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FINAL REPORT, 2003-2004

Project CREATE

OVERVIEW OF PROJECT

No Child Left BehingNCLB) legislation requires states to employ appropriately licensghlyhi
qualified teachers by 2006. In an effort to respond to this mandate, the Southadafite of
Exceptional Children (Susan D. DuRant, Director) funded Project CIREAIFing 2003-2004 for the
purpose of improving the credentials of out-of-field permit (OFP) speatiatadion teachers currently
employed in the state’s public schools. Through leading South Caroliegesoand universities, the
project offered coursework in special education that would advance Qfffereéoward completion of
add-on licensure. Three Project CREATE centers were establistteristate: Upstate—Clemson
University, CU (Dr. Janie Hodge, Director), Coastal/Low Country—Collegéhafleston, CofC
(Dr. Susan Gurganus, Director), and Midlands—University of South Carolina, DISK&thleen
Marshall, Director). Dr. Joe Sutton, Chairman of the Division of Sp&datation, Bob Jones
University, served as administrator of the project. With an operatingebofi§125,901.00, OFP teachers
received needed course work on a cost-free basis that included tuition grahd &ir their textbook.
Grant funds supported the matriculation of up to 90 OFP teachers (30 pe) iwereach semester of the
project year (i.e., fall 2003 and spring 2004). Each center offered one (I)npascaontract course in
special education, which enrolled up to 25 teachers each semester. Addjteawdi center received
funds to award five (5) tuition waivers each semester to OFP teaohmmnotional disabilities and mental
retardation each semester.

PROJECT EVALUATION DESIGN

The evaluation design for Project CREATE required preparation ofladipart at the conclusion of
2003-2004 year. The grant proposal stipulated that the final report attirésowing questions:

1. How appropriate were the selection of courses in relation to add-on lieawuse needs of the
qualifying teacher participants?

2. Has the content of the coursework been adequate in providing instructioededrekills and
competencies?

. Are teacher participants progressing at an appropriate ratedtoaaapletion of add-on licensure?

. What are the teacher participants’ perceptions of the project?

. Has anticipated enroliment been maintained throughout the project period?

. What percentage of the initial qualifying group completed add-on licehsure

. How effective is the recruitment, selection, and advising process? and

. Have the teacher participants been employed in positions approptiaes teew add-on licensure
areas?

O~NO Olh W

This final evaluation report of Project CREATE, therefore, asrda these eight questions. After a
presentation of the participating teachers in the project, we proddeasgion and supporting data,
including tables and charts, for each evaluation question.

PARTICIPATING TEACHERS

We compiled a database of 184 OFP teachers who indicated interest irjeébedanong 2003-2004.
Some completed and submitted applications; others made contact Viareptane. Of this total, 100
teachers qualified for the project and were allowed to enroll in one oraoorses for the year. A
description of participating teachers is provided in Table 1. Excegdtdarea of special education
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licensure, data on teacher characteristics are presently incemiabte 2 shows representation of
participating teachers by school district.

We tested the proportion efrolledteachers with the proportion attualteachers statewide based on
certification area (i.e., ED, LD, MD), gender, ethnicity, and school distrfgply¥ng the non-parametric
test, chi-squarex{), results indicated that we enrolled significantly more LDhessand significantly
fewer MD teachers than were actually represented in the(ststd able 3). However, there was no
significant difference in the proportion of enrolled versus actuahé&zadased on gender and ethnicity.
Of the 18 school districts that enrolled two or more teachers for thetlyesr was no significant
difference in the proportion of enrolled versus actual teachers bytlistti6 (89%) of the participating
school districts. Only in Colleton and Hampton 1 did we enroll significantiserteachers than were
actually represented.

1. APPROPRIATENESS OFCOURSE SELECTIONS

The intent of the project was to offer courses that would advancee@étiets toward add-on
licensure. This was to be determined by analyzing teachers’ “worksisegplied by the state Office of
Teacher Certification. Each teacher’s worksheet specified the nufrdmarl( to 6) and the type of
courses (e.g., Characteristics of LD, Procedures for Teaching LD, BeNaiagement, etc.) that the
teacher must take in order to complete add-on licensure in speciali@duds discovered early on,
however, that most of the teachers who were applying to the project had nosbedraidd-on course
worksheets. We placed a call to Mr. Jim Turner, Director of OTC faficktion. He indicated that the
traditional practice of issuing worksheets concurrently with thE ®ad been terminated several years
ago, due to a change in administration at OTC, and that presently only the @Félseimg issued at the
beginning of a school year. Add-on course worksheets are still being prepa@feH teachers, but at a
subsequent date.

Therefore, since worksheets would not be available to determine whigesowuld be most
appropriate to the needs of teacher applicants, the determinatidvicbfaeurses to offer was based
solely on the area of special education certification indicated on tegmplezants’ OFP’s. With greater
numbers of OFP teachers needing add-on licensure in learning disagtiii}eshe project administrator
and center directors agreed that offering contract courses in LBctastics and LD educational
procedures/methods would more likely meet the course needs of most of theaCid?d in the state.
We reserved tuition waivers for teachers who were pursuing ED and kii3lice.

Contract Coursed he course numbers and titles of LD contract courses offered duringltBedaa
and Spring 2004 semesters of the project for each center follow:

College of Charleston: EDFS 740 Characteristics of Learning Diebi
EDFS 741 Educational Procedures for Students w/ Learning Disabilities

Clemson University: EDSP 670 Characteristics of Individuals withriieg Disabilities
EDSP 675 Educational Procedures for Indiv. w/ Learning Disabilities

University of SC: EDEX 531 Specific Learning Disabilities of S¢Hhgtuildren
EDEX 616 Educational Procedures for Specific Learning Disabilitie

Tuition Waiver Courseshe course numbers and titles of ED and MR tuition waiver courses offered
during the Fall 2003 and Spring 2004 semesters of the project for each chhower f

College of Charleston: EDFS 750 Characteristics of Mental Ditsedi
EDFS 751 Educational Procedures for Indiv. w/ Mental Disabilities
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Clemson University: EDSP 672 Characteristics of Individuals withtdMdretardation
EDSP 673 Educational Procedures for Mental Retardation
EDSP 821 Assessment of Individuals with Disabilities

University of SC: EDEX 523 Introduction to Exceptional Children
EDEX 632 Nature of Emotionally Handicapped Students
EDEX 640 Managing Problem Behaviors in the Classroom
EDEX 790 Introduction to Assessment in Special Education

Of the 184 teachers who indicated interest and/or enrolled in tleEiproe were able to secure add-
on course worksheets for 83 (45%) throughout the year. An analysis of thiringnaa@d-on course
needs was conducted in June 2004 and is provided in Table 4 (Note: Courses ddmyetelled
teachers during 2003-2004 were not included). The greatest course needs amongl¢hef §8n
teachers from across the three regions of the state are rank-orslésholves:

. Behavior Management (n=62)

. Assessment in Special Education (n=50)

. Characteristics of ED/LD/MD (n=43)

. Educational Procedures in ED/LD/MD (n=36)
. Introduction to Exceptional Learners (n=23)

. Teaching Reading (n=15)

OO, WNPE

2.ADEQUACY OF COURSE CONTENT

Perhaps the most direct method of measuring adequacy of course contenirig coegpetency
needs of teachers is to correlate final course grades of participgdunigers with their scores on the
Praxis Il exam. However, only a handful of teachers completed add-on liceosung Year 1 of the
project, and we have yet to determine a reliable mechanism for sec@iingctires. But two other
sources of data provided some insight on adequacy of course content: fa)a@luations—qualitative
responses; and (b) course evaluations—quality of course content section.

Course Evaluations—Qualitative Respons@asalitative responses from course evaluations gathered at
the end of the Fall 2003 and Spring 2004 semesters speak in part to the tpactepsons of course
content in adequately meeting their skill and competency needs. In anabathgrt responses on the
course evaluations, we judged responses as either ‘positive only,d frixenegative only.” Results of
this analysis are provided in Table 5. Teachers’ perceptions of the adedeacyse content were
overwhelmingly positive (81.4%). Some (9.3%) provided mixed (i.e., both positivecgiative)
perceptions. Few (9.3%) gave only negative perceptions. A sampling of tezgtheonials follows:

Samples of Positive Responses:

Dr. X did an excellent job in presenting the information....that was usetu iactual classroom.
This course was very understandable, concise, and informational. It gave me ansegterand
knowledge of how a special education student thinks, how | can better assdssahtmbpetter
challenge him, and what to look for in difficult situations.

In taking [this course]...l have become much more aware of [students’] aeddshat works
best.

This course was one of the most beneficial classes that | have taken fiangesiadents with
disabilities. Many strategies were shared that | have already begun impiegien
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| have become much more aware of what is happening while | teach; how to handle foulte dif
situations | have encountered, as well as what to look for when evaluating a student. | hdve foun
this course very helpful and enlightening...

Samples of Mixed Responses:

| would have liked [for Dr. X] to have discussed more teaching strategig<l&ss really focused
on CBM, which was good, but more strategies would have been helpful.

| wish that maybe we would not have spent so much time on CBM. | did learn a lot albibirtk

it will help me in my classroom.

Samples of Negative Responses:

I do not feel comfortable about this course. | feel that | am not grasping the knowlesgpeiaf
education.

I would like more hands-on things that | can take back to my classroom and creata my ow
research based, rather than researching for/through others’ work.

Course Evaluations—Quality of Course Cont&gta from the contract course evaluation survey
(discussed more in-depth on pp. 9-10 of this report), administered to all teatiogrgras at the end of
each semester of the project year, also speak to adequacy of course Coerf the six domains of
items assessed on the survey focused exclusively on quality of cours#.ddaieg a scale of
1=Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Agree; and 4=Strongly Agreshdeawere asked to rate the
following four items:

In comparison with other special education courses | have taken, this course...

Provided more knowledge/skills about instruction in special education.
Made more relevant applications to the “real-world” of the classroom.
Broadened my perspective more in how to teach disabled learners.
Significantly contributed to my overall preparation in special atio.

The CU Center course received a mean rating of 3.86 (Strongly Agree) Falt2803 course and
3.17 (Agree) for the Spring 2004 course. The CofC Center received a magrof&i87 (Strongly
Agree) for the Fall 2003 course and 3.93 (Strongly Agree) for the Spring 20 cdhe USC Center
received a mean rating of 3.59 (Strongly Agree) for the Fall 2003 course and 8&Jl(Sgree) for the
Spring 2004 course. The non-weighted overall mean rating for quality of coutsatcr the three
centers was 3.77 (Strongly Agree) for the Fall 2003 course and 3.64 (Stramgh) Aor the Spring 2004
course. These ratings, both individually and collectively, suggesethaidr participants were well-
satisfied with the knowledge/skills and real-world applicationg theeived from their coursework and
the contribution their coursework made in broadening their perspective omtgattidents with
disabilities and their overall preparation as special educators.

3. PROGRESS OFTEACHERS TOWARD L ICENSURE

Evaluating the extent to which teacher participants progressed pprap@ate rate toward
completion of add-on licensure was determined by computing the following:

The percentage of teacher participants enrolled a Fall 2003 codrséha subsequently re-
enrolled in, and successfully completed, a second course in Spring 2004(&=6)T
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The percentage of teacher participants who earned a passing grade B8, C, or D) in their
coursework during the Fall 2003 and Spring 2004 semesters (See Table 7).

The percentage of courses completed by teacher participants during Falh@®&iag 2004 out
of the total courses needed for completion of add-on licensure (See Table 8).

Table 6 shows that the CofC Center generated the highest pera@ii#gef successful, returning
enrollees from the Fall 2003 to the Spring 2004 semester, followed by the @&t Fdn4%), and the
USC Center (40%). The overall percentage of teachers who continudchentdan the second semester
of the project and successfully completed their coursework was 63.26. Tdisplays the number and
percentage of final grades of the teachers who completed coursewalpnojict this past year.
Approximately two-thirds (67.8%) of the entire teacher cohort earned A-gifatlewed by 19% with B-
grades, almost 10% with C-grades, and only 3.3% with F-grades.

Table 8 charts the number courses completed by enrolled teachers (eitBerdliges) out of the
number of courses they needed for add-on licensure (range, 1 to 6 courses). Indiaaheal progress
was calculated by dividing the number of completed courses by the number of needesd @gr, 2
completed courses out of 4 needed courses= 2/4=50% progress). Teaittee@ ACenter showed a
mean progress of 32.8%, and USC Center teachers showed a mean progress ofig2deompleting
add-on licensure. Teachers at the CofC Center showed the greatestspmgaed completing add-on
licensure at 62.2%. The overall mean progress of all teachers emdiedproject for 2003-2004 was
36.6%.

4. TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF PROJECT

Assessing the perceptions of participating teachers in ProjdeATRwas accomplished in two
ways, through (a) rated items on the course evaluation; and (b) qualiésipemnses on the course
evaluation.

Course Evaluations—Rated ItenAd the end of each of the two semesters, a course evaluation survey
(See Figure 1) was administered on-site by the project adminidattparticipating teachers in the
contract courses. Part | of the survey included 30 rated items to whiblerteaesponded using the
following scale: 1=Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Agree; antrde@y Agree. The primary areas
rated on the survey included the following: Professor’s teaching skilieg3ors interaction skills;
Course requirements; Evaluation of learning; Quality of coursatmidt and Quality of Course Content.
Part Il of the survey elicited open-ended responses from teacheipaatscto the follow question:
“Please provide any additional, constructive comments about Proje@tTER&nd/or the course you
have taken.” A summary of item and area means for the three centeaslfiocsemester is provided in
Table 9. We interpreted the domain mean and overall mean ratings usinéptiimfonumber ranges:
Strongly Disagree (1.00-1.50); Disagree (1.51-2.50); Agree (2.51-3.50); and Strgreghy(3.51—
4.00). A synopsis of each center’'s mean ratings for the Fall 2003 and Spring 208t séstiew (Note:
Only course evaluation surveys gathered from contract course teadfepgras were included in this
analysis).

CU Center For the Fall 2003 contract course, domain means ranged from 3.77 (Profesaohmg
Skills) to 4.00 (Professor’s Interaction Skills), with an overall meding of 3.89 (Strongly Agree). For
the Spring 2004 contract course, domain means ranged from 3.17 (Quality of Contesat)3o 3.67
(Quality of Syllabus), with an overall mean rating of 3.41 (Agree).

CofC CenterFor the Fall 2003 contract course, domain means ranged from 3.81 (Professor’s

Teaching Skills) to 3.98 (Professor’s Interaction Skills), with an dveean rating of 3.89 (Strongly
Agree). For the Spring 2004 contract course, domain means ranged from 3.82 (CoursariRetg)ito
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3.97 (Professor’s Interaction Skills, Evaluation of Learning), with an tveean rating of 3.92
(Strongly Agree).

USC CenterFor the Fall 2003 contract course, domain means ranged from 3.77 (Quality af Cours
Content) to 3.92 (Professor’s Teaching Skills), with an overall meiagy i@f 3.84 (Strongly Agree). For
the Spring 2004 contract course, domain means ranged from 3.55 (Course Regsjiren3n8 (Quality
of Syllabus), with an overall mean rating of 3.67 (Strongly Agree).

All Centers For the Fall 2003 contract courses, across all three centerall degnain means from
3.77 (Quality of Course Content) to 3.92 (Professor’s Teaching skilk) awioverall mean rating of
3.84 (Strongly Agree). For the Spring 2004 contract courses, acrossaltdéimters, overall domain
means ranged from 3.55 (Course Requirements) to 3.78 (Quality of Syllabus), withhalhroean rating
of 3.67 (Strongly Agree).

Course Evaluations—Qualitative Respon¥¥e discussed in an earlier section of this report (see pp.
7-8) teacher participants’ qualitative responses as they relateeintperceptions of adequacy of course
content in improving their competency. Here we report the remainipgness to the question, “Please
provide any additional, constructive comments about Project CREATErdhd/course you've taken...”
from course evaluations gathered from the Spring 2004 contract courses. Resptnsegiestion for
the Fall 2003 contract courses were included in the project Interim Repbmifted in February, 2003)
and will not be reported here again. (Note: Responses from teacher padigidged to be isolated,
cruel, baseless, and/or non-constructive have been excluded below.).

CU Center teacher responses, Spring 2004 course:

| really enjoyed Dr. X—such a pleasure. Very knowledgeable and | hope that she taather
class.

Please continue Project CREATE! Just make sure the word is out in tineseldntine fall
semester in '03. | enjoyed [this course]. Dr. X is very knowledgehbteat times disorganized.
Some class time was wasted, or didn’t start on time.

Major projects could have been more useful in group work. Although we need thivelagsn
groups would provide us with a stronger network of peers. In other coursedhtna taken it
helped to have that support during the class and afterwards for real-life advice nfamagement
is hard to master, especially with the way schools change. Frequently sparmsy time for us
all.

The only complaint | have is the number of projects required by the professer n®ist of us are
working (teaching) one or two projects at the most should be required. Frees vy limited
during the school year and too many class projects cause way too much stresssdedrning.
Dr. X has a passion for research, which came through clearly. Thank you for payihc fdass.
It is much appreciated. Only recommendation—have class end before IEP season. Tharghpe
projects on top of our caseload was too much!

Dr. X knew her material, had a good presentation, and went beyond just teaching.gaagry
learning experience.

Thank you for helping me obtain my certification in learning disabilities. | know y@llyi®nly
hear about the negatives, but | just wanted to take a moment to say ‘thank giouaiag the
money was well spent.

The research paper needs to be due earlier in the course---too much with itexglo the CBM
project and having IEPs at school to do. The CBM project was a great ‘hands-oneexger
where | got to see real results with one of my LD students in a short amoiumé.dbt. X was
also very supportive and helpful and always available for questions, etc.
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| feel this course could have less busy work and more relevant work.\Waere interaction
among grade levels. Procedures are so varying for elementary, middle, and high scbo®l. T
was no break-up into small groups to assess procedures that have proven to workdweleX
on CBM...and primarily reading. IEPs, which are so relevant, were treated likeaathafight...
This class was way too much for IEP season. | did not feel good about anything | tutredsian.
felt it dealt more with elementary than anything else...

| would have really liked to see our projects broken into sections wiaatieetes could join in
groups that were appropriate to the classes they were teaching so that highteclshels
worked together, elementary teachers were together, etc. | did notdeektiould have been two
papers to turn in during IEP season. One research paper would have been enough.
Sometimes we focused so much on what area we had to accomplish and didn’t getsdsdisesis
that were the concerns. Tried to keep on track, but many questions went unanswered.
Thank you for Project CREATE. If you had not provided the class and made it $0 sigsyup, |
wouldn’t have taken it and | wouldn't be returning to my LD classroom. Thank you, Dry¥uior
encouraging and beneficial objectives...

CofC Center teacher responses, Spring 2004 course:

I’'m teaching high school LD self-contained and before this class | knew nathing LD
learners.... This class, along with our professor, was very helpful!

A distance learning course in Hilton Head would be very helpful to me (live if@tan
completing my certification.

This is the second of two courses | have completed through Project CREAM EoBrses have
been invaluable to me for professional growth and development....Many of raguaesién this
class need more courses to become certified. Please don’t leave us hangingd Wieneeglasses
like these courses for the instruction and contact with each other iinetairAlthough | would
prefer being in a class with others, distance learning might be a possibiggsd>don’t leave us
behind so we will be prepared to leave no child behind.

This is the best class that | have taken for special education. Theahaiasirelevant and helped
me in the classroom....I am hopeful that something can be worked out so that my ctasschte
are not left behind. Distance learning and/or on-line courses may be an option.

...These courses have been very beneficial and have helped me to developmpatfedsieed to
cover more courses (assessment in special education) in order to get ngagertiin LD.
Therefore, | implore you to reconsider providing these courses to tasach€harleston in order
for us to fulfill our obligations.

Project CREATE has been a blessing. It provided an avenue for me to get somewfsie c
required for certification in special education as well as enhanced mylédgevof special
education. Mrs. X,

our instructor, was awesome. She made learning the material an engaging experienat one t
brings understanding and knowledge.

I hope that some how something can be put in place that would allow us to continue taking the
remaining courses. We really need to learn more about the children that we teadikiagd t
these courses will help us in doing it successfully. It will also help ushmgsdxis Il exam.
Project CREATE has been the best thing that has happened to out-of-fieldadeBchX was

very dedicated and put forth every effort to accommodate teachers. |likeul especially thank
Mrs. X for being such a wonderful instructor with such a pleasing personality. She is
knowledgeable and makes every class...worth coming to. She doesn’t make you fégeybenea
and she encouraged us, as well as motivated us. | hope and pray that she is around foormany m
courses that | am a part of.

Project CREATE provided valuable knowledge for me. It has helped to enharezchigd
performance and to give me the certification | need to be qualified th tdéldren with learning
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difficulties. | would very much like to participate in more courses liked. Please do whatever
you can to provide more courses. | have done two courses now and want to do more to help me
become more effective and efficient in the classroom.

With Project CREATE, | would not have gotten my certification in LD and passdtdxis Il. |
feel that actual classroom instructors would be better than satellite.

Project CREATE is a wonderful reward for teachers of special educatimpd that a site in
Horry County or Georgetown can be found to continue this project.

This is my last required course for LD certification. I'm so thankfat this course was available
to me free of charge. | would be interested in taking a course by satellite.

Project CREATE is a wonderful way for educators to receive preparatid knowledge to pass
the Praxis Il. It gives added expertise in the field of LD. It has beerhedful and has taught me
much more about special education needs. | do hope this will continue.

...[This course] provided an outlet for discussion about many areas of concern.aHsissch
must for all teachers of LD students.

Project CREATE is a wonderful thing for teachers that are not cetfifispecial education. This
opportunity is essential if we are going to be deemed ‘highly qualified’ ¢b ttadents who have
various learning disabilities. | appreciate and pray that | am allowed the oppgtytiancontinue
my special education certification through attending classes by way of Proje&TER

Project CREATE has provided me with instruction and information that | wasabgetin my
classroom on a daily basis. This course was professionally presented and | arg fooksard to
other courses | need to become a fully qualified teacher in the state.

I'd like to expand on “broadened my perspective more in how to teach disabled learfieese’
was so much | just had not been exposed to and just did not know. | appreciate sincer¥lg Mrs
experience and expertise as well as her easygoing manner and style afgebhbbpe you can
keep her in your project. She is a ‘valued teacher.’ | will personallyagelher myself for some
pointers on how to teach direct instruction as well as other strategies.

This course helped me gain knowledge of how to teach my students with LD extireeBffand
efficiently. This was my first course for special education. It gavéenactual understanding of
teaching my students and how to get them exactly to where they need to be. | earoatyfrom
the textbook and the teacher but | learned from other teachers in thsstolgain a better
understanding of students with LD.

| am extremely concerned about fulfilling the requirements to achetiaation in LD. | am one
of about 500 teachers who are teaching out-of-field in SC. We need access to quaktyadurs

USC Center teacher responses, Spring 2004 course:

This is an excellent class but some of the information was ditiocufiderstand due to the fact |
am new to special education. | hope to continue to learn more as | further my educati

| feel fortunate | have had the opportunity to gain these courses through Proje&TER®ithout
it, | would not have been able to purse certification.

It was very enlightening for me. | am new to special education and it has truly helped me
Very good project. | would appreciate it if you could give us an update of coasded each
semester.

Very informative! | needed this course.

Project CREATE provided me with an additional, much-needed class that | would edidmav
able to afford at this time.

The monetary assistance was invaluable. The class reinforced what | way a@lodagl well in my
teaching and provided more in-depth strategies and techniques to help me becomre a bett
teacher.

The amount of material and in-depth discussions helped me to analyze misstlisiahilities
and provide better individual instruction for them.
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... have found this course very helpful and enlightening and would highly recomneeathérs,
especially those who have been teaching a number of years, as a refresher.

This was my first course in special education...

Project CREATE is an excellent program which enables teachers to bedooatesl in the
students they are teaching.

| have enjoyed taking this course. | would love to be able to take another bevestrough

Project CREATE. The professors are great. They have made learning fun. Thanks/tbimgye
This course has taught me a lot about children with LD. | have used some of the thingg with m
students. | hope that | can take other courses in this field.

This course gave me more and appropriate information about CBM’s, how, when and why to use
them.

Viewed collectively, complimentsom teacher participants revolved around four themes:
(a) personal gratitude for instructors; (b) acknowledgment oflictstrs’ professionalism; (c) gratitude
for Project CREATE and monetary assistance for coursework; and tdness of coursework in
preparation for taking the Praxis Il exam. Concdras) teacher participants centered on five themes:
(a) overemphasis on certain lecture topics (e.g., CBM); (b) excessjeetpfpapers, given teachers’ full-
time employment and additional, seasonal duties (e.g., IEP’S); (c) sbegs to coursework (specific
reference to CofC not being part of project for upcoming year); (d) figrgngroup versus individual
completion of course projects; and (e) differentiation of intereastibased on level of students (i.e.,
elementary versus middle versus high school).

5.ENROLLMENT IN PROJECT COURSES

The enroliment goal for each semester of the project was 30 teachach &f the three centers, for a
total enroliment of 90 teachers. Enrollment for the Fall 2003 senresigted 43% (38 teachers)
capacity, clearly falling short of our semester goal. However, emgall for the Spring 2004 semester
reached 92% (83 teachers) capacity, a marked increase in enroliment@ndoser to our semester
goal. Enrollment for the project year averaged 61% capacity. A tolflGofeachers enrolled in 121
courses for the project year. Table 10 provides a breakdown of enrofierergnter and per contract
course versus tuition waiver for each semester.

We attribute our failure to reach a higher enrollment in the Fall 2088sder to time constraints,
rather than disinterest among teachers. Unfortunately, the initialao@ment about the project that was
mailed statewide to all district directors of special education occunrtbdhe late weeks of the 2003
summer and at or about the time when teacher in-services were comme&hgrghort notice essentially
prevented district directors from being able to effectively commumicatand identify, all OFP teachers
in their respective districts and refer them for the Fall 2003 senuestesework. We recognized this
problem and, in anticipation for the Spring 2004 semester, were able to notify notsbrity directors,
but all school principals, with both a letter of announcement and a flyéinveelvance of the Spring
2004 semester. We believe that better timing of the announcement letteswEing a separate flyer were
likely the primary factors in helping us achieve a 92% enrollmentigdar the second semester
coursework.

6. PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS COMPLETING LICENSURE

Determining the number of participating teachers who completed eewnts for add-on licensure
in special education during Year 1 of the project required that we smudineerify two sources of data:
(a) teachers’ add-on course worksheets supplied by the state Offieadfer Certification; and
(b) teachers’ scores on the Praxis Il exam. Securing the worksheets turt to be more difficult than
expected. To date, we have only secured worksheets for 43 of the 100 enaslhenséNote again Table
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8 of this report). Of the 43, we ascertained that 4 (4% of the total), allipgiisD certification,
completed the remaining coursework stipulated on their worksheetg g be additional teachers
from the remaining 57 of 100, however, who also completed course requirements duritgb(ea
without their worksheets, it may be impossible to verify this information. Ovesx ppssible source of
verification would be a survey of school district personnel directorshButme needed to conduct the
survey, whether by phone, email, or mail, would fall outside the timelinecape &f Year 1 of the
project and would have to be reported in a follow-up addendum to this final. repor

Determining whether the 4 teachers who completed all required coukdeaebtaken their Praxis Il
exam and earned the passing score required by the state proved at lehstilhsiglifecuring
worksheets. The project administrator placed phone calls and/ds émnaach of the 4 teachers. To date,
3 of the 4 teachers have responded and indicated that they did, in fact, takengra$giag scores on the
Praxis Il exam. However, they have not yet submitted copies of their Pragmd reports for
verification. We placed follow-up phone calls to the special educatiortatisenf each teacher’s
respective school district in an effort to verify their Praxiscira situations. To date, 1 of the 4 teachers
districts has responded and verified that the teacher reportesthénimiok and passed the Praxis Il exam;
however, the district did not have a copy of the score report on-hand.

7.EFFECTIVENESS OF RECRUITMENT , SELECTION , AND ADVISING

RecruitmentRecruiting qualified OFP teachers for the project was handled throwegi di
communication with, and recommendations from, the district directors of kpduaization. For the Fall
03 semester of the project, an initial letter of announcement, prepared byCsaRant, OEC
Director, was mailed to all district directors in the late summe0068, notifying them of the project. The
letter also included instructions for recommending OFP teachers fordjeet@nd a project application
to copy and distribute to teachers. Follow-up phone calls and emails from thé¢ adopgcistrator and
center directors were then made to district directors. For the Springn@étse of the project, we
expanded recruitment efforts in two ways: (a) we mailed letters of annoentand flyers to all district
directors of special education aalll school principals in the state, once more, with follow-up phone calls
and emails; and (b) we mailed the letters and flyers much earlier, intorgiee additional time for the
announcements and flyers to be communicated to qualifying OFP teachersdleed that the
eventual enrolliment numbers of participating teachers speak direttky édfectiveness of our
recruitment process. Letters of announcement (without separateflyprsting) mailed only to the
district directors (and not also to school principals) and without enougheatiactice essentially
produced a 43% enrollment capacity for the Fall 03 semester of the projectidipmailing
announcement letters to both district directors and school principals, coupgiestpéirate flyers to post
and additional time to communicate the information to OFP teachersedl®®2% enrollment capacity
for the Spring 04 semester.

Selection Appropriate selection of teacher participants hinged on both fairnessadnility factors.
As for fairness we operated on a “first-come, first-served” policy for selecting teadbeenrollment in
the project, while ensuring representation from all school districteistate. We believe this guideline
was successful and fair in the long run in ensuring broad participatiossabe state. A review of Table
2 shows that we enrolled at least one teacher from 33 of the 89 (37%jtaial districts in the state. Of
course, the 33 districts whose teachers were granted enrollment injdot ywere within the closest
driving proximity of one of the three project center sites in the.staremaining school districts were
not deliberately excluded; they simply did not make application to the pragébrviability of teacher
candidates, our goal was to select and enroll only teachers who heldi®§gesial education. One
obstacle that negatively impacted our ability to verify the ORRstH participating teachers had to do
with failure of teacher applicants to include copies of their O&BRdsadd-on course worksheets with
their application. After follow-up contact with some of these teachers,sgewired that they either did
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not personally have, or could not obtain from their district personnel dsectigies of their OFP’s and
worksheets. After follow-up contact with several personnel directerlearned that many of the OFP
teachers had not been issued worksheets from OTC yet. The final decisieforéhén many cases on
whether to admit or reject a teacher’s enrollment rested completdig eeacher’s (or his/her district
director’s) personal word of honor regarding OFP status and their pejtsdgalent on which courses
they needed for add-on licensure.

Although 72% of the teacher participants were eventually verifi€@F#s albeit not until May of
2004, we reported in an earlier section of this report that, to date, we havemablbeto ascertain the
OFP status of 28 of the 100 enrolled teachers for the year (i.e., thes damot appear on the 2003-
2004 listing of OFP teachers in special education supplied to projddistat state OTC). The problem
of not being able to verify the OFP status of 28% of the teacher partgipaopled with failure to
secure add-on course worksheets for the majority (57%) of the group, werelesbttat adversely
affected the viability of the selection process, yet these wetaobds that we viewed as unavoidable on
our part. We noted earlier in this report that, although the OTC has beendiglendperative in
working with project staff, our not being able to secure a current, aedistatg of OFP teachers until
the end of Year 1 of the project, which may partly have been due to complicationsmummeation, and
the OTC's inability to produce worksheets on teacher applicants in adigope manner, clearly
adversely affected the selection process.

Advising Advising teacher applicants was the responsibility of the projednéirator and the
center directors. Advising focused mainly on recommending to teacheraagghehich course(s) to take
that would advance them toward completing add-on certification requiremartisylarly those that did
not have add-on course worksheets to guide their decision-making. We haxersetehat advising
may be one of the weakest components of the project. Once more, our inalsiiture worksheets
either from the teacher personally or from the OTC to have in-hand to guickEdnemendations we
make to teacher applications on which course(s) to take was clearlytacl@bsthe advising process.

8.EMPLOYMENT OF TEACHERS COMPLETING LICENSURE

Given our inability to document with greater certainty exactly how maityeo1 00 teachers
participants for Year of the project have completed add-on licersguaements (Note earlier discussion
on pp. 13-14), it is basically impossible to provide accurate supporting datasfn#thievaluation
guestion. What we do know, at the writing of this report, is that, 2 of the 4 pditigipeachers who
reportedly completed all requirements for licensure in LD willaenemployed in LD teaching positions.
As we become privy to additional information on teacher participants who dechpléd-on licensure
during Year 1 project, we will provide a follow-up report.

SUMMARY

We view the overall success of Year 1 of Project CREATE genes\igry good A number of data
based indicators support this view, including the following:

We enrolled 100 teachers, which represented 22% of the 455 OFP teachersareth
Enroliment capacity for the year averaged 61%, but enroliment jumped téo®3¥ring 04.
We enrolled teachers from 33 of the 89 (37%) school districts stabe

The majority (63%) of Fall 03 teachers re-enrolled in a second claurSering 04.

We maintained proportionality between enrolled and actual teachers oritgthmicgender.
The 100 teachers enrolled completed 121 courses with 97% success (i &g, graskis).
More than 90% of the teachers perceived content as adequate in meeliggency needs.
Progress toward licensure completion averaged 37% (range, 32.5% to 72.2%).
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These successes notwithstanding, we believe the project might haasedadwen greater success
had we not been hampered by the following limitations:

Inability to specifically identify all OFP teachers, prior to Beginning of the project.
Inability to secure add-on course worksheets for all of the enrolledetesa
Disproportionality in the number of LD and MD teachers enrolled vexdualan the state.
Disproportionality in some of the districts in teachers enrolled vartusal in the state.
Communication and time failures for the Fall 03 semester of the project

Report prepared by:

Joe P. Sutton, Ph.D.
Administrator
Project CREATE

Susan P. Gurganus, Ed.D.
Center Director
College of Carleston

Janie P. Hodge, Ph.D.

Center Director
Clemson University

Kathleen J. Marshall, Ph.D.
Center Director
University of South Carolina

Submitted 6-30-04

Project CREATE Final Rep¥ear 1 June 30, 2004



Table 1Characteristics of Teachers Enrolled in Project CREATE, 2003-

2004 (n=100)

Variable Number Percent
Certification Area

Emotional Disabilities 2 2.0

Learning Disabilities 85 85.0

Mental Disabilities 13 13.0
Gendef

Female 87 87.9

Male 12 12.1
Age®

Minimum 22 yrs. —

Maximum 68 yrs. —

Mean 39 yrs. —
Ethnicity’

African-American 18 23.7

American Indian 2 2.6

Caucasian 56 73.7
Years SC Public School Teaching

Minimum 0 yrs. —

Maximum 40 yrs. —

Mean 7.5 yrs. —
SPED Classroom Settifig

Inclusion 1 1.3

Inclusion/Resource 2 2.5

Resource 32 40.0

Resource/Self-contained 1 1.3

Self-contained 44 55.0

Other 1 2.5
Bachelor's Degrele

Education 63 76.8

Other 19 23.2

Data available om=100 teacher$n=99 teachersn=79 teacher$n=76 teachersn=84

teachers®n=80 teachersn=82 teachers.
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Table 1 (cont.)Characteristics of Teachers Enrolled in Project CREATE,
2003-2004 (n=100)

Variable Number Percent
Bachelor's Degree Aréa
PK-Elementary Education 27 33.3
Secondary Education 13 16.1
Special Education 21 25.9
Criminal Justice 1 1.2
English 3 3.7
General Studies 1 1.2
Guidance/Counseling 1 1.2
History 1 1.2
Home Economics 2 2.5
Psychology 3 3.7
Social Sciences 5 6.2
Theology/Related Area 3 3.7
Master’'s Degree
None 46 57.5
Education 16 325
Non-Education 1 1.3
Unspecified 7 8.8
Master's Degree Aréa
PK-Elementary Education 11 37.9
Secondary Education 2 6.9
Special Education 8 27.6
Unspecified Education 2 6.9
Guidance/Counseling 4 13.8
Administration 1 35
Textile Chemistry 1 3.5

Data available ofin=81 teachersn=80 teachers’n=29 teachers.
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Table 2.School District Representation of Teachers Enrolled in Project

CREATE, 2003-2004

School District

Number

Percent

Abbeville 60
Aiken
Anderson 5
Barnwell 19
Beaufort
Berkeley
Charleston
Clarendon 2
Colleton
Darlington
Dorchester 2
Dorchester 4
Edgefield
Florence 3
Georgetown
Greenville
Greenwood 50
Hampton 1
Jasper
Kershaw
Lancaster
Lexington 1
Lexington 2
Lexington 5
McCormick
Newberry
Oconee
Orangeburg 3
Orangeburg 4
Richland 2
Saluda 1
Spartanburg 5
Williamsburg

'_‘Nl—‘wpHN'bHHHwHNNwNGMNHHmHOHNNHHmHN

2.3
11
5.7
11
11
2.3
2.3
11
10.3
11
57
11
11
2.3
3.4
21.8
2.3
3.4
2.3
2.3
11
3.4
11
11
11
4.6
2.3
11
11
3.4
11
2.3
11

Data available ofn=87 teachers.
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Table 3.Results of Chi-Square {)XAnalysis of Proportion of Enrolled Teachers
Versus Proportion of Actual Teachers Per School District for Project
CREATE, 2003-2004

Characteristic X2 p Signif.
Certification Ared
Emotional Disabilities 1.80 .180 ns
Learning Disabilities 8.43 .003* s
Mental Disabilities 11.19 _001** S
Gendef
Female 0.30 584 ns
Male 1.40 .236 ns
Ethnicity’
African-American 0.32 .569 ns
American Indian 3.16 .0758 ns
Caucasian 0.02 .89 ns
School District
Abbeville 60 0.66 415 ns
Anderson 5 0.12 .730 ns
Berkeley 0.53 .468 ns
Charleston 1.65 .198 ns
Colleton 8.97 .002* S
Dorchester 2 0.02 .896 ns
Florence 3 0.07 791 ns
Georgetown 0.04 .841 ns
Greenville 0.44 .505 ns
Greenwood 50 0.53 .468 ns
Hampton 1 10.13 .001** S
Jasper 0.07 791 ns
Kershaw 0.01 .927 ns
Lexington 1 0.01 .923 ns
Newberry 0.00 .946 ns
Oconee 0.12 724 ns
Richland 2 0.03 .865 ns
Spartanburg 5 0.66 415 ns

Data available ofn=100 teacher€n=99 teachersn=76 teacherén=72 teachers. Only districts who

enrolled two or more teachers in the project weckuded in this analysis. *p&l. **p<.001.
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Table 4.Analysis of Add-on Course Needs of OFP Teachers Based on Worksheetg f&@n th
Office of Teacher Certification, By Geographic Region and Certification Area

Courses* for Add-on Licensure in Special Education

Region of State/
Certification Area EL Char Proc BM Read As

Coastal/Lowlands

ED 0 1 1 1 0 1
LD 1 1 0 1 0 0
MD 3 4 3 5 0 3
Total 4 6 4 7 0 4
Midlands
ED 0 0 1 1 0 1
LD 5 5 7 16 3 14
MD 4 4 3 2 0 2
Total 9 9 11 19 3 17
Upstate SC
ED 1 0 0 1 0 1
LD 8 25 16 31 11 25
MD 1 3 5 4 1 3
Total 10 28 21 36 12 29
TOTALS
ED 1 1 2 3 0 3
LD 14 31 23 48 14 39
MD 8 11 11 11 1 8
GRAND TOTALS 23 43 36 62 15 50

*EL=Exceptional Learners; Char=Characteristics;d2Educational Procedures; BM=Behavior Managemee&dRTeaching
Reading; As=Assessment in Special Education.
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Table 5.Teachers Perceptions of Course Content in Adequately Meeting Teamhpet@ncy Needs,
Project CREATE, 2003-2004

Cu CofC usc
Responses from F Sp F Sp F Sp Total Total
Course Evaluations n=3 n=12 n=8 n=13 n=0 n=7 n=43 %
Positive 3 5 8 13 0 6 35 81.4%
Mixed 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 9.3%
Negative 0 3 0 0 0 1 4 9.3%

Table 6.Number and Percentage of Teachers who Continued Enrollment from Fall 2003
to Spring 2004, Project CREATE

Enrolled in Re-Enrolled in Percentage
Center ' Course, F03 " Course, Sp04 Continuing
Clemson University 8 5 71.4%
College of Charleston 20 15 75.0%
Univ. of South Carolina 10 4 40.0%
TOTAL 38 24 63.2%

Note One of the eight teachers enrolled in the Clenmdoiversity center completed her add-on certifmati
requirements in FO3, thus, leaving only seven teaphrticipants needing to continue courseworkp4s
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Table 7.Final Grades of Enrolled Teachers in Project CREATE Courses, Fall 2003 and Spring 2004

Final Grades Earned by OFP Teachers

A B C D F
CREATE Center F Sp F Sp F Sp F Sp F Sp
Clemson University 7 25 4 1 3
College of Charlestén 16 25 1 3
Univ. of South Carolina 1 8 13 3 5
SEMESTER TOTAL 24 58 17 7 5 3
OVERALL TOTAL 82 23 12 0 4
PERCENTAGE 67.8 19.0 9.9 0.0 3.3

Number of courses taken by teachers for both sema;e%h:40;2n:45;3n=36.
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Table 8.Number of Courses Completed Out of Courses Needed for Add-on Licensure fadenroll
Teachers, Project CREATE, 2003- 2604

Clemson College of University of
University Charleston South Carolina
n=24 n=9 n=10
Number of Courses Completed

Courses Needed
for Licensure 0 1 0 1 1 TOTAL %
1 Course 1 2 200.0%
2 Courses 8 1 1 1 600.0%
3 Courses 6 2 266.67%
4 Courses 2 3 3 2 177.0%
5 Courses 1 4 1 1 1 126.0%
6 Courses 1 2 50.0%
TOTAL 1 22 4 5 8 2 1,571.67%
MEAN PROGRESS” 32.8% 62.2% 32.5% 36.6%

*Only teachers who supplied add-on course workstieetsthe Office of Teacher Certification were indkd in this analysis.

AIndividual teacher progress was calculated bydiligg number of completed courses by number neeatditénsure; Mean
progress for each CREATE center was calculatedubnynsing individual teachers’ progress and dividing total number of

teachers per center.

"Overall mean progress is a weighted figure andoabsilated by dividing the total progress by thaltaumber of teachers.
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Table 9.Course Evaluation Survey Item and Domain Mean Ratings, Project CREATE, 2003-2004

CuU CofC usC Overall*
Domain Assessed F Sp F Sp F Sp F Sp
Professor’s Teaching Skills: 3.77 3.36 3.81 3.88 3.71 3.4 3.92 3.63
Communicated subject... 3.86 3.33 3.91 3.95 4.00 3.47 3.92 358
Cause me to think... 400 344 3.73 384 400 3.71 3.91 3.66
Showed enthusiasm... 4.00 3.17 3.82 3.95 3.86 3.65 3.89 3.59
Used examples, illustrations... 3.86 3.56 3.91 3.95 3.71 3.65 3.83 3.72
Embellished/expanded on... 3.86 3.50 3.91 4.00 371 3%6| 383 3.69
Used allocated class time... 3.71 3.33 3.73 3.79 3.57 3.76 3.67 3.63
Presented information in an... 3.71 3.33 3.73 3.95 3.71 341 3.72 3.56
Integrated media, guest... 3.57 3.44 3.27 3.58 3.14 3.88 3.34 3.63
Inspired, motivated, and... 3.71 3.17 3.91 3.89 3.71 3.76 3.84 361
Professor’s Interaction Skills: 4.00 3.49 3.98 3.97 3.65 3.6 3.88 3.70
Showed genuine interest... 4.00 3.56 4.00 3.95 3.57 3.65 3.86 3.72
Was available during office... 4.00 3.50 391 3.95 357 3R138| 3.83 361
Showed respect towards the... 4.00 3.44 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.71 3.90 3.72
Encouraged student... 4.00 3.44 4.00 4.00 3.71 3.76 3.90 3.73
Responded to student... 4.00 3.50 4.00 3.95 371 3%9| 390 3.72
Course Requirements: 3.90 321 3.87 3.8 3.57 3.6 3.78 3.55
Readings (textbook, etc.)... 3.86 3.11 3.73 3.79 3.57 3.29 3.72 3.40
Assignments, well developed... 4.00 3.44 3.91 3.95 357 3.71 3.83 3.70
Assignments, creative... 3.86 3.11 391 3.74 3.57 3.71 3.78 3.52
Assignments, well paced... 3.86 3.17 391 3.79 3.57 3.76 3.78 3.57
Evaluation of Learning: 3.92 354 3.89 3.97 3.65 3.6( 3.82 3.70
Provided meaningful... 3.86 3.61 391 3.84 3.673.65 3.81 3.70
Graded tests/projects... 3.86 3.61 3.91 4.00 357 3.71 3.78 3.77
Prepared me for tests... 4.00 3.44 391 4.00 3.71 3.29 3.87 3.58
Assessed knowledge and...  3.86 3.47 3.73 4.00 343 369 | 367 3.72
Returned graded tests... 4.00 3.56 4.00 4.00 386 3%9| 395 3.75
Quality of Syllabus: 3.86 3.67 391 3.93 3.86 3.75 3.88 3.78
State goals/objectives... 3.86 3.78 3.91 3.95 3.86 3.88 3.88 3.87
Gave instructions for... 3.86 3.67 3.91 3.89 3.86 3.71 3.88 3.76
Provided clear criteria... 3.86 3.56 3.91 3.95 3.86 3.65 3.88 3.72
Quality of Course Content: 3.86 3.17 3.87 3.98 B.5m81 3.77 3.64
Provided more knowledge...  3.86 3.28 3.82 3.95 3.503.63 3.73 3.62
Made more relevant... 3.86 3.06 3.82 3.89 3.503.81 3.73 3.59
Broadened my perspective... 3.86 3.17 391 3.95 3.674.00 381 3.71
Significantly contributed... 3.86 3.17 391 3.95 3.673.81 381 3.64
AVE. OF DOMAIN RATINGS 3.89 341 3.89 3.92 3.67 3.68 3.84 3.67

1 2 - ,
No response fromone teacher;two teachers. *Non-weighted overall average ofttitee centers’ semester averages.
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Table 10.Number of Teachers Enrolled in Project CREATE, 2003-2004 by Center and

Semester

Contract Tuition

Course Waivers
CREATE Center F Sp Sp Total
Clemson University 8 25 7 40
College of Charleston 16 20 4 5 45
Univ. of South Carolina 8 21 5 36
TOTAL 32 66 17 121
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COURSE EVALUATION
Project CREATE

Circle your Project CREATE Center and the semester/year of your course:

University Center : CofC CU USC Semester: Fall Spring Sum Year: 03 04

Write the number and title of your course in the blank below:

Use the following scale and circle your rating to the following items:

4 = Strongly Agree 3 = Agree 2 = Disagree 1 = strongly Disagree

In presenting and teaching material, this professor

4 3 2 1 Communicated subject matter clearly.

4 3 2 1 Caused me to think critically.

4 3 2 1 Showed enthusiasm and made classes interesting and engaging.

4 3 2 1 Used examples, illustrations, and/or demonstrations to explain ideas.

4 3 2 1 Embellished/expanded on textbook material, rather than just repeated it.
4 3 2 1 Used allocated class time for critical, more important material.

4 3 2 1 Presented information in an organized, logical, and sequential manner.
4 3 2 1 Integrated media, guest speakers, and/or other resources with lecture.
4 3 2 1 Inspired, motivated, and stimulated a desire to want to learn more.

When interacting with students, this professor:

Showed genuine interest in students’ success.
Was available during office hours (or by phone/e-mail) for consultation.
Showed respect towards the opinions of students.

Encouraged student participation in class.

A A M DM b
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Responded to student questions in a clear, supportive manner.

Requirements for this course included:

4 3 2 1 Readings (textbook, etc.) that improved my understanding of the subject.
4 3 2 1 Assignments that were well developed and related to course content.

4 3 2 1 Assignments that were creative, hands-on (e.g., case studies, research).
4 3 2 1 Assignments that were paced and timed appropriately for the semester.
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In evaluating my learning, this professor:

EE N N S T Y
W W w w w
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s

Provided meaningful, constructive feedback on tests and other work.
Graded tests/projects according to criteria published in the syllabus.
Prepared me for tests (e.g., gave overviews of test content/format).
Assessed knowledge and conceptual understanding on tests/projects.

Returned graded tests and projects on, or by, the promised date.

The syllabus for this course:

3 2 1 Stated goals/objectives and included a schedule of course content.
2 1 Gave instructions for successful completion of course assignments.
2 1 Provided clear criteria for grading projects and assignments.
In comparison with other special education courses | have taken, this course:

4 3 2 1 Provided more knowledge/skills about instruction in special education.
4 3 2 1 Made more relevant applications to the “real-world” of the classroom.
4 3 2 1 Broadened my perspective more in how to teach disabled learners.
4 3 2 1 Significantly contributed to my overall preparation in special education.

Please provide any additional, constructive comment s about Project CREATE and/or the
course you have taken in the blanks below:
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Project personnel certify that a total of 29 pages
comprise the final report for Year 1.
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