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

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The California Master Plan for Special Education is a comprehensive

approach for providing special education services to individuals with
exceptional needs in special education local plan areas (LPAs) formed by the

more than 1,000 school districts and offices of county superintendents of

schools.

Ouring 1980-81, more than 200,000 cli,ildren 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 As the seventh annual evaluation report

of Master-Plan programs.

The Department designed and carried out its l9S0-81 evaluation plan to

build upon the results of previous evaluations, 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 o4
trends over a period of time and as generators of ideas for future courses
of action. The Department collected student information from all local
special education programs. It should be noted that fiscal information will

he 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-
grams as California moved 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:
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1. What Was the Availability of Special Education Services to Studenta
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 estab-
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 in Master Plan programs in 42 LPAs on December 1, 1980, as
compared to 102,275 students in 21 LPAs on December 1, 1979. (See
page 15 and Table 1-1.)

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

a. As children's needs were identified, services were provided.
A continua! process of referral, assessment and instructional
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 twelve-
month period between December 1979, to December I, 1980.

Evaluation studies from seventeen LPAs contained informit;on ab.ult

services lnd IEPs. (See naee 19.)

b. Students were taught in a variety of clas-,room sett.in;,:, and with a

variety of teaching techniques, accorditv to studies from twelve
LPAs. However, not all high school aged students rei-ived needed
vocational education services. (See page 22.)

c. Students' progress was noted, and their individualized education
programs (IEPs) were revised to fit the changes in needs, accordiwY
to studies in six ITAs. (See page 22.)

3. Were Handicapped Students Taught in rheir Least Restrictive
Environments?

a. Decisions were made about the naTticipation o! each handicapped
student in regular cla;srooms. In thy IPAs, 69.6 poi(ent of th..

210,505 special education students were enrolled in regular
classes and received special education services on a part-time or
pull-out basis. Of that total, 14.', percent of the students wry
enrolled in regular classes and received desicrnated in,,truction 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 program services on
a part-time basis. (See page 15 and Table [-1.)

b. St udent s moved L r d royul ir lasse.. (1vn wo. I v.' h pon 11,41

in the eighteen established LPAs whose evographical
remained the 3amo, about 17 percent of the students no lonoi
needed special education serviee,, And wet., tetuintd to iegnlat
education proprams Jul I o", In t perio.), ,to Addi t 011,11



4 percent of the students moved to less restricted educational
settings. Movement toward a less restrictive setting occurred in
a similar proportion from all four special education instructional
settings. (See page 16.)

c. 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
coriDident and had more friends than in the past, brought assign-
ments home, or looked for jobs for the first time. (See page
24.)

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

' e. 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.)

f, The needs of regular classroom teachers for Leaching 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.)

1. Did Students Change as a Result of Receiving Special Education
Services?

A. The results of evoluation studies conducted by ten LPAs indicated
that most of the students in the studies made positive changes in
seven aspects of growth and development, including 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.)

h. information about student progress came from revlews 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

3
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higher grade levels and of students meeting graduation Itandard
requirements. (See page 28.)

5. Were the Attitudes of Parents, Students, and Schoo. Staff Favorable
Toward the Special Education Services Provided?

a. Evaluation studies in eleven LPAs found generally favorable atti-
tudes and widespread satisfaction. Parents were knowledgeable
about special education programs and services and expressed 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-tures
such as communtty advisory committees and designated strv ices and
instruction. Urban parents were deeply interested in their
children's education, according to an evaluation study bv d
metropolitan LPA. (See page 32 and Chart V-I.)

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

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

d. In studies by seven LPAs, resource specialists described generally
smooth operations in many elementary schools and they wore working
on improvements needed, such as career-vocational education
opportunities for secoudary school stioleo1,4. (Soo pa-e

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

r. In studios by fou- LPAs, students reported positive attitudes
towards special education, such as decreases in labelling. Regulai
students referred themselves for special education serviLes.
Special students commenten on their satisfaction at seeing their
own improvement. (See page 35.)

6. Were Special Education Local Plan Areas Assisted in Preparing to
Evaluate Their Own Special Education Programs?

a ri t Pen Oct lb isIlt!d $ Pec i a I ed tic at ion I,PAs designed Ind eon. hr. I ed

one or moro ova 1 na t i on st teli o on I ace N t)I I hei r own specid I
edit, it ion pros.r.ms

i cord m rig t o tIme mm own t ii I or-mode lot .y
ation plans. The Deparhmql: a,qict,ed the LPAs in des6,,ning their
evaluation studios, Tho funding,. flom the.o 1(wdl have
been i n«)r po u at od 1111 report ('we p t-e I I .1111k1 Appendices A
and O.)



b. Mere was extensive participation by school staff, parents, and
students in the LPA's evaluation studies in a variety of w.,s:
designin,,, collecting information, interpreting results, ,ad

preparing to us :. the results in.improving h)cal specialcglucation_
programs. (See page 46.)

c. As pare of its technical assistance in local seccial education
program evaluation, the Department of Education held or sponsored
20 workshops for 267 local staff. The workshops were conducted in
cooperation with the eight Evaluation rmprovement Program Regional
Centers. (See paw 41, Table VI-2, and Appendix B.)

d. All ql LPAs were preparing to conduct their own evaluation studies
during I981-82. (See Appendix F.)

7. Was Evaluation Used to Improve Special Education Programs?

a Statewide trends were noted in program operations related to
California's goal of full educational opportunity for each child
who needs special educational services. Positive trends sug-
gested chat no major changes in emphasis were needed in areas
such as due process protections
education programs. (See paP.s

and development of individualized
21 and 47.) Continuing needs,

such as technical assistance in local P rogram evaluation, led to a
statewide technical assistance elfort. (See page 37.) Unsatisfac-
tory trends, such as continued perception of paperwork burdens, led
to proposals for changes in local forms and for publicity on the
local and state uses of teacher-provided information. (See pages
10 and 46.)

b. Special education LPAs made local decisions on staff allocation,
emphases for staff development, transportation services, paperwork
reduLtion, compliance actions, and program location, based in part
on the information )),aified in local evaluation studies. Program
changes over a period of years were exAmined by several LPAs. (See
page 46.)

At rho school level, Ole evaluati,In studio offered oppottunities
for school site and itinerant staff, along with parents, ,,tadents,
and compmnity advisory committees, to ask program questions and to
use Ornir own answers to improve programs. Examples are

iliprovements 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
throughout California durirw
LPAs worked together to
comprehensive statewide
Appendix F.)
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INTRODUCTION TO THE 1980-81 EVALUATION REPORT

ON THE CALIFORNIA MASTER PLAN FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

The purpose of this seventh annual report is to describe the evalua-
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 inaividual education
programs, least restrictive environment, student performance, and attitudes
.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 t,:blic Instruction to submit annuallyto
the State Board of Education, 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 Education 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 respongibl
fur preparing reports emphasizing the summative outcome aspects of spc(iAl
education programs.

Special Education Programs Under the California Master Plan

The California Master Plan for Special Education is a comprehensive

approach to provide special 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 offerings.

Traditionally, special education programs were authorized on a cate-

gorical basis related to 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 2g different categorical
programs were funded. Although this approach provided necessary serviws to
many handicapped individuals, many other children with exceptIonal needs

were either not receiving servives or were receiving limited services often
inAppropriate to their educational needs. There was little or no .,v,demati,

evaluation of local programs and no statewide evaluation.

The development of the California Master Plan for Special Education
begau in 1970 with extensive studies and reviews of existing special
education services and included a series of statewide public input seminars.

6 /I)



This information provided a basis for the development of a plan for special

education developed by the Department of Education and the Advisory Commis-

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:

1. 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 district, two or

more districts, Jr two or more school districts and an office of a

county superintendent of schools. Whatever the pattern of organi-

zation, the LPA must he 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 office 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 the needs of the children and the local area. Each

local plan must include an indication of how the applicant will
(1) provide for the seekine 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 parental 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 regular and special education staff; aed (() manage local

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.

1



o Each LPA has a community advisory committee. Parents comprise
the majority of the committee. Among other U. ks, the committee
advises the M'A in the development and review of programs under
the local comprehensive plan, assists in parent education, and
encourages public involvement in the plan.

o 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 special
education programs.

o In evaluating the special education programs, each LPA designs and
conducts at least one special evaluation study each year to answer
local evaluation questions and improve its own programs.

2. 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 may include (hut are not necessarily
limited to) classroom instruction, language and speech instruction,
psychological services, educationally related therapies, special
physical education and vocational education programs, parent
education, health nursing services, and school social work.

o Each LPA's local plan includes four instructional compon(nts:

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

o Special classes and centers are designed for childr, 1 with moder-
ate or severe handicaps who are able t spend litt:o or no time in
regular classrooms.

o Through the resource specialist program, instructional planning,
special instruction, tutorial assistance, and other services are
provided to individuals with exceptional needs in regular class-
rooms or special programs or both. Assistance to teachers in
regular classrooms may also be provided.

o Designated instruction and services are specific and aro not
normally provided in regular and special class programs or in
resource specialist programs. One example is speech and lanpuage
therapy for children who have difficulties in talking. Anothei

example is orientation and mobility training for children ,,,110
cannot see well enobgh to i.et around hv themselves.

Nonpublic school services aro oftored to indi-iduals with 0_ ,n-
tional needs when the staff and the parent determine that ,,evico.,
appropriate to the needs of the individual child are not avdIable
in the public school.

8
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o State residential school services are also available to meet
hig:Ily 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 parents, and from other sources. On request,

specialized assessment personnel conduct assessments of students
and make recommendations to an IEP team, as appropriate. An IEP

team is responsible for reviewing each student's progress at least

annually and for revising the IEP. 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 determined by both
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.

S. 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
increased, provisions were made for future annual inflation adjustment,
and in SB 1870, the fiscal model was changed.

13



6. Comprehensive program evaluation

Evaluation responsibilities are placed on the 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, hnd
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 sulmarized
as follows:

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 teaehino,
individual handicapped students. The Department conducted a statewide
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 concerns, particularly at dhe high school level.

Paperwork Burdens

The Department continued to emphasize local evaluation studie, 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 lound 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. Bowever, changes in state and
federal data collection and reporting requirements continued to cause
difficulties for local agencies and led to some local overcollection ot
data.

Measurement of Student Progress

Special education LPAs continued to review each child's progress at
least annually. An increased number of local evaluation studies were
conducted on Ow performance of groups of students. While in general
the progress of individual students was satisfactory to parents,
nrogress of groups of students, Particularly at the high school leyei,
remained a concern.

10



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 handicapped programs and for identifying
students with severe emotional disturbarces. Recent legislation

(Senate Bill 769, 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 t:apability

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 statewide implementation of the California
Master Plan for Special Education in 1981-82. The second purpose was to



provide the Legislature, the State Board of Education, the Governor, 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
enLouraged 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 oervices. The results of studies from eighteen
LPAs were analyzed and interpreted for this report. Although limited
in their generalizability, these findings are interesting as possible
indicators of statewide trends, particularly over a two- or three-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 LPAs 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 infornmtion 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 !)0pdrtment;
and previous Department evaluation reports. The information sou,ces werv
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. Each question is discAssed in a
separate chapter in the report:

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

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

III. Were handicapped students taught in their least restrictive
. environment?

V. Did students change as a result of receiving special education
services?

V. Were the attitudes of parents, student, and school stall lavoiahle

toward the special education services provided?

12



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?
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CHAPTER I-- WHAT WAS THE AVAILABILITY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

SERVICES TO STUDENTS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 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 1,

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 California.

Chapter 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 Master4)1an

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

Year

Number and status of Special
Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs)
First-year

_implementers
Established

SELPAs Total

1975-76 6

1976-77 4 6 10

1977-78 10 10

1978-79 7 I() 17

1979-80 17 ?I

1980-81 21 1 42

1981-82 (projected) 42 55 97

(statewide)

14
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Pursuant to Senate Bill 1870, Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980, Master

Plan services are scheduled to be available statewide by the en8 of the

1981-82 schol year to children in all California school districts.

The original legislation (Assembly Bill 4040, Chapter 1532, Statutes 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 combina-

tions of these submitted 1oc I 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 Education
adopted a phase-in plan identifying the specific LPAs to enter the Master

Plan beginning in 1979-80, 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 time

on submitting and resubmitting competitive local plans for state approval.

During 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 91 first-year implementer special
education LPAs under the 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 1981-82 were serving
approximately 150,000 children as they prepared to offel 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 1,

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).
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TABLE I-1

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

------

Special education program and instructional setting
Students served

Total Percent

Designated instruction and services and regular class 74,078 35.1

Resource specialist program and regular class 72,790
tt

34.5

J2ecial 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 Count and Staff Data, December I, 1980."
Sacramento: California State Department of Education, Office of
Special Education, 1981.

Ethnicity. On December I, 1980, the 42 LPAs reported serving !.,tu-
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 tp these 42 LPAs, more white and black students were receiving
special education services than was true for any of the other ethnic
groups. Table 1-2 also shows the ethnic distribution of K-I2 enrollment 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 r.,mained the
same reported that a total of 14,328 (17 percent) students me. d out of
special education programs to regular classes; 22,624 (28 1, icent) students
moved from one special education program to another. Tabl, 1-3 Jisplays th
information from a one-year follow up of 82,189 students who were receiving
special education services on December 1, 1979. For example, 27,860 stu-
dents were enrolled in regular classes and were receiving designated
instruction and services (DIS). Where were the students one year 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: enrolled in a
regular class and receiving DIS. One thousand, six hundred twenty-two (5.8
percent) had moved to regular classes and were receiving resoukce specialist
program services. One thousand, sixty-three (3.8 percent) had moved to a
special class or center.



TABU I-2

Student Ethnicity in 42 Special Education Local Plan Areas,

by Enrollment in Special Education Programs and in
Kindergarten and Crades One through Twelve

------ --------

Ethnicity

Student enrollment in
special education programs*

_ _ ,....

Percent of total

K-12 student

enrollment**
42

LPAs

State-

wideNumber Percent
American Indian/
Alaskan native

_l_

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 -- --

Sources: *"Special Education Pupil Count and Staff Data, December 1, 1980."

Sacramento: California State Department of Education, Office of
Special Education, 1981.

**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 off;.ces of county super-
intendents of schools will be included in special education local plan
dreas. It is anticipated that approximately 375,000 students will be.
rec.iving special education services in 97 special education local plan
Jreas on December 1, 1981, the annual counting day.
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TABLE 1-3

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 I, 1980

Moved to
regular

class Moved to special education settings

Number ofsyudents 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, 1979 __programs services program center schooling Other*

Regular class and designated **

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%

Revular class and resource
**

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

32,334 students 15.6% 3.8% (59.1%) 6.24% 0.02% 15.2%
**

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

21,580 students 7.2% 2.7T 7.7% (67.7%) 0.13% 14.6%
**

Nonpublic schooling 16 14 13 47 (265) 60

415 students 3. 3.4" 3.1', 11.3 (63.9%) 14.5%

rota! 82,189 studnts 14,128 16,082 22,418 17,742 313 11,306

:,tA-cent of total 17.4% 19.6% 27.3" 21.67 0.38%, 13.87

:-urce: "Speal Education Pupil Count and Staff Data," Docember 1, 1980. Sacramento: California State

Depattment of Education, Office of Special Education, 1981.

*"Other" was defined as "Gradut'Hil, dropout, death, transfer out pf LPA, and incomplete information."

**The information in these four b, .s indicates the number and percbrItave of students who remained in the

same instrq.:tional settirip one ye.. later.



CHAPTER II--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 of assessment and development 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 It 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 1980-81.

Evaluation of Individualized
Education Programs (1EPs)

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 special education services on,the basis of need, not

handicapping condition, as stated in each student's 1EP. 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 appropria:e, the student himself or herself. The IEP describes the

student's need, the type and amount of special education 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 1,

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 Education,

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 Department shifted its emphasis from

conducting statewi:le studies to assisting LPAs in designing their own
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studies and to analyzing the results of those studies for incorpoiation in
the Department's annual evaluation report.

Findings on Services According to IEPs in !980-8l

The local evaluation studis from the LPAs provided information about
the three phases of service: (1) before placement In special education
programs, or identification, assessment, and instructional nlannin;

(2) providing instructional services--teaching; and (3) review of student
progress after receivtng instruction--ao,ain, identification, assessment,
and instruct,ional planning.

The LPAs gathered this information by reviewing student records,
including 1EPs; analyzing program records, such as the number of refer-
rals; surveying and interviewing school staff, parents, and students;
visiting school 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 esch phase of service
will be summarized separately. Findings are from individual LPAs, unless
otherwise stated.

Phase 1. _Before Placement in Speciar Education Programs. Studio% trom
17 LPAs contained information about identification, assessment And
instructional planning:

-- Fewer students were referred in !980-81 than in the previous year,
but a higher percentage was declared eligible--2,030 new students
enrolled.

-- Some of the regular teachers were confused about the referral
process, but, on the whole, the process was worki4.

-- Students in two LPAs were referred for nossible stu,' ')N, their
parents or guardians, staff in the public schools, AJ publit
and private agencies. Referrals were also male by ,he schools Lo
other community agencies.

-- Both LPA and outside assessment personnel used standardized tests
in the areas of reading, arithmetic, and language. lost frequently
used were the Wide Range Achievement Test, the Peabody_Individuaj
Achievement Test, the Keymath Arithmetic Test, and tbe Woodcock

_

Reading Mastery Test.

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

-- Patents, resource spetialtts, And ptincipok in two IlYo, Agteed
that the 1LP development process worked well and on-timo lot '.o

tial child study, assessment, and IEP team meetings; and will'
the key person was the resource cpocialist, paVontg contribut
much helpful information.
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-- Students' IEPs were, on the whole, well done in two LPAs.

-- Enrollment 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 scho9ls 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 IEP team meetings.

Phase 2, Providing Instructional Scrvices--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'
IEPs, 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.

-- Instructional aides in resource specialist proprams and special
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 services staff.
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Career or vocational education
were mentioned in about one-half of

the high school students' IEPs.

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

A locally-trained team judged the special education proprdns dt
17 schools to be overall of high quality and found only seven
instances in which corrective actions for compliance were called
for. The actions were taken by appropriate site or LPA staff.

Phase 3. Review of Student Progress After Receiving Instruction. Studiesfrom six LPAs contained information about the reviews of student progress:
-

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

-- Annual reviews were scheduled on the basis of birthdates 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 instrucrion
and services.

The IEP 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 psycholo,.;ical screen-
ing. In.their opinion, the existing frequent contact with school
psychologists and nurse would facilitate the needed in-dopth
assessment.

-- Ulidates of IEPs were made by revising objectives, develiug
new objectives, changing the time line for accomplish- .1t, changinp
the students' placement, or using the results of a r( issossment of
the student's needs and abilities.

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

o School staff and parents are using the individualized educdti(m
program process to communicate and plan together for rho benciit
of the student as well as to carry out the due process protections.

o Examining compliance with legal requirements is a responsibility
placed on the chief administrator in multiple-district special
education LPAs.

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

_o LPAs are able to keep track of their handicapped students and wzo
their own existing program information.
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CHAPTER III--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 program 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 III 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

Two of the major features of the CalifOrnia Master Plan for Special
'Education are the emphasis on the needs and abilities of each individual
'andent and the provision of special education services on the basis of
the most appropriate instructional setting or settings, as stated in each
student's IEP, not on handicapping cu"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 3hould be noted that a given student may 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 des,ision on regular
tlass participation also includes the selection of appropriate reAular class
subjects and the selection of appropriate regular class teachers.

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 least
restrictive environment in practice.

Findings on Least Restrictive Environment in 1980-81

The LPAs' local evaluation studies provided information about individ-
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 stuuent 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 discirssion 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 r-source
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 in 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 purposr 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.)

Opportunities 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 handictapped students,
one LPA formed a six-person task force, includineuT 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'Lngs in two other LPAs.

- High school vocational education teachers in two LPAs were acceotin7
special education students.

- Special education teachers in two LPAs provided informal staff
development 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 workshops 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 materials-, and they
wanted more time in such workshops, which were attended by over
3,500 persons.

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

Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends From 1967-77 Through 1980-81

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

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

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

o Resource specialists and the school principal are the key persons al
the school sites.
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CHAPTER IV--DID STUDENTS CHANGE AS A RESULT OF

RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES?

Chapter IV 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 skilfls.

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 indicatcl that the progress war-
ranted consideration of a change in instructional placement, such as

going from special class to the resource specialist program.

o 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 ef'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
ovet the period 1976-77 through 1980-81.

Evaluation of Student Performance

TWo of ehe 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'dnd 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 individual student. A student's

IEP is much like o 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 from
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.

Peer group relations

Repular and special students reported having friends in each
others' classes.

- Social skills improved in two LPAs.

Students tall..ed about problems rather than hitting or throwinv.
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Study habits and skills

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

-- Parents reported that their children improved their concentration
and remembered 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 found in mathematics and
written composition in 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 progress 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 hieh 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

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

o The IEPs of individual students are being used as a source of propram
data as well as for recording the results of services to the individual
student.

ci Attention is being,given to district graduation standards.
,

o The focus remains on the growth and development of the individual
student. ,

o No single standardized measure of student performance tits all students
at all ages. The most common measure continues to be daily observation
by teachers andparents.
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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 mere 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 1980-81

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 Toward
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

naster 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

LPA, the local plan for providing special education svrvices is developed

and refined in cooperation with community leaders' and agency start. 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 si :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 LPAs 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 1980-81
is presented in Chart V-1. The numbers of LPAs studying the attitudes of
the six groups toward each program area or service are identified hi the
chart. For example, four LPAs studied the attitudes of adthini.rators
toward "in-service training." It is important to note that eacii-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
determined both the program aspects to be studied and the persons to be
qdestioned.

Parents

-- Parents were satisfied with the IEP team process and time lines.
(See the Introduction and Chapter It for discussions of the IEP,
"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 nroblem

- With the integration of their child in regular claq.
i

- With facilities and equipment

- With the attention given to their rights and their children's
rights

- With the assessment and study of their child

- With the carrying out of their child's IEP

- With tne kinds of services provided

- With opportunities fur 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 adjusting to
school-time schedules. (The LPA's finding was confirmed by thi.e
comparable external studies)
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CqART V-1
MEE:TIP:II OF PROGRAM ASPECTS EXAMINED IN LOCAL STUDIES OF ATTITUDES, 1080-R1

Program area or service

Number of LPAs examining attitudes toward
each program aspect, b groups of sersons suestioned

Overall services

Early identification of
children's problems

Central location
Transportation
Cooperation of special education/

regular education
Vocational education
Integration

Facilities and equipment
Paperwork
Student progress
Parent knowledge

Home/school communication
Parent interest
Parent and child rights--due process
Opportunities for parent participation

and involvement
Parent education
Referral

Development of IZP--team process
Assesc,.,opt and chill study

Implementation of irp
Rind, of services needed
Pr,,gram specialist help

In-service training
Consortium data system
Community advisory committee
Consortium governance
Fiscal, capital outlay
Areas to commend
Labeling

***

Teachers
Reg. Spec.

Resource
specialists

**

*

***

**

*

* *

Program
specialists

* *

**

Admini-
strators

*

Students

1

Fach * represents one spek/al education ocal planning area (LPA) examining the attitudes of one
group of persons toward the program aspects listed in the left-hand column. Eleven LPAs conducted
s_tudies of attitudes during 1980-81.
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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
supportive.

-- Special teachers were only mildly satisfied with the way referral
procedures were working 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 teache'rs 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 at many schools, but they believed improvements were needed
for secondary students in career and vocational education prop! ms.

- Were satisfied with special education services in general
and with transportation, home-school communicati n, and
integration in regular classrooms.
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Were satisfied with student progress and in-service training
prokrams, with due pr.ocess procedures and the development of

IEPs, 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."

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

o Special education services and processes are better understood than in
the past and are working well.
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o Regular education teachers are seen as accepting handicapped students.

o Program specialists are seen as excellent presenters of helpful special
education information.

o There is widespread satisfaction with student prqgress.

.-,
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CHAPTER VI--WERE SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREAS
ASSISTED IN PREPARING TO EVALUATE

THEIR OWN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS?

Because 1980-81 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 "planning" LPAs

to conduct evaluation studies and to use this information to improve their
own special education programs:

1. Did LPAs evaluate their spe:ial education programs? In 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 use 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 findings
to improve and change their pr,Norams 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 Department'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 beginning of the implementation of the California Master Plan
for Special Education, the Department's Office of Program Evalualion 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 coOuct 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 ensure that
each LPA would be able to conduct at least one evaluation study during
1981-82, tbe 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
was 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.

Technical Assistance Activities in Evaluation for 1980-81

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

1. A statewide needs assessment to determine the needs 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 OPER)

6. Ongoing assistance to established LPAs in conducting their 1980-81
studi:.fs

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 th Department's annual evaluation report.
(See Appendix C.) The purpose ol this effort was to assist each LPA to
plan: an evaluation study in one or more of these topics. The te('hnical

plan als') addressed the unique demographic features and the specific
technical assistance needs of each LPA in planninp to conduct its fit...it

evaluation study.



In fall 1980, the local Evaluation Assistance Unit, in conjunction with,
the eight Evaluatioa Improvement Program Regional Centers, conducted a
statewide needs assessment to determine if LPAs needed technical assistance.

al areas in which the 60 LPAs Jespondin re orted

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 VI-1

STATEWIDE NEEDS ASSESSMENT FOR SPECIAL
EDUCATION EVALUATION TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Questions

Number of Special Education
Local Plan Areas Responding-60

Yes

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

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

3. Is the assigned person trained in program
evaluation?

4. Does the assigned person understand the
special education program and its
evaluation requirements?

S. Is there support staff availahle to assist
the evaluator?

6. Is there a budget to conduct evaluation
activities?

7. If regional evaluation workshops and
follow-up activities were offered, would
you participate?

8. Are any special studies being conducted
this year?

9. What specific assistance would you
need to evaluate your programs?

LIST (comments by local staff):

I. Awareness of guidelines
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20

19

30

5

56

4

25

29

40

41

30

55

4

56



2. Selection of development of e,raluation instruments

3. Utilization of data collected to apply to programs

4. Awareness of what is needed for evaluation

5. Knowledge of types of data to be collected

6. Program evaluation designs

7. Guidelines for conducting special studies

8. Workshops to develop test item alternatives

9. Evaluation of nonhomogenous classes

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

11. Evaluation of experimental clases resulting from waiver; i.e.,
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

14. 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. Validation of items to their specific 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 to
assist LPAs in developing their own local evaluation capabilities. The
contents of the guide and the accompanying materials were intended to:

1. Increase awareness of local, state and federal evaluation requirements.

' 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 possib!e, additional data collection efforts.

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

(16 40



- 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 a 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 during the 1980-81.

The Local Evaluation Assistance 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 Assistance Activities for 1981-82

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:

I. Review and assist.all 97 special edecation local plan areas (LPAs) to
complete and implement their evaluation plans (evaluation studies) for
1981-82. This includes 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 dita 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. Sponsor 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.



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

CHART VI-2

SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL WHO ATTENDED OPER/EIP
1

WORKSHOPS FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION,
DECEMBER , 1980, THROUGH MARCH , 1981

Number who ,at tended, worksho) sites
Los

PERSONNEL Angeles

San

Diego

San

Mateo Fresno Orange Sonoma Shasta Sac TOTAI,

Program 12 9 10 10 4 8 9 10 72

Coordinator

Director of 5 6 6 8 3 5 9 I 2 54

Spec ial Ed. ,

OSE
2

St af f 2 1 2 5

Person 1

Program 5 4 2 1 1 1 2 16

Evaluator

Psychologist 5 4 5 4 2 4 5 29

Program 4 5 5 5 2 2 2 I 26

Specialist
1

Assistant 2 1 4

Superintendent

Consultant 6 2 2 I

, ,

11

Superintendent I 4 1 5

Sta f f Deve top- 1 2

ment Coordinator

1 3 6

Teacher 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 18

Resource 2 I 3 2 4 6 IS

Specialist

Col leges/ 2 1 '3

Univers it ies

TOTAL 267

L

DITH r the Dep irtment s Of fit e of Program Eva Nat ion .ind Resi ir h.
P ref ers to the Eva 1 iaa t ion Improvement Program Regional Centers.

20SE
refers to the Department's Of f ice of Special Education.
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01APTER VII--WAS EVALUATION USED TO IMPROVE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS?

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

o Evaluation was used by thy 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.

o 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.

o 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 individualized 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.

o 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.

o 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) irnroved its technical assistance and

,

coordination functions in program evaluation for special educatiOn;
and (6) designed its evaluation plan for special education progrAms
in 1981-82, the first year of statewide implementation of the ,

,

California Master Plan for Special Education in 97 LPAs.

Chapter VII contains background information on program evaluation in
:,pecial 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 comprehetthive ovauation 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 evaluation is the responsibility of
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the Department. Evaluation is intended to result in program improvement,
not in complaining, criticism, or faultfinding.

During the development and implementation of the California Master Plan
for Special 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 but, have progressed to positive 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 it is a pilot
program. After we've proved its worth, we don't have to evaluate
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 roport. 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.) fietCres for wost other special education
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, two federallyfunded contrac
tors, three graduate students, and a visiting foreign scholar. That
takes staff energy and time, interrupts student instruct, in time,
and confuses parents. And we hardly ever get much uso it information
back in time to do anything."

"Now we're supposed to evaluate our own programs, bat our special
education staff doesn't ilave much training in program evaluation
and the evaluation staff doesn't know much about special educatton."

"Evaluating our own programs gives us a chance to seP how our
programs'are doing, and managing our own evaluation studios gives us

a chance to ask and answer our own evaluation 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 Education, the policy
of program evaluation in special education was implicit and limited. ' was
implicit in that there were no legal requirements tor evaluating traditi.uud

ongoing categorical programs as authoriled by state law and operated by
d;atricts or by ,ffices of county superintendents of schools. It was
'imited in that the Department placed an evaluation requirement on loially
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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 8,
"Assistance to States" of the Education of the Randicapped Act, Public Law
91-230, to fund competitive locally submitted project applications. Another
example was the legislative provision for experimental programs in special
education, which essentially permitted thv 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. In 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 California as new special
education LPAs have been established and have begun implementing the ';ali-
fornia Master Plan for Special Education. During the early years, thc
Department evaluated local programs in response to specific legislative.
requirements. aver the years, the Department's Office of Program Evaluation
and Research (OPER) has worked with each established, first-year i.r.plementer,
and "planning" LPA to assist it in evaluating its own special education
programs. (See Chapter VI for a ilcription 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 answvt statewide evaluation
questions.

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

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 development, parent participation in the
decisions about their children, facilities, or transportation. Attention
was focused on program areas of current interest and concern to local
staff, parents, and community advisory committees.



In selecting the program evaluation questions for inquiry, each LPA
determined its own program aspect or aspects of greatest 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 LEPs mid measurement
of student performance. Another LPA chose communication about students at
the critical points of change between elementary and secondary school
sites.

In designihg 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 qelected a high school
in which a proo.am for Wearing-impaired students wag Located. LPAs used
existing information or trained local staff in collecting new information,
particularly as part of their daily tasks. For example, program specialists
in one LPA examined student performance as part of the annual review of
individual student progress.

LPAs broadened the range of k,nds of persons who work with the schools,

including community advisory committees, school site councils and graduate
students in colleges and universities. For example, one LPA's cmumunity
advisory committee 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 years. 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 three years, of its reviews of student
records and the provision of instruLtion and services, as shown on students'
IEPs. Another LPA compared its results on parent participation with two
other externally conducted studies.

LPAs began to go beyond the completion and filing of an ainual report
to a continual process of program inquiry and improvement, groviding
progress reports and interim findings to local program mamteers and adminis-
trators. For example, one LPA conducted and completed ten evaluation
studies, large and small, long and short. The LPA designed one-page flyers
to show teachers the results of the studies to which they had contributed
information.

LPAs investigated their own important findings with specific follow-
up studies so that specific, rather than general, program improvements could
be made. For example, one LPA surveyed a sample of parents of hIndicapped
children who were receiving special education services and found general
sat is faot ion , exe opt 1 or the nre.1 ot 'p iii t HporI it ion , where parent .4

,hildion in spoeial elassos exple,ed some dis.atisfactien. the LPA
followed up its finding by surveying tJ.I hose chiid ro .;ehoot

on the special buses. The results showed great satisfaction with the '

service: drivers, courtesy, on-time, children liked it, and so forth. One
xception, however, was the length of time uome ot tho children woro
al the bug. The I.PA and the bus cornrmy roar/owl! t he bu r-. ion les And
qchedultls to shorten the time spent in riding.
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Rased on information from a sample of its resource spealists, 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)
corrective actions to change programs to match the spirit and intent of the

Master Plan as well as the letter of the law and regulations; (5) 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

educational opportunities for their children.

Statewide useG. The Department used its knowledge of, and its experi-

ence in evaluatirig, 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:lin 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
educational opportunity for each child who may need special education

svrvices. Through its analysis of local evaluation studirs, the DeNirtment

was able to demonstrate efficiency 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.

Going 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

l'vels .

Statewide Conclusions and/or Trends From 19/6-77 Through 1980-81

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

Local evaluation information is used locally to improve programs.



- 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
findingq and their use of evaluation information to improve their programs.

The Department's statewide evaluation plan for 1981-82 is cooperative,
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.

...
0 4
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APPENDIX A

Ltsr OF EICHTEEN ESTABLISHED SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREAS CONDUCTING
EVALUATION STUDIES 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
Merced County
Orange Unified School District
Riverside County
Sacramento City Unified School District
San Diego City Unified School District
San Juan Unified School'District
Santa Barbara County
Santa Clara County, Zone II
Santa Clara County, Zones I, III, IV, V, and VI
Stanislaus County
West Orange County Consortium for Special Education
West End San Bernardino County Consortium for Special Education
Whittier Area Cooperative for Special Education

Findings from evaluation studies from these Special Education Local Plan
Areas have been analyzed, interpreted, and summarized for this Annual
Evaluation Report.

APPENDIX B

LIST OF EIGHT EVALUATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM RECIONAL CENTERS
PRoVIDINC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN PROCRAM EVALUATION FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

Fresno County
Los Angeles County
Orange County
Sacramento County
San Diego County
San Mateo County
Shasta County
Sonoma County
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APPENDIX C

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATION RFOUIRING THIs REPORT

*36600. It is the intent of the Legislature to provide for ongoinp com-
prehensive evaluation of special educat,ion programs authorized by this part.
The Legislature finds and declares that the evaluation of these proerams shall
be designed to provide the Legislature, the State Board of Education, the De-
partment of Education, and program administrators at county, district, and
school levels with the information necessary to refine and improve policire-,
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-

n.tion regarding implementation of programs authorized by this chapter.

(b) Utilize existing information ..to the maximum extent feasible to conduct
special evaluation studies of issues of statewine concern. Such studies may
include, but need not be limited to, all of the Following: (I) Pupil perfor-
mance; (2) Placement of pupils in least restrictive environments; (1) Degree
to which services ident,itied in individualized education programs are provided;
(4) Parent, pupil, teacher, program specialist, resource specialist, and
administrator attitudes toward services and processes provided; (5) Program
costs, including, but not limited to: (A) Expenditures for instructional
personnel services, support services, special transportation services, all('

regionalized services; (B) Capital outlay costs at the district and hool
levels, and for special education services regions, county offices, tate
special schools, and nonpublic, nonsectarian schools; (C) Fund'in at
the district, special education services region, county office, state special
school, and nonpublic, nonsectarian school levc1s; (() Summarize and report on
the results of special studies regarding tle. `taster Plan for Special Education
performed pursuant to Section 33406.

(d) Identify the numbers of inlividuals with exceptional needs, their
racial and ethnic data, their classification by desienated instructtonal ser-,

vices, resource specialist, special day class or center, and nonpublic, npn-
seLlarian schools, in accordance with criteria established by the board and
consistent with federal reporting requirements.

Sh603. The Dopirtment of Education aa part ot the animal evalna-
tton. report the information necessary to refine anT Improve statewide policies,
reulations, euidelines, and procederes eeveloped pursuant to this part.

_

lAncat Ion Code prov t ',ion., we/0 elat 10.1 10; and Chapter 1

t II s ,bt 1050.



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) designed their evaluation
studte,; to use existing data and capitalizeon program operations, such as

annual reviews of student progress, wherever possible.

The evaluation specialists in the LPAs developed their designs, including
their 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 tli Department's Office of Pro-
gram Evaluation 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 selection of the
topics or local evaluation questions.'

.me LPA evaluators' primary JIM was to answer local evaluation questions
by producing information which would be accurate, meaning!:ul, and usable lo-
ially. A secondary aim was to produce information which the Department could
collect, interpret, and use for statewide evaluation of special education
programs; for example, it. 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 Examined 3,101 studPnts records; 4,396 individualized education
programs (1EPs); and test scores for 4,107 students.

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

o Observed 87 classrooms and 36 IEP team meetings.

O Surveyed 2,151 school staff members, 1,061 parents, .nd 47 students.

o 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
paren(s, school staff, students, and community persons.

fratning of data collectors was particularly important before the data
were collected, whether the task was making visits to schools; interviewing
parents, teachers, and students (including working with interpreters for
hetring-impaired, or tor speakers of languages other thin English when the data
iolleitor did not speak that language) ; reviewing student records; administer-
in:, standardized tests; observing classrooms; or playing a participant-observer
role in IEP meetings.

Si



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
us.ed 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 fmn program files (by hand or

computer-generated)

- Referrals 1

- Notices and responses from parents 5

IEP team meetings 1

IEP information

Services to be provided to students/teachers 8

Objectives co be achieved by students

At school 8

- At home 1

- Progress toward meeting objectives 8

- Length of time receiving service 2

- Proficiency standards 1

Grade-level changes: promotion, retention, graduation 1

- Secondary students

- Careor/vocational education
Graduation standards

- reacher case-load lists of studonts being tauht

0-ito1 lment and staffing (iata)
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Number of LPAs

Method using method

7. Examinationof 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 obervation 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 11

- Curriculum-related tests 11

- Weekly checklists of progress 1

3. Comparison ith data from other studies 8

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

early retiree projects, previous studies) 6

Externally conducte'd 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-lended or put into place as a result

of their evaluation studies.
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Reviewer

Date APPENDIX E

Office of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER) Review Document
for Local Special Education Evaluation Plan

1981-82

LPA

. Special Study
Yes/

No Comments

a. Is there a plan for a special study in
one or more of the following areas:

Pupil performance?

- Placement of pupils in least
restrici:ive environments?

- Degree to which services identified
in IEPs are provided?

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

Cost of fee tiveness?

b. Is the study based on a local evaluation
quest ion?

c. Is the local evaluation questio, in-
, ll,ded in thk- description of the study?

6 1

the desc rip t ion specify who iS4

..,,:pons ib le for conducting the study?



. Special Study (continued)
Yes/

No

e. Does the description of the study
include:

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

Instrumen ; (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?

Yes/

No

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

- Pupils by handicln (by age)?

Placement of pupils by instructional
setting specified on IEP?

- Movement of pupils between instruc-
tional settings?

Ethnicity?

G.,'



upl Count (continued)

b. Are local enumerative data elements
1 isted to answer local questions?

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

d. Wi I I the col lect ion method produce
an unduplicated count for all pupils
served in special eduCation during an
annual reporting period including:

Handicapping condition (minimum of

I 1 condi t ions)?

Four instrue I ional settings?

- :lovement of pupi Is between instruc-
t ional settings and out of special

educ a t ion?

l)n it V"4 e .aar. ,

't.1,11,,trwof Plan

a. Is thero a mandlrement plan for
'oluct Ing the LPA s evaluation?

Ow ilaoagement plao

Assiened loca s taf f person

oLt s

kvo, ,r f 1 i v as; i4lied?

t

Comments

flU

Comment s



APPENDIX F

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

During 1931-?, a total ot 1111) hA al evaluation studies will he

«inducted by the 9/ Special Cducition Local Plan Areas. Each study

addresses one of the five topics of statewide interest, dS contained

in Education Ode Section 56602(b): provision of special education

services according to individualized educdtion programs (IEPs), place-

ment in least restrictive environment, student performance, attitudes

toward special education services, and program costs. The studies are

listed 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.

I. Local Evaluation Studies in "Provision of Special Education

Services according_ to Individualized Education Programs"

Extent and quality of the IEPs being hnplemented.

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

by the IEP?

Do all pupils in resource special)st programs
have ICPs on file in schools of placement?

Effectiveness ot criteria for placement of

pupil', 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

size and pupil admission/exit flow.

Latilog of activities perforthed by resource

specialist program tsmcher.

Does the management infc iation system

provide timely, relevant, and accurate pupil

informition?

what are parents interested in knowing about
specill education? How to deal with your

(hild's development at hmne; legal rights

ind your child; communicItions between Wile
And ',(hool; awireness and IEPs.

6



Relationship between the local vocational education
curricula and competencies to competencies required
by 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 1EPs? With the due process procedures?

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

What is the gudity and relationship of first-stated
differentiated objectives to specific goals in
pupils' IEPs?

Is there an observable difference in the quality
of objectives written by fully credenti +led
teachers and those written hy preliminary
teachers or by staff with wiivers?

What are the factors related to the su«essful
integration of severely handicapped, physit illy
handicapped, or commignacatively handicapped
students? In what I i,s0', Roth tect.A , t or how
long, And with what results ire these students
integrated?

What services is the resourtm specialist provid-
ing for student and teachers at the local schoI
site'

What improvements or reductions in serviae are
noted by pirents of students plated in special
education prior to to( i! i.liplentation of the

filitornia Master PI in'

Jh it tro ttp, 01,40 h Iv h iq in enrol Fdent.
,oy v 1( md 1ft ',Litt r tt

I.. t), f I my i t t Prprict. 111 not weett
t t

hiqtY ovPifient t ,,of oricl Its / love' .'

Had Ido'lu Ito t.tw ny,;( tiu-fqlui it
Ment ot



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

How effective is the program management system in
providing special education services, and what

changes should be made for improvement?

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

How effective has the special educator/parent
facilitator program been?

To what degree are ICPs being implemented?

Evaluate the current criteria used to place pupils
in the resource specialist progr1N; and special day
classes.

Examine the assessment, pl icement, 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.

Examine 'he need for special therapy services at
all levels. Examine the effect of these servi,ces
on pupils who have received these services.

What effect do eliuibility criteria have upon
identificatior and placement of students in
speeill day classes?

Whit types of regular classroom modifications :ere
ittempted and what impact can be demonstrated on
children before placenent in special education?

Implementation of services and quality ot IEPs.

further lnservice training needed in the aret
of IEP writing?

Ev mime IEPs in relationship to educationil need
Ind clissroom instruction.

Determine whether the services contiined in the IEPs
ire provided.

65
59



What is the quality and effectiveness of IEPs?

Which children are referred to special education and
why?

Identification of factors which promote for successful
integration of severely handicapped pupils into the
regular school setting.

Examine the cycle of services provided to special
education pupils.

How did the increase in resource specialist program
case load affect the quality of pupil services,

comunication between parents-program, and other
orogrim personnel?

Degree to which services identified in the IP
were provided.

How do parents perceive special education services
their child is receiving? How do they perceive
«fliimun I C a t. iou between psirent-procirimf

Degree to which services in the IP are provided.

lo whi t, degree lre pArente, sivisire ilidtor in I ormod
11)0111 ',po( I I I 14111( It i)n wry f", hen].) re( ved

by t heir hi Idren: To whl I degree sire n went',
ied th 'm II trvi e; being rei ci ved

by their children?

U. Local Eviluation M.odies in "Placement in Least Restrictive
Erciv 1 ronmen-Cir

What are the criteria tor placement of pupils in
speci il day class and resource specialist progrIms
for the learning handicapped? .'ire there common
operational entrance criterii that teachers,
idministrators, parents, agency representativee,,
or IP teams are using throughout the county, and
it so, what are they?

Old the perception of teacher ability to tarry out
Mister 'I mn func.tions ch Ingo is a Ceal I I ot in-
e,ory i e lin in

Did the to inter if t !,0t...teen ',nem
requ I tr oup; hange l a resu t ot ->eits-heln
rr,t LIM1 n r ovi I V honi



/

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?

Efficiency of moving pupils out of special education
and ba(k into the regular program.

Examine the placement of pupils in the resource
specialist program as compared to special day
c lasses.

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 areds of inservice do special education
teachers need to facilitate services to special
education pupils, parents and regular 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, oecome older, or
are in less restrictive Oa,. lents?

How well are the revised specific learning disabilities
applied, and what effects are noted in enrollment/
placemert compared with 1980-81?

Is the elementary resource specialist program an
effective model to increase pupil participation
in the regular 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
classes receiving in the regular education program?

4hich pupils ire pliced in the least restrictive
environment And when chanqinq progrldp, do they
move to a more or less restrictive environment?
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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?

III. 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 language
disordered?

What level of skills in reading, math and composi-
tion do elementary school learning handicapped
pupils in resource specialist programs demonstrate
it the end of 191-:),2 school year?

What percent of secondary school learning handi-
capped pupils in resource specialist programs pass
the 10Cd1 proficiency tests in reading, math and
composition in the 1981-82 year?

What is the math achievement of learning handi-
capped special day class pupils whose IEPs contain
a math ohjective?

What is the relationship of lch i evument in reading
ind ldth by resource special I'd program pupil% to
time spent in the regular program?

Are cireer and vocational goal.) and objective%
contained in the [Us met?

Are proficiency standards, either regular or
alternative, specified in the IEP for special
education high school seniors, dnd are the goals
in the IEP related to these standards? When
there are alternative standards are they related
to the maximum pupil expectancy and pupil performance?

What is the movenent of special education pupils
within special eduLation: is the direction back
to the regular program?

What variables is the wonirce wet i dl IS t program
ire imy)t import,Int towird pup I I I(h)evevwnt '

:That hievement noted f or .,tudent,, p I iced in
i I di ci .roa% in 19/- Ind 1919 .1110, in P)

a. remain in special day Llas%,
O. transcer to th0 resource i 1 PA. prolr4m, 4)r
c. return to requiar school Prdqr)0?
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adt differential standards are set by IEP teams for
high school special education students who are unable
to meet the district graduation standards?

What are the factors correlated to pupil performance?

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

What percent of special education pupils will meet
whdt percent of their objectives in the IEP?

What is the 9rowth of resource-specialist program
pupils in tie 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
1981-82?

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

Academic progress of resource specialist program
pupils.

Attainment of pupil objectives as specified on the
ICP.

There are no differences in academic growth in read-
ing and mdth between resource specialist program
pupils and vecial day class pupils.

Whit changes in student performance occur when the
program is 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 i average to high academ
expect. ncy?

Acidemic achievement of all special education pupils.

How well are the reading objectives written, rated
as being met, and why are they being met or not?

Academic achievement in math and reading 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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What is the rate of attainment of the objectives con-
tained in the IEP?

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, career
education, social adjustment, and psycho-perceptual?

How long does a pupil remain in special education?

'How does length of participation in speciil day
class affect the reading and math performance of
learning hindicapped Pupils?

IV. Local fvaluation_Studies in2Attitudes Toward Special Education
Services"

Awareness, involvonent, and satisfaction of
parents with special education.

Wm special education.services Are perceived?

Are parents bf special education pupils satisfied
with the services their children are receiving?

Examine the attitudes of regular classroom teachers
toward special day class pupils integrated into
their classes.

EAdo;r1c: the percptions and knowledge of regular
teachers who ha-/e special day class pupils in
their cl issrooms.

Attitudes towards services provided.

Old the attitude of resource specialists towards
their role and their responsibilities towards the
assessment and plicement of pupils change as a
result of in-service training:

Attitudes of regular and special education
teachers toward services provided learning handi-
capped pupils in resource specialist programs,
according to district size Ind grade level.

Parent attitude toward services and processes
provided.
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What are attitudes of parents, regular teachers,
administrators, students and resource specialists
towards services provided by the resource specialist
program?

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

What changes in attitudes ocLur when the procwain
is changed from pull-out to a resource specidlist
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, regular education teachers, and other
personnel involved in the IEP process toward special
education services?

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

What are the attitudes of regular teachers toward
mainstreaming?

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

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

What is the impact of Senate Bill 769 program
changes on the quality of program services 05 per-
ceived by resource specialist teachers and local
directors and coordinators?

What are the results of past and most recent
(1staff development activities as perceived by

reswoce specialist teachers?

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

7

65



Differencs between attitudes of special education
parents when communication is organized and when
i I, i,,n ' 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
rjctive role in the IEP process?

Ar e commun icat ion 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
integration?

How s Itisf ied are parents of students assigned
to schools outside their neighborhood with the
placement, programs, and services, including
tr insoortation?

Are site admin,istrators satisf ied wi th student
placements Ind the delivery of special education
programs and services?

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

What are the effects on seal- of the reduction
in program special is t staff?

What would be the effects of elimination of the
re',ource ,,pec i il i st progrdil)

Determine the effect] veness of a county plan tor
ch mging attitudes and understanding all of staff.

hat ire parent perceptions of theft role in the
development of their child's IEP?

Teacher ittitudes towards services and processes
provided,

Attitudes or resource specialist teachers and
parents toward the least restrictive environment
and ilternate modes w service delivery.

Do regular teachers perceive that they receive
adequate intormltion from the IFP team in regard
to m)in,,treamed Dupils?

What are the Ittitudes of %pecial Ind requIlr
education teiLhers toward the resource spe( lAir,t
progrAm?

6 6



V. Local Evaluation Studies in "Program Costs"

The efficiency, economy, effectiveness ?.nd cafety

of the special education transportation operation
system, including costs.

An Inaly,,k of the present transportation ,o/qem,
including 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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