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CALTFORNTA MASTER PLAN FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION:
1980-81 ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT

‘ EXECUTTVE SUMMARY

The California Master Plan for Special Education is a comprehensive
approach for providing special education services to individuals with
cxceptional ueeds in special education local plan areas (LPAs) formed by the
more than 1,000 school districts and offices of county superintendents of
schools.

muring 1980-81, more than 200,000 children were receiving special -
education services in 21 established and 21 first-year implementer LPAs
under the Master Plan, as authorized by SB 1870, Chapter 797 and Assembly
Bill 3075, Chapter 1353, Statutes of 1980. The 42 LPAs included more than
one-half of the school districts and offices of county superintendents of
schools in California. This report .1s the seventh annual evaluation report
of Master Plan programs.

The Department designed and carried out its 1980-81 evaluation plan to
build upon the results of previous evaluatioas, to yield useful information,
to reduce paperwork, to minimize duplication of effort, and to prepare for
statewide implementation of Master Plan services in 97 LPAs in 1981-82.
Emphasizing the use of evaluation at the local level to improve programs,
the Department directed a major portion of its evaluation activities at
increasing the capability of LPAs to evaluate their own programs. The
Department held workshops for staff from established, first-year implemen-
ter, and planning LPAs. The workshops focused on designine feasible
local evaluation plans containing evaluation studies which would answer
local questions. At the same time the studies should contribute useful
information to help form a statewide picture of the operation and effect: of
special education programs under the California Master Plan for Special
Education. Although limited in their generalizability, the findings of
these local evaluation studies hold interest both as possible indicators o£
trends over a period of time and as generators of ideas for future courses
of action. The Department collected student information from ali local
special education programs. It should be noted that fiscal information will
be reported in a separate volume.

For this report, the Department analyzed, interpreted, and summarized
the child counts reported by the LPAs and results of locally designed
evaluation studies conducted by eighteen special education LPAs in four
broad topics of statewide interest: services according to individualized
education programs, placement in least restrictive environment, student
performance, and attitudes toward special education services. The Depart-
ment also examined its previous evaluation reports. This 1980-81 annual
evaluation report describes the evaluation efforts, the evaluation results,
and the use of evaluation in improving Master Plan special education pro-
arams as California movad closer to the goal of . full educational
opportunity for each child who needs special education services.

The answers to the Department's major evaluation questions are
summarized as follows:




I. What Was the Availability of Special Education Services to Students
Under the California Master Plan for Special Education?

a. The number of special education local plan areas (LPAs) was in-
creased from 21 LPAs in 1979-80 to 42 LPAs in 1980-81. One ostab-
lished single district LPA expanded to include the entire territory
of the distr.ct under the Master Plan, (See pages 14 and 15,)

b. A total of 210,805 students were receiving special education
services 1in Master Plan programs in 42 LPAs on Decemboer I, 1980, as
compared to 102,275 students in 2} LPAs on Decemboer 1, 1979, (See
page 15 and Table I-1.)

2. Did Students Receive Special Education Services According to Indi-
vidualized Education Programs? e

a. As children's nceds were ideuntified, services were provided.
A continual process of referral, assessment and instruct jonal
planning was conducted in cooperation with parents before students
received special education services. The 21 established LPAs
served more than 59,000 newly identified students in the twolve-
month period between December !, 1979, to December 1, 1980,
Evaluation studies from seventeen LPAs countained informit ioa about
services nd [EPs.  (See vaze 19.)

b. Students were taught in a variety of claswroom settinss and with a
variety of teaching techniques, accordine to studies from twelve
LPAs. However, not all high scheool aged students rec-ived needed
vocational education services. (See pape 22.)

c. Students' progress was noted, and theiv individualized education
programs (1EPs) were revised to fit the changes in needs. accordine
to studies in six LPAs. (See page 22,

3. Were Handicapped Students Taught in fheir Least Restrictive
Envirouments? .

a. Decisions were made about the participation of each handicapped
student in rexular classrooms.  In the 42 TPAs, 69,6 percent of the
210,895 special education students were enrolled in recular
classes and recelived special education services on a part =t ime or
pull=out basis. Of that total, 34.% percent of the stuwlents wore
enrolled in regular classes and received desienated instruct ion and
services (DIS) such as speech and language instruction. The
other 35.1 percent of the students were enrolled in regular
classes and received resource specialist proyram servvices on
a part-time basis. (See pare 15 and Table [-1.)

be Students moved toward repulir classees Over a twelve-vonth pet it
in the eighteen established LPAs whose scopraphical boundaries
remained the sawme, about 17 percent of the students ne loneer
needed special education services and were teturncd to tepulat
education proerams full time,  In tnl s perred, an additional
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4 percent of the students moved to less restricted educational
settings. Movement toward a less restrictive setting occurred in
a similar proportion from zll four special education instructional
settings. (Sec paee 16.)

Evaluation studies from twelve LPAs contained a variety of informa-
tion about least restrictive environment. Handicapped students
benefited from their participation in regular classes. According
to parents and school staff in three LPAs, students were more
corfpident and had more friends than in the past, brought assign-—
ments home, or looked for jobs for the first time. (See page

24.)

Nonhandicapped students in two LPAs indicated knowledge of the
purpose of special education programs. (See page 24.)

Efforts to provide opportunities in regular school programs for
handicapped students in special classes and special centers were
generally successful, according to three LPAs' studies. However,
some students experienced difficulty in keeping up with the work-
load in the regular class. (See page 24.)

The needs of regular classroom teachers for .eaching their handi-
capped students received widespread attention. A study of staff
development sponsored by the Department found statewide efforts
and needs for both special education and regular education staff,
particularly for coordinating existing resources and for follow-up
assistance in schools and classrooms. In-service training was
provided for regular class teachers as well as for special educa-
tion staff and for administrators, as described in studies by eight
LPAs. However, not all regular teachers had ready access to the
individualized education programs of their special education
students. (See page 25.)

". Did Students Change as a Result of Receiving Special Education

Services?

e

The results of evaluation studies conducted by ten LPAs indicated
that most of the students in the studics made positive changes in
seven aspects of growth and development, includin: personal develop-
ment, participation in regular class, school conduct and participa~
tion in school activities, peer group relations, study habits and
skills, academic achievement, and work habits and skills. Parents,
as well as school staff, noticed positive changes in their children
according to evaluation studies conducted by nine LPAs. As expected,
not all students attained all the objectives in their individualized

education programs, particularly at the high school level. (See page
28.)

Information about student progress came from reviews of student
records, including TEPs; surveys and interviews of parents, school
staff, and students; analyses of scores on standardized tests and
of ratings of attainment of objectives; and studies of promotion to
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higher grade levels and of students meeting graduation standard
requirements. (See page 28.)

Here the Attitudes of Parents, Students, and Schoo. Staff Favorable

Toward the Special Rducation Services Provided?

ae.

€.

Evaluation studies in eleven LPAs found generally favorable atti-
tudes and widespread satisfaction. Parents were knowledecab te
about special education programs and services and ecxpressed general
satisfaction, particularly about their child's progress, according
to surveys and interviews in evaluation studies conducted by nine
LPAs. Some parents wanted to know more about certain fe~lures

such as community advisory committees and designated scrvices and
instruction. Urban parents were deeply interested in their
children's education, according to an evaluation study bv a
metropolitan LPA. (See page 32 and Chart V-1.)

Regular and special teachers in five LPAs knew about and appreci-
ated cach other's work. Regular teachers disliked the (ime and
paperwork involved in individualized education program planning and
meetings, but they were pleased at the results for children. (Seo
page 34.)

Program specialists who participated in school site visits, c¢lass-
room observations, and student record reviews in five LPAs found
much to commend. (See pave 34.)

In studies by seven LPAs, resource specialists described svenerally
smooth operations in many elementary schools and they were work pap
on improvements needed. such as career-vocat ional coducation
opportunities for secondary school students,  (See pace 3400

In studies by seven-LPAs, administrators pointed out specif
examples of good teaching and cxpressed general satisfaction with
special education programs. (See page 35.)

In studies bv four LPAs, students reported positive attitudoes
towards special education, such as decreases in labelling.,  Regulan
students referred themselves for special education services.
Special students commentea on their satisfaction at seotng their
own improvement. (See page 35.)

HWere Special Education Local Plan Areas Assisted in Preparine to

Evaluate Their Own Special Education Programs?

e

Fighteen established special education LPAs designoed ind condu ted
one or wore evaluation stwhies on tacets ot their own special
educat ion prorrams wocordineg to thett owa Cailor-made local ovilu-
ation vlans., The Department assisted the LPAs in designing their
evaluation studies,  The fradines [rom the .o local studies have
been dncorporated an this reports (See poee 1 and Appendices A
and D.)
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there was extensive participation by school staff, parents. and
students in the LPA's evaluation studies in a variety of w:,s:
designine, collecting information, interpreting results, .ad
preparing to us2 the results in improving local special-education
programs. (See page 46.) -

As part of its technical assistance 1n local srecial education
program cvaluation, the Department of Education held or sponsored
20 workshops for 267 local staff. The workshops were conducted in
cooperation with the eight Evaluatrion Tmprovement Prosram Resional
Centers. (See pase 41, Table VI-?, and Appendix B.)

ALl 97 LPAs were preparine to conduct their own cvaluation studies
durine 1981-82. (See Appendix F.)

Evaluation Used to Improve Special Fducation Proprams?

de

Statewide trends were noted in program operations related to
Calitornia's goal of full educational opportunity for each child
who needs special educational services. Positive trends sup-
gested that no major chanpes in emphasis were needed in areas

such as due process protections and development of individualized
education prosrams. (Sce pases 21 and 47.) Continuing needs
such as technical assistance in local proeram evaluation, led to a
statewide technical assistance etfort. (See page 37.) Unsatisfac—
tory trends, such as continued perception of paperwork burdens, led
to propnsals for changes in local forms and for publicity on the

local and state uses of teacher-provided information. (See pages
10 and 46.)

Special education LPAs made local decisions on staff allocation,
emphases for staff development, transportatioa services, paperwork
reduction, compliance actions, and progpram location, based iv part
on the information eained in local evaluation studies. Program
changes over g neriod of vears were examined by several LPAs.  (See
page 46.)

At the school! level, the evaluatisn studie ot fered opportunttios
for school site and itinerant staff, alony with parents, otadents,
nd community advisory committees. to ask prosram questions and to
use their own answers to improve programs. Examples are
lwprovements in communicating about students at the critical
points of changes between elementary and secondary high school
sites, (See page 47.) -

In preparing for full implementation ot Master Plan services
throughout California duriny 1981-32, the Department and the 97
[.PAs worked together to lesign 145 local evaluation studies and a

comprehensive statewide evaluation plan. (See pages 41 and 48 and
Appeudix F.)
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INTRODUCTION TO THE 1980-81 EVALUATION REPORT
ON THE CALIFORNIA MASTER PLAN FOR SPFCIAL EDUCATION

The purpose of this seventh annual report is to describe the vvalua-
tion efforts, the evaluation results, and the use of evaluation in improving
special education programs under the California Master Plan for Special
Education. The report contains findings on the availability of special
education services to students, services according to individual education
programs, least restrictive environment, student performance, and attlitudes

toward special education services; and describes the actions taken by the

Department and by local staff to evaluate special education programs and to
use evaluation in improving local programs. Fiscal information is contained
in a separate volume.

Legislative Authorization for the Department's Report

This report .is authorized under Education Code Section 56602, which
calls for the Superintendent of iublic Instruction to submit annually--to
the State Board of Educaticn, the Legislature, and the Governor--an annual
evaluation report of special education programs conducted under the Califor-
nia Master Plan for Special Education. (See Appendix C for the wording of
the Education Code provisions.)

Pursuant to Educat:ion Code Section 56607, the Department has con-
tracted with SRI International (SRI) to conduct an independent evaluation
of Master Plan programs through January 1982, The contractor is responsible
for preparing reports emphasizing the summative outcome aspects of special
education programs.

Special Education Programs Under the California Master Plan

The Califoruia Master Plan for Special Education is a comprehensive
approach to provide spectial education services in the more than a thousand
school districts and offices of county superintendents of schools throughout
the state. These services are designed to provide appropriate educational
opportunities for all individuals with exceptional needs. Continual local
evaluation is required to ensure the highest quality educational eofferings.

Traditionally, special education programs were authorized on a cate-
gorical basis related fv a specific handicapping condition. As parents of
children with various specific handicaps voiced their needs over a period of
more than 100 years, new programs were added until 28 different cateeorical
programs were funded. Although this approach provided necessarv services to
many bandicapped individuals, many other children with exceptional needs
were eilther not receiving servives or were receiving limited services often
inappropriate to their educational needs. There was little or no svatemate
evaluation of local programs and no statewide evaluation,

The development of the California Master Plan for Special Education

began in 1970 with extensive studies and reviews of existing special
eoducation services and included a series of statewide public input seminars.

61,)
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This information provided a basis for the development of a plan for special
education developed by the Department of Education and the Advisory Cowmmis-
sion on Special Education, which the Statc Board of Education formally
adopted as the California Master Plan for Special Education in January 1974,
The California Master Plan preceded and is consistent with Public Law
94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, which
requires states to provide an appropriate publicly supported education to
handicapped children.

The major features of the California Master Plan and its authorizing
legislation include the following:

. Special education local plan areas (LPAs)

- o District and county boards of education, with advice from a commu-=
nity committee, choose the form of organization best suited to
their local situations and the needs of their handicapped children.
An LPA may be composed of a single large school discrict, two or
more districts, »r two or more school districts and an office of a
county superintendent of schools. Whatever the pattern of organi-
zation, the LPA must be large enough to provide the full range of
services required by individuals with exceptional needs. This
combination of resources allows for the provision of services that
a single small or medium-sized school district or of fice of a
county superintendent of schools might not be able to provide.

o A local plan is developed by each applicant LPA for the geographi-
cal area served by the local educational agency or agencies
participating in the LPA. The local plan is commented on by the
community advisory committee and approved by the local school board
or boards before being submitted to the Department and to the State
Board of Education. The local plan tailors the requirements of the
Master Plan to tke needs of the children and the local area. Each
local plan must include an indication of how the applicant will
(1) provide tor the seeking out of all local individuals with
exceptional needs; (2) make services available to meet the needs of
all individuals identified as having exceptional needs; (3) provide
for parent2l involvement and procedural safeguards; (4) use avail-
able resources at the local level to meet the needs of individuals
with exceptional needs; (5) conduct staff development activities
for repular and special education staff; ard (6) manage lecal
programs.

o When the applicant's local plan is accepted by the State Depart-
ment of Fducation and approved by the State Board of Education,
the geographic area covered by the plan is then known as a special
education local plan area (LPA).

o Each special education LPA develops an annual local evaluation
plan tailored to its local needs which will also meet state and
federal requirements. The plan is reviewed and approved by the
Department of Education.

} ot
—
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Fach LPA has a community advisory committee. Parents comprise
the majority of the committee. Among other ta ks, the committcee
advises the EPA in the development and review of programs under
the local comprehensive plan, assists in parent education, and
encourages public involvement in the plan.

In implementing its local plan, each LPA uses the.services of .
program specialists. Among the responsibilities assigned to

persons in this staff position in the Master Plan are ensuring .
adequate curricular resources to all staff members who work with '
special class students and assessing the effectiveness of spectial
education programs.

In evaluating the special education programs, each LPA destgns and
conducts at least one special evaluation study each year to answer

local evaluation questions and improve its own programs.

Instruction and educational services

O

Special education means instruction and educational services spe-
cially designed to meet the unique needs of individuals with =
exceptional needs and provided at no cost to the parent or child.
Such instruction and services mav include (but are wot necessarily
limited to) classroom instruction, language and speech instruction,
psychological services, educationally related itherapies, special
physical education and vocational education programs, parent
education, health nursing services, and school social work.

Each LPA's local plan includes four instructional components:
|

(1) special classes and centers; (2) the resource specialist
program; (3) designated instruction and services; and (4) nen-
public school services,

Special classes and centers are designed for childre + with moder-
ate or severe handicaps who are able ta spend littie or ne time in
regular classrooms. N

Through the resource spectalist program, instruccional planning,
speclal instructlon, tutorial assistance, and other services are
provided to individuals with exceptional needs in resyular class-
rooms or special programs or both. Assistance to teachers in
regular classrooms may also be provided.

Designated instruction and services are specific and are not
normally provided in regular and special class programs or in
resource gpecialist programs. One example 18 speech and lanpuape
therapy for children who have difticulties in talking. Another
cxample 1s orientation and mobility traiuiny for ehildren who
cannot see well enodigh to yet around by themselves,

tional needs when the staff{ and the parent determine that servives
appropriate to the needs of the individual child ave not avaclable
in the public school.

4
Nonpublic school services are oftered to individuals with e oo-
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o State resideatial school services are also available to meet
highly specialized educational needs of individual students.

3. Provision of services

o Special education services are offered in the regular class or in
a special education setting, in cooperation with the student's
parents, and according to each student's individually determined
need as reflected in an individualized education program (IEP).

o The processes of identification, assessment, and instructional
planning for individuals with exceptional needs are conducted by
individualized education program planning teams (IEP teams) in
each LPA. An IEP team reviews all referrals within a particular
school and makes recommendations regarding such referrals in
accordance with state and federal laws and regulations. Special-
ized educational assessment personnel review referrals for in-
depth studies of individual students; the referrals come from
IEP teams, from pareuts, and from other sources. On request,
specialized assessment personnel conduct assessments aof students
and make recommendations to an ILEP team, as appropriate. An IEP
team is responsible for reviewing each student's progress at least
annually and for revising the [EP. Parents are encouraged to
participate in each step.

o A written individualized education program (IEP) is developed for
each special education student. An IEP describes the student's
need, the type and amount of special education services to help
the student, the objectives the student is to achieve, partici-
pation in regular programs, and methods of assessing progress.

o The intent of helpful attention to the needs of each child is
carried out by supplying information to parents, by conducting
careful assessments, and by making individual decisions for each
child.

4. Individuals with exceptional needs

Individuals with exceptional needs are those students whose educational
needs cannot be met within the regular classroom, even with modifica=-
tion of the regular program; and who have been deterinined by both
A parents and professionals to require the additional benefit of special
' education because of demonstrated physical, intellectual, or serious
emotional handicap or as a result of a specified behavior, learning, or
language disorder.

5. State financial assistance

State financial assistance to special education programs has changed
. several times under the Master Plan authorizing legislation, first

under Assembly Bill 4040, then under Assembly Bill 1250, and later

under Senate Bill 1870, The proportion of the state funding was

incrgased, provisions were made for future annual inflation adjustment,
and 1n SB 1870, the fiscal model was changed.

ERIC
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6. Comprehensive program evaluation

Evaluation responsibilities are placed on tha Department and on LPAs.

The intent of local evaluation is to improve local programs. The

intent of state evaluation is to provide information for refining

programs and for judging the merits of statewide programs, while .
simultaneously providing technical assistance to LPAs, coordinating

the design of local and statewide evaluations, minimizing duplication

of effort, reducing the paperwork burden on local schools, and :
preparing statewide evaluation plans and reports.

Impact of Previous Years' Evaluation Reports

‘In previous reports the Department noted several topics of statewide
concern. The actions taken in 1980-81 by the Department and the special

education local plan areas (LPAs} to address those concerns are summarized
as follows:

O
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The Needs of Regular Classroom Teachers

The emphasis in staff development shifted from general awareness of
handicapped students and the law to knowledge and skills for teachineg
individual handicapped students. The Department conducted o statoewide
study of staff development, and found a great need for coordinatin:
existing resources and for conducting follow-up assistance in schools
and classrooms. Local studies showed both areas of accomplishment and
continuing concerans, particulacly at the high school level.

Paperwork Burdens

The Department continued to emphasize local evaluation studice .and to
minimize statewide Department evaluation studies. The Depar ment used
existing information whenever possible, rather than colle.:ing addi-
tional data. The authors of a study of local paperwork found that
about one-third of the burden was due to local requirements over and
beyond state (and federal) requirements, and recommended that LPAs
examine and streamline their paperwork. However, changes in state and
federal data collection and reporting requirements continucd to cause
difficulties for local agencies and led to some local overcollection ol
data.

Measurement of Student Progress

Special education LPAs continued to review each child's progress at
least annuwally.  An Increased number of local evaluation studies were
conducted on the performance of groups of students. While in penceral
the progress of individual students was satisfactory to pareats, Ui
progress of groups of students, particularly at the high school leveld,
remained a concern.




Regionalization

The number of special education local plan areas (LPAs) increased from
21 to 42 in 1980-81. All districts and offices of county superinten-
dents of schools in California were scheduled to be in 97 operational
LPAs during 1981-82 and were intensively working for a smooth start.
Governance and fiscal issues continued as concerns.

Needs of Special Education Students in Secondary Schools

Several LPAs emphasized secondary students and staff in their local
evaluation studies, and made program changes as a result, such as
increasing the communication between elementary, junior high, and
senior high schools. Concerns remained for increasing the availability
of vocational and career preparation opportunities and for focusing

on high school graduation requirements.

Lack of Clear Eligibility Criteria

In accordance with an interagency agreement, the State Department of
Education assisted the California Youth Authority in developing eligi-
bility criteria for learning handiczpped programs and for identifying
students with severe emotional disturbarces. Recent legislation
(Senate Bill 759, Chapter 1094, Statutes of 1981) requires the adoption
of regulations governing eligibility for special education in special
education local plan areas. This legislation requires that the State
Board of Education consider any eligibility options which may be
indicated by SRI International in its independent evaluation of the
Master Plan.

Statewide Need for Local Program Evaluation capability

Eighteen of the 21 established special education LPAs conducted

their own evaluation studies to answer their own local questions,
according to their own local evaluation plans. In preparation for
statewide implementation of the California Master Plan for Special
Education in 97 LPAs during 1981-82, the Department conducted a state-
wide series of workshops on local special education evaluation, in
cooperation with the eight Evaluation Improvement Program Regional
Centers. A total of 145 local evaluation studies were planned by the
97 LPAs for 1981-82, with continuing technical assistance and coordin-
ation provided by the Department. (See Appendix F for the list of
local evaluation study topics.)

Department of Education Evaluation Plan for 1980-81
The Department's plan for 1980-81 was a cooperative effort with the
special education local plan areas. One purpose of the Department's evalu-
ation effort was to prepare for statewicde implementation of the California
Master Plan for Spectal Education in 1981-82. The second purpose was to

Q 1
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pcovide the Legislature, the State Board of Education, the Covernor, and
state and local educational program administrators with the information
needed to refine and improve policies, regulations, guidelines, and
procedures on a continuing basis.

The Department's program evaluation plan emphasized the use of evalu-
ation to improve local programs, was built on the results of previous
evaluations, and was aimed at preventing duplication of efforts and minimiz-
ing data collection and reporting burdens at the school and district levels.
In designing their local evaluation studies, local planning areas were

) encouraged to use existing information, such as student and program records,
and to select samples of parents, teachers, and students, instead of
conducting additional large-scale data collection activities.

The plan was designed to use the results of evaluation studies con-
ducted by the established special education LPAs on topics of statewide
Interest: services according to individualized education programs, place=-
ment in least restrictive environment, student performance, and attitude
toward special education services. The results of studies from eighteen
LPAs were analyzed and interpreted for this report. Although limited
in their generalizability, these {indings are interesting as possiblc
indicators of statewide trends, particularly over a two- or threc-year
period; to demonstrate local uses of local evaluation; and to provide ideas
for future courses of action, (See Appendix A for a list of the 1L.PAs whose
evaluation studies were received in time to be analyzed for this report
and Appendix D for the methods used by the LPAs in 1980-81,)

In preparing this evaluation report, the Departmeat used a number
of existing information sources and points of view. Information sources
included child counts and evaluation studies from the LPAs; descriptions of
special evaluation studies conducted by the Department; descriptions of
technical assistance in local program evaluation provided by the Department;
and previous Department evaluation reports, The information svurces were
analyzed, interpreted, and summarized for this report.

Seven major evaluation questions were the primary focus of the Depart-
ment's evaluation efforts during 1980-81. FEach question is discussed in a
separate chapter in the report:

I. What wvas the availability of special education services to students
under the California Master Plan for Special Education?

Il. Did students receive special education scrvices according to their
individualized education programs?

[1I. Were handicapped students teught in their least restrictive
envi ronment ?

V. Did students change as a result of recewving special educat.ion
services?

V. Were the attitudes of parents, students, and school statf favorable
toward the special education services provided?

ERIC ,
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VI. Were special education local plan areas assisted in preparing to
evaluate their own special education programs?

VII. Was evaluation used to improve special education programs?

El{l\C ) 13 1
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CHAPTER I-- WHAT WAS THE AVAILABILITY OF SPECIAL FDUCATION
SERVICES TO STUDENTS UNDER THE CAI.IFORNIA MASTER PLAN
FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION?

The Department's first evaluation question for 1980-81 was, '"What was
the availability of special education services to students under the
California Master Plan for Special Education?"

o A total of 210,805 students were receiving special education ser-
vices in 42 special education local plan areas (LPAs) on December I,
1980, the annual counting day.

o The 42 special education LPAs included more than half of the
school districts and offices of county superintendent of schools
offices in Californta.

AChapter I contains background information on the implementation of the
Master Plan and a report on the progress that was made in 1980-81 toward the
goal of providing full educational opportunity. '

Implementation of the Master ~Plan

=]

As shown in Chart I-1, the implementation of the California Master Plan
for Special Education began in 1975-76, with six first-year implementer
special education local plan areas (LPAs).

CHART I-1

Annual Progress of Implementation of the California
Master Plan for Special Education, 1975-76 to 1981-82

Number and status of $pecial
Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs)
First-year Established
Year implementers SELPAs Total
1975-76 6 - )
1976-77 4 6 10
1977-78 -= 10 10
1978-79 7 10 17
1979-80 4 17 21
1980-81 21 21 42
11
1981-82 (projected) 42 59 97
(statewide)
14




Pursuant to Senate Bill 1870, Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980, Master
Plan services are scheduled ko be available statewide by the end of the
1981-82 schol year to children in all California school districts.

The original legislation (Assembly Bill 4040, Chapter 1532, Scatutes of
1974) allowed only a few special education LPAs to enter the Master Plan in
the first year, 1975-76. Several school districts, counties, or comhina-
Lions of these submitted local plans; i.e., applications. Of these volun-
teers six were selected by the State Department of Education and approved by
the State Board of Education to pilot the concepts contained in the Master
Plan beginning in 1975-76. This selection was based on such criteria as
size and scope of the programs proposed in the local plan; compliance with
legal requirements; state distribution factors (e.g., north, south, central;
urban, rural; minority populations represented; and so on); and availability
of funds. During 1975-76 additional plans were submitted to the State
Department of Education for possible selection in 1976~77. Four plans were
selected through the use of the criteria previously listed. In 1978-79 an
additional seven areas were added through the same competitive planaing and
application process.

According to AB 1250, Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977, which authorized
a phased statewide implementation, in 1978-79 the State Board of Educat1on
adopted a phase-in plan identifying the specific LPAs to enter the Master
Plan beginning in 1979-89, 1980-81, and 1981-82. This movement from a
competitive planning process allowed local schools to set a date for imple-
mentation of quality programs under the Master Plan and to spend less t ime
on submitting and resubmitting competitive local plans for state approval.
buring 1979-80, more than 100,000 children were served by 17 established and
four first-year implementer LPAs.

Progress Toward the Goal of Full Educational Opportunity in 1980-81

During 1980-81 more than 200,000 children were receiving special
education services in 21 established and 71 first-year implementer special
education LPAs under thne California Master Plan for Special Education.
Together, the 42 LPAs included more than one-half of the one thousand plus
school districts and offices of county superintendents of schools in Cali-
fornia. Geographical areas were changed in three established LPAs. In two
of these LPAs, the configuration of constituent districts was changed. In
the third LPA, the entire large metropolitan district came under the Master
Plan according to its phase-in plan. In the remaining areas of the state,
55 "planning" LPAs scheduled for establishment in 198&1-82 were serving
approximately 150,000 children as they prepared to offe: Master Plan
services and to evaluate their special education programs.

Student enrollment. On December 1, 1980, the annual "counting day,"
the 42 LPAs reported serving a total of 210,805 students in special edu-
cation programs, as compared to 102,275 reported by 21 LPAs on December I,
1979, As shown in Table I-1, more than two-thirds of the students were
enrolled in regular classes and received designated instruction and services
(35.1 percent) or resource specialist program services (34,5 percent).

About one-fourth of the students were enrolled in special day classes (28.9

percent). A small number of students were enrolled in nonpublic schools
(1.4 percent).




TABLE I-1

Students Served in Four Special Education Programs
on December 1, 1980, in 42 Special Education Local Plan Areas

Studonts served
Special education program and instructional setting Total Percent
Designated instruction and services and regular class 74,078 35.1
Resource specialist program and regular class 72,790 34.?
Swecial class or center 61,002 28.9
Nonpublic schooling under Master Plan 2,935 1.4

Total on December 1, 1980 210,805
Source: "Special Education Pupil Coun: and Staff Data, December 1, 1980."

Sacramento: California State Department of Education, Of fice of
Special Education, 198l.

Ethnicitz. On December 1, 1980, the 42 LPAs reported serving stu-
dents in six ethnic groups, as shown in Table 1-2., Proportional to the
ethnic distribution of the kindergarten through twelfth grade (K-12)
enrollment 1p these 42 LPAs, more white and black students were recelving
special education services than was true for any of the other ethnic
groups. Table I-2 also shows the ethnic distribution of K-12 ¢nrollment in
the 42 LPAs and in all California public schools.

Movement of students among instructional settings. Over a one-year
period, the 18 established LPAs whose geographical boundaries rmained the
same reported that a total of 14,328 (17 percent) students mor d out of
special education programs to regular classes; 22,624 (28 | . i1cent) students
moved from one special education program to another. Table 1-3 displays the
information from a one-year follow up of 82,189 students who were receivine
special education services on December 1, 1979, For example, 27,860 stu-
dents were enrolled 1n regular classes and were receiving desipnated
instruction and services (DIS). VUhere were the students onc¢ vear later?
Seven thousand, seven hundred and eleven (27.7 percent) had moved to regular
classes without special education services. Fourteen thousand, two hundred
and sixty-eight (51.2 percent) remained in the same placement: eunrolled in a
regular class and receiving DIS. One thousand, six hundred twenty-two (5.8
percent ) had moved to regular classes and were recelving resouice specialist
program services. One thousand, sixty-three (3.8 percent) had moved to a
special class or center.

16 <)
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TABLE I-2

Student tthnicity in 42 Special Education Local Plan Areas,
by Enrollment in Special Educatiocn Programs and in
Kindergarten and Grades One through Twelve

T T Percont of total
K-12 student
Student enrollment in enrollment*¥*
special education programs* 42 State-
Ethnicity Number Percent - LPAs .| wide
American Indian/ .
Alaskan native 1,492 0.71 0.91 0.91
Black, not of
Hispanic origin 23, 889 11.33 9.42 10.41
Asian 4,626 2.19 3.92 4,31
Filipino 1,421 _ 0.67 1.30 1.44
Hispanic 49,577 23.52 26.31 23.39
White, not of
Hispanic origin |- 129, 800 61.57 58.15 59.94
Total 210, 805 -= ~= o
Sources:  *"Special Education Pupil Count and Staff Data, December I, 1920."
Sacramento: California State Department of Education, Office of
Special Education, 1981. a

*%*Racial and Ethnic Distribution of Students and Staff in California
Public Schools, Fall, 1979. Sacramento: California State Depart-
ment of Education, Office of Intergroup Relations, 1980.

Progress Expected in 1981-82

During 1981-82, Master Plan services will be available to all children
throughout California, as all school districts and offices of county super-
intendents of schools will be included in special education local plan
areas. It is anticipated that approximately 375,000 students will be s
recoiving special education services in 97 special education local plan
areas on December 1, 1981, the annual counting day.
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TABLE I-3

Movement of Special Education Students from Four Instructional Settings

Over a One-Year Period in 18 Special Education Local Plan Areas

Student Placement as of December 1, 1980
Moved to
regular
class Moved to special education settings
Number of stadents in four without Designated
instructional settings and special instruc- Resource Special
special education programs as education tion and specialist class or Nonpublic
of December 1, 1879 programs services __program center schooling Other*

Regular class and designated *k '—-

instruction and services 7,711 (14,268) 1,622 1,063 15 3,181

27,860 students 27.7% (51.27) 5.8% 3. 8% 0.05% 11.4%
Regular class and resource . *k

specialist program 5,055 1,223 (19,111) 2,017 6 4,922

32,334 students 15.6% 3.87 (59.1%) 6.24% 0.02% 15,2%

%

Special class or center 1,546 577 1,672 (14,615) 27 3,143

21,580 students 7.2% 2,77 7.7% (67.7%) 0.137 14.6%

o

Nonpublic schoolting 16 14 I3 47 (265) 60

415 students 3.97 3.47 3.1 I,3% (63.97) 14.5%
rotal 82,149 students 14,328 16,082 22,418 17,742 313 11,306

rercent of total 17,47 19,67 27.3" 21.67 0.38% 13.87%

onarce s

"Spectral Education Pupil Count and staff Data,'" December 1, 1980,

Department of Education, Office of Special Education, 1981,

Sacramento:

California State

#M0ther” was defined as "Gradu .’ i n, dropout, death, transfer out of LPA, and incomplete information.'

¥*The information in these four b
same instrictional setting one yeu

later.

.s indicates the number and percentave of students who remained in the
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CHAPTER [I--DID STUDENTS RECEIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION
SERVICES ACCORDING TO INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS?

One of the Department's major evaluation questions for 1980-81 was,
"Did students receive special education services according to individualized
education programs (IEPs)?"

o Through the process nf assesswent and deve lopment of IEPs, care
was taken to determine each child's need for special education
services. An IEP was designed by an IEP team for each child before
special education services were provided. The rights of parent. and
children were protected.

o Both special ani regular teachers were teaching according to
their students' individualized education programs (IEPs).

o Student progress was carefully noted and discussed. Students'
IEPs were revised to reflect changes in needs.

Chapter I contains background information on the evaluation of
IEPs, the results of the Department's analysis and interpretation of local
evaluation studies conducted by 17 of the established special education
local plan areas (LPAs) in 1980-81, and statewide conclusions and trends
over the period 1976-77 through 1980-8l.

Evaluation of Individualized
Education Programs (IEPs)

One of the major features of the California Master Plan for Special
Education is the emphasis on the needs and abilities of each student and
the provision of specidl education services on,the basis of need, not
handicapping condition, as stated in each student 's IEP. Special education
services include classroom instruction, language and speech instruction,
psychological services, educationally related therapies and recreation
services, special physical education, and vocational education programs.

The individualized education program (IEP) is a document developed
by an IEP team composed of school staff and the parents ot the student, and
when appropriate, the student himself or herself. The 1EP describes the
student's need, the type and amount of special a2ducation services to help
the student, the extent of participation in regular education programs, the
objectives the student is expected to achieve, and methods of assessing
progress. During the one-year period from December 1, 1979, to December I,
1980, IEPs were developed for over 59,000 students newly served in special
education programs in the 21 established special education LPAs.

From the beginning of the California Master Plan for Special Educat ion,
the Department ha. worked cooperatively with the established LPAs to examine
the concept of 1EPs in practice. As more LPAs began to design and conduct
their own evaluation studies, the DNepartment shifted its emphasis from
conducting statewide studies to assisting LPAs in designing their own

)
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studies and to analyzing the results of those studies for incorporation in
the Department's annual evaluation report.

Findings on Services According to IEPs in !980-R]|

The local evaluation studi’s from the LPAs provided information about
the three phases of service: (1) before placement 1n special education
programs, or identification, assessment, and instructional planning;

(2) providing instructional services--teaching; and (3) review of student
progress atter receiving instruction--acain, identification, assessment,
and instructional planniag.

The LPAs gathered this informaticn by reviewing student records,
including IEPs; analyzing program records, such as the number of refoer-—
rals; surveying and interviewing school staff{, parents, and students;
visiting scheol sites; observing classrooms and IEP team meetings; and
making comparisons with other studies. (See Appendix D for a discussion of
the methods used by LPAs in 1980-81.) Findings for each phase of service
will be summarized separately. Findings are from individual LPAs, unless
otherwise stated.

Phase 1. Before Placement in Special Education Programs. Studies from
17 LPAs contained information about identitfication, assessment .nd
instructional planning:

-- Fewer students were referred in 1980-81 than in the previous vear,
but a higher percentage was declared elipible~=2,030 new students
enrolled.

~-— S6me of the regular teachers were contfused about the retferral
process, but, on .the whole, the process was workine.

-- Students in two LPAs were referred for possible stu’ »v therr
parents or guardians, staff in the public schoels, d public
and private agencies. Referrals were also mele by _he schools Lo
other community agencies.

~=~ Both LPA and outside assessment personnel used standardized tests
in the areas of reading, arithmetic, and languase. Most frequently
used were the Wide Ranpee Achievement Test, the p““hﬂﬂX"UB‘iWUEELL

Achievement_Test, the Keymath Arirhmoﬁjc Test, and tbe Woodceock

Reading Mastery Test. - ) ”

-= In 16 of the 31 schools visited by an LPA team, the students had
objectives to be carried out at home,

== Parents, resource spreoialiats, and principals in two 1TPAL apieced
that the LEP development process worked well and on-time lor m
tial child study, assessment, and IEP team meotings; and whie
the key person was the resource specialist, parvents contribar
much helpful information.

‘0




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Students' IEPs were, on the whole, well done in two LPAs.

Fnrollment of students in special education programs as a per-
centage of total district enrollment has stabilized over the past
two years.

IEPs were documented and being carried out, according to team
visits to 120 schogls in five LPAs.

Although there were some sites at which files were poorly orga-
nized and some information was missing or omitted, another LPA's
review of findings over three years showed much progress, with
student records nearly universally in compliance. §

Due process procedures were documented according to student
record reviews in six LPAs.

Students took part in about one-fifth of the TEP team meetings.

Phase 2, Providing Instructional Services—--Teaching. Studies from 12
LPAs provided information about teaching handicapped students:

Teachers were individualizing students' work and assignments and
had the appropriate supplies and equipment.

All the services indicated on a student's IEP were being provided
for nearly all students in resource specialist programs or special
classes in five LPAs.

Teachers of hearing impaired students reviewed their own progress
in implementing the instructional objectives in their students'
1EPs, and they reported that the implementation ranged from 40
percent to 95 percent.

Resource specialists were teaching their handicapped students up
to six hours a week in regular classrooms.

Instruct ional aides in resource specialist proprams and spectal
day classes worked with handicapped students in regular class-—
rooms .

During one month alone in one large urban district LPA, 25,508
handicapped students were being taught by 1,876 special class
teachers and resource specialist program teachers, while another
191 handicapped students were enrolled in teleclasses (telephone/
television) taught by ten teachers.

In three LPAs, about one-third of the handicapped students in
resource specialist programs and over one-half of those students
in special classes were also receiving services from the desig-
nated instruction and se-vices staff.

-
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Phase 3.

Career or vocational education were meationed in about one-half of
the high school students' IEPs.

The teacher-to-student ratios in resource specialist proprams
ranged from 1:15 to 1:26.

A locally-trained team Judged the special education programs at
17 schools to be overall of high quality and found only seven
instances in which correct ive actions for compliance were cal led
for. The actions were taken by appropriate site or LPA staff.

Review of Student Progress After Receiving Instruction. Studies

from six LPAs contained informat ion about the reviews of student progress:

Annual reviews of the progress of all students were conducted in tvo
LPAs.

Annual reviews were scheduled on the basis of bhirthdates rather
than end-of-year for many students.

Weekly progress of students was charted in resource specialist

Programs and special classes more than in designated instruct ion
and services.

The TEP team process worked well and on time for annual reviews.

Resource specialists of one large LPA reported that about 40 per-
cent of their students remained in the program for more than one
year and would, therefore, require health and psycholouical screen-
ing. In.their opinion, the existing frequent contact with school

psychologists and nurse would facilitate the needed in=depth
assessment.

Updates of IEPs were made by revising objectives, devels . ing

new objectives, changing the time line for accomplisbr at, changine
the students' placement, or using the results of a r« msessment of
the student's needs and abilities.

Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends Over the
Period 1976-77 through 1980-81

School staff and parents are using the individualized oducation
program process to communicate and plan together for the benefit
of the student as well as to carry out the due process protections.

Examining compliance with legal requirements is a responsibility
placed on the chief administrator in miltiple=district special
education LPAs. !

Community advisory committees play a vital role in developine
carrying out evaluation studies which involve parents.

LPAs are able to keep track of their handicapped students and nee
their own existing program information.
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CHAPTER ITI--WERE HANDICAPPED STUDENTS TAUGHT IN
THEIR LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT?

The Department's third evaluation question for 1980-81 was, 'Were
handicapped students taught in their least restrictive environment?"

o Individual decisions were made by parents and school staff about
the special and regular instructional settings for each student.

o Both handicapped and nonhandicapped students benefited from
their interaction in regular progcam activities.

o Opportunities in regular school programs were available for,
and used by, handicapped students enrolled in special day classes
and in special centers.

o The in-service training needs of regular classroom teachers for
teaching their handicapped students were addressed, and the needs of
special education staff were also addressed.

Chapter II[ contains background information on the evaluation of least
restrictive environment; the results of the Department's analysis and
interpretation of local evaluation studies conducted in 1980-81 by 12
established special education LPAs; and statewide conclusions and trends
from 1976-77 through 1980-81.

Evaluation of Least Restrictive Environment

. Y
[

Two of the major features of the California Master Plan for Special

Education are the emphasis on the needs and abilities of each individual

student and the provision of special education services on the basis of
the most appropriate instructional setting or settings, as stated in each
student's TEP, not on handicapping cv.dition. The instructional settings
available include the regular classroom, the resource specialist program,
special class, special center, the student's home or hospital, nonpublic
school, and the six state special residential schools operated by the
Department. It should be noted that a given student mav participate in
one or more setting during the same school day and that most students
participate in regular class for at least part of their school day.

The least restrictive environment (LRE) is a concept which is kept
in mind by the child's parents and school staff as an IEP is developed,
and as the results of the child's participation in particular instructional
settings are noticed. The decision about the extent of participation in
regular class is made individually for each student and is documented in
each student's 1EP.

At the annual review of student progress, the appropriateness of the

various instructional settings is again discussed. Whenever a student is
changing schools, particularly in going from an elementary school to a
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junior high or from junior high to senior high, the deg¢ision on regular
“Ctlass participation also includes the selection of appropriate resular class
subjects and the selection of appropriate regular class tcachers.

From the beginning of the implementation of the California Master Plan
for Special Education, the Department has worked cooperatively with the
established special education LPAs to examine the concept of lesst
restrictive environment in practice.

Findings on Least Restrictive Environment in 1980-81

The LPAs' local evaluation studies provided information about indjvid-
ual decisions, the benefits to handicapped and nonhandicapped students,
opportunities for handicapped students in special classes and special
centers, and the needs of regular and special education staff. Th> LPAs
gathered this information by reviewing stucent records; surveying and
interviewing school staff, parents, and students; visiting school sites;
observing classrooms and IEP meetings; and reviewing studies done in pre-
vious years. (See Appendix D for a discussion of the methods used by the
LPAs in 1980-81). Findings for each aspect of least restrictive environment

will be summarized separately. Findings are for individual LPAs, unless
otherwise stated.

Individual decisions. Studies from three LPAs contained informa-
tion on the decisions on the most appropriate instructional setting:

-= Parents actively participated in most of the IEP team meetings.

== Interpreters were available in two LPAs for non-English-speaking
parents.

== In the child study and IEP development process, the ro ource
specialists in two LPAs were the key personnel.

Benefits to handicapped and nonhandicapped students. Studies from
three LPAs contained information on the benefits of participation in
particular settings:

=- Although nearly all handicapped students iu three LPAs made
social progress in their regular classes, some students experienced
difficulties in keeping up with the work load.

-- Handicapped students in three LPAs were more confident, had more
friends than in the past, brought assignments home, and looked for
jobs for the first time.

== Regular students in two LPAs indicated knowledge of the purpose of
special education programs.

-= Regular education students in the seventh grade participated in

awareness assemblies on "Being Handicapped," presented by LPA
program specialists.
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(Note also the findings in Chapter IV, changes in student per-
formance, and in Chapter V, attitudes toward special education
services.)

Oppoyvtunities in regular school programs for handicapped students

enrolled in special day classes and special centers. Studies from nine

LPAs contained information about regular program participation:

Special day class students in six LPAs participated in regular
classes, as had been specified in their IEPs.

Special center students (severely emotionally disturbed) attended
regular or continuation high schools as they made progress.

Almost half of the high school students in special day classes
were enrolled in regular vocational education programs and
classes on and off their high school campuses.

Integration was seen as the special education teacher's responsi-
bility at the elementary school level.

Recognizing the need for expanded career and vocational education
opportunities for seventh and eighth grade handicapped students,
one LPA formed a six-person task force, including®g parent
representative, to recommend specific actions to be taken for the
1981-82 school year.

Needs of regular teachers and special education staff. Studies from

eight LPAs contained information about staff efforts and resources needed
to teach handicapped students in their own classrooms:

Regular classroom teachers varied in their knowledge of special
education programs and procedures in one LPA and in their active
participation in discussions at IEP team meet.ngs in two other LPAs.

High school vocational education teachers in two LPAs were accenting
special education students.

Special education teachers in two LPAs provided informal staff
deve lopment at their own schools.

There was some confusion about the roles of regular education and
special education administrators on regular school campuses.,

Regular education teacher participation in IEP development and
IEP team meetings had increased over the past three years.

Regular teachers in one LPA had the materials they needed to carry
out their part of students' IEPs, but they needed help in handling
students with behavior problems in another LPA.

In-service workshops were conducted by five LPAs for regular and
special teachers on topics determined by the results of surveys

"
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conducted during the last months of the previous school year. For
example, in one large LPA alone, over 400 regular teachers partici-
Pated in wonpkshops on topics such as overview of special education
legislation, parent and child rights, instructing handicapped
students in regular classrooms, enhancing positive attitudes toward
handicapped children and adults, and improving their own speaking
and listening skills in Spanish.

Teachers, principals, and parents rated the workshops they attended
as exceptionally good, in both content and wmaterials, and they

wanted more time in such workshops, which were attended by over
3,500 persons,

A Department-sponsored study found great efforts and agreat needs
for staff development, particularly for coordinating exlsting
resources and for follow-up in schools and classrooms.

Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends From 1967-77 Through 1980-8]

o]

School staff and parents are considering the needs of the child
in determining the most appropriate instructional setting.

Regular teachers are seen as more accepting of special education
students.

Staff development activities are aimed at the everyday use of
information and skills on the job with special and regular education
students.

Resource specialists and the school principal are the key persons at
the school sites.

e
b~
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CHAPTER IV--DID STUDENTS CHANGE AS A RESULT OF
RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES?

Chapter 1V answers another perennial evaluation question, "Did students
change as a result of receiving special education services?"

o Students made progress in seven aspects of growth and development:
personal development, participation in regular class, school conduct
and participation in school activities, peer group relations, study .
habits and skills, academic achievement, and work habits and skifls.

o Student progress was measured by teacher judgments, weekly progress
charting, analysis of class assignments, parent observations, students'
self-reports, academic achievement test scores, and ratings of attain-
ment of objectives in IEPs. \

\ .

o Annual reviews of student progress indicatéd that the progress war-
ranted consideration of a change in instructional placement, such as
going from special class to the resource specialist program.

0o Not all students accomplished all the objectives in their IEPs. For
those students, the IEP was reexamined, along with possible reasons
for the less-than-full attainment.

Chapter IV contains background information on the evaluation of‘student
performance; the results of the Department's analysis and interpretation of
local evaluation studies conducted in 1980-81 by ten established special
education local plan areas (LPAs); and statewide conclusions and trends
over the period 1976-77 through 1980-81.

Evaluation of Student Performance

‘Two of the major features of the California Master Plan for Special
Education are the emphasis on the needs and abilities of each student and
the attention given continually to the changes in various aspects of the
student's growth and development. In developing the objectives of each
student's first IEP, an IEP team must choose between over-expectation, with
certain failure, and under-expectation, with trivial “and meaningless suc-
cess. In measuring the individual student's change--whether progress,
status quo, or regression--the IEP team, particularly the teacher and
parent, has the benefit of shared experiences and can strike a more appro-
priate balance between ove -expectation and under-expectation. The absolute
amount of progress or regression is not nearly so important as is the
immediate intervention once an educationally important change in student
performance is detected. In special education, daily observation by
teachers and parents and frequent communication are the chief instruments
for measuring and reporting change in an individudl student. A student's
IEP is much like » continuous miniature research project, with one person-—-
the student--as the scope of the research. When it is appropriate, the
student participates in the measurement and reporting.
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From the beginning of the implementation of the California Master Plan
for Special Education, the Department has worked with the special education
LPAs to examine the concept and practice of measurement of the performance
of groups of special education students.

Findings on Student Performance in 1980-81

The LPAs' local evaluation studies provided information about student
performance in seven aspects of growth and development. The LPAs gathered
this information by reviewing student records, including IEPs; surveying
and interviewing parents, school staff, and students; analyzing scores
on standardized tests and of ratings of attainment of objectives; examining
studies of promotion to higher grade levels; and examining how students were
meeting local graduation requirements. (See Appendix D for a discussion of
the methods used by LPAs in 1980-81.) Findings for each aspect of student
growth and development will be summarized separately. Findings are {rom
individual LPA studies of student performance, unless otherwise stated.
(See also Chapters III and V.)

Personal development

-- Self-concept and self-confidence improved.
-— Sense of responsibility and self-control improved.
-- Behavior improved.

Participation in regular class

-- Returning students could handle regular classroom demands.

-- Careful placement on regular campuses and in continuation schools
promoted success.

School conduct and participation in school activities

—-= School attendance improved for intermediate and high school
students chiefly because of counseling through student-teacher
contact. :

t

Peer group relations

== Regular and special students reported having friends in cach
others' classes.

-- Social skills improved in two LPAs. .

-= Students tallied about problems rather than hitting or throwing.




Study habits and skills

-- Resource specialist students learned best when they understood
the assignmenc and could work a step at a time, alone or in
small groups, and discuss the work.

-- Parents reported that their children improved their concentrat ion
and rememberad things better than in the past.

Academic skills and achievement

-- Parents and school staff in two LPAs noticed improvement.

-- A variety of tests and measures of achievement were being used,
along with weekly progress charting.

-- Most handicapped students passed the LPA's minimum competency test
and graduated. Nearly all the students who failed to pass decided
to stay in school another year to learn more and try again.

-- According to teacher judgment, hearing-impaired students were
accomplishing an average of 72 percent of all the objectives
\ ' in their IEPs, with a range of 50 percent to 99 percent.

-- Learning handicapped students in elementary schools scored higher
on easier items, such as identifying alphabet letters, than on
harder items, such as reading complete words and answering questions
in a paragraph. Similar results were fouad in mathematics and
written composition 1in a grade one criterion-referenced test taken
by all students in the district.

-~ Learning handicapped students scored lower in both reading and
math after a summer vacation from school.

-- learning handicapped students in special classes made about half as
much gain on reading, spelling, and math tests as do typical
regular students.

-~ Communicatively handicapped and physically handicapped students,
particularly in the primary grades, made more prdgress in reading,
writing, and math than other handicapped students, according to
ratings of attainment of their individual objectives by program
specialists at the time of annual review of progress.

-- Over a period of three years in special education programs, more

handicapped students were promoted from grade to grade in the
elementary schools than in high schools.

Work habits and skills

-~ The work-study coordinator was a key in successful student
outside work experience. :
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Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends Over

the Period 1976-77 through 1980-81

The performance of groups of students is being studied more than in the
past,

The TEPs of individual students are being used as a source of program

data as well as for recording the results of services to the individual
student,

Attention is being given to district graduation standards.

¢

The focus remains on the growth and development of the individual
student, ) :

No single standardized measure of student performance fits all students
at all ages. The most common measure continues to be datly observation
by teachers and parents.

]



CHAPTER V--WERE THE ATTITUDES OF PARENTS, STUDENTS, AND
SCHOOL STAFF FAVORABLE TOWARD THE SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED?

Chapter V answers one of the Department's major evaluation questions
for 1980-81, "Were the attitudes of parents, students, and school staff
favorable toward the special education services provided?"

o The overall level of satisfaction with special education programs and
services remained high.

o Parents understood and appreciated the services their children were
getting.

o Teachers were more accepting of handicapped students than they had been
in the past and they wanted more information about how to teach them.

Chapter V contains background information on the evaluation of atti-
tudes toward special education services; the results of the Department's
analysis and interpretation of local evaluation studies conducted in 1980-8]
by eleven special education local plan areas (LPAs); and statewide conclu-
sions and trends over the period 1976-77 through 1980-81.

Evaluation of Attitudes Towar:Z
Special Education Services

One of the major features of the California Master Plan for Special
Education is the emphasis on the needs and abilities of each individual
student. Another feature is the participation of parents, students, school
staff, and members of the community in planning and refining local special
education programs to meet the needs of current and future students and to
be as satisfying as possible to all concerned. The work on the California
Master Plan for Special Education began in 1970, with a series of public
meetings throughout the state in which the participants were asked to "tell
us what you think things ought to be like."

This pattern of concern for community satisfaction has been shown
throughout the implementation of the Master Plan. In any special education
ILPA, the local plan for providing special education scrvices is developed
and refined in cooperation with community leaders' and agency staft. In
addition, the plan must be acceptable to the local school board, or boards,
in the case of multiple districts. A community advisory committee is
designated to offer advice and be a channel for community suggestions and
parent information.

Findings on Attitudes in 1980-81

The local evaluation studies provided information about attitudes
expressed by six groups of persons: parents, regular and special teachers,
program specialists, resource specialists, administrators, and students.
The s} :cial education local plan areas (LPAs) gathered this information
through interviewing individuals and groups and by distributing or mailing
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surveys and questionnaires. (See Appendix D for a discussion of the methods
used by the LPA= in 1980-81.) The findings for each of the six groups will
be summarized separately.

An overview of the program aspects examined by the LPAs during 1980~2]
Ls presented in Chart V-1. The numbers of LPAs studying the art;tgdos of
the six groups toward each program area or serv.ce are identified i. the
chart. For example, four LPAs studied the attitudes of adiinistrators
toward "in-service training." It is important to note that each’ LPA
designed its own evaluation study to answer its own local evaluation ques-
tions. The nature of the questions and the intended use of the results
dgtermined both the program aspects to be studied and the persons to be
questioned.

Parents
-- Parents were satisfied with the IEP team process and time ]ines.

(See the Introduction and Chapter IL for discussions of the I1EP,
"individualized education program," developed for each student.)
- With special and regular education programs

- With special transportation services, by parents of
handicapped students in special day classes

- With communications between school and home

- With vocational education programs, and wanted more

- With the progress their child was making

- With the early identification of their child's problem
- With the integration of their child in regular cla« 3

- With facilities and equipment

|
|
|
- With the attention given to their rights and their children's
rights
- With the assessment and study of thetir child
- With the carrying out of their child's IEP
- With tne kinds of services provided :
With opportunities for parent participation and involvement

-= Urban parents were deeply interested in their children's educa-
tion and wanted to participate actively. The main barriers
were their work and the consequent difficulty of adjustine to
school-time schedules. (The LPA's finding was confirmed by thr. .o
comparahle external studies)
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CHART V-1
OVEPVIFY OF PROCRAM ASPECTS EXAMINED IN LOCAL STUDIES OF ATTITUDES, 1980-R]

Yumber of LPAs examining attitudes toward
each program aspect, by groups of persons questioned

Teachers Resource Program |[Admini-
Program area or service Parents |Reg. |Spec. |specialists|specialists|strators]|Students

Overall services ok ok *k ® Fkdek *
Early identification of

children's problems *
Central location ®
Transportation * *
Cooperation of special education/

regular education ® * *
Vocational education ok *
Integration *kk * *% * bl *
Facilities and equipment * T * *
Paperwork *
Student progress etk * ] * *k
Parent knowledge *
tiome/school communication Skl ek * * *
Parent interest *
Parent and child rights-~due process Rk * * ®
Opportunities for parent participation

and involvement ok
Parent education *
Referral WX *
Development of IEP--team process R Sededewy ' ®
Asseserent and child studv * ® ¥
Irplementat ion of irp w * *
RKind, of services necded * * *
Program specialist help *
In-service training Fwrwe | owmen | A e % Rk o *
Consort ium data system *
Community advisory committee ®
Consort tum governance *
Fiscal, capital outlay *
Areas to commend ok
Labeling *

Fach * represents one specral education local planning area (1.PA) examining the attitudes of one
. group of persons toward the program aspe:ts listed in the left-hand column.
E T(jzssﬁudies of attitudes during 1980-8l.

0

Eleven LPAs conducted
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-- Parents wanted more information and more services.
- Parent education workshops
- Community advisory committee
- Vocational education services
-- Parents were more knowledgeable about special education than

in previous years.

Teachers, regular and special

-~ Regular teachers disliked paperwork and meetings for developing
IEPs but were pleased at the results.

—-- Parents indicated that regular teachers were acceptive and
support ive.

~— Special teachers were only mildly satisfied with the way referral
procedures were workxng in some schools, but they were very pleased
with the assistance given by their program specialists, particularly
in chairing difficult IEP meetings.

-- Regular and special teachers appreciated each other's work,
expressed general satisfaction with special education services,
and were satisfied with the progress of their students and with
due process procedures and in-service programs.

-- Special teachers were satisfied with transportation services
for their students.

- With the acceptance of their students by regular teachers
- With the progress made by their students

- With communication with parents

- With due process procedures

- With the implementation of their students' IEPs

- With offerings of in-service training

Program specialists

-- In their classroom visits and school reviews, program specialists
found many areas of program operation to commend.

Resource specialists

-- Resource specialists reported smooth operation of special education
programs gt many schools, but they believed improvements were needed
for secondary students 1n career and vocational education prog: 'ws.

-~ Were satisfied with special education services in peneral
and with transportation, home=-school communicati n, and
integration in regular classrooms.

34
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- Were satisfied with student progress and in-service training
programs, with due process procedures and the development of
1EPs, assessment, and child study.

- Expressed need for improved facilities.

Administrators

-- School principals expressed general satisfaction with special
education programs and pointed out specific examples of good
teaching and cooperation with parents.

-- A special center principal pointed out the strong points of a
centralized location.

-- Special education administrators expressed general satisfaction
with special education programs and student programs, with
due process procedures, with parent-school communication,
parent education, assessment and child study, in-service training
programs, and the management system, with improvements needed in
the management information system.

Students

-- Regular and special high school students appreciated special
education programs and often referred themselves for help. .

-- Student attitudes toward special education had continued to improve
over the past three years. Labeling occurred less often, and the
negative effects of labeling were seen as disappearing.

-- Special center high school students commented on their satisfaction
at seeing their own improvement. ’

-- Hearing impaired students on a high school campus appreciated
their special instruction and the opportunities for attending
regular classes; wanted improved support services, such as inter-
preting, and a larger classroom; and wanted to stay at that campus.

* -- Students attending in-service training programs rated them as
effective.

.

Parents felt their children were satisfied with school "as a

place to learn.”

i

Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends Over
the Period 1976-77 through 1980-81i

o Special education services and processes are better understood than in
the past and are working well.

[EN
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Regular education teachers are seen as accepting handicapped students.

Program specialists are seen as excellent presenters of help ful special
education information.

There is widespread satisfaction with student progress.

O
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CHAPTER VI--WERE SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREAS
ASSISTED IN PREPARING TQO EVALUATE
THEIR OWN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS?

Because 1980-8! was the final year of preparation for statewide imple-
mentation of Master Plan programs in 97 special education local plan areas,
one of the Department's major evaluation questions was, "Were special
education local plan areas (LPAs) assisted in preparing to evaluate their
own special education programs?" There were four sub-questions regarding
the capability of established, first-year implementers, and '"plauning" LPAs
to conduct evaluation studies and to use this information to improve their
own special education programs:

l. Did LPAs evaluate their spe:ial education programs? 1In 1980-81,
18 of the 21 established LPAs conducted one or more evaluation studies
of their special education programs. ,

2. Did LPAs indicate a need for technical assistance to evaluate their
special education programs? A statewide needs assessment conducted in
the fall of 1980 indicated that 60 LPAs wanted assistance in planning,
conducting, and using the evaluation results to improve their own special
education programs.

3. Did the Department of Education provide the needed technical assis-
tance? The Local Evaluation Assistance Unit of the Department's Office
of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER), in conjunction with the
eight Evaluation Improvement Program Regional Centers, provided
technical assistance to 80 LPAs that were either conducting or planning
to conduct an evaluation study of their special education programs.

4. Did LPAs usc evaluation information to improve their programs?
As described in Chapter VII, the 18 LPAs that conducted evaluation
studies during the 1980-81 school year used their evaluation f{indings
to improve and change their prnerams in aspects such as staff develop-
ment, measurement of student performance, and parent participation.

Chapter VI contains background information on the Department's tech-
nical assistance in program evaluation for special education; activities in
1980-81; and activities planned for 1981-82.

The Departuent's Technical Assistance in
Program Evaluation for Special Education

It is the intent of the California Master Plan for Special Education
to provide special education services for all children identified by IEP
teams as individuals with exceptional needs. It is further intended that
these services address the educational needs of each student. Along with a
phased statewide implementation of Master Plan services in special education
local plan areas (LPAs) is a requirement for continual evaluation of the
effectiveness of these special education programs by each LPA to ensure
the highest quality educational offerings to the students served.
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From the begiuning of the implementation of the California Master Plan
for Special Education, the Department’s Office of Program Fvaluation and
Research (OPER) has worked with established, first-year implementers, and
planning LPAs to develop local capability to evaluate special education
programs. As the established LPAs began to plan and conduct their own
evaluation studies, and the Master Plan was authorized statewide, OPER
shifted its emphasis from working only with established LPAs to creating a
statewide local evaluation capability. During 1979-80, the Local Evaluation
Assistance Unit of OPER developed a three-year statewide plan to provide
technical assistance to all LPAs. The intent of the plan was to ensurc that
each LPA would be able to conduct at least one evaluation study during
1981-82, the first year of statewide implementation of the Master Plan.

In this effort, OPER has worked with the Department's Office of Special
Education and the eight Evaluation Improvement Program Regional Centers. (See
Appendix B for the list of centers.) The aim of the technical assistance

wis to have local evaluation studies whose results could be used locally to
improve programs, to address current areas of concern, and to reflect the
present status of special education programs at the state level.

Technica! Assistance Activities in‘Evaluation for 1980-81

Six major activities were conducted by the Loca! Evaluation Assistance
Unit during 1980-81:

l. A statewide needs assessment to determine the nceds for technical
assistance

2. Two-day workshops to upgrade evaluation skills and make LPAs aware
of local evaluation requirements -

3. One-day "hands-on'" workshops to assist LPAs in the development of
their evaluation plans for 1981-82

4, Preliminary review of local studies to ensure cost effectiveness
and usability of the information derived from the studies

5. Final :-view of local plan and study designs (to be completed by
the Local Evaluation Assistance Unit of OQPER)

6. Ongoing assistance to established LPAs in conducting their 1980-81
studics

The activities were designed to focus on each LPA's program concerns or
questions in relationship to the broad mandated statewide topics of state-
wide interest, as addressed in the Department's annaal evaluation report.
(See Appendix C.) The purpose of this effort was to assist each LPA to
plak an evaluation study in one or more of these topics. The technical
plan als» addressed the unique demographic features and the specitic
technical assistance needs of each LPA in planning to conduct its first
evalnation study.

18




in fall 1980, the Local Evaluation Assistance Unit, in conjunction wi the
the eight Evaluation Improvement Program Regional Centers, conducted a
statewide needs assessment to determine if LPAs needed technical assistance.
This survey revealed several areas in which the 60 LPAs responding reported
wanting some help. Chart VI-1, "Statewide Needs Assessment for Special
Education Evaluation Technical Assistance,' presents the answers to nine
questions and a list of the specific types of assistance needed.

CHART VvI-]

STATEWIDE NEEDS ASSESSMENT FOR SPECIAL
EDUCATION EVALUATION TECHNICAL ASSTSTANCE

Number of Special Education
! Local Plan Areas Responding-60

Questions ] Yes No~

. Is the director well acquainted with
local, state and federal evaluation
requirements (enumerative/special studies)? 35 25

2. Has the local agency assigned evaluation
responsibilities for special education to
any staff person? 31 29

3. 1Is the assigned person trained in program
evaluation? 20 40

4, Does the assigned person understand the
special education program and its

evaluation requirements? 19 41

5. Is there support staff availahle to assist
the evaluator? 30 : 30

6. Is there a budget to conduct evaluation

activities? 5 55
7. 1f regional evaluation workshops and

follow-up activities were of fered, wpuld

you participate? 56 4
8. Are any special studies being conducted

this year? 4 56

a

|
e B \
9. What specific assistance would you
need to evaluate your programs?

LIST {comments by local staff):

I. Awareness of guidelines




Selection of development of evaluation instruments

Utilization of data collected to apply to programs

4. Awareness of what 1s needed for evaluation

5. Knowledge of types of data to be collected
6. Program evaluation designs

7. Guidelines for conducting special studies
8. Workshopos to develop test item alternatives

9. Evaluation of nonhomogenous classes

special day classes

11. Evaluation of experimental classes resuicing from waiver: ive,
permission to enroll students with different disabilities in one
special day class.

12. Evaluation-of mainstreaming effects

13, How to design and conduct a special study

l4. Development of observation scales; i.e., criteria and procedures

15. Development of evaluation items in the cognitive area

16. Development of evaluation items in affective area

17. Vvalidation of items to their specifi¢ domains

\ 18. Breaking of major skill areas into more discrete or subskill areas
and writing or selecting items to assess these skills

\ In cooperation with the Department's Office of Special Education,

\ the Guide for Evaluating Special Education Programs was revised and used Lo
assist LPAs in developing their own local evaluation capabilitias. The
contents of the guide and the accompanying materials were intended to:

10. Evaluation of special education classes with multiple handicaps in
\

l. 1Increase awareness of local, state and federal evaluation requircments.

' 2. Provide a process to begin to develop a local program evaluation
plan for the purposes of improving local programs.

3. Utilize existing information for evaluation activities and avoid,
whenever possible, additional data collection efforts.

v+ Provide methods and procedures which could be used to develop and
carry out a local evaluation plan. This included:

O <)
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-~ Selection of instruments

-~ Methodology (designs, sampling)
~ Management information systems
-~ Methods of data treatment
- Data aggregation, display, analysis, and interpretation

~ Reporting information

-~ Use of evaluation data at the local level for program improvement

The Local Evaluation Assistance Unit and the eight Evaluation Improve-
ment Program Regional Centers used these materials for both workshops and
hands-on technical assistance with over 300 persons responsible for evaluat-
ing local programs. The participants included school staff with & wide
range of program and evaluation responsibilities, Department staff, and
faculty from colleges and universities. In addition to the participants
shown in Chart VI-2, more than 50 persons refined their own evaluation study
designs in one-day "hands-on" workshops, which were held at the Evaluation
Improvement Program Regional Center offices. In addition, staff of the
Local Evaluation Assistance Unit of OPER provided technical assistance to 18
LPAs that conducted one or more evaluation studies dutring the 1980-81.

The Local Evaluation 4ssistance Unit developed and used a "Review
Document for Local Special Education Evaluation Plan" in two ways. First,
it was used in providing technical assistance, and later, in reviewing 98
completed local evaluation plans containing 145 studies to be conducted
during 1981-82. (See Appendices E and F.)

Local Evaluation Assigtance Activities for 1981:§g

Because of the need for technical assistance requested on the part
of local agencies, the Local Evaluation Assistance Unit was planning the
following activities for 1981-82:

l. Review and assist all 97 special edvcation local plan areas (LPAs) to
complete and implement their evaluation plans (evaluation studies) for
1981-82. This (ncludes a final review and approval of local evaluation
plans during October 1981,

2. Assist local agencies in the selection and/or development of appropri-
ate data collection instruments and methods of Jita analysis, interpre-
tation, and reporting for their use during 1981-82.

3. Continue the two-day workshops in conjunction with the eight Evaluation
Improvement Program Regional Centers, emphasizing the use of evaluation
information by local and state levels.

4. Sporsor regional symposia to discuss the findings of the local studies
and local use of this information to answer questions of local concern
and to improve programs.

5. Analyze and interpret local findings for the Department's 1981-82
annual evaluation report on the California Master Plan for Special
Education.

b
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6. Prepare a statewide plan to provide technical assistance to LPAs
for 1982-83, including review of local evaluation plaps with studies to
be conducted during 1982-83.

CHART VI-2
SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL WHO ATTENDED OPER/EIPl WORKSHOPS FOR ,
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION, ‘
DECEMBER, 1980, THROUGH MARCH, 1981

A B, AL s MLy,

Number who attended, by workshop sites

Los San San T o
PERSONNEL lAngeles | Diego | Mateo | Fresno | Orange | Sonoma | Shasta | Sac | TOTAL

Program o 12 9 10 10 4 8 9 10 72
Coordinator ,
Director of ! 5 6 6 8 3 5 9 12 54
Special Ed. \
ose? Staff 2 1 ' 2 5
Person f
Program % 5 4 2 l ] 1 2 16
Evaluator
Psychologist 5 4 5 4 2 4 b} 29
Program ;b 5 2 2 2 I 26
Specialist :

i
Asslstant i 2 1 ] 4
Superintendent i |
Consultant E 6 2 2 1\ Vol
Superintendent ‘ 4 1 5
Staff Develop- | 2 1 3 6
ment Coordinatoﬂ
Teacher L2 2 2 3 4 3 2 | 18
Resource | 2 1 3 2 4 6 1R
Specialist |
Colleges/ f 2 l 3
tniversities

|
TOTAL | 267

i

i —

OPFR rofers to the bepartment 's Office of Propram Evaluat ion and Resocardh.
EIP rofers to the Lvaluation Improvement Program Regional Centers.

203F refers to the Department's Office of Special Education.

K
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CHAPTER VII--WAS EVALUATION USED TO IMPROVE SPFCIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS?

Chapter VII answers the Department's final evaluation question for
1980~81, "Was evaluation used to improve special education programs?"

(0]

Evaluation was used by the special education local plan areas (LPAs)
and by the Department to improve special education programs during
1980-81 and to prepare for further improvements during 1981-82 and
future years.

Established special education LPAs made and proposed improvements
in a wide variety of special education program aspects as a result
of designing and conducting their own evaluation studies.

Improvements included (1) making the community and school more aware
and involved in special education programs; (2) ensuring the rights
of children and parents; (3) developing individuatized education
programs; (4) providing staff development for regular and special
education teachers; (5) measuring student progress; (6) locating
high school programs for hearing impaired students; (7) arranging
special transportation schedules; (8) improving parent knowledge of
special education programs and participation in their children's
education; and (9) strengthening local program evaluation capability.

LPAs throughout California designed their local evaluation plans for
1981-82 to answer particular local evaluation questions and provide
information for making local decisions for improving special
education programs for handicapped students.

The Department (1) answered statewide evaluation questions; (2)
determined statewide trends; (3) demonstrated progress toward the
goal of a full educational opportunity for handicapped students; (4)
began to set up a statewide source of information about local
evaluation studies; (5) irmnroved its technical assistance and ‘
coordination functions in program evaluation for special educatidn;
and (6) designed its evaluation plan for special education progrdms
in 1981-82, the first year of statewide implementation of the g
California Master Plan for Special Education in 97 LPAs. |

Chapter VII contains background information on program evaluation in
special education, findings on the use of evaluation to improve programs
during 1980-81, statewide conclusions or trends over the period 1976-77
through 1980-81, and the Department's evaluation plan for 1981-82.

Program Evaluation in Special Education

Two of the major features of the California Master Plan for Special
Education are the emphasis on the individual child who may need special
education services and the continual and comprehensive evalluation of
special education programs to make sure that the needs of individual chil-
dren are known and met. Continual evaluation is the responsibility of the
special education LPAs. Comprehensive cvaluation is the responsibility of
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the Department. Evaluation is intended to result in program improvement,
not in complaining, criticism, or fault-finding.

During the development and implementation of the California Master Plan
for Spec1a1 Education over the past eleven years in California, a series of
progressive changes have occurred in the perception, policy, and practice
of program evaluation in special education. The perceptions started as
negative reactions to the idea buy have proeressed to pOSlt]vp uses of
evaluation information and of evaluation activities:

- "It can't be done, because each child is different."

- "We should have to evaluate a program only when jt is a pilot
program. After we've proved its worth, we don't have to ovaluate
anymore,"

- "Program evaluation is something the Legislature wants, so we might
as well promise to cooperate and write an evaluation report. But it
won't help us--it's not our report. It's their report."

- "The Department's evaluation report does have some worth to us. We
know how many children were served last year in special education
programs in the Master Plan regions, even if we have only average
daily attendance (a.d.a.) firures for wost other special cducation
programs in the rest of the state."

- "Evaluation is something the Department does to us at the local
level, asking their questions and never answering our questions,"

- "Evaluation is not only the Department coming in to evaluate us,
but also the independent evaluator, twe federally-funded contrac-
tors, three graduate students, and a visiting foreign scholar. That
takes staff energy and time, interrupts student instruct: time,
and confuses parents. And we hardly ever get much use il information
back in time to do anything."

- "Now we're supposed to evaluate our own programs, but our special
education staff doesn't have much training in program evaluat ion
and the evaluation staff doesn't know much about special education,”

. b .
- "Evaluating our own programs gives us a chance to see how our
programs 'are doing, and managing our owu evaluation studics gives us
a chance to ask and answer our own cvaluation questions.”

- "We can keep on doing what's working out well and put our atten-
tion on what needs to be improved."

Before the California Master Plan for Special Fducation, the policv
of program evaluation in special education was implicit and limited. ' was
implicit in that there were no legal requirements tor cvaluating traditional
ongoing categorical programs as authorized by state taw and operated by
dstricts or by ffices of county superintendents of schools, It was
"imited in that the Department placed an cvaluation requirement on locally

. O
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operated projects carried on as specially funded extensions or supplements
to locally operated programs. One example was the use of discretionary
federal funds administered by the Department under Title VI, Part B,
"Assistance to States' of the Education of the Handicapped Act, Public Law
91-230, to fund competitive locally submitted project applications. Ancther
example was the legislative provision for experimental programs in special
education, which essentially permitted the Department to waive certain
provisions of the Education Code for a limited number of local special -
education programs.
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Program evaluation before the California Master Plan for Special
Education was nearly nonexistent; and the evaluation that did exist was
informal and intermittent. Although over 600 of the local districts oper-
ated at least one special education program, not one district had a local
evaluation plan for evaluating and improving its special education program.
In those relatively few districts with competitively awarded specially
funded projects, evaluation was carried out for those projects alone,
and it emphasized the documentation of project-funded activities more than
the evaluation of the results. 1In addition, the Department did not evaluate
programs on a statewide basis.

With the adoption of the Master Plan by the State Board of Education,
the policy changed to explicit and universal. All special education LPAs
were held responsible for evaluating their programs in terms of the growth
and development of their children. The legislation has progressively
emphasized the intent for the use of evaluation for program improvement.

The practices have been changing throughout Califormnia as new special
education LPAs have been established and have begun implementing the Zali-
fornia Master Plan for Special Education. During the early years, thc
Department evaluated local programs in response to specific legislative
requirements. Over the years, the Department's Office of Program Evaiuation
and Research (OPER) has worked with each established, first-year implementer,
and "planning" LPA to assist it in evaluating its own special education
programs. (See Chapter VI for a .:ccription of Department activities in
1980-81.) The statewide emphasis has shifted from standard Department data
collection for annual reporting to locally targeted studies whose results
can be used twice: once for more immediate use in improving programs, and
again, through re-analysis by the Department, to answei statewide evaluation
questions.

Findings on the Use of Evaluation to lmprove Programs in 1980-81

v

This section is divided into two parts, local uses and statewide uses.

Local Uses. Special education LPAs used the information from their own
evaluation studies to answer their own local evaluation questions and to
improve local special education services and processes in the program
aspects they studied, such as staff develdpment, parent participation in the
decisions about their children, facilities, or transportation. Attention
was focused on program areas of current interest and concern to local
staf f, parents, and community advisory committees.

ERIC 4
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In selectlnr the program evaluation questions for inquiry, each LPA
determined its own program aspect or aspects of preatest local interest and
concern. Local selection of a particular aspect meant that there was a
local reason to conduct the study, and local intention to use the informa-
tion. For example, one LPA selected implementation of I[FEPs and weasuroement
of student performance. Another LPA chose communication about students at
the critical points of change between elamentary and secondary school
sites.

In designing the evaluation studies, LPAs selected schools, programs,
geographical areas, and types and ages of students according to local needs
for evaluation information. For example, one LPA selected a high school
in which a program for héaring-impaired students was Located. LPAs usocd
existing information or trained local staff in collecting new inlormation,
particularly as part of their daily tasks., For example, program specialists
in one LPA examined student pertormance as part of the annual review of
individual student progress.

LPAs broadened the range of k.nds of person, who work with the schools,
including community advisory committees, school site councils and graduate
students in colleges and universities. For example, one LPA's community
advisory comnittee developed a survey to send to parents. Another LPA
worked with professors and graduate students from a local university and
with parent facilitators.

LPAs analyzed, discussed, and interpreted their own information
and examined the results of other studies, includine their own studies in
previous vears. For example, one LPA has followed the progress of a
sample of special education students over a three-year period. Another
LPA compared the results, over threc vears, of its reviews of student
records and the provision of instruction and services, as shown on students'
[EPs, Another LPA compared its results on parvent participation with two
other externally conducted studies.

LPAs began to go beyond the completion and filing of arn .nnual report
to a continual process of program inquiry and improvement, providing
progress reports and interim findings to local program mancvers and adminis-
trators. For example, one LPA conducted and completed ten evaluation
studies, large and small, long and short. The LPA designed one-pase flyers
to show teachers the results of the studies to which they had cont ributed
information.

LPAs investigated their own important tindings with specific tollow-
up studies so that specitic, rather than general, program improvements could
be made. For example, one LPA surveved a sample of pareats of hindieapped
children who were receiving special education services and found general
satisfaction, vcceept tor the arca ot spocial transportation, where pareat s
of (hialdren ta special classes expres-ed some dissatislact ton.  The LPA
tollowed up tts finding by surveving cach vareod whose enild went to ichoo!
on the gpecial buses. The results showed ecreat satisfaction with the ' o
service: drivers, courtesy, on~time, children hiked tt, and so torth. One
cxception, however, was the lensth of time some of the children wore
m the bus. The LPA and the bus company rearianged the bus routes and
schedules to shorten the time spent in riding.
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Based on information from a sample of its resource spe..alists, one
LPA was able to estimate the number of person-days required for health and
psychological screening for students remaining in the resource specialist
program.

Other program areas in which improvements were made or proposed in-
cluded (1) allocation of staff; (2) location of programs for hearing-
impaired high school students; (3) in-service training of all kinds; (4)
correct ive actions to change programs to match the spirit and intent of the
Master Plan as well as the letter of the law and regulations; (S) reduction
of paperwork burdens; (6) commendations to encourage continuance of worth-
while program practices; (7) use of parent facilitators to talk with other
parents; and (8) the use of locally developed informative brochures on the
educat ional opportunitie$ for their children.

Statewide uses. The Department used its knowledge of, and its experi-
ence in evaluating, special education programs throughout the year. The
Department had designed its evaluation plan to take advantage of the infor-
mation which would be available from LPA evaluation studies?in areas of
statewide concern. At the same time, the Department provided technical
assistance to LPAs in using existing information and, thereby, reducing
duplication of evaluation efforts.

The Department used evaluation to answer perennial evaluation ques-
tions and to create a statewide picture of special education programs in
1980-81. The Department noted statewide trends, both positive and negative
in program operation as related to progress toward California's goal of full
educat ional opportunity for each child who may need special education
services.  Through its analysis of local evaluation studies, the Department
was able to demonstrate cfficiency and timeliness of local studies, to
recognize work of local evaluators, to commend local school boards and
directors of special education programs, to provide a source of information
about local and state evaluation efforts, and to give feedback to contribut-
ing LPAs and Evaluation Improvement Program Regional Centers.

In addition to answering perennial evaluation questions, the Depart-
ment used evaluation information from current and previous years in prepar-—
ing its responses to questions (and allegations) about special education
programs.

Coing beyond the letter of the law, past fulfilling the reporting
requirements, and addressing the intent for comprehensive evaluation, the
Department has suggested areas in which program improvements are needed or
in which policy or legislative changes may be needed at state or federal
levels .

Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends krom 197/6=77 Through 1980-81

-  The willingness and capability of special education LPAs to conduct
their own evaluation studies have increased remarkably.

-  Local evaluation information is used locally to improve programs.

J
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- The Department of Education is able to use local evaluation information
in its statewide program evaluation.

Department Evaluation Plan for 1981-82

In designing its statewide evaluation plan for 1981-82, the Department
has examined the 97 local evaluation plans for 1981-82 and intends to
continue its technical assistance efforts to help ensure that the local
evaluation studies will yield timely, accurate, believable, and useful
results at both local and state levels of special education programs. In
addition, regional seminars will be organized so that LPAs can share their
findings and their use of evaluation information to improve their programs.

The Department's statewide evaluation plan for 1981-82 is cooperatlve
coordinated, and efficient.
- Statewide. All 97 special education local plan areas are partici-
pating, with 145 local evaluation studies planned and being
conducted. (See Appendix F.)

- Cooperative. Local plan areas and the Department are working to-
gether to obtain useful information for program improvement.

- Coordinated. The Department provides technical assistance to local
agency staff and reviews proposed local evaluation plans and
studies.

- Efficient. Local studies focus on topics of immediate local con-
cern. The results are used at least twice: locally, to improve
programs; and statewide, to share results and to help create a
statewide picture of special education programs.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF EICHTEEN ESTABLISHED SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREAS CONDUCTINC
EVALUATLION STUDLES OF THEIR SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS ACCORDING
TO THEIR OWN EVALUATION PLANS DURING 1980-81

Contra Costa County

Fresno Unified School District

Glenn County

Humboldt County and Del Norte County
Los Angeles Unified School District
MYerced County )

Orange Unified School District
Riverside County

Sacramento City Unified School District
San Diego City Unified School District
San Juan Unified School District

Sapta Barbara County

Santa Clara County, Zone I1

Santa Clara County, Zones I, III, IV, V, and VI
Stanislaus County

West Orange County Consortium for Special Education
West End San Bernardino County Consort ium for Special Education

Whittier Area Cooperative for Special Education

MOI'. Findings from evaluation studies from these Special Educafion Local Plan
Areas have been analyzed, interpreted, and summarized for this Annual

Evaluation Report,

APPENDIX B

LIST OF BIGHT EVALUATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM REGIONAL CENTERS
PROVIDINC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN PROGRAM EVALUATION FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

Fresno County

Los Angeles County
Orange County
Sacramento County
San Diego County
San Mateo County
Shasta County
Sonoma County

g
< J

49



APPENDIX C

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATION RFOUIRING THIS REPORT

*¥56600, Tt 1s the intent of the Legislature to provide for ongoing com-
prehensive evaluation of special education programs authorized by this part.
The Legislature finds and declares that the evaluation of these programs shall
be designed to provide the Legislature, the State Board of Educatton, the De-
partment of Education, and program adwinistrators at county, district, and
school levels with the information necessayy to refine and improve policies,

. regulations, guidelines, and procedures on a continuing basis, and to assess
+ the overall merits of these efforts.

56602. In accordance with a program evaluation plan adopted pursuant to
subdivision (e) of Section 56100, the superintendent shall submit to the board,
the legislature, and the Governor, an annual evaluation of the special education
programs implemented under this part. This evaluation shall:

(a) Utilize existing information sources including fiscal records, child
counts, other descriptive data, and program reviews to gather ongoing informa-
"tion regarding implementation of programs authorized by this chapter.

(b) Utilize existing information o the waximum extent feasible to conduct
.. special evaluation studies of issues of statewiae concern. Such studics may
" include, but need not be limited to, all of the following: (1) Pupil perfor-
mance; (2) Placement of pupils in least restrictive environments; (3) Depree
to which services identitied in individualized education programs are provided;
(4) Parent, pupil, teacher, program specialist, resource specialist, and
* administrator attitudes toward services and processes orovided; (5) Program
costs, including, but not limited to: (A) Expenditures for instruct jonal
personnel services, support services, special transportat ion services, and
regionalized services; (B) Capital outlay costs at the district and «. hool
levels, and for special education services regions, county of fices. «(ate
. special schools, and nonpublic, nonsectarian schools: (C) Fundang ~our. at
the district, special education services region, county office, siato special
school, and nonpublic, nonsectarian school levcls; (¢) Summarize and report on
the results of special studies regarding the Master Plan for Special Educat ion
parformed pursuant to Section 33406,

(d) Identify the numbers of inlividuals with exceptional needs, their
racial and ethnic data, their classitication by desienated instructtonal ser-
Vices, resource specialist, special day class or center, and nonpublic, npn-
sectarian schools, in accordance with criteria established by the board and
corsistent with federal reporting requirements.

56603,  The Departument of Education <hall, as vart of the annual evalua=-
tion. report the anformation necessary to refine and 1mprove statewide policies,
reeulations, euidelines, and procedures veveloved pursuaat to this part.

*hese Bducation Code provisions were eaacted b Chapter 797 and Chapter 11y
. Lt ey of lq:';()o
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APPENDIX D

METHODS USED BY SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN
AREAS (LPAs) IN 1980-81 IN THEIR EVALUATION STUDIES

The special educati n local plan areas (LPAs) desiyned their evaluation
studies to use exusting data and capitalize -on program operations, such as
annual reviews of student progress, wherever possible.

The evaluation specialists in the LPAs developed their designs, including
therr data collection methods and instruments, and tips on conducting evaluation
studies in a cost-effective and positive way, with technical assistance from the
staff of the Local Evaluation Assistance Unit of th: Department's Office of Pro-
sram Fvaluation and Research. These staff were responsible for reviewing the
local evaluation plans and proposed evaluation studies as well as for providing
technical assistance. The technical assistance was aimed at designing feasible,
workable, approvable usable studies, not at directing the sclection of the
topics or local evaluation questions.

the LPA cvaluators' primary aim was to answer local evaluation questions

hy producing information which would be accurate, meaningful, and usable lo-
vally. & secondary aim was to produce information which the Department could
collect, interpret, and use for statewide evaluation of special education
programs; for example, ir. this annual evaluation report.

> The LPAs used a great variety of data collection methods and instruments,
which were selected, adapted, or created to fit the LPA, the local evaluation
question, and the persons who would provide or collect the data. In collecting
the data for their local education studies during 1980-81, the 18 LPAs:

o  FExamined 3,101 students' records; 4,396 individualized education
programs (IEPs); and test scores for 4,107 students.

o Visited 246 school sites and 328 homes of parents of special education
students.

o Observed 87 c¢lassrooms and 36 IEP team meetings.

o Surveyed 2,751 school staff members, 1,061 parents, and 47 students.

0o Interviewed 168 school staff members, 1,523 parents, and 149 students.
o Examined program records representing 52,532 students and staff.

o Examined reactions to in-service workshops of 1,134 persons, including
parents, school staff, students, and community persons.

fraining of data collectors was particularly important before the data

were collected, whether the task was making visits to schools; interviewing
pirents, teachers, and students (including working with interpreters for
hearing-impaired, or tor speakers of languages other thin English when the data
«ollector did not speak that language); reviewing student records; administer-
tny standardized tests; observing classrooms; or playing a participant-observer
role 1a [FP meetings.
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The local study designs called for the participation of students, parents,
teachers, and administrators on school sites and in communities. This partic-
ipation took several forms: selecting evaluation questions, collecting data,
providing data, interpreting the results, using the results to improve programs,
and planning follow-up studies.

The LPAs collected their data for their evaluation studies in three broad
ways: examination of existing information, collection of new information, and
comparison of the results of their local evaluation studies with the results of
other studies where appropriate. Table M (for Methods) displays the methods
used and the number of LPAs using each method during 1980-81.

TABLE M
METHODS USED BY SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREAS (LPAs)

IN THEIR LOCAL EVALUATION STUDIES DURING 1980-81

Number of LPAs
Method using method

1. Examina*ion of existing program and student records 16

- Tabulations from program files (by hand or
computer-generated)

- Referrals |
- Notices and responses from parents 5
- IEP team meetings ]
- 1EP information

- Services to be provided to students/teachers 8
- Objectives co be achieved by students

- At school 8
- At home |

- Progress toward meeting objectives 8
- Length of time receiving service 2
- Proficiency standards 1
- Grade-level changes: promotion, retention, graduation }
- Secondary students

- Carerr/vocational education |
- Graduation standards I

~ Teacher case—toad lists of students beine tauvht
(vrollment and statffing data) a

-t
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Number of LPAs
Method using method

?. Examination of newly-gathered program and student data 16

- Ratings of attainment of individual student objectives

at time of annual review of student progress 2
- Participant-observer techniques in group meetings 3
- School site visits 10
- Classroom observation 5
- IEP team observation 2
- Interviews, alone or in groups, in person or on telephone,

with and ‘without interpreters 9

- Handout and mailout written surveys or questionnaires 13

- Administration of regionwide standardized achievement tests 2

~ Teacher analysis of class assignments 4

. ~ Observation of student performance over a period of time 11
'~ Teacher-made tests and quizzes L1

- Curriculum-related tests 11

- Weekly checklists of progress 1

3. Comparison with data from other studies 8

- Locally conducted (includes theses for Master's Degree,

early retiree projects, previous studies) 6
-~ Externally conducted of local programs 3
- Conducted in other programs and reported in the literature 1

Through such statewide groups as the California Special Education Eval-
uators, at program evaluation workshops sponsored by the Department and the
Evaluation Improvement Program Regional Centers, and through ordinary, con-
tinual professional interchange, the evaluators shared their experiences, their
methods, and the program improvments recu—mended or put into place as a result
of their evaluation studies.
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Reviewer LPA
- Date APPENDIX E
Office of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER) Review Document
for Local Special Education Evaluation Plan
1981-82
Yes/
l. Special Study No Comment s
a. Is there a plan for a special study in

O
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one or more of the following areas:
=~ Pupil performance?

- Placement of pupils in least
restrictive environments?

~ Depree to which services identified
in LEPs are provided?

- Parent, pupil, administrator,
teacher, program specialist, and
resources specialist attitudes toward
services and processes provided?

~ (ost effectiveness?

[s the study based or a local evaluation
quest ion?

Is the local evaluation questio: in-
cluded in the description of the study?

¢3 the description specify who 1is
*w-sponsible for conducting the study?




Yes/
1. Special Study (continued) No Comment s

e. Does the description of the study
include:

- Method (pretest, post-test, time
series, etc.)?

- Instrumen 3 (achievement tests,
surveys, interviews, records, MIS

forms, etc.)?

- Plan for collecting information
(who, how, when, etc.)?

~ Data analysis?
- Possible uses of the information?

~ Reporting of information?

y Yes/
2. Pupil Count No Comments

a. Are the following data elements included
in the student recordkeeping system:

- Pupils by handicipn (by age)?

- Placement of pupils by instructional
setting specified on IEP?

- Movement of pupils between instruc-
tional settings?

Ethnicity?

L ]
b




/ . Yes/
| ‘uprl Count (continued) No Comments

b. Are local enumerative data elements
listed to answer local questions?

c. Is the method for collecting and reporting
the emumerative information described?

de Will the collection method produce
an unduplicated count for all pupils
served in special education during an
annual reporting period including:

-~ Handicapping condition (minimum of
Il conditions)?

- Four 1nstructiwonal settings?
- Movement of pupils between instruc-
tional settings and out of special

education?

- Uthnioity?
JRNEPEY I

LI P A - e e T e ke e AR e B MM B G LA o B Dl e S PO TS SR Pid WL AT b DT s e 2R e kWX T W A TRE = -
Yes/
3.0 “taargement Plan No Comments

a. Is there a manavement plan for ‘
onduct tnp the LPA's evaluation?

Se o Poes the napagement plan include:

- Asslened local staff person r !
sutside evaluators!

Canhoer of lavs assianed?

s

- Lt ddeer tor activities!
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APPENDIX F

LOCAL EVALUATION STUDIES FOR 1981-82 IN
FIVE TOPIC AREAS OF STATEWIDE INTEREST

During 1931-52, a total of 145 Tocal evaluation studies will be
conducted by the 97 Special £ducation Local Plan Areas. Cach study
addresses one of the five topics of statewide interest, as contained
i [ducation tode Section 56602(b): provision of special education
services according to individualized education proqrams (IEPS), place-
ment 1n least restrictive environment, student performance, attitudes
toward special education services, and program costs. The studies are
Ihsted below according to the five topics. Further information on the
studies may be obtained from the Local Evaluation Assistance Unit in
the Department's Office of Program Evaluation and Research.

[. Local Evaluation Studies in "Provision of Special Education
Services according to Individualized Education Programs"

Extent and quality of the IEPs being implemented.

Are all eligible pupils placed by the juvenile
court system receiving all services, as outlined
by the [LP?

Do all pupils in resource specialist programs
have [Ps on tile in schools of placement?

Effec tiveness of criteria for placement of
pupile in designated instruction and services.

What is the degree and quility or service
provided, as identified on ‘he IEP?

Management information system study of class
wize and pupil admission/exit flow.

Latilog of activities performed bv resource
specialist proqgram t2acher.

Does the manaqgement infc ration system
provide timely, relevant, and accurate pupil
informtion?

what are parents interested in knowing about
wpecil education? How to deal with your
cmild's development at home; leqgal rights
ind your ¢hild; communications between home
and wchool; awireness and [EPs.

63




ww
—
@)

o

Relationship between the local vocational education
curricula and competencies to competencies required
hy community employers.

With the revised governance model, is there any
change in the program director's role and function?

Has the child intervention team made a difference
in pupil referral or placements?

What is the ratio of pupil referrals to placement
as a result of the new eligibility criteria for
learning handicapped pupils?

How well acquainted are the resource specialist
program teachers and parents of all pupils with
the [EPs? With the due process procedures?

Have complaints and "fair hearings" increased or
decreased? Why?

dhat is the guality and relationship of first-stated
ditferenliated objectives Lo specific qoals in
pupils' [EPsy

[s there an observable difference 1n the quality
of objectives written by tully credentialed
teachers and those written by preliminary
teachers or by staff with wiivers?

WYhat are the tactors related to the succeastuyl
integqration of severely handicapped, physically
handicapped, or commnynicatively handicapped
students?  In what « Lasses/subyects, tor how
long, and with what results e these students
inteqgrated?

what services is the resource specialist provid-
ing for student and Leachers at the local scho.l
site’

What improvements or reductirons 1n service are
noted by parents of students placed in specral
education prior to loc ! raplementation of the
Calitornia Master Plan

dhiat are the oonthly changes e enrol laent,
service ropoy Looanes s oand an sbatfang ratios?

o thoro any ditterence e orograns botween
<hoot develr Khat o aree ot the nroor iy nend

paprovement b the secondary ltevel !

How adeduite was Lhe psycho=educat pona] e .
ment of pupils’

by



Does the manajement information system provide timely,
relevant, and accurate information to assist the
manaqgement of special education programs?

How effective i1s the program management system in
providing special educition services, ind what
changes should be made for improvement?

What is the level, adequacy, and quality of in-
service training?

How ettective has the special educator/parent
facrlitator program been?

To what deqree are ICPs beinyg implemented?

Cvaluate the current criterid used to plice pupils
Iin the resource specialist progr:i and special day
classes.

Examine the assessment, plicement, and re-assessment
of special education pupils.

Does the scheduling of daily activities differ among
resource specialist teachers?

Degree to which services identified in the IEP are
provided.

Examine the time-use difference between the itinerant
and single site resource specialist at the elementary
level.

Fxamine 'he need for special therapy services at
all levels. Examine the effect of Lhese servites
on pupils who have received these services.

dhat et tect do eliuibility eriteria have upon
wdentiticatior and placement of students in
specinl day classes?

At types of reqular classroom modifications -ere
ittempted and what impact can be demonstrated on
children before placenent in special education?

Implementation of services and quality ot [EPs.

[+ turther inservice training needed in the area
ot [EP writing?

Exwvmine tEPs in relationship to educationi]l need
nd cturl clhissroom insiruction,

Determine whether the services cont nined 1n the TEPs
ire provided.

e 85 .
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What is the quality and effectiveness of [Eps?

thich children are referred to special education and
why?

[dentification of factors which promote for successful
integration of severely handicapped pupils into the
reqular school setting.

Examine the cycle of services provided to special
education pupils.

How did the increase in resource specialist program
case load attect the quality of pupil services,
cornunication between parents-program, and other
nrogrim personnel?

Degree to which services identitied in the [P
were provided.

How do parents perceive special education services
their child is receiving? How do they perceive
communications between parent-progran?

Degree to which services in the £ are provided.

To what deqree are parenls aware and/or informed
ibout spec b educibion services homg receryod
by thew chitdren?  To what deqgree are narents
satintred aith special services boing recerved
by their children?

[fﬁiUhﬁv‘]W‘EﬂvlfﬁdUlbfl-U[fTﬂ;?e”m”t in Least Restrictive

Environment™

What are the criteria for placement of pupils in
specitl day ¢hass and resource specialist programs
for the lTearning handicapped?  Are there Common
operational entrance criteriy that teachers,
wmnistrators, parents, agency representatives,
or £ teams are using throughout the county, and
it so, what are they?

Drd the percepbion of teacher abrlity to carry out
Master Chan functions chinge s g vesult gt -
Soervice traningy

Dad the abilrty to interet Sotaeen snecral and
respul ot pupi by change 1, a vesult of selt-help
instructiron anregal. school wbivitres?

»
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Did the ability of regular and special teachers to
improve pupil behavior change as a result of inservice
training on assertive discipline?

What are the outcomes of special education staff
training?

Cfficiency of moving pupils out of special education
and back 1nto the reqular proqgram,

Examine the placement of pupils in the resource
specialist projram as compared to special day
classes.

Do elementary and secondary school districts
have an advantage in mainstreaming special educa-
tion pupils as compared to a unified school district?

Management information system study of pupil inte-
gration by subject area.

What areas of inservice do special education
teachers need to facilitate services to special
education pupils, parents and reqular teachers?

How effective are the placement procedures for
enrolling special education pupils in the least
restrictive environment, including referral and
assessment?

What is the status of pupil movement between set-
tings, and what factors/and or common behaviors
weigh heaviest in those movements?

Does integration time increase proportionately as
Students are in programs longer, pecome older, or
are in less restrictive plac. ients?

How well are the revised specific learning disabilities
apolied, and what effects are noted in enrollment/
placemert compared with 1980-31?

I's the elementary resource specialist program an
effective model to increase pupil participation
in the reqular education program? What variables
enhance or prevent this participation?

What amount of time, type, and quality of activities
are learning handicapped pupils from special day
c lasses receiving 1n the reqular education program?

Which pupils are pliced in the least restrictive
environment and when chanqginy pr0qrmgs, do they
move to a more or less restrictive environment?




. What is the difference in percent of special class
pupils who have moved to a less-restrictive environ-
ment between 1980-81 and 1981-82?

IIT. Local Evaluation Studies in "Student Performance"

A comparison of learning tasks of trainable
mentally retarded pupils to regular pupils to
determine if the tasks can be differentially

structured.
) How much growth was made by pupils in reading in
! the special classes for the severely lanquage
disordered?

vhat level of skills in reading, math and composi-
tion do elementary school learning handicapped
pupiis in resource specialist programs demonstrate
at the end of 1931-22 school year?

What percent of secondary school learning handi-
capped pupils in resource specialist proqrams pass
the local proficiency tests in reading, math and
composition in the 1981-82 year?

What is the math achievement ot learning handi-
capped special day class pupils whose [EPs contain
2 math objective?

What is the relationship of achievement n reading
ind math by resource specialist proqgram pupils to
time spent in the reqular program?

are career and vocational quals and objectives
contained in the [ERs met?

| Are proficiency standards, either reqular or
alternative, specified in the IEP for special
education high school seniors, and are the goals

in the [EP related to these standards? ‘hen

there are alternative standards are they related

to the maximum pupil expectancy and pupil performince?

What is the movement of special education pupils
} within special education: i< the direction back
‘ to the requiar program?

dhat variables 1s the resource specialist program
e most mmportant Ltoxard pupil wchaevement

dhat achyevement 1y noted tor Students plhced in
special day classes in 1970 and 1979 yho, in 193]-0:

a.  remain an special day clasy,

0. transfer to the resource speciabisy program, or
c. return to requiar school proqran?
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What differential standards are set By [EP teams for
high school special education students who are unable
to meet the district graduation standards?

What are the factors correlated to pupil pertormance?

What 15 the cause of achievement decline of pupils
when they move to a higher level?

What percent of special Pducatlon pupils will meet
what aercerf of their objectives in the [EP?

what is the yrowth of resource'specialﬁst program
pupils in the areas of math, reading, and spelling?

What is the success of pupils who were in special.
day classes for aphasic children in 1980-81 and
transferred to a less restrictive environment in
1981-827

Academic success of pupils in resource specialist
programs and in speciil day classes.

Academic progress of resource specialist program
pupils.

Attainment of pupil objectives as specified on the
I,
s}

w
There are no differenc@s in academic growth in read-
ing and math between resource specialist program
pup1is and special day class pupils.

What changes in student performance occur when the
program 1s changed from a pull-out to a resource
specialist model?

Is the special education program improving academic
achievement and successful integration for special
day cliss pupils with . 1 averaae to high academic
oxpect ncy?

Academic achievement of a1l special education pupils.

How well are the reading objectives written, rated
as being met, and why are they being wmet or not?
Academic achievement in wath and readlnq of pupils
on all levels, by length of time in the resource
specialist program.

Did the ability of learning handicapped pupils
to decode words improve?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L.

Local {valuation

-

What is the rate of attainment of the objectives con-
tained in the [EP?

Nonbiased assessment for Hispanic pupils?

The degree to which short term objectives are
achieved.

Reading and math retention as a result of summer
school experience.

How successful are pupils in attaining specific
IEP objectives in math, reading, language, cireer
education, social adjustment, and psycho-perceptual?

How long does 4 pupil remain in special education?

* How does length of participation in speciil day

class affect the reading and math performance of
Tearning handicapped oupils?

Services”

Awareness, involvement, and satisfaction of
pirents with special education.

How special education.services are perceived?

Are parents of special education pupils satisfied
«41th the services their children are receiving?

Exmine the attitudes of requl i classroom teachers
toward special day class pupils integrated into
their classes

Caanihe thc pctutbu|unb and knowiedye of regular
teachers who have special day ~1lass pupils in
their ¢11ssrooms.

Attitudes towards services provided.

Dad Lhe attitude of resource specialists towards
their role and their responsibilities towards the
a1ssessment and pliwcement of pupils change as a
re sult of 1n-service training. 5

Attitudes of reqgulir and special education
teachers toward services provided ledrning handi-
cepped pupils in resource specialist programs,
according to district size ind yrade level.

Parent attitude toward services and orocesses
provided. '

l')
54

studies in "Attitudes Toward Special Fducation




What are attitudes of parents, reqular teachers,
administirators, students and resource specialists
towards services provided by the resource specialist
program?

Do the differences in scheduling of daily activities
affect the attitudes toward resource specialist pro-
grams at each school site?

What changes in attitudes ocuur when the program
is changed from i pull-out to a resource specialist
program?

Parent satisfiction with resource specialist and
special day class .services.

Determine the changes in knowledge and attitudes
of regular and special education staff towards
the Master Plan after its first year of
implementation.

What are the opinions of parents of special educa-
tion pupils, reqular education teachers, and other
personnel involved in the [LP process toward special
education services?

Idéntification of the critical components of the
resource specialist program and the assessment
of attitudes toward these services.

What are the attitudes of reqular teachers toward
mainstreaming?

What are teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming
after a year of in-service training?

Do principals and special education teachers see
the new role of the program specialists as con-
ducive in improving instruction in special aduca-
tion programs?

What is the impact of Senate 3ill 769 progr.m
changes on the quality of program services ay per-
ceived by resource specialist teachers and local
directors and coordinators?

What are the results of past and most recent f/
staff development activities as perceived by .
resource specialist teachers?

Attitudes of parents, staff, and pupils toward
services provided.




Differences between attitudes of special education
parents when comnunication is organized and when
il isn't.

Do resource specialists perceive that they are
receiving adequate information from the child
study and IEP teams?

Are regular teachers perceiving they have an
active role in the [EP process?

ire communication processes between educators
ind parents of handicapped pupils effective?

To what extent is integration taking place, and
what are the positive and negative features of
inteqration?

How satisfied are parents of students assigned
to schools outside their neighborhood with the
placement, programs, and services, including
trnsportation?

Are site admnistrators satisfied with student
plicements ind the delivery of special education
programs and services?

How accurate is the information entered in the
manaqement information system?

What are the effects on staff of the reduction
in program specialist staff?

What would be the effects of elimination of the
resource specilist progran?

Determine the effectiveness of a county nlan tor
chinging attitudes and understanding all of staff.

What are parent perceptions of their role in the
develooment of their child's [EP?

Teacher attitudes towards services and processes
nrovided.

Attitudes or resource specialist teachers and
parents toward the least restrictive environment
id 1lternate modes o1 service delivery.

Do reqular teachers perceive that they receive
adequate information from the [P team in reqard
to myinstreamed pupils?

What are Lhe abbitudes ot special and reqular
education teichers toward the resource specialiat
programn?
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Local Evaluation Studies in "Program Costs"

The efficiency, economy, effectiveness and <afety
of the special education transportation operation
system, including costs.

An analysis of the present transporiation system,
incltuding costs for pupils to receive central-
ized services.

What are the actual program costs of running
the special education programs?

Review of program costs for 3-year period in
relationship to per pupil costs for all programs,
including transportation.
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