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ABSTRACT O ' : -
Three outside consultants were asked to evalunate the

valldity of current special education placement procedures and
policies in the Montgomery Cournty, Maryland Public Schools (MCPS) to
determine their effect on minority students. Procedures for obtaining
information included mailing questionnaires to 396. families and
observing in- serv1ce staffing conferences ‘and drea screening . -
committee meetlngs. Major flndlngs were that there was no evidence of
racial or socio-economic class discrimination in MCPS'written policy ’
and placement procedures or in the MCPS 5- year Plan for Special
sens1t1v1ty to minority issues during the initial screenlng and .
classification process; that, improvement was needed in the quallty of
'placement conference data; that testing policies and the usé of test
results needed to be clarlfled that the majority of parents surveyed
were satisfied with the placement procedures and their children's
program; and that MCPS personnel had a low tolerance for students who
"exhibited behavior or background different from established community
norms. Evidence supppr*ed\recommnnda+1ons in 11 areas: communlcatlon,o
school-=by-school needs assessment, pre-referral procedures, _//
jdentification and classifica+tion procedures, staff development, /
testing and policy procedures, school medical advisors (SMA),’ parent
‘concerns, programs, human relatlbns, and public 'relations;- and ,
jincluded that there be a review and classification of the.role of °

SMAs ih +he placement process. (Provided are appendixes such as the
MCPS questionnaire.) (SB) ' . ~
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{  FOREWORD

The need for this study grew primarily out of the extensive work
done by the Citizens Advisory Committee on Minority Rélations. Their
’ recommendation was thiat a’special outside evaluation be made of pro-
' cedures for placingstudents in special education classes to determine
‘ - 1f MCPS makes accurate assessments of students' needs and provides good
) . placements. for them. Our special emphasis was to determine how existing
procedures affect minority students

A committee of consultant§ was selected with the assistance of the
" Chairman of the Citizens Advisory Committee, the Subcommittee on: “Special |
Education and MCPS staff. The Citizens and staff .charge to the consult- I
. ants wasg to "help MCPS improve its services to handiéapped children.'
We arrived at.a mutual understdnding of task, Sutlined a step by step
procedure and were assured of the complete; cooperation of the system in
carrying out the primary task. .

We had originally proposed a study of about tern weeks in duration,
however it was necessdry -to extend the time in order %o do a more careful
‘ job of analysis of the large amount of data coljected from staff, parents -
and community groups and then to arrive at a set of realistic recommen='
dations. : : A :
‘ L ¢

"

es esescanse ee®esesreasatseeertare

.

The consultants are grateful to those persons and departments within
MCPS who so willingly assisted with the conduct of the study. Their
interest, support and openess of dialogue is acknowledged and deeply
appreciated

4 . .
/

r
.

its ipterest and commitment to eX}cellence on behalf of all its
children. . :

John L. Johnson, Ed.D..
Consultant Committee Chairman

Date: July 14, 1975 ~ ~
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L THE "PROBLEM =~ ;

e e

Ll

A. Primary Task -

- -

>4 R
The primary“task for the consultants was to conduct a validity study

.

of the placement procedures and policies .currently in effect in the

1

N

‘ .

Montgomery County, Maryland Public Schools (MCPS). The programs-and '

éctivih}gs of ;thDepdrtment of Supplementgry Education and Serﬁicés
(special education and pdpil appraisal, ingluded).and the ‘total school

system were the work boundaries. Spécial scrutiny was to be given to

> % y o
‘determining how the existing identification and placement procedures
. \ ., ‘ ) : - N B .
were being utilized in relation to placement of MCPS minority students.’

" The three (3) consultants, augmented by two staff, were to carry '

out this task, inéluding the preparation of recommendations for revision ,
~ . -
of the existing procedures, policies, and process, as determined from

our study.

¢ . L}

v The particular "validity Eonbern" in this study wag to be able to

collect data on both the content (the placement policy statements them- 7

"gelves) and the process (what is done with the placemént poiicy statements)

and to make professional recommendations toe MCPS, Eébed upon our findings.

~

B. Preliminary Questions to be Addressed v

1. What are the present classification’procedures for ascertaining
a4 student's need for special education and/or services?
2. How do students obtain "diqciplinary," "disability," or "Handicap"

labels? How valid are the labels and diagnoses now being utilized?

3. Are, there _certain groups of students who find their way {nto

" special education in greater proportion to their school populations?

Why?
3

oo
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' 4." Are there certaintgrogps of students who are missed and shoﬁld
| ) be recéivinglsupplementary services?
y: 5. Whatf%s the present s@pplemedtal services aﬁd“Special education . ‘
) census by program type, age,:race and disability label? v
* 6. What are the at;itudés of MCPS personnel'rggarding‘(a) minority !
: students,land (b) special education? |
- 7. Once in special education how do students return to the main;
stream? | e | ..‘ ' 4 ,'\4, .
N ) S
_ d MET}:IODS OF STUDY | ; ‘ :
fhree basic Eechﬂ{i?e§>were utilized in this study:* - . ) . .
. 11.’Interview and Questionnaire 4 | , .
\ 2. Observation .
3. Review of Available’ﬁocuhenﬁs \
, a4) Organizational Structurc U ‘
b) Policy and Procedures Statements ‘
c) Existing data '
Formal interviews were held with the following persons:
1. . Superintendent, MCPS ) v .
2. Director of Suppleﬁentary Education and.Services
3. Director of Pupil Services °
4. Director of épecial Education
5. Supervisor, Pupil Placement Section, Dept. of'Supplementary
Education and Services N
6. Director of Psychological Services N *h>~“\k\\“~-\\\\\“n ‘
7. Area Assistant Superintendents (I thru VI) Fi )
' 8. Area Supervisors of Pupil Services )
9. Aréa Supervisors of Supplementary Educatigz
> AN
Q : FO. Director of Human Relations J A -
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v , Tk . o / Cos

A questionnaife was designed to samgle consumer (parent) .wiews oz

the placement process and was mailed to 396 families. Additionally.
. . /

v ; _ . /
discussions were held with representatives of community consumer grgani-

.
. l
- -

zations (handicapping conditions and minority concerns). In- Seyool

staffing conferences and Area Séreening Committee meetings wefe attended

_and observed in each of the six areas. Documents reviewe}/included, but
werenot limited to: .
1. Department of Supplementary Education and Setvices document,
. l"Placement-Probedures,":Sgpt: 1, 1974
N '2. Report of the Citizens Advisory Committee on Minority Relatlons.

"3. Superintendents Memorandum: Pla:\ment and Hearlng Procedures

_
/

Ifqr~Specia1 Education Programs, Dec. 12, 1974.
" 4. Progress Report on the Division of ?pecial Educetion - 1973-74,
Nov. 13, 1974.
5. Evaluation of Testing; Assessment and flacement of Ch11dren in
EMR c1asses_1974i35;
6.. Forms of referral within the placepment process.
7. The Continuum Concept of Education : Seven Levels of Service.
8. Catalog of Human Reletions'Courses. &
9. Action Steps in Minority Relations, Dec. 1971.
10. .Voelker Report: In;iementation‘of Recommendations in a Study
of the Special Education Progran, MCPS. '
11. Dept. of Records and Reports: . Minority Group Membership of
" Pupils as of 9/30/74, Oct. 1974, S

12, Comprehensive five-year plan for Special Educational ‘Services

~ . April 1, 1975,

) : ‘ " - .
> . 13. Staff Reaetion to Compfehensive five-year plan for Special

\\\ Educatbgn;I\§Erviceg,fMarch:17, 1975‘§%(r

\ .. “ .\}"

. - N ~
| ;o
\f. S A D ' S )

. , I -
] . . . - .
: 3 ¢ . i . I
e . f .
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. tralized.

14. Statistical Review of Special Education Placements for School

Year 1974-75.
. " . /e - > . N
I5.", SpeciaI'Education.By-Law 'Apbroved by the Maryland State Board

,

R of Education ‘Qgtober 30, t??& ®

+ 16. Staff Memoranda on testing of minority children, 1972.

o . Y
. v

e MAJOR FINDINGS

. . . @\ :
I. Review of Ptesent Classification and\Placement Policy"

.

In reviewing the MCPS Department of gupplemengary Educational

Services written’ policy on placement procedures (dated Sept 1, 1974),.

and the MCPS Comprehensive Five-Year Plan fqg\Special Educational Serviees,

\. ) )
9pcio-economic~c1ass discrim-

s ' .

the consultants find no evidence of racial o

&

.ination in these documents. , \ .

,«“ While the present Montgomery County Pub1i¢ School Classification

l

and Placement Procedures are reasonable and do no discriminate for or

\

of the polic es in-select areas. To a 1arge’extent, this type of problem

A »
v \ «

is inevitable\whenever a i;rge, complex public system has become decen-
the central staff retains the authority and responsibility
for policy, whil program accountaH‘ity is assigned directly to the Area
Assistant Superin endgnt and his/her staff. Under this. organi;drional
system, the Supervisor of Supplementary Education and the Suggrvxsor of

i

Pupil Services are ireccly responsibile to the Area Assistant Superin-

\tendent and not to the central administrarive staff. Consequently we

found some staff‘ih se\lect areas Co\he con?ised or juat unknowledgeable

abbdbut the current Classxfication and Rlacement Procedures, Eor example,
/ .

there was considorabquﬁiSCJs°i)n regaudirg whether the i:jlcy'dcnt inro//

effect July 1, 1975, or. was already opcrative. In addition several of [

: | N

)




Administrativ Staff, Area Assistant Supertntendents,éand Supervisors of

. -5 -
LN

-

parent ad isory groups reported to the committee that they frequently

get differekt "messages'' about appgal procedures when they talk te Central

: \
Supplementary Education. Our cqncern wds to identify this 1nformation gap
3-

» ’

between central administration and area staff We note the existénce of

a &ifficul\\task which cahnot be accomplished by issuing another brochure
or writing another memo.

The MCPS Comprehensive Five-Year Plan for Special Education Services

A

was published during the course of the consultants study. It seemingly

‘fulfills the requirement stated by Public Law 649 and proposes a quality
- \

program for handicapped pupils. fheﬁplan clearly re-affirms the right

of all handicapped pupils td a free and appropriate educational program.
it stresses the importance of establishing unbfased testing, assessment
and identificatjion procedures. ;lhe programs are orgdanized on ‘the Maryland

i b . .
continuum model of seven levels of service to handicapped pupils, guaran-

——
r

teeing that handicapped pupils will be appropriately placed in all types
of educational programs and facilities. 1In addition, the document spells
out the importance of due process, child advocacy and parental appeal
processes. It emphasizes the need for ongoing review -and evaluation

including advisory parent groups to the public schools. Finally, the

¢

plan recognizes| the need for continuing financial support if these goals

arg to ‘be achieved. ”

. - .
. AN >

The-goals of special education and placement procedures as written

in the Compfehensive Five-Year Plan for Special Educational Services,

* 4{n the view of the consultants, are fair, unbiased and articdlate

Montgomery County shéuld be cong%atulated for proposing such a strong,
fhorough, and pervasive set of goals, standards and procedures for

special education.

J
3

o

/




f-~7-~;m N 4 of minority wtudents exists in MCPS.
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>

‘ I1. Validity of ‘the Screening, Assessment and Placement Conference Procedures

EN

hl .

f«t‘ .

A.” Discussions of Interviews with Key Pgrsonnel

A .
«

i 1. Central Office Staff .

The consultants found the initial round of interviews

e ——— -

o with antfai office staff to Be'very helpful in attempting
' | \\\_ _ to delineate the problem and‘to.set up a method for accom-
-plishing the primary task. Tne Central office stéff'initially

pinpointed a series of critical concerns ranging from whether

° . (o
3 ' or not correct assessment techniques were being utilized, to
N . _ . : ' »

« a sincere desire to know how cultural, socioeconomic and

. racial facﬁbrs were at work within the present placement
- ' » . . N

procedures.

There does, from the Committee's interview of Central

‘office staff, seem to be a split in opinion among the various
sectors who are responsible for eiements of fhe classification
. fabaid-

;_ and placement procedures. While most personnel appeared to be
concerned and dedicated about attempting to clarify and resolve

v

- . the problem,at/hand.the Committee reports the following results

s of its interviews and observations:
. . s B

(a) The presence of significantly defensive attitudes

A .

about the inquiry into the classification and placement
N . - ! . .

process, marked on the one hand by‘agl"everythiné is
N

. - allright because we're doing better than we uséd to"
] . . /

e notion, to outright denial that agy‘prlblem bf placement

g —

- \ /'A" \ . . .
(b) A tendency to place the problem into a perspective
which would show the Arkas és neé ing more supervision

and efficiency in administering the present placement

‘policies.




(c) Almost universal agreement within theqﬁentral ..

Office that the Area schools xere'not doing an _ .
- _T - ‘ : "adequate job" and that area staff were less tolerant
of minority children than\they should be.: |
(d) The preSenceiof the opinion that:more ninority
’ children are referred to special education than should
be, mainly due to'iack of appropriate proframning within

¢ -~ "the schools.

(e) The development of a "pressnre process' in which .

-

special education piacément is seen as the way of
approachi;g and alleviating difficult academic problems.
(£) The.fact that the referral process was not consistent
from area to area, with formal and informal procedures

- % . ~7

being applied as area needs dictated.

2. Area Administrative Staff

b_-_ | . ) In its interviews with Area Adminiﬂ?rative staff the
consultants found staff to be cooperative. Most perSonnel L !
7 - appeared to ®e concerned and dedicated but very much caught N
up in the complexity of attempting to administer ‘the present
: ‘ p placement policy and to set up and supervise their rn-going

programs. The results of-our interviews with Ared staff are

as follow: .

-
-

(a) While all felt that there was a general improvement
" in special education programs, they were faced with gaps
S ’ in programs, ‘unequal distribution of resources, and

) ' complete lack of services for specific types of children.

There i§ particular and pervasive concern about the serious
\ .

L a o gap at the secondary level, the absence of diagnostic—prescrt‘&ive _
’ : . Lo * N
' resources in gome areas, and the lack of basic programs for

B 11

.

-




'-8-\ . " '.a.

- . . :‘, /

emotionally disturbed children. ° B ' /,v(;*ﬁijsn
. i ‘ -7 )

(b) There was general admission thét more miqority
stuaents are found in classes for the me#tally retarded.
It was expresscd,tgaqhghg,ggoblem woul& Se lessened if
,»fJﬁﬁogé rgsoqrceé” were available.

(c) There was a general insensitivify to and misunder-

standing about the legal ramifications and stigma
indolved ifi placement of a child in special education.
Most staff expressed a sincere desire to "provide for

the needs" of the child but were not atuned to the

effect of labeling a child M'retarded" via the State

-~
\

mandated SSIS reporting prdceduré,
" There was con;idé;able.lack of differqntiation

'betgpen the needs of a child.who is handicapped vershsh

a'chil&)who'is simply behind scholastically, or a

child wﬁn“is from a low-income family and/or i§

econonmically digadvantaged. Speéialhedugation ﬁeemingly .

khas become confused with "s?ﬁflemengél " "remedial" and-

"compensatory) and "handicﬁpﬁ has ‘become confused with

"impairment' and "4Lsaqyiity" ;n'thz préofessional think-

ing of arga staff. / ‘ ) ;,

]

ey

(d) The%c éppeared to be genuihe concern aQéuc;fh
. . s

. . - . .

fairmess of the diagnostic/assegsment process, however
. - ‘ . -
there was observed variance in attitudes about what

-
-

o , : e
constitutes a "fair'" processs The issue of tests and

. ]

) . . -,
" testing was almost always spontaneously Introduced and
p) . : . ' : .
there ‘'was considerable discusgioi "as to whether or not

tests are helpful in the placement proceséu
" ! . . . o« /:,
)n ’ ' . + .
- s L R‘,"l : . -
St . )




ty

T ©o ' " ' /
. ' . i : S o ' 7

AR S (e) - There was generai agreement that the placement

policies and proCedures were followed in most instances’

N . . i - , - ¥
L - ‘ and that the maJor problem was in finding adequate o f

placement (slots) for a childwonce the procediures were

L

carried out. A

]

(f) There was general agreementsthat all staff were . ‘ o

:\\< . N '_ N ‘not as sensitive to minority'issues,’as they should be,_

. ' . s
- , " particularly in. the Ainitial screen1ng and class fication

. . ) PYEE RS )
. - . process. o .

. (g) A subtle, buﬁ-generalized,'concern was- revealed to

the consultants throughout the intetrviews with Area
-~ . i~ . » .

Administrative Staff. It is the existence of a set of

ot

I - . ) ‘e B ‘ . 3 .
. ‘ system wide norms and expectations for academic achieve-
. -10 acacemic » .

* 4 ment and behavior. Our observations revealed, (and many

- A o » . " gtaff directly expressed this same view) that thére aré

.

. . h . . » . .. e " . .
significant and systematic external pressures based -
B . .~y .
“upon majority expectations about conduct and learning
style. While they-may vary fromlarea to “area in specific {?

T i forms they are present within the‘"county communlty (.
L]
-and staff partlcularly teachers, experience con51derab1e- '

‘h'.

[ pré%sufe to get children 'to per form academ1ca11y and ,

Lo, confonnbehav1ora11y or to Mget them out." For instance
| i ~certein“norms‘about noise level, leerning_patterns, and
communication styles seeminglydhave.become imposed upon
) . ) o ;11 children, and when any rariance‘occurs special

'placement (removal from regular education)is considered.

“

e ¥
.

The consultants also observed .that there are very high .

. . o )
achievement norms (in some schools average achievement.

. - ] _ .
. : . . [

o . i : ' scores ére one year above grade placimeyt) and that o

‘ -_ . o : \ | §§ -ai,%, _ ~‘




oot é‘/ﬁ‘; *  (operating well below the conscious awareness of the

_services offered to children prior to the meeting of -the Screening

" to'be present were there and actlvely participatifig with the notable

o : -7 ' . L

throughout MCPS these norms have become idealized to

\ the p01nt that when in reality students who do not ,
a .
k\ meet these idealized expectat;on% they are more often

- -

referred to special educatron, pantlcularly ‘when

v

v

differences in socjalizati®bn style\fnd/ey socio- f )
economic factors‘a}b menlfest; \ y .
T T We fee1 that t%iszis perhaps the sdurce'of-the~v
"plaeement pressuredxwithin the system and'that w
o " minority children be&bme one of the victims, as do)

. ’ - economically disadvantaged children. It is our view C,

that when these variances Ztom the ‘idealized norm

- B staff) occur, the pressure to find a placement begins
to build and special education is considered ds the
suitable alté¥native when compensatory ed%cation and.

,remediel education might well serve the needs of the
.~ child and MCPS more appropriately. _
s, : "E‘ i . A
. A d ﬁ' . .

B. Observations of Conferences and Qua11ty of Conference Data

A member of the Evalue§1on Committ®e obseryed Area and In- Schoﬁl

-

Screening in each of the six Areas, and filled out a standard ob-

servational check list, and questioned staff about the types of

Committeé. | ' S | L

Our general conclusion is that the policy regarding Area Screenings .,

is being followed and across areas tHere was a polite professional at-

mosphere in the meetings. In almost all séreeningsthe personnel required

1

exception of the School Medlcal Advisors (SMA) The consuftants' ' /
4 . i ' -~ \




. . L
conclusions are’as follows:-

1.. ~ There appears to be an average time of about twenty

ing. For complicated cases this is hafdly
"

Area Screening .m
enough time and in a long afternooh, staff are literally

drained by the necessity of cbming to a realistic decision

’
°

.on case after case.

_ . N C o
2.: bata preséented to describe student behavior usually '«

’ .

included a large amount of opinions- and judgements, some in-

formal and dated observations, very little formal observations,.

' . - o B
* . ! . ) - 4 - .‘
some information from parent scurces, and very -scant information

from interviews with the studént, when such were appropriate. '
. : * 3 o

[y

Where purported student Eghavior was descriped, 1i,e. {?@ﬁﬁhers

couldn't handle him," "hyperactive," there was little %:ncrcte

evidence given, nor asked for, in sypport of such,dcsgriptiéns.‘

(. . 0 .
Testing results were presented, and once introduced into the

meétings "IQ" became .2 major emphasis and was ‘repeatedly brgught

up. In general, phe'duality of data presépted~lefa,much,to-be

~desired and-quite often cases were not well prepared thus making

" an appropriate decision quite difficuit.' Psychologicai'reports

w e
.

. . (-4
wexre in many jnstances three years old or older.

L -

3. There was a tendency throughout the meeéings; in all but

one Area, to locate ﬁtheﬂproblemﬁ solely in the student and

»*

his/her home and family life. This perspective was especially

noticéahle,'ahd staff were very quick to point out difficulties

experienced in conﬂacting parents, and cobtaining cboperation,on
” . " ‘ - -

thg.pfoblem areas of the student. There was little time for*

_bdiscussion‘of student strengths, methods which could be utilized
5 . ) . ) e

»

.




’0‘12 - ® . ..' ’ .

+*.to address the proﬁlem areas, and that referrals could in
 some instances have come about because,of teachef inadequacies.

o o 4. There were various methods of coming to a decision about -]
placement, particularly when the case was complicated. In~
. @ ' . - ) . .

-~

formal consensus was the predominenc method; however there
[<d - . . A. X M
was evidence of at least two other decision making strategies. -~

" "' These were in cases where there literally was no.appropriate ¢

~

platement for the child and the Supervisor of Snpplementary

Education had no other choice but to '"continue to work on it"

. . 4
s »

and in cases where the staff member chairing-the meetings,

made decisions during’the meeting which were joined in by the .*g {k

)

' ) rest of the comﬁittee by their "not offering any objections.”
. B! . s N
5. . In our observation of placement reviews,: screenings and
’ ) nsgaffinéb(level 1-7), the committee hoted that cases of minerity

pupils were .reviewed ‘with greater intensity.and care. There .

AN

was some feeling that'the presence of members of the consultant

ase. selection and

<8

S : team in the screcnings may have influence

c
ki

K

o3

staff response. _ . -

*0f sfriking 51gn1f1cance wds the almost universal absence of the s

) hoof,Medical ‘Advisors (SMA) from In-School staffings and meager

* : '

participation in ;he Areg Screening Committee meetings. Such absences

, : oo _ .
were even more significant when it.became clear how much weight rested

~in’ the medical information, and that ip'the present system the SMA

3 : N . e ' /’

evaluation is one of the most important evaluations  in determining
) . 7 . . R

the nature of nlacement for children. In fact nlaeemené itself is in_ - “
many instances dependent upon the' recommendation and signature of the /
o . . ) . {

« a /

' /
o~ 3
!
!

-

SMA as certification. ’ .

Nurses were, in some. cases, the only representativc df the mcdichl

o “ o

Q . profesgion present. She in turn would take, the necessary records and

o

"1 RN |
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. Te AU S
h_ papers back to medical headquarters for the. physicians signature. In

’

P
A ~ o

»

many 1nstancesthis r%eresented 1itt1e ’more than the process of rubber

. stamping. . ' o . ")
; C. Census : o N o e
. A census of children olaced in suéplementary educational'(special |

education programs),was attempted from records mafntained at the central

i . offices in Rockv111e. Theedata generally showed that there were dis-

L proportionate numbers of minority s 'dents in special education programs.

However, extreme caution should b
e . . / T
sions from'this census, for the £ llowing reasons:

‘exercised in drawing definite Q\_u}u-

. 1.  Data at the central office was not up to  date and complete

as reports from the field had not been submitted as reqoested.:

-

2. There was variange from Area to Area asnto-whether"
"Diagnost1c/PreScriptive" programs were considered "special

education " Compounding thi's finding is the fact that positions

allocated for "Disadvantaged" were sometimes converted into

0 " * . o
' "Diagnqstic/Prescriptive” positions

3.- The nature of certain programs,'such‘as Diagnostic/

\

prescriptive and resource room,was fluig in census on a day
- B .
to day basis, so that 17 was difficult to determine. an exact

@,

count. There was also a lack of clarity about whether

responsibility for assigmment of children to these programs
.o ¢ ' v

rested in the school where they\yere housed or with the Area [

. Assistant Supcrintendent. There is some datav(from field
- - interviews) to show that childrez can be assigned on a day
.to day:basis, without proper staffing asdthe policy requires.
D. Special Review.of Testing . ; ; ’
The consultants requcsted that ‘a special veview be conducted of
[ERJ}:f n ._the testing and ca:e records, of a selected gioup of minority students_.

) - pm L -
. * . : ¢ J .




. ) / . , .
who had been placed in special educatipn during 1974-75. This review .

 was conducted by the Supervisor of thevMCPS Psychological Services

2

-Section. The Committée, on its own,~thien reviewed and verified the

materials and results.

+

The;bommittée found that the materilals were objectively reviewed

1

Ve

. and thaq'the‘;éviéﬁs‘are of very high prgfessionii,ggppeténce. Figurel

one (1) sﬁdws the results oﬁvthe review Pf each of the thirteen cases,

on the basis of whether -or not there was, sufficient information present

to arrive at an adequate diagnosis and

' Figure- #l

t

A

»
“

in terms 9f.suitabilitybf_placem;;t

o
v =

_Evaluation of Minopity Students Placed in Special Education 1974-75 (EMR élasses)

" Student

él_ |

S~ W

M-,

.13

&

L]
s
it

9
- biaggoéis
Ihéompleté - 11
Questionable - 1

Inaccurate - 1

- (= 13)

-~

Q

' (N = 13)

Diagqo;is ; Placement
Incompieté - Inappropriat?
Qﬁestiénable - ” Inappnpé;iate
. Y
Incqmplétei e . Inappfopriate 7
Incomplete 'Qéestionable L
Incompiete ‘ Ingppropriatg
Inaccur;te Inapg&opriate
Incomplete , .AdquaCe
Incomplete . ' Queséionable
;ncompiete Inap répriate
Incomﬁlete : . 'Quegtionable
.IncompleCei; Inéppropriate
. Incomplete . ) :..inappfopriéte
MIncomplete . Questionable
- Placement
! Inappropri;te 8 A )
. Questid;Able ‘ 4
IR pdequuee L
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* 0f the thirteen cases whose jrecords were reviewed and verified

by the consultants there appears to be a very large number who are
“ -~
fﬁcompletely diagnosed and inappropriately placed. Our re¥iew and

discussion of the data revealed the following:

1. Many documents did not have dates or names of persons makihgh
. reports. o ) .

[

. » 2. Input from supervisors was meager.

_ The approval process for placement seems to be based exclu-

sively on available informatlbn rather than the fu11 range
of‘information required to meke an:important'deCLSlon'

4. When there was considerable informatboh available--it.was not
pulled together to sort out contradictions, etc. and to answer

: |
- the questions raised aboqt confliqting bits of information.

5. Khowledge of the preschool/earhrchildhood student appeared

to be exceptlonallyrweak (age range 6-8), especially as it

- v

relates to developmental psychology and eari§ childhood

w 3
_education. The _concept of deveIopmental tasks appropriate
[
. for age level along wit“ developmental-maturational lag

was’ consistently lgnored in the reports.
hd R
6;; Mental retardation as a develdpmental phenomenon was not

4 . . , . "

diagnosed on the basiséof any formal criteria. It appears

AN ) v B
. that the concept of MR’ as a’unitary facter with 1:1 rela-
"i\‘,
ticnship to numerical scores on ‘I.Q. is common practice

7. Recommendatioh to special education program for'EMR (mild)

appeered to be based’on thc,non-aﬁéilability of a more

wd
"W . B
- suitable program for children yith serious developmental
w ) deficitd or language disorders. o - >
In addition to the above, the consultants note that there -
o "
[ERJ!: ‘ . appeared to bc no written policy and implc?e§tation goidelincs on




A ; ¥§ K . A
\ l 'testing. Our in?erviews and obServatiops reyeéled that éhené was

x' ,' tiuch individual 'discretion én:the part of school psychologisté
| ‘wegarding types of tests to be administered, that Various "screening

) . o N
 batteries" and "informal" assessments were being utilized all under
. . - /

the guiée of professioﬁal independence or more specifically that

s -

“each case requifed something different." 'We find thigusituation

o !

{f T to be un§atisfaCC6ry, particularly when there is a définite direction

LY

of effects toward I.Q. and use of psychological test results”ragher
than toward understanding hqw'ﬁo match iea@hingxpotential and teaching

strategies. - The presence of a written polity with sub—seétion‘on'A

te%ting_of minorities is essential to:éood practice., N
T S Apother'disﬁreSsing finding has to do with the total lack of
ER A
. supeﬁéiéion of the testing being Earried out thus }eavi g psycholoéists
“. without a source of prbfessional scrucir‘:y and ac'co{;ncabi :ity for ‘c.heir
- . s .

)

.o ‘%onk ,Supervisién of each.case was minimal and the consultants were

ndt able to identify why this standard procedure ‘wad- not Bperafioﬁaf

w .

. " "4n MCPS. |, )
. . - . .- N
. . Finally, our observations and interviews revealed'afsegioas

qualification prbblem. It is our impression that many psychologists

s ' . need additional ﬁréiniﬁgiin order to more h@curaﬁely_asséss ‘mental
_retardabion,? "emotional handipap,“-"fénguage disabil{ty"-gnd "IEarniné .
&isability," in both blacL ana wh;;e children.( The mere reporﬁing of
.i.Q« and bqhavior.observéd and teacher gpinfons does.nat; in our opinion, ~i &

. !

A constitute an.adquate diagnosis and can-be a most serious violation

.

~ of professional standards for claséifying a child as disabled and in

" need of special education. - .

-
.
£y Pald \ .

IIX.- Parent Attitude Survey . S ‘

£

. . , (‘i' i "'- . )
. According to Placement Procedures published by the Depattment of L

Supﬂlé;entazy Education and Scrvicés,‘parents are notified and comnsulted . - -

. .
LA v ovidea oy Eric : - ¢ . . v » -
: L - re U! ‘oAl
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/ p

several times v ing the process of placemeat into special educatioh. After

the local ( holds/ a Pupil Serviges Staff Conference, parents are notified i_'

and their permission is obtaimed 1f_£esting is necegsary. After testing, a .

second conference is held, including{the parents. The results of the testing’

are presented and’ recommendations made for a program. ~“If the recoymendation
is for special class placement, the parents must sign a form granting their ™

\
\

permission for such placemept. v ' . -
\ E R

!

-~ SR
Since parentf are to be directly inﬁolved in the placement process and:

[ 4 . { .
are, indirectly, the consumers of special e¢ducation seryices, their reactions,

s
i

attitudes andapsfceptions are of value. It is important for parents to feel

satisfied Qithfthevproposed special education program and to feel that they

"o

_ - , \
and their chil; have been treated with respect and fairness by staff of the

or indirkctly be, tonveyed to the

\
child and wi{l temper his feelings toward his school,egperience. .

school system, Such feeltings will directly

Ps

<

The pdpulation for the survey was all parents: of children placed
in catch—up classes, in special class for the mildly retarded fhe emotionally
handicapped and the 1earning disabled, and in secondary classes for mild
learning handicgps. The study. included only those parents whose chi dren
were placéd in the fall of 1974.° iherefore, parents:;perceptions of place-

ment procedures as they are currently being carried out (in the last two

v : .
.

years) by MCPS (the school) could be determined.-
* f ) ..“

The parents were sent a 19 question survey. Thé'last question invited

parents to add any pertinent comménts. Most of the questiops had two or

.

more parts. Before the main study was dOne the questionnaire was approved

by MCPS, and a pilot study was c0nducted : Three hundred ninety six ques%&on-

naires were sent out for the main study. TWo hundred thirty-nine (60%) of

the queltionnaires returned and were usable. L .

P

Z}w B .




R A - The following were the seven major questions the consultants attempted
to answer in the survey: | Lom
© N Z i ' [

e 1. Howvmuch~understanding did«parents have of (a) the reasons(sf

! a

- why their child Was recommended for special education, and (b)
the psychologicql testing, its results and implications’

"2; Were parents surprised’(a) when they were told of their child's

- !

re . /

problem in the regular tlassroom, (b) wlien they were tqld of .

the results of testing, and (c) when“special education was

e . f6commended? I - N :
fg:,‘ . 3. Were par ntsein agreement w1th the scﬁool regarding their _
?;gix child [ problem(s) and in agreement regarding the diagnosis?
e ' L. oo 4. Dpid parents feel that they could trust the‘schooi in doing the
',‘ testing and in placing the.chiid'in specia} edocation? “
5. How much choice did'parentsifeel,that they had regarding the
- .,' ' ' : testing of their child and tEe;placement of their chiid in
1>‘$ spegial education? .
3 . : .
';§&’ ' : 6. -Did parents feel thaf their child was treated fairly with . .
'zﬁ - regard to testing and plaoement?. |

K . 7. 'How satisfied, in, general, were parents with the entire

placement process and with the child's special,education

k4

o program? _ ' ' . -

L3
2

a;x“TThe results of the survey were dnalyzed with race, school program,
: geographic area as main,variables. In addition/ several non-attitudinal

; -

,——quéstions were reported and presented in this report. Frequencies, means
9 ! i 1]

,and standard déviations were obtained for each item of the questionnaire. R

A chi square analysis was done to test the hypotheses that there would be
% 0
noudifferenpes .among, reSponses with regard to sex, race, program,and sex

gnd program combined. ; L
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“Our one concern was whether the. survey data represented a biased

o

sample of parents. The analysis of the queSCionnaire results showed

no significant loading in any one'program, geographic area;;or.race.

:‘*—L\" .
The questionnaire seeméd—to-represent an.adequate cross-section of

. parents, programs,.areas and races. j -

T RESULTS 'OF THE SURVEY . :

Ry \'-;;l )
2

-
.

A. Basic Inféfmation Regarding Special Educatiogn Placement Process

' <

Sy Y |,

Question\One Who first suggested ‘that your child might be having
difficultles*in the regular classroom?

-

* Table 1: Initial Referral - oo ‘:i. .

v -0 ] Frequency . Percent
Teacher . 110 48
'Pargnts : o ' . . 52 SENTE 23

; Priheipal. . ﬁ . .17 7

v 'y - ‘ '
Other (family doctor, psychiatrist, etc.) a7 7
Counselor R T % g -

\ ' ‘ : - .

Combination of the above 25 11
R . -

Total - B 229 100

98% of the parents indicated that the classroom teacher initiated
a concern that their éhild-wag having difficulgies in séhool. ~2% of
‘the parénts indicated that th;y wérq awéré of the'd;ffi;ulties and
initiaged a'meeting with the teaqher.' Togetperpthese tw§ sogrcés

: . o
(classroom teachker gnd parents) .represent 70% of all responses. This

finding reirforces the importance of both classroom teacher and parents,

’ ) % .
being sensicive “‘to the developmental needs of .children. It is clear

that Montgomery County classroom Ceachers function as early "suspec-
titioner”. This, trend needs to be SUpported and enhanced as 'the school

) ) : v
system increases its semphasis on early identification and preventive

ey
»(5;_0

programs.

Y

ks

RO

v
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- Question Two: What kind of difficulty was he having? =~ . ) o< .
h - . S . . ‘. . . ~ -
.Table 2i Nature of Difficulty : Zfifji‘
- oo L B ) * Frequency Percent
\;schoqf Work : ., - ‘ 128 - 55 'Q
. . . . ¢ { - -
' Behaviory -~ : - o . . 40 (.17 T8
. ‘ T N v
i - Dther problems (not listed here) ' 19 X 8.
- o
"Getting along with classmates - ﬁ ' 20
Getting along with the teacher ° (Y 1 0
_ A combination of the above . | .o . ‘ 43, - 18 g {
- .A . o N " . Py -
\ ' Total . | ' '235 100
? N ' -

55% of.the parents reported tﬁat'the initial difficﬁlty their
child was haviﬁg‘was in the arda of learning.- 17% repdrted the dif-
ficulty ‘to be in the area_of‘behaviof managemént: 18% in&icétéd that .
'ﬁ hbm?inatipn af problems were present. It is interesting to note that

" only dneiparent otit of 235 indicdt%ﬂéthe‘pupil's primary pfoﬁlem as a
personality conflict with the teaéher. |

Since Moﬁtgomery Co;nty Public School System is noted for its -
academic gtriVingél it was not surprising thaF-learnihg difficulty'

as the major—symptom. It is difficult to know whether the academic

pressure originates from school, from home or from both sources.

Question Three: After the testing of your,éhild was completed, how
long was it befo¥e the school met with you to suggest or recommend

a program?

. I v ¢ , .

. Table 3: Tinme Discrepancy Beftween Testing and Parent Conference : -
‘ ‘ ‘ . ‘ Frequenty Percent

Three weeks or less '\ , 72 . 38 _
Three weeks to three months ' : 91 : 47
Three months to nine mgnthé Co 19 10 =~._ , .
More than nine months . ' - 10 , 5
Total — .. o an STY R 100 :
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- 47% of the parents reported 3 time lapse of 3 weeks to 3 months

before they had a conference to discuss the results~of the testing.
ro o K J ) .
.'38ﬁ indicated a: time lapse ‘of three -weeks or less. Together 85% of e

?
the parents reported hav1ng a meéting in less than three months‘after

the testing However“ 29 parents or'ISA of the _parents reported that

¥ * -

they did not hear from Qhe school Gntil more than three months had

. elapsed. Although the majority of response§Afell within the accept-

)

able time‘range, it™s a concern of this commlgtee,that_a significant

A L . o . 3
minority of the parents had to wait guite, long before hearing from Y
. . ' EQZN c

the school. The'reasons for this time dela&‘need to bé¢ studied and - o
i * - ~

4 . . ' . . 0

corrective action taken. . o
- s . . ‘

. ! _ (
Question 4: After it was decided to place your child in the special .
education program, how long did it take before he was aptually placed “ .
there’{. . . . . . ~

. T
B -~

Table 4i Time discrcpancy Between Placement Decision and Actual
Placemaﬂt

‘ w? _ : L . Frequency Percent

Les§ than one week v . _ 29 ) 14 -;;

One week™to one month .- . 60 _ . 29 R
* One month to four months : o o’ 64 31 , . "

y , - - N 9‘}: . p. i
Moére than four months ) . - .__ 53" -~ 26
-/,‘ N ,y v . " ) '
Total L © 206 100 °

Y hd - -

747 of the parents Geported actual placement in.a special education

program in less than four months. However,.ZB% of the parents reported

having.to wait more'than four months., Once againt this time delay is a '’

Fl

coricern of this: committee. Recognizihg all"the problems involved in .

o 3

placement it ia a questionable practice to tell a parent his,child o

will be placed in a special program and then take over four months to -

accomplish the ‘actual placement. The reasons for this uelgy,nced to -

y

be examined and corrcctivc action taken. o ) . .o

" . -
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T ) _
. Question-35: How. long do you. feel your child will. be in special
/ education? “ . . - S

Table 5: Parents' estimates of duration of special education.

) o . A - Frequeney . Percent
D One semester e . ) \\1) 2 10 -
N o - - ) i g . /7“’\-*\} o

On or t@@ jears \ 4 ' 98 46 .

’ Three to five years I a . .50 23 \\\\\f

-Indefinitely . | - 45 0 21-
Total = T . . | : 215 100

M N . * 2 . 2
. -

Only l@ipﬁ_—,the parég'cs reported that- special education placement
. would-be’a:prief temporai&fExperience '~At ledast two years was esti~
. v . > hd

- : mated by 45. 6%, while over 447 reported that 9pecia1 education would be
S —part oﬁatheir chf?%’s life for 3 to 5 years or. indefinitely

Thid*finding is surprising, singe manytstudies report parents are

-

tupset by special educatf/n and want their child to return to the main-

stream as quickly as possible. Perhaps the parents in M.C. have a

' .bettef‘dnderstandiﬁg of their children% .problems and the time it takes
\g‘ N R e - » ' 'ﬁ N * ’
- to remediate them. Special educatorg need t% consider'this finding

-

- : .
. e N Al

since mainstreaming exceptional pupils is an ing¢reasingly Popular '

pfofessional goal within the system and may meet strong parePtar%rév‘

sistance if. it means fewer facilities and programs

B. Apalzsis of the 7 Placement Questions

«

A -

“Question 6: Hov much understanding did parents have of the placement
process? ’ . ,

‘ Table 6: Parent Understanding . o '
N s a ¢ Frequency Percent
High degree of unggrstanding . 130 60

: ~ Average degree of understanding - ~ 75 L3
, s L ) . . .
) Low degree of understanding : 14 ‘ 6

Total S 219 100.




&

. ren in‘Special Edﬁcation.» ’ J ’ ; »

Table 7: Par%nt_Preparation : u”*, T . . _ :
‘ . . g s o Frequency Percent.
" High degree of ‘preparation ’ ' 125 _ 56 .
iAverage degree of‘preparation c . °, 81 . 37

/ . "~ . ' . .

Low degree oﬁ preparation : 16 ; 7

- Totél e 222 ' 100
- 56% of the parents reported that they were . not surprised by ‘the | :

A\
Table B:A Parent Agreement o - . , )
. Frequency - ‘Percent -
- High level of agreement .. . 102 47 -~
: $ S , : - ‘ .
Average level of agreement v - 111 - 50 . -,
Low leve'l of agreement 7 3,
Total - : Y 220 - 100

~only 3% indicated that they disagreed with what they were told.

- 23 -.' ' \

: "‘ . % » . . -

N *®

60% ‘of the parents surveyed indicated chat they had a h1gh degree
-of understanding of the speeial education placement process. 344 : o

indicated an average degree of understand1ng Only 6% reported 11tt1e
understandiﬁg of the prod¢ess.

»
v

This result is very reassuring It appears-that the large majority

of parents are aware -of the procedures involved in p1ac1ng their ch11d-
.

‘Question 7: How prepared were parents to receive 1nformation given to
¢hem by. the school system’ (i.e., “How surprlsedwwere they’)

%
information given to them by the school system 37%, however, reported
that they were "somewhat snrprised" and 7% indisated that they were

o

»"very surprisgd" at. what they were told - - ,

Questldh 8: Were parents in agreement w1th information given. to them
by'the school system? . .

*

47%‘%£«the?parents surveyed reported that thcy agreed eompletely-

with°what they were told about their cﬁ'ﬁf"en by the shool system . .

50% reported that they agreed somewhat with what’ tuey were told and fJ:f
e

£
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§ : ) ) [ '
Question 9: How much trust d1d parents have in the school system w1th
regard to-tésting and placement? - S . j"
[ x N .
: : ’ . 3 .
K TaBle-9:‘ Parent Trust v . < , N
' o . R . Frequency Percent
" High degree of trust o R , 114 o 53
: . I . LI N °
'AVerage degree of trust ¥ _ .- _ 86 . . 41
~ Low deéree of trust :; e . 12 _ 6 )
. Total o S 212 100 .

Ml . -

- . ~ .
LI . .

Of the parents surveyed 53% 1nq}cated that they could completely

trust the judgement of the school in testlng the1r ch11dren,and in

making an appropr1ate placement' 419 1nd1cated that they had some'
. ar
M . doubts. Only 6% of the parents 1nd1cated that thnv could not trust

‘o . T

. the judgement.oﬁ the school. . o L,

4

a

Question 10: How much choice did parents feel that they had in the
placement process’ :

s . .- ,

Table 10: Parent Choice

T o . S L" v Frequency -  Percent
" . High degree of choice . ) 83 \ 38
Arerage degree of choice - v 102 - 47
Low degree.oé choice . ' . 313._ L .15 _ R
. Total - ' A '-%-ﬁ _ S 216 100 )

38% of -the parents surveyed reported that they had a high degree
of choice in the placenent process. 47% 1ndicated an average degree
of choice. 15% of the parents repbrted feellng that they had no ’ . ' \

‘choice at all. This latter finding is of major concern to the »
consultants. The parents are promised input into the decision -
making process regardirg their children's placement in Special

-

- Education. Yet a significant minority of parents felt they have N

? - little or no voice in this process. Thls f1nd1ng neads to be cval- : R

|
. ?Qated by the school staff in order to better undcrchud the reasons
: O .
[:R\f: why some parents report such a low feellng of choice’,
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BTN o Questlon 11: D1d parents feel that ‘their children were treated fa1r1y )
| C "with regard”to testin and placement7 . . v

Lo . Table 11:‘ Parent Fairness _ -
- R 3 , ‘ (Frequency ,Percent
' High degree of fairness . 138 67

:'1” 'j .AVﬁrageidegree of;fairness' . ‘ : . 65n C 31

Low degrge of fairness . . P 4 0 02

. “

“ Total - S " 207 100

[

. Judging by the questibnnalre responses, parents seemed to feel |

that their children were treated fairly w1th regard to testing and

,placement. Two- th1rds (67%) of the parents indlcated thatztheir .

. 3

'children were treated thh comglete falrnessu -31% felt that the

a B
. v . ©, "

school was fair in some ways and unfair in others Only 3% reported
w ! ’ .

- that they had been treated unfairly. ) TR ;

"

__'Questlon 12: How satisfie®, in general, were parents with the placer
ment process and w1th the special education program’ . >

o N
Tablef12: 'Parent Satisfaction -
o ' o . < - Freguency ,Percent
High degree of satisfaction - 134 59 .

£y

" Average degree of satisfaction ‘ o 93 _ 41
Low degree of satisfaction 5_ 1 -- .

T
)

. Total . - - " 228 ¢ 100

SQZ of the parents indicated that they were very satisfled with .

placement procedures and with their children s specxal education

¢ »

o programs ’ 414 reported that they ‘felt somewhat satisfled Only one SR

.

. '&
parent out of 228 reported fe eling unsatisfled.

Tbis is perhaps one of the most important results of the parent .
éurVej., It appears that parents are involved ‘in Special Education.
_— - They want more. and better programs and in general are satisfied with

A . _

the\programs presently be1ng provided for their children._

ERIC ! 29
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Analysis by Geographic Area . w

. With the advent of decentralization and the development of six (6)

" Areas, the consultants wvere interested in finding out if there are any

differences among the 6 geographic regions w}th ;egard to the 7 placement

Iy
v oa .

questions. Analysis of the data by Chi S%yare found No Sggnificant

P

Differences: among the 6 Areas, based on parent responses to the question-
N

naire. This finding 1s most encouraging, since the consultants felt that

real differences in services among the areas do exist it is significant
that parents did not report them.

Analysis by Race

'T . 4

One of ther major objectives of this study was' to determine if
1inority parents felt that they were getting fair and equitable treat-

~

ment for'theirgchildren. "To determine this, thegparents responses were

N

.analyzed by race. Of the questionnaires analyzed 62 were from the

parents of blatk children, while 168 were from the parents of white

;children._ Analysis of data By Chi Square found No Significant

Differences between the races on any of the 7 questions, While the

consultants still feel individual examples of racism exit, there-is .

B * . . . 7o
no - collective feeling among reporting black parents that their child-

.ren are receiving preferential or differential treatment.

Analysis by Program
Another area of concern was to determine if there were any

»

differences among the parent reSponses according to their childrene.
programs: '"catch up class,” "mildly retarded class,"” "Specific

learning disabled class,","emotionally handicapped class," or "mild
learning handicap class." -
. S

An analysis of the data by Chiquuare reveaied that parents’ whose
4 - .

children were assigned to Emotionally Handicapped Classes responded

significantly differently from other parents on tio variables. These .




.

two variables were Parent Preparation (how surprised the parents were
. - ) :

“when theybreceived information from the schoel system) and Parent Trust

(how well they could trust the testing results and, the p1acemenqﬂrecom-
. T ' . . .
mendations). Parents of children in classes for the emotionally handicapped

Pl

responded more negatively.on these two. questions than parents whose children

L . ' <
were in other programs.

»

The findings are nqgaskrprising since parents of children

diagnosed as being emotionally handicapped ofcen have difficulty ‘ CoL
accepting their child's ptoblem and 2 speciai program. These parents

need additional support and understanding if their cooperation.is to be

. N R

A . .
obtained. .E?}feel, in view of tﬁ§ag findings, that/pupil personnel workers

L

need to improve the quility and frequency of communication with these

paren;s. . ’ . ) . * . 7 .

- . SUMMARY .

.

‘In summary, the data show that the majority of parents surveyed s

are_very content with'the placement procedures and their childresds

' program in special education. This general finding was also supported

when the data were analyzed by £he 6 school areas, and race. However,

~

a small but significant group of parents have some serious concerns about

L]
-

the specific procedures and practices such as:
l\ * T b

1. Having to wait "too long before hearing from the school

after their children were tested.. , ' o o ‘

2. Having to wait too long before recommended specialfeducation . ,

programs'were put into, effect for their children.

a

- 3. 15% of the parents surveyed ind1cabed they felt they had an oo ]

, ' | |

o insignificanc role in their children s placement in special ’ N
educatioﬁ. g .

. . Lo
I

4, Parents whose children are in classas for the emocionally

[ERJ!:‘ o . handicapped reported that they were surprised at the infor-’ .

Ky A
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" who need small group experiences with more individualized

* v . ~ -

2

. To. 28 - .
”» » M ’

mation given to them by the‘school-regarding their children, .
. - -/_ & )

and had an average or low degree of trust in the testing results
. > , T :
and the recommended programs. .- : '

"

MCﬁS In General - . ' L .

~

‘ . 1
\ ' . . -

k .
A. Low Toleramce and Human Relations ‘ L

.

There appears to have. develbped in. the Montgomery County

»

School system, an undes1gnated but ever present achievement n)rm

S v .

into which all children throughout the county are expected to fie. v
* ]

© This norm “has’ been set up as a’result of the image of the standard

-

population known to inhabit the Bethesda - Chevy Qhase areas of

the counﬁy This unfortunate insult. to individual differences has

e
» .

P
resulted fn a low tolerance on the part oﬁ schoollfersgnnel fpr

&

<

the students (especially~mindrity students) wholfind themselves rae

s, v
| M ' .

- outside of the nomm (in skills,'exposure, backggound etc ) .

This particular factor beComes evident in the typeg 6f educational

Tien .
approaches taken towards students who are.uwable to gnaspthe

'y e Ly .

PR .

study tactids necessary to make it in the‘system as-dt is. JIng o

t - A [ o

many instances the intellectual functionigg and ability of these

students could probably be greatly 1mproved 1f they were first
B

Bmely taught how to take a test or if they were taught achievement

motivation 'strategies and other "methods ¥or developing their poten-

g

Outstanding. among the problems confronting many teachers
a N M »" . . ’ N
who initiate referrals to special education programs are

1t children whose motivational skills ne d'strengthening, (2¥ child-
*

ren who use agressive behavior to express frustrations thcy cannot

overcome by vcrbal means, (3) children who do not™ respond and - -

conform to a competitive classroom atmosphqre, (4) children

4 o
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ingtruction. None€ ‘of these situations necessarily indicates

retardation or need for special education p1acement but rather

new approaches to the learning patterns and needs of children,

s -

as well as updat1ng the services and training of staff to deal
effectively with cultural (behav1oral and background) differences
. of the larger black and other minority populations emerging in MCPS.
'This does not mean that teachers ghould expect minority studonts to
accomplish less or to master fewe? skills. |
The factors just discussed.put a greater load on the
Human Relations Department. - This department Qas been- assigned

) the task of providing in- service training for MCPS personnel in

the area of minority problems and issues. The time seé}aside for

the present type of training being offered is inadequate and w1th

~

+ recent budget reFuctions the development of a more~9erious problem

in relation toQSpecial educatioh placements is imminent.

The Human Relations Department now has responsibility for
handling adilt personnel placement problems in addition to child

related raclal matters. It-is the consultants observation thaJ~

(4
: »

“ . the: Human Relation Department has a' very large responsibility

within MCPS and is in danger o becoming overwhelmed and thus

(

less productive. ,
v ¢ c N

The courses offered in inservice-training do not reflect

)

specific content on the special needs of the minority students.
For instance, there are no courses offered for 1) the sociali;
zation of minority children‘into the school syste;; or 2)the
use of achievement motivation techniquesdthat can be implemented .
in the schoo1s§ or 3) approaches to redefining and redirecting

aggressive’ behavior to more positive channeis although, referrals

to pupil services for these problems are qu"e extensive.

cha ‘ - .

’
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e | UNMET NEEDS

0 . A series of unmet needs were identified during the’ course of the

study.

. IR

)

g A

final recommendations of-.the committee.

y RediSCributing resources, training and staff development

The list has been drawn up from findings already discussed

: thr0ughout~che reporc and will provide a point of reference for our

" These ﬁeeds include:
Providing'cetch-up,~resource room$ or D/P programs with

/ - Al .
small group setting (for those students who find it easier

tq'learn this way) in a systematic way from elementary

through high school throuéhout the ceunty.

'Ppovidiﬁg:more skilled psychological consultation as well

as{evaluation-focused on the emociohel needs of a}lechildren.
Implementing a syséem of psychiatric or mental health con-

-

sultation‘system aldng with family counseling services, S .
including a cherapeﬁtic element within the pupil serﬁices _ ;i'
department. .

Identification of community services available to aid coLnselors,

'psychologists, étc. in referring students and their families

~

for free or low fce services. - ’ ' \'

-

throughout the county iﬁcluding the‘identifitacion of

budget resources for better and more equal distriputior .

]

Providing specific special education programs in secondary

-

schools compareble.to programs provided on the elemensary '

level.
Clarifying placement procedures and state laws is.one document

| A v '
for everyone's understanding.

Providing mandatory courses to MCPS personnel relative to \
: \

cultural differences and socializa;ion.facto%s,,appropriate

programming and_achievement expectatiopns.
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RECOMMENDAT IONS : .

»

{ . .
& . \ : ° YA

Recommendation #1: Communication ) ' .

, That key Central Administrative staff, with the participation of the
Superintendent, meet with all appropriate staff in each area to review

4

the current policy and procedures for special education placement. We
further recommend that these meetings take place befo;e the first round
of fall area screenings take place.

-

Recommendation #2: School by School Needs Assessment

| That each MCPS,schocl adminiscrator, working with its facultyL be
) reduifed to develop a comprehensice needs assessment percaining to the
gglar instruction of minority and disadvantaged students and a two year
sequence of behavioral obJectives geared taward a more affirmative instruc-

tional program for these.students, recogq}zing that differences in
St

w

socialization patterns and sog¢io-economic status are influential in decid-

ing an ‘appropriate education program.

Recommendation #3: Pre-referral Procedures

* - That referraluproceddres and process be Ee&ised to include prgvisioﬁ%&

"whereby local school classroom teachers, pringipals, and pupil persomnel 3

_workers are accountable on such matters as: ] o }3
a, utilication of Pre-established teaching methods to foster
individual diffe aces (i.e. use of special materia%s,;gighal“ R
motor braiding, structured environment). S *
b. automatic adjustment of the curriculcm to minprity learning
. styles'and socioeconomic conditgons before referral.
;c; a thgrodéh in-school diagnostic-prescriptive agsessment of
students strenéths-and weakness in tool subjects.
d. -the'hainxenance 9£f§;cedota1 records showing how level 2
(ccnsultation from‘psychological, physical and acadeﬁic
.‘; sﬁecialists) was utilized in the classroom.' A

avL)
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Recommendation #4 Igdentification ‘and Classification Procedures

That the MCPS procedures for identification and classification of
d&

.. students as "mentally retarded " "emotionally handicapped,”" or ''learning

A disability" including the designation of "types and degrees'" be. admini-
[
stratively separated from the MCPS procedures for placement and treatment
) y . : BN
of the particular condition of the student. MCPS should egtablish definite

and local guidelines and criteria’for designating a .student as MR, EH, or

4 ) B
- . [

LD, along with"a system of chéckseand-balances to assure the validity of

L}

the classification which tdﬁEE/;Iace.
'] i

. Recommendation #5: StaffﬁDevelopment
< There.is need for-a comprehensiﬁe_staff development program for class-

)

»

" room teachers, administrators, pupil personmnel workers, and psychologists,

emphasizing; , v ; ' ’ .

&

a. noxmal educational differerices due to race. and socipeconomic status.

. . b. a basic orientation teo the'rolenof special educatibn as it promotes

" the coneept of mainstreaming as set forth in the Marflandmcontinnum.
¢. a clarification of tne services and differences'between cempensatory
education; remedial education, and special education.
, 4, training for teachers of'tne mentally retarded in group‘management;

language develdpmcnt, and dffective devéiopment;

[}

Recommendation #6: Testing Policy and Procedures . $

a. that MCPS Board of Educat ion adopt a written policy regulating

- psychological tests and testing procedures with special emphasis

on protecting ¥he rignts of ninority.students. ]
b. that a procedure for supervisionmof testing be established,
including an administratibe—professional revicw.of all test
#
reports, 'In addition, this procedure should require that all
N " diagnoses of "mcntal retardation," "emotional‘handicap" and-
cﬂQ. . "learpiing disabiiity" be reviewed by the Dzrector of Testing,

prior to making final educational decisiovs.
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c. that trained and certified psychologists (qualified- examgners)

be required to re-assume their testing role as diagnosticians

.. . - of MR, EH, and LD for official classification purposes even at

the expense of otherlassumed_duties. In addition, MCPS should - ~

seriously consider esgtablishing a small cadre of Board Certi-

. fied clinical-psychologists as Specialist in :the clgssification

P

' of MR, EH, and Iy o - '

o

. i d. that Special attention be given to the development of a psycho-

r

'logical-educational assessment battery which will be prescriptive .

in impact and not rely o IQ as a descriptor of the child's
ability to learn.. | | '

Recommendﬁtion #7 School Medical Advisors (SMA) °

That there be a review and clarification of the role of SMA's

, in the pla%ement process. We further recommend that: - ' .
. . : o

A ca. SMA's\should be trained pediatricians with a strong background

- . ~
. : . ‘ ’ -
. . . . .

in child development
b. attendance at In-School'and Area Screening should be mandatory

of SMA's. o -

c. SMA's should participate in yearly seminars to up-date knowledge
in child development ' and handicapping conditions in addition to _

participation in MCPS human relation training program.

. d. SMA's should participate in regularly scheduled in-service
a3 ~ / _
tgaining conference w1th teachers, psychologists, and school
administrators for exchange of professional.knowledge across

and betWeen‘diéciplines;

Recommendation #8: Parent Concerns

(8
Y- N

-

a. that parent- conferences, giving the results of testing and
proposed special education placement be held not more than

o six weeks after the testing has taken place,

;
574

9 1
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.b. that no child have to waf%fl&hger than six weeks after parental

notification, for placement to be effective.

c. that pupil personnel workers and other staff give additional ﬁﬁné -

and service to parentslof children placed in the program for the

.~emotibﬁa11y handicapped; if that pfogram is to be effective. -

<

Recommendation #9: Progrmﬁs

a, that a critical evaluation of Junior and Senior High School

[

- v

special education programs be conducted, utilizing a rigorous
. v . “ ‘
evaluation design, with a view toward correcting the present .
unsatisfactory situation in'regard to pupil progress and deﬁelop-
. . ! .

ment,

. b.. that a two yéar reevaluation cycle be established for all

"A;ntally retarded," "emotionally disturbed'>and "learning /)’

‘disabled students with a view toward utiliziﬁg test re-test

a

/—‘ . 1 v - N
. / data as one evaluation of program effectiveness.
~ ‘/> -’ .

Recommendation #10: Human Relations

a, that the time be;ng given.to certain "adult oriented" functions
L. ‘ within the Human Relations Department should be ‘reassessed and
that a priority be given to incrgasing the time gk§eﬁ to child
~ related problems and -~ to the training of teachers tp work with
. minority differences in»thg classroom.
b. that a humah relations coursé be developed which\wil} ?nstfﬁct

NEES MCPS staff on the socialization of Black children within the

dominent MCPS system: Special emphasis should be placed on- ; " F

the Strengtﬁs of the Black Family, as published by éhe Natidnal
. T | _

Urban League and. others. .

. R

| i
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' Re"emmncndation #11: Public Relations

) | - . .
s

' That MCPS undertake a-wide series of information efforts as descrlbed

in "Action Steps on Minorltx Relatlons'" (Decembex‘f"w?l&), however clearly

. +

"informing the system, par.ents, and the public of the differences between

.

C "special education," "compensatory education," "remedlal education, with
* ‘gpecial attention to clarifying programs for "exceptmnal childre ! from .

those of normal but disadvantaged and/or minority children.
. . ° L}

- . . . .
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INTERVIEW AND OBSERVATION PROCEDURES

’ A, ball Area Asslstant Superlntendent to arrange a meeting
’ (1) Area Asslstant Superantendent ' = ’
5 ) (2) 'Area Supervisor uf Pupil Serviees.
(3) Area Superv1sor of Supplementary Serv1ces, toéether.
SRR ’ i T a. Conduct Interv1ew (see questlonnafre) . .
;',‘ - B. Obtain schedule of ares screening meetlng 'and In School staffings | R R

/o for each school in the area.

-~

. ; o ,
(1) Arrange Drop-in~permission: to observe screening and placement .-
v I ”.?‘“ Coe . A . N . . A ! N
a T Co meetings, . e ' ‘ 1 ‘ N
r, . s \ -

‘CTivComplete Interview and Observations schedule for each meeting and

¢conference.

»

'D. Target Date for completion of observations and interviews 21 February
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MCPS INTERVIEW QUESTIONNATIRE

Instructions: Ask each_qpeﬁtion. Follow up with probes, when necessary.
Keep notes on responses sheet. o ' '

1. What are-the trqus ;nd gohls of spegial eduéation in - (MCPS).

. B . Probe: Programs get better - some get-worse: which MCPS specialv

e

-, ' - .education’ programs havé'improved - which need strengtheﬁing._

2. _Whére are minority students found within MCPS spécial education’
programs?

Probe: How do you explain th& fdact that there are three times
the mumber of minority students in the retardation programs?

3. What are the specific problems in placement of minofity students

a

. in.gpecial education programs?

- - _" Pi‘obe_:~ Can yoy think of én&aﬁiceptions to this process? -
Probe: Do you know of any case where the broceés didn't work? -

4, How can the present .diagnostic/assessment process be fairer to

MCPS minority g;udentsa : . .
( Probe: Tests and-tésting? s : ' ' T

Probe: Staff knowledge of problems of minogity'stgdents?

5. How tlosely do staff in your area follw the policy and procedures

' . for placement within the continuum concepts?

Probe: Ask for percentages, and effectiveness rating on’fblldying
the policy: c
Probe: Where are’ the pointé of difficulty in attempting to

follow the policy and procedures?

Q . - "1id
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OBSERVATION SCHEDULE
IN-SCHOOL STAFF INGS
AREA' SCREENINGS -

- : *  Sehool

Place

"

Date i C

»-

.Length of time for one case. o

1. Record who is preseht} Are a1l members of the team 'as defined .by the
¥ |
policy, present? ' '
& . : - :
2,  Obtain check list of services which. hdve beeq provided to puglls at

“y

Level 1,2,3,4." ot
3. What types of data afe'presente& to describe student behavior:
Opinions and Judééments L Yes - No

Obs‘e'x-';vat‘ional - formal

. L informal Yes g No

Interview - student g ' - . ,
e paregt ) ) Yes No

£,
- e . AR
- .

Tésting R . ‘ Yes No.

4. What is your jﬁdgement about the quality of data présented at the

»

confererice?

) : -Q-
5. How -are decisions. made? . .

6. What is the relation-of the discussion to parent.iéSpes?

4

7. Be certain to review student cumulative folders.
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SERVICE CHECKLIST

.
]
*

P .

Level 1 - What éerviqeé did the regulaf}claserom teacher énd/or Principal

L . -

st prescribe and carry out! i.e. isolation, gend to office, hurdle

e

:‘Levgl-Z'- ‘ o ,
(a) Supportland consultatien fréﬁ:
. fsychdi&gical speéialisfsA
‘“Pﬁysical specialiéfs
AcademicﬁsbecibliSCB
(b) gIﬁservice traiﬁihé} o

Comments:

Level 3 - . : ) B
o Jlu ,0 ‘ A‘ ’
L Direct assistance from a specialist
How much . .

Type

.

Supplgméntal Instruction

How;much

‘Type

Comments: ,

‘' ‘Level &4 -
( ' ,Diagno§tic/grescri§tive Teacher - Daily
Resource Room - Daily

Other: s

Has the child been referred to any public or .

Private external services? .

help, restructuring, rewards, punishments, etc.

Xes

Yes
Yes

"Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

- No

”No

No.

No

No

No

PR




. [T ‘other | Y
[l _/ Father '° ' o .
A / Guardian ’ . : : . [/ Special Class for Specific
| L/

Child's Age _ -
Child's_Sex: ' Retardation

Child's Race: .

Direc;ions.' For each question, please put an x in the box beside the answer that
seems most correct to you,

1.

. . \ . ’ ' : .
. Who 1is answering the questionnaire? Child's'Program:

[ N . AL i
l__/ - Behavior ' : o
L/ School work - VRS | o

Getting along with classmates I | o
| _/ Getting along with “"he teacher S aaeg .

iBefore your child was aetually placed in his special edug¢ation program,

\ - . PARENT SURVEY

Area

IERNTRR- LV ¥ L7 A S o B "
' Special Class for Emotionally
Handicapped

Learning Disabilities . .
Special Class for Mild ' '

l_/ Boy ) : - "~/ - catch-Up Class ' v
1/ .Girl- L_"___ Co e
‘ = i AN Special Class for Mild

: . Black - < Learning Hgndicaps

[ ] Native American (Indian) * .f_/ - I'm not certain of my child's

/[ ./ Oriental ] s program R
[/ -Spanish . ' e
[/ white : N o R

; QUESTIONNAIRE' R

_.1. s -
.

Who first suggested that your child might be having difficulties in Che regular
classroom?

. '
' S ' N c oA

asg o

l_/ 'His teacher - , .’ S
[/ The principal .° . : R t :
[/ The school coumselor . i . B -

/ /' _We, his parents .
4~_/-' Other (Please specify) __ , ' v

What kind“of difficulty was he having? (If there was more than qhe problem,
Pleaﬁe_mark the most important one) - R '

’

/ |/ Other (Please specify) . -

there were several things that happened or that you were told about that
wmay or may not have been very clear to you.

.-

a. How clear was the school in explaihing your child's difficulties to you?

The Tachool was very clear.

[ _/ The school was not completely clear. :
J[-./} The schoel was not clear at all L et . - T
[/ I don't recall. ' . T 0 :

=y
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b. «Duriﬁg‘the paYchologiéal“ﬁesthg of yodr child, how clear was the
8chool in explaining to you what was going on? L ‘/)//

/_/ . The school was very clear. . - ' -
[/ The school was not completely clear. ' .
. [/ The school was not clear at all. i
. L/ 1Idon't recall. . v b

P

c. After the tests were finished, ‘there was a meeting which you went to.
The psychologist told you how your child did on the tests and told you
what he thought the tests meant. Was what the psychologist said clear
to «ygu? : '

It was very clear. : .

It was not completely clear. : - /.

It was not clear at all. :

I don't recall,

There was no meeting.

NRARN

d. Did you feel free to ask the psychologist and others in the meeting all
the questions that you wanted to ask?

: I felt completely free to ask questions.

L_/ 1 felt somevhat free to ask questions.

/_/ 1 .did not feel free to ask questions.

l_/ I don't recall how I felt. '

l_/ There was no meeting.

4..«Bef§re yourﬁchild started his special education program; you may or may not
have expected some of the things that happened ot that you were told about,

. ._~8. Wer€ you surprised when the school. first told you that jour child was

‘having difficulty in the regular classroom?
/ 1 was not surprised.

[/ 1 was somewhat surprised.

[ _/ 1 was very surprised. ;-
[/ 1 don't recall. ' ~

-
1

b. Were you surprised at what tbe‘psychologist told you about the results
of the testing? '

)

/[ -/ 1 was not surprised,
% [/ 1 was somewhat surprised. N

L/ 1 was very.surprised.

‘[_/ 1 don't recall,

. ' ~ - ‘

¢. Were you surprised when special education was. suggested to you by the
school? . .

[::7 I was not surprised.

[/ I was somewhat surprised.
[/ I was very surprised.
/__/ I don't recall.
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'S. You may or may not havé agreed witu whlt you were told about your child's l N
difficulties.” L
. ,.l"
B .a. Did you asree with what the school first said about your child's Having
g . . difficulty? ;

. ™
R

IR TRy A T agreed completely. _ ' ’ ’ 1

*:'aq;L:EA?\ & I agreed somewhat, : , ) o
R A A disagreed . g : _
‘5'.""'_»;. j’;f} b l / I don't recall . : ) o v ¥
é ",. ... 't;‘.": ;.‘..\ "-.—~ ‘. :‘ o g‘ ' .
ERCE R T Did you agree with what the paychologiet said your child'a difficulty waa?
. ,,.e‘ . ‘: e “ '
S P / ’7 I agreed completely. : , ' - -
’ / '/ I agreed somewhat. A '
YA | disagreed : . ¢ .
/ / I dOn t recall, ’

_..6. You may or may not have felt that you could trust the judgment of the school
‘ in doing cergain things. ,

A .
PR b

. . Did you feel that you could trust the judgment of the school when they
: auggested testing? B ‘ JECIE

/ '/ I felt that I could ccmpletely trust their judgment.
'l "/ 1 felt some doubts.
/_ '/ 1 did not feel that I.could trust the school at all.
l_/ 1'm not sure how I felt. . o
, . :

?

b. Did: you trust the school tod what was best in recommending a special
education program for your child? - .
¢
/7 1 felt that I could completely trust their judgent.
[ ./ 1 felt some doubts.
/[ ./ I did not feel that I could trust their judgment.
[ ,/ I'm not sure how I felt. Y “« o ow

7. You may or may not have felt that you had much choice in what was done before
your child was in special education. e _
] : 3 ‘ o L]
a. Did you feel that you had any choice about the testing?
: ”~

/ "7 1 felt that I had a lbt of choice.

./ .I felt that I had some choice. .
/[ ./ T did not feel that I had any choice at all. o
; T/ / I don't recall. ] . | ‘5 {
- 4

b."Whén the school suggebted or recommended a special education program for
your child, did you feel that you had any choice? T

-

Y 1 felt that I had a lot of choice. - #
L/ 1 felt that I had some choice.

l_-./ I did not feel that I had any choice at al
l_/ I don't recall:
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10.

11.

12'

13.

-

At certain times you may or may not heve fel;'that yéur child was being
treated fairly. S TP _ .

. A ¥ B . ’ / ' v
a, Did you feel that the tesving was fair?

[/ / 1 felt that it was completely fair. :
"/ / 1 felt that it was fair in some ways,unfair in dthers.
[/ 1 felt thal” it was unfair. . - . RN
-/ / I'm not sure how I felt. :

b. Did you feel that in suggesting special education, the people in the
meeting were being fair to your child?

1/ 1 felt that they were be@ng completaly fair.

/__/ 1 felt that they were being fair in some ways, upfair in others.
[/ 1 felt that they were being unfair : ' T
./ I'm :ot sure how I felt.

Did you feel ‘that the testing was necessary? o .

a -

L/ I felt that the testing was very necessary.

[/ I felt that the testing was necessary in some ways. ~
[/ 1 felt that the testing was unnecessary. .
[ / I'm not sure how I felt, .

Did you feel that the special education progfam waslappropriate?

l./ 1 felt that it was. very appropriate.

1/ I felt that it might possibly be appropriate. - _
[/  I,felt that it was inappropriate. ) "
[/  1'mnot sure how I felt. i
After the testing of your child began, how ‘long was {t before the school met
with you to suggest or recommend a program?

l__/ Three weeks or less. ~

ya) Three weeks to three .months.

/__/ Three months to nine months. =~ - °
[/ More than nine months.

After it was declded to place your chil&.in the special education program,

how long did it take before he was actually placed there?
. : ~

[::7 Less than a week.

l__/° One week to one month. : : /
1/ Onc month to four months.
l__/ More than four months. " \

1

How satisfied were you, in general, with the whole process of testing and
placing your child in special education?

Ll _/ 1 was very satisfied.

L/ I was satisfied in some ways, not in others. .

[/ 1 was not satisfied at all. ' . .
l_/ 1I'm not sure. .-

: -4 ‘919’ .

+
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14. Did you feel that the school was regponsible for your child's difﬁicultieséi
, ' . (

R [/ 1 felt that the school was entirely responsible.

/ _/ - I felt that the school contributed to the problem.

/_/ I did not feel that the school was responsxble

/ / I'm not sure how I felt. oo

15 In your opinion, how has your .child been doing sig:f being in his special

| ) education class? .

a. How has his behavior been? .

. [/ BeCCeé'
/ -/ The same - ) '
- [ / WVorse . : - - . SN
b. How does he get aldag with -his classmates? a
. [/ Better '
v [/ The same iy
p [ |/ Worxse )
¢. How doeg he get, along with children outside of his clasa? 2
Better Y
The same ‘ .
Worse ‘ 3 ' . . ) -

oes he get aivng wiiti adulis?

AR

o -

[/ Better. : . - I
L./ The same
/ / Worse S .
v N FER
o e. How géeg he feel about himself?' )
[/ Better
: [ / The same
[/ Worse : i v -

¥. How is he doing in reading?

Better
The same . .

[/ Worse o

g. How is he doing in arithmetic?

\[_] Better
‘The same
Worse

N

T




16.

17.

18.

W

h. How does- he like school?

L Better . T - -
[/ The same ) '
[__j Worse ' . R S—

i, Is he learning more? . g - o . .

More
[ / The same" P v o -
[ / Less - _ C .

How do you feel about your child leaving special education and entering

regular progtam? .
[/ 1 feel that it will be easy. ‘ T
[/ I feel that it will be somewhat difficult.
[/ I feel “that it will be very difficult. - -

-

How long do you' feel your child will be in special education?

-

. One semester _ L
" One or two years :

Two to five years : :
Indefinitely o .

,Etttr

How do you feel aBout your child's/being in special education now?

I'm glad he's there. B U .
I have some doubts about his being there. ,
/__/ I don't think he belongs in there. '

/l_/ TI'm not sure. .

.

If you have any addirional comments that you think would be helpful please

write them here.
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