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ABSTRACT 
 

The purpose of this research was to determine the effects of three in-service training methods on 

the quality of IEP objectives developed by speech-language pathologists.  Forty-nine school-

based speech-language pathologists were randomly assigned to one of three in-service training 

activities: reading-materials only, workshop-only, and workshop followed by peer coaching.  

The reading-materials only group read information regarding the development of educationally 

relevant objectives from a web site.  The workshop-only and peer coaching groups received 

information regarding the development of educationally relevant objectives at a half-day in-

service workshop. The peer coaching group received an extra hour of training regarding the peer 

coaching process.  Following the in-service workshop, participants in the peer coaching group 

posted two objectives to a website each month for two months to be critiqued by a peer. The 

reading-materials only and workshop-only groups received no follow-up support during this two-

month period.  The quality of IEP objectives was the primary dependent variable.  A two-way 

ANOVA with one between group factor and one repeated measures factor revealed that the 

workshop-only and peer coaching groups wrote significantly higher quality objectives than the 

reading-materials group. A time by group interaction revealed improvements in the workshop-

only and peer coaching groups at post-training and maintained at follow-up compared to the 

reading materials group.  Surveys revealed that the peer coaching group attributed positive 

changes in the quality of their objectives to participation in the study.  They also rated the web-

based peer coaching process positively and were relatively positive about participating in peer  
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coaching in the future. A social validation assessment of parents’ perceptions of the quality of 

objectives developed by the participants before and after intervention revealed that parents did 

not distinguish between high quality and low quality objectives.  The results lend support to the 

effectiveness of the workshop-only format for the acquisition and transfer of a skill when 

participants already possess a working understanding of the workshop content.  Reciprocal peer 

coaching via a website was ineffective for promoting continued improvement in the quality of 

IEP objectives.  Further investigation into the effectiveness of expert coaching via a website for 

promoting continued growth is warranted.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 

Speech-language pathologists are becoming aware that teaching language skills separate 
from the context in which the skills are used is inefficient because of the need to program for 
generalization to everyday situations (Prelock, 1997).  Furthermore, the 1997 reauthorization of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) clearly requires that the Individualized 
Education Program (IEP) developed for children receiving exceptional student education 
services address the student’s progress in the general education curriculum.  National cries for 
school accountability are forcing state educational systems to assess individual school success or 
failure based on student performance on state adopted measures (Elmore, 1999-2000).  
Consequently, speech-language pathologists working in the public schools are being forced to 
evaluate the functionality of the speech and language goals written for improving student 
performance in the academic, social, emotional, and communication domains.   

Each IEP is developed from a summary, referred to as the Present Level of Educational 

Performance statement (PLEP), that describes the student’s strengths and weaknesses within the 
general education curriculum, states the effects of the student’s disability on their academic 
progress, and identifies the student’s priority educational needs.  The IEP team develops annual 
goals and objectives that are linked to the child’s general curriculum from the priority 
educational needs statement.   One of the difficulties encountered when developing educationally 
relevant IEPs is the speech-language pathologists’ lack of knowledge concerning the classroom 
curriculum. Surveys concerning the speech-language pathologist’s role in collaboration and 
consultation reveal that regular education teachers feel speech-language pathologists lack 

curricular knowledge and techniques when compared to other exceptional student service 
providers (Beck & Dennis, 1997; Sanger, Hux & Griess, 1995; Tomes & Sanger, 1986).  
Because most speech-language pathologists in the schools were not taught specifically to 
identify goals related to the general education curriculum, effective means to upgrade their skills 
and knowledge are needed.   

The following literature review discusses three major themes central to the process of 

updating speech-language pathologists’ skills.  First, current knowledge and thinking regarding 
staff development activities is reviewed. The review focuses primarily on the in-service 
workshop format and the lack of transfer of the trained skill to the work setting.  The second 
theme describes peer coaching, a viable option for promoting transfer of learning in the 
educational arena.  The coaching process and current research is discussed.  Third, the feasibility 
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of the World Wide Web for addressing problems associated with peer coaching for the speech-

language pathologist is considered. 
 

 

Literature Review 
 

 

 In-service workshops are common staff development activities used as a means of 

providing training to practicing professionals. However, isolated workshops have proven to be 

ineffective in changing participants’ behavior back on the job (Delameter, Connors, & Wells, 

1984; Suda & Miltenberger, 1993; Quilitch, 1975).  For example, Oliver (1984) found that 

nurses did not change assessment skills after attending a half-day workshop.  The absence of 

change was attributed to lack of follow-up reinforcement.  Crow and Snyder (1998) report 

negligible change in daily performance of early interventionists after training alone.   Such 

failures have sparked interest in how to improve staff development efforts to promote transfer of 
a newly learned skill to the work environment. 

 A lack of agreement exists in the literature on the elements that define an effective in-

service training. Based on studies of individual strategies or combinations of strategies, different 

models have been proposed (e.g., Joyce & Showers, 1980; Sparks, 1983; Stallings, 1982).  

Despite their differences, these models agree that for mastery learning to occur, in-service 

training must include the following components: (1) presentation of information concerning the 

topic of the training, (2) demonstration of the behavior, (3) opportunities for practice and 

feedback, and (4) additional assistance following the training to promote transfer of the new skill 

to the work environment.   

 Over the years, studies have shown that when information, demonstration, practice, and 

feedback are provided, most trainees learn to implement the targeted skill fluidly and 

appropriately on demand (Joyce & Showers, 1983; Joyce, Showers, & Bennet, 1987).  Still, 

trainees rarely incorporate the new skill into their daily repertoire (Joyce & Showers, 1980; 

1983; Showers, 1990). For example, quite often teachers do not fully master the new skills 

introduced in training.  This lack of mastery impedes the accuracy and competency of skill 

implementation (Orlich, 1989). Fullan and Pombret (1977) report that the implementation of the 

skill in the classroom rarely matches the procedures described or modeled during the in-service 

training.  Schwartz, Anderson, and Halle (1989) found that teachers required specific follow-up 
training before the use of time delay generalized to untrained opportunities.  Few studies have 

measured skill transfer at the classroom level.  Most concentrate on acquisition and 

demonstration during in-service training activities (Joyce & Showers, 1980; Joyce et al., 1987). 

 Even when the necessary components of an effective workshop are present, the stand-

alone workshop format continues to lack several features associated with quality staff 

development activities.  Workshops are not responsive to participants’ changing needs and they 

cannot support participants’ continued growth and learning over time (Collins, 1981; Daresh, 

1987, Miller, 1977).  Howey and Vaugh (1983) viewed effective staff development as a 

continuous cycle of follow-up and feedback.  The typical workshop is presented in a “one shot” 

format; the presenter is here today and gone tomorrow.  Second, participants should be given a 

voice in the organization, content, and goals of the staff development activity (Collins, 1981; 

Little; 1981; Wood, Thompson & Russell, 1981).  However, learning objectives and content are 
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typically predefined in the workshop format.  Third, participant learning should occur in the 

natural environment - that is the participant’s school (Collins, 1981; Wu, 1987).  However, in-

service training activities routinely occur at the school district staff development facility.   

 These problems are not peculiar to educators. Tannenbaum, Cannon-Bowers, Salas, and 

Mathieu (1993) report that a lack of transfer of learning is an acute problem facing corporate 

America.  Advocates across professions suggest that some form of follow-up must be provided 
after training to facilitate and support the transfer of trained skills.  Many suggest that successful 

staff development activities must include follow-up technical assistance (Emrick & Peterson, 

1977; Janney & Meyer, 1990; Joyce & Showers, 1987). Attention must be paid to activities 

occurring after training to facilitate more complete transfer of training (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; 
Latham & Seijts, 1998; Tannenbaum & Yukel, 1992).  

 In an attempt to achieve transfer of training to the classroom, a technique referred to as 

coaching is promoted in the literature (Bloom, 1982; Neubert, 1988; Neubert & Bratton, 1987, 

Showers, 1985). Coaching is a process by which two or more teachers observe each other 

presenting instruction to students. The observation is followed by feedback and the identification 

of strategies for improving teacher and student performance. The coaching process promotes 

transfer of training so that the newly learned skills or concepts are incorporated into teachers’ 

repertoires (Showers, 1985). Coaching also addresses several critical features of quality staff 

development activities that are lacking in the in-service training format. Coaching by its nature is 

a continuous process of observation and feedback and is therefore sensitive and responsive to 

participants’ learning needs.  Second, participants maintain control over the focus of the 

coaching activities.  Peer coaching allows the participants to identify areas requiring continued 

growth and refinement. Third, peer coaching is conducted in the participant’s own classroom.  

 Joyce and Shower’s (1988) model of coaching is referred too most widely in the 

literature (Neubert, 1988; Neubert & Bratton, 1987; Neubert & Stover, 1994; Orlich, 1989).  
Coaching serves the following four functions: the provision of companionship, the provision of 

technical feedback, the analysis of application, and the adaptation of strategies to students. 

Teachers who participate in coaching following in-service training demonstrate greater 

frequency and accuracy of skill use.  They adapt the skills more appropriately and retain these 

skills longer and with greater precision than peers who do not receive coaching (Joyce & 

Showers, 1988).  

 The two models that exist are expert and reciprocal peer coaching.  In expert coaching, 

the coach acts as mentor and gives specific suggestions to the teacher.  The expert coach is 

typically a teacher who has mastered the new skills to be learned.  Williamson and Russel (1990) 

measured the effects of two expert teachers mentoring three classroom teachers for a year.  The 

mentors previously received training on the use of math manipulatives.  At the end of the year, 
teachers who received mentoring demonstrated a significant increase in the use of math 

manipulatives in their classrooms and an increased understanding of the purpose of mathematics 

teaching compared to a control group.  Expert coaching has been implemented to address 

teacher-selected behaviors (Kohler, Crilley, & Shearer, 1997), to improve responsive teacher 

statements (Vail, Tschanatz & Bevill, 1997), to aid in reading instruction (Kurth, 1985), to 

institute classroom management strategies (Servatius & Young, 1985) and to promote 

cooperative learning (Pusch, McCabe, & Pusch, 1985).    

 Hendrickson, Gardner, Kaiser, and Riley (1993) provide an excellent illustration of the 

effectiveness of expert coaching. They used expert coaching to train two teachers to use positive 
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behavioral supports (cues, models or instruction) for promoting social interaction in 

preschoolers.  Once the teachers had participated in three coaching sessions, the expert coach 

gradually handed the eight step coaching process over to the trained teacher.  This teacher in turn 

trained a new teacher in the use of behavioral supports.  The coaching process increased all three 

teachers’ use of behavioral supports for promoting social interaction during group activities.  The 

three target children demonstrated increased social interaction.  Results for both groups were 

maintained at a three-month maintenance check. 

 Peer coaching also can occur in a reciprocal manner in which teachers, who have just 

acquired a new instructional strategy, observe and provide feedback to each other on the 

accuracy of the implementation of the strategy.  Teachers collaboratively identify strategies that 
could enhance teacher mastery of the newly developing skill(s).  Thus, neither teacher of the 

reciprocal coaching pair is considered an expert in the target instructional strategy.  Reciprocal 

coaching typically occurs in teams of two or three teachers (Barnes & Murphy, 1987; Kohler, 

McCullough & Buchan, 1995).  Groups of teachers working on a similar skill also can engage in 

reciprocal peer coaching (Rogers, 1987).  For example, same grade level teachers implementing 

a new reading program can coach each other in the correct implementation of the material.  

Kohler et al. (1995) used reciprocal coaching in two preschool classrooms to enhance skills 

chosen by the classroom teachers and paraprofessionals.  The teachers and paraprofessionals 

observed each other leading daily classroom activities 2 to 3 times a week.  The observations 

were followed by a 20 – 30 minute coaching session in which the peers completed a rating form 

that reflected a joint analysis of the observed activity and strategies for improvement.  

Reciprocal coaching occurred for a two-week period.  Three teachers demonstrated 

improvements on at least one selected behavior.  Sparks (1986) found that a greater number of 

teachers who received coaching from a peer achieved the 70% criterion level for academic 

interactions during instruction than did teachers who received feedback from the workshop 
trainer or no feedback at all.  These results should be interpreted with caution, however, because 

the total sample size was small (n = 19) and teachers were not randomly assigned to groups. 

 Some investigators have combined expert and reciprocal coaching.  Two Head Start 

teachers and one exceptional student education teacher, who was an expert in responsive 

statements, coached each other in a triad to increase the use of responsive statements when 

interacting with children (Tschantz & Vail, 2000).  A kindergarten teacher experienced in 

conducting peer-assisted learning activities engaged in reciprocal coaching with three 

kindergarten teachers learning the skills (Kohler, Ezell & Paluselli, 1999).  Both studies 

produced impressive improvements in targeted teaching strategies.  

 Coaching consists of three characteristics regardless of the coaching method selected 

(Ackland, 1991).  First, peer coaching provides a safe environment for teachers to practice newly 
learned skills and experiment with variations of skills without fear of negative repercussions on 

performance evaluations or job appointments.  Peer coaching is a private interaction between 

two or three people who are typically teachers.  Feedback and strategies for improvement remain 

between the peer coaching team.  Because principals are typically not a part of this team, 

teachers can feel free to experiment with new strategies and to refine current practices without 
fear of negative performance evaluations.  Anastos and Ancowitz (1987) state that teachers’ 

anxiety and beliefs about being observed must be alleviated and feelings of control fostered.  No 

study reviewed directly targeted this assumption. Studies described the purpose and process of 
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peer coaching, but no explicit activity addressed the perceived threats associated with 

observation.  

 Second, observations are structured to facilitate specific constructive feedback (Wolfe & 

Robins, 1989).  Observation instruments varied among studies. Kohler et al. (1999) tape-

recorded and coded the focus and the kinds of teacher statements made to focal children.  

Tschantz and Vail (2000) coded online types of responsive statements made per minute during 

child activities and shared the information with peers.  Many studies utilized a simple checklist 

identifying skills that were to be critiqued (Kohler et al., 1999; Kohler et al., 1995; Williamson 

& Russell, 1990).  Rogers (1987) and Anastos and Anacowitz (1987) videotaped teachers’ 

lessons to provide a permanent record of the event and to allow teachers to self-analyze their 
instruction.  

 Showers (1985) claims following the observation, “it is important for feedback to be 

accurate, specific, and nonevaluative.  Wolfe and Robbins (1989) identify three ways in which 

feedback can be provided.  “Mirroring” involves the coach recording information and giving the 

data to the teacher to analyze.  Collaborative coaching, the most widely used technique, involves 

a teacher and coach working together to find ways to improve teaching (Kohler et al., 1997; 

Kohler et al., 1999; Miller, 1994) .  In Kohler’s (1995) study, the teacher and coach completed a 

daily activities appraisal rating form that reflected a joint decision on each point.  The coaching 

session allotted time for planning objectives, materials, and procedures for future classroom 

activities.  The last approach focuses on the coach providing feedback and specific suggestions 

as a mentor or expert coach.  Hendrickson et al. (1993) utilized an eight-step expert coaching 

process to identify strengths and weaknesses in the teacher’s performance, to present teacher and 

student performance data, and to identify strategies for improving target behaviors.  Regardless 

of the method selected, specific and objective feedback must occur following observation. 

 The improvement of instructional techniques is the third characteristic of peer coaching.  

Coaching was developed as a mechanism by which teachers could expand their repertoire of 

effective instructional strategies and improve the quality of instruction already being delivered 

(Joyce and Showers, 1985).  Coaching has been used primarily to support teachers in transferring 

skills learned during training to the classroom environment.  Garmstrom (1987) refers to this 

purpose as technical coaching.  Technical coaching has taught teachers to implement 

Rosenshine’s (1983) direct instruction model (Kohler et al., 1997; Kohler et al., 1999), to 
increase teacher responsive interaction statements (Tschantz & Vail, 2000), to facilitate the use 

of math manipulatives to teach concepts (Williamson & Russel, 1990) and to improve teacher 

chosen behaviors such as increased child participation in board games (Kohler et al., 1995). 

 Two additional purposes of coaching outlined by Garmstrom (1987), collegial coaching 

and challenge coaching, have received little attention in the literature.  Collegial coaching serves 

to increase professional dialogue and critical thinking about teaching.  Persistent classroom 

problems are resolved through challenge coaching.  The Williamson and Russel (1990) study 

illustrates how technical coaching can open the door to collegial coaching.  As a result of expert 

coaching, a local chapter of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics was formed.  This 

monthly forum provided teachers an arena for improving technical skills and for discussing 
issues related to teaching mathematics.  

 In all the studies reviewed, coaching occurred face-to-face following observation.  

Coaching sessions routinely occurred the day of the observation (Kohler et al., 1995; Kohler et 

al., 1997; Tschantz & Vail, 200; Miller, Harris, & Watanabe, 1991; Hendrickson et al., 1993). 
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No study investigated alternate feedback methods such as notes or phone calls.  The effect that 

timing of feedback has on improvement has not been determined. Regardless of the type of 

coaching utilized or the behaviors being targeted, observation time averaged 15 minutes and the 

coaching sessions averaged 30 minutes in length across studies.  The effects of peer coaching 

primarily have been assessed over a short time span.  The number of coaching sessions ranged 

from 2 sessions occurring in one week (Tschantz & Vail, 2000) to 9 - 19 sessions over a three to 

seven week span (Hendrickson et al., 1993) with the exception of monthly meetings for 6 months 

in the Williamson and Russell (1990) study.   

 Improvement in teacher behaviors appears to be influenced by the number of coaching 

sessions.  Two coaching sessions appear sufficient for improving behavior over a short span of 
time (e.g., two weeks) but insufficient for maintaining the behavior.  Miller et al. (1991) found 

that five out of six subjects demonstrated improvement on the Florida Performance Measurement 

System over the course of two coaching sessions.  However, baseline and coaching measures 

demonstrated great variability. Only half of the participants maintained the behavior at a three-

month follow-up session. Teachers in the Tschantz and Vail (2000) study reached criterion after 

only two coaching sessions but behavior declined during an extended maintenance condition.   

 Mixed results were found with four to five coaching sessions. Vail et al. (1997) 

demonstrated improvements in teacher’s use of responsive statements during the coaching phase 

with effects regressing but remaining higher than baseline during three follow-up observations. 
Pre- versus post- measures demonstrated positive increases in the number of effective teaching 

behaviors and decreases in the number of ineffective teaching behaviors utilized by a social 

worker, teacher, and paraprofessional working in an early intervention program (Miller, 1994).  

No follow-up data were available. In contrast, Kohler et al. (1995) found mixed results on 11 

different behaviors measured. Improvements occurred in only three behaviors during the 

coaching phase and were maintained for five sessions following coaching. Three behaviors 

regressed during coaching and maintenance phases to levels below baseline.   

 Clear and lasting effects are apparent when at least seven coaching sessions occur.  

Kohler et al. (1997) saw improvements in teachers’ use of Rosenhine’s (1983) direct instruction 

model lasting up to 10 observations after coaching. Hendrickson et al. (1994) found clear effects 

when coaching lasted from 9 to19 sessions on teachers’ use of supportive interactions (e.g, 

prompts, praise).  Improvements were maintained at a three-month check up.  

 As previously mentioned, the purpose of peer coaching is to improve the delivery of 

instruction and to promote continued professional growth. The current body of literature has 

focused on teachers’ delivery of instruction and student performance. The appropriateness of 

peer coaching for improving prerequisite activities for quality instruction such as the 

identification of student goals and lesson planning have not been assessed.  These behaviors tend 

to be more static in nature in that the teacher’s response is not guided by student performance or 

lack of performance.   

 Despite the promising results attributable to peer coaching, implementation is not always 

feasible, particularly for the speech-language pathologists. Coaching demands a frequent and 

intense time commitment with a peer.  Typically, schools have only one speech-language 

pathologist on staff.  Furthermore, speech-language pathologists’ caseloads are typically 

overwhelming, thus leaving little time for daily planning.  Schools can address the planning 

problem by hiring substitutes as was done in the Kohler et al. (1995, 1997) studies.  Finding 

substitutes is rarely a viable option for speech-language pathologists.  Second, coaching requires 
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that all persons participating in coaching receive training in the targeted skill. Speech-language 

pathologists often attend separate in-service trainings from regular and special educators. Third, 
coaching requires that a relationship be developed among the participants. Often the time 

available for in-service training is not sufficient for effective relationships to develop.  Fourth, if 

safeguards are not developed, coaching can be threatening, especially if it turns into peer 

evaluation. The coach is not present to perform an annual evaluation or job performance rating 

but rather to act as a formative evaluator who provides continued feedback to support the peer’s 

growth.    

 The World Wide Web may provide a viable alternative that could overcome many of the 

problems encountered in peer coaching. The web allows for multimedia, multimode 

communication and information presentation, easy access to a growing body of information, and 

innovative ways to present information.  These advantages provide educators with exciting 

opportunities to extend and enhance learning (Zhao, 1998). The benefits of collaborating with 

persons outside of one’s physical environment have been demonstrated (Garner & Gillingham, 

1996; Newman, 1992).  Zhao (1998) suggested a number of potential benefits of teacher 

collaboration via the World Wide Web.  The web allows for the sharing of resources and 

provides a forum where teachers can support and challenge each other.   In-service training and 

collaboration are already occurring via the World Wide Web in Broward County, Florida 

(Mather, 1998).  Teachers in Broward County can receive in-service training by connecting to a 
“Just in Time” web site with instructional modules related to chosen topics.  The modules 

convey information concerning the topic (think), provide activities for the teachers to try (try), 

and provide opportunities for teachers to collaborate (share).  

  The World Wide Web also has been used to combat distance and time obstacles. 

Universities and high schools currently use web-based learning as a medium to educate more 

students and to provide a greater selection of courses (Mather, 1998; McLellan, 1998). Through 
computers and the Internet, people with similar interests and goals can carry on discussions, post 

personal work, and observe one another in action.  Participants also are exposed to a wider range 

of perspectives through interaction with many participants (Mather, 1998). Web based learning 

allows for convenience in learning by providing participants opportunities to log on at times that 

suit their schedule and their varying life circumstances (Karayan & Crowe, 1997; McLellan, 

1998).   

 

 

Research Questions 

 

 

 Peer coaching has been shown to be effective for facilitating teacher’s correct application 

of newly trained skills to the work environment.  However, the typical format for providing peer 

coaching is inappropriate for meeting the learning needs of the speech-language pathologist. The 

World Wide Web appears to be a viable option for overcoming the barriers encountered when 

providing follow-up assistance to in-service participants.  Thus an experiment was conducted to 

investigate whether utilizing technological advances were a viable and effective mode of 

providing follow-up technical assistance. Furthermore, investigations examined whether 

technological advances could overcome common problems often associated with peer coaching 

for speech-language pathologists. In addition, the study sought to determine the appropriateness 
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of peer coaching for improving a noninstructional skill - the functional quality of IEP objectives 

written by speech-language pathologists for children with speech and language disorders.   

Objectives drive the selection of treatment strategies by speech-language pathologists and 

therefore are as important as the actual implementation of treatment.     

 Forty-nine school-based speech-language pathologists were randomly assigned to three 

different staff development activities: web-based reading-materials only, in-service Workshop-
only, in-service workshop followed by reciprocal peer coaching.   The web-based reading-

materials group and the in-service workshop-only group received information regarding the 

development of educationally relevant PLEP statements, goals and objectives but they received 

no form of follow-up support.  The in-service workshop plus reciprocal coaching group received 

the same information and engaged in reciprocal peer coaching for two months.  The reciprocal 

peer coaching consisted of dyads posting two PLEP statements, goals and objectives a month to 

be critiqued by their peer.  All 49 participants submitted PLEP statements, goals and objectives 

for three different students prior to the staff development activities, one week after the staff 

development activities, and at the end of the two-month reciprocal coaching period.  The specific 

research questions were: 

•  Do three different training methods, reading-materials only, in-service Workshop-only, 

and in-service workshop followed by peer coaching produce differential effects on the 

objectives developed by speech-language pathologists?  

 It was anticipated that speech-language pathologists who engaged in reciprocal 

peer coaching following training developed better quality PLEP statements, goals 

and objectives than speech-language pathologists who received no follow-up 

technical support.  It also was anticipated that participants who attended the in-

service workshop wrote better quality PLEP statements, goals, and objectives 

than peers who read the information on web site only.  

• What are the speech-language pathologists’ attitudes towards web-based coaching? 

Based on previous published survey data collected following peer coaching 

activities, it was anticipated that speech-language pathologists would rate the 

experience favorably.  A negative comment that arose in previous studies was the 

time and paperwork demands involved in peer coaching.  It was anticipated that 

these findings would not arise because peer coaching could occur at a time that 

was convenient for the participant and the coaching checklist was available on 

line.  However, it was reasonable to expect some participants to experience 

anxiety in performing the required computer activities.   

• What are parents’ attitudes towards objectives developed by speech-language 

pathologists prior to and following the training packages? 

The expected outcome was unclear.  In a previous study of similar nature, parents 

did not appear to discriminate between objectives developed prior to and 

following peer coaching.  This study sought to determine whether subjective 

judgments of parents corresponded to objective ratings of speech-language 

pathologists’ objectives.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

METHOD 
 

 

Participants 
 

 

 Forty-nine speech-language pathologists practicing in five Florida school systems were 

randomly assigned to one of three different in-service training methods.  Fourteen participants 
received information on the development of IEP goals and objectives via a web site with no 

direct support provided by the investigator or a peer.  This group was referred to as the reading-

materials group.  The second group, workshop-only, was comprised of 17 participants who 

attended a 4 1/2 hr in-service workshop focusing on the development of IEP goals and 

objectives.  Neither the investigator nor a peer provided follow-up support.   Eighteen 

participants were randomly assigned to the peer coaching group.  These participants attended the 

4 1/2 hr in-service workshop with the workshop-only group and received an extra hour of 

instruction focusing on the peer coaching process and the procedures for utilizing technology to 

participate in the peer coaching process.  Following the in-service workshop, the peer coaching 

group participated in two months of peer coaching through a web site.  Specific group 

characteristics are summarized in Table 1. Each participant had practiced as a speech-language 

pathologist in an elementary school for at least one year, held a Master’s degree in speech-

language pathology, and had access to a computer with Internet and e-mail capabilities.    

The five participating school districts’ Speech-Language Coordinators identified 

participants.  First, Speech-Language Coordinators of school systems in the state of Florida were 

sent a letter describing the training opportunity and research evaluation component prior to the 

start of the 2002-2003 school year (see Appendix A).  The letter was followed-up by a phone call 

from the investigator.  Specific details of the study including duration, participant 

responsibilities, participant criteria, and random assignment to the experimental groups was 

discussed and clarified with interested Speech-Language Coordinators.  Each Speech-Language 

Coordinator advertised the research study in her individual county.  The advertisement included 

information regarding participant criteria and a brief description of the three different training 
opportunities and the research evaluation component.  
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Table 1 

Participant Characteristics by Group Assignment 
 Reading-Materials 

Group 

Workshop-only Group Peer coaching Group 

 Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 

Age 43.50 29-59 36.65 25-50 39.70 27-52 

School experience 

(yrs.)* 

16.92 3 -33 9.41 1 - 22 8.25 2-19 

Total years Experience 17.46 3 -33 12.35 1-30 11.00 2-26 

 Total responses Total responses Total responses 

Hold CCCs    

        Yes 12                  16   16 

         No   2 1    2 

Prior training on 

objectives 

   

        Yes   7  9    8 

        No   7  8   10 

Time lapsed since prior 

training on objectives 

   

1 yr   2 0     5 

2 yrs   2 2    1 

3 yrs   1 2    0 

4 yrs  0 1    1 

5 yrs   0 1    0 

< 5 yrs   0 0    1 

Not checked   7 3    0 

IEPs developed    

Weekly   4 9   15 

Bimonthly   7 4    1 

Monthly   3 3    2 

Yearly   1  1     0 

Hours a week spent 

developing IEPs* 

   

<1 hr   0 0    0 

1 -2 13 0    7 

3-4   1                    12    5 

4 - 5   0 3    3 

>5   0 0    1 

Not checked   0 2    2 

Number of IEPs 

developed a month 

   

0-5   2 5     4 

6-10   3 7     8 

11-15   7 0    4 

16-20   0 1    0 

Varies by month   2 4    2 

* p<.05 
 

 

 



 

 

 

11

One could argue that disclosure of the three treatment groups influenced the subject 

selection process resulting in a sample that was not representative of the population.  A brief 
description of the three treatment groups was provided during the subject recruitment phase for 
two reasons. First, the Human Subjects Committee of the Office of Research at Florida State 
University required that a brief description of the three experimental groups be included on the 
informed consent that all participants were required to sign prior to participating in the study (see 
Appendix B).  Second, a similar study conducted by the investigator (Lowman, unpublished 
2001) revealed the difficulty involved in recruiting speech-language pathologists.  The 

recruitment phase for that study lasted four months, involved five school districts, and yielded 

only six participants.  Because the optimal sample size for the current experiment was 60 
participants and because school district participation was perceived to be difficult to achieve, 

attrition due to dislike of group assignment was perceived as a greater threat to randomization 
than participant knowledge of potential group assignment prior to agreeing to participate. 
Subjects interested in participating agreed to do so regardless of group assignment.  No 
participant dropped out due to group assignment.  

The subject recruitment process and the initiation of the experiment occurred in waves 

across a six-month time frame spanning the 2002-2003 school year.  The staggered initiation of 
school districts was used to avoid delays due to difficulties identifying 60 participants at once, to 

avoid scheduling conflicts for the in-service workshop, and to avoid the influence time might 
have on the effects of peer coaching if participants were delayed in commencing peer coaching 
immediately following the in-service workshop due to an insufficient sample size. Thus, random 
assignment to the three experiment groups occurred within each school district. For example, 
once a school district had identified participants, the participants were randomly assigned to one 
of the three treatment groups and the study was initiated in that specific school district.  This 

same procedure was used in all five school districts that agreed to participate.  Experiment 
initiation occurred in the following sequence: County 1 in November of 2002, Counties 2 and 3 
in January of 2003, and Counties 4 and 5 in March of 2003.   Although the experiment was 
initiated in the same month for counties 2 and 3 and 4 and 5, random assignment to treatment 
groups occurred separately within each county.  
 

 

Setting 

 

 

 The reading-materials group received information regarding the development of 

educationally relevant IEP goals and objectives through a web site that was available 24 hours a 

day for two months. The one-day in-service workshop attended by the workshop-only and peer 

coaching groups occurred at a facility secured by the Speech-Language Coordinator of each 

school district. Each facility utilized for the in-service workshop had access to a computer lab.  

Access to the Internet was required for the extra hour of training provided to the peer coaching 

group.  The two-month peer coaching phase engaged in by the peer coaching group occurred via 

a web site developed and maintained by the investigator and could be accessed 24 hours a day 

from a computer of the participants choosing.   All participants, regardless of group assignment, 

provided speech and language services in their home schools during the experiment.  
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Procedures 
 

 

Web-based Materials  
The reading-materials group completed three web-based activities through a password-

protected web site designed by the investigator for the purposes of the study.  Participants were 

emailed a username and password the same week that their cohorts attended the in-service 

workshop and were given one week to review the information.  First, participants accessed 

written information on the web site that described the Florida Sunshine State Standards, 

assessment procedures, the development of PLEP statements, goals, and objectives, and the 

scoring rubric used to evaluate the quality of the objectives submitted by the participants.  After 

reading the information, participants completed a knowledge test, the second activity. The 

knowledge test served as verification that the information had been accessed. The learning 

objectives, content, and examples of the web-based training materials were consistent with that 

presented during the face-to-face in-service workshop (described in the following section) with 

one exception. Participants in the face-to-face in-service workshop were divided into small 

groups and practiced writing a goal and supporting objectives for a case study.  Completion of a 

computer usage survey was the last web-based activity.  Participants had access to the web site 

24 hours a day during the two-month peer coaching phase.  The investigator or a peer provided 

no additional support.  A copy of the web site is provided in Appendix C 

In-service Workshop  

The workshop-only and peer coaching groups simultaneously attended a one-day in-

service workshop.  The in-service workshop for the workshop-only group lasted 4 hr 30 min and 

occurred during the morning. The peer coaching group attended the same morning workshop and 

received an extra hour of instruction focusing on the peer coaching process and procedures for 

engaging in peer coaching utilizing a designated web site.  A set of training materials was 

developed and utilized at each of the five in-service workshops.  A brief description of the 
workshop follows.  A copy of the specific training materials is provided in Appendix D. 

 Morning session: developing educationally relevant IEP goals and objectives. The 

rationale and importance of addressing objectives through the curriculum was discussed 

(McCormick, 1997; Nelson, 1989; Prelock, 1997).  General information, about state mandated 
educational requirements, (e.g. Sunshine State Standards, state mandated testing) was presented. 

The contribution of assessment information to the development of educationally relevant IEP 

goals and objectives, along with examples of various methods such as curriculum-based 

language assessment, portfolios, discourse analyses, and observation, were described with 

examples and strategies for implementation presented.  Features associated with quality PLEP 

statements, goals and objectives were shared and examples given (Florida Department of 

Education, 2000;  McCormick, 1997; Nelson, 1998; Prelock, 1997).  At the end of the workshop, 

participants were divided into small groups of three to four and practiced writing an 

educationally relevant goal and supporting objectives based on a PLEP statement provided.  

Each group shared their goal and objectives and received feedback from peers and the 

investigator. Each participant was given a copy of the scoring rubric that the investigator 

reviewed. Information was disseminated via a PowerPoint lecture, group discussion, examples, 

case studies, presenter modeling, and handouts.  By the end of the 4 hr and 30 min morning 

workshop, participants mastered the following objectives: 
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Objective 1: Explain the design of Florida’s Sunshine State Standards (e.g. Subject Area, Strand, 

Standard, Grade Level, Benchmark).  This was assessed informally through a group discussion 
and the requirement that the small group identify the specific Sunshine State Standards to which 

their goal and objectives aligned during the goal writing activity. 

Objective 2:  Identify how various speech and language disorders can be addressed using the 

participants’ state educational requirements.  This was assessed informally through a large group 

activity.  First, a specific deficit (e.g. difficulty following directions, dysfluent speech, poor 

articulation) frequently exhibited by children receiving speech and language services in the 

schools was identified.  Next, participants identified specific state standards that were in 

jeopardy of being mastered due to the identified deficit without intervention.  For example, a 

first grader who is unable to accurately follow directions is in jeopardy of failing to meet the 

Sunshine State Standards benchmark for using good listening skills to follow directions.  

Objective 3:  Explain reasons for curriculum-based goals and objectives.   This was assessed 

informally through a large group discussion highlighting the relevance of curriculum-based goals 

and objectives and how this could expand the role of the SLP in the schools.  

Objective 4:  Identify information gleaned from a variety of assessment procedures.  Each 

participant was asked to identify at least one assessment procedure that would be implemented 

immediately in their work setting and the reason for selecting the procedure.  

Objective 5: Write appropriate PLEP statements, goals, and objectives. Based on a case study, 

participants wrote a goal and supporting objectives.  Peers and the investigator provided 

feedback during the in-service workshop.   

Afternoon session: peer coaching.  At the end of the morning session, participants in 

the peer coaching group were randomly divided into dyads and remained for an extra hour of 

training on the peer coaching process.  The extra hour occurred following lunch with the 

exception of two counties that voted not to stop for lunch but continue with the training.  First, a 

PowerPoint hand out and lecture were used to explain the purpose and procedures of peer 

coaching and to provide examples of constructive feedback statements versus evaluative 

statements. After the basic tenets of peer coaching were discussed and qualities of constructive 

feedback presented, participants received practice logging on to the peer coaching web site, 

posting information to the PLEP statement, goal, and objectives screen (referred to now as PLEP 

screen), and completing the peer coaching checklist.  Periodically a member of a dyad 

encountered a delay or was unable to view the information submitted by his/her partner on the 

PLEP screen and or the peer coaching checklist.  The delays in accessing posted information 

were attributed to simultaneous posting by both partners. Participants who were unable to 

retrieve the postings viewed the process from their partner’s terminal.  By the end of the 

afternoon, participants could: 

Objective 1: Explain the process of peer coaching.   

Objective 2:  Provide constructive feedback using the peer coaching checklist. 

Objective 3:  Post and critique PLEP statements, goals and objectives using the designated peer 

coaching web site.  

All three objectives were assessed by observing participants accessing the peer coaching 

web site, posting information to the PLEP screen, and completing and submitting the peer 

coaching checklist at individual computer terminals. All participants were able to demonstrate 

Objectives 1 and 3.  Objective 2 was hindered due to previously described technical difficulties.  
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Once peer coaching began, no participant exhibited difficulties accessing and posting 

information to the web site due to a lack of knowledge regarding the process.   
Improvements in the peer coaching group’s post objectives could potentially be credited 

to the extra hour of in-service workshop they received.  To parse out the effects of this extra hour 

of training, participants submitted a PLEP statement, goal, and objectives for one child on their 

caseload that was developed one week following the in-service workshop.  If no IEP occurred 

following the workshop, participants revised and submitted an existing PLEP statement, goal, 

and objectives. The reading-materials group followed the same procedures described above for 

submitting a PLEP statement, goal, and objectives.  The due date for the reading-materials group 

aligned with the due date for participants attending the in-service workshop. Participants 

submitted their revisions via email or fax.   

 Web coaching.  Peer coaching group participants from the same school district were 

randomly assigned to form a dyad at the in-service workshop. A total of nine dyads were formed 
across the five school districts.  Coaching occurred on a web site developed for the purposes of 

the study.  Each dyad was assigned a private discussion forum.  The private discussion forum 
consisted of four screens each serving a different function. The first screen listed the three 
possible activities that the participant could engage.  The second screen provided the dyad with a 
chronological list of the objectives submitted by each person of the dyad. The participant simply 
clicked on the objective s/he wished to view.  Participants posted their PLEPs, goals, objectives, 
and questions and comments to Screen 3, the PLEP screen.  The peer coaching checklist was 
accessed from Screen 4.  A completed peer coaching checklist could be viewed on the PLEP 
screen below the posted PLEP statement, goal, and objectives.  See Appendix E for an example 
of each screen.  

Each member of a dyad, independent of the other dyads followed an alternating schedule 
of posting a PLEP, goal, and objectives and providing feedback.  All participants posted their 
first PLEP, goal and objectives approximately two weeks following the workshop.  By the 
Friday of the third week, each partner was to provide feedback to his/her partner using the peer 
coaching checklist.  By the fourth Friday, each participant submitted a new PLEP, goal, and 
objectives followed by feedback the next Friday.  This alternating schedule lasted two months 
and resulted in each participant submitting a total of four PLEP screens and completing four peer 
coaching checklists. The two goals posted each month targeted different speech or language 
disorders or aspects of a disorder (e.g. expressive language vs. receptive language). The posting 
frequency was chosen as an attempt to provide the participants adequate time for developing 
PLEP statements, goals, and objectives and to receive feedback.  It also was felt that bimonthly 
postings and feedback would provide sufficient support without being too time consuming and 
labor intensive. The investigator did not provide feedback to the dyads.  Verification of postings 

was documented through printouts of the PLEP screen and the peer coaching checklist.  The 
reading-materials and workshop-only groups received no contact or support during this two-

month follow-up time.  

 

Experimental Design 
 

 

 A 3 X 3 mixed group design was used to assess change in the quality of objectives 

developed.  The between groups variable included the three groups, reading-materials, 
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workshop-only, and peer coaching. The within group variable was the pre-training vs. post- 

training vs. follow-up measures of the quality of objectives.  
Using the planning of sample sizes with estimation approach (Cohen, 1992; Neter, 

Wasserman, & Kutner, 1990), a minimum sample size of 30 (10 per treatment group) was 

predicted to be sufficient to detect effects at the 95% confidence interval.  For example, with a 

predicted effect size of 1.75 SD and a sample size of 30, the confidence interval would be + 2.0.   
In a previous study of similar nature using a single subject design, Lowman (unpublished) found 

differences between groups to be at least two SD.  Based on these findings, the effect size was 

predicted to be appropriate for this new population.   

 

 

Data Collection 

 

 

Phase I: Pre-training Measurement 

 All participants submitted the PLEP statements with corresponding goals and objectives 

for three different students with at least two different disorders being targeted.  The PLEP 

statements, goals, and objectives represented ones written prior to the initiation of the study in 

each school district and were evaluated per the specified criteria.    

Phase II: Web-based Materials/In-service Workshop   

The reading-materials group reviewed the web site the same week that the workshop-

only and peer coaching groups attend the in-service workshop.  The reading-materials group 

took a knowledge test on line and the workshop-only and peer coaching groups completed the 

same knowledge test in paper-pencil form.  All participants completed the computer attitude 

survey on-line.  

Phase III:  Post-training Measure  
One week following the in-service workshop all participants submitted one PLEP 

statement, goal, and objectives that had been written after the in-service workshop or after 

reading the information on the web site.  

Phase III:  Follow-up Support: Peer Coaching    
The reading-materials group and workshop-only groups received no support during the 

two-month peer coaching phase.  Participants in the peer coaching group participated in 

coaching for two months.  During this phase, each participant posted and received feedback on 

four PLEP statements, goals, and supporting objectives. 

Phase IV:  Follow-up Measure  
All participants submitted a total of three students’ PLEP statements, goals, and 

objectives to be evaluated using described criteria.  All participants again completed the 

computer attitude survey on line.  All participants submitted the names and addresses of two 

parents who would be welling to complete a survey.  The peer coaching group completed a peer 

coaching satisfaction survey located on the web site.  
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Data Scoring 
 

 

Objectives 

 The primary dependent variable was the number of appropriate objectives developed for 
targeting speech and language deficits through the curriculum. All 49 participants submitted 

PLEP statements, goals, and objectives for three different children prior to initiation of the 

intervention and at the end of the two-month coaching phase.  The goals and objectives 

submitted targeted at least two different disorders (e.g. voice, fluency, articulation, language) or 
two different aspects of language (e.g. expressive and receptive language skills).  For example, 

goals and objectives may address articulation for Child 1, word-finding skills for Child 2, and 

written narrative development for Child 3.  The first two objectives for each child, totaling 6 

objectives per participant, were evaluated using the following criteria adapted from Notari-

Syverson and Schuster (1995) and the mandates set forth by the 1997 reauthorization of IDEA: 

1.  The objective relates to the scope and sequence of state educational mandates. 

2.  The outcome of the behavior is meaningful for improving the child’s communication skills. 

3.  The objective includes an appropriate behavior, condition, and criterion.   

Each criterion (Criterion 3 has three pieces, behavior, condition, and criterion) was scored using 
a 0, 1, or 2 rating for a total possible score of 10 per objective (see Appendix F).  The first two 

objectives of a goal per child were evaluated.  A total of 14 objectives were evaluated per 

participant– six prior to intervention, two post-intervention, and six following peer coaching.  

Hierarchical Relationship 

The PLEP statement is the foundation on which an IEP is developed.  The PLEP 

statement identifies the student’s strengths and weaknesses in the curriculum.   Goals and 

supporting objectives address the student’s weaknesses as identified in the PLEP statement.  A 

reader should be able to identify a common thread running through the PLEP statement, goals, 

and objectives.   The quality of the hierarchical relationship between the PLEP statement, goal, 

and objectives was evaluated on a scale of 0, 1, and 2 (see Appendix F).  Three PLEP statements 

were evaluated prior to intervention, one was evaluated post-intervention, and three PLEP 

statements were evaluated following peer coaching per participant. 

Knowledge Tests  

Participants completed a 10-item test after reading or hearing the training information. 

(see Appendix G)  The test served two functions.  First, it served as a measure of treatment 

fidelity to ensure that information presented on the web site was consistent with the information 

presented at the in-service workshop.  Second, it served as verification that Group 1 participants 

read the web site.    

Private Discussion Forum 

The interaction between the peer coaching dyads was assessed in four different areas.  
First, the comments/suggestions/questions posted on the PLEP screen by the participant 

submitting a PLEP were analyzed using the content analysis strategy described by Johnson and 

Montagne (1993).   Second, the comments posted on the peer coaching checklist by the partner 

providing feedback were analyzed using the same qualitative analysis format. Third, the 

accuracy of the ratings on the peer coaching checklist was assessed by comparing the scores 

posted by the peer coaches to the investigator’s scores of the same PLEP statements, goals, and 
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objectives.  Last, the number of questions asked by partners and the number of questions 

answered were summarized.  

 The comments made on the PLEP screen and the peer coaching checklists were read and 

categorized by the investigator and research assistant.  Typically, transcripts are analyzed and 

coded utterance by utterance.  After reading the comments, it was felt that the unit of analysis 

should be the topic being discussed not the individual utterance. This decision was made for 

several reasons. First, the topic of discussion, the variable of primary interest, was lost when 

utterances were coded individually.  Second, the separation of utterances decreased the accuracy 

of coding and resulted in excessive categories. Last, counting individual utterances could inflate 

the total score for each topic and lead to a misrepresentation of the number of times a specific 

topic was discussed  

Computer Use Survey  

Participants’ completed a 20-item survey that surveyed four areas:  computer use, 

computer attitude, Internet use, and chat room use (see Appendix H).   The first four questions 

surveyed computer use.  For item one, participants were given a list of possible computer usages 

and asked to check all that applied.   Participants checked the appropriate frequency range that 

summarized their computer and Internet use for items 2 - 4.  Items 5 – 20 were statements that 

the participants rated on a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being strongly disagree and 4 being 

strongly agree. Items 5 – 10 assessed participants’ attitudes towards computers and were drawn 

from Massoud’s (1991) Computer Attitude Scale.  Items 11 – 16 surveyed participants’ reasons 

for using the Internet and the perceived benefits of information gleaned from the Internet.  The 

last four items surveyed participants’ use and trust of chat rooms.  

Peer Coaching Satisfaction Survey   
At the end of the peer coaching phases, participants assigned to the peer coaching group 

completed a 17- item survey using a 4-point Likert scale.  Participants rated statements as 

strongly agree to strongly disagree.  The statements were designed to assess the perceived 

changes in participants’ objective writing skills, the quality of the private discussion forum, the 

peer coaching process, and the practicality of the computer for providing follow-up assistance 

(see Appendix I).   

Parent Perception Survey   
At the end of the follow-up phase, participants submitted the names and addresses of two 

parents welling to rate the quality of objectives.  The parent perception survey consisted of two 

activities.  First, parents were asked to rate the quality of 10 objectives on a scale from 1 – 10 

(i.e. 1 being poor quality and 10 being high quality).  The objectives were grouped according to 

the speech or language deficit being targeted.  At least one poor quality and one high quality 

objective was provided for each of the deficits illustrated.  For example, three objectives targeted 

articulation.  One objective was of poor quality, the second objective was of average quality, and 

the third objective was of high quality.  Second, parents were asked to rate on a scale of 1 – 10 

(i.e. 1 being not important and 10 being very important) the importance of five features that are 
associated with high quality objectives:  relevance, clarity, generalizability, achievability, and 

function. (see Appendix J).   
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Reliability 

 

 

Reliability of scoring the objectives and hierarchical relationship was determined through 

point-by-point response agreement between the examiner and a graduate student assistant.  The 
five criteria for evaluating the objectives and the one criterion for the hierarchical relationship 
were compared individually between raters.  Reliability was based on the percentage of 
agreements for each criterion. The examiner trained the graduate assistant to use the objective 
criteria prior to beginning the study. Examples of PLEP statements, goals, and objectives were 
utilized for training.  Examples and nonexamples of appropriate coding and coding decisions 

were maintained in a log.  The assistant was considered competent to code objectives and the 
hierarchical relationship independently once the interjudge reliability level reached 90% 
agreement on 20 practice objectives.  Interjudge reliability was computed during each phase of 
the data collection process.  For each phase, a minimum level of 90% inter-rater agreement on 
25% of the objectives selected randomly from the total objectives was maintained.   

Reliability for the categorization of feedback and comments made on the discussion 

boards will be judged using the same point-by-point response agreement format.   A 90% 
interjudge agreement percentage was considered excellent.  An overall Kappa coefficient will be 
calculated to factor out the probability of chance agreement.  A Kappa coefficient equal to or 
greater than .60 is considered good (Bakeman & Gottman, 1997). 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

RESULTS 

 

 

Reliability 

 

 

The investigator trained the graduate assistant to use the objective scoring criteria prior to 

the start of the study using example objectives.  Examples and nonexamples of appropriate 
coding and coding decisions were maintained in a log that guided the scoring process. All 
disagreements in scoring were discussed until a consensus was reached between the investigator 
and graduate assistant.  Reliability for the objectives was determined by calculating point-by-
point response agreement between the examiner and the graduate student assistant on the five 
criteria for all objectives submitted at each measurement interval for a randomly selected number 
of participants. For example, a reliability of 100% at pre-training indicates the investigator and 
graduate assistant agreed on all five criteria for 6 objectives.  Reliability for the objectives was 
calculated for 47% of the participants submitting objectives prior to training, for 41% of the 
participants submitting objectives post-training, and for 37% of the participants submitting 
objectives at follow-up.  The average interjudge agreement for the objectives evaluated at each 
of the three measurement intervals was as follows:  Pre-training - 92.2% (range 76.7%-100%), 
Post-training – 97% (range 80%-100%), and Follow-up – 93.1% (range 76.7%-100%).  
Individual Kappa coefficients were computed for each of the participants’ objectives that were 
included in the point-by-point reliability analysis.   From the individual participant Kappa 
coefficients an average Kappa coefficient was computed for each measurement interval.  The 
average Kappa coefficients were as follows:  Pre-training - .88 (range .60 -1.0), Post-training – 

.93 (range .60 - 1.0), Follow-up – .86 (range .6 - 1.0).   The average Kappa coefficient at each 
measurement interval was above the desired .60.   

Reliability for the hierarchical relationship was computed by averaging the interjudge 

reliability across objectives submitted by participant at each measurement interval. The average 
interjudge agreement for the hierarchical relationship at each measurement interval was as 
follows:  Pre-training – 75% (33% – 100%), Post-training – 80% (0% -100%), and Follow-up – 
77% (33% – 100%).   The low agreement was attributed to a small denominator.  For example, at 
post-training only one hierarchical score was obtained per participant.  The same procedures 

described previously were used to compute Kappa coefficients for the hierarchical relationship at 
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each measurement interval.  The average Kappa coefficients were as follows:  Pre-training – .60 

(range 0 – 1.0), Post-training - .81 (range 0 – 1.0), and Follow-up - .61 (range 0 – 1.0).   The 

average Kappa coefficient at each measurement interval was at or above the desired .60.  

Reliability for the categorization of topics on the peer coaching checklist and comments 

box of the PLEP screen were estimated using the same point-by-point response agreement 

formula. The investigator and graduate student independently read 25% of the peer coaching 

checklist and comment boxes and identified reoccurring topics.  The investigator and graduate 

student discussed each topic until consensus was reached regarding the 27 topics coded.  

Examples and nonexamples of the 27 topics and coding decisions were maintained in a log that 

guided the scoring process. Interjudge reliability averaged 97.5% (57.1% – 100%) for the peer 

coaching checklist and averaged 91.6% (66% – 100%) for the comments box.   
 
 

Participant Characteristics 
 
 

 A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine if differences 

existed among the participant characteristics of the three groups. Table 1 provides the means and 

standard deviations for the nine characteristics.  A significant group difference was found for the 

number of years participants had worked in the schools as a speech-language pathologist, 

F(2,48) = 5.51, p = .007.  Post hoc analysis revealed that the reading-materials group had more 

years experience working in the schools than the peer coaching group (p = .006).  A Kruskal-

Wallis One Way ANOVA on Ranks revealed a significant difference between the groups for the 

number of hours each week reported developing IEPs, H(2) = 20.26, p < .001.  Post hoc analysis 

(Dunn’s Method) revealed that the workshop-only and peer coaching groups spent more hours a 

week developing IEPs than the reading materials group (p < .05).  
 
 

Objectives 
 
 

A 2-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with one between group factor and one repeated 

measures factor was performed.  Group assignment (reading-materials, workshop-only, peer 

coaching) served as the between-subjects factor.  The individual group means at each of the three 
measurement intervals (pre-training, post-training, follow-up) served as the repeated measures 
factor. The dependent variable for each analysis was the mean score on the objectives submitted 
(maximum score = 10, 2 points per criterion).  An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical 
tests.  All post hoc analyses were conducted using a Tukey test, because it is a fairly 
conservative post hoc comparison test (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974).  The conventional 
cutoffs of .01, .06 and .14 for small, medium, and large η2 were used to assess effect sizes for the 

partial η2.  It is noted that these cutoffs are considered too large for partial η2, however, no clear 

cutoffs currently exist for partial η2 (Green & Salkind, 2003). 

 Table 2 presents the mean scores and standard deviations by group for the total objective 
score and the five individual scoring criteria at each of the three measurement intervals. The  
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Table 2       

 

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for the Total Objective Score and the Five Scoring Criteria by Group at Each Measurement Interval  

 

Scores by criteria and time (possible 

score range) 

Reading materials group 

Mean (SD) 

Workshop only group 

Mean (SD) 

Peer coaching group 

Mean (SD) 

Total objective score (0 – 10)    

  Pre- training 4.29 (1.05) 5.08 (1.37) 4.36 (1.40) 

  Post training 5.18 (2.73) 7.56 (2.26) 7.83 (2.11) 

  Follow-up 4.81 (1.77) 6.45 (1.86) 7.40 (1.77) 

Supports Curriculum  (0 – 2)    

  Pre- training 0.36 (0.28) 0.49 (0.36) 0.55 (0.40) 

  Post training 0.71 (0.64) 1.47 (0.72) 1.59 (0.48) 

  Follow-up 0.73 (0.48) 0.94 (0.59) 1.34 (0.53) 

Meaningful Behavior (0 –2)    

  Pre- training 0.92 (0.33) 1.15 (0.40) 0.85 (0.37) 

  Post training 1.04 (0.72) 1.50 (0.64) 1.50 (0.54) 

  Follow-up 1.10 (0.35) 1.38 (0.35) 1.44 (0.34) 

Measurable Behavior  (0 – 2)    

  Pre- training 1.62 (0.30) 1.76 (0.32) 1.45 (0.44) 

  Post training 1.64 (0.66) 1.88 (0.38) 1.81 (0.43) 

  Follow-up 1.69 (0.33) 1.76 (0.29) 1.87 (0.19) 

Condition (0 – 2)    

  Pre- training 0.46 (0.51) 0.67 (0.45) 0.46 (0.39) 

  Post training 0.86 (0.77) 1.32 (0.81) 1.64 (0.59) 

  Follow-up 0.63 (0.50) 1.10 (0.65) 1.36 (0.65) 

Criterion (0 – 2)    

  Pre- training 0.96 (0.26) 1.04 (0.52) 0.86 (0.48) 

  Post training 0.93 (0.70) 1.38 (0.65) 1.33 (0.59) 

  Follow-up 1.13 (0.63) 1.27 (0.44) 1.52 (0.43) 
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ANOVA for the total score revealed a significant main effect of group, F(2,46) = 6.97, p = .002, 

partial η2 = .23 and of time, F(2, 45) = 23.45, p < .001, partial η2 = .51.  There also was a 
significant time by group interaction, F(4, 90) = 3.47, p < .011, partial η2 = .13.  According to 

Kirk (1982) findings suggest that the main effects of group and time explained 23% and 51% of 

the variance respectively when the other variables were partialed out.  The interaction between 

group and time accounted for 13% of the variance.   All three effects were considered large 

based on the previously mentioned cutoffs. 

 Table 3 provides a summary of the pair wise comparisons for group, time, and time by 

group effects for the total objectives score.  Post-hoc paired comparisons with Tukey correction 

were used to identify the specific contrasts among the groups.  The tests revealed that the 

workshop-only group and peer coaching group wrote significantly higher quality objectives 

compared to the reading-materials group, p = .009 and p = .003, respectively. No significant 

difference existed between the quality of objectives developed by the workshop-only group and 

the peer coaching group, p = .94. To isolate the effects of time, a 3 X 3 two-way ANOVA 
without repeated measures was conducted. Group assignment and time were fixed factors in the 

analysis.  Post-hoc paired comparisons between the three measurement intervals with Tukey 

correction revealed a significant improvement in the quality of objectives developed from pre-

training to post-training, p = .001 and from pre-training to follow-up, p = .001.  However, the 

post-training measure did not differ significantly from the follow-up measure, p = .21.  No 
significant difference was found between the three groups at the pre-training measure, F(2, 48) = 

1.66, p =.201.  A significant difference was found between groups at the post-training measure, 

F(2, 48) = 5.80, p = .006, and at the follow-up measure, F(2, 48) = 8.27, p = .001.  Significant 

improvements in the quality of objectives developed by the workshop-only group and the peer 

coaching group compared to the reading-materials group were found at post-training, p = .03, p = 

.01, respectively, and at follow-up, p = .05, p = .001, respectively.  No difference existed 
between the quality of objectives developed by the workshop-only and peer coaching groups at 

any of the three measurement intervals. 

 This pattern of results is readily evident in Figure 1.  The groups did not differ at pre-

training (means ranged from 4.29 to 5.08).  The interaction effect is evident as the workshop-

only and peer coaching groups showed greater improvement (M = 7.56 and 7.83, respectively) 

than the reading-materials group (M = 5.2) at post-training.  The post-training vs. follow-up 
performance did not differ significantly. 

Individual Scoring Criteria   
A 2-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with one between groups factor and one 

repeated measures factor was performed for each of the five scoring criteria. The dependent 

variable for each analysis was the group’s total mean score for the specific scoring criteria being 

analyzed.  An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests.   

 Table 4 provides a summary of the pair wise comparisons for group, time, and time by 

group effects for the first criterion; the objective aligns with the curriculum. A two-way ANOVA 

revealed significant effects for time, F(2, 44) = 37.51, p < .001, partial η2 = .63, group, F(2, 45) 
= 10.58, p < .001, partial η2 = .32, and time by group interaction, F(4, 88) = 2.90, p = .03, partial 

η2 = .12.  All three effects were large using the cutoff of .14 that is considered conservative for  
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Table 3 

Pair Wise Comparison for Group Effect, Time Effect, and Group at Time for Total Objective 
Score 

Comparisons Significance Mean difference 

Group   

Reading-materials   vs.   Workshop-only 

                                      Peer coaching 

  0.009** 

  0.003** 

-1.67 

-1.76 

Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching                0.937 -0.17 

   

Time   

Pre-training             vs.   Post-training 

                                      Follow-up 

   0.001** 

   0.001** 

-2.39 

-1.74 
Post-training           vs.   Follow-up        0.208              0.65 

   

Time by Group    

Pre-training         

      Reading-materials vs.   Workshop-only 

                                           Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

       0.290 

       0.989 

       0.313 

 

- 0.80 

- 0.07 

             0.72 

Post-training 

      Reading-materials vs.   Workshop-only 

                                           Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

       0.027* 

       0.011* 

       0.942 

 

-2.38 

-2.65 

-0.27 

Follow-up 

      Reading-materials vs.   Workshop-only 

                                           Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

       0.049*   

   0.001** 

       0.303 

 

-1.64 

-2.60 

-0.95 

 *  p<.05  ** p<.01 

 

 

 

 

the partial η2.    Post hoc comparisons revealed that the objectives developed by the workshop-

only group and peer coaching group were more likely to align with the curriculum than the 

objectives written by the reading-materials group, p = .01 and p = .001, respectively.  No 

difference existed between the workshop-only and peer coaching groups, p = .23.  To isolate the 
effects of time, a 3 X 3 two-way ANOVA without repeated measures was conducted.  Group 

assignment and time were fixed factors in the analysis.  Post-hoc paired comparisons between 

the three measurement intervals with Tukey correction revealed a significant improvement in the 

quality of objectives developed from pre-training to post-training, p = .001, from pre-training to 

follow-up, p = .001, and from post-training to follow-up, p = .044.  A one-way ANOVA was 
performed to ascertain differences between the groups at each measurement interval.  Post hoc 

comparisons revealed no significant difference between the three groups at the pre-training  
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Table 4 

Pair Wise Comparison for Group Effect, Time Effect, and Group at Time for Aligns with 

Curriculum Score 

Comparisons Significance Mean difference 

Group   

Reading-materials   vs.   Workshop-only 

                                        Peer coaching 

 0.013* 

   0.001** 

-0.37 

-0.56 

Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching                 0.23 -0.19 

   

Time   

Pre-training             vs.   Post-training 

                                       Follow-up 

   0.001** 

   0.001** 

-0.82 

-0.56 
Post-training           vs.   Follow-up        0.044*              0.25 

   

Time by Group    

Pre-training         

      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 

                                            Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

       0.581 

0.302 

0.861 

 

-0.13 

-0.20 

-0.06 

Post-training 

      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 

                                            Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

   0.004** 

   0.001** 

       0.913 

 

-0.76 

-0.84 

-0.08 

Follow-up 

      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 

                                            Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

       0.510 

       0.005** 

       0.063 

 

-0.22 

-0.63 

-0.42 

*p<.05  ** p<.01 

 

 

 

 

measure.  The workshop-only and peer coaching groups demonstrated significant improvement 

compared to the reading-materials group, p = .004 and .001, respectively.  No difference existed 
between the workshop-only and peer coaching groups at the post-training measure, p = .91.  At 

follow-up, a significant difference was only found between the reading-materials group and the 

peer coaching group, p = .005.   

 For the objective aligns with the curriculum criterion, no differences existed among 

groups at the pre-training measures (means ranged from .36 to .55).  The interaction effect is 
evident as the workshop-only and peer coaching groups showed greater improvement (M = 1.47 

and 1.59, respectively) than the reading-materials group (M = .71) at post-training.  The peer 

coaching group (M = 1.34) maintained a higher score compared to the reading-materials group 

(M = .73) at follow-up. 

 The ability of the participants to identify behaviors that resulted in meaningful 

communication outcomes was the second individual scoring criterion analyzed. Table 5 provides 
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a summary of the pair wise comparisons for group, time, and time by group effects.  The 3 X 3 

ANOVA with repeated measures revealed significant effects for time, F(2, 45) = 16.02, p = .001, 
partial η2 = .42, group, F(2, 46) = 4.68, p = .01, partial η2 = .17, and time by group interaction, 

F(4, 90) = 2.50, p = .05, partial η2 = .10.  All three effects could be considered large given that 

the cutoff of .14 is considered high for the partial η2.  The workshop-only group identified 

behaviors that resulted in meaningful communication compared to the reading-materials group,  

p = .01.  No significant difference was found between the reading-materials group and the peer 

coaching group, p = .07 or the workshop-only group and the peer coaching group, p = .74.  Post 

hoc analysis of a 3 X 3 ANOVA without repeated measures indicated a significant difference 

 

 

 

 

Table 5 

Pair Wise Comparison for Group Effect, Time Effect, and Group at Time for Meaningful 

Outcome Score 

Type of Effect Significance Mean difference 

Group   

Reading-materials   vs.   Workshop-only 
                                        Peer coaching 

  0.013* 
0.068 

-0.33 
-0.25 

Workshop-only       vs.    Peer coaching         0.735 0.08 
   

Time   

Pre-training             vs.    Post-training 
                                        Follow-up 

    0.001** 
    0.001** 

-0.39 
-0.35 

Post-training           vs.    Follow-up        0.886             0.04 
   

Time by Group    

Pre-training         
      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 
                                            Peer coaching 
     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 
 0.207 
 0.876 
 0.058 

 

           -0.23 
0.06 
0.30 

Post-training 
      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 
                                            Peer coaching 
     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

 0.113 
 0.107 
 1.000 

 

-0.46 
-0.46 
 0.00 

Follow-up 
      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 
                                            Peer coaching 
     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 
        0.068 
        0.019* 
        0.859 

 

-0.29 
-0.35 
-0.06 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

between the scores at pre-training and post-training (p = .001) and pre-training and follow-up 
(p = .001).  The difference was not significant from post-training to follow-up, p = .87.  Post hoc 

analysis of a one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences among the three groups at 



 

 

 

27

pre-training and post-training.  A significant difference was only found between the reading-

materials group and the peer coaching group in the identification of a meaningful communication 
behavior at follow-up, p = .02. 

 The interaction effect is not evident until follow-up for the objective results in 

meaningful communication criterion.  The groups did not differ at pre-training (means ranged 

from .92 to 1.15) and post-training (means ranged from 1.04 to 1.50).  The interaction effect is 
evident by the peer coaching group’s score (M = 1.44) that remained higher than the reading-

materials group’s score (M = 1.10) at follow-up.   

The third scoring criterion analyzed was the identification of a measurable behavior.  

Significant effects for time, F(2,45) = 3.24, p = .04, partial η2 = .13, and time by group 

interaction, F(4,90) = 2.53, p = .05, partial η2 = .17 were found using a two-way ANOVA. The 

effects for time and the interaction were considered large.   No significant differences existed 
between the groups, F(2, 46) = 1.01, p = .37, partial η2 = .04.  The effect for group is at 

minimum a medium effect when using the cutoff of .06 that is considered high for the partial η2.  

A 3 X 3 ANOVA without repeated measures revealed no significant effect for time, F(2, 147) = 

1.542,    p = .218, partial η2 = .022, and time by group, F(4, 147) = 1.525, p = .198, partial η2 = 

.042.  The effects for time and time by group are at or near a medium effect when using the 
cutoff of .06 that is considered high for the partial η2. These findings were supported by a one-

way ANOVA that found no group differences at each measurement interval.  Although an 
interaction effect was found, the conservative nature of the Tukey post hoc analyses was unable 
to identify the specific group by time interactions.  
 The inclusion of a condition was the fourth criterion analyzed. Table 6 provides a 
summary of the pair wise comparisons for group, time, and time by group effects.  A two-way 
ANOVA revealed significant effects for time, F(2, 45) = 26.64, p = .001, partial η2 = .54, group 

F(2, 46) = 5.85, p = .01, partial η2 = .20, and time by group interaction, F(4, 90) = 3.19, p = .02, 

partial η2 = .12.  Large effects were found for group, time, and time by group interaction.  Tukey 

post hoc comparisons reveal that the workshop-only group and peer coaching group scored 
higher on the inclusion of a condition than the reading-materials group, p = .04, and p = .01, 

respectively.  No difference existed between the workshop-only group and peer coaching group, 
p = .67.   A post hoc analysis of a 3 X 3 ANOVA without repeated measures revealed significant 

differences from pre-training to post-training (p = .001) and from pre-training to follow-up (p = 

.001).  No significant difference was demonstrated from post-training to follow-up (p = .104).   

Post hoc analysis of a one-way ANOVA indicated no significant differences among the groups at 
pre-training.  A significant difference was only found between the reading-materials group and 
peer coaching group at post-training (p = .011) and at follow-up (p = .003). 

 The interaction effect the objective includes a condition criterion mirrors that of the total 
objective scores.  The groups did not differ at pre-training (means ranged from .46 - .67).  The 
interaction effect is evident as the workshop-only and peer coaching groups showed greater 
improvement (M = 1.32 and 1.64, respectively) than the reading –materials group (M = .86) at 

post-training.  The post-training vs. follow-up performance did not differ significantly.   
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Table 6 

Pair Wise Comparison for Group Effect, Time Effect, and Group at Time for Includes a 

Condition Score 

Type of Effect Significance Mean difference 

Group   

Reading-materials   vs.   Workshop-only 

                                        Peer coaching 

0.043* 

0.005* 

 -0.38 

 -0.50 

Workshop-only       vs.    Peer coaching               0.668  -0.12 

   

Time   

Pre-training             vs.    Post-training 

                                        Follow-up 

 0.001** 

 0.001** 

 -0.77 

 -0.52 
Post-training            vs.   Follow-up       0.104              0.24 

   

Time by Group    

Pre-training         

      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 

                                            Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

      0.429 

      1.000 

      0.378 

 

 -0.20 

             0.00 

             0.20 

Post-training 

      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 

                                            Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

      0.186 

      0.011* 

      0.409 

 

 -0.47 

 -0.78 

 -0.32 

Follow-up 

      Reading-materials  vs.  Workshop-only 

                                            Peer coaching 

     Workshop-only       vs.   Peer coaching 

 

      0.081 

 0.003** 

      0.411 

 

 -0.47 

 -0.73 

 -0.26 

*p<.05  ** p<.01 

 

 

 

 

 Table 7 provides a summary of the pair wise comparisons for time effects for the last 

criterion, objectives includes a criterion. A two-way ANOVA with repeated measures revealed a 

significant effect for time, F(2,45) = 9.70, p < .001 partial η2 = .30, and time by group 

interaction, F(4,90) = 2.51, p = .05, partial η2 = .10 but not for group, F(2, 46) = 1.61, p = .21 

partial η2 = .07. The effects for time and potentially time by group can be considered large when 

using the cutoff of .14 that is considered high for the partial η2.   A 3 x 3 ANOVA without 
repeated measures indicated a significant improvement from pre-training to post-training  

(p = .03) and from pre-training to post-training (p = .002) but not from post-training to follow-up 

(p = .70).  No significant differences existed among the groups at each measurement interval as 

indicated by post hoc analysis of a one-way ANOVA.  The specific time by group interaction 

effect could not be identified by the conservative post hoc analyses. 
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Table 7 

Pair Wise Comparison for Time Effect for Includes a Criterion Score 

Type of Effect Significance Mean difference 

Time   
Pre-training             vs.   Post-training 

                                       Follow-up 

0.027* 

  0.002** 

-0.28 

-0.37 

Post-training           vs.    Follow-up       0.700             -0.09 

*p<.05  ** p<.01 
 
 
 
 

Hierarchical Relationship between PLEP Statement, Goal, and Objectives 

 

 

 Two different analyses were performed to assess changes in the hierarchical relationship.  
Each hierarchical relationship was scored using a 0, 1, or 2 rating.  A 2-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) with one between group factor and one repeated measures factor was performed.  

Group assignment served as the between-subjects factor.  The individual group means at two 

measurement intervals (pre-training and follow-up) served as the repeated measures factor. The 

dependent variable for the analysis was the group’s total mean score of the hierarchical 

relationship for the three IEPs submitted at pre-training and at follow-up.  The post-training 
measure was not included because participants submitted only one IEP thus an average could not 

be computed.  Table 8 presents means and standard deviations for the three groups at pre-

training and follow-up.  The relationship between the PLEP statement, goal, and objectives were 

rated on a scale of 0, 1, or 2.  The 3 X 2 ANOVA revealed a significant effect for time, F(1, 46) 

= 14.03, p = .001, partial η2 = .23, but not for group, F(2, 46) = 1.75, p = .185, partial η2 = .07, or 

for time by group interaction, F(2, 46) = .03, p = .97, partial η2 = .00.  Large effects were 
observed for time and at minimum medium effects for group.  However, no effects were found 

for the time by group interaction. 

 

 

 

 

Table 8 

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for the Hierarchical Relationship Among the PLEP 

Statement, Goal, and Objectives by Group  
 

Measurement interval 
(score range 0 -2) 

Reading-materials 
group 

Mean (SD) 

Workshop-only group 
Mean (SD) 

Peer coaching group 
Mean (SD) 

  Pre- training          0.43 (0.49) 0.65 (0.57) 0.69 (0.46) 
  Follow-up  0.83 (0.55) 1.00 (0.57) 1.07 (0.53) 
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Private Discussion Forums 

 

 

 The interaction between the peer coaching dyads was assessed in four different areas.  

First, the comments posted on the peer coaching checklist by the partner providing feedback 
were analyzed using the context analysis described by Johnson and Montagne (1993). Second, 
the comments/suggestions/questions posted on the PLEP screen by the partner submitting a 

PLEP were analyzed using the same qualitative analysis.   Third, the number of questions posed 
by partners was calculated along with the number of questions receiving a response from the 

partner. Fourth, the accuracy of the ratings on the peer coaching checklist was assessed by 

comparing the scores posted by the peer coaches to the investigator’s scores of the same PLEP 

statements, goals, and objectives.    

Peer Coaching Checklist Comments  

Table 9 presents the nine categories identified from the peer coaching checklists in 
frequency of occurrence with examples of comments and interjudge agreement.  The broad 

categories of praise, corrective feedback, and study related were subdivided into specific 

categories to better capture the topic of the comment.  Therefore, comments were categorized 

into 27 categories.  A total of 281 comments were made in the 69 peer coaching checklists 

analyzed.  Three peer coaching checklists were posted but lost due to technological difficulties.  

 Praise was the most frequently occurring comment followed by comments of corrective 

feedback, accounting for 47% and 36% of the total comments, respectively.  Nonspecific praise 

comments accounted for 27% of all comments; in comparison, few nonspecific corrective 

feedback comments were made (2.5%). Specific feedback comments accounted for the majority 

of comments across all 27 categories (29% for corrective and 20% for praise). Participants 

offered almost equal numbers of praise (10.3%) and corrective feedback (10%) comments 

specific to the PLEP statement. 
The corrective feedback category was divided into two forms of comments (see Table 

10). Participants identified a problem but did not provide a solution or participants identified a 

problem and provided a solution.   Analysis of all specific corrective feedback comments 

revealed that 48% of the comments only identified the problem whereas 52% of the comments 

identified the problem and provided a solution. When a problem was identified, participants were 

more likely to provide a solution to correct the PLEP statement (82%).  Participants provided 

solutions for correcting problems with the condition (63%) and curriculum (60%) almost 

equally.  

Participants never corrected the objective to focus on whether the objective resulted in 

meaningful communication (0%).       

 Six percent of the comments related to the study itself.  Comments related to difficulties 
encountered when submitting information to the website accounted for 2.5% of the study related 

comments. Comments relating to technological difficulties were more prevalent with the first 

school district where technological difficulties were first identified and corrected.  However, 

participants in all five school districts made comments regarding technological difficulties in 

submitting the PLEP screen or the peer coaching checklist.  Comments updating the partner on 

submission deadlines or explaining why feedback was tardy accounted for less then 2% of the 

total comments made.  Participants periodically (5.0%) commented about their evolving goal 

writing skills.  Such comments addressed the difficulty or ease of writing curriculum-based 
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Table 9 

Percentage of Occurrence of Each Topic on the Comments Sections of the Peer Coaching Checklist with an Example of the Type of 

Utterance Representative of Each Topic and Interrater Agreement.  
 

Topic of feedback Examples Percentage of occurrence 
(raw total) 

Interrater 
agreement 

Praise    46.98 (132) 96.21% 
      Nonspecific “Good”,  “Great job”,  “Very clear and to the 

point”. 
               27.05  

 
96.05% 

      Specific to PLEP statement “You did a nice job depicting her improvement 
with vowels, segmenting and tracking changes 
in complex words.” 

10.32 (29) 100% 

      Specific to behavior “Your objectives are observable and 
measurable.  I can picture…” 

  3.56 (10) 100% 

      Specific to condition “You stated that the behaviors would be in 
small group speech activities.” 

1.07 (3) 100% 

      Specific to criterion “Accuracy was good.”  1.07 (3) 100% 
      Specific to curriculum “You show how his impairment affects the 

classroom.” 
 1.07 (3) 66.67% 

      Specific to enhances communication “Correction of error production enhances 
communication.” 

 1.78 (5) 80% 

      Specific to hierarchical relationship  “Your objectives tie in nicely with your goal.”  1.07 (3) 100% 
 

Corrective Feedback     35.59 (100) 95.00% 
      Nonspecific “I suggest incorporating PLEP weaknesses in 

priority educational needs.” 
 2.49 (7) 100% 

      Specific to PLEP statement “Strengths relate to testing and small group 
therapy not the classroom.” 

  9.96 (28) 100% 

      Specific to behavior “That is too many behaviors listed in one 
objective.” 

  5.34 (15) 100% 

      Specific to condition “During classroom discussions is generic.  What 
are they discussing?” 

  4.63 (13) 92.31% 

      Specific to criterion “You stated the accuracy but not duration.” 2.14 (6) 100% 
      Specific to curriculum “I would add ‘Given a situation” line to make it 

more curricular…like During show and tell…”  
1.78 (5) 80% 

Topic of feedback Examples Percentage of occurrence Interrater 
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(raw total) agreement 
Corrective feedback cont.    
      Specific to enhances communication “Objectives are functional but do not explain 

the purpose.” 
2.49 (7) 100% 

      Specific to hierarchical relationship  “The objectives do not address the behavior 
stated in the annual goal.” 

2.49 (7) 57.14% 

      Uncertainty about correct solution “I don’t really know.”   
“This is a challenge for me let’s talk about it.” 

1.78 (5) 100% 

      Apprehension about giving feedback “Please don’t take any criticism to offensively.” 2.14 (6) 100% 
      Unclear feedback 
 

“It works.”   0.004 (1) 100% 

Study Related    6.05 (17) 94.12% 
      Technology Problems “I’m praying that this works.” 

“I found out that I was getting kicked off 
because…” 

2.49 (7) 100% 

      Benefits of participation in study “It’s great applying what was presented at the 
in-service.” 
“I’m glad we’re doing this –we’ll improve our 
goals.” 

1.78 (5) 80% 

      Submission deadlines  “Sorry my feedback was late. My child was 
sick.” 
“Do I owe you another one?” 

1.78 (5) 100% 

Evolution of objective writing skills “I have really tried to write objectives a little 
differently now. I don’t use the goal bank as 
much.” 
“This is getting easier.” 

  4.98 (14) 92.86% 

Social “Have a Happy Thanksgiving?” 
“Hang in there school’s almost out.” 

  3.56 (10) 100% 

Information about child “I worked with a child with similar problems.” 1.78 (5) 100% 
Work related “Are you attending the inservice?” 

“Do you service any children in the classroom?” 
1.07 (3) 100% 

Miscellaneous “Check your spelling.”   0.007 (2) 100% 
Total   281 comments 97.51% 
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Table 10 

Frequency of Occurrence When the Peer Reviewer Identified a Problem and Provided a Solution  

Topic of Feedback Identified problem and 

provided solution 

Total 

Specific to PLEP 82% (23) 28 
Specific to behavior 47% (7) 15 

Specific to condition 63% (5) 13 

Specific to criterion 33% (2)  6 

Specific to curriculum 60% (3)  5 

Specific to enhances communication  0% (0)  7 

Specific to hierarchical relationship  29% (2)  7 

Total  81 

 

 

 

 

objectives and participants’ perceptions of good objective writing behaviors that were replacing 

poor writing behaviors. Comments that could be considered unrelated to the study (i.e. social, 
work related, and miscellaneous) constituted 5.3% of the total comments.    

Comments Posted to PLEP Screen  
Table 11 states the nine topics identified from the reflection box on the PLEP screen.  

The reflection box provided the participant submitting a PLEP an opportunity to reflect on the 

development of their skills, pose questions to their peer coach, or make comments.  Of the 72 

PLEP screens posted, 17 participants did not post comments to the reflection box.  The system 

was designed so that participants were required to post a comment to the Reflection box to 

submit the document.  However, problems with the programming allowed participants to submit 

the PLEP screen without a reflection on occasion.  Sixty- seven comments were identified from 

the 55 reflection boxes reviewed.  A quarter of the comments related to the submission of 

objectives or feedback.  Comments regarding technological problems encountered when 

submitting the PLEP screen or comments related to the changes occurring in participants 

objective writing skills accounted for 13% of the comments each.  Social comments accounted 

for 12% of the comments each. Requests for feedback were evenly divided between a general 

request (9%) and a request related to a specific topic (9%).  Information about the child for 

whom the PLEP was written accounted for 9% of the comments.  Less than 10% of the 

comments discussed the curriculum, stated benefits of participation in the study, or discussed 

work-related issues.   

 Questions Asked and Answered  
Because peer coaching should represent a dialogue between two people, descriptive data 

were gathered to assess the number of times the participant responded to a question posed by 

their peer.  The question could be posted on the PLEP screen or the peer coaching checklist.  

Peer partners answered 46% of the 13 questions posed.   

Investigator vs. Peers’ Ratings  
Table 12 provides means and standard deviations by question for the peer coaches’ 

average ratings’ and the investigator’s ratings on the peer coaching checklist.  An independent 
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Table 11 

Examples of the Type of Topics Posted to the Reflection Section of the PLEP Screen with Percentage of Occurrence of Each Topic  
 

Topic of feedback Examples Percentage of occurrence (total) 

Submission of objectives or feedback “I have submitted 3 PLEPs.” 
“Sorry my feedback wasn’t so great. I had a head cold and 
couldn’t concentrate.” 

 25.4% (17) 

Technology Problems “I found out I was being kicked off for taking too long.” “I 
really hope this goes through.” 

                    13.4% (9) 

Evolution of objective writing skills “This was very difficult mostly because I have to think on a 
different level.” 
“I find myself not using so many of the ones in the goal bank 
and doing more of them manually now.  It takes longer but they 
seem more appropriate!” 

                    13.4% (9) 

Social “Hope you are doing well. Talk with you soon.”                     12.0%  (8) 
Desire for feedback                   
         General request “Any suggestions for goals would be greatly appreciated.” 

 
                      9.0%  (6) 

         Feedback on specific topic “I’m saying that she will answer questions (in the goal), then 
I’m saying that she will state or name something. I think it 
works because…What do you think?” 
“Is my goal specific enuf re: when, where, what?” 

                      9.0%  (6) 

Information about child “This child is receiving O.T., SLD, and S/L on consultative 
basis in regular classroom.” 

                      9.0%  (6) 

Comments about writing goals to support 
the curriculum 

“This was rather difficult because a preschooler’s curriculum 
has to do with manipulating things…the regular SSS don’t 
apply to preschool.” 

  4.5% (3) 

Benefits of participation in study “I think I am writing better goals and objectives because of it 
(participation in the study).” 
“This is a great way to learn.” 

                       3.0% (2) 

Work related “Did you receive the email from…?”     1.5% (1) 
Total    67 comments 
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Table 12 

Means and (Standard Deviations) of Peer Coaches’ Ratings and Investigator’s Ratings on the 

Peer coaching Checklist  

Peer coaching checklist questions (0- 2 score range) Peer coaches’ 

ratings 

Investigator’s 

ratings 

1.  Does the PLEP state the student’s strengths in the 

general education curriculum? 

1.83 (0.97) 0.97 (0.56) 

2.  Does the PLEP state how the student’s disability 
affects involvement and progress in the general education 
curriculum? 

1.86 (0.20) 1.67 (0.45) 

3.  Does the PLEP state the student’s priority educational 
needs within the general curriculum? 

1.80 (0.27) 1.19 (0.35) 

4.  Does the annual goal address the stated priority 
educational need through the general education 
curriculum? 

1.83 (0.36) 1.39 (0.44) 

5.  Do the objectives include an appropriate behavior? 1.92 (0.21) 1.78 (0.35) 
6.  Do the objectives include an appropriate condition? 1.80 (0.28) 1.16 (0.65) 
7. Do the objectives include an appropriate criterion for 
measuring the behavior? 

1.90 (0.20) 1.14 (0.76) 

8.  Do the objectives address the stated priority 
educational need through the general education 
curriculum? 

1.81 (0.30) 1.10 (0.50) 

9. Do the objectives target behaviors that will enhance 
the student’s communication within the classroom? 

1.91 (0.16) 1.31 (0.46) 

10.  Are objectives written for all the behaviors necessary 
for meeting the goal? 

1.90 (0.23) 1.20 (0.40) 

          Total (0 – 20 score range)                                               18.48 (1.80)     12.90 (2.91) 
 

 

 

 

samples t-test comparing the peer coaches’ group mean score to the mean score of the 
investigator on the peer coaching checklists revealed a significant difference in the total checklist 
score, t(34) = 7.01, p = .001.  Analysis of the individual questions revealed a significant 

difference in the scores assigned for Question 1 – identifying students strength in the curriculum, 
t(34) = 5.92, p = .001, Question 3 – stating a priority educational need, t(34) = 5.93, p = .001, 
Question 4 – the goal relates to the curriculum, t(34) = 3.26, p = .003, Question 6 – inclusion of a 
condition, t(34) = 4.07, p = .001, Question 7 – inclusion of an appropriate criterion, t(34) = 4.03, 

p = .001, Question 8 – objective relates to the curriculum t(34) = 5.23, p = .001, Question 9 – 
behavior enhances communication, t(34) = 5.28, p = .001, and Question 10 – the objectives 
support the attainment of the goal, t(34) = 6.91, p = .001.  A review of the means for the 10 
individual questions and the total score reveals that the investigator consistently scored each 
question lower than the peer coach resulting in a lower total checklist score on average.  
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Knowledge Test 
 

 

Mean scores among the reading-materials group (M = 94.3, SD = 7.7), workshop-only group (M 

= 90, SD = 12.3) and peer coaching group (M = 91, SD = 10.79) did not differ greatly, however, 

there was great variance in the individual scores among the three groups.  A one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) revealed no significant differences between the test scores of the three 

groups, F(2,48) = .743, p = .48.   
 

 

Peer Coaching Satisfaction Survey 
 

 

Means and standard deviations for participants’ responses by question on the peer 

coaching satisfaction survey are shown in Table 13. The reading-materials-group and the 
workshop-only group did not complete a survey because they did not participate in peer 
coaching.  

 A 4- point Likert scale was used with 4 being strongly agree and 1 being strongly 

disagree.  Overall, participants felt participation in the study improved their goal and objective 
writing skills (Question 1 - M = 3.61, SD = 0.50).  Participants felt they were now better able to 

identify a student’s communication deficits in the curriculum (Question 2 - M = 3.33, SD = 0.59) 
and to write objectives that supported the attainment of the goal (Question 3 - M = 3.39, SD = 

0.50).  Eighty-nine percent of the participants responded that the greatest improvements occurred 
in the development of curriculum-based language goals.  Participants were not concerned that 
the newly learned skills would deteriorate over time (Question 14 - M = 1.78, SD = 0.65). 

Overall, participants agreed that peer coaching improved the quality of their objectives 

(Question 13 - M = 1.78, SD = 0.65).  Participants were relatively positive towards engaging in 
peer coaching again to learn a new skill (Question 15 - M = 2.89, SD = 0.58). Participants felt 

relatively connected to their peer partner (Question 12 – M = 2.94, SD = .64) and agreed peers 

provided quality feedback (Question 4 - M = 3.39, SD = 0.50) in a constructive manner 

(Question 5 - M = 3.44, SD = .25). In general, participants felt confident in their ability to 

provide feedback (Question 6 - M = 3.87, SD = 0.71).  Overall, participants rated the use of 
technology to engage in peer coaching positively.  Participants agreed that the typing aspect of 
providing feedback via a website did not limit the number (Question 11 – M = 2.50, SD = .71) or 

quality of comments made (Question 10 - M = 2.17, SD = 0.71). Participants felt that the private 

discussion form was easy to use (Question 7 - M = 3.11, SD = .83), that new comments could 

easily be tracked (Question 8 - M = 3.11, SD = 0.90) and that the asynchronous nature of the 
private discussion forum allowed for a flexible feedback schedule (Question 9 - M = 3.22, SD 

0.81).  The large variances for Questions 7, 8, and 9 can be attributed to one person who rated 
each question as strongly disagree.  For Questions 7, 8, and 9 at least 75% of the 18 participants 
rated them as agree or strongly agree. Last, participants reported relatively positive attitudes 
toward the Internet as a vehicle for interacting with peers (Question 16 - M= 2.89, SD = 0.76).   
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Table 13 

Mean and Standard Deviation per Question on the Peer coaching Satisfaction Survey  

Question Meana (SD) 

1.  My skills at writing goals and objectives improved as a 

result of this study. 

3.61 (.50) 

2.  My ability to identifying students’ deficits in the general 

education curriculum improved. 

3.33 (.59) 

3. My skills at writing short term objectives that supported the 

goal were enhanced. 

3.39 (.50) 

4.  My peer provided quality feedback, suggestions, and 

assistance. 

3.39  (.50) 

5.  My peer’s feedback was constructive and supportive. 3.44  (.25) 

6.  I felt confident to provide feedback. 3.17 (.71) 

7.  The discussion board was easy to access and post 

information. 
3.11  (.83) 

8. I could easily track new comments posted. 3.11  (.90) 

9.  The discussion board allowed me to provide feedback on 

my own schedule. 

3.22  (.81) 

10.  The typing aspect of the discussion board limited the 

number and quality of comments that I made. 
 2.17 (.71) 

11.  I would have provided more examples and feedback in 

person. 

  2.50 (.71) 

12.  I felt connected to my peers.   2.94  (.64) 

13.  Peer coaching did not improve the quality of goals and 

objectives written. 
    

   1.78 (.65) 

14.  I’m concerned that my skills in writing curriculum-based 

goals and objectives will deteriorate over time. 

   1.78  (.65) 

15.  I would participate in peer coaching to learn other skills.    2.89  (.58) 

16.  I’d like to meet with peers regularly via the internet to 

share and discuss relevant issues. 
   2.89  (.79) 

17.  Peer coaching helped most in the development of 

curriculum-based… 

Language Goals – 89% 
Articulation Goals – 11%    
Fluency Goals – 0% 
Voice Goals – 0% 

a Ratings based on a 4 point Likert scale where 1- Strongly Disagree, 2 – Disagree,  

   3 –  Agree, 4 – Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
 

Computer Attitude Survey 

Forty-five participants completed a pre- and post survey (n = 14 for reading-materials 

group, n = 15 for workshop-only group, n = 16 for peer coaching group).  Three surveys were 
lost due to technological difficulties and one participant failed to complete a survey.  Attempts 
were made to collect a second survey without success. A 2-way analysis of variance with one 
between groups’ factor and one repeated measures factor was performed.  Group assignment 
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served as the between-subjects factor.  The individual group means at the pre- and post measures 

served as the repeated measures factor.  Means and Standard Deviations are presented in Table 

14.  First, an overall computer usage score was calculating by averaging the scores for all 

questions on the survey, with the exception of Questions 13 and 19 that did not relate to 

computer usage.  No significant differences were found for time, F(1, 42) = 0.608, p = .44, 

partial η2 = 0. 01, group, F(1, 42) = 3.32, p = .05, partial η2 = 0. 14, and time by group, F(2, 42) 
= 0.03, p = .97, partial η2 = 0.02.   

 
 

 

 

Table 14 

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for the Computer Attitude Survey by Group at Each 

Measurement Interval 

Area assessed  
(possible score range) 

Reading-materials group 
Mean (SD) 

Workshop-only group 
Mean (SD) 

Peer coaching group 
Mean (SD) 

Overall computer usage (18-82) 
          pre-training 
          follow-up 

 
59.21 (5.07) 
58.50 (4.27) 

 
58.13 (8.48) 
57.60 (8.60) 

 
63.63 (6.52) 
63.31 (6.80) 

Computer attitude (6 – 24) 
          pre-training 
          follow-up 

 
20.21 (2.61) 
19.86 (2.53) 

 
19.00 (2.88) 
18.00 (2.80) 

 
20.13 (2.31) 
19.94 (2.67) 

Internet usage (6 – 24) 
          pre-training 
          follow-up 

 
18.07 (1.82) 
17.64 (2.73) 

 
17.47 (4.00) 
18.07 (3.08) 

 
19.90 (2.20) 
19.31 (2.02) 

Chat room participation (4-16) 
          pre-training 
          follow-up 

 
             8.57 (2.24) 
             8.57 (2.53) 

 
  8.67 (1.88) 
  8.40 (2.61) 

 
  9.13 (2.28) 
  9.50 (2.42) 

Computer as a resource (9 - 46) 
          pre-training 
          follow-up 

 
27.57 (3.32) 
27.14 (3.60) 

 
27.33 (5.64) 
27.67 (5.95) 

 
30.69 (3.38) 
30.75 (4.17) 

  

 

 
 

Second, a computer attitude score was obtained by calculating group mean scores for 

Questions 5 – 10.  No significant differences existed among groups, F(2, 42) = 2.03, p = .14, 

partial η2 = 0. 09, time, F(1, 42) = 2.55, p = .17, partial η2 = 0. 06, or time by group, F(2, 42) = 

0.60, p = .55, partial η2 = 0. 14. Third, Internet usage was calculated by computing a group mean 
score for Questions 11 – 16.  No significant effect was found for time, F(1, 42) = 0.18, p = .68, 

partial η2 = 0.004, group F(2, 42) = 2.56, p = .09, partial η2 = .11, and time by group, F(2, 42) = 

1.40, p = .26, partial η2 = .06.  Chat room participation, the fourth analysis, consisted of the 

group mean scores on Questions 17 – 20.  No significant effect was found for time, F(1, 42) = 

0.12, p = .92, partial η2 = .00, group, F(2, 42) = .71, p = .50, partial η2 = .03, and time by group, 
F(2, 42) = .32, p < .73, partial η2 = .10.  Last, group means were calculated for questions 1, 2,11, 
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20 to represent the participants’ perception of the computer as a resource.  

Analysis revealed no significant effect for time, F(1, 42) = .00, p = .98, partial η2 = .05, group, 
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F(2, 42) = 3.10, p = .06, partial η2 = .13, and time by group, F(2, 42) = .27, p = .77, partial η2 = 

.01.   
 

 

Parents’ Ratings of Objectives 

 

 

Each participant was asked to submit the names and addresses of two parents who would 

be willing to complete a survey.  The participants submitted a total of 37 parents’ names and 

addresses.  Several participants reported they were uncomfortable asking parents to rate a survey 

or they could not identify a parent who was willing to complete a survey.  Even after repeated 

inquires, many participants never submitted a name.  Sixty-two percent of 37 surveys were 

returned.  Parents rated the quality of 10 objectives on a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 representing poor 

quality and 10 representing high quality.  Means and standard deviations are present in Table 15 

for each objective.  Objectives 1 – 5 represent high quality objectives and objectives 6 –10 

represent poor quality objectives.  Parents rated high quality objectives (M = 8.38, SD = .33) and 

poor quality objectives (M = 7.17, SD = .59) favorably with high quality objectives being rated 

only one point higher on the average.   An analysis of the individual questions reveals great 

variance in parents’ individual ratings.  

 After rating the 10 objectives, parents were asked to rate the importance of five qualities 

that are associated with high quality objectives using a 1 – 10 scale where one represented little 

importance and 10 represented high importance.  The results are based on 34 completed surveys.  

Three parents did not complete this portion of the survey.  Parents rated all five qualities as 

highly important.  Clarity (M = 9.7, SD = .58) and functionality (M = 9.7, SD = .57) were rated 

as the most important followed closely by generalizability (M = 9.6, SD = .50) and relevance (M 

= 9.3, SD = 1.22).  Achievability was rated as the least important of the five features (M = 8.7, 

SD = 1.60).   
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Table 15 

Means and Standards Deviations of Parents’ Ratings of the Individual Objectives and of Characteristics Associated with Quality 
Objectives on a Scale of 1 – 10 
 

High quality objectives Mean (SD) 

1.  The student will correctly produce the sounds sh and ch in words while reading a paragraph out 
loud from classroom materials (e.g. science book, reading book) with 2 or less errors on 3 out of 4 reading passages.  

8.70 (1.74) 

2.  The student will use quantity words (e.g. some, few, many) and location words (e.g. over, next to) to construct and 
interpret math and science activities (e.g. graphs, experiments, money) with 1 or less errors for 5 different activities. 

7.87 (1.80) 

3.  When verbal directions are unclear (e.g., unknown words, too long), the student will ask for clarification by stating what 
is not understood on 4 out of 5 activities in 2 different settings. 

8.35 (2.04) 

4.  The student will answer who, what, where, and when questions related to a grade level reading passage with 80% 
accuracy for 5 different passages. 

8.65 (1.43) 

5.  After hearing part of a story, the student will predict a logical outcome based on the information given on 3 out of 4 
opportunities. 

8.35 (1.53) 

Total  8.38 (0.33) 
  
Poor quality objectives  
1.  The student will reduce the phonological process of fronting when naming picture cards with 80% 
accuracy on 4 out of 5 opportunities. 

7.00 (2.85) 

2.  The student will describe in simple terms how /n, s, z, f, v, and l/ are produced in the mouth and will classify them 
according to selected features (e.g., noisy, quiet, tip of the tongue, back of the tongue, etc.) with 100% accuracy given 2 
opportunities.  

7.68 (1.78) 

3.  The student will name members of categories. 6.22 (3.09) 
4.  The student will increase imitation of two word combinations to 10 words at imitative level on 7 out of 10 times. 7.56 (2.13) 
5.  The student will improve listening skills by 80% on 3 out of 4 opportunities.  7.43 (3.06) 
Total  7.17 (0.59) 
  
Characteristics of quality objectives   
Achievability 8.7 (1.60) 
Clarity 9.7 (0.58) 
Function 9.7 (0.57) 
Generalizability 9.6 (0.50) 
Relevance 9.3 (1.22) 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

DISCUSSION 

 
 

This study provides evidence that transfer of learning is influenced by the training 

method used.  Simply reading information from a website was insufficient for promoting transfer 
of a skill, writing improved objectives, to the work environment.  The in-service workshop 
format alone resulted in significant improvements in the quality of objectives developed by 
speech –language pathologists that were maintained across a two-month period.  Reciprocal peer 

coaching via a web site failed to provide the technical assistance necessary to refine the overall 
IEP writing skills of the participants.  Discrepancies existed in the quality and accuracy of 
feedback provided during the peer coaching process. Mixed satisfaction was reported with the 
web-based format of the peer coaching process and the process itself.  A social validity measure 
revealed that parents did not distinguish between high quality and low quality objectives 
developed by participants.  
 

 

Effects of Training Methods on the Quality of Objectives Developed 
 

 

 Training influences many facets of the work force, whether it is engineers learning 

supervisory skills, group home mangers learning new teaching strategies, or teachers learning to 

incorporate hands on learning experiences to improve math instruction.  Organizations allocate 

time and money for updating and expanding employee skills.  It was predicted that by the year 

2000 and beyond, corporate education would account for 25% of the gross national product 

(Anthony & Norton, 1991).  However, organizations only realize a 20% return on investment of 

newly trained skills being utilized on the job (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Georgenson, 1982; 

Newstrom, 1986).  The present study sought to investigate the effectiveness of three different 

staff development activities for promoting transfer of a new skill to the work force.  The findings 

may help organizations and businesses identify and implement staff development activities that 

will maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of their staff development resources. 

Group Assignment and Time    
Group assignment and time produced differential effects on the quality of objectives 

developed by school based speech-language pathologists.  Participants in the reading-materials 

group did not demonstrate a significant increase in the quality of objectives developed compared 
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to their counter parts in the workshop-only and peer coaching groups.  The workshop-only and 

peer coaching groups demonstrated significant improvements in the objectives developed, but 

there was no significant difference between the two groups. The extra hour of workshop training 

did not significantly improve the quality of objectives developed by the peer coaching group 

compared to the workshop-only group.  This is not surprising, because the extra hour of training 

received by the peer coaching group focused on accessing and posting information to the peer 

coaching website, not continued practice in the development of objectives. The addition of peer 

coaching failed to provide the assistance necessary for improving a noninstructional skill 

objective writing.  Although the workshop-only and peer coaching groups demonstrated 

significant improvements, their average objective scores at post-training and at follow-up did not 
reflect the highest level of quality achievable.  

The primary goal of the three training packages was to teach school based speech-

language pathologists to write educationally relevant objectives as dictated by IDEA.  

Significant improvements were demonstrated when participants received information via an in-

service workshop format compared to a web based approach. The findings indicate that with 

adequate training school based speech-language pathologists can develop educationally relevant 

objectives. It also was encouraging to find significant improvements in the workshop-only and 

peer coaching groups’ inclusion of a condition.  The condition clearly states the conditions (e.g. 

materials, environmental arrangements, supports) that are present when the behavior is to be 

performed. This specificity facilitates the speech-language pathologists’, parents’, teachers’, and 

students’ knowledge of the conditions that must be present for the behavior to be demonstrated 

successfully.  The significant improvement on both criteria could be attributed to low pre-

training scores that allowed ample room for growth.  The development of educationally relevant 

objectives and the inclusion of a condition were new ideas to the participants. It is reasonable to 

assume that participants made a conscience effort to include these two qualities when developing 

objectives. Criteria already demonstrated at pre-training such as the identification of a 

measurable behavior and criterion may not have received the same attention and thus 

demonstrated less improvement.  

No significant differences among the three groups were found for the two criteria, 

measurable behavior and objective includes an appropriate criterion. The lack of change for the 

measurable behavior criterion could be attributed to participants’ high scores on this quality at 

pre-training.  A ceiling effect may have influenced participants’ rate of growth at post-training 

and follow-up. The lack of group differences for the objective includes an accurate criterion, 

could be attributed to the fact that all participants were only including the level of accuracy not 

accuracy and duration at pre-training.  The dissemination of information could have alerted 

participants to the need to include not only the level of accuracy but also the number of times 

that the stated accuracy must be demonstrated for the objective to be considered mastered. Some 

participants reported that they were instructed by their school districts not to include a level of 

mastery, only level of accuracy.  

Time   

Improvements in participants’ total objective writing skills and the individual scoring 

criteria were influenced by time with the exception of the measurable behavior criterion that 

demonstrated no differences among the three time intervals. These findings could be attributed to 

the ceiling effect that was previously discussed. No differences existed among the three groups 

at pre-training for total objective score and the five criteria. The dissemination of new 

knowledge regarding quality objectives appeared to influence participants’ objective writing 
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skills. This finding would be expected.  However, the level of improvement differed significantly 

among the three groups at post-training and follow-up as previously discussed.  The two-month 

period between post-training and follow-up had no significant effect on participant’s 

performance for total objective score, meaningful communication outcome criterion, includes a 

condition criterion, and includes a criterion.  This lasting effect is promising for the in-service 

workshop format because learners’ performance of a newly trained skill has been shown to 

decrease with time when no follow-up support is provided (Crow & Snyder, 1998; Oliver, 1984). 

However, the findings were unexpected for the peer coaching group who received follow-up 

support but did not demonstrate continued growth. A decrease occurred in performance for the 

objective aligns with the curriculum criterion from post-training to follow-up for the peer 

coaching and workshop-only groups.  This effect was disheartening as the primary goal of the 

study was to teach speech-language pathologist to write educationally relevant objectives.  

However, it was interesting that the condition criterion remained stable because the inclusion of 

a condition is one way the relevance of the objective to the curriculum can be communicated.  

Interaction   
The interaction effects that were observed indicate that the timing of a staff development 

activity along with the type of staff development activity can produce differential effects on 

learners’ transfer of a new skill.  As would be expected, the quality of the objectives developed 

by the three groups did not differ at pre-training.  The significant improvement in objective 

quality demonstrated by the workshop-only and peer coaching groups at post-training lends 

support to the immediate effectiveness of training, specially the workshop only format.  The lack 

of improvement demonstrated by the reading-materials group at post-training indicates that the 
type of staff development activity can greatly affect learners’ behavior.  Simply supplying 

learners with new information does not guarantee a change in their behaviors.  The lack of 

significant improvement by the peer coaching group at follow-up compared to the workshop-

only group indicates that time may not negatively influence the effects of the workshop-only 

format as previously believed and that reciprocal peer coaching as implemented in the present 

study did not provide adequate technical assistance to continue improvement.  The lack of any 
significant change by the reading-materials group at post-training and follow-up provides further 

support for the ineffectiveness of simply reading information as a method for promoting 

acquisition and transfer of a new skill.  

The interaction of time and group assignment produced slightly different effects for the 

five individual scoring criteria. With the exception of the measurable behavior criterion, all 

average criteria scores were low at pre-training.  What is interesting with the five individual 
scoring criteria is that at follow-up the peer coaching group scored higher for the inclusion of a 

condition criterion, aligns with the curriculum criterion, and results in meaningful 

communication criterion than the reading-materials group.  The scores of these three criteria did 

not differ significantly between the workshop-only and peer coaching groups and the workshop-

only and reading-materials groups. These findings indicate that peer coaching was superior for 
maintaining the improvements demonstrated immediately following a workshop-only format on 

these three criteria.  The workshop-only group demonstrated intermediate effects that did not 

differ significantly from the reading-material or the peer coaching groups. 
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Hierarchical relationship  
IEP goals should directly target student’s deficits as identified in the PLEP statement.  

Frequently, the PLEP statement, goals, and objectives are disjointed and no clear relationship 

appears to exist between them. Time positively influenced all three groups’ ability to write 
objectives that supported the attainment of the goal derived from problems stated in the PLEP 
statement.  Prior to training, the objectives identified were not sufficient for mastery of the goal 
and the stated goal did not relate to the problems identified in the PLEP statement.  Post-training, 
improvements in the identification of broad goals that addressed the student’s problem in the 
curriculum as stated in the PLEP statement and the identification of objectives broadly related to 
the goal were noted.  However, the groups’ average performance failed to improve to the level 
that the PLEP statement clearly stated the child’s strengths and weaknesses in the curriculum, 
that specific goals were developed to address weaknesses stated in the PLEP statement, and that 
specific objectives were identified that supported the attainment of the goal.  No significant 
differences existed among the three groups in the degree of improvement demonstrated.  The 
lack of high quality change could be attributed to the focus of the information presented on the 
web site and at the in-service workshop.  The primary purpose of the training was to improve 
participants’ objective writing skills.  A strong emphasis was not placed on the hierarchical 
relationship.  Information reminding participants of the hierarchical relationship between the 
PLEP statement, goals, and objectives could account for the slight changes that were observed at 

the post-training.  The continued increase by the reading-materials group is an anomaly.  The 

improvement cannot be attributed to continued improvement in objective writing skills that 
regressed to baseline at the follow-up measure.  

In-service Workshop  

The effectiveness of the in-service workshop for promoting transfer in the present study 

contradicts wide acceptance that the in-service workshop format is insufficient for promoting 
transfer (Janney & Meyer, 1990; Latham & Seijts, 1998; Quilitch, 1975; Suda & Miltenberger, 
1993; Tannenbaum & Yukel, 1992). The results may not be as much a contradiction, as a 
refinement of the current empirical evidence regarding conditions under which the in-service 
workshop format alone is sufficient for promoting transfer.  The in-service workshop format is 
the primary method employed by many businesses and organizations for updating employees’ 
skills.  Therefore, the workshop format is frequently the first exposure to the new skill that the 
trainee has received.  For example, the workshop format was used to instruct second and third 
grade teachers on the use of math manipulatives in the classroom (Williams & Russell, 1990).  
Because the trainee is in the process of acquiring and understanding the basic principles of the 
new content, mastery and transfer rarely occurs (Fullan & Pmbret, 1977; Joyce & Showers, 
1980; 1983; Orlich, 1989). Participants of the current study possessed working knowledge of the 
in-service workshop content, PLEP statements, goals, and objectives, prior to attending.  
Therefore, they were free to focus on the features that differentiated high and low quality PLEP 
statements, goals, and objectives.   

Second, the in-service workshop addressed behaviors that were critical to the 
participants’ responsibilities as school-based speech-language pathologists.  Ford, Quinones, 
Sego, and Sorra (1992) identified “opportunity to perform a trained skill” and “relevance to work 
responsibilities” as critical features of the transfer process.  Three features of opportunity to 

perform have been identified: breadth, activity level, and task type (Ford et al., 1992).  Breadth 
refers to the number of trained tasks that are applicable to the trainee’s work environment. 
Participants received training on five tasks during the workshop: (1) the interpretation of the 
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Sunshine State Standards, (2) assessment strategies for identifying students’ strengths and 

weaknesses in the curriculum, (3 – 5) development of educationally-relevant PLEP statements, 
goals, and objectives.  Participants implement all five tasks regularly as part of their job 
responsibilities.  Activity level, the second feature, refers to the number of times each trained 
task is performed.  According to information supplied by the participants regarding IEP 
workload, each participant developed at least one IEP a month and spent at minimum 1 to 2 
hours a week developing IEPs.  These findings indicate that the participants were continually 

implementing the trained tasks.  Task type, the last feature, refers to the difficulty or criticality of 

the task to be performed.  The development of educationally- relevant PLEP statements, goals, 

and objectives are required under IDEA for children to receive speech-language services.  For 

example, a participant in the workshop-only group sent the investigator the following email at 

the end of the study: 

I reviewed a student who had an attorney involved who picks apart all goals, SLP’s goals 

in particular, and this was the first time any of us know of where the attorney did not ask 

to ‘tweek’ or change any information in the language therapy goals.  She liked the way 

they were worded and I owe at least part of the credit to you for you workshop…to be 

able to complete an IEP without enduring any goal-related complaints from the attorney 

is considered a major accomplishment! Thanks!  

Last, the in-service workshop format possessed 3 of the 4 characteristics identified in the 
literature as critical features of effective in-service training (Joyce & Showers, 1980; Sparks, 

1983; Stallings, 1982).  First, participants were provided information directly related to the 

development of educationally relevant PLEP statements, goals, and objectives.  Although the 

study focused on the development of objectives, prerequisite skills to the development of 

educationally relevant objectives were identified such as curriculum-based assessment strategies, 

including ecological assessments and checklists.  Therefore, participants were not only provided 

information about the behaviors of interest but foundation information essential to the 

development of educationally relevant objectives was delivered.  Second, multiple examples of 

high quality and low quality PLEP statements, goals, and objectives were provided to 

participants. Finally, participants practiced writing goals and objectives and received feedback 

from peers and the investigator. The fourth quality, follow-up support was withheld to maintain 

experimental control across the three conditions.  It is this last quality that is believed to offer the 

explanation of what is needed for more complete mastery.  Withholding it from one group, the 

workshop-only group assessed its contribution to the mastery process. 

Peer Coaching   
The lack of continued improvement in the objectives developed by participants engaging 

in peer coaching was unexpected based on previous findings that endorse peer coaching as an 

effective strategy for improving acquisition and transfer of a newly acquired skill (Kohler et al., 

1997, Kholer et al., 1999; Miller, 1994; Tschantz & Vail, 2000; Williamson & Russell, 1990; 

Vail et al., 1997).   Several explanations might account for differences between current and 

previous findings. The most reasonable explanation is that the quality of feedback provided by 

peers was not sufficient.  Significant differences existed between the peer coaches’ scores and 

the investigators’ scores of the same PLEPs, goals, and objectives on the peer coaching 

checklist. On average, the peer coaches’ scores on the checklist were inflated and failed to 

identify flaws in the PLEP statement, goals, and objectives being reviewed.  Peer coaches relied 

on general praise (rather than specific) as their primary form of feedback thus failing to use the 

opportunity to reinforce positive changes in their partners’ behavior through identification of the 
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improvement.  Although corrective feedback was more specific in nature, peer coaches only 

provided solutions for the identified problem on half of the opportunities, thus leaving their 

partner to guess at a solution half of the time.  Furthermore, the assigned score for each of the 

checklist items frequently did not support the corrective feedback provided. It was not 

uncommon for a peer to provide corrective feedback and score the checklist question a 2, 

indicating high performance.  The contradictions in written vs. checklist feedback may have 

confused peers about the quality of their work.   

In addition to the quality of feedback provided, the manner in which feedback was 

provided could have contributed to the lack of continued improvement.  The most widely used 

technique for providing feedback in the peer coaching literature has been collaborative coaching, 

which involves the trainee and coach working together to find ways to improve the 

implementation of the target behavior (Kohler et al., 1995; Kohler et al., 1999; Miller, 1994; 

Tschantz & Vail, 2000).  In an effort to develop a collaborative relationship between the dyads, 

the peer submitting a PLEP was required to complete a reflection box before the PLEP screen 

could be submitted.  Participants submitting the PLEP rarely used the reflection box to elicit help 

or reflect on their progress.  Comments related to submission of objectives, to technical problems 

when submitting the PLEP screen, or to social greetings accounted for almost half of the total 

comments. A dialogue between the partners was rarely established in that few questions were 

asked and even fewer were answered.  The feedback process was more reflective of “mirroring,” 

which Wolfe and Robbins (1989) describe as the coach recording information and giving the 

data to the learner to analyze. In the present study, the peer reviewed the checklist scores and 

comments independent of their peer reviewer.  It appears a “mirroring” process may be 

ineffective for refining a trainee’s skills.   

Refinements in participants’ skills following the in-service workshops may have required 

the skills of an expert coach rather than a peer coach.  Howey and Vaugh (1983) viewed 

effective staff development as a continuous cycle of follow-up and feedback.  However, the 

typical workshop is presented in a “one shot” format; the presenter is here today and gone 

tomorrow. The current study sought to determine if the trainer obstacle could be overcome 

through reciprocal coaching. The present study utilized reciprocal coaching unlike previous 

studies that employed expert coaching or mixed expert with reciprocal coaching (Hendrickson et 

al., 1993; Kohler et al., 1997; Kohler et al., 1999; Kurth, 1985; Servatius & Young, 1985; 
Tschantz & Vail, 2000; Vail et al., 1997).  Although the content of the workshop was familiar to 

the peer coaching group, reciprocal coaching may not have provided sufficient support to refine 

a currently implemented skill.  The use of expert coaching may prove more appropriate under 

such conditions.  

Reading-materials Group  

Advances in the applications of the World Wide Web have opened new training avenues 

to the staff development industry.  For example, some school districts are providing training on a 

variety of topics to employees utilizing the World Wide Web (Mather, 1998, Poplin, 2003).  The 
current study found no support for the utility of a web-based training model that simply has 
learners read the information when the goal is behavior change.  A difference in the quality of 
the information posted to the web site and that presented at the in-service workshop cannot 
account for the differences. The breadth and depth of the material posted on the web site and 
presented during the in-service workshops was consistent.  Further support is indicated by the 
lack of significant differences in the scores on the knowledge test taken by the three groups.   
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The isolated learning nature of the World Wide Web may be a plausible culprit for the 

lack of transfer. Learner motivation (Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, & Kudisch, 1995) and 
confidence in ability to perform a new skill (Ford et al., 1992; Gist, Stevens, & Bavetta, 1991; 
and Warr & Bunce, 1995) have been identified as factors effecting learning and transfer.  
Because the reading-materials web site did not allow direct and personal contact with fellow 

learners or the trainer, participants’ motivation to write improved PLEP statements, goals, and 
objectives may not have been positively influenced.  The solitary nature of web-based learning 
failed to provide participants with the emotional support and enthusiasm for change from peers.  
Participants were not given the opportunity to gain peer support that has been demonstrated to 
promote transfer (Facteau et al., 1995). In addition to the lack of peer support, the reading-
materials group was not exposed to the verbal exchange that occurred during the in-service 
workshops between the investigator and participants in an effort to clarify the content presented.  
Furthermore, the reading-materials group did not have an opportunity to practice writing 

objectives with peers and to receive feedback. The lack of verbal interactions and practice may 
have influenced participants’ confidence in their ability to apply the new information.   

In addition to peer support, supervisor support and social cues are thought to promote 

acquisition and transfer (Facteau et al., 1995, Foglesong, Lambert, & Emerick, 1987; 1995; Noe, 

1986; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey, Tannenbaum, & Kavanagh, 1995).  The speech-
language coordinators for 3 of the 5 counties attended the in-service workshop.  At one of the 
counties, the coordinator was unable to attend but she sent her assistant to represent her.  In the 
fifth county, the coordinator attended the beginning and ending pieces of the workshop.  The 
presence of the coordinators leant credibility and support for the importance of the information 
presented and its implementation. This supervisory support was absent from the web-based 
materials format.  

Studies also indicate that voluntary participation results in greater interest and 
commitment by the learner than mandatory attendance (Baldwin et al., 1991; Factueau et al., 
1995; Hicks & Klimoski, 1987).  All participation was voluntary regardless of group assignment.  
However, individual participant’s satisfaction with their group assignment may not have been 
positive. At the end of the study, a participant from the reading-materials group emailed the 
investigator stating that she did not feel she learned that much from the web-site and really 

wished she had been assigned to the workshop group.  In general, the reading-materials group 
required extensive reminders to complete assignments (e.g., computer attitude scale, submission 
of objectives) compared to the workshop-only group and the peer coaching group.  The lack of 
action on the reading-materials group may be one indicator of their dissatisfaction with their 

group assignment.  It also may indicate detachment and lack of value of the web-based learning 

method.  The investigator received emails from members of the workshop-only group and peer 
coaching group indicating the benefits of participation in the study.  No such feedback was 
received from members of the reading-materials group.  

It could be argued that the low activity level reported by the reading-materials group 

compared to the workshop-only and peer coaching groups negatively affected improvements in 
the quality of their objectives. Participants in the reading-materials group reported spending 
fewer hours each week developing IEPs than the workshop-only and peer coaching groups. 
Perhaps they were more efficient as they also had significantly more years of experience. It is 
difficult to interpret the magnitude of this difference given the manner in which these data were 
collected (ordinal data and verbal report). Also, hours per week spent developing IEPs should be 

interpreted with caution. IEPs consist of more information than just goals and objectives.  
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Participants may have included the time required to schedule IEPs and send out notifications as 

time spent developing IEPs.  Additionally, the type of IEP (e.g. initial staffing, 3-year 

reevaluation, or annual review) affects the amount of paperwork that must be completed.  

Therefore, hours per week developing IEPs do not necessarily translate into more opportunities 

to practice objective writing skills.   

 
 

Participants’ Satisfaction with Peer Coaching 

 

 

Despite participants’ high ratings of satisfaction with the peer coaching process anecdotal 

comments posted to the private discussion board may reflect participants’ true feelings towards 

the process that they were unwilling to indicate on the survey.  The peer coaching group reported 

positive changes in the quality of their objectives as a result of peer coaching and participation in 

the study.  They felt quality feedback was provided in a constructive manner.  Overall, the 

technology aspect of the peer coaching process was rated favorably. They reported that the 

private discussion forums offered easy access and tracking of new comments.  They agreed that 

scheduling dilemmas were avoided through the asynchronous nature of the discussion forums, 

and that the typing aspect of the private discussion forums did not interfere with the quality of 

feedback provided. However, the positive ratings on the technological aspect of the discussion 

forum were unexpected based on comments posted to the PLEP screen such as “I hope this goes 

through,”  “I’m crossing my fingers this works,” and “It took me three tries.”  Although 

participants rated aspects of the coaching process positively, they did not express strong interest 

in additional peer coaching to learn or refine a new skill.  A neutral interest in engaging in peer 

coaching again may reflect unspoken dissatisfaction with the process.   

 

 

Participants’ Perceptions of Computer Based Technology 
 

 

The computer and the Internet played a vital role in the current study.  In an effort to 
ascertain effects that participants’ perceptions of the computer could have on the results, 

participants completed a computer attitude survey assessing five domains (i.e. computer usage, 

computer attitude, Internet as resource, chat room as resource, and computer as resource), prior 

to and at the end of the study.  The positive overall computer usage, computer attitude, and 

computer as a resource scores indicate that participants felt comfortable interacting with a 

computer and that they used it for a variety of purposes.  It can be extrapolated from the positive 

perceptions that the performance of the reading-materials group and the peer coaching group 

were not negatively affected by a fear of the computer or a poor computer aptitude.   

The Internet and an asynchronous form of information exchange were integral to two of 

the three training methods utilized in the present study.  All three groups rated the Internet as a 

positive resource for acquiring new information.  It was hypothesized that the reading-materials 

group would demonstrate a significant increase in Internet usage due to group assignment.  

However, no difference was found.  Because the reading-materials group’s perceptions were 

positive prior to the study it is believable that their performance was not negatively influenced 

by a distrust of information posted to a web site.  All three groups rated chat room participation 
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poor. Participants appeared to distrust the accuracy of the information posted to chat rooms and 

therefore the information’s usefulness.  Although the scores remained low for the peer coaching 

group, it is believed that these negative perceptions did not influence the peer coaching process.  

Unlike chat rooms where persons communicate with people they do not know or have never 

seen, participants in the current study were paired with a fellow employee whom they knew 

through monthly speech-language meetings and work related responsibilities.    
It was conceivable that participation in the three different training methods would 

influence participants’ ratings at the post-measure.  The stability of the results from pre- to post 

measures indicates group assignment had no influence on participants’ perceptions of the five 

domains.  The positive ratings of the computer as a resource, computer attitude, overall computer 

usage, and internet usage indicate that computers and the internet are acceptable means of 

communicating information and could be a positive means for providing in-service training to 

learners.  The negative ratings of chat rooms should caution staff development planners 

regarding their usage.  The current findings do not indicate if acceptance of chat rooms is 

improved if chat room participants are already acquainted with each other.  The acceptance and 

usefulness of chat rooms as an in-service training method warrants further investigation.   Staff 

development activities that utilize the World Wide Web and or computer applications need to 

consider the learner’s comfort, experiences, and value of computer applications when designing 

training activities.  
 

 

Parents’ Perceptions of High Quality and Low Quality Objectives 
 

 

Parents are a critical team member in the development of goals and objectives.   

Objectives should reflect a team’s joint consensus of a child’s needs within the curriculum not 

just the professional’s perceptions.  Parents were asked to rate pre- and follow-up objectives to 

determine if changes in the quality of objectives were perceived as positive and relevant by 

parents.  Interestingly, parents did not distinguish between pre- and follow-up objectives.  

Parents generally rated all objectives favorably.   Parents rated all five qualities associated with 

high quality objectives as important.  Because parents rated the overall quality of each objective, 

it is difficult to identify specific reasons for the lack of discernment between pre- and follow-up 

objectives.  These findings support the results reported by Lowman (unpublished, 2001).  Parents 

in that study also failed to distinguish between high quality and low quality objectives. One 

potential reason for lack of discernment could be attributed to the lack of training parents receive 

on objectives much less the IEP process itself.   Parents are not provided instructions regarding 

their role and contributions to the development of goals and objectives.  This lack of training 

may explain the lack of discrimination by the parents.  A second plausible explanation could be a 
mismatch between the information the parent views as relevant on an IEP and what the speech-

language pathologist views as relevant.  Goals and objectives guide the intervention process for 

the speech-language pathologists.  These tell the speech-language pathologist the improvements 

in the child’s communication that should occur in a year.  Parents may be more interested in the 

strategies utilized to reach the outcomes (i.e., intervention process) then the outcomes 

themselves (i.e., goals and objectives).  Because speech-language pathologists and educators 

develop objectives, one might hypothesize that they would perceive differences in the quality of 

objectives more readily.  This should be addressed in future studies.  
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Implications 
 

 

 With the advent of technology, staff development planners are faced with a greater menu 

of staff development activities.  Yet, with greater choices comes an increased responsibility to 

select teaching strategies that will produce the desired outcomes in an efficient and cost effective 

manner. Furthermore, participant acceptance and comfort with the staff development training 

method can influence outcomes even if the training method selected has been effective for 

producing the desired outcomes.  Each of the three methods utilized in the present study resulted 

in different outcomes that can benefit staff development providers.   

 Prior to selecting a training strategy, staff development planners must clearly articulate 
the desired outcome.  If acquisition of new knowledge is the primary goal, than web-based 

learning appears effective for achieving the desired outcome.  Although it was not statistically 

significant, the reading-material group’s average score was higher than the workshop-only and 

peer coaching groups’ scores on the knowledge test.  All three groups learned the material to an 

acceptable level.  Reading information from a web site also could prove cost effective if the 

knowledge is to be disseminated to a large group of learners or if frequent dissemination is 

required.  A one-time cost is associated with developing a web site followed by a minimal cost 

for hosting the site.  For example, information on how to complete an IEP could be posted to a 

web site by a state department of education to be utilized by individual school districts for 

training new hires.  Questions could be crafted and posted to the website to ensure the 

individuals read and understood the critical pieces of information.   It would then be the 
responsibility of the individual school districts to ensure the information learned was correctly 

transferred to the work environment. 

 Although knowledge is beneficial and is the first step in changing behaviors the goal of 

most staff development activities is to produce an effect that is transferred to the work setting.   

The current study indicates that the effectiveness of the workshop format alone for promoting 

transfer should not be as quickly dismissed as is indicated by the literature (Emrick & Peterson, 

1977; Janney & Meyer, 1990; Joyce & Showers, 1985) when a defined set of conditions is 

present: (1) the trained task(s) is viewed as relevant and critical to the trainee’s job 

responsibilities, (2) trainees possess a basic understanding of the trained task prior to attending, 

(3) the workshop format is of high quality, and (4) supervisory and peer support is demonstrated.  

The question that staff development planners must ask themselves is, “ To what level of 

accuracy and consistency must the learner implement the new skill on the job?”  The workshop 

format alone in the current study proved effective and efficient for significantly improving 

participants’ skills post workshop and at a two-month follow-up measure. However, the 

participants did not demonstrate mastery of the behavior to a level that could be considered 

“expert” at either measure.   

 Continued improvement of a new skill across time to the work setting is a third potential 

outcome desired by staff development planners. Reciprocal peer coaching via electronic 

communication proved inadequate for promoting continued improvement in participants’ 

objective writing skills.  Peers may not possess sufficient mastery of the principles underlying a 

new skill to successfully facilitate each other’s continued learning.  Skills that must be 

implemented consistently and or “expertly” each time appear to require some form of follow-up 
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support for mastery to occur, though.  Reciprocal peer coaching, especially if web-based, 

appears to be inadequate for promoting such mastery learning.  The results of the present study 

indicate the need to experiment with the same web based peer coaching protocol, but with expert 

coaching. Financial and time costs vs. outcomes must be calculated before selecting a coaching 

model.  Reciprocal peer coaching can prove costly if peers must take time from work or add an 

additional responsibility to their work demands in order to provide coaching.  Expert coaches 

may prove financially costly, but the benefits of their services in a time when accountability 

drives the behaviors of many school districts and ESE programs could warrant such a cost.   

 The use of technology in staff development activities should be considered cautiously. 

With the advances of technology, also come advances in the many glitches that can occur.  

Learners must have access to a person who can quickly assess and rectify any technological 

difficulties that may be encountered.  On the peer coaching satisfaction survey, participants did 

not positively view the Internet as a means for communicating with each other.  Part of the 

dislike could be attributed to the technology difficulties encountered when submitting 

information.  School-based speech-language pathologists are responsible for servicing large 

caseloads and additional school duties.  Time is not available to resubmit information or attempt 

to connect to the web site without frustration coming into play.  The technology must be 

maintained with constant troubleshooting support available.  In addition to technological 

difficulties, strategies for embedding learner motivation and confidence into web-based learning 

should be investigated in an effort to promote the learning process.   

 

 

Study Limitations 

 

 

First, technological difficulties could have compromised implementation to a small 

degree.  Difficulties encountered with the submission of PLEP screens and peer coaching 

checklists may have negatively impacted the motivation of the peer coaching group to provide 

quality feedback and their satisfaction with the process.  Second, the longevity of the effects is 
unknown. No measure assessing the long-term effects of the three training methods beyond the 

two-month period was implemented.  Third, a knowledge test posted to the website was the only 

means of verifying that the participants read the information.  It is plausible that participants 

scanned the information and then completed the test.  Because participants already possessed a 

working knowledge of PLEP statements, goals, and objectives, it is conceivable that some 

questions could be answered correctly due to previous knowledge.  Computer print outs reveal 

that participants only took the test once, with the exception of two participants who experienced 

difficulties with submission. Last, it is unknown if the changes in the quality of objectives 

developed translated into improved service delivery models and thus student outcomes.  
 
 

 

 

Future Research 
 

 

Findings from the present study highlight many areas that warrant continued 

investigation before staff development planners accept or reject peer coaching, the workshop 
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format, and web-based learning as an efficient and effective means for training learners and 

promoting transfer.   The present study sought to answer the question “Is reciprocal peer 

coaching via electronic communication utilizing a checklist an effective method for providing 

follow-up support to enhance a noninstructional skill, writing objectives?” Based on the findings 

there is evidence to suggest that reciprocal peer coaching provided electronically is not sufficient 

for providing follow-up support.  This study supports the findings by Lowman (unpublished, 

2001) regarding the ineffectiveness of reciprocal peer coaching via the Internet for refining 

participants IEP objective writing skills following an in-service workshop.  Before these findings 

can be considered conclusive, areas unique to the peer coaching process implemented in the 

present study may warrant further investigation.  It is plausible that the electronic 

communication (Internet) aspect of the peer coaching process diluted effects.  This is only the 

second study to investigate the contributions of reciprocal peer coaching via electronic 

communication (Internet). Previous studies have always conducted peer coaching in a face-to-

face manner (Hendrickson et al., 1993; Kohler et at., 1997; Miller, 1994; Tschantz & Vail, 2000; 

Vail et al., 1997).  Participants of the current study did not express strong interest in utilizing the 

Internet as a method for communicating with peers. Electronic communication may fail to 

provide participants with the personal and emotional connections that can develop through face-

to-face exchanges.  Additionally, electronic communication fails to provide the recipient of the 

message the nonverbal information that enhances and can contribute to the listener’s 

understanding of the speaker’s intentions. Future studies should first identify why participants 

did not like the electronic communication aspect of communicating with a peer and from these 

participant reports devise and test strategies for overcoming the obstacles.  

Second, the degree of technical assistance required to promote change continues to be 

illusive, whether peer coaching occurs electronically or in a face-to-face format.  Participants in 

the current study did not demonstrate the same critical analysis of PLEP statements, goals, and 

objectives as the investigator.  However, it is possible that this difference could be ameliorated 

quickly if the expert at the initiation of the peer coaching process provided feedback.  The expert 

coach could alert the peers to inconsistencies between the written and scored feedback to avoid 

inflated scores.  Such feedback from an expert could potentially improve the quality of feedback 

provided by peers engaging in reciprocal peer coaching. Reciprocal coaching alone may prove 

ineffective for facilitating learners continued mastery of a trained skill. Instead an expert, in the 

content area whether it be a peer or supervisor, may be more effective.   The question of who 

should provide the expert support is also unanswered.  Are the comments of an expert peer as 

well received and acknowledged as the comments of a supervisor or trainer?   

Third, behaviors most amenable to change through peer coaching, whether it be face-to-

face or through electronic communication, need to be identified. Yelon and Ford (1999) view 
task type on a continuum with one end representing those tasks that require workers to respond 

in one particular way according to a set of rules. Such tasks are referred to as closed-skill 

responses and consist of such activities as completing a referral form, running a computer 

program, completing an IEP form. At the other end of the continuum are open-skill responses 

that have no one right way to respond. Examples include teaching a lesson, managing classroom 

discipline and conducting an IEP team meeting. Closed-skill responses, such as writing better 

objectives, may not require the type of follow-up technical assistance that is provided through 

peer coaching.  On the other hand, open-skilled tasks such as teaching educators to implement 

multifaceted instructional procedures effectively may benefit from peer coaching. Open skill 

tasks were the behaviors of choice in previous peer coaching studies (Kohler et al., 1999; Kurth, 
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1985; Servatius & Young, 1985; Pusch et al., 195; Williamson & Russel, 1990).   Investigation 

in this area should not end at the type of behavior most amendable to reciprocal or expert 
coaching but also should consider the stage of learning, acquisition, mastery, fluency, that is 

most appropriate for expert or reciprocal coaching.  The key questions then become “For what 

type of behaviors are reciprocal and expert coaching most appropriate and when in the learning 

process should they be utilized to promote transfer?” 
The ineffectiveness of web-based learning for significantly changing participants’ 

behaviors should give staff development providers pause.  With the availability of the Internet 

and the advances in the variety of materials (e.g. video/audio streaming, text messaging, 

pictures) that can be posted on a website, the Internet appears to be part of the future of staff 

development.  Extensive research is justified before staff development providers commit 

company resources into a training method that may be ineffective for changing trainee’s 

behaviors.  In the current study, web-based learning was sufficient for imparting knowledge to 

the participants but was insufficient for changing their behavior.  Strategies for embedding 

factors identified as critical to the transfer process need to be investigated (Cummings & 

Schwab, 1979; Facteau et al., 1995; Ford et al., 1992; Gist et al., 1991; Rouiller & Goldstein, 

1993; Tracey et al., 1995).   The cost to develop the web site and private discussion forums was 

$2, 070 for the present study. The cost for the five workshops was $775.  The conditions under 

which web-based learning is cost effective compared to the in-service workshop must be 

considered.  

The success of the workshop format alone for promoting transfer was surprising.  The 

four conditions previously identified under which the workshop format alone proved effective 

should be investigated in future studies.  Participants in the current study utilized the trained skill 

regularly on the job and therefore possessed not only knowledge about the topic but also its 

application. Future studies should investigate the degree of knowledge participants must posses 

prior to attending a workshop for the workshop format to be effective at promoting transfer.  The 

present study sought to improve a skill that was of great relevance to the school speech-language 

pathologists.  Future studies should ask, “How relevant must the target behavior be to the 

learner’s job responsibilities for the workshop format to effectively promote transfer?”  

The long-term effects of the three staff development activities require investigation.  The 

current study did not assess participants’ performance at extended intervals such as 6 months and 

1 year.  Based on the significant decline in the participants’ abilities to align the objectives with 

the curriculum, it is reasonable to assume that time can negatively influence the development of 

quality of objectives.  The specific scoring criteria most susceptible to time are unknown.  It also 

is not clear if the three staff development activities would produce differential effects at extended 

measurement intervals or if changes would be equivalent. 
An alarming finding of the study was the mismatch between parents’ perceptions of 

quality objectives and guidelines set forth by IDEA and the literature.  As mentioned previously, 

parents are critical members of the IEP team.  A child’s IEP goals should seek to improve 

communication behaviors that are important to all members.  It is plausible that the current study 

sought to answer a question that is not important to parents “What is the quality of the 

objectives?”  Perhaps future investigations should seek to determine the information on the IEP 

that parents’ value and deem relevant.  Based on these findings, later studies may be able to 

facilitate parents’ understanding and discrimination of quality objectives.  Parent’s active 

participation in the IEP process is of utmost importance as new federal initiatives such as IDEA, 
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No Child Left Behind, and Reading First actively involve parents in the accountability process 

for student achievement.    
The lack of discrimination between high quality and low quality objectives also may be 

an indicator that speech-language pathologists obviously are not being given relevant critical 

feedback and support on this part of their job.  Large caseloads and extensive paperwork may 

limit the amount of time speech-language pathologists can devote to the development of 

educationally relevant objectives.  Additionally, many school districts encourage their speech-

language pathologists to select speech and language goals from a computer bank of poorly 

written objectives.  Improvements may be desirable, but evaluations of job performance are 

rarely dependent upon these changes.  If parents are unable to discriminate change can others 

tell?   It is important to investigate whether educators, other speech-language pathologists, or 

administrators are able to distinguish high and low quality objectives readily. 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

 

The current study was unique in that it investigated the effectiveness of three different 

staff development activities simultaneously: web-based learning, in-service workshop-only, and 

in-service workshop, coupled with a follow-up support strategy, peer coaching.  Previous studies 

have limited the investigation to web-based learning only (Ohlund, Yu, Jannasch-Pennell, 2000; 

Poplin, 2003), in-service workshop-only (Crow & Snyder, 1998; Eckert, Miller, & DuPaul, 

2003; Oliver, 1984; Wong & Yeung, 2003), or training followed by some form of follow-up 

support such as peer coaching (Miller, 1994; Tschantz & Vail, 2000; Vail et al., 1997; 

Williamson & Russell, 1990), on-the-job feedback (Jensen, Parsons, Reid, 1998; McKenzie, 

Sallis, Faucette, Roby, & Kolody, 1993; Parsons & Reid, 1995), mental practice and goal setting 

(Burke & Baldwin, 1999, Foglesong, Lambert, & Emerick, 1987; Morin & Latham, 2000).  By 

investigating three different staff development activities simultaneously, factors contributing to 

the success or failure of each staff development activity could be identified and compared.  
The desired learning outcome is affected by the training strategy utilized.  Web-based 

learning was sufficient for imparting knowledge but not for changing participants’ behaviors. 

The workshop format alone resulted in improved objective writing skills that were transferred to 

real objectives developed by real IEPs.  Reciprocal peer coaching may have had a small effect on 

maintaining the participants’ skill level, but did little to promote continued refinement of 

objective writing skills.   
In general, participants reported satisfaction with the peer coaching process in the current 

study and felt participation in the study and peer coaching improved the quality of their 

objectives.   Time and scheduling obstacles were averted by the asynchronous nature of the 

feedback process that participants rated positively for allowing them to provide feedback at a 

convenient time. Participants reported satisfaction with the quality of feedback provided and felt 

the typing aspect of the web site did not limit the quality or quantity of their feedback.  Although 

the peer coaching process and the web-based nature of the coaching process were rated 

favorably, participants indicated that they did not favor peer coaching or electronic 

communication as a means for learning.   
Participants’ attitudes on the Computer Attitude Survey demonstrated consistency among 

the three groups.  Participants reported a positive attitude towards the computer and viewed the 
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computer as a resource. The present study relied on the Internet as a means for conveying 

information and for providing technical support. The reading-materials group who utilized the 
Internet to learn a new skill demonstrated a negative decline in their perception of the usefulness 

of the Internet.  The workshop-only group who did not utilize the Internet during the study 

demonstrated an exact opposite effect.  All three reported mistrust of chat rooms and the 

information posted.    
Parents rated high quality and low quality objectives favorably indicating a lack of 

discrimination.  The grouping of high quality and low quality objectives targeting the same 

disorder did not aid parents’ discrimination.  Parents felt objectives should be written clearly, 

relevant, generalizable, functional, and achievable. Parents viewed all five qualities as equally 

important.  
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Dear                      , 

 

I am a doctoral student at Florida State University.  I am currently recruiting participants for a 

study seeking to determine the effectiveness of three different staff development approaches for 

enhancing the quality of Individualized Education Program present level statements (PLEP), 

annual goals, and objectives developed by speech-language pathologists.  Recent research 
indicates that speech-language pathologists lack the skills necessary for developing 

educationally relevant goals and objectives.  

 

The speech-language pathologists in your county may be prime candidates for this study.  

Potential candidates must (a) hold a master’s degree in speech-language pathology, (b) be 

practicing in an elementary school, (c) have worked in an elementary school since Fall 2002, and 

(d) have access to a computer with Internet and email capabilities. Candidates will be randomly 

assigned to one of three different staff development approaches.  One group will review written 
information regarding PLEP statements, goals, and objectives on a web site.  A second group 

will receive the same information during a workshop.  The last group will attend the workshop 

plus receive follow-up support by posting goals and objectives to a web site for review and 

feedback by peers for two months.  Total participation time for all participants in two months.  

 

The training will occur at no cost to your county or speech-language pathologists.  I would ask 

that you arrange for appropriate facilities for the workshop and access to computers for the 

afternoon training session.  Additionally, I am glad to collaborate with you in completing the 

necessary county approved forms for continuing education units for participants.   

 

The web site, workshop, and follow-up support will provide your speech-language pathologists 
with information and strategies for developing educationally relevant PLEP statements, goals, 

and objectives.   Lezlie Cline, Program Specialist for Speech and Language at the Florida 

Department of Education, has approved the information presented at the workshop and posted on 

the web site.  Participation in the study will provide your speech-language pathologists with new 

approaches that will enhance their ability to advance students’ attainment of school wide 

academic standards. 

  

If you feel that your speech-language pathologists could contribute to the study, please contact 

me at (850) 644-2238 or jjt4486@garnet.acns.fsu.edu.  I will be glad to discuss the details of the 

study with you and interested speech-language pathologists. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
  
Joneen Lowman, M.S., CCC-SLP                                    
Doctoral Student Investigator                                          
Department of Communication Disorders                       
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from the Human Subjects Comm1ttee 
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JonL-cn Lowman 
Me; 1200 
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Project entit:l ed: Effects if Three ｏ ｩｦｦｾ ｲ ･ ｮ ｴ＠ Staff Develo pme n t 
Acti vi t i es Utilizing Technology on t h e Curriculum .. Based Objectives 
Developed b y Speech- Language Pathologies 

The fo-rms thbl you submitted to this olrice In reoard to ttle usc of human subJects In the proPQ$aJ 
referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human 
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By copy or this ｭ･ｭｯｲｴｴｮ､ｵｭｾ＠ the cha1rman or your department and/or your maJor professor is 
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hum21n subjects In the department, and should revtew protocols of such Investigations as often as 
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SPEECH-LANGUAGE PATHOLOGIST AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN 

CLINICAL INVESTIGATION 

 

Project Title:  Effects of Three Different Staff Development Activities Utilizing Technology on 
the Curriculum-Based Objectives Developed by Speech-Language Pathologists 

 

You are being asked to participate in a research project described in this form below.  This 

research project is governed by the rules of both the federal government and Florida State 

University.  These rules require that you give your signed agreement for participation in this 

project.  Joneen Lowman, M.S. ,CCC-SLP is conducting this research under the guidance of 

Howard Goldstein, Ph.D., CCC-SLP who is a Professor of Communication Disorders at Florida 

State University.  For further information please contact Joneen Lowman at 645-4945 or Dr. 
Howard Goldstein at 644-6264.     

 

The investigator will explain to you the purpose of this project, the procedures to be used, as 

well as potential risks and benefits associated with participation in this project.  You may ask 

questions to help you understand this study.  A basic explanation of this study is written below.  

Please read this explanation and discuss any questions you might have with the investigator. 

 

If you decide that you will participate in this project, please sign this form on the line below, in 

the presence of a witness and the person who has explained the project to you.  You will be 

given a copy of this form to keep. 

 

1. Nature and Purpose of the Project:  The study seeks to determine what forms of training 

are affective in improving speech-language pathologists’ skills in writing IEP objectives.  

 

2. Explanation of Procedures:  You will be randomly assigned to one of three staff 

development activities.  If you are assigned to the Reading-materials only group you will be 

expected to read information posted on a web site and take a test to verify the information 

was read.  If you are assigned to the in-service only group, you will attend a half-day in-

service at a facility in your school district.  Assignment to the in-service plus peer coaching 

group entails your attendance at a full day training plus participation in peer coaching for two 

months.  Peer coaching will consist of you posting four objectives a month to a designated 

website.  You will be sharing feedback with a peer regarding one another’s objectives.  If 

you did not receive peer coaching during the two month period, you will be randomly 

assigned to receive peer coaching or not to receive coaching from a peer for a length of two 

months. For purposes of data collection, you will be asked to submit objectives developed for 

three different children on your caseload at four different points during the study. Pre- and 

post- surveys will be utilized to measure your perceptions of web based follow-up assistance.  

Your total time commitment to the study is four months. 

 

 

 

____initialize 
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3. Discomfort and Risks:  These procedures do not involve activities that would cause you 
discomfort or put you at any risk.  However, if you should become upset with your 

involvement, you can decide to withdraw from the study at any time.  

 

4.   Benefits:  You may benefit from this project in a number of ways.  First, there is a possibility 

of improving your skills in the development of IEP objectives.  Second, you will be provided 

the opportunity to discuss ideas and problems with colleagues on a consistent basis.  Third, 

the information gained from the project can lead to more effective methods for providing 

follow-up assistance that are effective and acceptable to in-service participants. However, 

you will not receive any financial benefits.  
 

5.  Confidentiality:  Confidentiality will be protected to the extent allowed by law.  The results 

of this research study may be published but your name or identify will not be revealed.  All 
records relating to this project will remain confidential and will be handled and safeguarded 

according to standard clinical policy. In order to maintain confidentiality, each participant 

will be assigned a numerical identification code.  The identification code will be used to 

document and track participant data.   

 

6.   Refusal/Withdrawal:  Participation for all activities is voluntary. There is no penalty for 

non  participation. At any time during your participation in this study, you will have the 

 opportunity to refuse participation in any procedures or withdraw from the study at any time  

 without prejudice or effect on you.  

 

7.   Risks:  We do not expect any unusual risks as a direct result of participation in this project. 

 

For additional information regarding your rights or concerns as a research subject, please contact 

Heidi Hodges with the Florida State University Human Subjects Committee at (850) 644-8633. 

 

I ACKNOWLEDGE THAT I HAVE READ AND FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ABOVE 

EXPLANATION OF THE PROEJCT, THAT ALL OF MY QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN 

SATISFACTORILY ANSWERED, AND THAT I GIVE PERMISSION FOR MY 

PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH PROEJCT. 

 

 

 

Signature of Participant        Date 
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PARENT AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN CLINICAL INVESTIGATION 

 

Project Title:  Effects of Three Different Staff Development Activities Utilizing Technology on 

the Curriculum-Based Objectives Developed by Speech-Language Pathologists  
 

You are being asked to participate in a research project described in this form below.  This 

research project is governed by the rules of both the federal government and Florida State 

University.  These rules require that you give your signed agreement for participation in this 

project.  Joneen Lowman is conducting this research under the guidance of Howard Goldstein, 

Ph.D., CCC-SLP who is a Professor of Communication Disorders at Florida State University.  

For further information please contact Joneen Lowman at 645-4945 or Dr. Howard Goldstein at 
644-6264.     
 

The investigator will explain to you the purpose of this project, the procedures to be used, as 

well as potential risks and benefits associated with participation in this project.  You may ask 

questions to help you understand this study.  A basic explanation of this study is written below.  

Please read this explanation and discuss any questions you might have with the investigator. 
 

If you decide that you will participate in this project, please sign this form on the line below, in 

the presence of a witness and the person who has explained the project to you.  You will be 

given a copy of this form to keep. 
 

1.   Nature and Purpose of the Project:  The study seeks to determine what forms of training 
are affective in improving speech-language pathologists’ skills in writing IEP objectives. 

 

2.  Explanation of Procedures:  You will complete a survey measuring your ratings of the 

quality of speech and language objectives developed by participants prior to in-service 

training and following in-service training. 
 

3.  Discomfort and Risks:  These procedures do not involve activities that would cause you 
discomfort or put you at any risk.  However, if you should become upset with your 

involvement, you can decide to withdraw from the study at any time. 
 

4.  Benefits:  Your school speech-language pathologist may benefit from this project in a 

number of ways.  First, there is a possibility of improving skills in the development of 

curriculum-based objectives.  Second, the speech-language pathologist will be provided the 
opportunity to discuss ideas and problems with colleagues on a consistent basis.  Third, the 

information gained from the project can lead to more effective methods for providing follow-

up assistance that are effective and acceptable to in-service participants. However, you will 

not receive any financial benefits.  
 

5. Confidentiality:  Confidentiality will be protected to the extent allowed by law. The results of 
this research study may be published but your name or identify will not be revealed. All 

records relating to this project will remain confidential and will be handled and safeguarded 

according to standard clinical policy. In order to maintain confidentiality, each participant 

will be assigned a numerical identification code.  The identification code will be used to 

document and track participant data.   
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6.  Refusal/Withdrawal:  Participation for all activities is voluntary. There is no penalty for non 

 participation. At any time during your participation in this study, you will have the 

 opportunity to refuse participation in any procedures or withdraw from the study at any time 

 without prejudice or effect on you. 

 

7.  Risks:  We do not expect any unusual risks as a direct result of participation in this project. 

 
For additional information regarding your rights or concerns as a research subject, please contact 

Heidi Hodges with the Florida State University Human Subjects Committee at 644-8633. 
 
I ACKNOWLEDGE THAT I HAVE READ AND FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ABOVE 
EXPLANATION OF THE PROEJCT, THAT ALL OF MY QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN 

SATISFACTORILY ANSWERED, AND THAT I GIVE PERMISSION FOR MY 

PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH PROEJCT. 
 
 
 

Signature of Participant        Date 
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APPENDIX  C 

 

WEB BASED READING-MATERIALS 

 

 

 

 

 



Curriculum Based Goals and 

Objectives 

Over the years, speech-language pathologists have begun to 
shift their focus from a drill based therapy approach to a 
curriculum-based approach. Speech-language pathologists are 
becoming aware that drilling language skills separate from the 
context in which the skills are used is inefficient because of the 
need to program for generalization (Prelock, 1997). The 1997 
reauthorization of IDEA requires that the student's progress in 
the general education curriculum be addressed on the 
Individualized Education Program. 

Speech-language pathologists cannot promote student 
participation and progress in the general curriculum if they are 
not familiar with it. 

What the student is to LEARN is referred to as curriculum. 

Example 

• In kindergarten students learn number values, letter 
names, sounds, shapes, etc . 

• In 3rd grade students learn to answer wh- questions after 
reading a passage, differentiate between fact and opinion, 
multiply and divide, etc. 
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• In 7th grade students learn to take notes, identify the 
author's point of view; utilize graphs and charts to solve 
math problems etc. 

Curriculum is NOT .. 

• The teaching methods and procedures used in the 
classroom . 

• The classroom textbooks adopted by the schools . 
• The activities/materials used to teach the lesson . 
• The goals and objectives written on the IEP . 
• All of these activities and materials aid the student in 

learning the targete objectives. However, they are not the 
skills that are to be learned by the student. 

State Educational Standards 

Each state is driven by a set of educational standards that 
students are expected to master at each grade level. In Florida, 
these educational mandates are referred to as the Sunshine 
State Standards. In Georgia, the standards are called Quality 
Core Curriculum. In most states, standards were developed in at 
least seven subject areas: language arts, mathematics, science, 
social studies, physical education, foreign languages, and arts. 

Florida 
Sunshine State 

Standards 
Subject Areas 

• Language Arts 
• Mathematics 
• Science 
• Social Studies 
• Health 
• Physical Education 
• Foreign Language 
• The Arts 

Georgia 
Quality Core Curriculum 

Subject Areas 

• Language Arts 
• Mathematics 
• Science 
• Social Studies 
• Health 
• Physical Education 
• Foreign Language 
• The Arts 
• Technology/Career Education 
• Agriculture 



• English Speakers of Other 
Languages 

Each subject area is broken down into specific skills. Ultimately, 
it is these specific skills with which teachers, parents and 
speech-language pathologists are concerned. In Florida, the 
specific skills are referred to as benchmarks. Mastery of the 
benchmarks contributes to the team's decision to promote or 
retain a student. Each school district within the state is 
responsible for ensuring that the textbooks adopted address the 
state benchmarks. 

Breakdown of Florida's Sunshine State Standards 
Subject Area - Language Arts 

Strand - Reading 
Standard -The Student uses the reading process 

effectively 
Benchmark - Refines vocabulary for interpersonal, 

academics and workplace situations ... 

Prelock (1998) recommends the following strategies for 
familiarizing yourself with the 
curriculum: 

• Review the state standards for the grade levels you 
service. 

• Preview textbooks used in the classroom . 
• Understand how the texts are used in instruction . 
• Attend grade level team meetings to identify units of 

instruction, themes, special projects, field trips etc. 
• Observe teacher and peer interactions in the classroom, 

play ground etc. 
• Become familiar with skills and requirements of district and 

state assessments . 
• Examine the language demands of the curriculum. 

II II 
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II Assessment II 

Assessment refers to a process of collecting essential data 
used to: 

• identify students'communication strengths and 
weaknesses within the natural environment 

• to develop an individual education program 
• to plan intervention 
• and to assess student progress 

Assessment occurs after eligibility for speech and language 
services has been determined. Assessment information is 
critical if the team is to write a clear and concise description of 
the student's progress and deficits in the general education 
curriculum and to develop goals and short-term objectives 
aligned with the general curriculum as mandated by the 1997 
reauthorization of IDEA. 

II Assessment Tools II 

Checklists and Interviews 

• Checklists and interviews are conducted with pertinent 
individuals in the student's life to identify the student's 
language strengths and weakness. 

Curriculum- Based Language Assessment 
Curriculum-based language assessment (CBLA) utilizes the 
general curriculum as the context for assessing the student's 
ability to cope with the language demands of the curriculum. 
Curriculum-based activities are a good source for identifying the 
student's semantic organizational strategies, word knowledge, 
linguistic sophistication, completeness, and detail. 
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-+ Example 

ｗｲｩｴｴ･ｭｾｌﾧｊＱｧｵ｡ｧｾ＠

Analyze an existing writing sample for a_ student's ability to 
sequence 

ideas; express a_ beginning, middle, and end; elaborate 
ideas; vary 

vocabulary (use of synonyms). 

Study ｓｬｩｩｌｉＮｳＯｃｯｲＺｮｲＺｭｾｨｾｊｊｓｊｑ｟ｮ＠
Review student's lecture notes to identify the ability to 

organize 
information, identify pertinent information and sequence 

information. 

Portfolios are a_ collection of student work that reflects growth 
over time. Writing samples, self-reflection inventories, edited 
work, and lecture notes are examples of items included in a_ 

portfolio. Student selection and critique of the artifacts included 
in the portfolio is a_ critical feature. 

Onlooker Observation 

• The SLP observes the student's interactions within the 
classroom environment. 

• Observation is a good source for identifying the student's 
ability to participate, remain focused, listen, answer/ask 
questions and communicate during classroom activities . 

• Observation may be embarrassing to an adolescent. 
Therefore, tape recordings or video tapes may be more 
appropriate. 

Participant Observation 

• The SLP sits next to the student while s/he completes a_ 

classroom activity and acts as a_ co-learner with the student 
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to identify the language demands of the activity. 

Example 

Written ｌｾｮｧｬｬ｟｡ｧﾧ＠
Have the student highlight the key words necessary for 

solving a math 
work problem. 
Then have the student describe how to solve the 

problem in 
sequential steps. 

• Participant observation investigates the student's ability to 
recognize relationships, comprehend the language of an 
activity, and formulate appropriate responses when 
scaffolding is provided. 

,,_,_q ｾ＠

ｾｾｾ＠ P=L=E=P=S=ta=t=e m=e=n=ts=illl 

The Present Level of Educational Performance Statement 
(PLEP) is a summary of a student's progress in the general 
curriculum based on multiple assessments. 

A PLEP statement should ... 

• Incorporate information from a variety of sources. 
• Identify the student's strengths. 
• Summarize the student's current performance with in the 

general curriculum. 
• Describe how a student's disability interferes with his or 

her progress in the curriculum. 
• Describe a student's behavior in objective and measurable 

terms. 
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Purpose of Goals and STO • s 

• Accountability - Goals and objectives provide data used 
to measure progress. 

• Guidance - Goals and objectives are a reference point for 
SLPs to develop intervention strategies. 

• Decision-making - Goals and objectives provide 
information to aid the IEP team in developing future 
services. 

Annual Goals 

Annual goals emanate from the present level of educational 
performance statement, address a priority educational need, 
and identify measurable knowledge, skills, behaviors or 
attitudes to be mastered within the school year. The classroom 
teacher and parents should be included in the development of 
annual goals in order to accurately identify the student's needs 
in the general curriculum and to identify strategies that have 
proven successful and unsuccessful for enhancing the student's 
progress in the curriculum. 

Short Term Objectives (STO) 
Short-term objectives are the measurable intermediate steps 
required to meet the goai.They enable the IEP team to monitor 
student progress. STOs identify the skills or behaviors the 
student must master in order to achieve the goal. STOs are not 
statements of how the behavior will be taught. Instead, they 
indicate the behavior that will occur. Therefore, STOs focus on 
what the student will accomplish not what the teacher or SLP 
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will accomplish. 

Contents of Goals and Objectives 

Complete goals and objectives contain the following 
components: 

Behavior 

The behavior is the action or performance the child is expected 
to exhibit. A quality behavior should be observable and 
measurable . 

• Will IQQI< at speaker or visual target. 
• Will ｬｪｳｾ＠ ﾧｊｧｮｬ｡ｯｧｹｾ｟ｧ｟ｾ＠ to . 
• Will foii()_W directions . 
• Will VE;!rbC)IIy ｩ｣ｬｾｮｴｩｦｹ＠ the main idea of the story . 
• Will ､･ｦｩｮｾ＠ 3rd grade vocabulary words with two attributes. 

ｎｯｮｭｾｃＩｳｵｲ｡ｴ＾ｬ･＠ ｂｾｨ｣Ｚｾｶｩ｟ｑｉＤ＠

• ｬｬｬｬｦｘｑｖｾ＠ expressive/receptive skills . 
• Will acqujre improved language skills . 
• Will derive meaning from curricular vocabulary . 
• Will attencj during class . 
• Will listen. 

Condition 

The condition identifies the materials, prompts, personnel, and 
or activities that will be present when the behavior occurs. 

Given a reading passage on the fifth grade level. .... 
During classroom conversations ..... 
When playing with two peers ... 
Using a prewriting strategy ... 

Criterion 

The criterion states the level of accuracy and how often the 
student must engage in the behavior in order for the goal or 
objective to be considered mastered. 
3 out of 4 opportunities in two different settings 
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3 consecutive minutes for 5 days 
80% accuracy for 1 week 
100 words per minute for 3 out of 4 opportunities 

Characteristics of Quality Goals and 

Objectives 

Meaningful 

The goal and objectives target communication skills that 
facilitate student success in the general curriculum. The goal 
and objectives answer the question "So what?" 

Meaningful: When he wants or needs something, Bobby 
will request 

4 different 
the desired object with 80% accuracy during 

activities. 
Nonmeaningful: Bobby will name pictures with 80% 

accuracy. 

Meaningful: When he is feeling anxious about speaking, 
Dan will 

speaks to 
engage in a relaxation activity before he 

outof 5 
teachers, peers or groups of students on 4 

occasions in 3 different settings. 
Nonmeaningful: Dan will engage in relaxation activities 

for 5 minutes. 

Direct Relationship 

The annual goal targets a behavior identified in the priority 
educational needs statement. The STOs support the attainment 
of the goal. A reader should be able to identify a common 
thread running through the PLEP statement, goals and 
objectives. 

The goal and objectives relate directly to the scope and 
sequence of the general education curriculum. One should be 
able to identify how the mastery of the goal and objectives will 
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aid the student in meeting the curriculum objectives. 

Measurable 

To avoid subjectivity, the stated behavior should be observable 
and measurable. The behavior is not measurable if you cannot 
see it, hear it or touc;h it. 

Only one measurable behavior should be stated in a goal and 
objective. If a goal or objective contains two behaviors, consider 
writing two outcomes. 

Example 

After a science experiment, the student will 90§We_r 
comprehension questions and ｷｲｩｴｾ＠ a cause/effectparagraph 
with 85% accuracy for 4 out of 5 opportunities. 

Instead 

After reading a story on the 4th grade level, the student will 
answer wh- questions with 85% accuracy for 4 out of 5 
opportunities. 

The student will write a cause/effect paragraph describing the a 
completed science experiment that has the qualities of a 4 
paragraph on the Florida Writes Scoring Rubric 2 times a 
grading period for one school year. 

Jargon free 
A stranger should be able to read the goal and objectives and 
know exactly what the student is expected to do. Remember 
parents and teachers also are members of the IEP team. 
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Example 

When writing a paragraph, Jim will use grammatical cohesive 
devices to bind the text together on 5 out of 6 writing 
opportunities. 

Instead 

When writing a paragraph, Jim will use grade level conjunctions 
such as after, before, and because on 5 out of 6 writing 
opportunities. 

"Just Right" 
Goals contain broad measurable behaviors that represent a 
compilation of several intermediate skills. 

Goals that do not require the learning of two intermediate skills 
(STOs) are not truly goals. The goal is probably a STO of a 
broader skill. 

Too Broad: To increase expressive skills. 
Too Specific: To answer true/false questions about a 

reading passage. 
Just Right: To answer questions about a reading 

passage. 

Furthermore, all the intermediate steps (STOs) required for 
mastering the goal should be stated. 

Incomplete 
Goal: When Willie needs or desires an object, activity, or action, 
Willie will use his communication board to identify what he 
wants or needs on 4 out of 5 opportunities. 
ST01: When Willie desires an object/activity, he will push the 
buttons "I want"+ "object/activity" on his communication board. 
STO 2: When provided with an object or activity that Willie does 
not want, he will communicate his dislike by pushing the button 
"I don't want" on his communication board. 
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Complete 

Goal: When Willie needs or desires an object/activity or action, 
Willie will use his communication board to identify what he 
wants or needs on 4 out of 5 opportunities. 
ST01: When given a choice between 4 objects or activities, 
Willie will indicate his choice by pushing the appropriate button 
on his communication board. 

ST02: When Willie desires an object/activity, he will push the 
buttons "I want" + "object/activity" on his communication board. 
ST03: When Willie needs help, he will push the button "come 
here please" on his communication board. 
ST04: When provided with an object or activity that Willie does 
not want, he will communicate his dislike by pushing the button 
"I don't want" on his communication board. 

Common mistakes made when aligning 
speech and language goals with the 
curriculum 
> Rewriting the state benchmarks as a goal or short-term 
objective . 

• State benchmarks are to be mastered by ALL students at 
the identified grade level. Rewriting the standards does not 
identify the specific problems the student will encounter 
when learning the skill nor does it justify the services of the 
speech-language pathologist. 

> Targeting behaviors that do not facilitate the student's 
progress in the curriculum . 

• Ask yourself "So what?" 

>Setting low criterions for mastery . 

• Consider the accuracy and speed with which the behavior 
must be performed in the classroom. 
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> Tacking on "in the classroom". 

• The phrase "in the classroom" does not ensure that the 
mastery of the targeted behavior will support the child's 
progress in the curriculum. 

> No relationship between PLEP statement, goals, and 
objectives . 

• The goals should address the student's priority educational 
needs as identified in the PLEP statement. 

Ｍ＼ＺＺｾﾷＭＭﾷ＠ ｾ＠

I! Examples II 

Assessment Information -2nd Grader 
Based on teacher comments, checklists and work samples, 
Julie pays attention during class and accurately follows 
directions. Julie's writing is characterized by predicate phrases 
presented in list format (e.g. Ate cake. Ate chips. Ate pizza.). 
Her writing lacks a topic sentence, supporting details and a 
conclusion. Julie does not use transitional markers (next, first) 
or cohesive devices (and, but, or) when writing. Her current 
written work receives a rating of 1 to 1.5 as measured by the 
Florida Writes scoring rubric. 

Goals and Objectives - 2nd Grader 
GOAL: Given a topic, Julie will write a paragraph incorporating 
the qualities of a score of 3 or better on the Florida Writes 
scoring rubric on 3 out of 4 essays. 
ST01: Using a prewriting strategy, Julie will plan a topic, 3 
supporting details and a conclusion on 3 out of 4 opportunities. 
(LA.B.1.1.1 )* 
ST02: Using her prewriting plans as a guide, Julie will write at 
least 5 sentences containing a subject and predicate on 3 out of 
4 opportunities. (LA.B.1.1.2) 
ST03: Given a list of transitional markers, Julie will correctly 
use at least 2 different markers to facilitate the flow of the 
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paragraph on 3 out of 4 opportunities. (LA.B.1.1.1) 
ST04: Using an editing strategy, Julie will check that all 
qualities of a 2 paragraph on the Florida Writes scoring rubric 
are included on 3 out of 4 opportunities. 

*Indicates the Florida Sunshine State Standard to which the 
objective is aligned. 

Assessment - 1st Grader 
Based on teacher reports and therapist observations, Tony can 
successfully complete short 1 and 2 step directions (Sit down 
and get your book). He has difficulty completing multi-step 
directions. Tony does not request assistance when he does not 
understand the directions and will sit until the teacher 
specifically directs him. 

Goals and Objectives- 1st Grader 
Goal: Following 2 -3 step verbal directions, Tony will accurately 
complete all steps in the allotted time on 3 out of 4 opportunities 
in 3 different settings (e.g. classroom, art, computer lab). 
(LA. C.1.1.1) 
ST01: After hearing a set of directions, Tony will use a strategy 
(e.g. pictures, restating) to identify all the steps in the correct 
order on 3 out of 4 opportunities in 3 different settings. 
(LA.C.1.1.4) 
ST02: Tony will use complete sentences to request clarification 
when he does not understand a verbal direction on 3 out of 4 
opportunities in 3 different settings. (LA.C.1.1.3) 
ST03: When an item or assistance is needed to complete the 
direction, Tony will use complete sentences to request the 
needed item or assistance on 3 out of 4 opportunities in 3 
different settings. (LA.C.1.1.3) 
ST04: After completing the directions, Tony will use a strategy 
to check that all steps are completed correctly on 3 out of 4 
opportunities in 3 different settings. 

*Indicates the Flori9a Sunshine State Standard to which the 
objective is aligned too. 

Benchmarks. - Represent major milestones necessary for 

achieving the goal 
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I Short Term Objectives II Benchmarks I 
Identify a measurable 

Identify a measurable behavior 
behavior 

Contain a condition, General statement of the 
behavior, criterion behavior to be mastered 

Represent progress to 
Represent progress to goal 

goal 

Characteristics of Benchmarks 

ｍ｟･ﾧｾｵｲ｡｢ｬＨＳ＠

The target behavior can be objectively measured. 

ｍｬＱＨＳｾｴｑｮＡＳ｟ｾ＠

Benchmarks represent the sequence in which the target 
behaviors will be taught and mastered. Each benchmark builds 
on the previous benchmark and represents the critical behaviors 
necessary for achieving the annual goal. 

For example : 
Measurable Annual Goal 
During conversations, Theresa will correctly produce her target 
phonemes in the initial and final position of words 85% of the 
time during three different conversations. 
Benchmarks 

1. Theresa will recognize her target phonemes in words used 
in the 5th grade curriculum. 

2. Theresa will produce her target phonemes correctly in the 
initial position of words. 

3. Theresa will produce her target phonemes correctly in the 
final position of words. 

4. Theresa will produce her target phonemes correctly when 
providing sentence responses. 

5. Theresa will produce her target phonemes correctly during 
conversations. 

79 



Jargon free 
Terms specific to the field of speech and language should be 
avoided or described. Remember parents and teachers are 
team members. 

All go ｷｪＡｨｴｨｾ＠ ｧｅＲｮｾｲ｡ｬ＠ J::\.JiriQllLUrlJ 

Benchmarks should align with the scope and sequence of the 
general education curriculum. The benchmark should identify 
the specific skills the student must master in order to be 
successful in the curriculum. 

Time frame for e3chievement 
It is acceptable to identify the expected time frame for mastery 
of the skill. However, this specific quality may vary by school 
district. For example: Jane will use quantity terms (e.g. more, 
less, greater) to describe graphed data by the first nine weeks. 

Strategies for Identifying Appropriate Benchmarks 

ReviewSunshin_e ｓｴ･ｾｴ･＠ Standargsa_ncj GrageLev€}1 
Expectations 
A review of the Sunshine State Standards and grade level 
expectations will identify the specific skills to be mastered at 
each grade. The IEP benchmarks developed should target the 
specific deficits that will impede the child from mastering the 
Sunshine State Standards. 

Identify ､ｾｶ･ｬｯｰｭ･ｮｴ｡ｬｬｹ＠ appropriate stanciSirc;l$necessC)_ry to 
reach goal 
A review of development norms (e.g. Brown's stages) can 
facilitate the identification of the major milestones necessary for 
achieving the annual goal. 

Examples of Benchmarks 
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Assessment Information - 2nd Grader 
Based on teacher comments, checklists, and work samples, 
Julie pays attention during class and accurately follows 
directions. Julie's writing is characterized by predicate phrases 
presented in list format (e.g. Ate cake. Ate chips. Ate pizza.) Her 
writing lacks a topic sentence, supporting details and a 
conclusion. Julie does not use transitional markers (next, first) 
or cohesive devices (and, but, or) when writing. Her current 
written work receives a rating of 1 to 1 .5 as measured by the 
Florida Writes scoring rubric. 

Goals and ｂ･ｮ｣ｨｭ｡ｲｫｾ＠ -:- 2nd ｇｲﾣＡ｣［ｬｾｲ＠
GOAL: Given a topic, Julie will write a paragraph incorporating 
the qualities of a score of 3 or better on the Florida Writes 
scoring rubric on 3 out of 4 essays. 
Benchmark: Julie will use a preplanning writing strategy to 
identify a topic, 3 supporting details, and a conclusion by the 
first nine weeks. (LA.B.1.1.1) 
Benchmark: Julie will write a paragraph using at least 2 different 
sentence structures by the second nine weeks. (LA.B.1.1.2) 
Benchmark: Julie will use at least 2 different transitional 
markers to facilitate the flow of a paragraph by the third nine 
weeks. (LA.B.1.1.1) 
Benchmark: Julie will edit her writing to ensure that it meets the 
qualities of a 3 paragraph on the Florida Writes scoring rubric by 
the fourth nine weeks. (LA.B.1.1.3) 

Assessment- 1st ｇｲ｡｟ｯｾｲ＠
Based on teacher reports and therapist observations, Tony can 
successfully complete short 1 and 2 step direction (Sit down 
and get your book). He has difficulty completing multi-step 
directions. Tony does not request assistance when he does not 
understand the directions and will sit until the teacher 
specifically directs him. 

Goals and Benchmarks-J st Gra,der 
Goal: Following 2 -3 step verbal directions, Tony will accurately 
complete all steps in the allotted time on 3 out of 4 opportunities 
in 3 different settings (e.g. classroom, art, computer lab). 
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(LA.C.1.1.1) 
Benchmark: Tony will use a strategy (e.g. pictures, restating) to 
identify all the steps of verbal directions by the first nine weeks. 
(LA.C.1.1.4) 
Benchmark: Tony will use complete sentences to request 
clarification of directions by the second nine weeks. (LA.C.1.1.3) 

Benchmark: Tony will use complete sentences to request 
needed items or assistance by the third nine weeks. 
{LA.C.1.1.3) 
Benchmark: Tony will use a strategy to check that all steps of a 
direction are complete by the fourth nine weeks. 

t'J 0 N_EXl:\1\11 Ph._ I; fQL 3rd G ｲｾｈＺｪｾ＠
Based on data collection and teacher obseNation, Jeff has 
shown growth in area of obtaining information using "wh" 
questions and in using sequential words both verbally and in 
written form. He continues to have difficulties in verbal language 
expression, answering questions and eye contact. 
Goal: Jeff will provide/obtain information in a concrete manner 
80% of the time. 
Benchmarks: Jeff will obtain/provide information ... 

• generating words associated with other words . 
• describing differences in word pairs . 
• defining nouns using 5 attributes . 
• understand and use multiple meanings of words. 

--+ You must take the Knowledge Test and Scoring 
Rubric!! 

Take the Knowledge Test 

Scoring Rubrk 
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ｾ｡ｳ･､＠ on SLP and teacher reports and work samples (IEPs}, 
school SLPs are fluent at writing therapeutically focused 
speech and language goals based on evaluation data. 
SLPs demonstrate a lack of knowledge of the general 
curriculum thus impacting the development of curriculum· 
based goals and objectives. SLPs typically develop goals 
from evaluations instead of assessment data. Furthermore 
goals and objectives genera II y have a bread focus and lac 
the components identified by IDEA. 

ｾｦｦ･｣ｴｳ＠ of the disability: The lack of knowledge of the 
general curriculum impedes SLPs from developing goals 
and objectives related to the students' curricula. 

ｾ｣ｨｯｯｬ＠ SLPs' priority educational needs are to develop 
cu rri cut u m·based goals and obj actives that are derived 
from assessment data. 

Comparison Of IDEA Part B 

1992 1997 
IEP Team (Section 

300.344) 

• Parents and general 
educators input is not 

required 

IEP Development (sec. 

300.346) 

• No similar provision 

IEPTeam 
• Parents a11d at least 1 

general educator be 
irtcluded 

IEP Development 

• Chilcl's stre11gths 

• Parents" concerns 

• Communication needs 

Changing Role of the School SLP 

Traditional 

• Works from a medical 
model 

• Works in a treatment 
room away from 
educational mainstream 

• Diagnoses isolated 
deficits 

• Writes objectives that 
may develop "splinter 
skills" in therapy 
sellings 

Emerging Role 
• Works from educational 

model 

• Works In classrooms 
and resource rooms 

• DiagnosIs disorder and 
effects 

• Writes objectives that 
integrate 
communication 
demands 
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Annual Goal: For children or< my caseload, I will write 
curriculum based goals and objectives according to 
IDEA guidelines with 80% accuracy. 

ST01: Using the Sunshine State Stanclards (SSS), I 
will identify how the student's speech or language 
needs relate to the standards with 80% accuracy for 
4 children. 

ST02: Using various assessment methods, I will 
identify students' specific speech or language needs 
in the general curricula with 80% accuracy for 4 
children. 

ST03: Basecl ort assessment data and SSS, I will write 
qua lily goals and ob j actives containing a condition, 
be ha vi or and criterion for 4 child rert. 

1992 

IEP Content {Sec. 

300.347) 

• Present level statement 

• Required statement 

of artnual goats 

TradiUonal Role 

• Analyzes and cures 
speaker-listener deficits 

• Uses clinical therapy 
materials 

1997 

IEP Content 
• Requires statement of 

how d i sa bilit y affects 
eclucational 
performance in genera I 
curriculum 

• Requires annual goals 
to relate to general 
curriculum 

• Statements on 
supplemental aids and 
services in curriculum 

• Statement of parental 
notice of progress 

Emerging Role 

• Analyzes and works on 
pragmatics; the 

speaker, the listener, 
the message content, 

and the context 

• I nleg rates therapy 

materials with 

classroom texts and 
assig11ments 



ST01: Using the Sunshine State Standards 

(SSS), I will identify how the student's speech 

or language needs relate to the benchmarks 
with 80% accuracy for 4 children 

Sunshine State Standards 

• Language Arts 

• Mathematics 

• Science 

• Social Studies 

• Health 

• Physical Education 

• Foreign Language 

• The Arts 

Statewide Assessment 

• FCAT (grades 3-10} 

• Alternate Assessment 

/EP team determines how progress will be 

measured and reported to parents (as 

frequently as nondisabled peers). 

Students in elementary and early middle 

grades should take state assessments if 

there is any question about diploma track. 
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Curriculum 

• Curriculum is what 
the student is to 
LEARN 
- Scope and sequence 

• Curriculum is NOT 
- Textbooks 

- Activities/Materials 

- Strategies 

Sunshine State Standards 

Subject Area - Language 

Strand Reading 

Standard - The student uses the 

reading process effectively 

Benchmark- Refines vocabulary 

for interpersonal, academic and 

workplace situations ... 

ST02: Using various assessment methods, I 
will identify students' specific speech or 

language needs in the general curricula with 

80% accuracy for 4 children. 

·.·. · .. · .. ··.· .. · ·.· ｾ＠ . .. =· .. _:. 



Communication Assessment 
Provides information regarding the 

students strengths 

and limitations 

within the 

natural 

environment. 

/ 

Assessment Tools 
• Ethnographic Interviews 

- Focus on understanding the student's 
environment 

-Interviews and Observations 

• Artifacts 

-Analysis of work samples 

-Good source for identifying semantic 

and syntactic skills 

-Portfolios and transcripts 

Assessment Tools 

• Onlooker Observation 

-Observations of student's interactions in 
the classroom environment 

-Good source for identifying pragmatic 
skllls, auditory comprehension, attention 

• Participant Observation 

- SLP acts as a co-learner with the student 

-Good source for metacognitive skills, 
understanding of concepts, written 
expression 

86 

Communication Assessment 

Strengths 

• Naturalistic focus 

• Identify specific 

needs 

• Individualize 

services 

• Identify goals and 

objectives 

• Measure progress 

Artifact 

Written Language 

Limitations 

• Lacks psychometric 

data 

• Limited scope 

• Time intensive 

• Susceptible to 
subjectivity 

• Select a prompt from which the student can 
write, or an existing writing sample. Look for 
student's ability to sequence ideas; express a 
beginning, middle, and end; elaborate ideas; 
vary vocabulary (use of synonyms). 

Study Skills! Comprehension 

• SLP reviews student's lecture notes to 
identify ability to organize information 

• 5 minutes 

Participant Observation 

Math 

• Given a word problem, have student 
highlight key words to determine steps 

necessary for problem solving. Then have 

student describe how to solve problem in 
sequential steps. 

• 5 minutes 



ST03: Based on assessment data and SSS, I 

wlll write quality goals and objectives 
containing a condition, behavior, and criterion 

for 4 children. 

Purpose of Goals and STOs 

• Accountability - provide data used to 
measure progress 

• Guidance - Goals are a reference point 
for SLPs to develop intervention 
strategies 

• Decision-making -goals provide 

information to aid IEP team in -lt 
developing future services ｾ＠

Components of Goals and Objectives . 
• Behavior 

• Condition 
- Given a reading passage on the fifth grade 

level. .. 

- When completing math word problems ... 

• Criterion 
- 80% accuracy on 3 out of 4 opportunities 

- 3 out of 4 opportunities on 3 days13 settings 
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PLEP Statement 

• A PLEP statement should ... 

Dlncorporate inlomnation from a variety of sources. 

0 Identify the student's strengths. 

DSummarize the student's current perfomnance with 

in the general curriculum. 

DDescribe how a student's disability interferes with 

his or her progress in the curriculum. 

ODescribe a student's behavior in objective and 

measurable terms. 

Curriculum-Based Goals 

and Objectives 

Traditional 

<- Derived from evaluation 

ﾷｾ＠ lndepe nd ant of general 
curriculum 

<- Targets language 

outside of natu rat 
context/content 

<- Behaviors may lack 

relevance to classroom 
demands 

Curriculum-Based 
.:. Derived from 

assessment 

-:- Directly tied to 
curriculum 

.;. Targets language 
through curriculum 
context and content 

ｾﾷ＠ Facilitates student's 
achievement in 
cuniculum 

Measurable Behaviors 

• Will look at speaker or visual target 

• Will use sign language to 

• Will correctly pluralize words 

• Will verbally identify the main idea of the 
story 

• Will define 3rd grade vocabulary words 
with two attributes. 



I 

NON measurable Behaviors 
• Improve expressive/receptive sl<ills 

• \fo/111 acquire improved language skiils 

• Will derive meaning from curricular 

vocabulary 

• W iil demonstrate an awareness of sounds 

• Will increase ability to recall and organize 

important information 

• Wi!lliSt!ID 

Common Mistakes in Aligning 

Goals with the Curriculum 

• Restating the benchmark 

• Targeting behaviors that do not facilitate the 

student's progress in the curriculum. 

• Setting a low criterion for mastery 

• Tacking on "in the classroom" 

• No relationship between PLEP and goals 

Assessment Information- 2nd Grader 

Based on teacher comments, checklists, and 
work samples, Julie pays attention during class 

and accurately follows directions. Julie's 
writing is characterized by predicate phrases 

presentee! in list format (e.g. Ate cake. Ate 

chips. Ate pizza.) Her writing lacks a topic 

sentence, supporting details and a conclusion. 
Julie does not use transitional markers (next, 
first) or cohesive devices (and, but, or) when 

writing. Her current vorilten work receives a 

rating of 1 to 1.5 as measured by the Florida 
Writes scoring rubric. 
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ｃｨｾｲ｡｣ Ｚｴｾ ｲｩｳｴｩｾｳ＠ of Quality 

Curriculum-Based Goals 

· • Meaningful to classroom success 

I • Direct relationship to curriculum 

I 
: ｾＺｾＺ ｾ ｾｲＺｾｾ＠
• "Just Right" 

Even a football player 

should be able to 

understand them!! 

Goals and Objectives - 2nd Grader 
GOAL: Given a topic, Jvlle vAll wrtte a paragraph Incorporating the 

qua:mes cf a score o; 3 or ｴ ･ ｩ ｾ ･ＺＭ on lhe f 1,c;fda 'Nrtte.s scoring 
rutuic on 3 oul of 4 essays. 

ST01: Using a ｰｮ ｾｷｲ ｬｴｬｮｧ＠ strategy, Jutie will plan a topic, 3 
supporting delails and a conclusion on 3 out of •1 opportunities. 

(LA.8 .1.i.1) 

ST0 2: Using her prewriUng plans as a ouide, Julie will write ot 
fc<•st 5 sentences containing a subject ancf pre<licate on 3 out of 
4 opportunities. (l../l .. B.1.1.2) 

ST03; Gi· ... en a list of transitional marke($, Ju·lie t..'ti{l correctly vse at 
least 2. Giffercnl marllers lo facilitate I he flow or the paragr,,ph on 
3 out of 4 opportunities. (lA.B.1 .1 .1) 

ST04: U;ing an edilir,g str<Jleg)', Julie v/iU ohe<:k that all·quatilies 
of a 2 paragraph on the Florida 1/1/rites scoring rubric i!re 
included oil 3 out of 4 opportunilles. (LA.8.1 .t .:l) 



Assessment- 1st Grader 

Based on teacher reports and therapist 

observations, T any can successfully 
complete short 1 and 2 step direction 

(Sit down and get your book). He has 
difficulty completing multi-step 
directions. Tony does not request 
assistance when he does not 
understand the directions and will sit 
until the teacher specifically directs him. 

Based on data collection and teacher observation, Jeff 
has shown growth in area of obtaining Information 

using "wh" questions and in using sequential words 
both verbally and in written form. He continues to 

have difficulties in verbal language expression, 
answering questions and eye contact. 

Goal: Jeff will provide/obtain infollTlation in a concrete 
manner 80% of the time. 

ST01: Jeff will obtain/provide information 

a} generating words associated with other words. 

b} describing differences in word pairs. 

c) defining nouns using 5 attributes. 

d) understand and use multiple meanings of words. 
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Goals and Objectives -1 5
' Grader 

Goal: Followif'l9 2 -3 step vernal directions. Tony will accurately CM!plete 
all steps In the allotted ijme on 3 out of 4 opportunities in 3 dlfterent 
ｳ･ｾｲｮｧｳ＠ (e.g. ola!;Sroom, art, cO<l\pulet lab). (LA G. t .1.1) 

ST01 : Alter hearing a sat of diredions, Tony will use a strategy (e.g. 
pictures, restating) to identity ｡ｬｬ ｬ ｾ･＠ 3teps In the correct orde< on 3 oot 
o14 opportunities in 3 differont settings. {LA. C. t 1.4) 

ST02: Tony will use complete sentences to request clarification when ｾ･＠
does not umterstand a "'mal direction on 3 out of 4 opportunities ln 3 
different ｳｾｩｮｧｧ Ｎ＠ ILAC.1.1.3) 

ST03: When an item or assistance Is needed 10 complete rhe dJrecUon, 
Tony wlll use complete seotenees ro request the needed item or 
a!;Ststance on 3 out ol4 opportunities In 3 ､ｬｾ･ｲ･ｮｴ＠ settings. 
(LA.C.1.1.3) 

ST04: Alter completing the dlredloos, Tony will use a strategy to cheek 
that all steps are completed correctly on 3 out of 4 opportunities in 3 
different seHings. 



,, 

........... ...._.,,r•><WIY.I:«"'''>:V.'"-''«'•><··:··:o·.·· ·. ,., .. 

Peer Coaching 

· · ,·.·. ﾷＮﾷﾷﾷＧﾷＧﾷＧｨ＾ﾷＮｷｾｯＮｖ＠ . ＮＬ＼ｮ＼ＭＺＮｶｊＺｵＺＭＺｯｭｾ＼］Ｌ］］ﾫｵＬｭｯＺ］ＭＭﾭ

Ｌｾｾ［ＧＯＮＮＺＭＺＢＱＮＨＱｾｾｾｾＭ

ｾﾷＧｉＢＧ＼ｖｉｉｗｯｖｾＬｙＮＩｉＮＬＮＮＮＮＮＧｯｻ＼ｾｖＮ＾ｉＧＩＭ＾ｊ＼ｖｉ＼＼ＧＧＧＧＧＧＮＬＬＬＬＮＬＬＬＬＬＬＮＬＬ＠ '.-.··>. 
"l•vv·•)"l'. '' ··.• 

Quality Peer Coaching ... 

Provides a safe environment for SLPs 
to practice newly acquired skills. 

t: J.. Provides constructive and specific 
1 · feedback. 

Improves SLPs mastery of 

instructional strategies. 

ｾｎＮ＾ｯｾｎＮＮＧ＼Ｇ＾ｵＩｉＧｉｉＧ＾ＮＮＮＬＭｉｙＧＢ＾ｾﾷﾷﾫＧ＾ＧＺＬﾷｧＮＬﾷ＠ .. ·, · .. · • ) I .· 
,... ........ ,... ....... ｾＮＮＬＮＮＮ＠ ..... h,"'''''' .. , 

' Directly tie your feedback to objective 
evidence. 
- "Based on your objective, I assume the target 

behavior ｩｾｶｯｬｶ･ｳ＠ ｾｳｴ･ｮｩｾｧＮ＠ This behavior is difficult 
to see, hear, or touch. It appears you want to i j 
measure the child's com pre ｨ･ｾ＠ sio ｾＮ＠ I've so I vee this 1\ 
problem in the past by stating that the child will Ji 
｡ｾ＠ swer questions. Asking the child to answer 1 ,· 
questions is more measurable and is something I can L 
see ｡ｾ､＠ hear." ;: 

" Provide specific examples of how the goal 
or objective could be corrected. 
- " l really I ike your behavior and criteria n, however, 

I'm unclear as to the con ditlon. A clearer con ditlo n 
might be 'When answering dassraam questions, 
Jo 11 n ny wi II use a strat€);1Y to produce fluent speech 
with 2 or less dysfuenc1es on 3 out of 4 
o ppottu nities". 
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What is Peer Coaching? 

Peer coaching involves two teachers, who 
have just acquired a new instructional 
strategy, observing and providing 
feedback to each other on the accuracy 
of the implementation of the strategy. 
Teachers colla boratively identify 
strategies that could enhance teacher 
mastery of the newly developing 
skill(s). 

... ·' ' / : '\'· ^ｾﾷＬＬＬＮＬＬＬＮ＠ ＯｾＮｯＮＬﾷｯﾷｮ＼ｷＩＬＧＺＯＩｊＮＧＩｙＭ［ｉｉｐＮＭｬｬＧｩｊｲＮＧＮﾻｉｾｗｾｘｉＭｬＢｾｙｾＮＬＬＺＮＺＭＭｾ＠

ＬｯＬﾷＮＬﾷＬＭＮＮ［ｾｾＭｾＮＧＬＮ＼ＺＮ＾ＺＭＭＮＭｶｬ＾ＮＮｯ［ＭＮＺｯＮｯＮｮＬＺＮｾＮＺ［ＺｯＮｶＬｾ＠

Constructive and Specific Feedback 

" Identify something positive your peer 
partner did or attempted to do. 
- "It's obvious you spent time trying to address the 

child's defidt through the curriculum." 

' Avoid statements that appear to judge 
the person or their school district. 
- "That was really stupid." 

- "Did you look at the Power Point slides?" 

- "I've a I ready pointed th Ts out to you." 

-"Your school district is behind the times." 

•1 Focus on one problem at a time. 
- You do not want to overwhelm the person. Only 

provide feedback for the peer coach in!J checklist item 
being addressed. If other concerns ex 1st, address 
them under the a pprop rl ate item or in the genera I 
comments box. 

.( 

l! 
!! 
jl 

11 

!
' ｾ＠ ApP.reciate the person's unique style when ;.-
' i wntin9 PLEP statements, goals, and 

1 
objectives. 

.I - Each person has hIs/her own style when writing PLEP 
l statements, goals and objectives. Be sure to 

!
. evaluate the l'LEP statements, goals, and objectives 

based on the prese nee or absence of the required 
· components and not the individual manner in which 
H the person addresses the components. For exam pie, 
ｾ＠ you may e I ect to state the condition first whereas 

I ｢ｾｨｾ･ｩｾｾ･ｲ＠ might ＭｾＺ＠ .. ｾｨｾｾＬＮａＺＺ［ＺｾｾＬｾ＠ .. ＺＬＬｾｾ＠ .. w ... , .. ,""'"""" 
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APPENDIX E 

 

EXAMPLE OF WEB BASED PEER COACHING COMPUTER SCREENS 



P LE P Screen (Screen 3) 

-- - - "-., Florida State University 
Ｏｾ＠ ' ｾ｜＠

Department of Communication Disorders !2" ｾｉ＠
\ . ..../ 

｜Ｎｾ＠ ｾＯ＠ Problem Entry 
'", l8S1 / 

ＢＢＢＭＧＭＭｾﾷＭﾷ＠

DESCRIPTION 

I 
PLEP 

GOAL 

OBJECTIVE 

GENERAL REFLECTIONS, COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS 

Submit I Reset I Menu I Help I 
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Screen 4 Peer Coaching Checklist 

Florida State University 
Department of Communication Disorders 

Entry Reply 

Comments must be left for questions with an 

answer of 1 or 0. 

Question I: Does the PLEP state the student's strengths in the general education curriculum? 

2-1 1-1 0-1 

The PLEP statement clearly and The PLEP statement 
The PLEP statement does not st: 

the student's strengths in the 
objectively states the student's broadly states the student's 

curriculum. Subjective informat 
strengths within the curriculum. strengths in the curriculum. 

provided. 

Comments 

Question 2: Does the PLEP state how the student's disability affects involvement and progress 

in the general education curriculum? 

2-1 t - 1 0-1 

The PLEP statement specifically The PLEP provides a generic The PLEP statement does 
and objectively states the affects statement of how the disability state how the student's 
of the disability on the student's interferes with the student's disability impedes progres 
progress. progress in the curriculum. the curriculum. 

Comments 

II 
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Question 3: Does the PLEP state the student's priority educational needs w1thm the general 

curriculum? 

2- r 1- r o-r 

• The PLF.P statement • The PLEP provides a broad 
• The PLEP statem 

does not state the 
specifically and objectively and generic statement of the 

student's priority 
states the student's priority student's priority 

educational needs 
educational needs within the educational needs. 

• The need is not re 
curriculum. • The priority educational 

to the general 
• The priority educational need need is a broad statement of 

curriculum. 
relates to the student's the student's weaknesses as 

• The need is not re 
weaknesses as identified in identified in the PLEP 

to the PLEP 
the PLEP statement. statement. 

statement. 

Comments 

ｾｵ･ｳｴｩｯｮ＠ .t: Does the annual goal address the stated priority educational need through the gener 

education curriculum? 

2-r I- r o-r 

• Tells why child needs to 
• Activity does not ti 

• General skill- "read, write, into curriculum (e. 
learn skill (e.g. "to 

age-appropriate vocabulary". "name cards, incre 
complete classroom 

• Generic settings- "during syntax skills"). 
activities, when child does 

instruction, in the classroom". • Uses testing as sou1 
not understand, etc.). 

• Addresses child's weakness as for identifying prol 
• Condition receives a score 

of2. 
stated in the PLEP statement (CELF TOPL) insl 

• Addresses child's weakness 
but does not specifically relate of assessment ｭ･｡ｾ＠

in the curriculum as stated 
to child's progress in the • Addresses a weakn 

in the PLEP statement. 
curriculum. not stated in the PI 

statement. 

Comments 

"Rate the overall quality of the objectives as a whole. Identify problems specific to a particular 

objective in the comment box. If you are torn between two scores, always utilize the lower of the t 

scores. 
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Question 5: Do the objectives include an appropriate behavior? 

2-r 1- r o-r 

• Is measurable and 
• Combination of more 

observable. • No behavior. 
• Behavior is an appropriate 

than I behavior (e.g. read 
• The objective is to re· 

ap__d write, answer and 
way to demonstrate skill. 

ask). 
or eliminate a negati, 

• One behavior is stated unless behavior instead of 

the skill is a cbained 
• Behavior is stated but not 

stating an appropria1 

behavior, or if required by 
measurable (Ex: attend, 

replacement behavio 

school system e.g. "orally tell 
comprehend, aware, 

• Vague behavior- "wil 
recall, understand, 

write" -required by Leon 
interpret, obtain). 

increase". 
County. 

Comments 

Question 6: Do the objectives include an appropriate condition? 

2-r 1- r o-r 

• Tells when, where or how • Condition represents an 
• None or vague. 

child is to perform instructional strategy (e.g. 
• Does not explain wha1 

behavior. "prompts, verbal 
going on in the 

• Paints a picture of what is reminders) 
environment: "upon 

happening, e.g. "use • States general settings or 
request, with out deJa 

graphic organizers/check academic areas 
• A score of 0 for beha' 

list". (math/science). 

Comments 

I 

Question 7: Do the objectives include an appropriate criterion for measuring the behavior? 

2-r 1 - r o-r 

• Behavior scores a 2. • States either accuracy Ql" duration . • Behavio 

• Gives appropriate accuracy • Accuracy lind duration is stated, but is scores a 

and duration for measuring not appropriate for measuring the • No crite 
behavior. behavior lessons). present. 
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Question 5: Do the objectives include an appropriate behavior? 

2-r I- r o-r 

• Is measurable and 
• Combination of more 

observable. • No behavior. 

• Behavior is an appropriate 
than l behavior (e.g. read 

• The objective is to re· 
and write, answer and 

way to demonstrate skill. 
ask). 

or eliminate a negati, 

• One behavior is stated unless behavior instead of 

the skill is a cllained 
• Behavior is stated but not 

stating an appropria1 
measurable (Ex: attend, 

behavior, or if required by 
comprehend, aware, 

replacement behavio 
school system e.g. "orally tell 

recall, understand, 
• Vague behavior- "wil 

write" -required by Leon 
interpret, obtain). 

increase". 
County. 

Comments 

Question 6: Do the objectives include an appropriate condition? 

2-r t- r o-r 

• Tells when, where or bow • Condition represents an 
• None or vague. 

child is to perform instructional strategy (e.g. 
• Does not explain wha: 

behavior. ''prompts, verbal 
going on in the 

• Paints a picture of what is reminders) 
happening, e.g. "use • States general settings or 

environment: "upon 
request, with out dela 

graphic organizers/check academic areas 
• A score of 0 for beha' 

list". (math/science). 

Comments 

Question 7: Do the objectives include an appropriate criterion for measuring the behavior? 

I 2- r I 1- r o-r 

• Behavior scores a 2. • States either accuracy Q[ duration . • Behavio 

• Gives appropriate accuracy • Accuracy a_nd duration is stated, but is scores a 
and duration for measuring not appropriate for measuring the • No crite 
behavior. behavior lessons). present. 
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Question 8: Do the objectives address the stated priority educational need through the general 

education curriculum? 

2-r 1- r o-r 

• Tells why child needs to 
• Activity does not ti 

learn skill (e.g. "to 
• General skill- "read, write, into curriculum (e. 

complete classroom 
age-appropriate vocabulary". "name cards, incre 

activities, when child does 
• Generic settings- "during syntax skills"). 

not understand, etc.). 
instruction, in the classroom". • Uses testing as sou1 

• Condition receives a score 
• Addresses child's weakness as for identifying pro! 

of2. 
stated in the PLEP statement (CELF TOPL) inst 

• Addresses child's weakness 
but does not specifically relate of assessment mea5 

in the curriculum as stated 
to child's progress in the • Addresses a weakn 

in the PLEP statement 
curriculum. not stated in the PJ 

statement. 

Comments 

Question 9: Do the objectives target behaviors that will enhance the student's communication 

within 
the classroom? 

2-r t- r o-r 

• Skills are functional for 
• Behavior is no1 

daily life (e.g. "provide 
• Foundation skill without purpose or measurable (e . 

details of events"). 

• Foundation skill with 
"how" explained (e.g. "label common "process audit 

purpose explained (e.g. 
objects, provide 2-3 attributes, use info"). 

"will babble to take 
target sound in cv combinations." • Behavior is 

turns with mom). • Behavior score of at least a 1. imitated or die 

• Behavior score of a 2. 
to the child. 

Comments 
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I 
Question 10: Are objectives written for all the behaviors necessary for meeting the goal? 

2-t 1- r 0-t 

• There are at least 2 
• There are at least 2 

objectives. 
objectives. 

• The objectives do not 1 

• All objectives relate to 
• Some of the objectives relate 

to the goal. 

the goal. • All behaviors necessar 

• All behaviors necessary 
to the goal. 

mastering the goal are 
• Most of the behaviors 

for mastering the goal 
necessary for mastering the 

identified. 
are stated. 

goal are identified. 
• The objectives are 

• The objectives are 
• The objectives are sequenced 

sequenced in an illogic 
sequenced in a logical 

in a logical manner. 
manner. 

manner. 

Comments 

I 

Reflections, Comments and Questions 

r 
FEEDBACK 
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APPENDIX F 

 

OBJECTIVE AND HIERARCHICAL SCORING RUBRIC 

 

 

 

 

 

 



-0 
0 

Criteria 

Relates to curriculum 

Meaningful for Corum. 

Behavior 

Condition 

Criteria 

Hierarchical Relationship 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

s Rubric forE 
2 

Tells why child needs to learn skill (e.g. "to • 
complete classroom activities, when child 

does not understand, etc.) • 
Condition receives a score of 2 

Addresses child's weakness in the curriculum • 
as stated in the PLEP statement. 

Skills are functional for daily life (e.g. • 
"provide details of events") 

Foundation skill with purpose explained (e.g. 

"will babble to take turns with mom) 

Behavior score of a 2 • 

Is measurable and observable • 
Behavior is an appropriate way to demonstrate • 
skill • 
One behavior is stated unless the skill is a 

chained behavior, or if required by school 

system e.g. "orally te11 & write" -required by 

Leon County. 

Tells when, where or how child is to perform • 
behavior • 
Paints a picture of what is happening, e.g. "use • 
graphic organizers/check list" 

Behavior scores a 2 • 
Gives appropriate accuracy and duration for • 
measuring behavior 

The PLEP statement clearly states the child's • 
strengths and weaknesses within the 

curriculum. • 
The goal targets a weakness identified in the 

PLEP statement • 
The objectives support the attainment of the 

goaL 

f the Obiect 
1 0 

General skill- "read, write, age-appropriate • Activity does not tie into curriculum (e.g. " 

vocabulary" name cards, increase syntax skills") 

Generic settings- "during instruction, in the • Uses testing as source for identifying problem 

classroom" (CELF TOPL) instead of assessment 

Addresses child's weakness as stated in the measures . 

PLEP statement but does not specifically • Addresses a weakness not stated in the PLEP 

relate to child's progress in the curriculum statement. 

Foundation skill without purpose or "how" • Behavior is not measurable (e.g. "process 

explained (e.g. "label common objects, auditory info") 

provide 2-3 attributes, use target sound in cv • Behavior is imitated or dictated to the child 

combinations." 

Behavior score of at least a I 

Combination of more than I behavior • No behavior 

(e.g. read and write, answer and ask) • The objective is to reduce or eliminate a 

Behavior is stated but not measurable (Ex: negative behavior instead of stating an 

attend, comprehend, aware, recall, understand, appropriate replacement behavior. 

interpret, obtain) • Vague behavior- "wi11 increase" 

Condition represents an instructional strategy • None or vague 

(e.g. "prompts, verbal reminders) • Does not explain what is going on in the 

Only lists vague settings or academic areas environment: "upon request, with out delay 

(math/science lessons) • A score of 0 for behavior 

States either accuracy Q1: duration • Behavior scores a 0 

Accuracy <!.ill! duration is stated, but is not • No criterion present 

appropriate for measuring the behavior 

The PLEP statement broadly states the child's • The PLEP statement does not state the child's 

progress in the curriculum. progress in the curriculum. 

The goal broadly targets a skill stated in the • The goal does not address a behavior stated in 

PLEP . the PLEP statement. 

Objectives broadly relate to the goaL . Objectives do not support the attainment of 

the goaL 

·---------------
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APPENDIX G 

 

KNOWLEDGE TEST 
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Name:_________________________________  County:___________________ Date:________ 

 

Circle the best answer. 

 
1. The identification of the student’s communication strengths and weaknesses with in the 

curriculum can be obtained through a(n): 

a) assessment 

b) evaluation 
c) diagnostic 

 
2. An objectives is comprised of the following components: 

a) measurable behavior, condition, criterion 
b) measurable behavior, condition, student’s strengths 

c) measurable behavior, criterion, technical terminology 

 
3. A common mistake SLPs make when writing curriculum-based goals is 

a) restating the state benchmarks 
b) tacking on “in the classroom” 

c) targeting behavior sin the PLEP statement 

d) A & B 

 
4. Curriculum is the  

a) child’s IEP 
b) classroom activities and materials 

c) classroom textbooks 

d) state standards 

 
5. “Sally will improve her vocabulary” is an appropriate goal. 

a) True 
b) False 

 
6. Which behavior is measurable? 

a) improve 

b) listen 
c) retell 

d) think 

 
7. The condition identifies 

a) the level of accuracy 
b) materials the student will use 

c) what the student is to do 

d) when the student is to perform the behavior 

e) B & D 
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8. The goal and objective should 
a) answer the question “So what/” 

b) be aligned with the curriculum 

c) be derived from the PELP statement 

d) all of the above 
 

9. The intermediate steps that enable a student’s progress to be monitors are referred to as 

a) behaviors 

b) goals 
c) objectives 

 

10. A goal should have no more than 2 objectives. 

a) True 
b) False 
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APPENDIX H 

 

COMPUTER ATTITUDE SURVEY 
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The following 20 questions focus on your opinions regarding computers, the Internet, chat 

rooms, and computer usage.  Please answer each question honestly as there is no right or wrong 

answer. 

 

Computer Use 

 

1.  I currently use a computer to (check all that apply) 

          ___perform basic word processing activities   

 ___send/receive email 

 ___search the Internet for information 

 ___complete continuing education activities 

 ___teleconference with other professionals 

 ___manage my finances on the Internet 

 ___maintain data (e.g. Excel, Access) 

 ___complete school documents (e.g. IEPs) 

 ___participate in chat room discussions 

 ___download music and or movies 

 ___ shop on-line 

 

2.  On average, how many hours a week do you spend on the computer? 

    ___0 -1   ___2 – 4    ___5 – 8  ___9 – 12    ___13 – 16    ___17 – 19   ___20 or more hours 

 

3.  On average, how much of your computer time is spent “surfing” the World Wide Web? 

    ___0 -25%  ___26 – 50%  ___51 – 75%  ___76-100% 

 

4.  I would rate my overall computer skills as 

       ___minimal  ___sufficient  ___competent  ___expert 

 

 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagre

e 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Computer Attitude     

5.  Computer do not scare me at all.     

6.  I think working with computers is enjoyable 

and stimulating. 

    

7.  I avoid using the computer as much as 
possible. 

    

8.  Working with a computer makes me nervous.     

9.  I give up easily when I encounter a problem 

with the computer. 

    

10.  I’m eager to try new computer programs and 

functions. 

    

Internet     

11.  The Internet allows me to access information 

that may not otherwise be available. 
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12.  I feel competent accessing information on the 
Internet.  

13.  Information posted on the Internet is 

generally trustworthy. 

    

14.  When I do not know something, I am likely to 

look for the answer on the Internet. 

    

15.  I use ht Internet as good source for gaining 

information to update my clinical skills. 

    

16.  I have implemented activities in my therapy 

that I gained from the Internet. 

    

Chat Rooms     

17.  Chat rooms are a good source for gaining 
information and opinions from other people. 

    

18.  I am comfortable communicating with people 

I cannot see and may not know. 

    

19.  I feel I can trust people I meet in chat rooms.     

20.  I would engage in chat rooms to share and 

gain information and therapy ideas. 
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APPENDIX I 

 

PEER COACHING SATISFACTION SURVEY 
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Check the box that best answers the question. 

 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

1.  My skills at writing goals and 

objectives improved as a result of this 

study. 

    

2.  My ability to identify students’ 

deficits in the general education 

curriculum improved. 

    

3. My skills at writing short term 

objectives that supported the goal were 

enhanced. 

    

4.  My peer provided quality feedback, 

suggestions, and assistance. 

    

5.  My peer’s feedback was constructive 

and supportive. 

    

6.  I felt confident to provide feedback.     

7.  The discussion board was easy to 
access and post information. 

    

8. I could easily track new comments 

posted.  

    

9.  The discussion board allowed me to 

provide feedback on my own schedule. 

    

10.  The typing aspect of the discussion 

board limited the quantity and quality of 

comments that I made. 

    

11.  I would have provided more 

examples and feedback in person. 

    

12.  I felt connected to my peer.     

13.  Peer coaching did not improve the 

quality of goals and objectives written. 

    

14.  I’m concerned that my skills in 

writing curriculum-based goals and 

objectives will deteriorate over time. 

    

15.  I would participate in peer coaching 

to learn other skills. 

    

16.  I’d like to meet with peers regularly 

via the Internet to share and discuss 

relevant issues. 

    

17.  Peer coaching helped most in the 

development of curriculum-based… 

Language 

goals 

Articulatio

n 

goals 

Voice  

Goals 

Fluency 

goals 
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APPENDIX J 

 

PARENT PERCEPTION SURVEY 
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Participant ID#______ 
An objective describes a behavior or skill a student is expected to master during a school year.  

Objectives must be developed at an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) meeting if a child is receiving 

speech or language intervention at school.  The following speech and language objectives represent a 

variety of behaviors a child may work on during a school year.  The following objectives do not 

necessarily reflect skills your child may need to master.  We are interested in parents’ impressions of the 

quality of objectives developed by speech-language pathologists’ (SLP) in general. 

 
Please indicate how you would rate the quality of each objective using the following scale. 
 
Poor Quality                              Average  Quality             High Quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

 
___1.   The student will reduce the phonological process of fronting when naming picture cards with 80% 

accuracy on 4 out of 5 opportunities. 
 
___2. The student will describe in simple terms how /n, s, z, f, v, and l/ are produced in the mouth and 

will classify them according to selected features (e.g., noisy, quiet, tip of the tongue, back of the 
tongue, etc.) with 100% accuracy given 2 opportunities.  

 
___3. The student will correctly produce the sounds sh and ch in words while reading a paragraph out 

loud from classroom materials (e.g. science book, reading book) with 2 or less errors on 3 out of 
4 reading passages.  

 
___4. The student will name members of categories. 
 
___5.    The student will use quantity words (e.g. some, few, many) and location words (e.g. ver, next to)  
              to construct and interpret math and science activities (e.g. graphs, experiments, money) with 1 or  
              less errors for 5 different activities. 
 
___6. The student will increase imitation of two word combinations to 10 words at imitative level on 7 

out of 10 times. 
 
 ___7.   When verbal directions are unclear (e.g unknown words, too long), the student will ask for    
              clarification by stating what is not understood on 4 out of 5 activities in 2 different settings. 
 
___8.    The student will answer who, what, where, and when questions related to a grade level reading 

passage    
              with 80% accuracy for 5 different passages. 
 
___9.   The student will improve listening skills by 80% on 3 out of 4 opportunities.  
 
___10.  After hearing part of story, the student will predict a logical outcome based on the information 

given on 3 out of 4 opportunities. 
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Parents identify quality objectives based on various attributes.  On a scale of 1 - 10 please rate how 
important each attribute is to you.  

 
Not Important                                        Somewhat Important                                          Very Important 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
Rating       Attribute 
_____        Achievability of the objective   

                     A child could reasonably master the behavior stated in the objective in a school year. 

 

_____       Clarity of the objective 

                     The objective is written so that anyone could understand what is expected of the child. 

 

_____       Functionality of the objective 

                     The behavior being learned is useful in the child’s daily environment. 

 

_____      Generalizability of the objective 

                     The behavior being learned can be used in many different situations (e.g. school, home).  

 

_____      Relevance of the objective 

                    Mastery of the objective will allow the child to be successful in the classroom. 

 

What other factors do you think are important when considering the quality of objectives?_____________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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