 DPAS-II EDUCATIONAL DIAGNOSTICIAN EVIDENCE BINDER: 3 EXEMPLARS


Adapted from Guidelines for Gathering Impact Data for the Ohio School Psychology Internship Evaluation, (2007), Louisiana Department of Education & Louisiana School Psychological Association (June, 2010)  Assessment of “value-added” by school psychologists: Task Force Recommendations, & National Association of School Psychologists NCSP Case Study Rubric.
Universal/Targeted/Intensive

Academic/Cognitive, Behavior/Adaptive, Transition Exemplars
TIER: 

□ I. Universal

 
□ II. Targeted
  

□ III. Intensive

AREA:  
□ Academic/ Cognitive
□ Behavior/Adaptive
□ Transition
COMPONENT 1:  STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

1. Name(s) of the school/agency/clinic where the intervention was implemented.
2. Number of students participating in the intervention.
3. Grade level of the students participating in the intervention (you may select multiple grade levels).
4. Age of student(s) participating in the intervention (you may select multiple ages).
5. Race(s) of the students participating in the intervention (you may select multiple races).
6. Disability identification, if any.

7. ESL services, if any.
COMPONENT 2:  PROBLEM SOLVING STEPS
1. Problem Identification:  Define the problem(s) in observable, measureable terms, including current and desired level of performance, peer/grade level normative data, and input of stakeholders.    

2. Problem Analysis:  Functional assessment of current levels of performance in the area(s) of concern, further defining the problem. Include baseline, short-term goal, and hypothesis explaining conditions under which problem is likely to occur. 
3. Intervention Design: State basis for intervention, linked to hypothesis, predicted outcomes, and input from stakeholders. 
a. Identify core components of intervention from the following list (you may select as many as apply):
· Direct instruction, which may include modeling and prompting
· Revisions in instructional process and/or materials
· Providing opportunities for practice and corrective feedback 
· Improving the quality of the instructional context (i.e., modifications to the instructional environment)
· Establish/review rules + reinforcement
· Practice/increase productive practice
· Strengthening reinforcement contingencies (positive reinforcement)
· Contingency contracting/behavioral contracting
· Self-Management/Self-Monitoring
· Differential reinforcement of appropriate behaviors
· Response cost procedures for inappropriate behaviors
· Group contingencies
· Token economy
b. Person(s) responsible for  intervention implementation 

c. Frequency and duration of intervention student(s) received per week (Report as decimal to the quarter hour - example: 45 minutes = .75) 
d. Number of weeks the intervention was implemented. 
e. Method that will be used to measure progress/how often progress will be measured

4. Evaluation
a. Method used to measure intervention adherence
· Procedural Checklist (self-reported by person implementing the intervention)

· Procedural Checklist (independent observer)

· Permanent product review

b. Indicate if intervention adherence was not measured
c. Graph displaying baseline, goal, and progress monitoring data.  

· Adequacy of Baseline Data - There are at least three (3) baseline data points. 

· Adequacy of Baseline Trend - The baseline data are stable or had a trend in the undesirable direction.

· Adequacy of Treatment Trend - There are at least three (3) progress monitoring data points.

· Visual Inspection - There is a visible change in trend, level, or variability in the desired direction.

d. Goal Attainment Scaling:  Enter the outcome that best represents the degree of progress made toward the goal for the intervention using Goal Attainment Scaling (GAS):

· + 2 = Much improved: Greater than expected outcome 

· + 1 = Slightly improved: Reasonable improvement, based on what the student/group likely to achieve by the end of the intervention 

· 0 = No change

· 1 = Slightly worse: Unacceptable level of performance, or what would be expected if there were no intervention supports in place

· 2 = Much worse: Previously unobserved level of performance that would place the student at the highest risk of poor social or academic consequences

· Extreme levels (-2 or +2) represent the outcome that might be expected to occur in 5% - 10% of similar at-risk students.

 e. Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data:  Enter the outcome for the intervention using the following summary statistics: 

· Percentage of Non-overlapping Data points (PND, percent above or below the highest/lowest baseline data point) 
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