiality (Berger,
1989), bibliotherapy targeted at specific issues gifted students face (Halstead, 2002),
instructional strategies such as grouping and curriculum compacting (Neihart, Reis, Robinson, &
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Moon, 2002) and the inclusion of emotional and affective issues within a core content course
area (Johnsen, 2002; Nugent, 2005). Furthermore, gifted minority students and gifted students of
low income may be at a greater risk for underachievement, negative peer pressures, feelings of
isolation, sensitivity about feeling different and consequently gifted program attrition (Ford &
Harris, 1997; Ford, 1996). Herbert (1998) studied gifted African American males in an urban
school and found that inappropriate counseling and classroom placement and an inappropriate
match to curriculum led to the students’ underachievement problems and recommends training
counselors for working with minority students. Consequently, guidance services within a
continuum of services for gifted students must be sensitive to the individual needs of gifted
students and tailor guidance services specifically for them (Neihart, Reis, Robinson, & Moon,
2002; NAGC, 1998).

Organizational Arrangements

When planning a continuum of services, placement options for varied students are
paramount and receive much attention in the literature. Reviews of empirical data on placement
or organizational options provide strong evidence for grouping, diagnostic prescriptive
approaches, and accelerative learning opportunities.

Ability grouping may appear in different forms for gifted students such as cluster
grouping, self-contained classrooms for gifted learners, in or out-of-classroom flexible grouping,
grouping based on interest or acceleration, and weekly pull-out programs. Rogers (1998)
conducted a meta-analysis on grouping. Findings indicated the following:

1. Advanced students benefit academically from being grouped together. Low-ability

students also benefit but not as much as high-ability students.

2. Homogeneous ability groups are academically beneficial to all ability levels when
compared to heterogeneous groups.

3. Small group learning produces higher academic achievement gains than whole group
learning.

4. Grouping for grouping’s sake produces little achievement gain. In other words, if
students are grouped but no curricular modification is carried out, there is little
academic achievement effect.

5. High ability and low ability students benefit more from social interactions with their
own intellectual peers when compared to heterogeneous groups.

6. Low ability students actually act out less and participate more in discussions when
they are grouped with intellectual peers. However, low-ability students acquire more
self-confidence about their abilities when placed in mixed-ability groups.

7. Low ability students may benefit more academically when paired with a high-ability
student, but high ability students do not show the same benefits.

Furthermore, the highest achievement gains for gifted students in order of effectiveness as
determined by Rogers’ meta-analysis (1998) include:
1. Regrouping for specific instruction based on student needs and differentiation
approaches (also in Swiatek, 1993);
2. Pull-out programs linked to core content that is expanded upon from the regular
classroom (also in Vaughn, Feldhusen, & Asher, 1991; Clements & Burns, 2000;
Roberts, Ingram, & Harris, 1992);
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3. Cluster grouping within a classroom based on targeted student needs and
differentiated strategies that are employed (also in Coleman, 1995; Dexter, 1998;
Gentry, 1999; Gentry & Owen, 1999; Teno, 2000; Landrum, 2003; Gentry &
Keilty, 2004);

4. Self-contained classrooms in which gifted students are grouped together for all
core content instructional areas — especially at the elementary level; and

5. Pull-out settings in which creativity or critical thinking are the emphasis.

When grouping gifted students together, student achievement is most impacted when
differentiation strategies are incorporated (Slavin, 1990, 1993; Kulik & Kulik, 1992; Rogers,
1998, 2002). Moreover, when grouping gifted students, homogeneous grouping elicits more
positive interactions, pro-social feedback, and constructive types of knowledge exchanges more
often than when in heterogeneous groups (Lando & Schneider, 1997; Cohen, Duncan, & Cohen,
1994) although a small dip in self-esteem may be present when gifted students are first grouped
homogeneously (Gross, 1994). Other studies focused on self esteem and student perceptions
when in a homogeneously grouped model suggests that gifted have a higher or similar self-
esteem as non-grouped students but perceive homogeneous grouping differently based upon the
difficulty of the assignments, personal desire for challenge, the service model employed, and the
number of friends not in gifted programs (Adams-Beyers, Whitsell, & Moon, 2004; Feldhusen &
Nimlos-Hippen, 1992; Field, Bernal, & Goertz, 2001; Hishinuma & Nishimura, 2000; Hoge &
McSheffrey, 1990; Moon, Swift, & Shallenberger, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, Willis, & Meyer,
1989). Likewise, gifted students who are homogeneously grouped possess a higher desire for
achievement, college aspirations, and reports from family indicate positive influences based on
programming when enrichment and accelerative options are implemented (Feldhusen, Sayler,
Nielsen, & Kolloff, 1990; Moon, 1995; Moon & Feldhusen, 1993). However, gifted Black
students participating in self-contained classrooms had higher attrition rates (Rose, 2001).

Acceleration practices are also critical processes to employ when providing a continuum
of services. Reviews of the literature on acceleration have appeared with some regularity.
Each review has carefully noted the overall positive impact of acceleration on gifted
individuals at various stages in the life span. Successful programs of acceleration have
demonstrated the significant positive impact on the learning of students from using accelerative
practices including early entrance, diagnostic prescriptive approaches and advanced content
(Swiatek & Benbow, 1991a, 1991b; Gross, 2004; Reis, Gentry, & Park, 1995).

Longitudinal studies and numerous reviews of the literature continue to show positive
results in cognitive development from acceleration, and no negative effects on social emotional
development (Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 2004). A recent report, entitled, 4 Nation
Deceived, suggests that gifted learners are cheated out of meaningful learning by schools if
they are not allowed to accelerate (Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 2004). Likewise, Brody
and Benbow (1987) reported no harmful effects of various forms of acceleration, including
grade skipping and advanced course taking, among the Study of Mathematically Precocious
Youth (SMPY) students subsequent to high school graduation. Accelerated students generally
earned more overall honors and attended more prestigious colleges. Richardson and Benbow
(1990) and Swiatek and Benbow (1991b) subsequently reported no harmful effects of
acceleration on social and emotional development or academic achievement after college
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graduation. Janos, Robinson, & Lunneborg (1989) reported no detrimental effects of
acceleration on young entrants to college. In another study, Robinson and Janos (1986) found
similar adjustment patterns for early entrants in comparison to three equally able non-
accelerated comparison groups, noting only unconventionality as a distinguishing characteristic
of the early entrants. In another study of female-only early college entrants, positive
personality growth during the accelerated first year of the program was found (Cornell,
Callahan, & Lloyd, 1991). Brody, Assouline, & Stanley (1990) found that among accelerated
students the best predictor of college achievement was early and continued Advanced
Placement course-taking, suggesting that advanced challenging work on an ongoing basis is a
powerful inducement to later achievement. Finally, Rimm & Lovance (1992) interviewed
families and school personnel of students who were grade skipped. All parents indicated that
they would make the same decision again and administrative attitudes toward acceleration
became more positive.

Well-researched accelerative options include (VanTassel-Baska, 2004a; Guenther,
1998):

e carly entrance to school (Braymen & Piersel, 1987),

e grade skipping (Swiatek, 1993, 2000; Lubinski & Benbow, 1987; Rimm &
Lovance, 1992),

e entering college early — with or without a high school diploma (Swiatek, 1993,
2000; Lubinski & Benbow, 1987; Murator, Colangelo, & Assouline, 2003),

e post-secondary options (Southern & Jones, 1991; Myers, 1993),

e International Baccalaureate Programs (IB) (Nugent & Karnes, 2002; Cox & Daniel,
1983; Poelzer & Feldhusen, 2002; Tookey, 1999; ),

e Advanced Placement (AP) (Surry, MacDonald, & Morgan, 1999; Herr, 1993;
Nugent & Karnes, 2002; Subotnik & Strauss, 1994; VanTassel-Baska, 2001),

e content or subject acceleration (Swiatek, 1993, 2000; Lubinski & Benbow, 1987;
Feldhusen & Kennedy, 1989; Herr, 1993),

e telescoping the curriculum (completing a one year course in one semester or
completing a course in less time based on pre-assessments) (Swiatek, 1993, 2000;
Lubinski & Benbow, 1987),

e credit by examination (Surry, MacDonald, & Morgan, 1999; Herr, 1993; Nugent &
Karnes, 2002; Subotnik & Strauss, 1994; VanTassel-Baska, 2001), and

e individual tutoring or mentorships in advanced subject matter (Ambrose, Allen, &
Huntley, 1994; Beck, 1989; Davalos & Haensly, 1997; Goh & Goh, 1996; Herbert
& Olenchak, 2000; Chan, 2000; Goh, 1993; Prillaman & Richardson, 1989;
Subotnik, 2003).

Magnet schools for the gifted are also often considered an acceleration strategy
(Adcock & Phillips, 2000; Cross, Steward, & Coleman, 2003; Daniel, 2000), although the
outcomes are dependent upon the focus of the school. Studies are mixed regarding the
effectiveness of such schools. One study found that students in a magnet school did not
perform any better than those in nonmagnet schools when comparing similar high ability
students (Adcock & Phillips, 2000). Perceptual data seem to be the strongest indicator of
success for magnet schools as many students found the social aspects of the school to be the
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most important (Cross, Steward, & Coleman, 2003; Plucker, Cobb, & Quaglia, 1996; Cohen,
1997; Gentry, Rizza, & Owen, 2002).

Regardless of the available research, acceleration is still one of the most under-utilized
practices for gifted students even though it is one of the most effective and economical choices
for schools to employ (Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 2004; Southern & Jones, 1991).

Student Performance and Program Evaluation

Organizational structures and curriculum are only part of a continuum of services. Data
regarding student performance and program effectiveness must also be considered.
Longitudinal studies of student growth gains on standardized achievement assessments indicate
that students who score in the upper quintiles on standardized achievement tests show the least
amount of growth over time and may be the at the greatest risk for underachievement (Sanders &
Horn, 1998). Based on multiple database searches, little empirical evidence is available on the
assessment of gifted students once identified. Of the literature available, data suggest that
diagnostic prescriptive approaches to assessment, as tailored to the needs of gifted students are
most effective (Swiatek, 1993, 2000; Benbow & Lubinski, 1995) especially if the assessment
measures conceptual ideas (Bass & Ries, 1995). Furthermore, multiple measures for assessing
student learning should be emphasized at formative and summative stages of the instructional
development process. Examples of assessments that may be utilized specifically for gifted
students include rubrics, portfolios, performance-based, and standardized measures including
out-of-level assessments (VanTassel-Baska, 2003; VanTassel-Baska, Johnson, & Avery, 2002;
Feng, VanTassel-Baska, Quek, Bai, & O’Neill, 2005; Siegle, 2002; Treffinger, 1994, Kress,
1994). Teacher expectations combined with varied alternative assessment options also have a
positive impact on gifted students (Baker & Schacter, 1996). Additionally, these assessments
have also been especially useful in calibrating the performance of disadvantaged and minority
gifted students (Passow & Frasier, 1996; VanTassel-Baska, Johnson, & Avery, 1998).

The paucity of literature regarding empirical evidence for gifted student learning is also
pronounced in program evaluation studies (Avery & VanTassel-Baska, 2001; VanTassel-Baska
& Feng, 2004). Program evaluation studies reveal a mismatch between identification and
programming, a lack of equity and consistency across programs and services within and among
districts, and a lack of coherence in service delivery by levels and subjectiveness. Moreover,
patterns across multiple district evaluations suggest a paucity of data regarding student progress,
fragmentation of services, a lack of targeted intervention for special populations of gifted
learners, as well as the lack of systematic staff development (Avery & VanTassel-Baska, 2001;
VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 2004).

Administration and Change

A continuum of services requires the effective administration of gifted programs and the
implementation of change processes. This includes professional development, policy
development, and the leadership qualities of the administrator. Guskey (2000) suggests that
professional development activities should range from simple to complex and include evaluation
of participant reactions, the level of participant learning, the level of organizational support and
change, participant use of knowledge and skills presented, and the impact on student learning
outcomes. However, studies in differentiation suggest that few teachers provide differentiated
opportunities for gifted learners in the regular classroom without targeted, ongoing professional
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development (Westberg, Archambault, & Brown, 1997; Reis & Westberg, 1994), leadership,
mentoring, and resources (Johnson, Haensly, Ryser & Ford, 2005). Additional studies support
the need for incorporating professional development as part of an ongoing process that is linked
to the regular classroom and incorporates a systematic model of monitoring, modeling, and
connecting professional development to the individual classroom as well as district initiatives,
goals, and accountability (VanTassel-Baska, 2004; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Tomlinson & Allan,
2000; Kaplan, 1986; Renzulli, 2001; VanTassel-Baska, 1997). This infers that leaders who
desire to implement a continuum of services for the gifted must have available resources,
collaboration time, and content specialists who can assist teachers and students with
sophisticated content knowledge (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000). In addition, there is an increased
emphasis on promoting diversity in gifted education including professional development and
awareness of the needs and issues of minority gifted students and special populations of gifted
students such as low socio-economic and twice-exceptional (Rizza & Gentry, 2001; Grantham
& Ford, 1998).

Policy Development

Decision-makers and leaders wanting to implement a continuum of services also need to
incorporate policies that support service provisions for gifted students within a grade level and
across multiple grade levels. However, policies related to comprehensive gifted programming
and services are minimal across the United States (Karnes, 2003; VanTassel-Baska, 2004b;
Brown, VanTassel-Baska, Avery, Worley, & Stambaugh, 2005). Gallagher (2002) lists four
recommendations for districts and states to incorporate when considering policy implementation:
1) multi-dimensional identification; 2) more inclusive placement procedures — especially for
International Baccalaureate and Advance Placement programs; 3) differentiated programming of
content including a continuum of services; and 4) a greater level of program evaluation and
accountability. In addition, policies related to curriculum within a continuum of services are
necessary and include flexibility of the curriculum to better meet the diverse needs of gifted
learners; differentiation in curriculum, instruction, and assessments that is research-based,
acceleration experiences; articulation and alignment of services throughout the child’s K-12
experience; grouping policies based on best practices; and teacher development to support the

necessary training to implement policies and a continuum of services for gifted learners
(VanTassel-Baska, 2005).

Leadership Role for Continuum of Services

Leading gifted programs and incorporating policies for gifted learners related to a
continuum of services requires “leadership in the middle” on the part of the gifted coordinator.
Many times the coordinator may have little power or authority but increased levels of
responsibility for service implementation. Therefore, leaders of gifted programs must be able to
communicate with decision makers: being clear on intentions, considerate of decision makers
time, and provide useful information and program data in a concise way (Hunsaker, 2000).
Furthermore, the leader of a continuum of services for the gifted must wear many hats including
that of staff developer, myth dispeller, data collector, and instructional leader (VanTassel-Baska
& Stambaugh, 2006). An in-depth survey of principals also indicates that leaders who are most
effective at the secondary level perceive themselves as being passionate about their work,
independent, intelligent, motivated, and possess the skills of goal setting, originality, flexibility,
and a wide range of interests (Goertz, 2000).
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Administrators of gifted programs must also be mindful of the appropriate selection of
curriculum materials (Avery & Zuo, 2003; Johnson, Boyce, & VanTassel-Baska, 1995; Halsted,
2002) and the appropriate evaluation of curriculum units written specifically for gifted learners
(Purcell, Burns, Tomlinson, Imbeau, & Martin, 2002; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2004;
VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). Guidelines for the selection of curriculum materials
include the delivery of substantive content that addresses major conceptual concepts in a given
field; use of the “habits of mind” that provide experiences for students to practice the habits of
experts in a field or discipline, the opportunity for students to generalize across content areas,
and a climate conducive to inquiry and high levels of thinking and engagement so students may
construct meaning within a given field (Avery & Zuo, 2003).

Leaders who implement changes in the provision of services for gifted learners must
recognize the levels of the change process and how change occurs. Fullan (1999) describes the
change process in three phases: initiation, implementation, and institutionalization. After
districts have been initiated into the practice to be implemented based on systemic and targeted
professional development, they move to the implementation phase of practice and may
experience an implementation dip before seeing positive results in student data and teacher
effectiveness. Once success has been noted by teachers and students, the change may become
institutionalized, meaning that the change is part of the system or “way of doing things” within
the district. Leaders who are able to institute change effectively are able to build capacity,
establish a vision or moral concern for the cause or change, and celebrate small successes
(Fullan, 1999).

Conclusion

Based on the empirical data and literature-based references, the need for a continuum of
services is well-documented in the literature although few states or local districts employ a full
range of service options, K-12. Empirical evidence within the field of gifted education supports
specific curriculum interventions such as the William and Mary units in language arts, social
studies and science, the diagnostic-prescriptive approaches utilized in mathematics and science,
mentorships, problem-based learning, and independent study linked to targeted pre-assessment
and the Schoolwide Enrichment Model. The strongest evidence for a continuum of services
emphasizes multiple grouping options and acceleration models coupled with differentiation and
rigorous, research-based curriculum. Although there are no empirical data, the literature
supports the use of a scope and sequence of gifted services, linked to rigorous content objectives,
derived and accelerated from content standards within a district framework. Furthermore,
leaders cannot ignore the need for a vertical and horizontal continuum of services in all areas of
the curriculum in which students are identified as gifted including the arts. Guidance services
are also important when considering service options for gifted students, especially with diverse
populations.

There is a continued need for student achievement data specific to gifted as well as
program effectiveness data. Specifically, a continuum of services must match the identification
methods employed and districts need to provide meaningful, research-based services for the
various levels of identification. In addition, leaders of gifted programs must provide systemic
and targeted professional development regarding rigorous curriculum models related to a
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continuum of services, educate the staff regarding issues related to diverse populations of gifted,
and implement policies regarding curriculum rigor, acceleration, grouping, and levels of services
among and across grade levels.
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Section III: Case Studies
Introduction
From March 20 to April 20, 2005, members of the research team at The College of
William & Mary, Center for Gifted Education visited five school districts to gain an in-depth
understanding of the provision of a continuum of services for gifted learners. The districts
represented different geographic regions from the state of Ohio.

Purpose

The case studies align with the goals from the State of Ohio Continuum of Services Grant
project objectives and serve as an in-depth qualitative data source that provides another lens from
a district perspective as to the implementation of services for gifted students within the selected
partnership districts.

Research Questions:

The on-site visit consisted of focus group sessions and interviews. A document analysis
of relevant pieces supplied by the district was conducted off-site. For the focus groups and
interviews, a similar set of questions were asked of each stakeholder’s group and interviewee.
Six questions were asked:

1. What are the different ways in which gifted students are served in your district?
2. How do you differentiate curriculum & instruction for gifted students in your district?
3. What are the strengths of the gifted services your district employs?

4. What are barriers or limitations which prevent the provision of a comprehensive
continuum of services for your gifted students?

5. How do you know your gifted continuum of services is effective? What criteria are you
using to make this judgment?

6. How do you assess gifted students’ performance? What criteria are you using to make
this judgment?

Data Analysis Procedures

The six questions probed all participants via oral commentary and written responses.
Data were recorded during the oral sessions by team members, and written response cards were
collected and recorded. The comments analyzed according to the criteria of multiple responses
which were consistent within groups and patterns which emerged across groups. In general, an
illustrative response represents a consensus by 50% or more from a group with regard to each
specific question.
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Data Collection Description

Document Review

Each district was asked to submit curriculum units, policies, program goals, staff
development brochures, scope and sequence information, or other pertinent documents.
Documents were reviewed by the Center for Gifted Education personnel as submitted. A copy of
the document review protocol is listed in Appendix A.

This document review protocol was developed by the Center for Gifted Education to be
used as a guide when examining documents. It ensures the consistency of the criteria applied in
the review process. The form is composed of two parts, with the first part concerning the general
evaluation of the document in terms of its purpose, intended audience, and relationship of the
document to the gifted education program. The second part evaluates the quality of the
document with regard to its alignment with best practices in gifted education, the sufficient scope
and depth to represent program intent, the clarity and consistency in its statement of theoretical
framework (if applicable), and user-friendliness.

Focus Group

Each participating district contact person was asked to coordinate focus groups of 6-12
persons for each of the following stakeholder groups: administrators, teachers, and parents.
Student focus groups were also requested by certain individual districts and included as another
data source. Focus group questions were open-ended standardized questions, meaning that there
were uniform questions developed for each specific group of teachers, students, parents, and
administrators. The questions were aligned with the objectives and focus questions of the grant
project, although the questions were modified for each group. Follow-up questions were asked
based on stakeholder responses in order to better understand and represent what the stakeholders
were expressing.

Each focus group lasted from 45 minutes to an hour. Participants were given an
overview of the purpose of the focus group and an index card for each question to be asked. The
focus group leader would read a question and allow time for each participant to individually
reflect on the question and respond, using the index card. Whole group discussion was led after
personal reflection and the index cards with participant responses were collected for each
question. A total of six questions were asked to each group, following the same process. A copy
of the focus group template questions for each group is provided in Appendix A.

Individual Interviews

Individual interviews were conducted to solicit the unique perspectives of key
stakeholders. The persons to be interviewed varied by district and included the coordinator of
gifted, administrators, the school superintendent, or central office personnel. In some districts,
interviews were declined or not arranged as key personnel chose to participate in the focus group
instead. Individual protocols for interviewing were developed, as provided in Appendix A. The
interview was tailored for each participant’s role, and follow-up questions were determined
based on participant responses.
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Report on Antwerp Local City School District On-Site Visit
Antwerp, Ohio

On April 6, 2005 a member of the William and Mary research team spent the day in
Antwerp Local School District to examine the continuum of services provided within the district.
The case study activities included:

Administrator focus group

Teacher focus group

Parent focus group

Individual interviews (2): Superintendent and District Gifted Coordinator

Collection of relevant documents related to the continuum of services to be analyzed

Overview of Service Model(s) Employed in District

Antwerp Local has two distinct service options for identified gifted students. In 2"-6"
grade classrooms, a pull-out enrichment model is employed with gifted students and in grades 7-
12, students are heterogeneously grouped in regular classrooms with no subject grouping. At the
high school, there are no honors courses or AP courses available. High school students do have
the option of post-secondary enrollment but at the time of the on-site visit, no student had taken
advantage of it during the 2004-2005 academic year. Antwerp Local is a K-12 school with 1
building. All students in the district are located in the same facility. The pull-out model in grades
2-6 varies in terms of contact time with the gifted resources specialist. In grades 2-5, the
specialist sees the students for 1 hour/week and in grade 6, her contact time with gifted students
is 40 minutes per week. The gifted resource specialist employs interdisciplinary enrichment
based units based on the Ohio content standards. Gifted students are encouraged to participate in
extra-curricular competitions and events that enrich their school experience. All students who are
served have written education plans that are intended to guide their array of services. These plans
are required by Ohio regulations.

Document Analysis:
The following relevant documents were submitted for review:

e A sample Written Education Plan (WEP)
¢ Gifted Identification and Services Handbook for Teachers
e Antwerp Junior/Senior High school student handbook with course descriptions

Sample Written Education Plan

The sample WEP that was submitted for review was for a high school student. The
service option checked on the front sheet was “regular class, not clustered.” This student’s areas
of interest included technology, reading, and community and his areas of strengths were cited as
working with peers and technology. According to this WEP, this student’s identified areas were
cognitive ability and reading achievement and science achievement. For each identified
academic area a teacher has to complete a section on the form entitled, differentiation of
instruction. In order to differentiate in the reading/language arts classroom, the teacher wrote that
the student will complete a research project and independently read two literary works from the
studied time periods. For science differentiation, the teacher wrote that the student would
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complete the higher level questions from the homework problems and carry out an advanced lab.
Appropriate signatures were provided on the form.

Gifted Identification and Services Handbook for Teachers

The handbook for teachers prepared for Antwerp Schools begins with a welcome letter to
teachers. Following the letter is a section on identification taken from the Ohio Revised Code
and the Ohio Administrative Code. The next few pages are formatted as a question/answer
section outlining the screening and identification process for the school district. The services for
gifted students page cites that “Antwerp Local schools service plan provides for a gifted resource
(pull-out) program, cluster grouping in the regular classroom, differentiation of curriculum in the
regular class, Post-Secondary Enrollment Option, and Advanced Placement (selected courses). It
mentions that students eligible for the pull-out program must be identified in the area of superior
cognitive ability and two or more specific academic ability areas and must have WEP’s. The
handbook ends with ten tips for helping gifted students succeed adapted from information
provided through the Ohio Association for Gifted Children.

Antwerp Junior/Senior High school student handbook with course descriptions

The fifteen page document provides an overview for students and families for each junior
and senior high school class offered. Several of the advanced courses such as AP composition,
Calculus, or Latin say “Starnet course offerings” next to the title and description. This was an on-
line learning option for students in the district for over ten years and due to budget cuts, was not
offered during the 04-05 academic year, although the course descriptions still remain in the high
school handbook.

Focus Groups:

Teacher, parents and administrator focus groups were held, each lasting approximately
one hour. The focus group results will be discussed individually organized by groups. In addition
two interviews were conducted; one with the district Superintendent and the other with the
district coordinator of gifted. The relevant participant numbers for each focus group are listed
below:

Focus Group Participants by Number
Teacher Parent Administrator
N=9 N=6 N=3

Parent Focus Group

Six parents were present at the focus group session which was held in Antwerp Local
School’s conference room. The parent’s children spanned the gifted program, K-12 and
represented a student body of 12. See Table A for illustrative comments for each question.

Parents articulated that the primary service delivery was an enrichment based pull-out
model employed in grades 2-6, with contact time ranging from 40 minutes to 60 minutes per
week for students identified as superior cognitive and two specific academic areas. Other than
the pull-out model, services for gifted students are provided by the regular classroom teacher. In
grades 7 and 8, there is no discrete gifted service and at the high school level (grades 9-12), the
district does not offer Advanced Placement courses or Honors courses and all content courses are
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heterogeneously grouped. Post-secondary option is available but at the time of the interview no
student had exercised that option.

The majority of parents were unsure how their child’s needs were being met in the
regular classroom. Options such as accelerated reader were mentioned as available, but those
educational opportunities were for the whole class and not necessarily targeted for gifted
students. Parents whose children participated in the pull-out model expressed satisfaction with
the service and felt that their children received work that was not ordinarily provided in the
regular classroom.

The only strength mentioned by the parents was the pull-out model, with sentiments such
as “my child does not want to miss school on GATE day,” commonly being expressed. The
personnel who are providing the direct service were perceived to be excellent at what they do.
Other than that, the parents did not share any other strengths.

There was much frustration expressed about the lack of a program and the potential
barriers that prevented a more comprehensive array of services.

Teacher Focus Group

Eight teachers and one guidance counselor were present at the focus group session which
was held in Antwerp Local School’s conference room. The educators spanned the gifted
program, K-12. See Table B for illustrative comments for each question.

Teachers across the K-12 spectrum articulated Antwerp’s service model as an elementary
pull-out program in grades 2-6, classroom differentiation, and opportunities for competitions and
extra-curricular activities. High school teachers mentioned that certain students double up in the
their math and science classes in order to take Calculus and that post-secondary options exist but
that students have chosen not to take advantage of this option due to distance of the community
college and a dangerous highway. Teachers shared that many students participate in competitions
and events, and that these were open to all students, not targeted specifically for gifted. They felt
that students’ needs were being met in the regular classroom through teacher’s questioning,
project alternatives, and high expectations.

The biggest strength of Antwerp’s program as perceived by the teachers was the
committed staff. “There is a high expectation for student performance across the board.” They
mentioned teacher’s challenging students and knowing the students because it is a small district
and “family” oriented. They shared that the program emphasis is on practical application and
because of that students are engaged in the use of technology, field trips, and visits to colleges.
Another perceived strength was the identification process, because “it is defined.”

The largest barrier to service delivery was limited resources. “Due to limited resources,
we cannot offer higher level options for these students.” They mentioned that 7.8% of the
community held a Bachelor’s Degree and therefore it was difficult for the district to provide role
models for higher education. Another barrier was the lack of teacher training for serving gifted
and talented students. Lastly, they shared that the contact time for students was minimal and
needed to expand.
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In terms of program effectiveness, teachers shared that benchmarks for them were how
well the students scored at the advanced levels on the Ohio Proficiency tests, the number of
students who received awards of merit, and high graduation rates. “We have above a 95%
graduation rate and given the community context, this is unusual.” Additionally, they shared that
students in the pull-out enjoy going and do not want to miss school the day of the week that they
receive GATE services. Teachers felt that students were growing and learning through their class
leadership, “serving as role models for others.”

Administrator Focus Group

Three administrators were present at the focus group session which was held in Antwerp
Local School’s conference room. The administrators were made up of 1 elementary principal, 1
principal for grades 7-12, and 1 director of instruction. Due to the limited numbers of
administrators, the focus group session was conducted as an interview session.

The interview session with the three administrators lasted approximately 45 minutes to
address the six questions of interest. The administrators described the program as being in
transition. They mentioned the pull-out GATE program as well as special opportunities such as
the Junior Scholars program being the ways in which gifted students are served.

When asked about services provided within the classroom, one administrator responded
with “gifted students are held to a slightly higher standard on certain projects and teachers pace
activities where students can move ahead of others and then do enrichment activities.” In
addition, they shared that the teachers use the Written Education Plans (WEP’s) to ensure
classroom differentiation. They felt that the strengths of the program included effective teachers
and the identification process. “Our teachers are willing to try new ideas and implement
alternative lesson plans to make sure the students are challenged.” Another administrator
responded, “We leverage our few resources by stretching the one GT teacher to more grade
levels. We are also able to stretch our intervention specialist to work with the gifted students
instead of just the at-risk kids.” Barriers to the program included limited contact time and having
only one person to deliver services. “We are so small! It would be nice if the GATE teacher
could go into classrooms and demonstrate lessons but she is stretched too thin.” Another
administrator added, “Teachers are left on their own to meet the gifted students needs and so it’s
hard because the implementation is left up to them.” In terms of program effectiveness, the
administrators mentioned the Ohio proficiency tests as a measure of effectiveness. “15-67% of
our students score in the advanced category.” They also shared that graduates come back and
informally provide positive feedback of being “prepared for freshman year of college.”

Interview with District Coordinator

Dr. Elissa Brown interviewed the district coordinator of gifted services for Antwerp
Local: Ms. Sandy Freeman. The interview last approximately 30 minutes to address the six
questions of interest. Ms. Freeman is the coordinator of gifted services for the Western Buckeye
Educational Service center and Antwerp Local is one of her school districts. Ms. Freeman
described the services for gifted students in Antwerp as follows: K-1 differentiation within the
classroom, 2"9-5" pull-out model employing interdisciplinary enrichment standards-based
curriculum units. Grades 2™-5™ receive an hour a week and 6™ grade students receive 40 minutes
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per week. In grades 7™ and 8", she said, “There is no discrete gifted service.” In grade 9"-12"
students are in regular classes. The district does not offer any Honors or Advanced Placement
courses at the secondary level. In all grade levels, K-12, the district does not employ any cluster
grouping or flexible ability grouping. She expressed concerns about the degree to which teachers
were differentiating curriculum and instruction. “I don’t see a lot of that. We need more
professional development with regard to differentiation. There is no way to monitor whether or
not differentiation is occurring.” She felt that the strengths of the program included effective
teachers and the pull-out model. She mentioned that the majority of teachers want to provide the
best services they can, but they do not always have the necessary tools. The pull-out model,
according to Ms. Freeman, serves multiple grade levels and the personnel providing the direct
service “are excellent at what they do.” She mentioned that the district does provide a lot of
special field trips for students. Barriers to the program included limited contact time and overall
support. She felt that it was difficult to have any consistency and daily impact because the gifted
staff is spread too thin. She would like to see more contact time for students; “one hour a week is
not enough.” She would like more support from the administration and in general from teachers.
In terms of program effectiveness, Ms. Freeman mentioned the positive feedback she receives
from parents of students who are involved in the pull-out model. She also looks at the
achievement scores of students but has not tracked the scores over time. In terms of student
growth she mentioned the WEP’s and self and peer evaluation. For students in grades 7-12 that
do not receive services, she said, “I’m not sure. There is a lot more education that needs to
happen in terms of what constitutes appropriate services for gifted students and we’re a long way
from getting there.”

Interview with Superintendent

Dr. Elissa Brown interviewed the Superintendent for Antwerp Local: Mr. David Bagley.
The interview last approximately 30 minutes to address the six questions of interest. Mr. Bagley
has been a superintendent for 18 years. Antwerp Local has an average daily membership of 720
students. The district has one elementary, one middle, one high school and all grade levels, K-12,
are housed in one building. Mr. Bagley described the elementary pull-out model as the service
delivery model for gifted students. He mentioned that from 1990-2004, the high school offered
distance learning classes in many subject areas including advanced math and Latin. Due to
budget cuts, the district no longer offers the on-line courses to its student body. He would like to
offer them again, but does not think it is likely to happen due to financial constraints. When
asked how his teachers differentiate curriculum and instruction for the gifted, he mentioned that
teachers integrate technology and provide more options for research, “as teachers provide their
lessons, they have parts where the gifted students can go above and beyond.” He felt that the
strengths of the program were the identification process and the teachers. “Our strengths lie more
in individual classrooms with the teachers providing services than with any specific model.”
Another strength he cited was that the all students, K-12, were in one building. “The teachers can
really get to know the students and the community by being in one building.” Barriers cited were
funding and having a part-time gifted teacher. In terms of program effectiveness, he said that it is
not unusual for graduates to come back and tell him that they did not have to study their
freshman year of college. He looks at the Ohio proficiency scores and listens to teachers’
responses about these students. “What the classroom teacher provides is key. Everybody working
together allows all kids to benefit.”
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Findings

The evaluation team reviewed and synthesized all data collected across the sources cited
in this case study and provides the following key findings for consideration. Each finding is
followed by a data source code. Findings were listed if at least three data sources listed the

1SSue.

Key Finding

Focus
Group

Document
Analysis

Program services, goals, and curriculum courses of study need to match
the child’s identification areas and include rigorous content. The pull-
out program services, in grades 2-6, are enrichment-based regardless of
the strengths or identification areas of the student. There is a
disconnect between program goals, courses of study listings, and
reported services.

T,A,P

DA

There is an inequity regarding the resources needed to serve the
students who qualify for programming. A cut-off number is instituted
regardless of other equally qualified students due to a lack of resources
to provide services.

T,A,P,1

DA

Additional professional development, policies for regular classroom
service options, and accountability measures are needed for regular
classroom teachers who have the bulk of responsibility to serve gifted
students. This needs to include rigorous curriculum options in addition
to strategies.

T,A, P, 1

DA

K-3 services are needed as well as additional services at the middle
school and high school, in order to provide a continuum of services, K-
12. Additionally, there is no connection between the pull-out program
that is offered in grades 2-6 and the relationship to those grade levels
content, instruction, and assessment.

T,A, P, 1

DA

Data is gathered unofficially. Therefore, program effectiveness
measures are not systematized.

T, A, 1

Extra-curricular options, such as field trips and competitions were
perceived as strengths and as service delivery for gifted students.

T,A, P, 1

Issues to Consider for Recommendations:

The following issues, based on the findings, may be considered and developed into action

plans for the district to consider addressing:

e The program services should match the child’s needs and identified areas.
e Resources need to be instituted to include all students who qualify for services at equal

levels.

e Teacher variance regarding service provisions needs to be monitored. Teachers need to
be given the resources to adjust learning for gifted students in the regular classroom,

including more rigorous options.
e K-3 programming should be instituted.

e Low or no-cost options such as grouping and acceleration should be employed
systematically within the classroom and across the K-12 spectrum.

e Increase communication to parents and shore up support.
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The coordinator role includes more than gifted responsibilities. The coordinator is also in
charge of curriculum alignment, testing, and other ancillary responsibilities that may
make it difficult to promote program continuity, growth, and a continuum of services.
Re-examine the documents in terms of connectivity of program goals, course of study,
and policies needed including how those align to the actual services. A scope and
sequence of goals and suggested curriculum may tighten the inconsistency of service
issues and the perceived lack of rigor.

Provide professional development opportunities for classroom teachers, K-12, in specific
content areas.

Provide professional development opportunities for administrators and other support
personnel.

Re-examine the junior and senior high services to gifted and create some advanced
classes.

Systematize data gathering (anecdotal and quantitative) in order to measure program
effectiveness and student growth.
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Table A: Parent Focus Group N=6

Question lllustrative Responses
What are the In the elementary level, they are pulled out for an hour a
different ways in week.
which your child At middle and high school, there are no services for gifted

been served in this
district?

Students.
My 6" grader has a once a week additional class on various
subjects that are not covered in the regular classroom study.

How are your child
(ren) needs being
met in the regular

They use accelerated reader books for all level readers.
I don’t know of anything additional that happens in the
classroom.

classroom? 1 think they may get accelerated math but I’'m not sure.

My child’s teacher has different reading groups.
What are the My 6" grader loves the weekly classes and challenges.
strengths of gifted Teacher qualities are good; enthusiastic and utilizes
services? available resources.

Strengths? Nothing currently for my high school student.
What are the One big barrier is there are not personnel to deliver gifted

barriers or
limitations that

programming.
There is nothing for grades 7"-12™ and there are limited

prevent a services for 26" so there is not the opportunity to do
comprehensive anything in depth.
provision of Since nothing happens in grade 7" 12", they think they are
services? not “gifted” anymore.
Gifted students do not have a peer group for social
interactions.
We need more challenging work for these kids at all levels
in all subjects.
How do you know Informal feedback from graduates.
the gifted program When they do participate in GATE, there is growth in their

1s effective?

self-esteem.
He doesn’t want to miss school on GATE day.

How do you assess
your child’s
learning?

Growth in self-esteem as a result of being in GATE.

He refers at home to information he’s learned at achool
My daughter realizes that the extra work she’s doing is
paying off in terms of her interests and knowledge

[ can’’t think of anything. I don’t know.
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Table B: Teacher Focus Group =9

Question lllustrative Responses
What are the GATE program in elementary level; in the high school it is
different ways in up to the individual teacher
which gifted There is a pull out program, various field trips, and elective

students have been
served in this
district?

courses in the high school for gifted students.
We provide a lot of options for competitions. Our students
participate in Quiz Bowl, StarNet, and Power of the Pen.

How are gifted
students needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

1 ask gifted students to assist peers on projects such as
technology.

Higher level questioning, providing options or alternatives
ways of doing problems.

I use enrichment worksheets for each chapter and different
projects.

What are the Our personnel is our biggest strength. We hold high
strengths of gifted expectations and challenge our gifted students in the
services? classroom.
Technology usage.
The pull-out program is strong. Students love going to
GATE
What are the “Hit or Miss,” some teachers are differentiating and
barriers or challenging students, others are not.
limitations that The funding doesn 't follow identification.
preventa Time limitations for pull-out program.
compr ‘ehenswe Not every student who needs service gets service.
provision of Limited time, money, and opportunities for these students.
services?
How do you know Students come back from college and say they were
the gifted program adequately prepared.

1s effective?

Student’s enthusiasm in going to pull-out.
Number of students who score advanced level on
achievement tests.

How do you assess
gifted student
learning?

Peer and self evaluation

I’'m not sure

Students ask questions about the enrichment material;
seems challenging to them.

We use W.E.P’s

Class discussions and their written answers on tests.
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Report on Cambridge City School District On-Site Visit
Cambridge, OH

On March 24, 2005 a member of the William and Mary research team spent the day in
Cambridge City School District to examine the continuum of services provided within the
district. The case study activities included:

e High school student focus group
Administrator focus group including the superintendent and school psychologists
Teacher of gifted focus group with coordinator
Regular classroom teacher focus group, K-12
Parent focus group
Collection of relevant documents related to the continuum of services to be analyzed

Overview of Services:

Cambridge City Schools operates under a site-based management structure. Individual
schools select how services for gifted may be rendered based upon building needs and capacity.
The general services at the elementary school for gifted students begin in third grade, with some
exceptions. Two teachers of gifted serve elementary students within the district. One teacher is
full-time in one building while the itinerant teacher serves two smaller buildings every other day.
Third through fifth graders participate in a pull-out option for anywhere from an hour to half a
day per week. One school also offers the opportunity for math acceleration with the teacher of
gifted, who uses the same math textbook but moves through it at a faster pace and then
supplements with enrichment materials. Students in grades K-2 may be subject accelerated on a
case-by-case basis. The teachers of gifted also provide support for elementary teachers as
requested or possible within the schedule. Students may also participate in math contests,
Destination Imagination, and field trip opportunities.

Services at the junior high level include a full-time teacher of gifted who serves identified
students on a voluntary basis. Students select a schedule that allows them to be scheduled into
either the gifted course or an alternative program such as computer, art, band, or other special
course. Students at the middle school level also have the opportunity to participate in an extra-
curricular activity, Ohio Model United Nations. The emphasis at the middle school is on
Bloom’s Taxonomy and interest-based instruction and research.

The high school services include Honors classes at the ninth and tenth grade level, and
Advanced Placement courses in the 11" and 12" grade years. Beginning next school year, Mock
Trial and Ohio Model United Nations will also be available to students as electives for
coursework. Students also have ancillary options such as leadership seminars, job shadowing,
and academic contests. The coordinator of gifted also provides a support group for high school
students with limited academic counseling.

All students who are served have written education plans that are intended to guide their
service opportunities. These plans are required by Ohio regulations.
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Document Analysis:

The following relevant documents were submitted for review: VISIONS curriculum map
overview, VISIONS curriculum activities brochure, vision and belief statements, a sample
written education plan, a second grade unit for gifted students on money, a multi-grade unit on
the brain, a Bloom’s Taxonomy rubric for independent study, and a rubric and sample lesson
from the Mock Trial program at the high school.

All of the documents were teacher or coordinator-made and printed in-house using a
basic word processing system. The documents can be categorized as organizational (curriculum
map overview, vision and belief statements, written education plan, and activities brochure) and
delivery oriented (sample units & lessons). The documents are explanatory and should be
understood by the intended audiences. The graphic organizers of the services provide a basic
overview of what is offered throughout the district, although it is unclear when the services are
offered: each grade year, only high school, etc. Likewise, a comprehensive view of program
services and instructional delivery models for each program is not apparent and the documents
do not seem to align or reinforce the nature and scope of the gifted program or the intended goals
as matched to student identification.

Most of the program opportunities seem to be extra-curricular, with the words
“instructional strategies” and “contests” used interchangeably. For example, the major emphasis
for gifted students in general, as suggested by the organizational documents, include Mock Trial,
Model United Nations, artifact boxes, the NASA Challenger Learning Center, Destination
Imagination, the Ohio Energy Project, Ohio Math League, and other contests. Goals for the
programs documented did not seem to match the field-specific identification areas and no
documents were available to suggest how the goals or objectives are measured.

The organizational documents are broad-based and list mostly statewide activities and
field trips in which students may participate. The major emphases of service, according to the
documents, are enrichment-oriented with a focus on process skills, even though students are
identified in core content areas. Considerable overlap exists between the activities for third
through fifth grade, with similar contests and participatory units listed in each grade.

Of the units submitted, two were teacher-created and one was a general lesson plan from
a widely disseminated program: Mock Trial. The teacher-created units included materials to be
used, target populations, and an evaluation section which suggests that the unit’s success will be
evaluated based on student input, teacher observation, and interest. Pre-assessment and activities
are mentioned in each unit but not included. The units are written at the knowledge,
comprehension, and application levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy, with few exceptions. No
evidence exists of the Ohio content standards being utilized or modified. Formal process skill
models are not delineated within the units, although goals for such are listed.

Overall, the documents need to be aligned to each of the grade level goals and student
areas need identified with relevant outcomes based on known process models and content
standards with less overlap. Differentiation between strategies and contests should be outlined
along with the distinction between extra-curricular contests versus services in schools.
Furthermore, the “canned” curriculum submitted seems to focus more on the higher level of
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Bloom’s Taxonomy and provide a better match for gifted students. Many of teacher-created
units focus on lower-level activities and questions than typical for gifted.

Focus Groups:

Student, teacher, teacher of gifted, administrator and parent focus groups were held, each
lasting approximately one hour. A total of 34 persons participated across all five focus groups,
including one in absentia who submitted handwritten responses to the questions. The same
protocol was used for each group, but wording differed based on the stakeholders being
interviewed. The focus group procedures consisted of the facilitator providing an overview of
the purpose of the group and the questions to be asked. Each participant was given an index card
and asked to respond to a given question. After the participants had time to respond individually,
cards were collected by the facilitator and whole group discussion was solicited and reported on
chart paper. This procedure was conducted for each of the six questions.

The focus groups results will be discussed individually. Typically interviews are held
with key administrative personnel in addition to the focus groups. However, in this instance, the
superintendent and coordinator of gifted services preferred to participate in a focus group instead
of a personal interview. The relevant participant numbers for each focus group are listed below:

Focus Group Participants by Number

Student Parent Teacher Administrator | Teacher of Gifted

N=6 N=4 N=7 N=13 N=4

Student Focus Group

Six students arrived at the high school prior to the start of the school day to participate in
the focus group: 3 girls and 3 boys. The students who participated were part of a student
advisory club for the gifted program and have had experience in the varied types of services
provided since elementary school. Table C outlines illustrative comments for each question
posed in the focus group.

The students listed contests as the primary way of being served and cited those as being
memorable, especially Model United Nations. “At OMUN you get to talk with educated
people,” one student stated. Students also alluded to the importance of being placed with other
gifted peers in pull-out, even though the regular classroom teachers weren’t that responsive to
them leaving the classroom. Most of the students could not remember what they did in pull-out,
only that they were with other gifted students. One student commented “Being with other gifted
kids is important, like in the elementary school when we had VISIONS Day.”

Regarding how their needs are being met in the classroom, most of the students said that
it didn’t happen often but they knew when it did because in those classrooms they had to study or
work at something and they usually enjoyed the class because it was something new to them.

The students appreciate the varied opportunities available to them through contests,

especially Model United Nations, which all of them are actively involved. They see Model UN
and the other field trips and contests as strengths for the program because they are from a rural,
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poverty area and it is helpful to travel to different places and be exposed to other students. One
student commented that “Being from Cambridge School System we don’t have much but the
teachers push us to do more”, specifically talking about contests and Advanced Placement course
options. They were also pleased with the advisement from the written educational plans which
allow them an opportunity to better plan for their high school education and future college goals.

The perceived barriers for the students centered on a lack of teacher understanding about
gifted and course scheduling issues at the high school. The entire group concurred with the
statement by one group participant who said “In elementary school the regular classroom
teachers weren’t that understanding when you left for pull-out. They thought it wasn’t
important.” However, the students were appreciative of the opportunities provided and the
teachers who challenged them, although they said there weren’t many challenges in school.
Students also perceived that many teachers did not understand gifted. Furthermore, schedules
for advanced classes or other opportunities at the high school overlap and hinder scheduling for
advanced classes.

The students rated the program effectiveness based on performance in contests and
programs such as OMUN, Mock Trial, and Destination Imagination, although OMUN seemed to
be emphasized the most. They reported that they perform well when compared to other students
across the state or region who participated in similar contests and they take pride in their abilities
and opportunity as spawned from the gifted program. They said that “many people continue to
stay in VISIONS throughout high school” which also makes it successful. The students felt like
they were learning in many of their Advanced Placement classes and hoped to get into “...higher
schools like OUS and Case Western”. The students perceived the opportunities available based
on participation in gifted services as beneficial, especially the contests, Advanced Placement
classes, and being with other gifted students in VISIONS during elementary school.

Administrator Focus Group

The administrator focus group consisted of a variety of school personnel with high
attendance from administration, even though it was the day before spring break. Thirteen
persons attended the focus group including the special services director, curriculum director,
school superintendent, school psychologist, and elementary, middle, and high school principals
or assistants from all but one building: 8 males and 5 females. Sample responses are listed in
Table D.

The administrative responses varied somewhat due to services provided in each building
or at each grade level. It seems that each building provides services in a different way, with
some students being provided accelerated math, other students being provided pull-out only, and
some schools with more of a consultation model with some pull-out. The level of service is
dependent upon the staff person for gifted, desires of the school personnel, and number of
students identified. Regarding the services specifically available, the most common responses
included Ohio Model United Nations, Advanced Placement (although not just for gifted), pull-
out at the elementary level, as varied by school, and Destination Imagination.

Specific classroom services provided, as perceived by the administrators, included a
consultation model, although administrators weren’t sure how much that was really happening in
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their buildings. One participant wrote “This is a building level topic/decision and I can’t
accurately comment on it. I know the gifted staff works with the regular education staff to put
this in place. However, I’'m not sure what has occurred.” Other participants perceived that the
services provided in the regular classroom really met the needs of gifted students as well,
although “the services listed are really for all kids”.

Many suggested that professional development is needed on differentiation as it is
perceived that classroom teachers may not know how to best work with gifted students in the
regular classroom. The most common strategies within the classroom were cooperative learning,
pull-out, and higher level questions. A few administrators also listed the IMS (Instructional
Management System), a differentiated lesson plan database from the Ohio Department of
Education. In general, however, few administrators could list specific strategies for gifted as
observed in the classrooms, especially on a consistent basis.

Regarding the strengths of services, many administrators perceived the strengths to be the
number of staff members dedicated to gifted services when compared to other districts.
Administrators at the elementary level were also pleased with the change in the structure of
staffing. This year was the first year teachers of gifted were specifically assigned to one (or two)
buildings. One participant wrote that a positive was “more service than before due to the
teachers of gifted being part of the elementary buildings...teachers now feel that the VISIONS
teacher is part of the staff.”

Program weaknesses surrounded the major themes of communication and professional
development. For example, administrators perceived that parents were actively involved in their
child’s gifted education but seemed misinformed regarding the services and issues. It was
perceived that the teachers of gifted and regular classroom teachers seemed unclear in the
direction and vision of the services provided. Two different participants commented on this
issue by stating that the VISIONS staff “do[es] not seem to fully understand the intent” and there
is “no set vision for the program”. Other administrators suggested that many of the stakeholders
perceive that the “program is only known as fun”. In addition, communication that is relayed
seems to be untimely and misunderstood. Many teachers do not understand gifted students and
feel that some gifted students are misidentified since little professional development regarding
gifted has been available. One administrator suggested that “some regular education staff have
been reticent to differentiate and/or consult with the gifted education staff-especially when a
student identified as gifted is having academic and/or behavioral difficulties.”

A few administrators also listed finances as a major barrier as the staff members who are
serving gifted are mostly locally funded and the student-teacher of gifted ratios are high. Some
administrators even suggested adding another teacher of gifted so there is at least one teacher in
each building. However, other participants were quick to remind the group that funding issues
may not allow this to happen.

When asked about the effectiveness measures of the program and student learning, the

administrators were uncertain how student progress was being measured but suggested ways they
might be able to monitor progress. Conversation surrounded ideas such as: follow-up studies
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with students after high school, parent phone calls and surveys, standardized test scores, program
attrition, and grades of gifted students.

In general, the administrators were pleased with the new format of services being more
building-specific. However, they were still uncertain regarding the program intent, impact, and
need. Communication, professional development, and additional staffing are perceived as the
major issues for further discussion.

Regular Classroom Teachers
Seven teachers representing elementary, middle, and high school attended the focus
group, all female. Sample responses to each question are listed in Table E.

Teachers listed the services provided by the gifted program by grade level. In grades 2-5
pull-out, math instruction, Destination Imagination, math on the computer, and a science fair
were the major service provisions. A discussion ensued regarding a comparison between
elementary building services since the building programs were different. Teachers seemed in
agreement that the elementary students were typically served for about an hour a week but it
varied by building and grade level. The teachers also explained that they really didn’t know how
students were served except for the accelerated math program portion of services that is being
implemented in one elementary building. This takes approximately 45 minutes per day and the
teacher of gifted provides the instruction and letter grade.

When asked about how services are delivered in the regular classroom the teachers
suggested the need for more professional development. One participant stated, “I’m not sure of
what type of things I could or should be doing to challenge gifted students.” According to the
elementary school teachers they differentiate by implementing peer tutoring, study buddies, and
asking higher level questions for all kids. Teachers also listed curriculum series that provide
enrichment opportunities as well as a new reading series in one building that has an advanced
level for reading that teachers could give to gifted students, although no one had used it. At the
middle school and high school level, teachers listed that they have advanced classes and pull
questions for students from the College Board website for Advanced Placement courses. All
teachers agreed that they have high expectations for all students. Most of the discussion for this
question centered on a lack of materials for regular classroom students and concerns for finding
different activities for gifted students when the regular classroom core content areas lack
materials.

The strengths question was discussed orally. Most of the time in the hour focus group
was spent on issues and barriers, which left a small amount of time to talk about strengths before
the teachers needed to depart. Among the strengths listed as a whole group, the most common
and agreed upon strength at the middle school and high school was the change in the staffing.
Teachers appreciated having a full-time gifted teacher in the building or at least a half time since
one elementary teacher of gifted travels between two schools. Other strengths included the
involvement of the students in OMUN and Mock Trial. The middle school and high school
teachers perceived the students who participated in special contests as “energized and excited”.
The high school teachers also found it beneficial that the coordinator of gifted programs assisted
with Advanced Placement courses through educational plans that encourage students to join AP
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and assistance with AP paperwork. Questions 5 & 6 regarding assessment were not discussed
due to the length of the barriers discussion.

Overall, the major issues for regular classroom teachers involved a perceived lack of
communication and a common understanding of gifted services. For example, the elementary
and middle school teachers are unsure of what happens in the gifted program when students are
pulled out of the classroom. They desire more communication from the teacher of gifted
regarding what students are doing. Furthermore, students seem to miss classes in areas for which
they are not identified, making it more difficult to make up the work missed. In the middle
school teachers felt that programming for gifted was unfair because students who participated in
the VISIONS program had to select either VISIONS, art, music, or other electives, making the
choices difficult.

Teachers were curious about what standards the teachers of gifted follow, what their
curriculum involves, how the gifted curriculum matches the regular curriculum, and how
students are identified. There are concerns that some of the students identified are actually
failing certain courses but continue to be pulled out for services. The middle school teachers
also requested a list of students who are identified as they do not seem to know who the gifted
students are and in which areas they might have strengths. Suggestions were also given for
better service delivery, scheduling, communication, professional development, and organization
of curriculum and advanced courses between the middle school and high school for those
students who need acceleration.
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Parent Focus Group

Three parents of gifted students attended the focus group. The triad represented
VISIONS students from three different schools and had children in 2™, 3, 5™ and 6™ grade, all
in the VISIONS program. One parent submitted responses in writing, which were also correlated
with the data. Due to the informal nature of the meeting and comfort level of the parents, after
the second question, participant reflections were listed on chart paper instead of index cards at
the parent requests. Index cards were used to jot ideas.

Similar to the regular classroom teacher focus group, most of the focus group time was
spent on the barriers. Questions were raised regarding gifted services, identification, and Ohio
rules. Table F represents the varied responses from the participants.

Parents noted several barriers regarding programming and services. Most of the issues
were related to a lack of challenge in VISIONS and the regular classroom, a lack of
understanding regarding gifted in general across the district, a lack of individualized instruction
or matching programming to the child’s needs, and a lack of communication regarding gifted
options. For example, one parent said that gifted students “spend too much time doing stuff they
already know — even when they are pulled out in VISIONS”. Another continued, “VISIONS
activities are fun...but not what I would say were challenging.”

Continuity across schools also became an issue as parents began discussing the varied
options available as dependent upon the school building the child attended. All parents also
mentioned the punishment factor as a major issue. They perceived that the VISIONS program is
not reputable among regular classroom teachers and because of this the regular classroom
teachers end up punishing the gifted child with more homework he/she already knows or being
required to stay in at recess to make up work the child already understood. Another parent said
“my child feels punished by having to go in for recess to make up what’s missed during
VISIONS.” Parents also shared concerns that scheduling was problematic as students may be
pulled out of the classroom during scheduled subject times for which they were not identified,
causing additional conflict. “The program is ‘one size fits all’. The time missed from class is
not always in the child’s identified area.”

Perceived strengths included the Model United Nations program, caring teachers, and the
middle school option for services that doesn’t require students to miss core classes. One parent
felt that the middle school opportunities in VISIONS were more rigorous and of the caliber of
gifted, when compared to the elementary school setting.

Assessment and measures available were perceived as negligible. Parents were unsure of
their child’s progress related to giftedness and felt the current rubric for reporting student
progress in the gifted program consisted of a lack of usable information to determine progress.
Many parents wanted to have a clearer understanding of the goals and curriculum of the program
K-12, as well as less repetition among services each year. They also felt that if their child didn’t
participate in lengthy after-school activities such as DI or OMUN the services were not as strong.
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Teacher of Gifted Focus Group

The teacher of gifted focus group consisted of four persons: two elementary teachers of
gifted, one who is located full time in a larger elementary school and one who is itinerate,
traveling between two smaller schools. The third teacher is new this year and works at the junior
high school. The coordinator of gifted services also participated in the group. Relevant
responses are listed in Table G. This focus group lasted 35 minutes due to scheduling constraints
among the various school buildings.

With few exceptions, the teachers of gifted reiterated the issues of the other focus groups.
Major services not listed by other focus groups included subject acceleration, in-class grouping,
career counseling, and Summer Honor Institutes. However, excluding career counseling, these
services are arranged by the coordinator of gifted for select grade levels, but direct services from
the gifted staff are not provided. The Summer Honor Institutes are statewide classes students
may apply to for a week or more during the summer. Services provided by the teachers of gifted
seemed to center on grouping, higher level questioning, and independent projects. One teacher
mentioned an accelerated math course that is occurring in one elementary building.

Teachers of gifted perceived the strengths of the program as a supportive administrative
staff and a full-time coordinator dedicated to Cambridge City Schools. They also mentioned
how they appreciated and recognized that the school district hired more teachers for gifted than
funded by the state of Ohio. Teachers of gifted also perceived one of the major strengths as
being socialization for gifted students through the varied program offerings.

The perceived barriers were similar to those of other focus groups and were focused on
the regular classroom teacher’s understanding of gifted students, too much make-up work when
students are in pull-out, under-performance of identified gifted students, and the hardship of
gifted staff having to travel between two buildings. The teachers of gifted also worried about
“suspicions of elitism” among the district faculty, which make it difficult to provide appropriate
services or break barriers needed to adequately serve gifted students.

Finally, questions five and six were combined due to time restraints. Like other focus
groups, the teachers of gifted listed anecdotal measures as program effectiveness including
parent feedback, number of complaints or lack thereof, and student comments. Overall, the
emphasis of the teacher of gifted focus group included issues of articulation and a lack of
understanding of gifted issues among staff members. In addition, many specific services for
which they implemented were explained in detail.

Findings:

The evaluation team reviewed and synthesized all data collected across the sources cited
in this case study and provides the following key findings for consideration. Each finding is
followed by a data source code. Findings were listed if at least three data sources listed the
concept of the finding.
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Key Findings Focus | Document
Group Analysis

A lack of communication exists between gifted personnel and all T, A, P
stakeholders.
Model United Nations is the most common source of service listed and | T, TG, A, | DA
remembered by stakeholders. P
There is a lack of focused, rigorous curriculum tied to student T, A, P DA
identification, needs, and content standards.
There is a lack of a systemic program structure such as program goals, | T, A, P DA
outcome measures on student progress, scope and sequence,
curriculum, performance standards, service models, and professional
development options for serving gifted students.
Most stakeholders perceive the additional teacher of gifted who T, A, P,
provides services within the building as positive. However, more time | TG

in the building for student services is needed. There is a lack of gifted
staff personnel and contact time to adequately serve gifted student
needs.

Recommendations:

The following issues, based on the findings, may be considered and developed into action

plans for districts.

e There is a need for greater communication among gifted staff with other groups.
e There is a lack of understanding and direction of program direction, goals, alignment, and

gifted in general among the teachers, parents, and administrators.

e A systemic Professional development plan is needed.

e Program direction, philosophy, and goals to guide continuum of services (scope and

sequence) need to be addressed.

e There needs to be continuity of services within the school (who are they serving and

how?).

A program is needed to match id.

Data regarding service outcome measures is unavailable.
Rigor of services and curriculum provided needs improvement.
Examine grouping options for service planning.

Conclusion

Extra-curricular activities should work as a service (non-systemic).

The findings and recommendations provide a template for Cambridge City’s continued
progress regarding a continuum of services provided for gifted students. The school district is
pleased with the number of staff locally funded to serve gifted students. However, in order to
address the aforementioned issues, staffing must continue to increase commensurate with student

needs and the implementation of recommendations based on the findings.
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Table C: Student Focus Group

Question

Illustrative Responses

What are the
different ways in
which you have
been served in this
district?

Ohio Model United Nations (OMUN), Destination Imagination (DI),
Career Mentorships, Math Contests, 1 day pull-out in the elementary,
& NASA Learning Center

“At OMUN you get to talk with educated people.”

“Being with other gifted kids is important, like in elementary school
when we had Visions Day.”

“We felt special when we were pulled out of the regular classroom.
The teachers applied our special skills to content.”

How are your needs

being met in the
classroom?

“When you 're like challenged — when you actually have to study.”
“When you have questions the teachers are willing to answer.”
When you have new things to learn like “stuff you’ve never done

before”.

What are the
strengths of gifted
services?

“I like how you can get ahead in college, like with AP classes. Some
Jjuniors came from 8" grade with geometry so now they ’re taking
harder math.”

“You get to communicate more with the teachers in advanced classes
and you re treated more maturely.”

“You get opportunities that others don’t have like Mock Trial, Math
League, Wordmasters, Martin Essex School from the state, and other
things like that.”

“Written educational plans help you know what to take and how to
plan your future.”

“Being from Cambridge school system we don’t have much but the
teachers push us to do more.”

What are the
barriers or
limitations that
prevent the
provision of

“Time—it’s really hard to take all the classes you want with block
scheduling.”

“In elementary school the regular classroom teachers weren’t that
understanding when you left for pull-out. The thought it wasn'’t
important.”

services?
How do youknow | e  “We get feedback from people and we win contests. Many of us were
the program is elected as officers or outstanding delegates in OMUN.”
effective? e  “Many people continue to stay in Visions throughout high school.”
o “Colleges look at AP classes and we 're taking more and getting into
higher schools like OSU and Case Western.”
How do youknow |e “Grades”

you are learning?

“There’s a difference between what you already know and what you
really learn. I'm learning if I'm really frustrated...”

“...if [ have to study”

“...if I enjoy the class and it is exciting.”
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Table D: Administrator Focus Group

Question Illustrative Responses

What are the e Most listed OMUN at the middle school, pull-out in elementary and
different ways in some at the middle school with enrichment on a limited basis,
which gifted Advanced Placement Courses at the high school, Destination

students are served
in your district or
your building?

Imagination, and high school mentorships.

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

Many administrators listed IMS, Instructional Management System, a
storehouse of lesson plans from the Ohio Department of Education.
Others listed cooperative learning, extension activities, and higher
level questions.

“This is a building level topic/decision and I can’t accurately comment
onit. I know the gifted staff works with the regular education staff to
put this in place. However, I'm not sure what has occurred.”

“The services listed are really for all kids but also meet the needs of

gifted.”

What are the o “Staffing (in comparison to similar sized school districts)”
strengths of gifted | o “More service than before due to teachers of gifted being part of the
services? elementary buildings...teachers now feel that Visions teacher is part of
the staff”
o “See kids more regularly”
e “Gifted program getting better every year”
e Offering of special programs and AP courses (e.g., OMUN,
mentorships Mock Trial)
What are the o “Staff (Visions) do not seem to fully understand the intent”
barriers or o “Students are dropping out”
limitations that e  “Program is only known as fun”
prevent the e  “Parents don’t understand the program”
provision of e  “No set vision for the program”
services? o “Communication with teachers and parents”
o  “Not enough teachers to serve the students identified”
o “Some regular education staff have been reticent to differentiate
and/or consult with the gifted education staff — especially when a
student identified as gifted is having academic and/or behavioral
difficulties.”
o “We need more PD on differentiation”
How do youknow | e  Parent phone calls and comments
the gifted program | e  Students stay in the program
is effective? o Success of students participating in specialized events
How do you assess | o “We do not know if the services are effective”
gifte(,i student o Assessment results (Number of accelerated, etc. on standardized tests)
learning? e  Grades
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Table E: Regular Classroom Teacher Focus Group

Question I1lustrative Responses

What are the e Elementary: Small group pull-out for content with the teacher of
different ways in gifted grades 2-5 for one hour/week; 45 minutes of math in place of
which gifted regular math, Destination Imagination, math on the computer, science

students are served
in your district or
your building?

fair

Middle School: Visions class and OMUN

High School: OMUN, Mock Trial, HOBY Leadership, AP courses,
chess club, field trips, mentoring, and PSEO

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“Harcourt has incorporated above level reading assignments,
language, and some spelling.”

“I don’t do anything different to challenge them academically but do
use them as study buddies or peer partners to help other students.”
“I’'m not sure of what type of things I could or should be doing to
challenge the gifted students.”

“I have extremely high expectations for all my students.”

What are the e “It’s nice to have a full-time gifted teacher in the elementary
strengths of gifted building.”
services? e Math league “pushes kids”.

o “Students in OMUN enjoy it.”
What are the o “Let teachers know what is going on with the children when they are
barriers or out of class.” “We need more info on what the curriculum is.”

limitations that
prevent the
provision of
services?

“Classroom teachers are not aware of what is done in the Visions
classroom.”

“Teachers are not knowledgeable about how students are identified.”
“Does the curriculum match ours? Are the Vision teachers following
the standards that we are required to teach?”

“Gifted students are lumped together in one class — no matter what
area of giftedness they are in. (at MS)”

“Gifted students who fail classes are still participating with Visions.’

)
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Table F: Parent Focus Group

Question Illustrative Responses

What are the e Most parents listed pull-out in elementary, subject acceleration as a
different ways in special case, middle school scheduled time, and Model United Nations.
which your child has | e “Now that she is in middle school, she has a class built into her schedule,

been served in the
district?

and she misses no regular instruction time. This is a much better
option!”

How are your
child’s needs being
met in the regular

“There doesn’t seem to be enough encouragement from teachers for my
child to forge ahead and learn more, to realize his potential...In areas
where he excels or has a good knowledge base, he is expected to sit and

classroom? listen while others in his class are taught the concepts or subject matter.”
o “Mpy child is often bored by the homework or tests and isn’t challenged
most of the time. As a result, my child doesn’t follow instructions or gets
in trouble.”
What are the o “This is the first year my child was actually in engaged in the activities
strengths of gifted which encouraged higher level skills.” (referring to MS)
services? o “My child has seemed to benefit most from her participation in the Ohio
Model United Nations activities. She enjoys being part of a bigger
picture!”
o “Teachers genuinely care about kids and want kids to do well.”
What are the “I don’t think my child spends enough time in Visions activities.”
barriers or “Spend too much time doing stuff they already know — even when they are

limitations that
prevent the
provision of
services?

E2]

pulled out in Visions.
“There’s too much variation between what is offered in different schools
in our district.”

“My child feels punished by having to go in for recess to make up what’s
missed [during Visions].” “Regular teachers don’t have a positive view
of Visions.” “Need more professional development for gifted”

Visions activities are fun... “but not what I would say were challenging.”
“LACK OF COMMUNICATION!” [between Visions personnel and
home, regular classroom, etc.] (e.g., What are the goals of the program,
what’s the curriculum, what’s the scope and sequence so there are fewer
repetitions each year, unfulfilled promises regarding services and options
at the beginning of the year for Visions...)

“Too much time doing extra-curricular activities as program”

The program is ‘one size fits all’. The time missed from class is not
always in the child’s identified area.

How do you know
the gifted program is
effective?

“The rubric and report for Visions is too generic. I have no idea what my
child does.”
“Not sure—she’s been involved since 3" grade...”

How do you assess
your child’s
learning?

“Through standardized testing results, report card information, and just
talking with our child and her teachers”
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Table G: Teacher of Gifted Focus Group

Questions Illustrative Responses

What are the e The teachers listed the following: Pull-out, honors classes, DI,
different ways in competitions, drama, subject acceleration, advanced classes, socials,
which gifted OMUN, Ohio energy bookmarks, spelling bee, in-class grouping,

students are served
in your district or
your building?

grade skipping, post secondary, field trips, career counseling, Summer
Honors Institutes, Martin Essex School for the Gifted, self contained
math (1 elementary), high school support group, and Written
Educational Plans.

How are gifted e  “Group students by ability”
students’ needs o  “Small group reading levels”
being met? o  “Higher level questions”
o  “Student-led student-driven activities”
e  “Product/process-based activities”
e  “Pen pals with elementary students”
e  “Relationship with content teachers to share ideas and materials”
e  “Individual projects”
What are the o “Gifted staff in the district and administrative support”
strengths of gifted | o “Socialization [for gifted students]”
services? o “Service is delivered in various degrees 2-12"
What are the o  “Staff not understanding gifted characteristics/services”
barriers or o “Suspicions of elitism”
limitations that e  “One teacher serving two buildings”
prevent the e “Identified Visions students involved do not perform at an average

provision of

level”

services? o  “Students have to make up homework”
How do youknow | e  “Teachers are not complaining to the principal”’
the gifted program | e  “Students desire to engage in more classes even though they have

is effective?

How do you assess
gifted student
learning?

added homework™
“Feedback from parents, students, and teachers”
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Report on Maumee City School District On-Site Visit
Maumee, OH

On March 23, 2005 a member of the William and Mary lead research team spent the day
in Maumee City School District to examine the continuum of services provided within the
district. The case study activities included:

¢ Administrator focus group
Elementary teacher focus group
Secondary teacher focus group (MS & HS)
Parent focus group
Student focus group (HS students)
Individual interviews (2): Superintendent and District Gifted Coordinator
Collection of relevant documents related to the continuum of services to be analyzed

Overview of Service Model(s) Employed in District

Maumee City Schools have three distinct service models; one for elementary, one for
middle school, and the other for high school. At the elementary level, identified gifted students
attend Gifted and Talented Education Classes (GATE). GATE occurs in grades 3-5 and is a
resource room/pull-out model, where students attend the GATE classroom in their home school
for 4-5 hours each day, one day a week. The focus of learning in the GATE room is enrichment;
many process skills such as creative and critical thinking, problem based learning, and
independent and small group investigation are emphasized. At the middle school level, identified
gifted students are in the BRIDGE program. Students are assigned to special classes for 1-6
periods daily for academic subjects in which they have been identified. In grade six, these are
subject-contained gifted classes in reading/language arts and/or mathematics. In grades seven
and eight, science and social studies are added. At the high school level, students have the option
of Honors classes (grades 9-12) in all subject areas and certain AP courses (grades 11-12) as well
as post-secondary enrollment option. Across the K-12 spectrum, competitions and contest
opportunities are provided and strongly encouraged. Other forms of service such as acceleration
or independent study exist, but these are not formalized and occur on a case by case basis.

Document Analysis:

The following relevant documents were submitted for review:

Maumee City Schools Case Study of Gifted Education (2003) Notebook
Written Education Plans (WEPs)

Extra Curricular Offerings

Profile of proficiency and state achievement results for district
Professional Development agendas from trainings

Listing of teachers with gifted validation/license

Sample curriculum units employed with gifted learners

Case Study Notebook

The case study notebook serves as a comprehensive overview of Maumee’s gifted
program. It is over 100 pages in length and contains eight sections. The sections are as follows:
introduction, historical perspective, professional staff, gifted identification, continuum of
services, areas of concern, gifted in the 21% century, and conclusion. It was compiled by the
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district coordinator in 2003 for the Ohio Department of Education and Battelle Memorial
Institute as part of a research grant focused on self-study. It documents the program since its
inception in 1980 (program became official in 1984 when the state passed the Rule for Gifted
Children) and includes descriptive narratives within each section complete with student and
teacher quotes, as appropriate to bolster the relative section. It is not a “how-to”” manual but
rather a chronology of the district’s program and its relative components. Within the continuum
of service section, research is embedded to support the relative service delivery options that are
employed by the district. The Appendix section includes supporting documents, such as
brochures, policies, or parent questionnaires. It is a wonderful documentation of the program and
should serve as a model for a district’s self-study.

Written Education Plan

Several examples of the written education plan were submitted for review. The form is
relatively short and is straightforward and systematized. Each submitted WEP is for an
individual student. The first two pages identify the area(s) of giftedness (e.g., cognitive, specific
academic, creative thinking, or visual/performing arts), the district program that the student
would be in (GATE, BRIDGE, etc.), a checklist of instructional strategies (cooperative learning
with like peers, interdisciplinary studies, curriculum compacting, etc.), an area for individual
student interventions, individual student extensions, student feedback, and appropriate
signatures.

No record of matching the service to the child could be found. For example, several of
the WEPs that were submitted had cognitive and/or specific academic areas checked for
identification and yet in the service area of the form, checks were made in everything from
resource room to acceleration to self-contained honors class. The strength of the WEP appeared
to be in the individual student intervention and/or extension sections, wherein a teacher or parent
could individualize comments, goals, and methods around a student’s needs.

Extra Curricular Offerings

The extra curriculum offerings provide a glimpse of summer programs for gifted students
as well as enrichment offerings during the academic year. Included were summer brochures, a
description of Maumee High School’s mentorship program, a flyer with field trip options, and a
flyer describing a junior scholars program where small groups of gifted students meet with
doctors and other health professionals during lunch for 1 '4 hours one day a year. Most
enclosures were summer related programs and all reflected enrichment opportunities that are
provided for gifted students but open to all students.

Proficiency and state achievement test results

The 2003-2004 Maumee City School District report card was submitted for review. It is a
standardized form from the state department proclaiming the district’s designation (excellent,
effective, continuous improvement, academic watch, or academic emergency) and the
percentages of students at or above proficiency levels in various content areas at specific grade
levels (3rd, 4th, 6th, and 9th). It provides a comparison of how the district scored relative to similar
districts and the state requirement. Maumee’s designation in 2003-2004 was “effective” and they
received a performance index score of 97.1 out of a possible 120 points. Subgroups are
disaggregated by ethnicity, economically disadvantaged, limited English proficiency, and
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students with disabilities. There is not a designation for gifted, so there is no way to discern how
gifted students are doing. The report card does report that 28.9% of all students tested scored
“advanced,” yet there is not way to determine of that percentage, which students are identified as
gifted. Also submitted was an example of a GATE progress report. The report has five
categories: task commitment, habits of mind, academic abilities, student productivity, and
demonstrates research skills. Teachers are to indicate a 1, 2, or 3 for each category. 1 is almost
always exceed expectations, 2 is does what is expected, and 3 is seldom does what is expected.

Professional Development agendas from trainings

Maumee has a long history of providing professional development opportunities within
the district as well as allowing teachers to attend state gifted conferences over the years. The
district coordinator has presented at the state conference and serves on a consortium with other
coordinators. Additionally, several teachers have presented at the national gifted conference.
Included for review were various flyers announcing national and international speakers such as
Dr. Joyce VanTassel-Baska, Dr. Karen Rogers, and Dr. Jim Delisle. These renowned experts
presented at the Ohio Association for Gifted Children conference or were brought in locally for
the district.

Teachers with gifted validation and funding

The state of Ohio funds 2.4 personnel units for the district to serve its gifted population,
yet the district has 7.16 teacher units serving gifted; the rest of the teachers are locally funded.
Sixteen teachers have gifted validations on their teaching certification and within that group,
many have a Masters degree in education with majors or emphases in gifted. This is a large
number considering the size of the district.

Curriculum Units

Sample curriculum units were submitted for review. They included one elementary
problem-based learning unit, one middle school language arts unit focused on the development
of higher order thinking skills centered around the novel The Hobbit, and several high school
mini-units employed in English, Social Studies and Science classrooms. The English units
centered around novel studies such as Huckleberry Finn or My Antonia and all employed a
central guiding question for students to reflect upon as they read the novel and completed the
various activities. The high school social studies unit focused on the concept of diplomacy and
the high school science unit opened with a scientific theory through which the students would
understand as they conducted the various applications. None of the units followed a similar
lesson plan format. The curriculum units reflected the individuality of each instructor. Some had
state objectives listed, others did not. Many of the units employed Bloom’s taxonomy as an
organizer for questions. Most of the submitted units were interdisciplinary in that the activities
employed mapping, community involvement (PBL), student reflection, and many process skills,
such as speaking or writing. Most of the assessments employed in the units were authentic and
performance-based either with final presentations or products.

Focus Groups:

Student, teachers, administrator and parent focus group sessions were held, each lasting
approximately one hour. The focus groups results will be discussed individually. In addition,
two interviews were conducted; one with the district Superintendent and the other with the
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district coordinator of gifted. A total of 33 persons participated across all four focus group
sessions. The relevant participant numbers for each focus group are listed below:

Focus Group Participants by Number

Student Parent Teacher (elem) Teacher (sec.) Administrator

N=5 N=5 N=7 N=10 N=6

Student Focus Group

Five high school students arrived at the school board office to participate in the focus
group. The students who participated have had experience in the varied types of services
provided since elementary school in Maumee. (See Table H for illustrative comments for each
question.)

The students listed the three main service provisions: GATE, BRIDGE, and Honors and
AP. They perceived contests and competitions as one way of being served and cited those as
being memorable. Also mentioned was the fact that competitions allowed them to interact with
students from other schools, to see “how we stack up.” They also alluded to the importance of
being placed with other gifted peers in pull-out, and throughout middle and high school. They
mentioned that other than the designated gifted teachers, the regular classroom teachers weren’t
that responsive to their needs.

Regarding how their needs are being met in the classroom, most of the students said that
it didn’t happen often in the regular classroom (elementary level), but frequently happened in the
gifted program because in those classrooms they had to study or work at something and they
usually enjoyed the class because it was something new to them. Several students cited that they
know their needs are being met when they “feel challenged.”

The students perceived the strengths of the program as getting more individual attention,
being with other gifted students, and going more in-depth in course content. They mentioned
field trips and the fact that they were encouraged to participate in state and national competitions
as a way to showcase their talents as plusses. Several mentioned the teachers in the gifted
program as being passionate and enjoying gifted students.

Most of the barriers centered on a lack of teacher understanding about gifted and course
scheduling issues at the high school. Specifically, several students mentioned that the high
school has recently gone to a trimester schedule and at this point, the students felt that the new
schedule hindered rather than helped them, because not as many courses can be offered.
Furthermore, many schedules for advanced classes or other opportunities at the high school
overlap and it was difficult to get the classes they need. Students perceived that teachers felt
crunched to cover all the material. Lastly, students mentioned that while being with other gifted
students can be a strength, it also represents a barrier.

Students judged program effectiveness through their AP scores, college admissions, and
placement of teams at state and national competitions. They judged their own learning as
application to real life and comments made to them by others. Overall, the students were most
pleased with their program and took pride in their abilities as spawned from the gifted program.
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Administrator Focus Group

The administrator focus group consisted of a variety of central office and school
personnel. Six persons attended the focus group including two elementary school principals, one
middle school principal, one high school principal, one director of technology, and the director
of curriculum and instruction; 2 males and 4 females. See Table I for illustrative comments for
each question.

The administrative responses in general spoke to the larger K-12 program at each
relevant grade level cluster (elementary, middle, and high). Site principals mentioned specific
units of study or field trips that the students took. Overall administrators were pleased with the
program and program staff. Some administrators mentioned concerns over teachers not being
“pro-gifted” and how that attitude impacts overall service delivery. Accolades were given
regarding the opportunities for competitions and contests for the gifted students.

Administrators perceived that students are served through a variety of in-class strategies
such as problem solving, research, and independent study opportunities. At the high school level,
the courses are more rigorous and weighted (5.0 scale) to reflect the additional work that students
are expected to do. Overall, administrators mentioned that the gifted teachers have higher
expectations for student learning, and provide challenging curricula.

Regarding the strengths of services, many administrators perceived the strengths to be the
number of staff members dedicated to gifted services when compared to other districts and the
training level of those involved in service delivery. Administrators at the elementary level were
also pleased with the change to services being provided within the school rather than having
students transported to other buildings. Another mentioned strength was the identification
process and the overall flexibility within the district to respond to individual needs. Finally,
administrators mentioned community support and involvement as a strength.

Administrators listed finances as a major issue as the staff members who are serving
gifted are mostly locally funded and the student-teacher of gifted ratios are high. Many of the
program weaknesses surrounded the major themes of scheduling and professional development.
For example, at the elementary level, more coordination is needed between GATE and other
specialties. At the high school, scheduling selective courses precludes other options for gifted
students. Professional development was cited as a need for regular education teachers in terms of
differentiation and attitudes about gifted students.

Administrators judge program effectiveness through measures such as satisfaction
surveys, drop out rates from gifted program, and AP enrollment figures. Overall, administrators
feel the program is effective because the number of students served remains constant over time,
and they receive very few parent concerns. They mentioned that scores on the state tests, AP
exams, and other standardized measures were ways to determine students’ growth. Lastly, they
shared that teachers are ultimately responsible for monitoring student progress and growth.
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Parent Focus Group

Five parents of gifted students attended the focus group. The five parents, however,
represented a total of 12 students ranging from elementary to high school. (See Table J for
illustrative comments for each question.)

Overall, parents are very satisfied with the current program at the relevant grade levels.
The themes of passionate teachers, challenging experiences, and being with other gifted students
were expressed K-12. Furthermore, several parents perceive that the district office is supportive
and responsive to their needs. Communication was not perceived as a barrier and one parent
commented that the reason they live in that district is because of the strength of the gifted
program. Several commented on the extracurricular options for their children and the connection
to the larger community through projects and/or community service.

Parents’ perceptions about program and student effectiveness mirrored other stakeholder
groups’ perceptions with responses centered on state testing, AP/SAT scores, college admissions
and their own children’s comments. A few parents who had children that had graduated from the
district shared that their children were well-prepared for college and ultimately the work world.

Elementary Educators

Seven educators were present at the focus group with the following representation: 3
classroom teachers, 2 GATE teachers, 1 school psychologist, and 1 school guidance counselor.
(See Table K for illustrative comments for each question.)

Educators discussed the overall program design of the GATE program. They shared how
the GATE teachers collaborate with others and the flexibility of the program meets individual
needs. They mentioned after-school activities that are open to anyone but consist primarily of the
gifted students. Some concerns were expressed that no formal program exists at the K-2 level.

Themes that emerged with regard to differentiating curriculum and instruction were
providing students with in-depth research, tiered assignments, projects based on student choice,
and thematic approaches to integrating the curriculum. Teachers mentioned competitions such as
Quiz Bowl or Mathcounts as extensions for students. Some teachers pre-assess and then allow
alternative assignments based on student interest. Lastly, allowing students to self-select reading
materials was another way that teachers differentiate.

Perceived strengths were the GATE teachers themselves and their ability to challenge
while still nurturing the socio-emotional needs of gifted students. Other program strengths were
that students stayed in their home school and that all students who are identified are served.
Another strength was that the school psychologist works collaboratively with the elementary
school to administer tests. Lastly, curricular approaches, such as problem-based learning or the
use of pre-assessment, were shared as program strengths.

Barriers included lack of common planning time between the two GATE teachers and
between GATE and regular classroom teachers, no formal K-2 services, and allocation of
resources. There was some frustration shared by GATE teachers that sometimes when the
students are supposed to go to the resource room for GATE, that time gets used for students to
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finish regular classroom assignments. Finally, there are limited opportunities for the GATE
students across both schools to work together.

The elementary educator focus group felt that the program was effective because of the
students’ enthusiasm and willingness to participate in GATE. The regular classroom teachers felt
that the students’ skills from GATE transferred to their classroom through student’s vocabulary,
problem-solving abilities, and willingness to share what occurred during GATE with their
classmates. Several expressed high parent satisfaction and low student drop-out rate from GATE
as determinants of effectiveness.

With regard to student growth, teachers mentioned individual approaches such as rubrics
or portfolios. Others mentioned certain programs, such as accelerated math and monitoring
student performance in a content area. The GATE teachers allow students to set their own goals
and then self-assess. Lastly, educators mentioned state achievement scores as an objective
measure for summative student growth.

Secondary Educator Focus Group

Ten educators were present for the secondary focus group with the following
representation: 4 middle school teachers, 1 middle school guidance counselor, 4 high school
teachers and 1 gifted intervention specialist that also has teaching responsibilities. (See Table L
for illustrative comments for each question.)

Responses to services provided included the name of the middle school program,
BRIDGE, and reference to the honors and AP courses at the high school. More specifically,
responses included the nature of the curriculum being utilized or the pace in which instruction
goes forward. References were made to the high school gifted intervention specialist and how
valued that role is at the high school.

The middle school program, in grades 6™-8", groups identified gifted students in a
language arts/ mathematics block and then in 7"-8" grade, a science/social studies block is added
for identified gifted students. Both groups of secondary teachers spoke to the variety of
competitions offered and the placement of Maumee’s teams when compared to other districts
and/or states.

The theme of differentiation through pacing, complexity, depth, and acceleration
emerged in response to how students’ needs are met at the classroom level. The high school
teachers mentioned the AP curriculum and adhering to it, but commented on how they vary labs
or experiences for the students. The middle school teachers spoke to an interdisciplinary
approach to student learning with the subject matter content being accelerated.

Strengths included references to all stakeholder groups (i.e. students, parents, teachers,
and administrators) as being supportive, committed, and strong. There was also a comment or
two referring to the longevity of the program and the longevity of the teaching force. Perceptions
were that the program was strong as a result of both factors taken in combination. Lastly, the
model of grouping gifted students in academic areas of strength was perceived by all secondary
teachers as a program strength.
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A lack of planning time and therefore of opportunities to communicate were cited as the
biggest barriers for teachers. The lack of scheduling flexibility and “having a full-plate” were
perceived as the biggest barriers for students.

Teachers commented on how well students place in competitions and scores on
standardized measures as two ways of measuring program effectiveness. They also mentioned
more informal measures such as parent and student satisfaction. In terms of student assessment
and documented growth, scores were mentioned along with comments about the quality of
student products produced as part of a unit of study. Some reference was made to the nature of
the high quality of discussion typically held during instruction.

Interview with Superintendent

Dr. Elissa Brown interviewed Dr. Greg Smith, the superintendent of Maumee City
Schools. The interview last approximately 30 minutes to address the six questions of interest. Dr.
Smith expressed that he was reasonably satisfied with the gifted program in his school district;
however, he pointed out from his own experience as a parent with children in the program and
his experiences in that district for the last ten years, there was more work to do. While he felt that
it was positive that gifted students do more work in the gifted program, he expressed some
concerns over the lack of recognition of that extra work. “Other than intrinsic reward, it’s hard
for them because they get more work.” When asked about the relative strengths and limitations
of the program, Dr. Smith commented on the outstanding teaching staff. “We have phenomenal
teachers who are passionate about gifted students. As a parent, I get to know them differently and
see what my kids bring home.” On the flip side, he felt that there were still teachers in the district
who philosophically were not advocates for gifted students. “We still have teachers who do not
differentiate because they do not think these kids need anything more.” He felt that the gifted
program identified the right students and then provided the “best education we can give them.”

In reflecting upon program and student effectiveness, Dr. Smith shared that annually a
senior banquet is held to recognize the accomplishments of students. He receives informal
positive feedback from parents rather than angry phone calls. Another measure he cited was
students who return from college and report that they felt well prepared for higher education.
“They tell me that their first semester or year was easy.” He did think that maybe a more formal
process of collecting data should be in place to show program effectiveness. Overall, he shared,
“I’ve been in five different districts, and this one is the best that I’ve seen for a quality
continuum of services for gifted students.”

Interview with District Coordinator

Dr. Elissa Brown interviewed Ms. Ellie Slotterbeck, the district coordinator of gifted
services for Maumee City Schools. The interview last approximately 30 minutes to address the
six questions of interest. Ms. Slottebeck is very proud of the service delivery options for gifted
students in Maumee City. “We have so many strong links; the teachers have longevity,
ownership of the program, and for the most part certification. We have a supportive
Superintendent. The parents are satisfied and involved, and of course, the students are great.”
The strengths of the program centered on the teaching staff and administrative support.
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The limitations were perceived to be at the elementary level. She was not sure that
differentiation was occurring for these students, other than the services provided one day a week
through the GATE program. “It’s up to individual teachers and some do a better job than others.
It’s catch as catch can.” Limitations cited were common planning time for teachers at all grade
level clusters, K-5, 6-8, and 9-12, as well as limited planning time between her and the teachers.
She also expressed some concern over a few teacher and site administrator attitudes. She
expressed concern about continued state funding and the funding toll on the local districts.

In terms of program effectiveness, Ms. Slotterbeck spoke to measures such as scores on
the Ohio proficiency tests, satisfaction surveys, and a study she conducted with high school
graduates as evidence of effective continuum of services. She shared that parents have
commented to her that other school districts do not provide the services that Maumee does. In
terms of individual student’s performance, she shared, “When they come up to me and say,
‘Wow-do you know what we learned in Physics?’, or ‘Why don’t we have GATE everyday?’, I
know the program is working.”

Findings

The evaluation team reviewed and synthesized all data sources cited in this case study
and provides the following key findings for consideration. Each finding is coded by the
appropriate data source. Findings were listed if a minimum of three data sources listed the topic
of the finding. Key for data sources are as follows: Elementary Teachers (ET), Secondary
Teachers (ST), Administrators (A), Parents (P), Students (S), Interviews (I), and Document
analysis (DA).

Key Finding Focus Group Document
Analysis

Parents are supportive of gifted program. ET,ST,A,P, 1
There is longevity of the service delivery model.
(enrichment-based at the elementary level, 3-5) ET, ST, A,P, S, | DA
(academic-based at the secondary level, 6-12) I
There is a lack of systematic evidence collected and analyzed
to support program effectiveness. ET,ST,A,P,S | DA
Gifted students are with other gifted students the majority of
their K-12 experience. ET, ST, A
Some teachers and administrators are resistant to gifted
students and/or the gifted program. ET,P,S, I, A
There is a lack of systemic and integrated K-12 program
structure such as program goals, outcome measures for S, A1 DA
student progress, scope and sequence, curriculum,
performance standards, service models, and professional
development options for serving gifted students.
There is a lack of contact time (teacher-to-teacher or student- | ET, S, ST, I
to-student or teacher-to-student)
This district is flexible in serving any gifted student identified. | P, ET, ST DA
Competitions and other extra-curricular options are perceived
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as strengths of the program, and as a way to evaluate program | ET,ST, P, S, A, | DA
effectiveness I

Recommendations
The following recommendations derived from the key findings may be considered and
developed into action plans for the districts.

e While considerable attention is given to the program, there is little alignment among all
the components such as curriculum units, program goals, service delivery, extra-
curricular options, and student and program data.

e Formalize a K-3 component.

e Provide professional development to teachers who have gifted students in their classroom
to provide awareness of student characteristics and needs as well as classroom
differentiation strategies.

e Formalize a process for gathering and reporting student outcome data and program
effectiveness.

e Provide an array of services matched to student’s identified area(s).

¢ Different service models exist at different grade level clusters; pull-out enrichment,
ability grouping in content areas, etc. While an array of services is positive, the array
should be coordinated and deliberate, ensuring that student needs are met.

e Monitor teacher effectiveness in gifted classrooms.

e Restructure schedule (if appropriate) to allow teacher planning team.

e (Consider a standard format/outline for curriculum units that speak to a scope and
sequence, authentic assessments, substantive content, higher order processes and
products, and conceptual understanding.

Conclusion

Maumee City Schools have much to be proud of with regard to their gifted services. The
program is articulated in written and oral formats, has parent, community, administrative, and
teacher support, and is perceived as flexible. Aspects of the program, however, need to be
improved. For example, the array of service options should be coherent rather than separate
distinct models. Professional development needs to continue but become targeted based on needs
assessment. The multiple data sources, findings, commendations and recommendations provide a
template for Maumee’s continued program improvement.
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Table H: Student Focus Group

Question

Illustrative Responses

What are the
different ways in
which you have
been served in this
district?

o GATE (elementary), BRIDGE (middle), Honors and AP courses (high

school). Teachers encourage competitions. Field trips and
opportunities for independent study.
“Maumee performs well in competitions.’
“The Honors program allows for accelerated learning and we go more
in-depth into topics, yet there is also room for creativity.”

“In GATE, I was given the chance to challenge myself more than in
the regular classroom.”

1

How are your needs
being met in the

“I feel challenged by my classes, not just doing busy work.”
“The competitions allow my to share what I've learned.”

classroom? o “We have a lot of in-depth discussions in class and we 're encouraged
to move at a faster rate.”
o  “Most of my classes require critical analysis of topics.”
What are the e “Individual attention.”
strengths of gifted | o “A true strength is when a teacher understands the student’s abilities
services? and does not hinder you, with the quantity of work.”
o “Teachers are enthusiastic about their subject.”
What are the o “Some teachers prefer quantity over quality of work.”
barriers or e “The honors program sometimes loses representation in overall school

limitations that
prevent the
provision of

decisions, which hurts the honors students. An example of this is the
new trimester schedule; helps the non-honors students, hurts the
honors students.”

services?
How do you know | ¢  “Normal classes are boring.”
the program is o “I have been given many opportunities throughout my years, as a result
effective? of the gifted program. If there was not a program, my personal
learning would have been hindered.”
e “Placement of winning on state and national team competitions.”
o “Iam prepared for college.”
How do youknow | e “Comments by teachers and other outside influences.”

you are learning?

“

'y increased comprehension in reading.”
“I am able to remember concepts for long periods of time.”
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Table I: Administrative Focus Group

Question Illustrative Responses
What are the e Most administrators spoke to the larger program K-12 being GATE,
different ways in BRIDGE, and Honors/AP at the high school level. A few of the site
which gifted principals mentioned specific units of study or field trips that the

students are served
in your district or
your building?

student took.
“Students explore problems and solve through research and study.”

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“All teachers use the state content standards as their starting base and
from that point teachers extend their lessons to challenge and
accelerate the learning.”

“This is one area that needs more support. The general education
teachers have high expectations but there is not a consistent delivery
of differentiation in all classrooms.”

limitations that

What are the e  “Having a program in the building.”
strengths of gifted | o “Maumee is blessed with bright children, involved parents, dedicated
services? staff, and we all capitalize on a variety of learning opportunities for
the students.”

o “There is a volunteer component in GATE.”

o  “We have an established program and a dedicated coordinator.”
What are the o  “Money.”
barriers or e “Scheduling.”

[ ]

prevent the
provision of

“Barriers include time, money, staffing, professional development,
teachers who are not pro-gifted, full plate for teachers; they are
unable to add 1 more thing.”

services? e  “Parent pressure to have students served, requires additional money
for individual testing.”

How do you know | e  “Student achievement scores on the Ohio proficiency tests.”

the gifted program | ¢  “The elementary students continued to be served at the middle school

is effective?

2

and high school...there is a continuum of services.
“Written Education Plans track student progress.”

“The program is evaluated annually by parents, teachers, and
students.”

How do you assess
gifted student
learning?

’

“Graduation levels.’
“Teacher/Parent conferences.”
“AP scores, trend data and ACT/SAT scores.”
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Table J: Parent Focus Group

Question Illustrative Responses
What are the Most parents listed the three large service delivery models (GATE,
different ways in BRIDGE, Honors/AP) as well as referring to specific activities and
which your child extracurricular options that their children have been involved in over

has been served in
the district?

the years.

“All three of my children have benefited in different ways.”

“The program is individualized by area of giftedness.”
“Students have more opportunities to participate in competitions
outside the classroom.”

How are your
child’s needs being
met in the regular

“Students go beyond the basic lesson; more in-depth. They take field
trips and more involved in the learning process.”
“The teacher in the GATE program, works with the regular classroom

classroom? teacher to enhance lessons.”
“We have amazing teachers; this is the key. They love their subject
area and especially the students and the students can feel their
passion.”

What are the “Being with like-ability peers.”

strengths of gifted “Learning to work hard, because life is not always easy.”

services? “The commitment at the district level; particularly the district
coordinator.”
“Well qualified teachers who love what they do and care about
Students.”

What are the “GATE is only 1 day a week.”

barriers or “Sometimes the word “gifted” seems to mean-to certain teachers-

limitations that
prevent the
provision of

more work.”
“The counselor’s role with the students is crucial, especially at the
high school. We need more training there.”

services?
How do you know “They (the students) are happy with the challenge.”
the gifted program “I know it’s effective because my children are engaged, interested,

is effective?

challenged; they re not bored. They talk to me about what they ’re
learning.”

How do you assess
your child’s
learning?

“Because he knows more than I ever did at that age.”
“My daughter is applying for colleges, and I'm seeing what the
AP/Honors courses have allowed her to do.”
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Table K: Elementary Educator Group

Question Illustrative Responses
What are the e  “Pull-out GATE 3-5, one day a week.”
different ways in o  “Differentiated instruction and cluster grouping.”
which gifted o “Classroom teacher uses higher level materials in own classroom to

students are served
in your district or
your building?

)

meet the needs of a few students.’

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“Pre-test to determine knowledge level.”

“I give more challenging activities; in-depth research, or extension of
concepts.”

“Lots of ways, individual spelling lists, alternative assignments,
different writing or math assignments.”

o “lask higher level questions in group guidance sessions.”
What are the e “Content is tailored to interests and area of identification of student.”
strengths of gifted | e “The program design. The fact that it is housed in each building.”
services? o “We service all students who are identified. The teachers are

passionate and we have resources available.”

o  “GATE teachers are knowledgeable and flexible.”
What are the e “We do not have a program at the K-2 level and there is a lack of
barriers or materials for the lower grades for the classroom teacher.”

limitations that
prevent the
provision of

“Some students feel the need to do all the work they miss on ‘GATE’
day.”
“Classroom teachers who won’t make accommodations because we

services? have a GATE program.”

e “Not enough time.”
How do youknow | e  “The number of students at the high school that were in the GATE
the gifted program program.”’

is effective?

“Students will come to GATE sick; they don’t want to miss it.”
“Parental satisfaction”

“I see some carry over effect in my class from the skills they learn in
GATE.”

How do you assess
your gifted
students’ learning?

’

“GATE students keep a notebook to document growth over time.’
“l use rubrics for specific assignments.”

“Students are excited to go to GATE and want to share what they are
working on.”
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Table L: Secondary Educator Group

Question Illustrative Responses
What are the o “At the middle school level, students are cluster grouped by subject
different ways in area in area of giftedness.”
which gifted e “High school has honors courses, AP courses, and an intervention

students are served
in your district or
your building?

specialist coordinator dedicated to the high school.”

“All classes use accelerated pace and material.”

“Gifted students make up the majority of students who take advantage
of the various contests and competitions.”

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“I teach them totally different than my regular classes; more depth,
complexity, high level reading materials, open-ended, and different
levels of questioning.”

’

o “Idon’t waste time going over repetitive stuff, they already know.’
o  “There is a finite AP curriculum with AP standards.”
o “luse a different grading scale.”
o “Acceleration of curriculum and interdisciplinary units.”
What are the e “Highly motivated and talented staff.”
strengths of gifted | o “Provides for homogeneous grouping and sometimes reduced class
services? size.”
o “Strong parent and district level support.”
o “Teachers are certified to work with gifted students.”
o “We serve all students who qualify and there is due process for
admission and removal.”
What are the e  “Because of the change in high school schedule, there is a lack of
barriers or scheduling flexibility for the students.”
limitations that e  “Lack of common planning time.”
prevent a o “While it may be a strength, the fact that these kids are with their
comprehensive same group for most of their schooling is a weakness, it can create an
PTOYiSiOH of elite attitude at times.”
services? o “Student’s are involved in too many things.”
How do youknow | e  “They do incredible well at competitions.”
the gifted program | e  “Parent feedback.”
is effective? e  “Post graduation surveys indicate a high level of satisfaction.”
o  “The program has been in place a long time.”
o “Student performance on tests.”
How do you assess | ©  “Their AP scores, and scores on ACT/SAT tests.”
gifted students’ o “Students’ ability to write well and make connections across

performance? What
criteria are you
using to make this
judgment?

disciplines.”
“I look at the quality of their products.”
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Report on Pickerington Local School District On-Site Visit
Pickerington, OH

On March 23, 2005 a member of the William and Mary research team spent the day in
Pickerington Local School District to examine the continuum of services provided within the
district. The case study activities included:

¢ Administrator focus group

e Teacher focus group, including teachers of gifted

e Parent focus group

e Collection of relevant documents related to the continuum of services to be analyzed

District Overview of Services:

Pickerington School District provides in classroom services for all identified students, K-
12. Services are limited to in-class only for students in Kindergarten through grade two. Third
and fourth grade students may be cluster grouped and served in language arts with some math
services as well. Fifth and sixth grade students have a layered opportunity. Specific academic
students are clustered for specific services in language arts and some mathematics. Superior
cognitive students have the opportunity for a self-contained classroom for all core content areas.
They are heterogeneously grouped for special courses only. There is a limit of 50 students who
may participate in services regardless of the number who qualify. This is due in part to Ohio
rules regarding the number to be served.

The middle school students are grouped together and have opportunities to take advanced
mathematics courses for high school credit, foreign language, and science, regardless of their
identified area. High school students are able to participate in honors courses, Advanced
Placement options, and Post-Secondary Enrollment Options (PSEO). Extra-curricular academic
activities are also available for all students.

Document Analysis:
The following relevant documents were submitted for review:
e Written Education Plan
e Summer program and staff development offerings
e Curriculum and policies for gifted learners
Each of the documents is well-written and explanatory, providing a guideline for teachers
regarding gifted services and program options.

Written Education Plan:

The written education plan serves as a placement document for students. The process for
writing the WEP is straightforward and systematized. The strength of the plan is the parent
information and signature request at parent conferences. Two forms are attached to the process
guidelines for the WEP: Courses list which seems to be used for middle school and high school
and the WEP for elementary students which includes either resource room, self-contained
classroom, or cluster group. The course and content modifications are the standardized and
teachers are instructed to sign the form. No record of individualization of matching the service
to the child could be found in the WEP with the exception of the choice or placed courses the
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students could take. However, three options at the elementary level were provided depending on
the student identification level: resource room, self-contained, or cluster group.

Summer program and staff development offerings:

The 2003-2005 school years include optional training for regular classroom teachers on
differentiation strategies for the regular classroom including differentiated assessment,
introduction to differentiation, facts and myths of gifted, questioning, tiered lessons, and learning
centers/contracts. In addition the district operates summer school for enrichment and remedial
experiences.

Curriculum and policies:

The curriculum and policies for gifted learners includes a maximum of 150 students,
regardless of the number of equally identified students. The program for the gifted includes
content connected to broad-based themes, multiple disciplines, in-depth learning, independent
study, higher level thinking, open-ended tasks, research skill development, and products that
challenge existing ideas or create new ones. Two affective outcomes, student self understanding
and self-assessment, were also listed.

A course of study was also provided which includes a gifted program model and an
emphasis on process skills of higher level and creative thinking, research methods, interpersonal
relationships, and oral and written expression. The higher level thinking options were well
defined and included objectives, strategies, suggested resources, skills, and possible assessments.
Grade level options were not delineated or specifically connected to advanced content standards
in the recommended resource lists. Rubrics were included for evaluation of the process skills.
However, evidence of the course of study connections to the program offerings as listed by the
stakeholders were not connected. In addition, connections between the goals listed in the
program information were not completely aligned with the course of study for gifted process
skills.

Interview:

The coordinator of gifted services was interviewed regarding the continuum of services
provided in the district. She reported multiple options of services available for gifted students
including pull-out, cluster grouping, self-contained classrooms, honor courses, Advanced
Placement, grade and subject acceleration and post-secondary options being utilized within the
district. She reported that there is staff development regarding differentiation for regular
classroom teachers on a consistent basis including a Summer Academy. She believes that
professional development for regular classroom teachers is important and currently all junior
high staff is required to attend training on differentiated instruction for all learners. The district
relies heavily on classroom differentiation due to the limited number of students who are able to
be served.

Many strengths of the program were listed including a cohesive gifted staff, the
commitment of regular classroom teachers to high expectations for all students, the variety of
service options available to students, and the VOY AGE self-contained program. In addition, the
teacher of gifted resource room options that are available at certain grade levels provide an
increased awareness of “who the gifted students really are”.
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There are some barriers to implementing a continuum of services. The major issue
includes the resources and financial support to fund a growing district. Over one-third of the
school population is identified as gifted and therefore, the gifted program must rely heavily upon
the regular classroom teachers for ongoing differentiation. In the past three years the district has
grown from 3,500 students to 9,300. This growth gain obviously impacts the program and
delivery of services. The reliance on classroom teachers for services provides its own unique
issues, including philosophical differences on the part of some educators, the perception of the
VOYAGE program as being elitist, and the attitude that gifted is a reward instead of an
appropriate academic placement.

Currently, the coordinator employs exit surveys from parents and students to report
anecdotal evidence regarding their experiences with the gifted services provided. Data regarding
scores on the ACT or SAT are also collected and it is noted that many students are going to
“high quality universities”. In addition, the district administers the Stanford Achievement Test
and the state proficiency assessment at given grade levels, although the data is not aggregated for
gifted learners at this time.

Focus Groups:

Teacher, administrator, and parent focus groups were held, each lasting approximately
one hour. A total of 23 persons participated across three focus groups. The same protocol was
used for each group, but worded differently based on the stakeholders being interviewed. The
focus group procedures consisted of the facilitator providing an overview of the purpose of the
group and the questions to be asked. Each participant was given an index card and asked to
respond to a given question. After the participants had time to respond individually, cards were
collected by the facilitator and whole group discussion was solicited and reported on chart paper.
This procedure was conducted for each of the six questions. The focus groups results will be
discussed individually.

Focus Group Participants by Number

Parent Teacher Administrator

N=7 N=10 N=6

Administrator Focus Group

The administrator focus group consisted of school principals (2 elementary, 2 junior high,
and one high school) and two central office personnel who work with curriculum. Six persons
attended the focus group. Sample responses are listed in Table M.

The administrative responses varied somewhat due to services provided in each building
or at each grade level. Services delivered vary by grade level and building. Enrichment occurs
at the primary setting (K-3) for some students, although it is teacher and building dependent.
Fourth grade students receive pull-out instruction for language arts. Fifth and sixth grade
students receive pull-out instruction for language arts and mathematics enrichment weekly. In
addition, those students who qualify as superior academically in the fifth and sixth grade receive
instruction for all subject areas in a self-contained setting. The junior high school provides
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honors classes, but the courses include more than just gifted students, and, as many
administrators suggested, the courses are not considered gifted courses per se and teachers have
not been trained in gifted provisions. At the high school level, gifted students are encouraged to
participate in honors courses, post-secondary enrollment options (PSEO), and advanced
placement courses.

In the regular classroom, most of the observed instructional strategies for gifted students
were mentioned at the elementary level. Literature circles, higher level books, flexible grouping,
and tiered lessons were described as strategies administrators have noticed in some classrooms,
but not consistently. One principal noted that his building has just started training on
differentiated instruction but it is not happening in all classrooms. At the junior high level,
teachers mostly employ literature circles and varied levels of reading selections. High school
services center on self-selection of courses.

Strengths of gifted services as perceived by the administrators include the grouping
options at the elementary level so students can spend more time with their peers. The junior high
level administrators felt that there were some higher level courses available for all students,
including gifted. Additionally, the curriculum is aligned to state standards, which many
administrators felt benefited gifted students as well as other students in the school.

Barriers to the provision of gifted services include a struggle with identification timing
for service placement and actually selecting which students are gifted based on how they thrive
within the service options provided. A lack of training of regular classroom teachers on meeting
the needs of gifted within their classrooms and equity issues and funding regarding gifted
education versus other special needs students were also reported. One administrator noted,
“Teachers are not trained in dealing with gifted students.” Another suggested that “we need
more instruction to address gifted needs including a different mindset for how instruction is
delivered. The junior high school honors classes are not gifted classes.”

Due to an administrator meeting immediately following the focus group, questions 5 & 6
were combined. Overall, most administrators were uncertain of the effectiveness of gifted
services. Their data regarding services include student success in advanced high school classes,
happy parents, and student grades. However, as one administrator commented, “Gifted students
can perform well but it doesn’t mean we’re meeting their needs.”

Classroom Teachers

Ten teachers representing elementary, middle, high school and gifted attended the focus
group. Sample responses to each question are listed in Table N. Overall, the teachers were
pleased with the services provided and positive regarding gifted student options within the
district.

Program services listed by teachers included honors courses, Advanced Placement
classes, Voyage (4-6 pull-out program in language arts and math enrichment 5-6), self-contained
5-6 program, and competitions such as Science Olympiad, Invention Convention, spelling bee,
Mock Trial, In-the-Know, and state math tests.
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When asked to explain the services provided in the regular classroom, many strategies
were listed. At the high school level, teachers listed utilize modulated expectations, extra credit,
clubs such as art, drama, languages, music, or Science Olympiad, and open-ended projects.
Middle school teachers said they create rubrics that go above the normal classroom expectations,
provide more appropriate topics and writing prompts, choices in products, open-ended projects,
and technology options such as technology partners and the school wide news show, run by
advanced students. Elementary level teachers incorporate tiered learning centers, higher level
questions, independent study, and some enrichment packets such as logic puzzles, math
enrichment pages, and reading folders. In Voyage, students work at a faster pace with more
freedom of choice and in-depth projects and study.

When discussing the strengths of the gifted program, almost all of the teachers listed the
Voyage program as a positive way for students to be served. In this self-contained program,
students can be with like peers the majority of a school day, which allows gifted students study
in-depth content in an environment where as one teacher wrote, “It builds their courage to be
themselves”. Others suggested that it’s okay to be smart when students are together in the
Voyage program. Likewise, teachers at the high school level felt that there were many good
teachers who wanted the best for gifted students. In Advanced Placement classes in particular,
students have commented to teachers that they feel “safe to be smart” and feel like they are
treated as equals or at least treated with respect for what they know. Additionally, there are
many clubs in the arts available for gifted students at the high school. Junior high teachers
suggested that some student needs are being met based on individual teacher strategies. Most of
the teachers concurred that there are “great opportunities for linguistically gifted children”.

Barriers to the provision of the continuum of services varied. Most teachers commented
on the lack of services at the junior high level as well as the lack of resources to continue the
Voyage program in older grades or lower grades. In addition, there was a strong focus on social-
emotional issues during transition years from intermediate school to middle school, especially
when gifted students had been together from 4™ through 6" grade. Another area of concern
included the matching of identification to instruction. For example, a few teachers mentioned
that “kids who are pulled out of language arts to do gifted stuff miss the instruction and are
behind”. Other teachers noted that there are slots for only 50 gifted students to be served in
Voyage, therefore, many students who are equally as gifted may not be allowed into the
program. Furthermore, the program focuses on language arts, even though many of the students
have identified strength areas in the mathematics and sciences.

Teachers also suggested that additional staff development be available. Many teachers
perceived that teachers and administrators are resistant to options for differentiation and
acceleration. As one teacher commented in the large group discussion “many times [in high
school and junior high honors classes] the teachers teach the same material, just more of it.” In
addition, the group noted that not all educators recognize the needs of gifted students due to a
lack of training. This includes social-emotional needs and underachievement, which was said to
be problematic at the junior high level, especially. One teacher wrote, “Transition from pull-out
years to junior high is not smooth. We lose smart girls and defiant gifted boys who are gifted
when they decide they don’t want to be smart anymore. Teachers of honors classes don’t
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address other issues of giftedness such as perfectionism, unrealistic expectations, test anxiety,
testing pitfalls, and physical-emotional-intellectual asynchronous development.”

The final two questions were again combined due to a lack of time. Teachers stated that
their data comes from surveys from students and parents, anecdotal evidence and stories from
parents who discuss how much their child has grown since being served in Voyage, and positive
feedback from parents, grandparents, and relatives after students are out of the program.
Furthermore, teachers noted that over 600 new students move in to the district each year. Many
ask about the Voyage program and as one teacher stated “everyone wants in”. Teachers also
noted that no one leaves the program. The attrition rate is minimal. The only students who leave
the program are the ones who “self-destruct out”. Test data results from the Stanford
Achievement test are given to teachers each year; however, no systematic aggregations are
completed at this time. Teachers of gifted do examine the results of gifted students but tests are
not used to make decisions or to determine growth gains.

Parent Focus Group

Parents listed similar responses regarding the services provided as the other groups. An
outline of all responses is listed in Table O. The parents were enthusiastic and positive about the
program options for their children. They were most pleased with the overall concern of the
teachers for children in the district, the opportunities provided for gifted within the district, and
especially the opportunities for grouping with other gifted students. One parent suggested that
the gifted program, Voyage, “gave my child something to look forward to.” Another parent
suggested that grouping, especially, “allows the child to be with peers of similar academic
strengths. They don’t feel ostracized for being smart.” However, they are concerned that the
regular classroom teacher’s acceptance or knowledge of gifted students and subsequent
modifications of the curriculum for gifted learners varied by school year and teachers with some
irregularity. Parents attributed this to a lack of training on the part of regular classroom teachers.

Parents explained that many times their children were not allowed to move at a faster
pace, received more easy work if they finished early, or were held back. One parent wrote, “My
child was not challenged at the elementary level. They were not allowed to go beyond the
regular curriculum, regardless of what their skills were.” This sentiment was perceived whether
students were served in VOY AGE, the self-contained option, or through cluster-grouping.
Similar to other groups, the parents also noticed that there were equally qualified students who
do not receive intense services because of the low district cut-off of 45 students in certain
programs. Parents also seemed concerned that program was mostly a Language Arts based
program. One parent said, “At the 4™ grade level they were pulled out of the regular education
class during language arts. One of my children is very gifted in math, but not language arts.”

Regardless, parents perceived the services that are provided to be beneficial overall and
they felt that their children would be better prepared for college entrance and coursework. They
measured the success of the program based on student ACT and SAT scores, their student’s love
of learning, and success of students from the program getting in to college.
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Findings

The evaluation team reviewed and synthesized all data collected across the sources cited
in this case study and provides the following key findings for consideration. Each finding is
followed by a data source code. Findings were listed if at least three data sources listed the

1SSue.

Key Finding

Focus
Group

Document
Analysis

Program services, goals, and curriculum courses of study need to match
the child’s identification areas and include rigorous content. Program
services, especially 3-8, are language arts laden regardless of the
strengths or identification areas of the student. There is also a
disconnected between program goals, courses of study listings, and
reported services.

T, A, P

DA

There is an inequity regarding the resources needed to serve the
students who qualify for programming. A cut-off number is instituted
regardless of other equally qualified students due to a lack of resources
to provide services.

T,A, P, 1

DA

Additional professional development, policies for regular classroom
service options, and accountability measures are needed for regular
classroom teachers who have a lot of the responsibility to serve gifted
students. This needs to include rigorous curriculum options in addition
to strategies.

T,A, P, 1

K-3 services are needed as well as additional services at the middle
school and high school, in order to provide a continuum of services, K-
12.

T, A, P,

DA

Data is gathered unofficially. Therefore, program effectiveness
measures are not systematized.

T, A, 1

Grouping options are perceived as being effective for student social-
emotional needs and continued academic growth, although transition
years from self-contained options to middle school need added support.

T, A, P

Recommendations:

The following issues, based on the findings, may be considered and developed into action

plans for the district.
e The program services should match the child’s needs.

e Resources need to be instituted to include all students who qualify for services at equal

levels.

e Teacher variance regarding service provisions needs to be monitored. Teachers need to
be given the resources to adjust learning for gifted students in the regular classroom,

including more rigorous options.
e K-3 programming should be instituted.

e The coordinator role includes more than gifted responsibilities. The coordinator is also in
charge of curriculum alignment, testing, and other ancillary responsibilities that may
make it difficult to promote program continuity, growth, and a continuum of services.
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Re-examine the documents in terms of connectivity of program goals, course of study,
and policies needed including how those align to the actual services. A scope and
sequence of goals and suggested curriculum may tighten the inconsistency of service
issues and the perceived lack of rigor.

Provide professional development opportunities for classroom teachers, K-12, in specific
content areas.

Re-examine the junior high services as aligned to gifted scope and sequence outcomes
and program goals.

Systematize data gathering (anecdotal and quantitative) in order to measure program
effectiveness.
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Table M: Administrator Focus Group

Question [lustrative Responses

What are the e K-3 (identified only, some enrichment)

different ways in e Resource leader for regular education teachers (ideas and materials)
which gifted e Language Arts gifted classes 4-6 (pull-out); some math enrichment in

students are served
in your district or
your building?

the regular classroom for grades 5-6

Self contained classes 5-6 (all subjects)

Honors, AP, and PSEO at the high school

HS credit in 8" grade for math, science, and foreign language

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

Tiered lessons and grouping
Literature circles
[z 3 . . . .
We are inservicing our teachers this year. Teachers are using a
variety of differentiated instructions.”

What are the

o Small class size, higher level classes
strengths of gifted | e  Elementary students can spend time with like students
services? e Great selection of advanced classes at the Jr. High and High School.
What are the o “The affective domain needs to be addressed and a setting for this
barriers or needs to occur.”
limitations that e “Teachers are not trained in dealing with gifted students”
prevent the o “We need more instruction to address gifted needs including a
provision of different mindset for how instruction is delivered. Faster or more
services? work doesn’t make it advanced. The junior high school honors classes

are not gifted classes.”

How do you know | ¢  “I'm not sure how effective the program is at the Junior High level”
the gifted program | e  “Pgrents want it!”
is effective? o “Students and parents are happy with services provided.”
How do you assess | o “Gifted students can perform well but it doesn’t mean we’'re meeting

gifted student
learning?

their needs.”
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Table N: Teacher Focus Group

Question I1lustrative Responses

What are the o “Students are serviced by pull-out Language Arts classes in 4" 5™ all
different ways in subjects; as those students progress through the system honors/AP
which gifted classes are offered. For those who fail to be admitted to

students are served
in your district or
your building?

programming, teachers are available for consults to adapt curriculum
appropriately.”

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“Clubs are available for students with interest [at the high school]:
art club, drama, Spanish, German, Science Olympiad, etc. also extra
music groups such as jazz band.”

“Grading rubrics that provide for achievement above the standards”
“Some independent study in areas not serviced by 4" grade pull-out
program (after mastery of grade level curriculum is demonstrated)”
“I offer/give assignments that let the students take as far as their
creativity/ability will allow them to go”

“We do a lot of debates, discussions, projects, and labs”

What are the
strengths of gifted
services?

“Programming for 4™ grade allow for more choice and flexibility in
facilitation. It encourages and develops students’ self concepts and
creates an atmosphere of safety. It’s ok to be ‘smart’.”

“Students are all together for 4"-6" grade and in fifth grade they are
serviced in all areas.”

“Great opportunities for linguistically gifted children.’

’

What are the
barriers or
limitations that
prevent the
provision of
services?

o«

“No math programs.” “The service is mostly in the language arts.
Many students got into the program based on their math/science
scores.”

“Teacher resistance to options for differentiation and administration
resistance to acceleration or other options.”

“Not enough gifted students are serviced because of limited resources
to continue gifted programs (Voyage) to the middle school.”

“Once the VOYAGE population is determined, no additions are
allowed unless #’s drop.” (limited to 50 students)

“Transition from pull-out years to junior high is not smooth. We lose
smart girls and defiant boys who are gifted when they decide they
don’t want to be smart anymore. Teachers of honors classes don’t
address other issues of giftedness such as perfectionism, unrealistic
expectations, test anxiety, testing pitfalls, and physical-emotional-
intellectual asynchronous development.”
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Table O: Parent Focus Group

Question Ilustrative Responses

What are the 2" grade — enriched reading; VOYAGE — 4,5,6
different ways in Honors at the junior high and high school
which your child has Post-secondary enrollment

been served in the
district?

Mostly in language arts

One on one in the classroom

Child moved on to college with numerous credits already earned
VOYAGE, accelerated math, honors, & AP

Access to various clubs and extra curricular because of advanced class
performance

How are your
child’s needs being
met in the regular

o “My child was not challenged at the elementary level. They were not
allowed to go beyond the regular curriculum, regardless of what their
skills were.”

classroom? o [Child’s name] was not challenged academically until high school. Even
though she had teachers who allowed her to work ahead or read
independently, there were no challenges or obstacles to her learning.”
e Team Physics at the high school
o [ndependent reading levels, accelerated math/contract math by some
teachers
o “Teachers have used my daughter as a ‘study buddy’ — partnered with a
slower learner so that she could help that child”
What are the o “The district has exceptional teachers that are able to involve all kids in
strengths of gifted the learning process.”
services? o “Gave my child something to look forward to.”
”Friendships formed with classmates because they 've been together for
so many years.” “Allows the child to be with peers of similar academic
strengths. They don’t feel ostracized for being smart.”
e “Chance to delve more deeply into subjects — use higher level thinking
skills — not just ‘more’ work.”
What are the e “I'would have liked the formal program to start in I* grade.” “Not much
barriers or opportunity 1%, 2", or 3" grade.”

limitations that
prevent the
provision of
services?

o “More students could benefit from being a part of a program”

e “At the 4" grade level they were pulled out of the regular education class
during Language Arts. One of my children is very gifted in math, but not
language arts.” “Poor writers struggle in VOYAGE.”

“Only the top 45 students get serviced”

“Teachers not trained in gifted education”

How do you know
the gifted program is
effective?

How do you assess
your child’s
learning?

ACT and SAT test scores

Better prepared for college courses

Love of learning

“Earlier gifted programs prepare student for advanced high school and
college courses.”

e “Success getting in to college”
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Report on Salem City School District On-Site Visit
Salem City, Ohio

On April 5, 2005 a member of the William and Mary research team spent the day in
Salem City School District to examine the continuum of services provided within the district.
The case study activities included:
Administrator focus group
Teacher focus group, including teachers of gifted
Parent focus group
Individual interviews (2): Superintendent and District Gifted Coordinator
Collection of relevant documents related to the continuum of services to be analyzed

Overview of Service Model(s) Employed in District

Salem City has four distinct service options. The consultation model is employed in 3™
and 4" grades serving as an inclusion model. The gifted resource specialist goes into the
classrooms and serves the gifted students within their regular classroom. The contact time in the
inclusion classrooms ranges from once a month in 31 grade classrooms to 30 minutes/week in 4
grade classrooms. Typically, enrichment activities are employed during the consultative time. In
5™ and 6™ grade, the school district employs a one day/week pull-out model. In 7™ and 8"
grades, gifted students are ability-grouped for a daily reading class. At the high school level,
Salem City includes Honors classes at the ninth and tenth grade level, and Advanced Placement
course options for 11" and 12™ graders. Beginning next school year, Salem City is expected to
form a partnership with the University of Pittsburgh in order to offer students additional
advanced courses, such as computer science, through the university. The school system employs
grade skipping on a case-by-case basis. Lastly, many gifted students participate in extra-
curricular competitions and events that enrich their school experience. All students who are
served have written education plans that are intended to guide their array of services. These plans
are required by Ohio regulations.

Document Analysis:

The following relevant documents were submitted for review:

e Salem High School-registration guide, post secondary enrollment guidelines, written
education plan (WEP)for 1 H.S student, high school TAG newsletter

e | page description of gifted programming and guidelines for developing curriculum units
of study attached to sample report card and WEP

e Curriculum units or lesson plans: 1 sample 3" grade inclusion lesson plan, 1 sample
independent study fall fair unit for grades 4-6, and 1 reading enrichment class “mystery”
unit for grades 7 and 8.

¢ District policy and plan for identification

e 2004-2005 Gifted Data

Salem High School documents

The high school TAG newsletter is produced three times a year, fall, January and June. It
has one main article on the front typically pulled from a magazine (for example, USD Magazine)
with tips for high school students, such as college admissions. The rest of the newsletter provides
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information on summer programs, deadlines for upcoming events, ACT testing information, etc.
It is produced by someone in the talented and gifted office. Salem Senior High School
registration guide is typical of most high school course guides. It provides overall information
about course offerings at relevant grade levels in content areas. It describes graduation
requirements, drop/add course policies, athletic eligibility and diploma options. There is a one
page description for “early graduation plan,” and “advanced placement courses.”

A WEP for a high school student who wanted to take an independent study was
submitted. The WEP listed the student’s identified area of giftedness and the service to be
provided to the student was marked “independent study”. Attached to the WEP was a description
of the independent study project. Lastly, guidelines for post secondary enrollment programs were
enclosed, describing the process and regulations covering the program.

Gifted Program

A one-page description of Salem City Schools’ gifted program was submitted. It contains
three sections. The first section lists eight concepts for student development that curriculum units
should contain (e.g. creative thinking, independent study, research, etc.). The middle of the sheet
contains curriculum unit suggestions, and the last section of the page describes the overall
program (inclusion, pull-out, etc.) There is no contact information and the relative sections do
not seem to go together. Attached to this page was a sample report card for a gifted student, with
the eight concepts listed and a ranking system of 1-3 next to each concept. 1=uses infrequently;
area for growth; 2=relies on this area; uses often and 3=a strength area; well-developed. On the
back of the report card was a space for a student to check indicators for a self-evaluation.
Indicators included items such as “I worked to the best of my ability,” and “I was organized”.
Lastly, a blank WEP was submitted containing three sections; student information (including
area of identification), programming and services (including the eight concepts that appear on the
report card) and an area of appropriate signatures.

Curriculum Units/Lesson Plans

The lesson plans for the mystery unit (grades 5-8) and the fall fair unit/independent study
(grades 4-6) followed a similar outline. The sections in the outline are as follows: introduction,
goals, vocabulary, readings, activities, and evaluation. Both submissions included a novel as the
catalyst for the activities and vocabulary. Both submissions included in the evaluation section,
student self-evaluation and teacher evaluation processes. The goals seem to be driven from the
content standards. It is not explicit on either lesson plan where the concepts that are suggested in
the program overview sheet and used in the report grades are integrated or even referred to.

The sample lesson plan for the inclusion class was a 1 page sheet with six sections
describing what students would be doing relative to each section. The six sections are language
arts, logic and reasoning, social studies, creative problem solving, fine arts, and extra activities.
A brief description of activities follows each heading. For example, under the logic and
reasoning heading, it states that students will “use deductive reasoning to solve logic problems
arranged in a grid fashion. They must use the clues to cross out wrong answers and circle the
right answers.” This format is not similar to the other submissions as there are no goals,
vocabulary, evaluation, etc. and no alignment to the concepts suggested in the program overview
for student development. All submitted lesson plans did not explicitly address how these units
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are differentiated for gifted students. They are enrichment-based and inclusive of many process
skills, such as writing, problem solving and divergent thinking.

District policy and plan for identification

This is a one page flyer for parents with the following sections: gifted definition and
practice, screening and assessing, 3 stages for identifying, transfer students, withdrawal, and
appeals process. The rest of the tri-fold brochure describes the identification instruments and
scoring requirements and Salem City’s services for gifted students. Along with the brochure
were the board of education district policies and guidelines on gifted education and
identification.

2004-2005 Gifted Data

The 2004-2005 gifted data is a chart listing the number of students per grade level, the
number of gifted students per grade level and their areas of identification. There is no
disaggregating by ethnicity, gender, or economic levels.

Focus Groups:

Teacher, parents and administrator focus groups were held, each lasting approximately
one hour. The focus group results will be discussed individually organized by groups. In addition
two interviews were conducted; one with the district Superintendent and the other with the
district coordinator of gifted. The relevant participant numbers for each focus group are listed
below:

Focus Group Participants by Number
Teacher Parent Administrator
N=11 N=9 N=5

Teacher Focus Group

Eleven teachers were present at the focus group session which was held in the school
board office. Three teachers were from K-3 grade level cluster, two teachers from the 4™-6"
grade level cluster, two teachers from grades 7 and 8, two high school teachers, one school
psychologist (who conducts the 1Q testing), and one visual arts teacher. See Table P for
illustrative comments for each question.

The teachers shared the four main service provisions that are delivered in grades 3-12: an
inclusion model in grades 3 and 4 where the consulting gifted teacher goes into the classroom to
deliver services, a pull-out model in grades 5 and 6 which occurs 1 day per week, a reading class
in grades 7 and 8 which meets daily for a 42 minute class period, and honors courses throughout
the high school with Advanced Placement courses for 1 1™ and 12 graders. There is an
accelerated math track with Algebra being offered in 8" grade, Geometry in 9™ and Algebra I
in 10" grade for eligible students. Additionally, high schools students have post-secondary
enrollment options through Kent State and Youngstown State University. Beginning Fall 2005,
Salem City is expected to collaborate with University of Pittsburgh in order to offer AP
computer science and AP Chemistry for high school students. There is no formal visual arts
program for gifted students. Teachers mentioned that competitions such as Destination
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Imagination or Academic Challenge were another way in which gifted students are served. Grade
skipping exists on a case-by-case basis.

Themes that emerged with regard to differentiating curriculum and instruction were
providing students with in-depth research, tiered assignments, projects based on student choice,
and thematic approaches to integrating the curriculum. Teachers mentioned that their
expectations for gifted students were different in terms of the quality of assignments or the
nature of classroom responses. They mentioned competitions as extensions for students. Some
teachers pre-assess and then allow alternative assignments based on student interest. Lastly,
allowing students to self-select reading materials was another way that teachers differentiate.
They mentioned instructional processes such as problem solving, logical reasoning, or stories
with holes that allow for more divergent responses.

Strengths of the program clustered around four main areas; parental support, the
identification process, strong teacher to teacher relationships, and positive attitudes and
perceptions about gifted students throughout the district. Teachers shared that there is strong
parental support and that parents are involved at all stages of development. Many teachers
commented that the identification process has improved and that referrals can be made all year
and the screening process is on-going and more responsive to teachers and students. The regular
classroom teachers that collaborate in the inclusion model with the elementary gifted resource
teacher felt that a strong working relationship existed between the professional staff; “The gifted
teacher is able to specifically focus on my gifted students and give them attention that I can’t
always give.” Additionally, several teachers mentioned that the teachers teaching gifted students
were strong and “knowledgeable.” Lastly, teachers felt that generally there is overall
administrative, community and teacher support for the program due in part to its longevity.

Limitations to an effective service delivery model cited by the teachers included funding,
contact time, and breadth and depth of services. Many teachers cited funding as a major barrier
including the need for additional staff and materials in order to meet the needs of the gifted.
Secondly, teachers addressed concerns about not having enough contact time with students at all
levels, especially in grade levels 3™-6" where gifted students’ contact time with the teacher
ranges from once a month to once a week. Lastly, teachers cited the breadth of the program as a
limitation, “We need to increase services at the elementary level,” explained one teacher “and
consider serving other types of giftedness, not just superior cognitive.” At the high school level a
teacher mentioned that there has been a course reduction from an eight period day to a seven
period day, “so course offerings for gifted students have been compromised.”

Teachers perceptions about program and student effectiveness centered around formative
and summative assessments including state testing, AP/SAT scores, enrollment figures in upper
level high school courses, college admissions, growth in enrollment numbers of students
attending a summer honors institute, and positive feedback from parents and students.

Parent Focus Group

Nine parents were present at the focus group session which was held in the school board
office. The parent’s children spanned the gifted program, K-12. See Table Q for illustrative
comments for each question.
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Parents spanning the K-12 continuum were present and responded to the first question
about service delivery in terms of their respective children. Parents of elementary aged children
mentioned the pull out model once a week for enrichment. Middle school parents spoke to the
reading class at the 7" and 8" grade levels, and high school parents mentioned the AP courses.
Several parents mentioned available competitions such as academic challenge or Math counts as
another way that their children get served. Overall they felt that having their children identified
as gifted allowed for other opportunities that may not be ordinarily provided.

Responses to how their child’s needs are met in the classroom varied. Most parents
responded that individual teachers differentiate through reading selections, projects, or
participation in various activities such as English festival or the school newspaper. Yet, several
were not sure, and had comments such as, “I trust that her needs are being met, but I don’t know
for sure.” They felt that it was very teacher dependent and if their child had an effective teacher,
then they were satisfied. At the high school level, parents commented that courses were “self
selected,” so they assumed that their child’s needs were met, due to the nature of the course.

Perceptions of the strengths of the program centered on the strengths of the teachers and
their willingness to enrich gifted students, communication to parents about special opportunities
(e.g. Midwest Talent Search), and the identification process. Parents felt that the teachers were
committed and talented, as evidenced by the longevity of some of the teachers. Secondly, while
they expressed concerns about lack of frequent communication as to student progress, the
communication provided about enrichment opportunities such as summer programs or different
local and state competitions was effective and appreciated. Lastly, several parents mentioned that
the identification process was better than it use to be.

Limitations included teacher’s lack of ability to differentiate, communication, and issues
with course offerings. Parents felt that some teachers were not able to differentiate either due to
lack of time and money or due to teacher’s capacity. Additionally, while some parents perceived
the identification process as a strength, others perceived it as a limitation. “The definitions about
what qualifies a child to be gifted needs to be better communicated,” shared a few parents. At the
middle school level, students are grouped in reading. Parents felt that equal emphasis should be
considered in math and science. Lastly in high school, some parents perceived that the block
scheduling system has precluded their children from taking other advanced classes because the
schedule is less flexible.

Parents perceived program effectiveness based upon his/her child’s enthusiasm for the
program or based upon outside measures such as AP scores, college admissions, or external
competitions. They felt that the gifted program provided opportunities for their children not to be
bored and an opportunity for their children to be with like-peers.

Some parents mentioned test scores as a measure of effectiveness, whether state
proficiency tests or teacher made tests.

Parents assess their child’s learning through informal mechanisms such as conversations
in the car or in the home where the child pulls information that they have learned into the context
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of the conversation. Several mentioned seeing increased interests into different areas from
exposure in their gifted classes. Some parents mentioned that the fact that their child can do
independent research is evidence of their learning. They did not mention more formal measures
such as state or national tests.

Administrator Focus Group

The administrator focus group consisted of a variety of administrative personnel. Five
persons attended the focus group including the director of state and federal grants: two school
board members, one primary principal, and the administrative assistant for the curriculum/special
education/gifted education. See Table R for illustrative comments for each question.

When asked about the service models employed in the district, administrators responded
with the range of services from inclusion at the elementary level to AP courses at the high
school. They mentioned that the administrative support is solid and has grown and that parents
are supportive. Several expressed that they viewed the inclusion model in 3" grade as a positive
development. They were aware that students had additional opportunities for enrichment outside
of school through the summer programs or competitions. They felt that students were being
identified and then served in areas of strength.

The ways in which administrators perceive that gifted students’ needs are met in the
classroom are higher level activities, faster paced curriculum, and enrichment opportunities.
Administrators felt that most of the middle and high school classes were accelerated in pace and
provided depth through research or projects. They did feel that teachers could individualize in
their classrooms, as needed.

Themes that emerged regarding strengths of the program were identification of students,
leadership, curriculum, and commitment of staff, parents, community. They shared that students
are identified early and therefore can be serviced early. They spoke positively about the
administrative support and leadership that was provided by the district coordinator. They felt that
the curriculum offered was effective and responsive. An example of this was at the middle
school level students can receive high school credit for Algebra.

Limitations of the program included some teachers’ and administrators’ resistance to
gifted. Administrators also mentioned lack of consistency of services and that in certain grade
levels, services do not exist. Even though inclusion was seen by some as a strength, it was seen
by others as a potential limitation because “inclusion has its own set of issues-regular teachers
hold back.” Lastly, several administrators mentioned not enough teachers or money in order to
effectively serve gifted students.

For the most part, administrators perceived program and students successes in terms of
performance results. They felt that the scores on AP tests, the number of colleges and scholarship
money, and the number of student who receive awards through competitions were evidence of an
effective program. Some administrators mentioned student enthusiasm or enjoyment of the
program as other indicators for program effectiveness.
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Interview with District Coordinator

Dr. Elissa Brown interviewed Ms. Judy Herron, the district coordinator of gifted services
for Salem City Schools. The interview last approximately 30 minutes to address the six questions
of interest. Ms. Herron serves eleven school districts through the Columbiana County
Educational Service Center. Ms. Herron described the four distinct service models; inclusion,
pull-out enrichment, daily reading class, and Honors and AP courses at the high school. She
expressed concerns about the degree to which teachers were differentiating curriculum and
instruction. “I don’t see a lot of that. We need more professional development with regard to
differentiation. What I like about the consultation model is that it allows for the classroom
teacher to see how the gifted teacher differentiates and allows them to work together as a team.”
She felt that the strengths of the program included strong supportive administration, including
the director of curriculum and instruction as well as the Superintendent; effective teachers, and
the size of the district. “Salem City is small and because of that I know many of the people. The
staff knows the community and the parents know the teachers.” “We have supportive regular
education teachers and when we ask them to step up to the plate, they do.” The limitations cited
were funding and teacher resistance. “The state has unit funding so it funds one teacher and there
is no funding to support service options.” She shared that while most teachers were supportive,
there were still some resistance to gifted. “Some teachers just don’t see that these students have
special needs.”

In terms of program effectiveness, Ms. Herron spoke to measures such as scores on the
Ohio proficiency tests, satisfaction surveys, and numbers of students participating in the program
and staying in the program. “We’ve built the recognition into students that learning is
important.” In terms of student assessment, she shared that she is keeping track of student
numbers who are qualifying for the Midwest talent search. Additionally, she said that “students
are not hiding their giftedness. They participate in competitions and are enthusiastic about the
program.” She mentioned that Salem has a new database that will be able to track gifted
students’ performance. “This is the only district that I work with that has the database. It will
give us the ability to see what we have and to focus on what we need.”

Interview with Superintendent

Dr. Elissa Brown interviewed Dr. David Brobeck, the superintendent of Salem City
Schools. The interview last approximately 30 minutes to address the six questions of interest. Dr.
Brobeck has been Superintendent in Salem City schools for five years. He expressed that he was
trying to get the district to a more competitive level. He feels that the district is doing a good job
with the gifted program but he would like to see program improvement. “We serve our gifted
students but we should be doing more and at a competitive level with some of the wealthier
districts.” He was unsure the degree to which teachers are differentiating. “I have a ninth grader
identified and I don’t think she is encouraged to go above and beyond.”

When asked about the relative strengths and limitations of the program, Dr. Brobeck
commented on the elementary inclusion model. “T think that’s working well, but it still goes back
to teacher willingness. If the teachers are willing to accept coaching, then I think we would see
more differentiation in our classrooms.” He felt that certain philosophies precluded the program
being as strong as it should be. “Fair is not necessarily equal. Teachers need to be willing to look
at individual students and vary their expectation.” He also cited state funding as a limitation.
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In reflecting upon program and student effectiveness, Dr. Brobeck shared that he receives
informal positive feedback from parents. Another measure he cited was students who return from
college and report that they felt well prepared for higher education. “We also have students
staying in the program.” He did think that maybe a more formal process of collecting data should
be in place to show program effectiveness. He was less sure of gifted students’ performance and
again, referred to his daughter as not being challenged. “We need to do a better job of educating
the community, too. They think these kids are happy and their needs are being met. They do not
necessarily see that for some students, there is frustration.” Overall, he shared that the
administrative team and the majority of teachers were passionate and willing to provide the best
education they could for gifted students.

Findings

The evaluation team reviewed and synthesized all data sources cited in this case study
and provides the following key findings for consideration. Each finding is coded by the
appropriate data source. Findings were listed if a minimum of three data sources listed the topic
of the finding. Key for data sources is as follows: Teachers (T), Administrators (A), Parents (P),
Interviews (I), and Document Analysis (DA).

Key Finding Focus Group | Document
Analysis

Parents overall are supportive of gifted program but
there is some lack of communication as to the degree to | T,P,A,l
which differentiation is occurring in the classroom.

The four distinct service models lack coherence,

communication, and comprehensiveness. T,A P, 1 DA
There is a lack of systematic evidence collected and

analyzed to support program effectiveness. T,A,P DA
There is a lack of match between student identification

and service delivery. T,P DA
Some teacher and administrator resistance to gifted

students and/or gifted program exists. T,A P, 1

Lack of systemic and integrated K-12 program structure

exists, such as program goals, outcome measures for T,A,P, 1 DA

student progress, scope and sequence, curriculum,
performance standards, service models, and professional
development options for serving gifted students.

Longevity of program, teachers, and consistent gifted

enrollment numbers are perceived strengths. T,A P, 1
Effectiveness of gifted services is teacher dependent. P, T

Competitions and other extra-curricular options are

perceived as strengths of program, and as a way to T,A P, 1 DA

evaluate program effectiveness.
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Recommendations:

The following issues, based on the findings, may be considered and developed into action

plans for the district.

Services should be matched to identification. For example, in grades 7" and 8™, students
are identified as superior cognitive, but the service is a reading class.

The district has made a lot of progress in its flexibility for identifying gifted students and
having strong teachers in the gifted program, but the services depend on both the parent’s
abilities to advocate effectively for their children and to get a “good” teacher.

There is a lack of systematic program articulation, philosophy, goals, etc., to guide a
continuum of services and curriculum development. Additionally, there is no consistency
between the types of experiences students may be receiving and the ways in which they
are assessed.

A system is needed to formalize data collection and analysis for program and student
evaluation.

Strong utilization of competitions and summer programs as extension opportunities for
gifted students needs to be addressed.

Professional development should be provided for classroom teachers and gifted teachers,
K-12.

A scope and sequence of goals and suggested curriculum may tighten the inconsistency
of service models.

Communication should be increased to all stakeholder groups.

Conclusion

Salem City has made a lot of progress with regard to its gifted program and the program

is supported by multiple stakeholder groups. However, a closer look at the various service
models with an eye toward coherence and an articulation of program goals, direction, curriculum
employed, policies, and a process for determining program effectiveness need to be considered
for program improvement.
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Table P: Teacher Focus Group

Question

lllustrative Responses

What are the
different ways in
which you have
been served in this
district?

“The gifted teacher comes to my classroom once a month and
completes activities with my students.”

“7" and 8™ graders are pulled form regular reading and
placed in an enrichment reading class which meets every day.”
“We provide electives that challenge and specialize and we
encourage participation in summer programs offered by state
universities.”’

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“Students are challenged with problem solving activities and 1
encourage logical reasoning.”

“I have a variety of materials for different cognitive levels.”
“My students use advanced texts, like a college anthology for

poetry.”

What are the “The program extends in grades 3-12; you don’t see that
strengths of gifted everywhere.”
services? “I think it’s nice that the gifted teacher can expose all of my
students to her enrichment activities.”
“We have good parental support.”
“All the teachers care about the gifted students and are very
talented.”
“The screening process is much better than it used to be.”
What are the “Would like to see more services for the arts and specific
barriers or content areas.”
limitations that “Not all teachers know how to differentiate.”
prevent a “Some administrators are still resistant to the idea of serving
comprehensive the gifted.”
provision of “All AP courses need to be coordinated so that the teachers
services?

have the same goals. Right now, there is too much variation in
the approach to the course and test.”

How do you know
the gifted program
is effective?

“Students stay in the program.”

“There’s been an increase in the numbers of students who
attend our Summer Honors Institute.”

“Feedback from students and teachers. Kids are excited.”
“Our AP test results are good.”

How do you assess
your gifted
students’ learning?

“They enjoy participating in the program and motivated to
learn.”

“l use a lot of rubrics, self-evaluations, and individual
assessments.”

“I keep notes on my identified students as to whether or not 1
think they 're working at the level they 're capable of.”
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Table Q: Parent Focus Group =9

Question lllustrative Responses
What are the e “Focus on a variety of topics that they are not exposed to in the
different ways in regular classroom.”
which your child o “Pull-out program once a week.”
been served inthis | o “4P courses and accelerated class schedule.”
district?

’

How are your child | e “Individual attention is given to my son based on his strengths.’
(ren)’s needs being | o “They let them do projects on the computer, and learn PowerPoint or

met in the regular how to use the Internet.”

classroom? e “Use books based on interest.”

What are the o “There is a willingness among the teachers to consider how within
strengths of gifted their budget and time limits to meet children’s needs.”

services? o “They are given additional opportunities based on their abilities.”

o “Students are identified in different areas.”
o “The AP teachers hold students to a higher standard.”

What are the o “Sometimes individual teachers cannot accommodate the gifted
barriers or students because they have so many other students to worry about.”
limitations that o “The scheduling at the high school is sometimes prohibitive.”
prevent a o “The opportunities vary from class to class based on class size,
comprehensive teacher, materials available, etc. A limitation is the consistency of
provision of services.”

services?

1

How do you know | e “My child wants to go to the enrichment class.’
the gifted program | e “My child has received local, regional, and national recognition for
is effective? his academic accomplishments.”

o “Look where our kids get accepted to colleges.’
o “Our AP courses are accelerated and test results are good.”

e “I've seen improvement in his self-esteem related to intelligence.’

’

’

How do you assess | e “The bottom line is that my children are now reading and are

your child’s confident to achieve at the highest standards.”

learning? o “When were driving and he spontaneously talks about something that
he’s learned. He adds to the conversation.”

o “My child expresses interest in new areas or subjects, uses new
vocabulary words and talks about what happened in school on
enrichment day.”
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Table R: Administrators

N=5

Question

lllustrative Responses

What are the
different ways in
which you have
been served in this
district?

“We have inclusion in 3, pull out in grades 4-6, daily reading
instruction in 7" and 8" and AP courses at the high school.”
“Gifted students are served after their identified.”

“Students are made award of outside school activities, especially
in the arts.”

How are gifted
students’ needs
being met in the
regular classroom?

“Instructor concentrates more on higher-level thinking skills such
as application and synthesis of information.”

“Teachers are made aware of student’s identification areas and so
can better meet their needs in the classes.”

“There’s a more rigorous curriculum in all classes and it’s
adjusted to the students.”

What are the o  “Students in grades 7 and 8 get daily instruction without being
strengths of gifted pulled out of another class and in 8" grade they can get high
services? school credit for taking Algebra.”

o  “The commitment of the staff and school board to gifted students is

strong.”

e  “Kids are identified early and so services can begin.”
What are the o “There are not enough services, grades 2,9,10”
barriers or e “Inclusion has its own set of issues.”
limitations that e  “Not all teachers are gifted qualified and a few administrators are
preventa still resistant.”
comprehensive e “In most cases, services are not provided on a daily basis.”
provision of
services?
How do you know o “All the results, project results, competition results, awards
the gifted program received, and testing results.”

1s effective?

“Colleges are giving our students scholarship money.”
“Feedback from students and teachers. Kids are excited.”
“Success of students on AP tests and the increasing number of
students taking AP courses.”

How do you assess
your gifted
students’ learning?

“Students response in classroom.”
“Their participation in competitions.’
“Students love the program. [ see it affectively.”

1
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Summary of Case Studies

Case study data suggest that stakeholder groups are generally satisfied with their gifted
programs and judge them superior to other programs they know about. Yet parents are vocal in
suggesting the need for greater challenge and more options in the gifted program while
administrators appear to be somewhat unaware of the nature of the program in their district.
Teachers voice concerns about the lack of contact time for students to interact, the lack of time
for professional development, and the lack of program structure. Some administrators and
teachers appeared resistant to gifted programs, a concern also voiced by coordinators in the
survey data. Strengths of the case study site gifted programs appeared to be in the quality of
staff implementing the programs and the specific in school and out of school options that were
provided at specific sites. Administrators seemed particularily pleased with in-building options
and delivery in that context. Weaknesses across sites appeared to center on communication
between and among constituencies within the gifted program and beyond it to the general
education community, limited professional development for regular classroom teachers in gifted
education, lack of comprehensive articulated service options, and the lack of curriculum rigor,
especially at the elementary and middle school levels. No districts collect or use systematic
student assessment or evaluation data to judge program effectiveness for improvement. Lack of
coherence in documents and services provided was evident across all sites.
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Statewide Data Analysis

District Self Report (2003-2004)
District Program Survey Results

By Annie Feng
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Section I'V: Statewide Data

A: Results from 2003-2004 Self-Report on Identification and Services for
Gifted Students in Ohio School Districts

There are a total of 600 Ohio local districts providing gifted identification and services
data to the state in their 2003-2004 Self Reports. Following are numerical results on items related
to identification of underrepresented student populations and relevant written policies on gifted
program services.

Section A- Identification of Traditionally Underrepresented Groups

School districts were asked to indicate their strengths in identifying underrepresented
populations in their Self-Report. Table 1 presents the results, suggesting that a higher percentage
of districts gave their attention to identifying students who are of low income families (60.2%),
followed by identifying students with disabilities (29.8%), minority students (12.7%), and LEP
(Limit English Proficient) students (4.3%).

Table 1: Strengths in Identification of Traditionally Underrepresented Groups (N=600)

Frequency Percent
Students with disabilities 170 29.8
Underrepresented ethnic group 76 12.7
Economically disadvantaged 361 60.2
Limited English Proficient 26 4.3

With respect to opportunities for improvement in identifying underrepresented
populations, close to half of the districts (45.8%) indicated that their opportunities remained in
the economically disadvantaged population, followed by a focus on students with disabilities
(36.8%), minority (11.7%), and LEP students (8.2%) (Table 2).

Table 2: Opportunities for Improvement in Identifying Underrepresented Groups (N=600)

Frequency Percent
Students with disabilities 221 36.8
Underrepresented ethnic group 70 11.7
Economically disadvantaged 275 45.8
Limited English Proficient 49 8.2

Section B- Continuum of Services

Almost two-thirds of the school districts had a written policy on gifted services. These
policies included descriptions of instructions and content differentiations, contact time per
student, number of students receiving services, staff roles, and criteria for identification.
However, 35.8% of the districts indicated that they did not have a written policy on any of the
above-mentioned services (Table 3).
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Table 3: Districts Possessing Written Policies on Gifted Program Services (B-1) (N=600)

Frequency Percent
Yes 385 64.2
No 215 35.8

Districts were asked for projected number of increase or decrease of gifted students
receiving services in 2004-2005. Compared to the total 2003-2004 numbers, the results showed
that a majority of the districts (64.3%) indicated no change; 11.2% of the districts projected a
decrease of 25% or more (5%) or 5-24% in numbers (6.2%). However, 24% of the districts noted
that they would have an increasing number of students receiving services next year, and the
magnitude of increase ranged from 5-24% (20.3% of the districts) to 25% or more (2.8% of the
districts.) (Table 4).

Table 4: Projected number of gifted students receiving services in 2004-2005 compared to

services in 2003-2004 (N=600)

Frequency Percent
Decrease by 25% or more 30 5.0
Decrease by 5-24% 37 6.2
About the same 386 64.3
Increase by 5-24% 122 20.3
Increase 25% or more 17 2.8

Districts were also asked for projected number of different services to be provided in
2004-2005 in comparison to previous school year. Based on districts’ Self-Report, two-thirds of
the districts would retain a similar scale and pattern of services; 9.5% of the districts indicated
that there will be significant (3.8%) or somewhat (5.7%) decreases of number of services
provided for next year; 19% of the districts, however, projected a significantly (2.8%) or
somewhat (16.7%) increasing number of services to be provided for in comparison to the
previous academic year (Table 5).

Table 5: Projected number of different services (B-1) provided in the 2004-2005 school year
compared to those offered in 2003-2004 (N=600)

Frequency Percent
Decrease significantly 23 3.8
Decrease somewhat 34 5.7
Remain similar 400 66.7
Increase somewhat 1 16.7
Increase significantly 17 2.8

Section C- Acceleration

School districts also provided policy information on acceleration. Over three quarters of
the school districts (78.3%) noted that they had a written policy that addresses early admission to
Kindergarten; 40.5% of the districts had a written policy in place on grade skipping and 30.2% of
the districts had a written policy on content acceleration (Table 6).
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Table 6: Written policies on acceleration (N=600)

Frequency Percent
Grade skipping 243 40.5
Early entrance 470 78.3
Content acceleration 181 30.2
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B: Results of the Ohio School District Program Survey for Continuum of Services

The Ohio School District Program Survey for the Continuum of Services ODE Research
and Development Project was developed to collect more information about the current status of
gifted services delivered in the K-12 landscape in the State of Ohio. The survey was composed
of 19 questions subsumed in four major areas of gifted program services: curriculum and
instruction/differentiation, organizational arrangements, student performance and evaluation, and
administration and change. Demographics of people who completed the survey were also
collected.

The survey was developed by the College of William and Mary researchers and
distributed by the Ohio State Department of Education to a stratified sample of 197 school
districts using district size and social economic status as the two strata of sampling. The sample
represented approximately a third of the school districts in the state (32%). Among the 197
school districts who received the survey, 127 returned the survey, a 64% rate of survey return.

The results of the survey are organized by the sections of the questionnaire. Omitted
responses were excluded from the analysis on a variable basis. Open-ended responses from the
questionnaire were coded, content analyzed, and incorporated at the end of each section.

Demographics

Individuals who completed the survey were asked to provide their role in the educational
system. Fifty-nine percent of them were gifted coordinators, 14% of them served as gifted
intervention specialists, and 24.4% of them served at both positions in their school districts. In
addition to their specialty in gifted program services, some of them also served other roles in
their school system, including director for curriculum and instruction, counselor, principal,
assistant or associate superintendent, educational consultant, and director of special services (See
Table 7).

Table 7: Position of Individuals Completing the Survey (N = 127)

Frequency Pct
Gifted Coordinator Only 75 59.0
Gifted Intervention Specialist Only 18 14.0
Both gifted coordinator and intervention specialist of the district 31 14.4
Other (overlapping with the coordinator and intervention 19 14.9
specialist position)

In respect to the employment organizations of respondents, more than half of them
(58.3%) reported being employed by their local school districts, 41.7% of them were hired by
another organization to serve particular school districts; and 24.4% of them were double
employed by both the local school district and another organization (See Table 8).
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Table 8: Employer of Individuals Completing This Survey (N = 127)

Frequency Pct
Employed by the district named above Only 56 58.3
Employed by another organization Only but providing services to 40 41.7
district named above
Employed by both the local district and another organization 31 24.4

With respect to individual credentials, a great majority of them (82.7%) reported having
gifted validation or endorsement added to another certificate or license; 12.4% of them possessed
provisional or professional gifted intervention specialist licenses; about 10% of them had
Temporary Gifted Intervention Specialist License only; and 13.4% of them had no gifted
education related license, validation, or endorsement (See Table 9).

Table 9: Credential of Individuals Completing The Survey (N = 127)*

Frequency Pct
No gifted education related license, validation, or endorsement 17 13.4
Temporary Gifted Intervention Specialist License Only 12 94
Provisional or Professional Gifted Intervention Specialist License 16 12.6
Gifted validation or endorsement added to another certificate or 105 82.7
license

* A survey might be completed by more than one person who bears different credentials.

Curriculum and Instruction

Among a list of 11 goals that classroom teachers are expected to employ in delivering
curriculum and instruction to their gifted students, there seemed to be a consistent pattern that the
frequency of employment declined with the school level. These strategies appeared to be most
frequently used in elementary schools, followed by middle schools and high schools.

A great majority of the school districts (75% or above) noted that the following goals
have been employed in delivering curriculum and instruction to gifted students in their
elementary schools: “to enrich and extend the core curriculum” (87.4%), “to develop productive,
complex, abstract, and/or higher-level thinking skills” (84.3%), to integrate basic and higher
level thinking skills into the core curriculum (81.9%), to encourage the development of self-
understanding (80%), and to develop research skills and methods (75.6%).

Except for the goal of encouraging the development of self-understanding, the above-
mentioned four other goals were also perceived as being more frequently used in both the middle
and high school, although with a decreasing percentage of usage compared to that of elementary
schools. The focus on research skills and methods and integration of thinking skills into core
curriculum appeared to be the top two goals at both middle and high school levels. However, it
should be noted that by the high school level, nine out of eleven (82%) of these listed goals were
employed in a minority of the school districts, suggesting a lower degree of emphasis in these
areas of services at the high school level (See Table 10).
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A few districts noted other goals employed, including leadership training, post secondary
enrollment options, and subject acceleration. One school district noted, however, that they do not
provide services for gifted students.

Table 10: Goals Districts Employed in Delivering Curriculum and Instruction to Gifted
Students by School Level (N = 127)

E.S. M.S. H.S.
a. To enrich and extend the core curriculum 87.4 76.4 47.2
b. To integrate multiple disciplines into an area of study 71.7 55.1 23.6
c. To allow for the in-depth learning of a self-selected 70.9 60.6 36.2
topic within the area of study
d. To develop independent or self-directed study skills 73.2 70.9 44.1
e. To develop productive, complex, abstract, and/or 84.3 73.2 48.8
higher-level thinking skills
f. To focus on open-ended tasks 71.7 59.1 33.9
g. To develop research skills and methods 75.6 77.2 52.0
h. To integrate basic and higher level thinking skills 81.9 75.6 50.4
into the core curriculum
i. To encourage the development of products that 61.4 61.4 33.1
challenge existing ideas and produce “new”
perspectives
j- To encourage the development of self-understanding, 79.5 67.7 38.6
1.e., recognizing and using one’s abilities, becoming
self-directed, appreciating likenesses and differences
between self and others
k. To evaluate student outcomes by using appropriate 74.8 66.9 39.4
and specific criteria through self-appraisal, criterion
referenced, and/or standardized instruments
1. Other: 24 24 24

With regard to curricula that were mainly used with districts’ gifted students, a great
majority of elementary schools used teacher-developed curriculum units of study (85%),
critical/creative thinking skills materials (79.5%), and group or individual projects (78.7%) as the
major curricular materials; more than half of the school districts also reported using materials
focused on self-esteem or social-emotional issues (54.3%) or regular textbooks (51.2%) at this
level. The other less frequently used curricula at the elementary level were packaged curricula
(37.8%), advanced textbooks (26%), and technology courses (7.1%).

More than two thirds of the school districts noted that their major middle school curricula
for gifted students were group or individual projects (69.3%), teacher-developed curriculum
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units of study (66%), and critical/creative thinking skills materials (64.3%); more than half of
these districts also used regular textbooks for their gifted students. The other less frequently used
curricula at the middle school level included materials on self-esteem and social-emotional issues
(44%), advanced textbooks (37%), packaged curricula (28.3%), technology courses (15%), and
AP or IB curricula (1.6%).

The high school curricula for gifted students were distinct from those mainly used at the
elementary and middle school levels, with 59% of the districts noting AP or IB texts as a major
source of the curriculum, followed by regular text books (44%), group or individual projects
(41%), and advanced textbooks (35%). A quarter of the school districts also indicated using
technology courses and critical/creative thinking materials. Some districts cited social esteem
related materials (18.2%); very few districts (4.7%) appeared to use packaged curricula at the
high school level (See Table 13). Other curricular options included academic contests, honor
classes, and regular integration of technology in classrooms (See Table 11).

The above data showed that statewide curriculum options for gifted students at the
elementary and the middle school levels were similar; although high percentages of the school
districts reported more usage of these curricula at the elementary level than at the middle school
level. The high school curricular options were distinct in using AP or IB curriculum for high
ability learners. The use of teacher-developed curriculum units of study, thinking skills materials,
social-emotional discussion materials, and packaged curricula appeared to decline as the grade
level increased, whereas the use of technology and advanced textbooks seemed to increase.

Table 11: Curricula Mainly Used with Districts’ Gifted Students (N = 127)

E.S. M.S. H.S.
a. Teacher-developed curriculum units of study 85.0 66.1 29.9
b. Packaged curriculum such as William & Mary 37.8 28.3 4.7
curriculum, Philosophy for Children, Junior Great
Books, etc.
c. Advanced textbooks (at least one grade level 26.0 37.0 34.6
above)
d. Regular textbooks 51.2 55.9 44.1
e. Critical/creative thinking skills materials 79.5 64.6 25.2
f. Self-esteem, social emotional issue discussion 54.3 44.1 18.9
materials
g. Group or individual projects 78.7 69.3 40.9
h. Technology courses (e.g., EPGY, Apex Online, 7.1 15.0 25.2
etc.)
1. Advanced Placement or International 0 1.6 59.1
Baccalaureate Curriculum
J. Other (please specify): 6.3 6.3 7.9
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With regard to differentiation services for special populations, 17.7% of the districts
provided services differentiated for economically disadvantaged or culturally diverse gifted
learners and 40.2% of the districts offered services for twice-exceptional children. The rest of the
school districts had no options for gifted students of special populations (more than 60%),
suggesting an area in need of more effort and commitment, given the diverse populations of the
Ohio school districts.

When asked what specific strategies districts have systematically used to accommodate
these special populations of gifted students, a majority of the districts who provided services
(59.6%) noted tutoring as the main accommodation strategy. The other strategies employed, in
descending order, included counseling (44.2%), special “bridging” programs (26.9%), use of
multicultural materials (19.2%), mentoring (19.2%), discussion groups (19.2%), bibliotherapy
(9.6%), and home visits (1.9%). 34.6% of the districts cited other strategies, including individual
face to face instruction, weekly team meetings for intervention strategies, incorporation of IEP
(individual educational plans) and WEP (written educational plans), resource rooms, and school-
home team support groups (see Table 12).

Table 12: Differentiation Services for Special Populations of Gifted Students (N = 127

Yes No
Having Services Differentiated for Economically Disadvantaged 17.7 82.3
or Culturally Diverse Gifted Learners
Having Services Differentiated for Twice-Exceptional Gifted 40.2 59.8
Students

Organizational Arrangements

The participating school districts provided information on the predominant grouping
patterns that they employed for at least 30% of the identified gifted students at different grade
level. Grouping patterns such as cluster grouping, pull-out, and self-contained classrooms that
are covered by EMIS program codes or course codes were excluded from this survey data
request. Table 13 presents grouping patterns by four levels: primary, elementary, middle school,
and high school. The data showed that ability-grouping in specific subjects and flexible grouping
(group for subjects as needed) were relatively frequently used across the four levels, whereas
cross-grade level and multi-age classrooms with gifted acceleration were less frequently adopted.

Ability-grouping in specific subjects was most frequently used at the middle school level
(56.7%), followed by grades 3-5 (44.1%), high school level (35.4%), and K-2 (13.4%). Flexible
grouping (group for subjects as needed) was most frequently employed at grades 3-5, followed
by middle school (26%), K-2 (18.9%), and high school (12.6%). Close to a quarter of the
districts (24.4%) noted that cross-grade level grouping was employed in their middle school
programs, while it was much less used at the other grade levels (11-18%). The multi-age
classrooms were employed by less than five percent of the school districts at any level. These
data from those districts self-reporting suggested that none of the four aforementioned grouping
patterns appeared to be dominantly used at any school level.
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Table 13: Predominant Grouping Patterns for Gifted Services by Level (N=127)

K-2 3-5 M.S.| H.S.
a. Ability-grouped in specific subjects 13.4 44.1 56.7| 354
b. Flexible grouping (group for subjects as 18.9 34.6 26| 12.6
needed)
c. Cross-grade level (students advance to 11.0 14.2 244 | 18.1
different grade level in specific subject area)
d. Multi-age classroom with gifted acceleration 3.1 4.7 3.9 4.7
e. Other 1.6 24 2.4 0.8

Regarding acceleration options Ohio school districts provided, the EMIS data showed
that 78.3% of the districts had a written policy addressing admission to Kindergarten; 40% of the
districts statewide had a written policy on grade skipping and 30% of the districts had a written
policy on content acceleration. The survey data requested additional acceleration options used in
Ohio state. Close to a third of the school districts (31.5%) reported that content acceleration
(single subject grade skipping) was used at the middle school level, while less than 20% of the

school districts noted such policies at the other grade levels. Telescoping and cross grade
grouping appeared to be used rarely in all levels of services. Testing out and International
Baccalaureate were only used in a few school districts at the middle school and/or the high

school level (See Table 14).

Table 14: Acceleration Options by Level (N=127)

K-2 3-5| M.S H.S
a. Telescoping (e.g., complete 2 years in one) 0.8 24 3.1 3.9
b. Content acceleration (single subject grade 9.4 17.3 31.5 17.3
skipping)
c. Curricular compacting/content acceleration 13.4 354 36.2 13.4
d. Cross grade grouping 3.1 5.5 10.2 11.8
e. Testing out (credit given for entire course) L . 1.6 3.9
f. International Baccalaureate o o o 1.6
g. Other 3.9 24 1.6 2.4

With regard to types of documents guiding districts’ K-12 services for gifted students, a
slight majority of the school districts reported having gifted standards aligned with state
standards (51.2%) and offering a parent/community brochure of program options (50.4%). Close
to half of the districts (48.8%) noted that they had specific policies regarding objective criteria
for being eligible to receive services. The other types of documents that districts had for guiding
their K-12 services included, in descending order, a K-12 curriculum framework (37.8%), a
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menu of service options at each grade level for gifted learners (34.6%), a gifted strategic plan
(18.9%), a scope and sequence of curriculum options for gifted learners in each subject area
(15.7%), and a policy on transition points (8.7%). A few districts also reported other policy
documents such as continuous improvement plans, gifted service proposals, and adopted

handbooks. One district noted that they do not have services for gifted students (See Table 15).

Table 15: Type of Documents Guiding the District’s K-12 Services (N=127)

Freq. Pct.
d. Gifted standards aligned with state standards 65 51.2
h. Parent/Community brochure of program options 64 50.4
f. Policy listing objective criteria required to receive each service 62 48.8
a. A K-12 curriculum framework (goals & outcomes for gifted learners) 48 37.8
c. A menu of service options at each grade level for gifted learners 44 34.6
e. Policy on continuum of services 39 30.7
1. Gifted strategic plan 24 18.9
b. A scope and sequence of curriculum options for gifted learners in each 20 15.7
subject area
g. Policy on transition points (ensure continuity between grades and levels) 11 8.7
j. Other (please explain) 11 8.7

Student Performance and Evaluation

This section reports the evaluation of gifted students’ performance as well as the overall
gifted program evaluation. Participating school districts reported various ways being employed

to evaluate their gifted program services. Analyzing student performance/achievement data

(68.5%) and classroom observations conducted by building administrators (66.1%) or by gifted

administrators (60%) appeared to be the more frequently used evaluative approaches. Analyzing
student satisfaction data (44.9%) and administering stakeholder questionnaires (20.5% - 37.8%)
were other methods employed. Other reported methods, including individual or group
interviews, were less frequently used (17.3%). Only five school districts (3.9%) reported having

conducted an external evaluation of their gifted programs (See Table 16).

110




