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SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS G

e T, T T e T T e =
1. Between 1968 and .1973, 51,28'8,456 of Title VI-B Funds were spent in Oregon to
‘provide service to”5,947 handicapped children in 133 projects conducted by 58 local

education agencies. The average per child cdst across all handicapping conditions was . %
8217 g

R - 2. The deaf-blind and TMR populations in Orego.n would not }iavé-beén' served had Title
s+ VI-B not been available'between 1968 and.1970. ’

»
R4 s

3. The allocation of projects to the various counties in Oregon appears to be appropriate as
. . . L4 . *
the majority of projects were awarded to the greatest areas of population.

A N
4. In-service training was provided to 1,500 professional staff, vSfunteers and parents to - i
assist local education agencies to successfully implement their projicgs. ) T
T 5.0fall projects funded for an academic year, SSZ% are still operational oh local, state or ’ .
. other federal funds. , . 4 . . Co Lo .
6. Of all projects funded for the summer only, 44% are still operational. .
i . ) -
’ 7. For the 92 projects still operational, the original funding. was $637,306. Current funding
- . from other sources for these projects is $2,145,793 which reflects an overall increase of
$1,508,487, " o . S ) ,
. 8. Of the $2,145,793 for %ontinued Projects, 54% is from local fungds, 21% is. from state
funds, and 25% is from other federal funds. T ’
' N ) A g _
' 9. Th‘e\majority of the local ediication agencies indicated that the utilizagion of a third party :
’ ' evaluator allowed them to ,_r_noze adequately serve handicapped children. .. = * /
’ & ‘ '& B J ‘ . ’ 9
’ . ‘ ) . . ‘o , ‘
10.The majority of local education agencies feel that $taff from' the State ‘Department of . '
Education and the third party evaluators' provided them with syfficient ap?apprcpriate '
technical assistance. t ! ] ) . .
’ L & N v
‘ s S . ~= : ’ y 4;
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Title VI-B monies should be_awarded as “seed money’ only and not used for long term

- support of local education agency projects. .
Rationale: The “seed money” concept has demonstrated itself to be successful. The mean
"funding for projects between 1968—1973 was $9,687. For thost projects funded for an
“"academic year, 87% are stllraperatlona] on other funds. '

— — v ) 7~

2. Continue the' utilization of third party eualuatton for all Title VIB Projects and ‘.
incorporate this evaluation model in ofher state and federally funded special education
programs. T
Rationale: The concensus of the local educatiop agencies is that third party evaluation
forced them to provide better service for handicapped chn]dren In addition, the Bureau
of Education for the Handicapped (BEH), U.S. Office of Education, felt that Oregon was
stccessful in demonstrating the impact of Title'VI-B funds, and that the information was
useful for planning. Teaching Research has discovered in working with a large number of
other states’that the “*Oregon Model” can be applied to a wide variety of programs.
3. (,ontmue the policy of fundmg academtc or year long projects in lieu ofsummer only
projects. ’
Rationale; Between 1968 and 1973, 87% ' of those projects funded for an academ;c year
. are sull operational while anly 44‘7j theprojects funded for a summer are operational.
4 Enaourage local education agencies to design programs to examine. the effectiveness of \
" integrafion,of the handicapped child into regularpubllc school classrooms ar}f\vocatlonal
prograras for the handtcapped.clyld -
Ratiomale:, These two ajeas a.re demonstrated needs in the state. Tlt]e VI-§ funds have not
becn used to examine éhese ‘areas and by, providing “s ey” it may be possible to
encourage the development ‘of some exemplary pro_]ect.s that can, serve as a model for the
. ' rest of the state. A S ) [ s

' Rationale: Needs and prorities change frequpnt]y for spec1a1 educatlon m"S-segefr“Hk,

order to assure that Title VI-B\unds are used for the greatest special educatlon néeds, a

needs survey should be conducted at ]east every three years. P ,

. 6. Funding levels awarded to lgcal education agenc:es should &pproximate the average
pro]ect costs over the last eight years, i.e. $10; 000 | per project.

Ratlona]e 87% of the academic year projects are Stl]] operational. The mean cost of these
prOJects per year is $9,637. 'Local education agencies should participate with local
", contribution whenever"posmble during first year projects. For second and third year
funding the local districts should be encouraged to ipcrease their fiscal participation. If
the federal support for a partlcu]ar project is slgmflcantly larger, one runs the risk that.
the district will become too dependent and reduce the likelihood that the project can be
continued locally. - : -




1 \
7. Loc{d education agencies‘that have not\regeived Title VI-B funding in the past should be

! - encouraged and assisted to write-a propgsal. ’
: Rationale: Mﬁny projects in small rural areas have been funded and many of these are still
operational. Had Title VI-B funds not been available, this service would not have been
' provided to handicapped childreri. There are sevetal ‘other local education agencies that,

have either. not applied or not been funded. The reason for this should be systematically:

exammed and"where possnble the district should be encouraged to submit.

8. Insefvxce training components of Title "VI-B pro]ects. should be funded only if they are
requxred to provide service to a specific group of handicapped children.

. Rationale: The precedent of Tlt’le VI-B funds in Oregon being used for direct service to
' children shou]d be continted. A very large number of persons have received inservice
training in conjunction with direct service projects. There would appear to be little merit
in changing this proc dure and funding projects that were only concerned with inservice
training. ' S, L . N
¢ -

4
a

9. When selecting a thifd party evaluator, insure t‘hat the potential evaluators have a wide
. . range of.gpecxal education expertise as well as ebaluation skills.

Rationale: Third party evaluators need to.be able to talk with special educators about
project content. This gives local education agency staff confidence in the third party
/ evaluator and subsequenjly makes the third party eva]uanon more effeenve
- " 1t needs to be stressed that a very xmportant part of the third party evaluation process is
. the on-site visits, and every effort should be made to insure that these visits are made by
"both the third party evaluator and the State Department representative.,

Ratlonale Frequent and -scheduled visits by the third .party evaluators and Statg
epartment representatives provide the following service to local education agencnes
) " (a) Reinforce the project staff for their efforts:
™ (b} Solve problems that the local education agency staff are experieriting before they
" become major ones;  ° .
{€) Provnde(gedback and assist in planning; .
(d) Help the project prepare for writing their final report; and o >
(e) In general, assure that there is communication between the local education agency,
the Staté Department of Education and the third party evalufator.

-
-

S The" step by step procedures contained in the document Training for the Utilization of
. ,Thtrd Party Evaluation should be followed very closely

, Ratlona]e The_ chronological steps for the Local Education Agencies, State Department
"of Education .and Third Party Evaluator are precise and written in detail. Following:these
steps insures that each activity will be completed by each agency at the right time. Using
these procedures, the whole process can be easily monitored. This redu;:es communica-

-+ tion errors and c]early spells out responsibilities that help to avoid any “surprises” at the

end of the project. g \g ¢
. . R
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GENERAL INFORMATION =~ =

-

N

Report Purpose

A . .
. ‘_‘Smce'“th_c summer_of 1968, 133 projects have been funded to 58 local education

~ - 77~ agencies’int Oregon throuph Title VEB funds. The Coordinator of Federal Programs at the
' Oregon State Department of Education expressed an intergst in knowing what impact

- — ~ - — THESE Projects navema—en handlcappeé{hﬂdrenw egofi. Leﬂseqﬁeﬂy ~a-cofrtract - was
awarded to the Exceptional Child Research Program of Teaching Research, A Division of°
the Oregon State System of Higher Education, to conduér a suryey of all projects that’

' had been previously funded under Title VI-B funds to determme the current status of
‘these projects as to the number of children they were serving, the number of staff used to
serve the children and che number of dollars that were being expended’ Cofequﬁently, the
" purpose of this report is to provide a current summary ofthe status of all pro_]ects funded
bctween 1968 and 1973 under Title VI-B funds.

L3

. ESEA Title VI-B, Public Law 91-330, Education of the Handicapped
Title VI of ther Elementaty) and Secondary Educatlon Act of 1965, P.L: 89 750, as,
amended, authorizes that the U.S. Commnssxoner of Education make grants for the
purpose of assisting states 1n the initiation, expansion and improvement of programs-and
projects for the education of handicapped cHildren at the preschool elementary and
- secondary school levels. The term “handlcapped children” mcludes the melftally retarded,
“hearing impaired, deaf, ‘speech " impaired, visually impaired, seriously ‘emotionilly
“disturbed, crippled. or other health lmpalred children who because of.their handicaps
require special education and gelated services. The handicapped child must have the
mental health and ability to benefit from specialreducation. No lower age limit is set in
the Handicapped Child Law, but an upper age limit of 21 years is specified.

»

o . Children who are mentally retarded and who meet eligibility criteria receive education
through special classes. Oregon law sets the age range for mentally retarded children
. between 6 and 21 years of age. - - . . . !

"

Y Y K A
Deﬁmtlons ofHandtcappmg Condltlons

Blind: A legally blind child is one whose corrected vision in the better eye is 20/200 or
less or one whose visual fleld is restncted to five degrees or less at 20 feet.

‘ Parttally Sighted. A partlally sxghted Chlld is one whose corrected vision in the better eye

is 20/70 or less or one who cannot function at an academic level commensurate with_his
mental ability because of an eye problem. '

Deaf: A deaf child is one whose sense,of hearmg is nenfurictional even with a hearing aid,
and who is unable to understand speech and develop language successfully without
specnahzed instruction. , -~ ‘ ' .

Hard of Hearing: A hard of hearmg child is one whose sense of hearmg’although
defective, is functional with or without a hearing aid, and who develops speech and language
through his hearing. : . : \




*

Speech ln'zpaircd' A child is considered to have a speech probllem " r ' :

(a) when he has difficulty in one/or a combination of the four parametérs of speech:
artljulatlon phonation, rhythm and symbolization;

-

(b) when his speech deviated from the accepted general’developmental,‘age norms;

(c) when his speech ditficuities int 1ntertere Wit co}nmunfﬂmﬂﬁa .

e T e N
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- I Cﬁp?led‘ Crippled children are those who have oz‘ hopedic condmons or motor

‘learning disabilities. - .

impairments, congenital or acquired, which tempordrily o

| continuously prevent successful .
functioning in an educational ptogram. f

Clironically HI: These children have chronic physical conditions which temporarily or
continuously prevent successful functioning in a regular educational program.

* Extreme Learning Problems. Children with extreme learning pro?lems have potentially
average or above average ability but show an inability to profit from regular classroom
methods or materials. They may be, or will become, extreme under-achievers in reading,
spelling, or arithmetic. The broad category of extgeme learning problems 1ncludes children
described by such terms as brain injured, neurologically handicapped, and’ educationally

handicapped .and children, described as having minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, or
. &

Emotionally Disturbed: These are children who require special education in order to
obtain the education of which they are capable beRayse they are socially or emotionally
maladjusted to the extent thal\they cannot make satisfyctory progress in the regular school
program. . _ . -

».. -

Educable Mentally Retarded: Mentally retarded children include children between th e

ages of 6 and 21 who:

.

(a) becatise of well established, retarded, intellectual development are inegpable of

receiving a common school education through regular classroom jnstruction, but

C whose intellectual ability would indicate a possible ’scholagtic attainment of third
grade level with the benefit of special instructional Alethods and

(b) are competent in all aspects of the school environment except academic.

Multiple Ham{tcapp’éd Multlple handicapped children have combrnat&ons of varfous v
thandicaps which may require several special education’services 1nclud1ng, in somé cases, the
services of teachers with varipus fl:\x*\..s of specral trammg, such as teachdrs ofchlldrgn who
arf deaf-blind (ORS 343.301)\) R f \

" ! / - /
’ ) . ]

&

' . -

Elrgrble Aencies |, .,

, Ten percent of Oregon’s Title VIpB money is allocated to the Oregon Depart vrt f
Educatlon to operate specisl education projects which have statewide significante. The
remalmng 90% of the money is ancated to local educatlon agencies. A “local edukation
* agency” is deﬁned in Title VI-B regulatrons as:, . /




LI - h

A ]
A public board of education or other public authority legally consmtuted'thhm a
state” for either administrative control or' direction of or to perform a service
" function for, public elementary or secondary schools in a city, county, township,’
school district, or other political ‘subdivision of a state or such combination of .

school dlstm‘cts or counnes as are recogmzed in a state as an administrative axzencv

tor 1ts pubhc e1ementarﬂr secondary schools. The term also 1ncFudes any otner

. public insgitution or agency having alirmmstratlve control and direction of a

public elementary or secondary schoolg .

e e R a ——~

e = ——r T e T

A“”','_ ;"_'"”Tple VTB runds cannot be granteH to state operated?choors or to nonpublic schools.

Provisions are made for handicapped children in state operated schools under Public Law
89-313. Handlcapped children attending nonRubhc schools have the opportunity to receive

the benefits of Title .VI-B through local education : agencles >
Q c . N
) -, ! . - /\\ 'a , <
Program Purpose

Title VI-B grants aid to the states in the initiation, expansion, and j mprovement of
programs and projects to improve the.education of handicapped children at the preschool,
elementary, and secondary levels. Ti

le VI-B is not a general support program nor is it"a
construction, media, or training act. ft is a child centered program ofspecxal education, and
almost any type of,a(f?xty or servic¢ can be supported under this title if it is designed to

meet the special education and-related needs of participating handicapped children.

Title VI-B funds are generally Ysed tq stimulate the development of comprehensive
quality programs and services to sfipport activities which ate in 2dditién to or go b beycnd
basic state supported special educaftion programs. Thus, federal funds wou%
be ysed to establish “more specia| classes for retarded children or to employ addmonal

ecial education staff for this arealor for other special education.areas.

Program Guidelines : o ' i

Application forms for Title VIB funds are available from the Oregan Department of
Education. Applications must cofitain five- legible copies\of the application form. The
original copy of the application udt be signed by the authorized representative of the
applicant agency. Project applicitions’ received after the application deadline will be
disqualified. The application, deadline will be annouqqc{t\y the State Director of Special
Education. » . )

- . o .

Applications submitted by loca educanon agencies under Title VI-B will be evaluated by
an ad hoc project review team. This team may include superintendents, irectors of special
educatioh, supervisors, 'teachers principals,” college faculty, representatlon from privase
schools, allied fields and other personnel with experience in special edycation from public
and nonpubhc agencles through ut Oregon.

- Foundation of the TitlewVl program within any state is the State/Plan, the contract or
agreement between the state/ and the U.S. Office of Education,/for the operation of
programs and projects for handlcapped children at the preschool, elementary and secondary
school levels. The plan submitted by the State of Oregon was approved by the.State
Department of Education on April 10 968 with an effective date of April 18, 1968, This
plan was approved by the U.S. Office Educatlon on May 5, 1968.

-

-

nerally not .




. The State Plan descnbed the pres
children. This descnptlon is EXce
of the Title VI Prograws in the State of Oreg
the administration of Title VI within the stat

' /
R T + .- -- - - P -

.

e i orderto &cfmm—ﬂﬂeh—pfojcfwmw%ﬁdeéﬂﬂdef—'i% the—Se&ee—Depaﬁ-ﬂm&-——-—-

. of Education, with the assistance of the Advisory Committee, defined and selected the '

tollowmg criteria for establishing priorities for funding projectsand programs: 7

, 1. The extent to which the project will provide special education services to categories of

handicapped children who are not being served: adequately t}ﬂrough the state special

education program.

Yy 2. Adequacy of desc(rnptlon and documentation 6f the need for the special education =
= service described in the project. Htghé&t priority is given to projects fhat stress unmet ’
needs by documenting the number of handicapped children who require the propoged
special education services. . ' -

3. Extent to w]uch the project stresses early indéntification of handicapped children and
_includgs aspects of early tredvment. Highest priority is given to projectSthat provide
. preschool special-education services to hand:capped children.

4 Adequacy of the project procedures for 1dent1fymg the hachgApped children to be
served. Highest priority is gwen to projects thatprovtde adequate dtagnOSttc pro)xsxons
for selecting children who need special educatfon.

5. Extent to ‘which the project is of sufficient size, scope and qua]xty to give reaaonab]e
‘ assurance of meeting t?)e educational Jeeds of handncapped children o be served. «
Highest priority is given to projects that provide special educatzon services which focus
on manageable mombers df handicapped children qualifgtng for the service and.to ©
pro]ect,s that are desxgned o prowde comptehensive service Yor thes? children. . «

S e
-

4.

6. Evidence of suppleméntation of the regular school program by the propased project or
program. Highest priority is given to projects thai made specific realistic plans for
integrating handicapped cluldren served by .the pro]ect back into the regular. sthool

program , ‘o . , / .
. f . ‘ | /
-7. Extent to which other community and state résources are represented in the planning * ",
;  and operation of the project gr gfogram. Highest priority is given to those projects that

\s/, " made full use of dgher community and state resources in the planning und operatzon of ’

the project.

provided in® the p::éaject Highest priority is gwen to 'projects that mc]ude specxftc

8. Provisions for eba]uatmg the effectiveness of the specna] education sétdices to b( ,
evaluation proc’edureg which are consistent with the ob]ectwes of the project.

9. Provnslons for participation of qualified, nonpublic schdol handicapped children in the
project. Highest en%?tty is given to projects that make prov:s:on for partzc’\atton of .
eligible hand:capped children enrolled in piivate schools. .

-
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- ayailable and appropriate to meet the needs of the project children”
. , - N

b 4

) > .
i . : ~

10. Ad\eqﬁacy of the size and qualifications .of the staff. Highest priority is given to
projects employing. or purchasing the services of well qualified staff. The rafio of
project staff to'the number of handicapped children should be higl: enough to insure
effective service, T ' . R

-

®11, Adequacy of the facilities, both existing and preposed, for conduct of she project or
. program. Highest priority is given'to projects where school facilities are already
12. Ecoriomic etficiency of the proposed budget. Highest priority is gjiven to those projects
that list a detailed budget of espimated amount of funds required for operation of the
project including cost-servicing ratios that are consistent with the sj)ecial\education
services to be provided. ,

s
“‘ . - . .

"~ *Evaluation Model * =2

From the inception of the Title VI-B s}o\‘gram in Oregon,»it was determined that
Oregon should havé, as pat of its Title VI-B Plan, a Third Party Evaluation. Conse_quently,

the State Départment of Ediication co};_racted with Teaching Research; A Division of the
Oregon State System of High Educatich, for technical assistance for the &eve]opment of a
“third party evaluation plan for Oregon for Title VI-B. The reporsof the evaluation of the
summer 1968 funded projects ynder Title VI-B is contained”in Impact of the Title VI
'Programs in.the State of Oregon. ‘ .

@

This eva]uatipn’ model wa-s,c'onsidere,dr so acceptable by not only the state Department of
Education but also by the U.S. Office of Education that it was continued for subsequent
funding periods. The following is a summary of third par®y evaluators for subsequent

Impact reports:

X
3 “Year Report, - Third Party Evaluator
1968-69 Impact 2 TeactMy Research -
'1968-Summer Impact 3 . University of ‘Qregon
1969-70 * Impact 4 " ‘Teaching Research .
1970-71 Impact 5 .Teaching Research
1971-72 «  Impact 6 . Teaching Research
197273 Impact 7 \ Tgaching Research

The third party evaluation was conducged in Oregap using the following model: afterthe

7 projects had been “selected for funding by an ad hoc advisory committee,. research
consultants from the Teaching Research Division and the Coordinator of the Title VI

* programs within the State met’ with each of the project directors prior to the
cymmencemeént of the project. The purpose of this meeting was to finalize an evaluation
plan for the particular project. This final evaluation plan entailed the determination of

- whichwmeasurement instruments were to'be used and the method of conducting the
‘measureinents with these instruments. '

* . i
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During the schuol vear, Teaching Research consultants visited each project twice fo insure
that the evaluation procedures were being provided -as planned. Special education
consultants of the State Department of Education visited projects associated with their
speciality, not only serving as advisors to project directors in the conduct of this project, but. .
also concerning themselves with the progress of the evaluation. ‘Finally, the Title VI
Coord:nator visited each of the projects as a further check to insure.thart their progress and

- evaluation procedures were proceeding in accor'dhnr;g with the plan.
NS ..

After the final report of each project was prepared and submitted by the project director,
4 . .. . .

the reduits were examingd. treated statistically where necessary, and’determination made as
to how successfully the project.achieved its stated purposes.

The cost to the State for this third party evaluation by the Teaching Research Division in

$1973-/74 was $22,407 which includéd not only the initial planning with project directors

" and wisits to project sites. but 3lso the drafting of this report, including computer usage for
statistical computations. . , .

Thus evaluation plah which 1s atilized by the Oregon Department of Education to evaluaté
Title VI Projects has been selected as an exemplary model by the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped (BEH), U.S. Office of Education in Washixigton. D.C. Staff from BEH have
repeatedly indicatel to staff at the State Department of Education that this evaluation plan
and theresultng Impact reports are uni§de in the United States. BEH staff are particularly
interested because the Oregon Title VI projects have objectives that Fre stated’in precise
behavioral terms, evaluation strategies that are applicable to" the objectives and result in an
ability to demonstrate behavioral changes in handicapped children.

S

These ‘components allow BEH to {aresenkd?o’ Substantiate that monies spent for Title © ‘
Vi resulted in positive changes in handicapped children. The result of this is that the federal
. money appropriated for services for handicapped children has been imcreased since thie
inception of Title VI in 1968.

-
+

Methodology . o,

Six staff members from Teaching Research were responsible for collg‘éting the data from
the various school districts who had previously been funded by Title VI-B funds. One of
these staff members acted as coordinator of thegroject.

initially a meeting was held with the six staff to determine what pertinent information
needed to be gathered from .the various school districts. After this information had been
compiled, the coordinator of the project designif* a questionnaire which could be used to
gather the inférmation for the local districts (See Appendix A). The cover page containing
general “information« about the project was usually filled our in advance by Teaching
Research staff. The first thing that we wanted the local education agency staff-to tell us was

_ whether or not théir project-was still operational.

"If 1t was, the questionnaire asked the number of children it was serving, the number of

- staff being utilized, 'and the current amount of budget available. In addition, questions were
asked regarding the source of the urrent budget. Also, the questionnaire asked the grojects
to 1dentify the type of children being served as t¥ their handicapping condition. Four other

O
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questions wé—e’asked with regard to the third party evaluation model that’has been used in
Oregon since 1968. These were: . ; : _
(1) Did the' Oregon Board of Education provide adequate and/or appropriatcﬁ, iy ,
. « techmcal assistance to your project? ¢ % T ’ . - - .
(2) Did the third party evaluators provide adquate and/or appropriate evaluation i e

to your project? s .. *,
your proj . \ . N

- {3) Make a statement as to the advantages of third party éva/lyation;-and c

P
, _ - ¥ Make a statemen: as to the disadvantages of third party evaluation.
. .‘ 7 )

Since we were asking Jocal education agencies special edircation staff %o go back and
retrieve information from six years back in some cases, it was anticipated that the directofs
of special educatiart or the projest directors in the local. education agencies might be -
reluctant ta respond to the questionnarre. Cofisequently, Teaching Research staff decided to
offer each of the project-directorsa $25 stipend for a prompt responle to the questionnaire
for all Tacle Vi projects for which they had been funéegi'. The result of this procedure was
that ¢ach of the 58 agencies who were funded for the 133 projects responded and provided.
the required data.

Affer the first page of the questionnaire’ was filled out by the proje;'taff using generdl”
information readily available ff8m past Impact reports, questipnnaires were mailed to the
local education agencies on April 26, 1974 with a cover letter which can be seen in
Appendix B. » - t ' ‘

. Seven days after the questionnaires were mailed, the 58 agenciés were allocated to the six
Teaching Research staff members who telephoned all of those local education agencies that
had either one or two Title VI-B projects fun'ded.‘lnformatior} was secured - over the
telephone to complete each questionnaire and then the local education agency staff was -
asked'to inail the questionnaires in as well, In some cates it was necessary to call the local
education agency back a second or third time to-clanfy c:enain items on the questionnarre.
For those local education agencies who had more than two projects funded, it -was

T determined that telephoning would be an inappi’op.ria'te procedure. Consequently, Teaching . -

. Research staff made appointments with the local education agency staff and went out &=

on-site td'visit them and secure the mformation through an interview.

.

-

As the questionnaires ‘came in;gi Teaching Research they were filed in notebooks
according to the year in which the.project was originally funded. The coordinator of the
project then had the responsibility to summarize this raw data. Research assistants were
employed to compile the data into the various tables and do whatever work was necessary
. on a calculator to ger totals and means, which are displayed. After the tables were ‘
. - formulated, the coordinator of the proje‘ct analyzed the data,.drew conclusions and made

-recOmmendations. . -
1] ' .

o
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- TABLES , {
« ] . -
Introduction to Table 1
Table L 1s summary of the number of projects funded through Tidle VI-B funds by the
Oregon State Department of Education frem 1968 through.1973. Impact 1 through Impact
7 are reports of the acuwities for those funding periods. Impact 1 (1968) and Impact 3

“1969; reportv’d projects that wete condicted during the summer only (June—August, by/ :

,

local districts. Impacts 2, 5, 6, and 7 are repdrts of projects funded primarily for the.
academic year September—June}. Impact 4 reports the results 6f both summer and th/e

academic year for the years 1969-70. A

Sums ata in Table 1

The data 1n Table 1 ndicites that 133.projects were funded to local education agencies

tween June 968 and June 1973. Fifty-five projects were funded for the summer only
and *8 were funded for the academic vear. The Coordinator of. Federal Funds from QOSDE
determined after [mpact 4 1969-70: that no more summer projects would be funded. This
change was made due to a reccommendation made by “Teaching Research in Impact 4. The
child data indicated that summer projects did not have slgmﬁcant tmpact on chlld behavior
to warrant the c\pendlture offunds .

From an examination and count of all 133 projects, these data. showed that 58 local
education agencies conducted them. There was a range of projects funded yearly from 9
{Academic year 1968 -69) to 24 {Summer 1969). The mean number of projects funded for
summer only was 11 and for the academic year the mean was 16. Overal] the mean was 19

for seven funding periods. . .
TABLE 1 ' ’
_Number of Title VI-B Projects Funded ‘
. {1968:1973) T @
. - PROJECTS ) ’ "
Funding Period . SUMMER . ACADEMIC YEAR TOTALS
Impact 1,1968 - 20 ' - .20 .
Impact 2, 1968-69 ‘ — .9 ‘ 9
 Impact 3, 1969 . u - 24 |
Impact4, 196970 o 9 4 - 23 .
impact 5, 187071 . - 18 . 18
Impact 6, 1971-72 ] T 17 R T ' |
Impact 7, 1972:73 1 " .20 . .2 | . ‘1

TOTALS 55 78 L 133




Introduction to Table 2 ' i

Table 2 summarizes the number and percentage of children served by handicapping
condition with Taele VI B funds from 1968 through 1973. Both the total childrgn served by
funding period and by handicapping condition are noted. In addition, the percentage of the
total children served by handicapping condition by year aid for all seven funding periods
are listed. ’ s . i

-
' *

\ .

Summar'y of Data in Table 2 - : ' -
These data indicate that 5,947 children were served from 1968 through 973 with Title
VI-B funds. The number served per funding period ranged from 334 in 1968—69 to 1,877 in
1970-71. The mean number of children served per funding period during this time was 850.
With regard to the 1,877 children served in 197071, it should be noted that 1,056 of these -
were hearing impaired chdren who were evaluated by an audiologist in Jackson County.

.

With regard to the number of children served by handicapp(i:g condition, the range was
from 39 .deafiblindj to 1,695 (hearing impaired). When analyzing these data, one should be
aware that EMR, TMR, multiply handicapped and deaf/blind programs funded under Title
VI-B funds generally serve children.in small self<ontained classtooms of 5 to 10 children,
while the visually impaired, hearing impaired, and speech impaired children are served on an
iinerant, ntermittent basis. Consequently, one can understand why such an inordinately
larger number of children were served in this second group. vy

K

Data for the TMR population would indicate that for four funding periods from 1968 "
through 1970 a range of from 20% ta 29% of all children served were TMR. However, from
1970 through 1973, the range was from 6% to 9%. The reason for this dramatic reduction in
service was that until 1970 Oregon had no other funding for TMR programs. in 1970, the
Oregon Legislature provided the Mental Health Division of bregon with a budget to serve
this population. Consequently, this became less of a funding priority for Title VI-B funds.

The same facts were true of the deaf/blind children. One can see that 39 deaf/blind
children were served between 1968 and 1970. After 1970, all deaf/blind children were
served under federal funds disseminated by the Northwest Regional Program for Deaf/Blind
Children. Consequently, Title VI-B funds were not available for deaf/blind programs.

One should also note the numbers and percentage of learning disabled and emotionally
disturbed children served beginning with th§ 1971-72 academic year and continuing, '
through the 1972-73 academic year. For learning disabled, 193 children were served in
1971=72 representing 25% of the total population; 1972-73 data indicates 333 learning -
disabled children were served representing 36% of the population” In 197172, 25% of the
child population served were emotionally disturbed; this increased to 32% in 1972-73.

This raise jn service can be attributed to priogities set by the Oregon State Department of
Education. Their ~staff felt there was a need to provide additional service to these two
populations. : ' ‘
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Introduction to lable 3 .

' Table 3 1s a summary of Title VI-B dollars allocated by handicapping condition. Funding
periods are in the left column beginning with 1968 and ending with 1972-73. Handicapping
conditions are across the top of the page beginning with educable mentally tetarded (EMR)
and }:ndmg with speech 1m ared. In the summer of 1968 one can see that $23,858 was
expendcd in the area of EN{R $15,656 expended in TMR, and so on. In the totals column,
the totai amount cxpendcd by handicapping condition is noted as well as the percentage of
tutdl In the last three columns on the right side of the Table, the total number of dollars is
shown for cach vear, the total numbcr of projects is noted and the’mean number of dollars

per project 15 provided. . . N /

-

Sm'nmary of Data i Table 3, '

Table 3 indicates that between 1968 and 1973, 133 projects were funded by Title'VI-B
funds for a total of $1,288,456, with a mean cost per prject of $9,688. The range of
funding for lmndlgapplng conditions was a low of 1% or $14,510 for visually impaired to
227 of the total or $278.560 for the emotionally disturbed. All handicapping conditions
where the percentage of the tota! dollars expended was 14% or more, were considered at
one tine or another between 1968 and 1973 to be priority areas. For example, the multiply
handicapped category . which 1s 14% of the total, includes the deaf-blind population which
had no other potclmal fundmg source between 1968 and 1970. TMR children between

1908 .and 1970 also had no ‘ther funding sources available to them; conSequently they were
heavily tunded by Title Vl funds. Learmng disabled with 14% of the total and emotionally
disturbed with 22% of the total were both considered to be priority areas for funding in the
State.

~
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Introduction to Table 4

Table 4 15 a summary of all 133 projects funded under Title VI-B funds between 1968
«nd 1973. Column one 1s the handicapping conditions that were served with these funds. |
Column two 1s the total number of projects funded for each handicapping condition.
"Column three 15 the number of children served through all Title VI-B funds by ha}ldicapping
condition with the total at the battom. Column four is'the percent of total children served ,
by handicapping condition. Column five'1s the number of dollars funded for each area of
handicapping condition over the seven funding periods. Column six is the percentage of
tota) dollars expended by handicappirig condition and column seven is the cost per child. °

*

Summary of Data in Table 4 P

This summary indicates that 133 projects were funded under Title VI-B funds between
1968 and 1973 1n seven~different fur'ldmg periods and served 5,947 children. A total of
:$1,288,456 was éxpended with a mean cost per child of $217. With regard to the number of
children served per handicapping condition, the data indicates that this ranges from a low of
30 visually 1mparred to a high of 1.695 hearing impaired. With regard to dollars expended, it
ranged from a low for visually impaired of $14.510 to a high of $278,560 for the
¢motionally disturbed. This range in terms of percentage is a low of 1% for the visually
impatred to a high of 22% for the emotionally disturbed. The cost per child ranged from

$56 for the hearing impaired to a high of $484 for the visually imapired. One should note

. that of the 1,695 hearing impaired children served, a large portion of these were served in an

evaluation program only and that remedial services were not provided which made the cost
per child considerably fow. In addition, one should note that thé 30 visually impaired served
for a cost of $484 per child was representative of an itinerant program in Eastern Oregon
over a three county area. This three county area represents a large geographic area.
Consequently, the cost of.traveling from town to town was high. ’
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. - . . - TABLE 4 : : *
« ‘ [N ’ N .
N . Summary of all Projects Funded
Under Title Vi-B Funds (1968-1973)
o . :\ ) ' . .
. * Handicapping Number of Number of _ Percentage Dollars Percentage  Cost Per:
! Condition Projects  Children Served of Total J:unded *  of Total Child
Educabie Mentally - ~ . ) *
Retarded 19 . 426 .7 136,53¢ 1, 321
Franable Mentally . ,j . '
- Retarded R 3] . 822 14~ 226,565 17 276
- : Lo & - . '
’ Multiply Handicapped 12 498 9, 187,232 14 ] 376
‘ Visually Impaired - 3 30 - 14510 1 484
Hearing Impaired 11 1,695 29 94,183 7 56
*. Physically Handicapped 3. 175 3 20,500 2 117
' Learning Disabled 15 779 . 13 178,587 14 229
¢ - Emotionally Disturbed, 20 603 10 " 278,560 . 22 462 e
Speech & Language ~ ’ . ] ;
- impairment 19 919 ~ 15 151,784 i2 ) 165
i TOTALS 133 '5,947 100 1,288456 100 217

Note. Multinly Handicapped incjudes the deaf/blind children funded by Title VI-B from 1968 through 1970.

= <
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Introduction to Table 5 N ' )
Table 5 1s a summary of the location of projects by county for prdjects funded under
Tule VI-B funds for each funding pério}I. Column one lists the counties in Oregon, column
two 1s the 1972 population of the county, columns three through, niné show the number of
projects funded for each county during a specific funding period and columy ten is the total
of all projects furldcd for each county from 1968 through 1973. a -
Summary of Data in Table 5 i \\. . .
There were 133 projects funded -in Oregon under Title VI-B funds between 1968 and

1973 and there are 36 counties i the State, Fourteen counties did not receive funding

-

—

—

through Title VI-B funds. This leaves 22 counties who received the 133 fundg& projects.
Five counties received 9 or more funded projects. Multnomah County was first with 30
projects, Clackamas County second with 14, Was}xihgton County was third with 12, Jackson
County was fourth with 11, and Lane County was fifth with 9. On a’per capita basis, the
number of prajects that these five counties received appears to be appropriate in that these
five counties have the greatést populatio. The population range is from 100,100 (Jackson)
to 560.000 (Multnomah). However. there are five counties with populations ranging from
26,100 to 73,950 people who recewed no funding at all. We do not know whether the
schools 1n these counties'did not apphy for the funds or whether they appliéd and were not
given priority as these data are not available from the State Department of Education. These
counties are Lincoln (26,100), Polk (37,060), Yambhill (42,190), Klamath (51,940), and
Douglas (73.950). However, Douglas County has been funded for both the academic ycars
1974-75 and 1975-76. ' )
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TABLES

I3

!

ecation of Project$ by CoGnty; for each Title VI-B Funding Period ’

1968 196869 1969  1969-70 1970-71 1971.72 1972.73
COUNTY POPULATION Impact1 Impact2 Impact3 inipact4 Impact5 Impact6 Impact7 TOTAL
Baker 715,200 - 7 - 1 - - - 1 2
Benton 59,800 - - 1 A 1 1 - ¢
Clackamas 178,400 2 - .3 2 1 3 3 14
Clatsop 28,800 A 1 1 - 1 - - ~
Columbia 36,070 - - 1 1 - - -
Coos 57,300 : 1 - 2 1 - - - 4
Cropk 10,610 - = - - - - - 1
Curry 13,300 - = = -, - - .- 0
Deschutes 33,800 - - - 2 3 “ 1 1 - 7
Douglas 73,950 - - . - - - - - 0
Gilliam - 1,980 - - - - - -, - 0
Grant 6,910 - - - - - - - 0’
Harney 6.900 — t - 1 - - 1 3
Hood River 13,540 - - - - - - ., = 0
Jackson 100,100 1 , - 2 3 3 1 1 "
Jefferson 8980 - -~ - - - - - - 0
Josephine 38,500 - 1 | - - - - 2
Klamath 51,940 - - - - - - - 0
Lake 6'740\&_,4_ - - 1 - - A 2
Lane 227,200 - 2 2 1 1 2 9
Lincoln 26,100 - - - - - - - 0
Linn 75,540- _ 1 - - M1 2 2 - 6
Matheur v 23,380 - - - - - - —~ -~ 0
Marion 157,200 3 1 1 - 1 1 - 7
Morrow 4,320 - - - - - - 1 1
Multnomah 560,000 + 5 2 4 4 4 5 6 30 ~
Polk '37,060 - - - - - - - -0
Sherman 2,100 - - - - - 0
Titlamook +18,400 1 1 - - 1 3
Umatilla 45,450 2 v - 2 2 - 7
Union 20,660 - - - - - 1
Wallowa 6,210 - - - - - ‘0,
Wasco 20,520 - - - - - 1
Washington 178,300 2 2 1 2 12
© Wheeler © 1,820 - - - - - 0
Yambhill 42,190 - - - - - - .- 0
TOTALS . 20 9 24 23’ 18 18 21 133
h %
. .
~ i .
7 . : .
L} 6 s
VoE o : h
’ . o 21




Introducttort to “Iable 6 ° A

Table 6 is'a summary of in-service training that was provided xfor professional staff,
volunteess, teacher aides, and parents under Title VI-B fuhds from 1968 "~ro""h 1973

Summary of Data in I'able & 7~ )

It can be scen that 1,510 persons were trained in each of these four ca,gcgones These
included. 396 professjona) staff, 69 volunteers, 42 teacher aides and -10003 parents. One
should note the- 1ncreaseh1phasxs in the training of professional staff'and parents from
1970 through 1973. This indicates an increased emphasis in special education in the State of

Oregon as to the value of training parents to provide prescriptive programming for their, ,

children 1n the home to increase the acquisition of functional skijlls and to decrease
inappropriaté behaviors. B
t

[N

Trammg for professional staff was primarily on-site technical assistance by various :

.consultants throughout the state as opposed to formal class instruction. The consultants
came from agencies of the State System of Hngh Education, including Teaching Resedrch
and various private collcgcs

The training of parents was done primarily by the project staff themselves. In some
stances the consultants assisted with this parent traintng. It should also be noted that
while the data in Table 5 indicates that only 69 volunteers were trained under Title VI
funds, there 1s an increased emphasis in the use of volunteers in special education programs
to increase the intensity and frequency of services to handicapped children in the state.

TABLE 6

AN

In-Service Training Provided for Staff, Volunteers and Parents
Through Title VI-B Project Funds

Professional °* . Teacher
Funding Period Staff Volunteers Aides Parents _ Totals
 Impact 1, 1968 2 0 - 79 - 82
Impact 2, 1968-69 o - o0 . R T 0
Impact 31969 . 19 7 7 18 49
Impact 4, 1969-70 - 40 0 9 ,. 54
Impact 5, 1970-71 . 21 0 2 310 §és
impact 6,1971-72 + 90  . 0o 20 ’ | 47 / 187
|mpact 7, 1’97‘2-73 69 2 12 S {_5423' 645

~

TOTALS - - 396 69 42 1003 1510

4
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- Introduction to fable 7 ’
Table 7 is a summary of Title VI- B,gﬁ"o_]ects contmued and dtscqntlnued since 1968. The

table is separated into three categorles

s

5;', ' ’ . ’ - -
(a) summer projects k i - .
(b) ac?ademlc year projects . -
- (c) totals S f - ’ .

‘- Both the number and percentage cqntinued and discontinued are noted. .

« Summary of Data in Table 7 \
This table shows that 92 (69%) of the 133 projects funded are still operanonal One must
note, however, that for summer projects only 24 (44%) of 55 are still ongoing, while 68
(87%) of the 78 projects funded for an academic year are still operational.

- -

A
1)
, o TABLE 7 HI/ i
-, ’ 7
. Number and Percentage of Title VI-B". -
, ‘ Projects Continted and Discontinued Since
/ ~, 1968
Summer Projects Academic Year Projécts Total Projects
I Status N % N — % ° N %
. ,. \ . ] , . ‘ .
\i . “ ,° Continued = 24 44 68 . 87 92. 69
' Discontinugd 31 56 0+ 13 . 41 31
e | .. TOTAL 55 100° 78 100. 133 100 ‘ !
.‘.‘1 .
.\ Yok
. ’ - . o h)
2
) a‘
A . 1
" 2 ~ ' : 23
U ‘




Introduction to’ labIe 8
Table 8 summarizes the current status of budget, staff and children sérved for projects
which are still operational but foy which Title VI-B funds are no longer available.

n
(]

Summary of Data ir Table & - . s
For the 92 projects still operatlc“al 14 arey operatlng on the  same budget, *23 are
/gpergtmg with the same number of staff as in the original project and 14 are serving the
_same number of <hildren that they were originally funded to serve. Nine are operating at a
,“reduced budget, eight are operating with a reduced nuniber of staff and eight are operating
with a reduced number of children. Sixty-nine are operating currently with a higher budges,
61 with a larger number of staff and 70 with a larger number of children,

{ ' 0 7
13 t *
- -
03
TABLE 8
" Status of 92 Projects Continued . K
< Without Title VI-B Funding
Project Comsonent Increased = Decreased =~ No Change Total- 4
. F
Budget - " v e 9 14 92
Staff - - 61 8 23 92
) Children Served"‘ ’ 70 - 8 14 v 92
- . P , -'-' . . -
5 » = ’
¢’ . L . - &
- I ' = . ' /
’ L]
i o . . .
, . . ‘
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Introduction to Table 9 )
* Table 9 notes for all 92 projects that are still operational a comparison of the orlgmal
funding (the last Title VI-B funding period) and their current level of funds available. In

addition: the table shows a comparison of the number of staff under original fundjhg with

the present staff.

- Summary ofData in Table 9 "’

The original funding for ‘the 92 projects that have continued to be operational was
$637,306. Their current level of funding 1s $2.145,793. This represents an increase of
$1,508.487 over the original level of fundmg There were 297 staff involved: in the 92
projects thas were funded originally under Title VI-B funds. These same 92 projects now

have 488 stanf 191 staff more than the original funding.

-

« - "»
TABLE 9 . .
v Summary of 92 Projects That Have Been Continued 0
Without Title Vi-B Funding
Original Funding  Original Current Original Current .
Period Funding Funding Increase - Staff Staff Increase
v . : .
Impact 1,1968  § 666 S 654,398 S 621,732 34 13 79
Impact 2, 1968-69 40825 . 90,940 50,315 28 " 16, (12)
Impact 3, 1969 56812° . 283,206 227,194 58 - 99 a1’
Impact 4, 1969-70 . 89,198 265,103 175,905 24 52 28
Impact 5, 1970-71 108,238 2‘!2,994 103,756 39 58 19
. Impact 6, 1971-72 . 80,319 160,196 79,877 54 80 26
‘Impact,7, 1972-73 229,248 478,956 249,"708 60 70 10
r ‘ ) P
TOTALS $637,306 $2,145,793 $1,508 487 297 488 191
- .'f - v
24 . o

25




Ditroduction to Table 10 BN

Table 10 is a summary of present dollat support squrces for all Title VI-B projects that
are stlH operatlonal Columpn one was the year the project was originally funded. Column
two 1s the number of projects that are sull operational from that funding year. Column
three 1s the total current budget amount for’ all projects. Column four is the percentageof
that total funding that 1s currently com;né from local- funds. Columiyfive is the percentage
dlnat 1s coming from state funds. Column. six is the percentage coming from other federal
funds and column seven 1s the total percentage of local, state and federal funds. One can see,
for example. that for those pro_]ects funded 1n 1968 there were eight projects funded that
are currently operating with a fundmg base of $654,398 with 65% of those funds from lochl
sources, 17% from state funds and 18% from other federal funds.

Summary ofDam in Table 10
One can see thar for the seven funding per;ods there are 92 projects stll operational of
the ongm""T_‘ITf?f funded. Therr current level ‘of support for handicapped children is

$2,145.79 Of this money, the mean percentage of all continuing pro_]ecu .or money
coming fré&i local funds 1s 54%. The mean percentage of money coming-from state funds is
21% and the percentage coming from other federal funds is 25%. .
o -
' b i “.l.- . " Y’ .
, . TABLE10 _
A Summary of Present Dollar Support Sources For, '

Title Vi-B Projects Stilt Operational

Original Funding . Number of ¢ Current % Local % State . % Other' ' Total
Period . Project Continued Funding ’F.unds Funds Federal Funds Percentage
Impact 1, 1968 8 S 654,38 65 17 18 . 100
Impact 2, 196869 . 9 90940 28 30 42& 100
impact 3, 1969 12 283,206 ° 64 20 16 100
Impact 4, 1969-70 s 265,103 ¢ 42 28 30 100
impact 5, 1970-71 15 212,994 60 o 27 100
Impact 6, 1971-72 14 © 160,196 61 37 2 100
tmgact 7, 1972-73 19 - 478956 42 a7 - 41 100
TOTALS 92"', $2,145,793 54 21 25 100




Introduction to Table 11° . ' ¢
Table 11 is a comparison of the number of chil served during their last year of Title,
o "~ VI-B funds dAnd the present. The left column sh the year that the project was-last

funded Across the top of the columns are the ¢arious handicapping conditions with the
total bv vear in the far right hand column. The totals of each handicapping condition
currently being served are at the bottom of cach column. Under each handicapping
condition is the number of children served during their last year of funding under Title VI-B
funds. Nexe to it 1s the pun}bcr of children currently being served and the difference.

=

Summary of Data in Table 11 T

The 92 projects that continue to be operational since Title VI-B funds were not available

are currently serving 4,715 children. Nine areas of handicapped children are being served.

" Numbers of children served range from 20 visually impaired children to 1,491 hearing

impaired children. The original number of children served for these same 92 projects was
3.636. This reflects an increase 1n the number of children served of 1,079..

»

»
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Introduction to T'able 12 '

Table 12 is a summary of. responses from the 58 project directors regarding the
advantages of third party evaluation. The numbers in the left column are the responses that
were provided by the project directors for each of the statements listed. It should be noted
that ail project dire¢tors did not respond to each of the four statements for.each of their
funded projects. In sdme cases where project directors had more ¢hgn one project funded
they responded one ‘way for one project and a different way{ for the other projects.
Consequently the responses given do not'total either.58 or 133. \There were 18 responses
which were given that were other than the four possible statekgents listed. These are
su.rpmarized following Table 12. '

-

Swmmary of Data in Table 12* :

One can see from fhgse data that 63 responses indicated that thildren were more
adequately served because objectives and  evaluation strategies were clarified and agreed
upon between the third party evaluator and the project director before the projq’kt was
initiated. Fifty-three respofises indicated that accountability for the use of federal funds was
requested by the third party evaluator and thereby préyiding a higher quality of service for
handicapped children. Forty-one responded.that on-site visits by the third party evaluators
provided feedback which ultimately improved the quality of service to children served in the
project and that dissemiffation, of the results of the project was improved by the /third party

evaluators’ comments in Impact and their prep:;ration the final report. /
. Table 12 \ /
. ’ Responses From Project Directors .
Regarding The Advantages of Third Party Evaluation .
_ NUMBER RESPONSE
. ] ] :
. 53 » Accountability for the use of federal funds is}:_’gfuested by the
¢ Third Party Evaluators, thereby providing a higher quality of
“service for handicapped children. .

63 Children were more‘Aadequ\‘ater~served because objectives and \

b evaluation strategies were clarified and agreed upon.

41 On-site visits by the third party evaluators provided feedback

. which ultimately, improved the q‘uality of setvice to children
_served in the project. _ :

41’ Dissemination of the results of your project was improved by ’
the Third Party Evaluators’ comments in Impact and their
preparation of the final report. }

18 Other Responses ) . C

) / |
» |

] v 29
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Summary of Other Responses s ‘
Several of the respondents felt that the on-site visits provided positive reinforcement to
the project staff. Others felt that the evaluators provided a source of new ideas and solutions
p to problems in the project. Several districts indicated that they used the “Third Party
’ . Evaluators’ Comments” in the final report to sell the idea to administrators and school
- boards so 1t could be continued. Others felt that the evaluators assisted the project staff to

%.urx_derstand what “reasonable” expectations for the project should be.
i

P A il

>

/ ‘ Introduction to Table 13" .

Table 13 is a summary of the responses of 58 project directors regarding the
disadvantages of third party evaluation. The left hand column is the number of responses to
the statements on the right. Again one should note that not all project directors responded

to the statements. Twenty-four responses had remarks other than the possible disadvantages
listed. These are summarized following Table 13. x

Summary of.Data in Table 13

Ten, responses indicated that the evaluators were not sufficiently familidr with
handicapped children and their problems to adequatcly evaluate the procedures used by the
project staff. Three indicated that an inordinate amount of time was spent meeting with
third party evaluators in Salem| preparing for on-site visits and for on-site visits. Nine
indicated that the monies expenlied( for third party evaluators could better be spent if they
were disseminated in school districts or other projects.

) ' " Table 13
Responses From Project Directors
Regarding The Disadvantages$ of Third Party Evaluation

NUMBER . _ RESPONSE

10 Evaluators are not sufficiently familiar with handicapped children
and their problems to adequately evaluate the procedures used -
by the project staff. . . , ’

! 3 ‘- An inordinate zmount of time is spent in"meeting with the third

party evaluators in Salem, preparing for on-site visits and for
on-site visits.

- : /
. 9 . Monies expended for third party evaluators could be better
spent if it were disseminated to school districts for psojects.
t 8 Other R.esponses ‘
¢ (%}
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Summary of Other Responses /
Comments included that the third party evaluator was only interested in data and did not

undcrstand }:he total project. One comment indicated that the third party evaluator changed

the ingent «,fthc project by modifying the original objectives. First visits to the project tame . '

too late in/ the year. Some staff indicated that the monies used for evaluation should be

given to districts to hire staff to provide their own evaluation. Larger districts have

bl

14
evaluation'staff and therefore third party is not necessary. .
< - ¥
- N . j .
. -

L Ttroduction to Table 14

Table 14 is a summary of responses from 58 project directors of 133 prjects to the
question, “Did the Third Party Evaluators provide adequate and/or appropetate evaluation
_asswtancg to your projcct®” It should be emphasized that some projegt directors qe%ponded
for cach funded project and others did not. Also, some responded “yes” for one project and
” for ;mother - . . ‘g

. * 4

L3

Summary of Dgta in Table 14 ¢

-

Seventy- threc responses inditated ‘“‘yes” and 19 indicated “no’;. For further discussion

* seeTable15. . @ ~ . ’ ) -
.'- % N e ot * b
Iﬁ ’- ) & .‘ #5 ‘
0 L4 “ )
¢ ) v, :
. . ."/ B -~ I A
) s l '
0 . ‘ ‘ .
¢ . ' " Table 14 .
’ " Responses From Project Directors to-thé Question, “Did The *
Third Party Eyaluators Provide Adequate and/or s .
g . Appropriate Evaluation-Assistance To Xour Project?” ’
) Yes 73 No 19 ] Total . 2927
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Introduction to Table 15 . . N
Nineteen project directors did not feel that the third party evaluator provided adéquate *

service to at least one of their projects. Table 15 summarizes their reasons for this response.

Eight responses were other than those specified in Table 15.- These are summarized

following Table 15. ‘

Summary of Data in Table 15 ’ .

Of the 50 responses made, 13 indicated that the third party evaluators did not make a
sufficient number of visits to the project. In addition, 6 responses indicated that the
evaluation strategies were not practical and that the third party evaluators’ comments were
not accurate regarding the success or failure of the project. Six responses indjcated that the
evaluators 'did not provide enough help in assisting the project staff to prepare the final
report and five responses indicated that they did not receive help in the clarification of
objectives and evaluation plans. :

’ ~

Table 15
Summary of Responses for Those 19 Project Directors .
Who Answered ''no” to the duestion, ’
“Did the Third Earty Evaluators Provide Adequate and/or

. Appropriate Evaluatlon Asslstance to_Your Project?”
g NUMBER RESPONSE . B
s - Third party evaluators did not assist in cléritying the project '

‘  objectives and evaluation plan.

1, When project objectives and evaluatlon strategiesiwere mOdlerd
this tended to change-the intent of the original project.

: 6 Evaluation strategies suggested by the third party evaluator
were frequently impractical to implement because of the
. background and training of the project staff.

oL _ 13 : A sufficient number of on-site visits were net made.

+Third party evaluation staff did not sufficiently assist us to \ B
implement data collection systems. ° . [ Y

o 6 ' Inéq'equate’amount and tipe-of information relative to the
content and design of the final report was.not provided.
; 6 In /mpact, third party evaluation comments were not accurate
- . in terms of the success or failure of the project. °

i Other. . ‘ 2
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. . . . . . )
Summuary oj ()ther Comments '
Third party evaludtors suggested data collection pracedures that our staff did not o
understand and could not 1implement. Subjective evaluation was not considered only data’;
cthat could ba fed to a computer. The amount of data that was required was too much and

J <
required tbu much time to collect for the amoung of funding. The third party evaluators

slanted thexr wmn?ents mganvel\ tuward 4ny project that did not use behavxor inodification .
procedures. ] . .
. 4 ) * h
Introduction to Table 16.. : i ) .

Table 16 is a summary of responses from 58 project directors of 133 projects to the
question, “Did the staff from the Oregon State Department of Education provide adequate
and/or appropriate ‘technical assistance to your project?” It should be emphasized that some_
project directors responded for each funded project while others did not. Also, some

., responded “'yes™ to one pro/ect and “‘no’’ to another. . i
X . 5
Summary ofl)ata in Table 16 o :
) * Seventy-nine responses indicated *‘yes” and 9 indicated “no.” For further discussion see »*.
Table 17. " . ) o
. 1 . a * N . * ' . , »
7 Tgple16 . ‘
N Responses From Project Directors to the Question,
1y M *
Co L Did the Oregon Board of Education Provide Adequate and/or  _ wE
, Appropriate Technical Assistance to Your Project?’’ )
T N M -
- Yes 79 . No 9 ‘ Total 88 ) ’ .
4
" e , A
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“Introduction to Table 17+,
Nine project directors did not fecl that'staff from the Oreggn Department of Education = .’
_ provided "adequate assistance to their project. Table 17 summarizes their reasons for this
response. Three responses were other. than those specified in Table 17. These are

‘¥a

summarized, following Table 17.

. 1)
- ]

Summary of Quta in Table 17 - . <7 . .« -
Of the 24 résponses made, 10 indicated that a sufflcu:nt number of on-site visits were not -
made. Five mndicated that the consultants from the various handicapping arcas did'not
provide assistance and four indicated that the timelines for the submission of letters of | » -
intent, proposals and interim and final reports were not adéquate. . ’
e -
y Table 17 . R z
Summary of Responses from 9 Project Directors Who Answered “‘no’ to the Question, , ! >
. “Did the Oregon Board of Education Provide Adequate and/or ‘ ) ‘
Appropriate Technical Assistance to Your F‘?oject?" . .
NUMBER HESPONSE
0 Priorities for potential fundable projecis were not clearly defined. ’ )
1 Guidelines for preparing proposal were not sufficient. ’
1 Assistance in writing the proposal was not provided. .
5 - Specialists in various handucappmg areas (EMR TMR etc.) did not

provide aSS|stance to the project.

A -

10 A sufficient number of on-site visits were not made by OBE Staff.
4 ; Timelines for submission of letters of intent, proposal, interim ]
2 reports and final teports were not adequate. ' ‘ Va
3 . - Other. . 5

Summary of()t’:er Responses
Services wére available during the planning stages of the project that we were “not-aware
of until they were past. Consultants from.the State Department had little information about
" TMR children. Consultant took personally the negatlve comments made by the third party
evaluators in the final report. . . . ‘
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y SPECIAL PROJECTS S

. - s
- ° N .
.

(- ' In addition to the 133 p.rojects funded through Title VI-B funds which were disseminated .
- to local school districts in Oregon, there were five special projects .funded using
administrative Title VI-B funds between 1968 and 1973. These projects were tindertaken
because special education staff at the State Department of Education determined that the .
. subjects of each of these research projects were priority information necessary to more,
functionally administer the special education programs for chlldren in the State. An abstract

of each of the five projects follows. - - .

.
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Title: A Study of the Extreme Learnin Problem Program in Oregon

Author:  Wilkiam G. Moore : - o
Agency: ~Tec'zching Research, Monmouth, Oregon 97361 ”
- Duration: 1971-72 - 1972-73 ' oL

f:'unding: $28,821 _' ‘. ‘ S - .

e
3

.
N s

Purpose: - . .
There were three major purposes. of the study and they were to: (1) determine if ELP
programs.were changing children’s reading behavior; (2) measure the extent of the change«,
and (3) determine what factors contributed to changing the reading behavior of the children
. served. . . )
* 4

, IS

> Methodology:
. Six school districts were selected to partncnpate in this study. The six were representative
of districts in the State who conducted ELP programs and they were selected from some of
the largest and smallest districts in the State. Subjects in the study were all of the new ELP
pupils in the six districts entering the program in the 1971-72 and 197273 school years.
In addition to” beifig members of the new intake population, the subjects also must have had
no previous remedial reading assistance in“a special setting. All subjects from each district
were under the direct supervision of the director of special edusation of the district. Each
district used its owfr selection procedure for identifying pupils to'receive remedial assistance

in the district’s program and these procedures were not altered. Howeyer, as a part of the

+ study, each distrigt required to administer a Metropolitan Reading Test to all subjects 1n
the study. The level of t&wo be administered was dependent on the grade level of the child.
In addition, the Gilmore Oral Reading Test was administered at this tinfe. Districts had also
been encouraged to use an Informal Reading Inventory (IRI) for assessment purposes.
However during the first.year of the study not all teachers in all districts administered an
IRI. At the end of the first year of the study all subjects were tested with the dppropriate
Metropolitan Reading Test for their grade level. ~

‘

In the second year, 1972-73, the new intake population followed the same testing
procedures as that of a new intake population’ identified in*the first year. In addition, they
all reccived an IRI on a pre-posttest basis. After a child had been accepted into the district’s
" ELP program the teacher completed an information sheet for him. The teacher provnded
information concermng the child’s age,‘grade level and 1.Q. She also provided instructional
information concerning the operation of the ELP classroom in which the child was enrolled.
pretest scores from the tests administered, and information concerning 1nstruct10nal

procedures and tests used to identify the child in the ELP program.. An information sheet "

was also compiled for the child at the end of the school year. This sheet included posttest
scores ‘and information on the 1nstruct10na%l procedutes and materials used in the child’s
program both in the ELP and the regular classrooom setting. The completed information
sheets were sent to Teaching Research for review and then forwarded to the*ComputLr
Center at Oregon State Univérsity where common data for each sub_]ect was punched on

IBM cargs. < s

R - x
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in an ELP program made better than average growth in reading as compared to the normal

Significant l*mdmgs ' 2 ,
The following conclusions were drawn from the results of this study: (1) children served

expectancy for one year’s growth of reading for one year of instruction;(2) ELP pupils in

the primary grades made greater growth in reading than pupils in the upper grade levels; (3)

ELP pupils returned to the regular classroom setting after one year of reading intervention .
made less progress in reading than those pupils retained in the ELP program for a second

vear; and (4) ELP teachers whd used instructional materials in conjunction with regular

classroom teachers obtained more growth in reading with pupils they served than did those

ELP teachers who did not use similar materials with the classroom teacher. \

7 -
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8 , Title: A Study of the 1';¢n;1ing Relationships of.S:‘ecial Education Facilities .
. for Handi¢apped Children in State Aided Private Agencies &
Authors Arthyr Young and Company,.900 S.W. 5th Avenue, Portland Oregcm 972(7

Funding: '$19,000

-

Puration: j:me'I, 1972 to December 30, 1972 , . :
¢ ‘. : . i KN
. - ' N v \ . -
Purpose: ’

The "purpose of this study .was: (1) ro provide the Ways and Means Committee gf the,

» Oregon State Legislature and the Oregon State Department of ‘Education with information

that would be of assistance in dealing with the issue of public responsibility for_the -

education of handlcapped ‘children living in or under control of various non-profit socxa]

service agencies'or the implications of ORS 326.510. The specific ob_]ectlves of the studs

were to identify and analyze the funding sources of state aided private social services
> agencies serving children with special handicapping prob]ems, emphasizing the impact and
relationship of state and federal financial assistance; (2) to define and identify the
reducational costs within the context of the total program of services provided by the subject
agencies: and (3) to develop and recommend eligibility criteria for participation of such
agencies in the state supported educational costs for relmbursement programs.

\ 4 -
Methodology
_The e of the study embraced the fo]]owmg eleven state aided private agencies:
: 1. Louise Home, Portland - ) )
2. Boys and Girls Aide Society of Otegon, Portland ’
) ' " 7 3.Children’s Farm Home, Corvallis
. ‘4. Sa]yatiop Army White Shield Home, Portland

¢ 5. Edgefield Lodge, Troutdale
6. Christie School; Marylhurst
- . 7. Perry Center for Children, Portland )
- p 8. 8t. Mary’s Home for Boys, Beaverton ~ .

9. Villa St. Rose, Portland .
10. Waverly Children’s Home, Portland
11. Villa Gerard, Eugene = ~

- . ’
s ’ ’ C\ » .
‘ . ey .. . . . N . -

Significant Findings: L o ‘
J ’ " The reported findings were: (1) The eleven subject agencies provided residepti care
) services for a broad spectrumof client problems. Consequently there exlst&@fch bstant]

v

differences among the programs in the agencies. so a$ to make inter-agency coinparisons .-
somewhat tenuous. (2) There is virtually ‘no uniformity among the eleven subjecd agencies _
and their finapcial and mahagement information systems,_ particularly in methods of
allocating costs shereby precluding any uniform measures of accountability or evaluation.
{3) The financial buzden of ' maintairing an educational program appropriate to the needs of
, the handicapped child poses the potential threat td the other service programs for some of
the subjéct agencies and to the contiriued existence of at {east one agency. (4) The present

-
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level of funding for the educational programs of the subject agencies and provision of Title 1
in the Elementary and Secondary School Act could be potentially increased if the agencies
were 1o become state educational agencies. {5) The present fragmented approach of funding o
the educationdl programs, of the subject agencies affords no assurance of maintaining

, .”pr‘?grams of high quality and raises the serious question of equity allocation of state funds.

In addition to the findings. two recommendations ‘were given to the Or.egon,St'ate
Department of Education by the Arthur Young and«Company following this study: (1) the
State of Oregon ought to assum@ the financial responsibility of those educational programs

- s
for handicipped children receiving residential care and treatment in private agencjes and .
institutions:.and 2, the State of Oregon ought to adopt criteria of eligibility governing the <
participation of private agencies under the provision of ORS 326.510: - ' .
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!
»
s 4 N
- { . 2. :
- )
> \ .
2 . - Y '
- ’ >
Z~
- ’\‘ "
- . .
L \ . ‘
. N )

- .
t




. »
. .
N .
e ‘ N
-~ “u
. .

kY

. __Title:  Education of Oregon’s Sensory Impaired Youth : S
+ Authors: James H. Beaird, John ]. McDonnell, Loring M. Carl v .

, " Agency:  Teaching Research, Monmouth, Oregon 97361 - o ' :
Funding: $30,710 ! _ L
Duration':.September 1971 through March 1972 ) ’ ) "L *

\\ ‘
C N
\‘ .
rpbse: | . '
The purpose of this study was to examine in depth services provided by the State of .
Oregon to the deaf/hearing impaired and blind/visually -impaired populations. After ' |
exgmining Oregon’s program, the project staff were to look at “model programs for the deaf

subsequently make recommendatioris to the State for the Improvement of Oregon’s

and blind throughout the United States, make comparisons of these with Oregon’s programs
an
ams.” -
Methodology: _ : ¢ ’ ’
| Three staff from Teaching Research visited each of the regional programs and the State
échools for the deaf and for the blind. Observations were made of teaching methodologies,
udgets, ways services were delivered to children, and qualifications of teachers and teaching
staff of each of these agencies. Interviews wete conductp;i"“\;vith teaching staff, administra-
tors and parents. Various agencies who were supported;,gto run “model programs” for the
"deaf or for the blind in the United States were visited during the course of the study.

Comparisons were made bétween Oregon’s programs and the observations taken from the

“model programs.” o ’ ,
. Significant Findings: )
When compared with the progx:ams across the nation, Oregon fares well. Its students, both .
deaf and blind, are as well prepared académically as most and better than many. The
combinations of residential and regional Jocal programs found in Oregon are common place

in the nation. The philosophical controversy over instructional strategies and the use of
residential and regional programs were found nationally as well as in Oregon. Inappropriate
coordination of residential and regional services in Oregon are not unique. The expenditures |

“for ‘programs, both in residential and regional local settings compare favorably with those

- from similar programs in other states, excluding the southeastern states which are lower.
The failure of Oregon’s programs, low academic performance, inadequate career prepara- ' ‘-

tion, unreadiness for contributory integration into society are the same for all. Fifteen
recommendations were offered to the Oregon Board of Education at the conclusion of this |
* study in the final report. The recommendations are as follows: ~

1. Take steps to vacate the school building at the Oregon State School for the Deaf prior
to-September 1972, ' - .

2. Begin immediately to initiate ste-ps which affect greater information flow among
variods segments of the State Department of Education’s programs for the sensory impaired.

3. Combine dietary operations of the Oregon State School for the Deif and the Oregon
Staté School for the Blind sych that food preparation for both schools. is"accomplished at
the Oregon State Schopl for the Deaf. .

- _ ~ . a1
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4. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction sheuld initiate those actions necessary
to insure .that special needs of handicapped children are addressed in the planning,
development and leadership activities of all major departments within the State Department
of Education.

'5. By September 1978, all singularly handlcapped sensory impaired chlldren should be

enrolled in regional programs or publlc school classrooms.

6.”Each regional facility for the deaf and blind shall develop and implement a plan which
will allow it to prov;de educational services for those children at OSSD. (207) and OSSB (20)
who will be transferred to the regional facility as a result of the emphasis on integration at

the reside ntlal schools. . ‘ \
3

.7 7. Develop a plan to increase the amount of comprehensive training of parents to train
therr infant {chronological age .6 to 3.8) sensory handicapped ‘children in the home.

8. Develop evaluation procedures at OSSD and OSSB and the regional facilities so that
decisions relative to, students, instructional programs, and staff can be made on a data based
model. . .- . - ) )

9. The Oregon Board of Education should provide a central resource center to dispense
specialized equipment and materials on a short or long term loan basis to regional facilities,
residential schools, and regular classroom teachers who have sensory handicapped children.

_ 10. Each regional facility and residential ‘school should provide parent training programs
for all parents of sensory handicapped students.

11. The Superintendent of the Oregon State School for the Deaf should develop a ‘Lvmg "
skills program that 1s consistent witli the psycho-social development patteins of children ™ )
enrolled at the school, ' .

12, Develop a plan to provide career and vocational education for sensory handicapped
children in Oregon. Emphasis should be given to the following areas: -
(1) Modify regular (public school) vocational education programs to serve
sensory handicapped students in regular classrooms. " .
2, Provide work experience in existing special vocationai education programs
for sensory handicapped students. .
(3) Improve voeational education’ programs for sensory handlcapped students
. in reg!onal programs and residential schools. ~—
{4) Provide post-secondary education for the sensory handicapped by utnhzmg
"the Community Colleges in Oregon.

v

13. Personnel of the Oregon State Department of Education should initiate planning for
professional services {i.e., psychological, audiological, and ophthalmolcgical) programs for
both residential and regional programs that provide information apprepriate to the decisions
teachers and parents must make relative to the education of sensory impaired youth. /‘;“\/* .

.14. Every appropriate state agency should be directed to increase the efnphasis placed on
programs which contribute toward the prevention of hearing and visual losses.

15. Plan, develop specifications for and constructive facilities for the Oregon. State School
for the Blind that will be ready for occupancy by Séptember 1975




Title: Needs and Concerns for Special Education in Oregon
Authors: H.D. Bud Fredericks, 'Vic‘tor L. Bal&win, Ronald R. Hofmann
Agency: Teaching Research, Monmouth, Oregon 97361

" Funding: $26,654 ' A

. Duration: January, 1970 through August 3, 1970 -

Purpose:

This study proposed to examine each of the handicapping conditions as defined by the
Oregon Srate Department of Education and attempt to pinpoint the most critical needs for
each area These data would then lend themselves to the development of a set of priorities

for each icapping condition which would allow the state to make systematic efforts to
increase the impact of special education within the State of Oregon. '
Methodology: =2 N

ft was determined that the major vehicle by which information_about needs would be
collected would be a structiired questionnaire. It was also believed that the most effective
way of administering this questionnaire was an oral face to face visit with the person
identified as having relevanLinformation concerning a particular handicapping condition.
The respondents to the questionnaire’ were selected from a group of leaders throfighout the *
State of Oregon. These leaders: were selected from superintendents of s¢hools, principal,
directors .of special ~education, professors of higher education, teachers in all the
\/hzgdic'apping treas, parents of handjcapped children, clinic directors, superintendents of

ipStitutions and representatives from special interest groups.

N

A series of tentativé questions within ea}:h handicapping area were fo'rmulated. by the
various consultants at the Oregon State ‘Department of Education and the Teaching
Research staff. These were combined into a tentative questionnzire. A needs study board

- was formulated ofpcép]e who were knowledgeable about the area of special education to
represent virtually every type of agency concerned with educating handicapped. The
tentative draft of questions was presented to this board'who made recommendations and
changes and additiops” to be incorporated into the final questionnaire. The final
questionnaire was established and presented to a firm of professional polsters (Bardsley and
Haslacher) who had been chosen to conduct the face to face interviews with Sfﬂgcted
populations of respondents. Staff from this firm then presented the questionnaires to the
respondents during the summer and fall of 1970. '

-~

 Significant Findings: S p
A sampling of the needs that were found are as follows: Deaf and hiard of hearing — 69%
' of the responses indicated that theré were weaknesses in training teathers of the deaf and
53% of the respondenits indicated that there were weaknesses in_the training of teachers of
hard of hearing children. Visually handicapped™~ 51% of the respondents indicated that "
. - thére were weiknesses in the edication of teachers of the visually handicapped. They
indicated that these weaknesses were primarily in the areas of identification and diagnosis
and the need for more practicam. Educable mentally retarded — 67% of the respondengs
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indicated that. there was a weakness/r needs in the education of the teacher of the educable
mentally retarded at the college pleparation level. The primary needs were considered to be
more practicum, more behavior mddification training and better selection of teachers.,
Trainable mentally retarded — 82% of those expressing an opmlon indicated that
certification was needed for teachers of the trainable retarded. Thpse who expressed this
need indicated that teachers néeded specialized knowledge and administrators needed to
know whether these teachers had the necessary qualification ahd, experience. Speech
handicapped — 74% of those responding indicated that there iwas a need for speech
correctionists to receive additional preparation in the diagnosis and the remediation of,
language problems. The additional type of training was primarily indicated as more
practicum expenence language training and diagnosis and identification training. Multiply
liandicapped = 77% of the respondents indicated that the multiply handicapped population
could best be served by a regional program rather than having separate programs for the
school district. They indicated that the services should be for small districts who cannot
provide services and that they should provide complete educational services with some
emphasis on dmgnosxs and evaluation. Physically handzcapped — of the present services
offered, those needing change or expansion are primarily i the area of vocational training.
The respondents also indicated that their programs needed general improvements without
specifying what those improvements were. Emotionally disturbed '— all parents and all
teachers responding indicated that in-school work experiences are needed for emotionally
disturbed children. All parents and all teachers responding indicated out-of-school work
experiences were needed for emotionally disturbed children. Five out of six parents and all
teachers indicated that the students should receive pay for their wotk experience. Extreme
learning problems — 7 out of 12 teachers were satisfied with the identification procedure
used for idegtifying extreme learning problem children. When all respondents were queried .
about what {might improve identification procedures, the majority indicated earlier
wdentificationMand better identification instruments. However, teachers and dll’CCtOl’S of
special education did not indicate a need for earlier identification.

«
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Title: A Validity Study of the nggnos%g{md Placement of Certifi ed EMR
« Pupils in Oregon

Authors:” H-D. Bud Freden‘c'ks,;Victor L. Baldwin, James. M. Harter 4
Agency: Teaching Research. Monmouth, Oregon 97361 N
Funding: $18,909 S .
Duration: March 1969 through July 1969 |

d .
-~

Purpose:

The purpose of the study was twofold: (1) to arrive at some determination of the
percentage of pupils who are in special classes for the educable mentally retarded in Oregon
for reasons other than mental retardation and thus to determine the validity of placement
proceduresf and (2} to examine the adequacy of documents used in cemfymg EMR pupils.

/- , .
\ )

Methodolggy:

it was decided that a diagnostic evaluation on a sample of children in EMR classes was-
needed to determine the validity of the pupil’s placement. An advisory board was
established to help determine the criterfaforthe diagnostic evaluation. The educational tests
adminisgered to all children were the phonic and spelling subtests of the Durell Analysis
Word. Stidy and Word Meaning subtests of the standard reading tests and the Gates-
MacGinitie Vocabulary, and Comprehensive tests and the Mathematic Subtest from the Wide
Range ‘Wthievement Test. In addition it was defided that the Walker Behavior Problems
Identification Checklist was to be completed by the teachers for all children in the sample.
Evaluations were conducted at Fairview Hospital and Training Center, Crippled Children’s
Division, University of Oregon Medical School, Clackamas County Child Dgvelopment
Center, University of Oregon, and by contracted psycho]oglsts In addition, a private
physicidh was contracted to conduct the ‘medical examinations.

.

Significant Findings:

The study reported that only one child out ofa sample of 97 was inappropriately placed
in an EMR class although 1.Q. scores revealed that of the children who had 1.Q. scores of
above 80, the evidence of educational performance and medical evidence strongly supported
their being placed in an EMR class. . -

-

In relation to the adequacy of forms utilized by the State Department of Education.
recommendations were made for the inclusion of more stringent visual and hearing acuit:
tests to"be a standard part of the medical evaluation. Also an e]ectroencepha]ogram was
COHSldCI’Ed appropriate. The mc]usmn of standardlzed educatxonal tests is also recommend-

ed. ' ) .
Finally, the variance noted between the séores of the present 1.Q. test and those -
previously administered indicates that school administrators must be wary of placing a c]u]d
in an EMR class with an L.Q. score as the prlmary source of evndence
‘4 . 45
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PROPOSED QUESTIQNNAIRE

Title VI Summary Report, Y
RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: " - : i b
(ADDRESS) . ) L M }
Fl * . - ) .
i
CONTACT PERSON: ; ” ‘ o L
PHONE ’
TITLE OF PROJECT: : ) *
- ¢
NO OF STAFF: " BEGINNING DATE: 'y
TYPE OF STAFF . - ENDING DATE: . .
(CHECK ONE) S NO. OF CHILDREN SERVED o
. TEACHERS TYPE OF CHILDREN: (BY NO.)
AIDE EMR .
PSYCHOLOGIST ____ T™R ‘
THERAPIST __ : M.H.
. SPECIFY oTHER VIS, IM.
SPECIFY HEAR. IM.
AMOUNT OF FUNDING: PHY.HAND. - :
. LEARN. DIS. g
TRAINING PROVIDED FOR STAFF EMOT. DIS
TYPE OF TRAINING SP. IMP.
. »
NO. OF STAFF TRAINED: ‘
TEACHERS ____ VOLUNTEERS . .
TEACHERAIDES 7 PARENTS__’ ‘ N
AL 3
) »
W - ‘ ¢
l 4
- . on
/ . .
. 5 - N
v % » 4
n . ’ B 3
- s I‘
. . . Kl .
- . IS
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" chuldren served below:

1 ' 1

CONTINUATION OF PROJECTS AFTER TITLE VI FUND!NG WAS TERMINATED
(Please Ccheck (J) one.} If statement number 1 is checked, do Aat respondto the remammg statements

This project was: 1.0 Discontinued 2.3 Contrnued

. [ Same Budget 3 Same # Staff 0 Same#Chrldrery A R

b. 3 Reduced-Budget (3 Reduce'd‘#:Staff '3, Redyced # Children
c. [ Higher Budgez | Larger #.Statk > 7 D Larger # Children ° '
1% 2b or 2c were responded to in any category please indicate the change in staff, budget or number of

coem "
awre®
- e N

FUNDING B TR R
» Current Level \ - % Local ___. ...\~ f%ﬁs}}ne:-it v %F dgr'} G

STAFE L T T e .

Current Number' _ P e L .

Teachers ‘Ardes Psychologist ___ - s> “Therapist
S ST ” {Specify)

CHILDREN SERVED  ° e T (Dther) "

Current # of children served w . . N ,

TVDe of Children {by numbér) EMR - TMR Muttiple Handicapped Visually Impaired

Hearrng Impared — Physrcally Handicapped — Learning Disabled
Emotronaliy Disturbed — Speech Impawed ‘;.,.w'“'

T — - 3

- Are t'here other areas of ¢ expansron ot covered n the sectlons above7 T Yes ™ nNo

M ves, please specnfy them:

Drd the Oregqn Bbard of Educatlon provrde adequate and/or appropnate technical
asslstance to-your pro;ect?‘ ' : . AR Cves O No

If no, check the boxes (J) next to the apprbprlate statements below,
J Prionties for potential fundabie’nro;ects were not clearly defined.

T3 Guidelines for prepamng proposal were not sufficient. -
2 Asslstance in v&ntsng the proposal was not provided. . L

i Specrahsts in v3rious handicapping areas (EMR, TMR, Speech, etc.) did not provide -
assrstance to the project.

-

T A sufficient number of on-site visits were not mace by OBE Staff. . ’
£ Timelires for sGbmission of letters of intent, proposal, mterym reports,.and final reports were
not adequate.

3 Other (specify). -

Did the Third Party Evaluators provide adequate and/or appropriate evalUation assistance to your project?

3 Yes O No >

If no, check (/) the boxes next to the appropriate statements below . . *

[ Third Party Evaluators did not assist in clarrfymg the,prolect,oblectives and evaluation plan.

3 When préiect objectives and evaluation 's‘trategies were modified, this tended to change the intent of the
original project, i '

O Evaluatron strategies suggested by the Third Party Evaluator were frequently |mp5act|cal to implement
because of the background and training of the project staff. 3 .

Oa suffrcrent number of on-site vrsrts were not made . .

. - - ..
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

,,..
@

-~ 1 s t
s Ll o ;.
.‘ : . . \ ’ . ’ ;"' ';;:/
I Third Party Evaluation staff did not sufficiently assist us to implement data collections systems. '13&‘ ]
D_ Inadequate amount and type of information relative to the content and design of the final report was x’
* not provided. ' / ( ) = . .,
™ in Impact, Third Party Evaluation comments were not accurate in terms of the success or failure of our .
project. ’ g -
(3 Other (specify): ‘ - , ’
. s K s
L - kY
Check (v) the appropriate box next to the statement or statements as to the advantages of Third Party -
Evaluation. | |
M Accountability for the use of federal funds is requested by the Third Party Evaluators, thereby providing \
“a higher quality of service for handlcapped chiidren.

P

] Children were more adequately served because objectives and evaluation §trateg|es were clarified and
agreed upon. . i

,

Onsite visits by the third party evaluators provnded feedback which ultrmately improved the quality of ,
service to children served in the project. . .

] Dissemnation of the results of your project was improved by the Third Party Evaluation comments in
. Impact and their preparation of the final report

-

(J Others (specify): } ‘ , ¢
® - -~

Check (V) the appropriate box next to the statement or statements as to the dnsadvantages of third party *
evaluation. - <

D Evaluators are not sufficiently familiar with handlcapped chtldren and their problems to adequately |
// evaluate the procedures used by the project staff.

; ‘[ An inordinate amount of time is spent in meeting wath the third party evaluators in Salem, preparing for
on-site visits and for on-site visits. .

t .

T Monies expended for third party evaluators could be better spent if it were disseminated to school
districts for projects.
J Other (specify): . '
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TEACHING RESEARCH
A Diw;g{(t of the Oregon State System of Higher Education
.~ MQNMOUTH, OREGON 97361

» ' Telephone (503)838-1220
TE

The Coox;d’{r'):tor of Federal Programs? Handlcapped Children at the Oregon Board of

?jucgt)on has asked Teaclhing Research to gather and summarize data from past and existing
itle' VI projects. / .

.o

!
/

[Ty

The information to be contained in that report will reflect the impact of Title VI monies on
handicapped children in the State ofOregon since 1968. This will provide the basis for the
Oregon Board of Educatiun and the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped in Washington,
D.C,, to make decisions about the future of Title VI programs.

! 1o ; .
Since 1ts inception in 1968, Title VI funds have been awarded to 58 school districts and
other agencies who provide services to handicapped children. Seven Impact reports have
been prepared by third party evaluators which describe the success or failure of projects
cach year. Fhe purpose of this current report is to summarize the progress of all funded
projects over the past seven years to determine how many are still operational and to what,
extent programs have grown without the benefit of federal funds. : )

In order to secure this information, it will be necessary to ask staff from each of those
districts who have received Title VI funds to respond to certain questions regarding the .
current status of these projects. Enclosed is a copy of a questionnaire, which we would like
you to fill out for each Title VI'project which you have had in past years. Those sections
which seek your evalaation of the thifd party evaluators, technical assistance from Oregon
Board of Education and the advantages or disadvantages of third party evaluation need only
be answered once. These sections should be responded to by each agency, even though the
Title VI project is no ]onger operational. -~ .

s

Wirhin seven days of&@ipt of this letter, a statf member from Teaching Research will call
you to either arrange to meet with you personally (if your agency has beén funded several
times) or to get your @gponses to the questionnaire over the telephone (if your agency has
been funded one or two times). r

A stipend of twenty-five dollars has been sct aside for each individual whozespofids to this .
questionnaire. We realize that'we are asking each.of you to spend “g&ktra’ time tg secure

Thank you very much for your cooperation. If you have any questions re ardln the
y y y P y Yq g g
questionnaire or this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me. !

Sincerely,
SO \/ah J M J/w/zcz//o/m 5
JIM/crl .
Encl John J. McDonnell
nclosures

- . Assistant Research Professor

4 -~
.
-
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