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SPECIAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT

1978-79

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following information presents some of the highlights of
the evaluation report for San Juan's third year under the

Master Plan for Specia

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION

San Juan's special
education program
operates under federal
and state mandates.

PROGRAM FEATURES

The special education
program must satisfy
specific federal and
state requirements
which include involving
parents, writing
student instructional
nlans, and providing
nrograms to meet
student needs.

Education.

San Juan was approved to 1mp1ement

a special education program under
California's Master Plan for Spec1a1
Education in 1976. California's

plan preceded, and is consistent with,
Public Law 94-142, the Education for

A11 Handicapped Children Act, which
requires states to provide an appropriate
publicly supported education to all -
children with exceptional needs.

The major provisions of the federally-
mandated special educat1on program
include:

A free appropriate education for
handicapped children aged 3 to 21.

- Procedural safegua~ds and due
process requiremenvs which must
be adhered to, including parent
participation, placement approval,
and appeals nrocedures.

- A written individualizad education
program (TEP) fur each handicapped
child.

- Providing education for handicapped
children in the least restrictive
environment appropriate to the needs
of both special and regular education
students.
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LOCAL PROGRAM GOALS

~. Within the framework -

® of federal and state
Taws, the special
education staff
developed goals
related to prcviding
programs and s :rvices

Y for exceptionu«l

' students, their
teachers and parents.

Califernia's Education Code includes
these areas which are not reﬂ ired
by federal law:

A local comprehensive plan.

Two levels of student assessment,

a school appraisal team, and an ‘
educational assessment service for
more in-depth studies.

A parent advisory committee.

Four types of instructional programs.

Special classes for students who
are able to spend l1ittle or no
time in regular classrooms.

A resource specialist program
provides direct instruction,
instructional planning, tutorial
assistance to students who can

take part in most of the .regular
classroom program and assists their
teachers.

Designated instruction and services
provide specific help not normatly
provided in regular or special
class programs.

Nonpublic school is provided when
appropriate services are not
available in the public school.

N

L g

The primary goals for San Juan's
special education program in 1978-79
were to:

- Establish objective criteria for
placement of students.

- Improve instructional programs
and services.

- Develop an administrative manage-
ment plan.

AN N 4
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EVALUATION FINDINGS

The evaluation found Some of the findings from the evaluation
substantial evidence report include: .

® that the program was :
making progress - The special education program _
toward its goals. continued to serve ten percent of

the San Juan enrollment, or about
4,750 students (page 16).

. .

¢ - Almost 75 percent of the special

- education students received in-

tensive special education services
as a supplement to their regular
school program (page 21).

® : - About 25 percent of the special
: education students were served in
special c¢lasses for most or all
of the school day (page 22).

: - Academic growth for students in
® — , : the resource specialist program
' : ' ' in both 1977 .78 and 1978-79 was
equal to that of an average student
(page 31).

- Academic growth for students in
classes for learning handicapped
was at least 50 percent greater
than they had achieved previously

(page 31).

)

- Students getting service for two
years were improving more with each
year (page 34). '

~ High sch001 special education students
did better on competency tests in
. communication skills and writing than
® _ did intermediate or elementary special
' ' education students (page 35).

- Special education teachers provided
inservice for regular teachers and
. _ took part in professional develop-
e : : ment programs (page 41).

- Parents were generally satisfied
with placement and program review
procedures, and with the services
their children received (page 43).

- School administrators noted improved
student learning and increased inte-
gration with other students (page 45).
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a Some areas which could
be improved were
jidentified for program
‘ consideration
® in 1979-80.
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by teachers ahd school administrators -

Program management was reported

as very satisfactory in providing
required services-(pagg 47) .

The per student cost of the special

education program in San Juan was

lower than average per student
cost statewide (page 54).

Some of the findings from the 1978-79
Evaluation Report which have implica-
tions for change in San Juan's special
education program are:

Criteria are not available for
all services and are difficult to
apply for resource program (page 20).

Regular education teachers need
continuing inservice to help the
special education students placed .
in their classes (page 27).

The program practices which lead
to outstanding student achievement
should be identified and promoted

.(page 31).

Special education students find
many areas of difficulty in the
competency tests (page 35).

"Sbecial.education teachers find

that the procedures for placing
students and reviewing student
progress are very time-consuming
(page 40).

Parents are uncertain about the
interpretation of their "due rights”
and of education in the "least
restrictive environment (page 44).
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PROGRAM INTRODUCTION AND GOALS,
EVALUATION PLAN AND PROCEDURES

W

Program |ntroduction

The San Juan Unified School District has been operating under the California
Master Plan for Special Education since 1975. Under this plan San Juan

has been able to serve more children in need of special services than it

had previously. The Master .Plan in California and the federal plan, the
Education for All Handicapped Childre Act (Public Law 94-142), include
provisions that each school district shall:

Identify children in need of special educa- ion.

- Place children in programs best suited to their needs.

» Evaluate each child's progress periodically.

- Provide parents with opportunities to influence decisions about their
child's education.

- Place each child in the "least restrictive environment" appropriate
to meet the child's needs.

The key features within the special education program in San Juan are the
resource specialist program,. the parent and staff meetings to plan indivi-
dual educational programs for each chilid, and the community advisory com-
mittes.

The resource special!ist program provides special help for individuals
with exceptional needs so that they can take part in the regular school
program for most of the school day. A resource specialist at each school
works with handicapped students and their parents and teachers.

[}

Meetings between parents and staff are an essential part of the special
education prcgram. Al' decisions about the education of special education
students-~identification, placement in a program, and the annual prepara-
tion of an individual educational program--are made with the active par-
ticipation and approval of the parents. Special procedurses for these
student placement and program review meetings protect the parents' rights
of due process under the |aw. .

Individual educational programs identify *he specia[ programs/services to
be given, the schoo!l setting where the student will receive nelp, the

.....
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specialist who will work wi+h the student, and the specific instructional
objectives to be accomplished.

The community advisory committee advises in the review and evaluation of
+he district special education program and assists in parent education.
Although parents form the majority of the committee, othe~ members of the
community are also involved.’

See Appendix A, "The Master Plan: What Is 142" for a more complete des-
cription of California's Master Plan (page 64). A Glossary of Special Educa-
+ion Initials and Terms s given in Appendix B (page 72).

Program Goals

: . ' 4 :
The evaluation of San Juan's special education program was designed fo cover
the 1978-79 goals for the program whiszh Included:

- Establish cbjective criteria for the most appropriate placement of
students with exceptional needs

+ Improve the instructional programs and services provided by special
education '

* Develop a management plan for the admjnistration of special education

- Obtain funding appropriate to the district's needs for special ed-
ucation programs.

In developing the evaluation plan attention was given to gathering informa-
tion related to these goals and, most specifically, to the improvament of
programs and services. As well as supplying information for local evaluation
purpcses, the evaluation activities have addressed areas of concern at

the state and federal !evels.|

e

Evaluation Plan

Seven topics were .selected and approved by the special education administra-
tors for study during the 1978-79 school year. These topics and the ques-
tions to be investigated are outlined in this section.

Topic I: ldentification and placement of s?udén*s
-~ How many students are served each year?

- What handicapping conditions do the students have?
- What is the racial-ethnic breakout?

'The evaluation interasts for local, state and federal levels and the
legisiated compoments for svaluation are presented in Appendix C (page 75).

oy
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Topic 2:

Togic 3.

Topic 4:

Topic 5:

- What number of special educafnon sfudenfs live with foster

parents?

- How many students are referred7

- Why are students referred?

[4

- How many referrals are pot placed (do not need service)?
- [How many placement and Feview meefings are heid?

- How many students attend sch
assessment service meetings?

| anpra|sal team and educational

- What criteria are available for providing special education

service?

- Are the resource specialist program and learning development

class criteria used?

Provision of services

What services are provided and

specialist teacher?

'n what settings?

What other services are given to LDC and" RSP.students?
How much direct help does a student receive from the resource

What are the common needs of learning handicapped sfudénfs?

Placement in least restrictive environment

¢ ™

- Are more students served in less restrictive settings?
- What orientation preparations facllitate integration?
- What problems do RSP and special class (LDC) teachers and

students have in integration?

Student performance

- How do achievement standings for special education students
compare with regular education student standings?
- Do initial gains in performance taper off after Two years in

the program?

- What achievement levels do Secondary deaf and hard-of - hearlng

s+uden+s reach?

- How do various special education populations perform on the

district Competency Tests?

- What attitudes do special education students show toward
school, study, students and themselves?

§

Satisfaction of teachers, parents, administrators

-~ Are teachers satisfied with program procedures (educational
program, time used in placement/review meetings, communica-
tions and inservice assistance to aides and regular staff)?

~ Are parents satisfied with program procedurés (due process,
SAT/EAS meetings, service delivery)?

- Are administrators satisfied with program procedures (placement

review meetings, integration, service delivery, space/equipment?




Topic 6: Professional development

- Are regular teachers more understand ing of speciat education
needs dye to Inservice? .

- Do special education teachers acquire new skills from inservice

~ training? : .

- Are special education teachers satisfPed with the inservice or
prcfessiongi}developmen* program? -

Topic 7: Program management

what student:teacher:aide ratios are maintained for different -
services/programs during the year? - _ "
What are the costs per student for various DIS services?

How do our program costs compare with those of other RLAs?

What effect does the administrative management plan have on .
+he special education program? ' ' .

S——
[ |

Evaluation Procedures

The evaluation plan required information on s+uden+s,“m335ures of student

-academic performance and attitudes, special education teacher surveys,

parent questionnaires, administrative reviews, and reports on information
generated by-special education teachers during and at the end of each year.

The procedures used in gathering data for the evaluation are_presented
under the sever topics of concern, e }

r

. .
Topic |: Identification and placement of students

Student Information

%

Information on students was collected Through the year as students were

" placed, programs and services were reviewed, changes were made in information,

or students were dismissed. The information was provided by teachers on
specially designed forms. Copies of these forms went to the managemenT
information system/exceptional student offices for computer input.

The information used in preparing®this evaluation report included data
on student ages, grades, ethnic and handicap classifications, special
education programs and services, placement and review meetings, fearning
needs, and referral information.

All of the student information required for state and federal reporws and
fer district evaluation purposes was avai.able through t+he management
information system. Computer programs were developed to provide the nec-
essury state reports and the other information which was needed was special=~
ly requested through the terminals.

State Office of Special Education Reports

The S+tate Office of Special Education reports included three types of student
repor-ts which were completed at t+he beginning of February. The pupil .
characteristics that were reported were gathered from management information

10

8




< ]
7
i

. T . . P . e e e
. :w
) ' . tTRE
_ 7 _ \ . : _ =
. . . . L. - .

- AN .
{ ; . “w ' -
! ' 3 . v, 3 -
. L ' . .

a "ll/
¥

L)

,
-

_system data which teachers supplied during the year about the students who -
had been identified and placed In special educationaprograms. All of the
: information needed for these reports was available from the management -
® information system/exceptional student data files and the necéssary reports
" were produced by special computer .programs. = :

&
- o

The three stydent reports were:: (Nf‘\\ R ' : ' -

| (1) The instructional setting or service which students received,
_® by various age groups and by handicapping condition.
(2) Pupil movement from type of instructional placement ih"February,
1978, to setting in February, -1979. . '
(3) Rac'al-ethnic characteristics of the students by major handicap-
" ping condition. . ‘ .

® In addition to the student reports, information on personnel employed and
projected professional development needs was reported.” ,

" The data forms submitted +o the Office of Speciél Edﬁcafibn are included .
in Appendix D (page 79).. - S g :
” N .

4
>

A

Criteria . Co o
The criteria for new areas of specigl education service were developed ' .
by five task teams with direcfion;ﬁsaview, and approval from a steering ‘
® committee. In addition, 'task teams from thé [977-78 year were re-convened
- to revise sections of the Preliminary Criteria which were used during
the 1978-79 year. Altogether these groups included over.90 regular and
special education teachers and administrators. They met many times during
the spring and completed t+he criteria by June, 1979. The revised Criteria
Handbook for Special Education Services is presented in Appendix E (page 87).

o A special study was conducted in the spring to determine how closely the *~
judgments made by SAT and EAS groups would correspond with the Jjudgments
of a panel of experts applying the pi I8t criteria. The exper+participants /
included area resource teachers and criteria task team members (*eachers,
psychologists and administrators). ‘ '

¢ The placement record information collected on 120 students was rev iewed
for placement in LDC (special class) or RSP programs or for transfer from
one program to another. Identifying information was deleted. ' Each of the
30 participants received 12 sets of information, and on the basis of the
pilot criteria, made a judgment to (1) not place, (2) place in RSP, or ,
(3) place in LDC. i .

The anticipated responses would have provided judgments by three experTs v

tor esach student placement decision. The actual resporisel came from il N
rather than 30 expert judges and limited the analysis and the interpreta-~

+ions whizh could be drawn from the study. The results were therefore

interpreted as being indicative of trends in criteria use rather than a

¢ definitive statement about their use.
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Services I '

.“ L ' ) L4 ) ’ .h . .
. Information on services provided, program settings and changes, and student
needs was available through the management information system described

in The Student |nforma+ion section of Topic 1, above‘

Resource §pecia||s+ Teacﬁer'Time Ufilizaflon v

o
A study of resounce speC|a||s+ teacher tjme use was.made during the spring
as part of a nationwi-e\survey. San Juan participated in the survey as
a means of securing tne information for ‘district analysis. Responses
'were returned by over palf of thé fesource special ist-teachers (40 of
the 78). .

-t

Schooll admunlsffefors also consldered the time use of the resource special=~
. Ist teacher as part of the Administrative Survey.,

Topic 3: mPIacemenT in |easT FeSTFICTIVG environment
. / EAY

. Least Restricvive Placement \\
An intensive interview study w\rh regular and "special education students
_at all grade levels was conducted during the 1977-78 schéol year to assess
The effects of integration. Students expressed generally positive reactions
to integration of both special class and resource program participants.
Sfudenfs indicated that They had many friends in both special and regular
education classes -
As a follow-up To the: I977-78 study, in the 1978-79 study teacners and
admlnjsfrafors were asked about problems related to integration and the
orientation preparations which facilitated integration. This was done
through the Special Ed.cation Staff Survey (for teachers) and through
the Administrative Survey interviews, . :

Topic 4: Student Performance.

Student Achievement - ' : . .

The progsess and standings in academic areas for almost 2,000 students
were studied through various types of test analyses and reports based
upon information in the siident files.

The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) was administered during the year
to 1960 special education students. The WRAT is used for all students
laced in resource specialist program and for all special class students
ho are able to take tests., The Wide Ranae Achievement Test (WRAT) is
‘an individually administered standardized instrument for estimating student
achiebement levels in reading, spelling, and mathematics. The WRAT is
administerad to s udents at the time they are placed in program and again
at the time of the annual review. Most of the students, 1868, who took
the WRAT had learning handicaps. The WRAT:was also used with 57 communica-
tively, |6 physically, and |9 sevarely handicapped students.

-
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Over half of the students (1,134) had test data avallable from two ad-
ministrations--during the 1978-79 schoo! year and during a previous school!

~year. This made it possible to use the pre- and posttest information

to determine student gains during program service and to show average
student standings for TQg%year.

lowa_Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) were administered to |,138 special
education students. These included 792 students In resource specialist
program and 346 students in speclal classes. The ITBS was given in grades
2-8 in February and in grade | in May. / N

About one-third of the students (380) had ITBS test data available from
both the 1977-78 and 1978~79 school years, providing info-mation for a
growth study using this test in addition to the study using the WRAT.

Because the ITBS is a standardized test administered district-wide, it
is possible to make comparisons between the special education students and
the regular school program. One major difference, howewver, is that the
tests given to special education students may be selected from |ower
levels which are more appropriate for measuring their academic function-
ing level. ' . \ '

_ : X
For simplicity of interpretation, grade-equivalent scores are used for
reporting in order to more easily compare the scores of students taking
tests at different levels. The use of grade-equivalent scores Is some-
times criticized as being imprecise. The publishers of the !TBS, however,
defend the use of grade-equivalent scores because of the care which was
used in the development and norming of the ITBS. Their development process
makes the comparability of grade-equivalent scores from different test
levels possible. .

Stanford Achievement Test, hearing impaired ed!/tion, was used to assess
the performance levels of 68 students participating in classes for the
aurally handicapped. The results from this test should be iﬁ?erprefed
with the understanding that hearing impaired students usually ao not
overcome the initial sensory deprivation which interferes with verbal
communication until much later than hearing students. This means that

their scores in terms of grade equivalents are frequently far below their

chronological grade placement.

With continuéd administration of the test in subsequ~nt years it will
be possible to chart growth profiles for aurally handicapped students
to provide a better picture of their achievement over time.

\

Competancy Test PeQ*onmance

Ouring the year some information was studied on the performance of special
education students on the elementary, intermediate and high school competeray
tests. Although this information did not include every special education
student, but only a sample from those identified by teachers as being in

" special classes (LDC), it provides an indication of the performance of these

students and some of the specific ar=2as in which They have difficulty.

The sample of special education communication skills tests inciuged 42
high schoo! students (grades nine to 12), 22 eighth grade students and
58 fifth grade students.

- 13
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Tbe sample of special educatio compufafiohal skills tests included 78
high school sfudasfs and 57 fifth grade students.

While these samples were those of convenience rather than a random selec-
tion, they contained enough students fram several schools fo be
representative. |t is-antictpated that further, more extensive studies
will follow in this area of competency.

Student Attitudes h

/ .
Student attitudes wer;\géékssed by the district-developed S-Quad survey.
This survey assesses student attitudes toward schoo!| and study, toward
other students and self. Named S-Quad because the fcur assessment areas
all begin with the letter "s'", the survey has three fcrms appropriate
for students at various grade levels from primary to secondary. The
secondary form also includes items dealing with size of school.

The attitudes of a sample of 400 students in randomly selected schools who
took the survey in the spring ot 1979 were compared with those of the

1,905 students whq took the survey in the fall of 1977. Students taking
the S-Quad were learning handlcapped students served either by the resource
specialist program or in special learning development classes.

Ouring the next several yéars the survey will continue fo be administered
on a sampling basis each year, picking up approximately one=sixth of the
learning handicapped students at each administration. This will permi?

a longitudinal student representation without the problems associated
with too frequent administration to the same group of students.

Topic 35: Satisfaction of Teachers, Parents, Adminisfrators

Special Education Staff Surveys .

in order to identify the issues of concern, discussions‘were held with
various management staff, including a number of area resource teachers.
Eighteen questions, many of them open-ended, were selected for use in the
Staff Survey. The survey item topics included integration, educational
arogram materials/approaches, time use, staff development and inservice,
as well as asking for comments and concerns.

The survey was distributed during the spring fThrough the school mail-to
every special education teacher including resource specialists, learning
deveiopment cliass teachers, and specialists providing any of *he designat-
ed instruction and services (DIS). Copies were a'so sent to ail special
aducation management staff members.

0f rthe 300 surveys distributed, 146 or 45 percent were returned. 7Two
nundred of *he staff were teachers working in fthe resource specialist
sregram (RSP) or in special classes (LDC). Almost two-thirds of this

group returned surveys. One hundred of *the staff were specialists who
srovide designated instruction and services. Only eighteen percent of this
greup returned surveys. The number and percent of staff returning survevs
are shown in Table |.

14
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Table |

Special Education Staff Returning Surveys by Program and/or Level

o
. Total Survey Percent
__Program/Level Statf Respondents  Responding.
. RSP/Elem ntary 44 32 73%
’Q-“‘\\\\%h RSP/Intermediate |4 10 71%
® ~RSP/High School 20 |7 85%
LOC-LH/E | ementary 40 30 75% P
LDOC-LH/Intermediate 10 6 60%
LDC-LH/High School 12 8 67%
LOC-CH/AL | Levels 23 13 - 57%
LDC-SH/All Levels 30 12 - 40%
® LDC-FH/AI | Levals 5 0 0%
Designated Instruction and Services 102 18 | 8%
Tctal/Average Percent 300 146 499
e A sample of teachers was asked to respond to a Staff Survey developed by
a private agency, 'SRl International, as part of the state~legislated five-
year evaluation of the Master Plan for Special Education. The results.
from tnis survey:-for teachers from San Juan were not available at the T|me
of this report, and will be reviewed and reported later in the 1979-80
school year.
® Requiar Staff Survey
In place of a district-produced survey of regular teachers, a sample of
regular teachers participated in the questionnaire study designed by a
private agency, SRl International, as part of the state legislated five~
® year evaluation of Master Plan. Because the results from this study

were not available at'the time of this report, they will be reviewed and
reported later in the 1979-80 school year.

The regular teacher questionnaires included questions about teacher
familiaritv with various aspects of the special education program, their
involvement in assassing and identifying potential special education

L J students, their service to special education students, and the overall
effects of the program.

Parent Survey

A survey for parents of special education students was developed by a
) sub-committee from the Community Advisory Committee. The survey ivems

were developeu to cover many aspects of parent rights and procedural

knowledge as well as satisfaction 'th the pregrams and services.

The survey was mailed to approximately 4,500 parents of special eaucation

students in the spring of 1979, (in scme cases parent address information
o was not available or was incomplete and these parents were not included

in the mailing.)




. total of 702 parents responded to the survey. They represented 848
students taking part in the programs or services shown In Table 2.
Many parents identified multiple services or had more than one child
participating, so the representative percents total more than 100.

+

Table 2

Program/Service Representation Indicated
by 702 Parents Responding to Parent Survey

. Number of Representative Percent of
Program/Service nggpoﬁgen+§ pPercen+ Tota! Program
Resource Specialist Program 319 45% 18%

_LDC - Learning |89 27% 24%
LDC - Comiunicative . 60 8% 32%
LDC - Physical : 23 3% '50%
LDC - Severe - | 6* 2% |9 *
Speech Therapy (DIS) T 22 31% 13%
Adaptive Physical Ed (DIS) - 57 8% 8%
Preschool - Infant 15 2% ' 5%

*One respondent cared for 36 students

A
In terms of overall| representation, the parents who responded fo the survey

represented |8 percent of the student population served by special education.

While a randomly selectad sample of this size would be considered adequate
for making inferences to the total:group, no inferential claim can be
made for these self-selected respondents. '

The results of the survey, nhowever, indicated substantial agreement among

the 700 parents who did respond. Because of this agreement the survey
data were judged to be suffic‘ently represeni tive to be credible.

Administrator Survevé

For the second time, special education sought direct school input for
planning its services for the following year. To get this input an inter-
view was scheduled with each schoo! principal or designee. Those conduct-
ing the interviews were the two special education supervisors, one area
resource teacher and the evaluation specialist.

tnterviews were held with personnel from 75 of the 75 schools (all but
one elementary and one intermediate s¢hool).

The survey instrument used in 1977-78 was slightly modified for 1978-79,
The topics covered included area office services, integration of special

education students, inservice, criteria, special DIS services, accomplish=
ments in 1978-79 and goals for 1979-80.
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Topic 6: Professional Development

Professicnal Development for Reqular Staff

As part of the Administrator Survey described above, building principals
discussed the professional development/inservice program provided for
regular staff members. Special education teachers reported on the inser-
vice programs they prOV|ded for regular staff in their Staff Survey.

Professional Development for Special Education Siaff

The professional development and inservice programs provided for the spe~
clal education staff were included as topics in the Specna' Education
Staff Survey described under Toplc 5.

Staff Development Needs

Staff development needs were summarized from February sfafe reports and-
from the Special Education Staff Survey.

Topic 7: Program Management

Personne|l

Special education personnel and class size information were availabie from
state reports made in February and from management information system data.

Fiscal Reports

A cost data report prepared by the Business Services Division was sub-
mitted to the State Department of Education, Office of Special Education,
in August, 1979. This report included pupil and employee data and income
for fiscal year 1978-79. The direct costs, direct support charges and in-
direct support charges were reporfed for four program/serV|ce headings and
for the total program.

Information from the 1978~79 report was compared with that reported in

-1977-78 for San Juan, and with reports from the other Master Plan agencies

summarized by the Office of Special Education.

*

Adminisfrafjve Management Plan

The plan for administering the special educationr program through two area

office supervisors, area resource teachers and program specialists was .
evaluated by special education teacners and school principals as part of

their respective surveys described under Topic S. .

]5 1.‘ -



SECTION |1

Fa

EVALUATION F INDINGS

In this section the findings which were summarized in Section ! of this
evaluation report will be discussed more completely. Seven topics will
be used as the focus of the discussion. Each topic will be discussed in
terms of +he findings from cne or more of the evaluation procedures.

Some of the more lengthy tabulations-of data, such as those required for
state reports, have been placed in the Appendices. A Glossary of Special
Education Initials and Terms is presented in Appendix B (page 72).

The procedures used to gather the data were discussed in the precedi%g
section, Section |, along with the Iimitations associated with each procedure.

Topic |I: Identification and Placement of S+udeﬁTs
2=

+ How mury students are served each year?

Ouring the first district-wide year under Master Plan, 1976-77, San Juan's
special education population grew from 3,357 students to 4,596 students,

an increase of 37%. In its second year, 1977-78, the rate of growth slowed
to 4 percent, an increase .to 4,787 students. \

In 1978-79, its third 'ear, 1t showed a slight decline of 2 percent to
4,675 at the end of the year. The apparent decline may be due *o the
dismissals in program placement which were made toward the end of the
year, as the February counts in 1978 and 1979 were almost the same (4,737
and 4,756, respectively). .

In comparison with the district population, the students served by special
education programs and services have averaged |0 percent of the total
population. (Refer to Table 3, page |7).

What handicapping conditions do the students have?

Students served by special education are termed "individuals with excep-
+ional needs." They are classified for data collection and recording
purposes in one of four categories: communicatively, physically, learning
or severely handicapped. Table 3 presents the number and percent of
students receiving special, education services between June, !977 and

June 1979 by these four handicapping conditions.
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Tabie 3 '
e Comparisons of Students Receiving Spoéial Education Services .
' N - Between June, 1977 and June, 1979 :!—
General Handicappin 1 rv .
Number of R Communicative Learning Physical Severe Total
Students Served .
June, 1377 . 1,296 2,216 702 322 4,596 °
February, 1978 1,236 2,516 680 325 . 4,797 _
June, 1978 1,152 2,604 716 318 4,787 \_\
February, 1979 © 1,164 2,642 642 308 4,756 “
June, 1979 Iq’,090 2,661 618 508 4,875 \
Percent of Special @
Education Population :
June, 1977 - 28% : 595 15% 7% 100%
February, 1978 26% 53% 143 7% 100%
June, 1978 249 54% 15% 7% 100% N
February, 1979 24% 56% 138 7% 100% .
June, 1979 . 238 57% 13% 7% 1008 - o L4
Purcent of Olstrict
District Popuilation
June, 1977 48,277 2.7% 4.7% 1.5% 7% 9.5%
February, 1978 48,019 2.6% 5,21 l.ag .78 9.9% Y
June, 1978 47,407 2.4¢ - 5.4 eg T8 10.1%
' Fabruary, 1979 46,929 2.5% 5.6% 1.4% 7% 10. 1% "
June, 1979 46,028 2.4% 5.8 . 1.3% 79 10.2% ®
@

.+ What is8 the ractal-etimic breakout?

Ths racial-ethnic proportions of students served by special education,
considered as a total group and by handicap category, were similar to
(within | percent of) the over-all district proportions.

\ ®
Table 4 summarizes the count of students in special education pregrams
and in the district by ethnic background. There were no significant
differences between the racial and ethnic representation of students
served by special education and the total district enrol iment.
._
15
o

17



Table 4 \

«  Ethnic Backgrounds for Students S~

o _ " Served by Special Education and for SJUSD S
o Srecial Education — - — —--District_

1977-78 Year 1978-79 Year |1977=78 Report

~Ethnic Group Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
_. American Indian or ,
. Alaskan Native 46 1% 45 | % 952 2%
Black 93 2% 99 2% 608 1%

’ Asian American/Filipino - ) _ -
o American & Pacific 9| 2% 90 2% 890 2%
T - Islander

Hispanic 177 49 193 4% |,826 4%
° All Other 4,380 91% 4,248 91% 43,654 91%
h Total Number ‘4,787 100% 4;675 100% 47,930 100%

- P . - e mim er e — e —

What number of special education gtudents live with foeter parents?

The two most intensive special education programs, special classes and
resource, have 5 percent of their students from foster homes. These
students include 34 students who are served by the resource specialist
program (2 percent of that program), and |12 who are in special classes
(9 percent of the special class population). The proportion of foster

® ' students in special classes has increased by | percent from the 8 percent
found in 1977-78. '

How many students are referred?
During the "1978-79 schoo! year 1,579 students were referred for special

® education services. This was a twenty-two percent increase over the number
of referrals in*1976-77 and 1977-78, which averaged !,30C students.

Whu are stuc.ents referred?

The primary reasons for referrals are academic problems. These academic
o sroblems are in reading, mathematics and spelling. A secondary reason
: for referral for special education service is an oral language problem,
A comparison of the relative frequency of expressed reasons for referrals
hetween the [978-79 school year and the previous year shows an increase
in academic reasons for referrals. These comparisons of referral reasons
_ are presented in Table 3. Because more than one reason may be given for
® each referral, the percents represent a dupiicated counting of students.

£§§ﬂ2~ .18 20




Table 5

A Comparison of Referral Reasons
in 1977-78 and 1978-79

Referral . Relative Percent
Reason o 1977-78 ___ 1978=79

Oral Language 75% 58%

Reading 64% 76%

Mathematics ' \ 52% 65%

. Spelling - 499 - 59%

| Writing 43% 489

School Behavior 29% 30%

Fine Mqtor 16% 16%

- Self Concept . _ : 119 15%

Self Help ' T g 1%

Non Oral Language 7% - 6%

Gross Motor ’ 5% 6%

Vision : 4% 49

Vocational-Career 3% 3%

Hear ing ‘ 3% 5%

+ How many referrals are not placed (Do not need service)?

Ouring the 1978-79 school year three percent of the students referred for
service or 53 out of 1,579 were determined to be not eligible for placement
in cpecial education programs for the handicapped. This is an increase
over the two percent who were not eligible in 1977-78 and may reflect an
application of the preliminary criteria for eligibility used during 1978-79,

* How mamy placement and review meetingg are held?

Over five thousand meetings of Schoo! Appraisal Teams (SAT) or Educational
Assessment Service (EAS) groups were held during the 1978-79 school year.
About 30 percent of these were for new placements, 62 percent were required
annual program review meetings and 8 percent were special program review
meeti gs to discuss student progress

How many studente attend SchooZ Apprazsal Team and Fducational Assessment
Servzce meetings? :

Schoo| Apprausal Team (SAT) meetings were attended by 800 students, while
Educati nal Assessment Service (EAS) meetings were attended by 260 students.
These fig res mean that students were in artendance at 20 percent of the
meetings hé?d to determine their program placement and services, and that
slightly more sfudenfs, proportionally, took part in SAT meetings than in
EAS mee*ings. .
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What oriteria are available for providing avecial education service?

- During the 1977-78 school year criteria were developed for receiving service

o in five special education programs. These programs (resource specialist
program, learning development class for learning handicapped, adapted
physical education, language and speech therapy and counseling) se.ve

* "~ about 88 percent of the special education students in San Juan.

. In the 1978-79 school y¢=' criteria for- the above services were revised, ‘
@ and criteria were developed for learning development classes for the com-
municatively and severely handicapped, serving 4 and 6 percent of the
special education students, respectively. Still to be developed during
the 1979~-80 schoo!l year are criteria for classes and supplemental services
for the physically handicapped, serving about 2 percent of the special
education population. .

RN 4

e The criteria for program eligibility were developed by over 90 team mem-
bers, including parents, regular and special education teachers and ad-
ministrators. They are now in use throughout the district. They were
developed to more specifically identify those students who qualify for

. special education service. A copy of the Criteria for Special Education

® Services is included in Appendix E (page 87).

Are the resource specialist program and learming developmeht class eriteria
used? ‘ '

A study of the criteria used in these placements was made in the spring.
® Qualified judges reviewed the doiumentation which accompanied a sample

of placement decisions made during the year by SAT and EAS teams +o

determine which placements were appropriate according to the criteria.

The judges' placements according to criteria and the SAT or EAS teams'
. placements weré compared for 122 students: 8 students who had not been

® placed, 62 students who were placed in RSP, and 52 students who were placed
in special ciass. The comparison agreements and differences are shown
in Table 6. - ' )
“\
Table 6
@ Agreements and Differences Between Judgments of Student Placement
) Using Pilot Criteria and Actual Placement Decisions
T Number A8reement With Difference From
Judgment - of Actual Placement Actual Placement
S*+udents "No. 2 No. g
¢ , P
Do not place in 8 8 100% 0 0%
« Special Sducation
Place in Special Class 52 35 -~ £8% 17 22%
(LDC) .
°® Place in Resource 62 31 : 50% 31 50%
Specialist Program -
20
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The judges and the placement teams were !n complete agreement on those
students who should not be placed in special education. This finding
implies that judgments can and are being made that, according to the cri-
teria, some students are not in need of special education services.

Agreemenf was found for two-thirds of the students placed in special
classes, For the remainder of the specné? class students the judges would
have placed 16 percent in resource program rather than special class and
the remaining |5 percent were judged to have Tnsufficient information
supplied to satisfy the criteria requirements for placement.

“The placement of students in the resource specialist program, as judged p
according to the criteria, had the least agreement, with only 50 percent
of the judgments agreeing with the placements. Most of the remainder,

39 percent, were judged to lack sufficient information to qualify the
student for placement according to the criteria. A few, || percent,
were judged to meet the criteria for special class -(LDC) placement even
though the placement team recommended the resource program.

These findings may indicate a difficulty in the application of the 1978-79
criteria for placement in Resource Specialist Program. A further problem

in application of the criteria may be tha+t, in a number of ceses, insufficient
information is provided for placement decisions by SAT or EAS teams.

Topic 2: Provision of Services

. What services are_grovzded and in what settzggs’ ,

The services for special education students are provided in a number of
different instructional settings. These settings include nonpublic

school instruction, special c¢lasses and centers, the resource specialist
program and through designated instruction and services. Under the Master
Plan for Special Education, emphasis is given to providing service to
students in the least restrictive and most integrative settings. Grouping
students in.different instructional ‘settings is done in accordance with
the needs of the students and easier transiticns are provided from one
setting to another,.

Designated instruction and services (DIS) include specific services offered
by a specialist. One or more of these services may be provided separately
or as an adjunct to service in.a special class, by the resource special-
ist or in a nonpublic school. Services provided include: audiological
services, career and occupational preparation, specialized driver training,
heal+h education, home and hospital instruction, orientation and mobility
training, parent education, psychological services, adaptive physical
education, supplemental instruction, and speech and language therapy.

In February, 1979, there were 3,282 students who received one or more DIS
sarvices. For |,713 students their only spec.al education service was through
DIS, with the rest of their educational program supplied in regular classes.

21
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Resource speclalist program, known.as RSP, is designed to provide special
 help for indlviduals with exceptional needs so that they can continue
in or return to the regular school program. The service may include
instructional planning, special Instruction, tutorial assistance and con=-
sultive services to regular teachers. The students served by the RSP
are assigned to regular classroom teachers for 2 majority of the school
day. x, a ,

. - N T

In 1976-77, RSP service was provided for 1,496 students. A seventeen “
percent ircrease in RSP service was experienced during the 1977-78
year, bringing the total to 1,749 in June, 1978.

Despite a slight decrease in RSP enroliment at the beginning of the 1978-79
school year due to students returning to regular class placements or
leaving the district, the number of students increased to a high of I,811
"by June of 1979, a four percent increase over June of 1978.

Special classes in San Juan have been known as "learning development classes"
(LOC). Special classes serve students for the majority of the school

day. Clusters of learning development classes become "centers'", such as

the Laure! Ruff or Starr King Exceptional LDC centers for severely or
physical |y handicapped students. ' o

For three years the proportion of students served in special classes has
remained at 27 percent of the special education populaton.

Nonpublic schoo! instruction is provided only for thosé students whose
exceptional needs can only be appropriately met outside the district.
Such cases include more serious or severe handicaps. Private schools
serving these studenis recelve tuition payments through special education
funding. San Juan had eleven students attending private schools at the
nd of last year.

Table 7 identifies the number and percent of students receiving each of
the services described above by general handicapping category.

Table 7

Number and Percent of Special Edu.ation Students Recelving Different Services by
Ma jor Handicapping Category and for Total Specia!| Educatlon Populationh, February 1979

General Handicappi Cateqory

Type of ' - :

7 Communicative Learnin Physical _Severe Total

Service =N 1 ’r— ——-§N 2 —1—-—H -~ T -——?N

Designated 917 198 227 ¢ 539 11§ 30 1$ 1713 36%

instruction 4 Service .

Resource 38 14 1669 3%5% 43 1% a 2 1781 37%

Speclalist Program

Special Class 209 4% 740 16% 60 4 272 6% 1281 27%

{Lod)

Nonpub ! lc School 0 a 6 a 0 2 5 8 1y 2
Totals 1164 24% 2642 56% 642 13% 308 7% 47%6 100%
8L ess than | psrcent
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« What other services are givenm to LDC and RSP atudenta?

- Many of the students who are served through the resource specialist program
(RSP) or in special cl!asses receive other déélgna+ed instruction and ser-
vices (DIS) to augment ‘their major program service. Over one-half of
the special class students and almost one-third of the RSP students re-
ceive other, additional services. The services most frequently given are
those of speech therapy and adaptive physical education. The counts of
students receiving designated instruction and services in addition to another
program such as RSP or special.class are displayed in Table 8, A.number
of students receive two or three additional services and are included in
the duplicated figures for each service.

Table 8
Students Receiving Designated Instruction

and Services Only and In Combination with
Other Programs as of June, 1979

Number of Students Receiving DIS

Designated Instruction and Services

Only ‘With Another Program
o
> Speech and Language Therapy L 971 776 .

. Adaptive Physical Education ] 424 302 '
Home or Hospital Instruction 87 30
Psychological Services _ - 291
Parent Education 173
Health Education ' . 308
Orientation and Moblility ' Pt
Career Preparation 10S
Supplemental Instruction 103 58 ,

TOTALS l,585 2,058

+ How mych direct heZQ does a_student receive Irom the regource specialist
teccher?

Over one-half of the resource specialist program teachers respgonded to
a studvy on how they use their ftime.

Their average estimate was that 60 percent of their time was spenf in
direct instruction. Their estimates for direct instruction ranged frcm

a low of 25 percent *o a high af 90 percent of their work time. Assuming
an 8-hour work day, resource specialist program *eachers estimated tha*
+they averaged the equivalent of six periods of :nsfrucf on a day or 4 hours
and 48 minutes. ®

In aadition +o the time used in direct instruction, teachers estimated

that they spent over 3 hours in related tasks. Major acTivities apart

from instruction were preparing for and participating in SAT/EAS meetings,
instructional planning and consulting with teachers. These activities

were followed by preparing 'EPs, record keeping and consulting with parenvs.
.Relatively li+tle time was spent on general school duties or in oroviding
inservice for classrocm teachers. '

Q 1) B
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The average es+im5+ed“peE¢en+ of time used on.each of ten tasks and the
.average hours and minutes per day and per week which these represent

presented in Table .9.

o/ o - Table 9

Average RSP Teacher Estimates of Time Use

Kol

[Ty

9‘{'\9

Hours: Minutes

What are the common meeds of_learnigg handicapped students?

At the time students are placed in a program, the types of

Task ‘Pefc?nf Mours: Minytes Y
) «.. of Time. Per Day Per Week
Direct Instruction 609 4:48 24:00
SAT/EAS preparation T e .34 - 2:48
and participation

JLlanning and preparing . , 7% A 134 2:48 ’
for insfrgcfion '

- Assessment and evaluation’ 6% 129 2:24
Consulting with teachers . 5% o :%: 12:00
|EP preparation and maintenance 4% 119 . |:36

" Record keeping ) Tt 4% 119 |:36
Consulting with parents: 49 119 | :36
Genaral school duties 2% - :09 :48
Providing inservice ‘ 1% :05 :24

’ TOTALS 100% 8:00 40:00
zsaSeg upon an 8-hour day ,
Based upon a 40-hour week: (f

learning needs

which will be addressed through special education services are identified.

Each student may have several needs identified.

v

Some comparisons were made from the learning needs specified for 2 group
of 1,139 learning handicapped students who took the lowa Tests of Basic

Skills in 1979 with 1,064 students who were tested in 1978.
students had three .ngeds identified, so the percentages giv
300 percent. For example,” in Table 10, 63 percent of the
listed as one of their fop three learning needs in 1978 as
6! percent in 1979. Written language and mathematics were
frequent|y-named needs in 1979, a switch ia priority order

Each of these
en will total
boys had reading
compared with
the next .most
from 1978,

———

There was an increase in the area of spelling and a decrease in the areas

of school behavior and self concept.

¢
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Table |0

Yy

. o ’ Three Major Learning Needs for a Samnie of
.Learning Handicapped Boys and Girls by Relative Percent

Relative Percent

Area of Need - Boys Girls " : Total
1978 1979 1578 1979 1978 1979
Read i ng - 63 61 65 70 63 64
Written Language ' 47 59 36 46 44 56
Mathematics ' 49 © 5] 59 . 62 5] 54
School Behayior 34 24 20 13 30 2
*Spelling 13 17 13 17 3 16
‘ Lral Language 20 9 26 15 21 1l
. Seif Concept 14 4 17 o 7 14 6
. - Audio[pgy . 9 6 12 7 9
" Cther Needs 51 69 52 60 + 55 66
.

’ ~ Number of Students 818 845 246 294 |,064 ,139

Topic 3: Placement in least restrictive environment

* Are more students served in less restrictive gettings?

) : , Two goals.of" special education programs under the California Master Plan
S for Special Education are (I) to provide services for only as long as they
-t v are required, and (2) to serve the student in the "least restrictive

setting (the setting which is closest to 2 regular classroom and also of
'max imum;benefit), ' '

Qver the past year, from June, 1978 to June, 1979, slightly over half

of the original special education population remainded in the same program
or service settings. Of the total number of students served each year
atiout two-ihirds leave and are replaced by new students. This turnover

of sTudenTzRFach year creates a significant workload factor.

The students who return to the regular program represent about 6 percent
of the total served. Some students do move from service fo service within

oy special education, with 4 percent moving to greater service and/or more
restrictive settings, and 7 percent going to less service or restriction,
These changes in service are identified in Table 1.
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y Cnongn In Special Educetion Program Placement
. « From June, I978 To June, I979

Criginal . Jpecin] Iiig. !m jcnlm Attgr Ong Yegr  Returned - Entered

Scecial Educnion , Less to Regulier Lett Special

Placement 1l Regtrictive Pr lgtrict £ tion
' ___éamr. EﬂL.&LfL fatricrive oot %E_JLT. Educetion

. Reguiar Class with
Designated Instructlion 689 14t 112 2 128 38 128 3% 689 142 0% 15%
ang Services : : :
Regular Class with . .
Resource Speciaiist 1048 223 1] 28 v3 2% 120 g 423 '} 580 12%
Program . .
B Special glass 838 |8% 8 b 129 3¢ 30 s 308 6 318 7%
. Hue or Hospital or R
- hMonpudlie Seneol [ b 0 b 24 b 2! b 63 | 15 . 64 1%
Totals 2581 54¢ 20% L} 351 7% 296 6% 1480 315 1664 35%

2

::uaon?: who left the district miy have graduated, dropped cut of school, dled, or trensferred out of
sTric

bLus then | percent

fn 1978-79 the percent of students returning fto regular program from ‘ p
resource specialist program increased dramatically, over 900 percent '
(from |3 students in 978 to 120 in 1979). The special class students

returning to regular class doubled, from 14 to 30. More new students

e < were placed in resource specialist progiam (| percent increase) and

fewer new students were identified for only designated instruction and

services (6 percent drop).

© What' orientation preparations facilitat e_integration? . ' .

@ Teachers identifled close contact with regular teachers as the primary
way to facilitate student integration in regular classes. ProporTuonaTely
fewer teachers working with communicatively or severely handicapped ‘stu=
dents were able to facilitate integration. Findings for teachers in re-
.sburce specialist and learning development class programs as repcrted in
the Sta:f Survey are presaented in Table 12.

Table 12

Percent of Staff Survey Respondents Using
Difterent Methods to Facllltate Student integration

.. Me+hod Resource Specialist Learning Oovelogmen? gless
Elem. inrer, HS

Elgm, Inter:

Frequent communication

«lth reguiar ctass 97¢ 1008 100% 87% ICO%  88% 625 33

teacher{s)

Speclal education

teacher visits in 718 90% 189 45% 50% 794 38¢ 4%
] regular classtes)

Reguiar tescher

atrengs EAS/SAT 1003 30% 18% 57% 17¢ 38y 8y 2%%
Teacher~-led
discussions with 26% 30% 12% 13% 17¢  13% 8% 7%
reQuisr clasx students

) Other 10% 108 ] 43% 17% 0 15¢% 42%

Lurnlng Handicapped
Camunlcs'rlve.y Handicapped
CSaverely Mandiceppad

26 924




Among the "other" methods reported by special education teachers were
teaching, team teaching or demonstrating in regular classrooms, having

the special education aides or student teachers assist in the regular
classrooms, and reverse integration (inviting students from regular classes
into the special education classes).

.

What problems do RSP and sbecial class (LDC) teachers and studente have
in integration? , ' P

In the special educaf!onlsigii_sugggx, teachers were asked 1o identify
problems they had noted in integration. The most prevalent problem in
all programs was the type of experience the special education student had

in regular classes. These are some |l|lustrative comments:
Pupil not able to work independently
Need for quiete:r classrooms
L Textbooks have . readability level that i8 too difficult
Most school prorrums are not designed for slow learmers
Students camot survive in (regular) classes : .

Still have trouble keeping up with grade level curriculum if skills
are low , "

[

A summary of the number of times certain problems were noted by the 200

Teac@ers in Rescurce Specialist Program or in Learning Development Classes
is given in Table 13,

Table |3
. k]
Frequency of Problems in Integration Noted Dy Teachers
Responding to Special Education Statt Survey

Problen Ares Resource Specislist Program Learnin

Dgve lopment Classes Total 1imes

Elom, inter. 4 High S, L=Elem® L=Inter Lek,S,? CuM. .M.~ Noted
Cilass Experisnces - 8 5 2 2 2 2 ! 25
Acceptance 3 ] ! S 3 ! 2 20
Schedu!ing 8 2 3 4 ! 1 [ 20
Teacner xnouloégc i } 6 | 3 | - 13
Class Loed 6 4 2 2
Assistanco/Aides 4 ! 5
Cammunication ' ! ] 2 4
Hone 3 4 2 . 14

ALearning Hondicapped
SCommunicatively Handicappad
CSaverely Handicapped

2y
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The problem areas of most concern to each program are summarized below
with representative comments.

For Resource Specialist Program (RSP) teachers, these were the thi'ee most
pressing problems with sample comments: '

* Schedul ing (Fepor+ed by 22% of RSP respondents)
There are problems with pulling children out of class due to
conflicts with other subject topics, lunch breaks, recesgses,
ete. :

» Class experlances (reported by 21% of RSP respondents)”’
Seudent is hindeved working independently and procegging in-

. formation and directions givem in large group, because of indi-

vidual help and instruction to which he is accusgtomed.

- Acceptance (reported by 0% of RSP respondents)

Clagsroom teacher segregating special education child.

About 20% of the Resource Specialist Program teachers stated that they had

- no problems in student integration.

In_Learning Development Class (LDC) programs sarving students with learning
handicaps (LH), these were the four most frequently reporfed integration
problems: :

* Acceptance (reported by 30% of LH;LDC respondents)
Students do not always feel accepted in the regﬁlar elassroom -
at timea they feel inadequate and are too discouraged to even
gttempt classroom aseigrments. ’

+ Class ioad (reported by 20% of elementary LH-LDC respondents)
There 18 no policy to help the regular teacher in terms of
decreasing class load if he/she takes on several special educa-
tion students.

' Class experiences/expectations (reported by 20% of LH-iDC respond-
ents)

Regular teachers' lack of understanding of special students'
handicaps. Some think they are "lazgy." Materials are often
not appropriate.

Scheduhing (reported by 14% of LH-LOC respondents)

Jo ovenings in reqular classes except at semester breaks.

-
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LOC programs for communicatively handicapped (CH) studenis had these
integration problems reported by teachers:

* Class |oad (reporfed“by 314 of CH=-LDC respondents)
Not enough spaces available in regular class for ihtegration.

¥ Asslsfance/andes (reported by 31% of CH-LDC respondenfs)

I uzZZng_,ask a regular teacher to accept my students unlese
they can have some kind of support - either a reduction of I

or 2 regular students per handicapped child or in terme of more
aide time (not mine!l)

. Teachér_knowledge (reported by 23% of CH-LDC respondents)

Regular teachers need continuing inservice on special student
needs and federal legislation.

[y

* Acceptance (reported by 15% of CH=-LDC respondents)

Ridicule of students (junior high level) by regular students.
Some lack of understanding and skill of regular teacher.

Teachers in LOC program for seversly handicapped (SH) reported two integra-

tion problems: «
* Class load (reported by 17% of SH-LDC respondenfs)

Difficult to fird regular claass pLacements for SH students,
even LDC placements.

- Communication (reported by 17% of SH-LDC respondents)

flot enough communication.

"Topic 4: Student performance

+ How do achievement.standings for spectal education students compare with
requiar educaticn student standings?

Comparisons--Because the lowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) are administered
district-wide, it was possible to compare the standings of speciatl educa-
tion students In the resource specialist program and in learning develop-
ment classes with students in the regular education program. .These stand-
ings are shown in Figures |, 2 and 3 for thé test areas of reading com-
prehension, spelling and mathematics problems.

Students in the resource speciallist program had achievement levels thaT
were about two-thirds fthose of the average regular student. Students in
learning developmerr classes were achieving at about half the average

level of the regular student.
31 S
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Student Achievement N

Over 50 percent of the special education population received services
for a learning handicap. Most of these students had needs in reading,
mathematics and/or written language. |t was appropriate, therefore, to
study the achivement of fthese students in basic skill areas.

Gain--One of the tests administered to most of the learning handicapped
students was the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT). On this tes; scores
were available for 1,134 students who had been tested twice during the
past two years., It was possible, then, fto determine the average gain per
school month between fest administrations. (Because the WRAT may be given
during any month and is not scheduled for any one time, this analysis
takes into account varying periods of time between tests to estimate

growth.)

For students served by the resource specialist program the average reading

gain was nine~-tenths of one month for each month of school.

In mathematics,

average gains of seven-tenths of one month per month were achieved by
students, and in spelling, six-tenths of a month. Gains for special
class students averaged one to two-tenths of a month less than those of
resource students in each test area. Table |4 presents the WRAT gain

report.
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Table 14
Gains* Between Two Administrations of the Wide Range Acheivement Test
for 796 Students in RSP and 338 Students in LOC

|
" Student  __Reading _ ~Spellin Vathematics
" _Grade level RSP LDC RSP LDC RSP LDC
' 2 .9 .8 .9 7 .6 .8
i 3 1.0 .8 7 5 .9 7
4 1.0 .6 .6 .5 .8 3
5 .0 .7 .8 .4 .8 .7
6 .9 .7 .6 .4 7 3
L 7 .8 .4 4 3 6 6
8 7 .4 .5 .2 .8 .5
9 .8 1.3 3 .3 .5 .3
10 .9 ol .6 3 .4 5
® y 5 NA 5 NA .5 NA
Average -9 ) 08 |6 04 -7 a5
_*Reported as month and tenth of month gains for each month of in;frucfion.
@
; Gains were also determined for 380 éfudenfs who had |TBS scores from both
- - 1978 and 1979. The |TBS.covers nine separate testing areas rather than
. the three included in the WRAT. The average growth in each test area
. for the year between test administrations was computed .for RSP and LDC
() students as presented in Table 1|5.
Table 5
Grade Equivalent Growth* Befweén ITBS 1978 and . 1TBS 1979
' for 285 Students in RSP and 95 Students in LDC
®
: Test Area RSP LtDC
Vocabulary 1.2 .9
Word Analysis 1.3 .8
Reading Comprehension 1.3 1.0
() Spelling .8 7
Capitalization 1.1 7
Punctuation 1.1 .Q
Jsage il .9
Math Concepts Pod t.0
Math Problems [ (.0
® Average Growth* .1 -9
. L

~d

*Reported as year and tenth of year growth

S —
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The average growth across all sections of the ITBS for an RSP student - @
was eleven months growth for ten months ih program and, for the LDC student,

nine months growth for ten months in program. These student growth figures

on the ITBS were slightly greater. (from two- to five-tenths of a month) .

than the growth on the WRAT. . ' S '

The ITBS growth rates, when compared with the special education student ®
pravious growth rates as determined by their academic standings, were N\
equivaledt to a growth rate of 160 percent for RSP students and 180 per-

cent for LDOC students,

Learning Needs--A study was made of [TBS sfandingsxfor learning handicapped _
students with identivied needs in reading, spelling and math and those _ ®
students without identified needs. The expectation was that students '

without an identified need for a subject would have higher grade equivalent )
standings than those of students with an identified need. As Table 16

shows, this difference between students with and without Identified need

in each subject was found. The difference was more evident in reading :

where the students witholt need had scores that averaged one-half year . ®

above those of students with need. The difference was less apparent in '

spelling and math where the students without.need were only two to three

months above the students with need.

. Teble 16 : . L
Standings® on the ITBS for Lesrning Handicapped Students in Resource Specialist Program (RSP) '
5 or Spaciail Class (LDC) With and Without Learning Needs in Reading, Spelling and Mathemstics T
' Read i Speiil Mathematic
Grade RSP Stugenty  __LOC Studenty RSP _Stydents —IPC_Students “RSP_Students LCC Students
Reed _ No heed Need NoNeed Newd No Need Need No Need  Need No Need  Nesd  No Need
-2 I8 2.3 2 L4 Ly 2.0 18 17 19 2.4 e . @
b) 2.2 2.9 _ 1.8 2.6 1.9 2.4 1.8 1.8 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5
4 3.1 X.5 2.4 2.7 2.7 3.3 2.6 2.2 - 3.3 3.4 2.7 3.0
s 3.8 4.4 2.6 3.1 3.3 - 3.9 2.4 2.8 4.1 4.2 2.8 3.0
6 4.3 5.0 3.0 3.2 4.0 - 4.4 2.1 3.3 4.4 5. 3.0 3.2
? 47 5.0 2.7 42 5.0 4.4 2.8 48 5.0 5.4 3.3 36
8 s, 5.7 3.2 4.5 5 49 4.9 4. 5.9 8.3 4 4.4 [
Total Number 46 316 223 75 99 458 2 188 412 350 171 14l
Averzge Dlfterence . . .
Botween Need .8 .5 .3 3 .3 .2
ano No Need
Reported as grade equivalent In grade and tenth of grade standings o P

-

+ Do initial gaing in performance taper off after f0 years in proaram?

A study of growth per month of instruction was made for |00 students who _ .
had received service for two years as compared with 453 students who had

been served for one year. The results, as shown in Table 17, slightly

. favoréd the students who had received two years of service. The growth

in subject areas differed for students in the two programs, with special

class students served for twd years showing greater gains in mathematics

while resource students had greater gains in reading after two vears. o

Q . | 35 .
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Table 17

Comparison of WRAT Achievement Growth* for
Samples of Students Receixing Service for
. - One Year and Twb Years

C e

Progréafand

Period of Service Read ing Spelling Mathematics

Special Class for Learning Hand icapped

One Year (N=|31) .7 .4 . 5

Two™ Years (N=21) .7 5 .7
‘Resource Specialist Program

_ One Year (N=312) .9 .6 7

Two Years (N=71) Pl .7 .7

*Reported as month and tenth of month gains for each month of instruction

Wrat achievement levels do secondary deaf and hard-of -hearing students
reach? )

The achievement of 38 deaf and hard-of-hearing students, grades 7 to 12,
was measured using the Stanford Achievement Test for hearing impaired
students. This test includes measures of vocabulary, reading, spelling
and mathematics as wel! as a communication comprehension section.

The grade equivalent standings on six ‘test areas were computed as presented
in Table 18 for students in grades 7 tewi2 and students aged 8 to 2.

Table I8

Achlevement Standings for Heering mpaired
Students on the Stanford Achiev * Test

Y4 Number of ' Math Math Commun ication
Grade Students Vocadulsry Reading  Speiling _ Compytation Congepty _ Comorehension
e

8 . 1.2 2.3 3.5 R 2.4 1
9 7 1.9 2.1 3.5 2.2 1.9 1.5
10 7 1.3 2.8 6.4 . 2.7 2.6 2.2
H 5 2.1 4.3 5.1 5.4 4.3 2.7
12 ‘ 1.9 3.4 5.4 38 3.2 1.5
Grade : .

7 13 2.% 3.7 s.7 LI 3.8 2.1
8 10 4.0 5.0 7.8 5.2 W 1.9
9 ‘4 3.1 3.3 .2 4.8 2.9 1.8
10 ] 1.5 2.3 3.6 4.9 2.1 1.0
1" s 4 6.0 7.2~ 8.6 1.2 2.3
12 3 33 5.3 7.6 9.3 7.3 3.4

The grade equivalents on this test were reported for comparison wifh'hear-
ing students. Such comparisons, however, are misleading unless conSIgera—
tion is given to the difficulfy which hearing impaired students bave.an
overcoming their sensory deprivation which impedes verbal communication.
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I+ should also be noted that the number of students at each grade level
was small and that the variability among the students was very great (for
example, scores for the |0 eighth grade students In reading ranged from
2.1 to 12.3). For these re@asons no analysis of the grade to grade stand-
ings is being made in this report. When scores are available from next
year's test administration, a growth analysis will be made for students
who are hearing impaired. '

How do various special education populations perform on the digtrict
competency tesgts? '

4]
Communication Skills

High school LDC students taking the minimum competency Communication Skills

Test ‘'had two areas of difficulty in which fewer than 60 percent could
correctly respond to any of the items. These areas were punctuation
(using commas) and paragraph development. Other areas of difficulty in
which fewer than sixty percent of the students could respond correctly
+o the majority of items were capitalization and spelling..,

Areas in which most of the students could respond correctly to most of
the items included listening and reading comprehension, sentence recog-
nition, and use of the apostrophe. '

Intermedizte LDC students taking the minimum competency Communication
Skills Test had five areas of difflculty in which fewer than 60 percent
could respond correctly to any of the items. These five areas were making
critical judgments about what was read, punctuation (both end punctuation
and commas), paragraph development and spelling. Other areas in which
students were especially weak were sentence recognition, use of the
dvostrophe and capitalization. ~

The area in which intermediate LDC students did best was in understanding
and complieting forms. :

Fit+4 qrade LDC students taking the elementary level Communication Skills
Test experienced difficulty in eight areas. Fewer than fifty percent were
able to correctly respond to any of the items In the sub-areas of vocabulary
(detarmining word meaning from context), sentence recognition, capitaliza-
tion, usage, spelling (the unpredictable words) and understanding and
completing forms. Another area in which they experienced difficulty was
punctuation, both using end punctuation and using the apostrophe.

Most of the students could respond correctly to most &f *the items in the
area of reading comprehension.

Ariting Sample

In the writing sample part of the Basic Communication Skills Test, a small
number of writing sample scores were examined for LOC stugents. AT the hignh
schoo! level, 72 percent (18 out of 25) of The LOC students received &

rass score;®et the intermediate level, 60 percent passed (6 out of 10);

and at the elementary level, only 16 percent passed (9 ouf of 55). Despite
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the low number in the intermediate sample, it appears that a considerable
proportion of the high school LDC students may be able to successfully
pass this skill area, although the proportion may be less for earlier

. grades.

Compufafiona!ASki||§

High school LDC students had seven areas of difficulty In which fewer than
half of them were ab|? to respond correctly to any items. These areas
were: .. '

Multiplying and dividing fractions

Adding and sudtracting fractions

Dividing decimals 3
Converting fractions to percents

Multiplying and dividing numbers (applications)
Applying multiple operations

Solving measurement ‘problems

Most of the students were able Tolcorrec+|y answer items in which they added
and subtracted, mulfip!led and divided whole numbers, added and subfracfed
decimal fracfuons and numbers in applications. :

Fifth grade elementary LDC sfudenfs had difficulty in three areas in which
fewer than 60 percent responded correctly to any items. These areas were
dividing whole numbers (with one-digit divisors), recognizing common
fracfuons and adding and subfracflng in one-prob!em questions.

OTher areas in which students had difficulty were in multiplying whole
numbers, recognizing place value of numbers and recogn|zing money value and
money notation. :

The majority of students were able to correctly answer cuestions in knowledge
of arithmetic facts, adding and subtracting'‘whole -numbers and using measure-
ment insfruhenfs telling time.

what attitudes do special education studenta'show toward gcheol, &tudy,
stuaente and themselves?

Student attitudes toward school and study, toward other students and them-
selves were assessed in the spring of 1979 using the district-developed
S-Quad Survey. Comparisons were made of the responses this year with those
of students in the 1977-78 year and between the LDC and RSP program "students
and students in the regular school program.

Primary Students--Both RSP and LDC students in grades |-3 hil significantly
higher (more positive) scores in their attitudes ftoward school and study

in 1978-79 than did the group tested in 1977-78. Students in LDC were also .
more positive in their attitudes toward students and those in RSP were

also more posxfnve in their attitudes toward themselves: ‘than in the prevuou=
year, :

Comparisons between LDC, RSP and regular students showed very similar
attitude levels for RSP and regular students, while LDC students were much
more positive in all areas except TOward other students than were students
in RSP and regular programs.

36 E}E;



4
_ . \ :
" Upper Elementary/lmt ermediate Sfuden+s--SignwWican+ changes between [977-78
and 1978-79 were only found for LDC students bn their more positive
attitudes toward school and other students. These increases made *heir
attitudes in these areas very similar to those of students in RSP and
regular programs. Students in LDC programs, however, were less positive
than regular stud@ts in the attitudes about themselves. Both LDC and

RSP students were significantly less positive  then reguiar students toward

the area of studv. ;

High School Students=-In comparison with Thei? scores from i977-78, LDC
students tested in 1978=79 were significantiy more positive In attitudes
toward other students and themselves, but lese positive in their attitudes
toward schocl and study. Students in RSP from each year were not signif-
icantly different in their attitudes. The comparisons between LDC and RSP
showed only one area of significant difference, and that was a more pos-
itive attitude toward school for RSP students.

Comparison of Attitudes at Different Leve|s+-A comparison of overal | special
education attitudes on similar items in the 'S-Quad forms used at different
grade levels is presented in Figure 4, page\és.

\
The comparison of positive responses between 1977-78 and 1978-79 showed
only one item and level wifp a drop of more-fh@n 10 percent, and slx
items/levels on which there was a positive incqease of more than 10 per-
cent. ‘

High school students were |0 percent less pbsifive this year in their

response to the item "At school people care abouf\me," although a#lmost
60 percent of the students did respond posifively.\

|+ems which had positive attitude increases of 10 pércenf or more were
in attitudes toward cthers and feelings that others liked them (for

students in grades 4-8 and 4 to 12, respectively), and in attitudes toward
study for primary students. g

\” -
a

/ .
3y
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e - gﬁQQJC'B Satisfaction of +eachers, parents, administrators

- Are_teachers satisfied with program rocedurea {educational
< time u.ed_in placement/review meetzng;Acannunzcatzons, ngservice asgts-

S/ ) tance to aidés and regular {faff)’
. J/// é&zl Educational Program

4/’ pecial education +ea;;\Fs. are asked in the Staff Survey to identify
_ dggﬂ?ional materiais and/or approaches which had worked especua||y well
&th special ucation students. Teachers responded as shown in Tabie 9.
/’ " " Small group’and individual instruction were the most frequently identified
A
. ¢

approaches 12~Provld|ng effective instruction. Modifying classroom
i!b ) behavior was & frequent procedure or approach used, especially in the
~ classes ¢LDC), fo: learning handicapged students.

-Qver eighty percent of .the teac A who took the target teaching course
. reported that it was par+|¢ularly ffoctive as a teaching approach.
. Over one-third, of 2/ | teachers fouhd {the use of student contracts an
S ™ effective approach to working with\special education students. About
. half of the resource speciallst program teachers made use of tutoring
- in the-régular class, although few pf the special class teachers reporfed
using “this approach. ¢ '

Taple .| Qg
O ' ‘ Educnﬂ;\l Mater ials/Approaches
A Idon?’lflod by Survey Resptmdants As Effective -
S et PR RRE e g bs e
| Y I‘Jﬁr-.jfl'T'.‘V"! VY T 7T ¥ 7 ‘74/’?""4gr _cent
.ot smarn 'group inatruct ton 27 84 8 80 12- 71 24 8 5 85 8 100 9 6 9 9 50 111 76
. a2 1 ingivicusl instruction J | +27 84 8 8 18 88 22 T5 4 6 4 % 1 88 B & 01 & 110 75
. 3 Classroom behavior modification 18 58 "'7 20 8 41 7 & 5 @835 ‘4 S50 4 3 .f"a 67 $ 28 8% B
" s Targat ?t:j}lng - A |{ 44 ‘a 80 6 3% 10 33 2 ¥ & % 5 w2 17 2 1t 5 3%
Contracrs ) s 47 4 ‘4.0 5 29 113 3 30 4 %0 2 15 325 ¢ 33 53 1
] Corrective r;ldirag 17 5'3 5 50 3 18 5 16 2 33 3 38 | 8 ! 8 0 - B 25
7 Tutoring in regular class IG"" 50 5 %0 s 29 3 I;) 117 2 25 2 15 0 - Q - 34 23
.8 _fg;pnggrabksc spaliing 2 6 410 s724 2 6 0 - 3 ¥, 0 - 1 8§ C - 16 N
9 O‘Mcr _ T 10 3}//' 3 30 ’3 . 18 9‘ 30 3 5 2 25 “\ 8 7 % 1 & 39 27
Total "Rexponss . 32 10 q:v‘ 30 [ 8 13 12 18 146.
- /1 : .’\. . — ’?
°Lurnmg Herd lcapped /

Brommunicatively hangl

CSevarely hang icacpu/d

The "other™ mat§r|a|s and/or approaches menfuoned by feachers iAcluded
v (in order of fraquengy of mention):

A : - Special reading materials '
- + Classroom managiement approaches

Directed Iéar:ﬁng methods

Practice progedures

Parent-school cooperation




+ Spelling, math and'jlanguage materials

« Student assistance

- Comprehension materials

« Counseling

- Specific ecurriculum objectives

* Principal involvement ‘
Teachers were also asked in the Staff Survey to |list materials or eguip-
ment which they needed. The instructional materials which teachers
requested in order to serye their students better Inciuded (in order of
frequency): . :

- Reading materials
¢ .Language materials

» Practice materials :

Instructional methods ‘ I

* Mathematics materials ‘

* Maps and atlases :

* Thinking skills materiais : o )

- Survival skills materials

* Sensory-motor and manipulative materials

* Testing materials

The equipment which teachers requested included (in order of frequency):
additional space, dividers/carrels, cassette tape recorders w/wo film-
~strip, overhead projectors, files, cabinets/shelves, tachistoscope, chalk-
board, drapes, typewriter, sports equipment, and electrical outlets.

Other material or equipment needs mentioned by single teachers included: - \\“;,e-
a bulletin board, chairs, chart stand, copy machine and paper, crib, ' ‘
. desks, easels, interpreters' smocks, model of mouth, page turners. phonic
mirrors, record player, slide projector, toilets, and Tok-Baks.

Time Use and Paperwork

The thirty-two new teachers responding to the Staff Survey were divided
50-50 about whether training in procedures had helped them in organization
and time munagement. Some suggested more assistance in completing forms.
Others wanted more specific help in organization of time, record-keeping
and scheduling students.

Continuing teachers were asked whether time spent on paperwork had changed
and, if so, how. Again the respondents were divided, with half responding
"Yes" and ha!f responding "No." Requests to shorten forms were made by
teachers. Some teachers believed that familiarity with forms and paper-
work made the job quicker. Some teechers mentioned that, because of
student turnover, the paperwork for many more students must be completed.

This comment showed a recognition of time for and benefit from paperwork:

Paperwerk is time conswming but (mostly) needed to rrofessicnally
v assess, plan and implement e Fective progrars.

b
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Some teachers mentioned holding annual reviews and writing individual
educational programs as two separate processes. Also, some held more than
one meeting during the year on each student, increasing the amount of
paperwork. (For further information on time use of the resource specialist
program teacher look under Topic 2 in this section.)-

Communication==SPECIAL EDi+ion

,—\ . .
The SPECIAL EDition is a-monthly publication of Information, announcements,
action Items, inservice offerings and procedural guides. In response

to the question "Does the SPECIAL EDition adequately serve its purpose
of keeping you informed of district policies and prdcedures?" almost
ninety percent (87%) responded "Yes." :

The suggestions given for improvfng the SPECIAL EDition included {in order
of frequency): ¢

- Synghronize distribution date with meeting and action information
dates ’ '

Includg all special educatién prog}am§ (CH, SH, PH, DIS) not just LH
* Write up specific teaching ideas and material suggesfions_

Iinclude research dé}a, jourhal articles or synopses
. Miniﬁize paper use (omit "slapstick" hugor, "personalﬁﬁ)

Twenty teachers reSpondEd that no changes were needed and that the format,
articles, etc., were very good. e=- Y

Inservice to Reqular Staff

-

In the Staff Survey teachers reported providing 335 hours of inservice

at their schools to regular staff on.a variety of topics. This meant
that, on the average, each special education teacher provided an average
of 24 hours of formal inservice help. As another way of reporting \
inservice, each school with two special education teachers received 1\
an average of 43 hours of formal inservice or 30.minutes each month,

Frequently reported inservice topics were (in crder of frequency):

* Special education programs and services
* Reading programs
- Criteria and handicaps
* Referrals, assessments and placement meetings _
* Classroom teaching techniques
* Modification of regular progra-
Language and speeth curriculum
Integration of special education students
* Discipline “
+ Dealing with emotional problems
* Learning strengths and weaknesses
* Working with parents and aides

13
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In addition to these formal seszons, teachgrs reporTéa many informal
sessionS'wifh individual teachers concerning various topics and students.

o]

. Aide Inservuce . .

t . o e s e

Those teachers reporting hours for aide inservice on the Taff-$urvex
_idenfifled a total of 480 hours or 4_Qgg[s per-—teachér in direct in- -
service to aides.. This figure i37an underestimate, however, 'as 27 teach-
ers did not estimate hours of inservice but reported "on-going" or

P "daily" inservice.

Th% topics covered most frequently in aide inservice included: ﬁk*

' - Teaching techniques ‘
* Reading methods
- + Class planning and organization
® + Language and speech curriculum
| . Special education programs and services ' | .
. Referrals, assessments, meetings

Other Teacher Comments and/or Concerns

L Fifty of the one hundred forty-six teachers, or about one-third of the
_ respondents, added comments at the end of the Staff Survey. |In order of .
& frequency, these were the primary topics of concern with a comment
summary .

_‘ Inservfce L e,
Group by program and level
Have at more convenient time and IocaTnon

£ Provide release time for observations and sessions for aides
Consider rap sessions, support groups, sessions on behavior and time -
management '
‘ Improve qual ity

Materials and Expenditures

Need regular pregram texts
Provide curriculum guides
® '- Include more for materials for communicatively handicapped in the
Instructional Materials Center
Get copy machjnes for each school
Pay student aiMdes for help
Allow funds for transportation and field trips

® Service
Improve program administration and Area Resource Teacher service
Provide help in communication skills for high school severely nandi-

capped and in language skills for bilingual learning handicapped

L information About Special Education

Provide more help t0o new special educaticn Teachers
Disseminate information about conferences and procedural chances
Supply information to local school staffs

0 ;‘l . - +
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Curriculum

Develop guides in all servyce areas, nncludlng vocational and career
- development :
Summar,ize high school guldance information for teachers, students
and parents

Other comments dealt with increasing teacher and school involvement in
placements, writing Individualized Education Programs (IEPs)'in the fall
rather than spring, developing criteria for home and hospital instruction

nd severely handicapped programs, and the need for increusung parent account-
////////////ibllufy and knowledge of rights.

© Are parents satiafied with program procedures (due process, SAT/EAS meet-
' ings, service delivery)? -

,Jhe Parent Survey included 34 items covering program procedures and parent
- “satisfaction. The respontus given by over 700 parents summarized in this
section were reported to the Community Advisory Committee in July. .

te

SAT/EAS Meefing§¢

Parents were generally very satisfied with the SAT/EAS meetings with 70

to 80 percent or more responding positively on |l of the |3 items falling
in this category (see Table 20 for responses to SAT/EAS items).

The two items on which less satisfaction was expressed were those concerned

with parent influence on program recommendations (item 9 in Table 20) and
%=placement decisions decided on prior to the meeting (item 13 in Table 20).

Over one-half of the parents felt that what they said did influence the

recommendations; about one-third were-not sure if they had any influence,

and 10 percent felt that what they said did not influence the recommendations.

Similarly, over 40 percent of the parents fhoughf that placement decisions

had already been made before the meeting, and another fourth were not sure.

Table 20

Parent Responses 10 Survey |tems
on SAT/EAS Meetings

Ltem vierding o Sr:;zﬁw Agrae Oisagree (SJT:;_;?-LZ :qugggn::

v -
Dpgnlg s sweatatine g e @ m
A LR ety I o
> ia:;;a;:':;::l;: E:g’;:;:?g;fg the 38 103 45 Jmm s 275 7
e ey canasraing 8 child w8 * 8
e et S ¢ mo o 2 E
S Al otvhe ssacia) needs of ay cnile W s L E
. - - : .
7. '::ru?o:;: :; g::‘meafmg iistaned to 10% s4g ¢ 2 ‘a4

. ; S .
3. ;a:::g?mfor.aole"‘p;:ﬂcwaﬂng in tha 274 9% 7% 29 1eg
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:I. . teit rear Tne me"lr‘-.g »as rushad, 2% ot 5% 20% 16%
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Service Delivery

Parents were also satisfied with the provision of services to their
children, although not quite as many were positive about the service
delivery. Between 60 and 80 percent of the parents responded positively
to all but one of the service items (see Table 21 for service Items).

Although three-fourths believed the placement was the best available

(item 1), only .about one~half believed that the placement was in the l|east
restrictive environment (item 3 in Table 21). Over 10 percent were not
satisfhed with progress and almost 20 percent did not know if progress

was satisfactory (item 5 in Table 21).

. Table 2|

Farent Responses to Survey |tems
on Service Delivery

' Strongly : Sfraﬁély Not Sure or
| tem Wordlng Agree Agree Disagree Olsaaree Eg,R'SE°"!°
. | feel that my child has been placed .
in the best avallable educational program. 28% 47% 4% 28 9%
2, | am satisfled with my child's educational
5 pracements . 263 Y 5 3% 9%
3. My child is pliced in the |east
restrictive enviromment, '3’. 40% . &3 2% 37%
4. | feel that the services agreed upon at
~ the SAT or EAS meeting are being provided 22% 47% 4 43 %
5. | am satistied with my chlid's progress. 7% 415 8% 5% 19%
6. My child |s presently belng malnstreamed

integrated in a reguiar education 69% 19% 12
clasy. for a. portion of his/her school day.

-

Due Process

Parents indicated much less knowledge of due process procedures, with

20 percent or more "not sure" or not responding to three of the eight

items (see Table 22). Jver 80 percent, however, had been notified of

their rights (item |) and over 70 percent ajreed that their tegal rights

had been clear!y understcod (item 2).
’ - !

Jusv over half thought they had been told what could be done if They

disagreed with the SAT/EAS recommendation (item 5). Fewer *han half Thought

that the first meeting was scheduled within X5 days of referral; 10 per-

cent stated that it was not, and many were unsure (item 6). One-third

of the parents thought they were not invoived in development of chila's

lEP (item 7). There was great variability in knowing how long parents

have *o decide about placement: some thought "ine end of the meeting," ~

some thought "30 days," many did not respo, ' (item 8).
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Table 22
Parent Responses to Survey |tems
on Due Process 9
Strongly Strongly Not Sure or
Item wording Aree Agree Dlsagres Disagree No Response
i. 1| recalved notitication {elther wriltten
or oral) of my rights prior to my SAT 81% 14% ¢
(School Assessment Team) or EAS (Edu.a-
tional Assessment Service) meeting.
2.. The expianation of my legal rights was . PR o’
clear 1o me. 21% 5% 5% ) 3% 20¢
3. | know that any results from outside _ .
) evaluations done at my own expense are 62% 30% 8%
sdmissibie at the SAT or EAS meeting,
4. | know that any outside professicnals, .
{doctors, counseiors, private teachers,
etc.) who were involved in evaluating 68% 26% 78
my chiid may attend the meeting at my
request, .
S. 1 was toid what could be done if | dls~
ajreed with the recommercations of the 55% 32% 13%
SAT or EAS,
5. The meeting was scheduled within 35
days .after | signed the original 47% 9% 44%
raterral.
7. | was involved in the development of
my child's 1EP (Individualized Educa- 63% 21% . 16%
tional Program).
End of 24 One - Two 30 Not Sure or
Meeting Hours Weoek Weaks Days No Response
8. | have (how long?) before agreeing or

disagreeing with the placement or ; 0 N .
recommendations made dy the SAT or EAS, 223 2% 4 g ] s
(Circle correct response)

dre administrators satisfied with program procedures iplacement/review
meetings, integration, service delivery, sbace/equipment?

Administrators from 73 of the 75 San Juan schools were interviewed to
determine their satisfacticon with special education program procedures,
They were generally very supportive of the special education program and
identified these accomplishments for the [978-79 school year:

Improvement in student learning

Increased,,student integration with regular studenTs
Better communication between staff members

Improved teacher skills

_They repcrted on specific program procedures as discussed below.
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Placement/Rev i ew Meetings

Principals or their designees are required to take pér+ in all School
Appraisal Tezm (SAT) meetings for student placement, review and dismissal..
They often pArticipate In Educafiona! Assessment Servi~e (EAS) meetings
as well, d) o]

The major change in the operafion'of SAT or EAS meetings in 1978-79 was

the use of eligibility criteria for placement and dismissal of studentst.
The effects of the criteria for eligibility which were introduced at

the beginning of the 1978-79 school year were seen as positive by over half
(56 percent) of the principals. They noted effects such as improved guid-
ance in making placements, defermvnung the students with priority needs,
better identification of learning disability students (as opposed to
behavior problems), and, generaliy, no decrease in the number of students
served.

Those principals (44 percont) who found negative effects from the new
criteria commented on the restrictiors they imposed, the difficulties

in making placements (reported by |0 percent), having students who need
help but are not qualified, and over-dependence on: the WIde Range Achieve-
ment Test. :

The EAS meetings are chaired by area resource teachers (ARTs). Over
90 percent of the principals repoirted that the services of the ARTs in
chairing meetings had been adequate.

Principals expressed concerns that they were not aiways involved regarding
possible student transfers into their schools and that half-time resource
specialist program teachers would have more difficulty in managing their
time to arrange SAT meetings.

.

Integration

Staff reception of LDC students for integration was considered tc bs good ™
by 70 percent of the administrators. Principals spoke of ways in which
integration was facilitated, emphasizing close communication between LDC

and regular teachers, field trips, initial weeks of school year in regular
class.

Those who found reception poor mentioned the class load of the regulak
teacher, teacher attitudes, and the need for better ¢ommunication from the
LDC teacher.

Resource specialist program students are generally accepted as part of

the regular program (reported by 95 percent of the administrators).

Although some reported problems with taking students out of regular c.asses,
others reported that teachers dia not want specialists or aides in their
classes. Most repor+ted that teachers included the RSP students as part

of their own classes.

improving student integration was mentiojed as a goal for 1979-8Q by orinci-
pals of schools wnich had experienced some difficulties in integration
previously.

, BT
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Service Delivery

X _
The dellvery of special education services +hrough programs and fhrough the
aea offices were topics covered 'in the Inferviews with principals.
Principal responses to the delivery of (1) resource specialist teacher
service, (2) designated Instruction and service, (3) high school service,
(4) service at the intermediate level, and (5) dervice from the area

- offices will be_dlscussed.

Resource specialist +eacher service is provided through a workday which
stipulates 5/6 time in direct contact with students. This direct contact
+ime includes instruction, assessment and observation. '

Most administrators (70 percent) found no problems with this service
arrangement. The remainder (30 percent) found varying problems due fo
large number of meetings to be heid, the half=-time teacher's split assign=-
ment, and scheduling at year round schools. '

Designated Instruction and service specialist help was general ly reported
as good, excellent or outstanding at all levels. There.were many commenda-
+ions for hald-working specialists who heip students and teachers. Sug-
gestions for change included more service (time) from psychologists;
clarification of adaptive physical education prog=a2m, student qualifica-
+ion and teacher assignment; review of speech therapist sfudent |oads and

testing requirements. Some concerns were alsc expressed about how special-
ists handie placements, reviews and dismissals. : '

- -

High school service was modified administratively to provide two area

resourcd teachers and ‘o identify a ‘special education deparfment chair.
This organizattional change was judged to work especially well: |t min-
imized problems betwesn regular and spacial education staff and provid=-
od closer communication within the special education staff. Principals
reported that fi e area resource teachers were knowledgable and helpful.

Service at the intermediate level was seen by princ\pals at that level

to have unique problems which affect special educatipn adversely. The
changes students have physically and socially coupled with a change in

the educational structure add up to increased difficulties for the students
who are already handicapped. The use of the two- or three-period core

was suggested by one principal as 2 he!péin,makihg a better adjusiment.

Service from the area offices was reported by most principals as adequate
in most respects. Services which were satisfactory included the help of
area resource teaschers in chairing EAS meetings, consuiting with teachers,
consulting with administrators, meeting -with support staff, fol low-up

on special requests and helping to develop |EPs.

Problems noted by a minority (fewer than 10 percehf) of the principals
were returning phone calls and participating in joint evaluations.

The services which were not required by very many principals included

personnel issues, interim placements, placements in other schoolc, par-
ticipation in joint evaluations and helping with difficult SATs.
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The accomplishments in the §gecial educstion program

The accomplistments noted by brlnclpals'woro in four areas: (1) improvements
in student learning, (2) increased student |nfegra+ion, (3) better com-

munication and (4) teacher improvement. ,

The improvemenf In student Iearnlng ;Qs the most frequenfly—men+|oned
accomplishment., |t was seen in the @ability of special class students to -
return to regular classes, In student self-control, discipline, improved
behavior and time on task and in student performance on the high school
competency tests. .

t

. Student integration was promoted by the special education teachers and was

aided by improved regular teacher attitudes toward special education students.

Improvements in communication were noted by principals within special
education staff and between special and regular staff, and Including help
from the area resource teachers.

Teacher Improvements were frequently menfioned‘by principa s in the areas

of more .effective processing of .student meetings and baperw. *k, in spelial

class techniques, in. the use of aides and in the help given by high school o
départment chairpersons. . '

Space/Equipment

Although teachers reported problems with Tnadequate classroom space and
had numerous requests for equipment, few principais identified classroom
space as a concern and none mentioned equipment. The latter omission

may"“ be because many ‘of the equipment needs are handled through The special
éducation program and not the regular school program.

School Goals for 1979-80

The 1979~-80 schoo| goals for special education which were identified by
the majority (86 percent) of the principals fell in one of the six cat-

. egories given below:

(1) improve communication; )

(2) maintain/continue present program;

(3) improve special education student integration;

(4) select qualified teachers;

(5) work sucgessfully with half-time resource teacher; and
(6) study time qse/work load of resource teacher.

Improving communication between all staff, regular and special education,
with students, and with others outside of school who become involved wit
special education programs (such as .octors) was a top priority gqal |+
includes providing ‘inservice for regular staff on all aspects of special
education.

Maintaining the present program was & freguently-named goal tcr schools
with programs which were aliready showing accomplisiments in other goal
areas. '

/P
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mg oving student |n+eg£gflon was mentioned by schools who had experienced

.soma difficulties in fhls area. . .

Selecf}nq teachers and working with half-~t+ime resource teachers was @
specific goal for principals at schools where replacement or reduction
of staff was necessary.

Studying time use and work load of the resource teacher was a goal for
some principals who were either facing staff reductions or who had ex-
perienced problems In this area during the 1978-79 schopl year. The school
use of the resource specialist program teacher In instruction in special
and regular classrooms and the number of students who ‘can be helped are-
areas of concern to principals, especially fhose with half~time resource
teachers, . “

| . ’ .
Topic 6: Professional developméent

+ Are reqular teachers more understanding cf special education needs due

\

to i1mgervice’

. * - 4
Although survey results from regular teachers were not available for this
report, an indication of inservice needs was provided by school admin-
istrators in their survey

Staff inservice To assist with the integration of special education students
was\ponsndered to be needed by one-third of the administrators. A variety
of informal approaches were suggested for providing inservice without
forma) "specia| education Inservice." Among thess methods were teacher

to feacner, brief presentations at staff meetings, handbooks, and occasion-
al speakers from special education management.

Those who repor%ed no need for special inservice relied heavily on incidental
inservice by special teachers at the school, person to person help and
principal ccmmnhnen+ or involvement.

Twenty percenf or mora of the special education class teachers, however,
noted a lack of understanding on the nart of regular class teachers. They
commented that continuing inservice was needed to heip reguliar teachers
understand methods for working with handicapped students when these

students are integrated.

°

. Do special education teachers acquire new skills Lrom inservice training?

A major part of the inservice training program for special educafion
teachers was offered through the district-wide staff development program.
This program, known as ''*arget teaching,' emphasized directing the teach-
ing process toward aghievcmenf of specific, measurable goals. :

Teachers responging to the Staff Survey reported their participation in

the basic and advianced target teaching courses. Although not all teachers
responcded to the survey, the percentage of those who indicated particioa-
ticn in +he *arget teaching courses can serve as an estimate for the votal

91 49

LRI

L



\ ) ' '
~ teaching population. |t was esflmafed fha;\iefween one-hatf and two-
thirds of the RSP teachers, probably one-foukth of the LOC teachers for
learning handicapped, -and smaller proporfions of ather specialists/
" teachers had takén one or more target Teachlng courses. The findings for
each group . are shown in Table 23, _ ‘

" M ’
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Table 23 S .
. Special Educatlon Teachers Indicating Participation
in Target Teaching Courses on the Staff Suryey

' Total . Survey Bagic_Course - _Advanced Course _ .

Progrem/Leve! Staft _ Respondents Number ~Percent Number Percent
F.3P/E| ementary 44 32 2% 74% .6 19%
RSP/Intermed|ate 14 10 7 70% 3 30%
RSP/High School . 120 - 17 9 4 933 2 12%
LOC-LH/E | ementary 40 30 0 - 338 2 7%
LOC-LH/ Intermediate : © 10 & ! 17% < 17%
LOC-LH/High Scheol ‘ 12 © 8 3 1] 2 25%
LDC-CH/AL | . 23 13 4 319 0 -
(DC=SH/AL! 30 12 2 17% Q0 -
LCC-PH/AL | 5 0 0 -7 0 -
Designated Instruction and Services 1029 > 18 4 ' 22% . 0 -
Tota| Respondents 300 146 65 y 45' 16 1%

' AThere are many par?-ﬂmo 018 spoclalasfs. making this numder dlsprcpcrflonafaly large.

An indication of improved teacher skills may be drawn from the improve-
ment in student learning noted by school principals in their survey.

. In addition to academic Iearning, many -students were found to be improving
in behavior, in self control and in the ability to concentrate on tasks.

- Are aggczaz educatzon teachers satiafied with the insermvice or orofésszonaz

development program?

Teachers responded to survey i tems concerning (1)-the district-wide staff
development program ('"target teaching") and (2) the inservice for special
education teachers fhrough task~or iented groups.

District-wide sfaff develog;enf training

Fewer than.one-half of the special edu@aflon teachers have taken part in
the target teaching training. Survey respondents, therefore, only identi-
fied the needs they had for this type of training rather than expressing
their degree of satisfaction.

]
)

The training needs reported by teachers at each level and/or in sach program

or service were ranked to determine the top ten needs. The composite
rank order across all groups is given in the left column of Tabie 24.
According to the rankings, most of the teachers would like to have +rain-
ing in assertive discipline. The ranked needs vary, however for teachers
working in different programs/services, as can be noted frcm the Fankings
presented in the body of Table 24. High school teachers, for examble,
were more interested in lesson design and teacher behaviors, teachers of

¥ |
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.+ clésses for severely handicapped were:concerned about motivation, and
“ ¢ spg;*pﬂbafs.pn iding designated instruction and service (DIS) and teachers
_ «  of asses\ for dﬂnunicafuvely handicapped ranked retention as their top
'rraining interest. . _ . ’
N - )' = 7 : : LT,
L3 . - h? \
b o :
. e . - ' ~ Teble 24
‘ - . v “ \ Top Ten Target Teaching Training Needs as Ranked by 145 Teachers !
Toe B RespondIng to Special Education Statf Survey
~—Tarqer Teach] Rasource Speciailst Progrym —Tearning Development Class d
7 Ram ne Elem. Inter,  Hign Sch. L-tlem? L rear & LoHS? “gHD snc OIS
P 0 . Auorﬂvo Dlsclpllno ] ) : ] ! ! T4 3 ‘
v Y 2 Lesson Dnlgn | ) 2 2 2 5
. -3 Motivation . 5 3 3 2 3 1 2 ~
w5 e e _ o _ -
T Retention 4 3 1 |
- v - . N \ /
5 Teaching independence 2 | . ] p 4 3
! - > 6, . Yeacher Behaviors e 3 2 5 3 L
L.os T K SttagtiThPraxice s ' A 4 A 4
i ' 8 Indlvidualizind instruction 4 . % 4 3 ’ N
" ,*,,r,,\ v@, . S . Diagnesis . T\ ‘ | 8 5 5 8
" . _‘ r s
¢ ' *;’_' {0‘ *{e Task Any!sis s 3 5 y @
° i Relnforcemant e ) 5 .2 i
\ e . » . . 5, o 0
Number of Respondents (32)  (10) an (30) (8 (g)(13)/ (1) (i8)
'Lurning hand icappes ) . .
bcommunicatively hancicapped .
Csevérely handicepped . v . 4 s
Designated instruction end scrvlco : N
. Teacher Inservice--Task Oriented Groups ' ’ ®
' Inservucg tor epec1al education teachers enabled Teachers to work on a
. specific task in a spec1f|c area. Teacher survey comments about |ikes - ;
. and dislikes revealed twice as many reasons for disliking the groups as -
for liking them. The reasgns tor liking the groups could be summarized
as: . ) ' :
‘. . \ - , ﬂ .
{ ‘ _ .
+ Gained |nforma+|on _ . -
+ .Worked on worthwhile Task : . '
Able to meet and share ideas
. o ‘
The most frequent dislikes were: * 7Y
) . Not meeting with teachers from same level/program

+ Lack of information
.+ Group not well organlized or led.
Unable to accomplish task .
Didn't consider problems in depth ®
Not organized to include teachers from dlffernn+ programs or lavels’
(CH, SH, high school!, DIS)

| 53
Q 51 . , Q




® Re lease Time for Staff Development C o - .

In response to questions about release time for inservice, teachers in-
dicated fromchone to ter days for special education training. Over forty
percent (62 teschers) reported no release time. For the 70 teachers
whoggeporfed relsase fime, the average-number of releas¢ days was three.

T When asked in what ways +he release +ime enhanced or detracted from the
instructional program, about 80 percenf of the teachers who had been re-
leased |isted ways im which the program was enhanced. The majority stressed
getting new ideas, receiving, stimulation and learning new methods and
fechniques. Several menfloned +he assistance provuded by a good sub=-

® stitute or a|de. o 5 , ) ) ’
Four teachers believed the release time neither added nor subtracted from
their program. Only nine found negative effects; three reported no new
learning, three had poor or no substitutes, and the remainder had to make

. . . up the work time, werd unfavorably evaluated or had no substitute previded.
® _ Six reported that time spent on non-special education prOJecfs (writing
project, SIP/Title |) was not worvnwhile.

»

.Jopic 7: Program management

o What studant teacher.utde ratios are maintained fbr different aervzces/
® - programs auring the yean?

Th9£2:259’ of students served by a single feacher varied greafly for

dif ht types of service and for students with different needs ~="./or
handicaps. ~ Frequently when class size is discussed, the program is for
-students who are in special classes for all or most of the school day..°

®. Within even special’ classes, however, the intensity of student needs may-

oo require extremely small student-teacher ratios for some groups, and allow

more students to be served in other classes. Table 25 presents the picture

for special classes for the classes serving learning handicapped students

at elementary, intermediate and high school levels, The average class

size was just under 12 students in June of 1979, ‘

!
d
! : _ Tablie 25
! ' / Learning Handn.appod
Averago Special Class Size in June, 1579
. e
. - ) Total . Number Average
o . 7 8 9 10 i1 12 13 14 13 16 Students _of Classes Class Size
Preschool 2 | i 3 4 7.8
Elemtantary | | 5 10 9 6 I 1 3 432 37 1.7
. intermediate i ps 3 2 ! 2 128 i 1.6
High School : ! 2 2 2 1 3 L H 12.7
Toral 2 2 3 6 14 14 10 3 6 3 31, 63 1.6
‘ District .
e . -
<7
/"

(091 N
i
>
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For other programs where teachers work with dif;erenf groups of students

throughout the day, rather than the same group for most of the day,
. ¢ the numbe~ dFstudents served by a single feachér may be much larger.

The highest enrolIment during the year was used fo compute the average

number of students per teacher in different services or programs. The

student To teacher ratio varied from almost eleven to one in special

classes to twenty-three to one in resource program and fifty-one to one

in speech therapy. The comparisons between teachers and aides in these

programs was closer to one-to-one. The data in Table 26 show the student o
Yo teacher and teacher to aide ratios for different services/programs

( Table 26

. Student to Teacher and Teacher to Aide Ratios k

\
9.

Number hversge Number Average
Service/Program ' . Highest of . ] Students of Aides
. . : Enrol Iment Teachers | Per Teachor; Aides Per Teacher -\
Speclal CTassas . _ ‘
Learning Handicapped 790 63 12.5 64 1.0
- Communicatively Handicapped ‘ 190 23 8.3 7 2
Physically Handicapped o} . 49 5 9.8 5 1.0
Severely Handicapped 273 .29 9.4 B 35 1.2 ) @
Speclal Class Totals/Averages 1,302 ' |€;5 10.8 i3 o P
. . . . 7, .
Rescurce Specialist Program 1,811 78 23.2 88 !
Designated Instruction & Serviges B .
Speech Therapy . 1,747 34,1 9 1.2 - .2
= ®
. - -
. What are the costs per student for various DIS services?
o . The costs for various designated instruction and services (DIS) are most ' o
;/// directly related to the amgunt of time spent by specialists in providing

that -service. S

To compare the service costs per student for various DIS services, the

number of students served, the number of full time specialists and the

hours of, service were used to estimate the average hours of service per o
student.\ The total costs for designated instructicn and services were

used to estimate the average cost per hour and per student. The student

counts used were the duplicated counts showing the total number of students

actually receiving each designated instruction and service.

The costs per student ranged from $112 for parent education to $4,480 ®
for health education. Some services are expected to cost relatively
f’ more per student because they are provided on a one=to-one basis ana/or
arg provided more frequently, while other services may cost lzss per
student because they are provided to groups and/or infrequently.

-
!

These estimatea.cost comparisons are prasented in 7abie 2
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Table 27
: The Estimated Costs of Cesignated Instruction and Services Provided in 1978-79

instruction/Servica Splcizf:sfs Cor:;::iafcd H:::;ag:r S;:i::;s A:;::go Av3;:3°
Specialist per Student  per Student

Language and Speech 8.7 33,840 Y 1,747 19 - § %89
Adapted Physicai Education TR 10, 146 g8 - 726 T a1
Orlentation and Mebillty ' 347 867 I 32 927
Suppiemental instruction 13,5 11,803 874 161 73 2,134
Home or Nosplval 13.0 tt,391 876 "y 97 2,550
Career Preparation; Work Studly 2.4 2,092 872 109 19 564
Psychological Services 3.9 m 877 291 "2 . 146
Parent Education . 738 920 T3 4 125
Hea|th Education 3.0 2,794 931 308 9 267

015 Overat! 87,2 76,57! 877 3,643 21 $ 617
"eull time equivatent A

——— - JR— A © gr— - - ——————————— — e

How do our program coste compare with thoge of other RLAs?

The Tofal cosf of the special education program in San Juan during 1978-79
was $9,446,500. State expenditure figures.were based upon the February |

sfudenf counts. The student enroliment count in San Juan as of February,

1979 was 4,756. The average total cost per student was $1,986. The cost

der student in San Juan was $298 less than the average cosf of $2,284

for the seventeen Master Plan agencies in California.

The costs of special educaf:on differ accordrng to the programs and ser-
vices which are provided, with higher costs per student in specral classes”
and lower costs per student in resource specialist program and in desig-
nated instruction and services. The costs per student in each of the ma jor
instructional programs for San Juan and for fhe average Master Plan agency
are shown in Table. 28, - -

Table 28

Costs Per Student for San Juan
and Average Master.Plan Agency
by Program Setting, 1977-78 ana 1978-79

Program ‘ 1977-78 1978-79

: Average Master . Average Master
Setting } San Juan Plan Agency San Juan Plan Acency
)

Special Class | :
or Cantar \ - §3,868 $4,531 $3,267 $4,731

Reasource !
Specialist 1,755 1,584 1,877 1,635
Program .

Designated

Instruction/ 1,128 1,123 1,313 1,165
Service

(based on

unduplicated

count)

Y,

| Nonoubﬁﬁ;
Schootls ¢ .
Average = . 2,087 2,153 1,986 2,284
Cost

3,329 6,521 6,886 6,362
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Another way of comparing costs is to examine the type of costs incurred

by the total program. These are summarized in Table 29. The majority

of costs (76 percent) are from salaries and benefits of teachers and aides
and +hose providing direct pupil services. -

Table 29°

Program Cost Comparisons by Amount and Percent

for S5an Juan and the Average Master Plzn Agency . 7
1977-78 and 1978-79

Total Progrsm Cost

Average Master

, woo San Juah San Juan
. Plan-Agency
; Amount fercent Percent
1978=79 1977=78 _____1978<79 197778 1978=79
Direct Costs $7,190,298 70 76 66 65
Teacher and Alde Salaries ’ (5,948,641)%  (54) (63) (51) (50)
Benef i ts (937,853) .(10) (10) (9) (9)
Other Direct Costs (303,804) (8) (3) (6) (6)
Direct Suppor+ Costs ' '$2,090,802. 26 22 26 28
Indirect Costs ' . $ 16%,400 4 2 I - 7
Totai Cost of Program ' $9,446,500 100 100 100 100

*Numbers in parenthesis are subcategories of Direct Costs.

The cost for maintaining comﬁbtgrlzed student records, preparing State/

, Federal student counts and evaluation reports, and for carrying ou+ local
evaluation activities is $14 per student or about two-thirds of a percent
of the per student cost. This cost is div1ded, with about $7 used for
evaluation activities and §7 for computer entry, programming and reporting.

+ What effect does the admznzstratzve managemert plan have on the speczal
education program? .

Because of the size of the San Juan district and the transportation and
communication difficulties which this presents, the special education
administrative management has been divided into two geographic areas.
Within each of these areas the management plan has specified a program
supervisor and five "area resource teachers' who provude direct assistance
to teachers and schools. . B

The effects of this administrative management plan héve been assessed by
schoo| administrators and special educafion teachers Through their respective
surveys.

Loca! school administrators were asked to judge the adequacy, need and prob-
lems .elated to a variety of services offered by the area offices and,
specifically, the area resource teachers. No systematic differences were
found in Tthe responses from the two areas.

07
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In commenting on the specific services provided by the area offices and the
area resource teachers, over ninety percent of the administrators reported
that the following area services had been adequate:

« Chairing EAS meetings . (93%).

.+ Consulting with feachers (91%)

- Consulting with administrators (90%) :

- Meeting with support staff (92%) . ‘
+ Fol low=up on special requests (97%) :

. Helping to develop |EPs . (95%)

The two problem areas which were identified by fewer than 10 percent of the
schocls were: L .

- Returning phone calls (7 schools or 9 percent)
. Participating in joint evaluations (6 schools or 8 percent)

'Many of the administrators identified these services as being infrequentiy

required:

+ Consulting on personnel issues

. Arranging interim placements or placements in other schools
. Participating in joint evaluations ,

.+ Helping with difficult SATs - . e

A}

'Teachers- were also asked to judge the effects of the area office and, "

most specifically, of the services provided by area resource teachers.

The most frequentiy mentioned way in which the Area Resource Teacher (ART)
provided help to teachers was through "support." Support, reinforcement
and encouragement were |isted by 36 of the survey respondents. Inservice
assistance of various types was fhe second service identified. Next in
frequency were ART assistance In providing background information and
clarifying procedures. Direct help with the instructional program, insei-
vice assistance and helping with placements were other frequently mentioned
services. Only 21 of the 146 respondents (14 percent) expressed dissatis-

_ faction (rarely see, little or no help, clerical checker or "?1) about the

help provided by the ART or program supervisor. A summary of positive
services by frequency of mention is given below.

. Support, reinforcement, encouragement (36)
Inservice, observations, release time, classroom help and methods (28)
+ Providing background information and clarifying procedures (27)
. Advice, guidance, organizational help and suggestions (24)
. Chairing EAS and difficult SAT meetings (17)
- Getting materials and equipment (12)
. Assistance with parent and/or student problems (9)
. Niagnosis and placement assistance (7)
. 5cheduling integration (2)

Suggestions for services repeated the same ideas as those given above,
with these additions:

inservice for regular staff
. Schedule visits and observations on regular and/or more freauent basis

« Clarify procedures
Inservice on graduation/competency requirements and alternatives

Increase in psychological service
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¢ SECTION 111 |
. ' IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

This section presents the impllcations which have been drawn from the

@ * evaluation findings reported in the previous section. The implications
are summarized under each of the seven topics used in the organization of
this report.

Topic |: Iidentification and Placement of Students \
Students Served ' o | ' |
® . _ | \
+ San Juan provided special education services for ten percent of \
its students, which was within the statewide cap of eleven percent \
of the schocl| population. Although the previous two years had shown \
growth, in 1978«~79 San Juan's special education population maintainad \
- the same mid-year |evel as the previous year, and showed a slight \
e decline at the end of the year. The potential problem of an increas- ®

ing population appeared to have been averted--perhaps due to pre-
liminary criteria implementation.

*-The numbers of students in each of the four handicapping categories
(communicative, physical, .learning and severe) were relatively
e . stable, although there were slight increases in the learning hand-
icapped population and declines in the communicatively handicapped
population which may have program implications in the future.

* The proportions of students in the major handicapping categories
with various ethnic backgrounds remained very close to those of the
® total district, but data on racial-ethnic categdries by program
setting should be studied to ensure that there is no class or nro-
gram imbalance..

* The increase in the proportion of students from foster homes, espe-
cially those requiring service in special classes, may have financial
P implications

Referrals
. . »

+ The 1978-79 school year brcught a 22 percent increase in the number
of students referred for special education services. A slightly
larger proportion of these students were determined not to require

@ special education services than in the previous year, which may’
raflect the application of criteria for eligibility.

i
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More students were referred for academic probiems than In the previous
year. The Increase In referrals for academic reasons may be generated
by the district competency movement,

Placement and Review Meetings

. The number of placement and review meetings held during the year °

(over 5,000) exceeded the number of students in program at any one
t+ime. While some sfudents left the district without a formal dis-
missal from program meeting, other students were nnt only placed
(one meeting), but also had a review of progress and/or dismissal
during the year (another meeting). ' )

* NOo change in the nuﬁber of méetings can be anticipated as the number

In the basic service population remained steady, the student turn-
over -was constant and meetings were required at least once each
year. ‘ : '

* Student attendance at one out of every five placement and review

\{

meetings (SAT and EAS meetings) indicated desirable involvement..

-

Topic 2: Provision of. Services

Services

- An increase was noted in the number of students served in the resource

_specialist program. Some of this increase may have inciuded those

students with communicative and physical handicaps who were moving out
of special classes. '

Many students were noted to receive multiple services--one or more
designated instruetion and services in addltion to a primary placement
in a special class or in the resource specialist program.

Resource Specialist Teacher Services

¢

Resource specialist teachers had resporsibility for many tasks in
addition to providing direct instruction. They reported using the
majority (60 percént) of their time working directly with students,
with lesser amounts of time devoted to preparing for instruction, -
conducting SAt and EAS meetings, assessing students and consulting
with other teachers.

. The services which were provided were linked with the learning needs

o

Servi

of The students. Some shifts were noted between the learning needs
identified in 1977-78 and those of 1978-79. The needs for learning
handicapped students were more frequently in academic areas, with fewer
identified needs in school behavior, oral language and self concept.

Topic 3: Placement in Least Restrictive Environment

ce Settings

+ The movement of students to less restrictive se++ing$, including

to the regular program, was twice that of students moving tc more
restrictive settings.

g 60
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* The past year saw an increase, which might have been predi¢table, In

- the number of students returning to the reguiar school program from

. the resource speciallist program. This increase was expecfed because

e one of the features of the resource-speclallist program is to provide

' a "bridge" between special classes and the regular school program
for students from special classes.

It was also found that a relatively larger proportion of special class
students were able to be placed in programs such as resource special-
o , ist program which are considered to be "!'ess restrictive."

Inteqration

+ Teachers Idenflfled & number of methods which they bélieved facll-
itated the Integration of special education students Into the regular
Q- ’ schoo| program. Frequent teacher-to-teacher communication was the
primary method used to prepare for and help student Integration,
+ Teachers also mentioned a. ot of the problems which students have
in integration, including bad class experiences, a lack of acceptance
by students (and scmetimes by the regular teacher), and the difficulty
of schedul ing students into classes at appropriate times.

. Alfhough parents reporTed +hat their children were receiving the
services they needed in the setting that was appropruaTe, they did
not feel that the seT#ings were the "least restrictive."

Topic 4: Student Performance

Achievement Gains "

+ Student achievement galns in resource program, averaged one year for
a year of service. .

: . Student achievement gains in special classes for Iearning.handicapped'
9 ' _ showed 50 parcent more growth than previously.

\ + Student aciievément growth was most noticeable between grades 3 and
. 5, declined during grades 7 and 8 (except in mathematics) and picked
up in reading during grades 9 =nd |0.

] * Students in programs for two years had slvghfly better growth +han
those in programs for one year.

* Deaf and hard-of-hearing students showed better achievement in
spelling and math computation than in other test areas.

e Competency Tests

* Special saducation students, especially at elementary and intermediate
o levels, showed many areas of weakness on the district comperency tests.

' Communication competency skills needed by high school special educa-

® ' tion students were punctuation (using commas), paragraph deveiopment,
capitalization aid spelling.
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- Communlication skills needed by both lnfermedia*e and elemonfary
students were punctuation (end punctuation, commas and using ‘the
apostrophe), caplfalfzaflon, sentence recogniflon and spelling.

+ Additional cemmunication skllls needed by infermediafe students
" were making critical judgments abouf what is raad and paragraph
development.

* Additional cqundnicafion skills needed by elementary students were
vocabu lary, usage, and undersfandlng and completing forms.

+ Computation skills needed by high school students were operations
with fractions, converting fractions to percents, and applications
of multipiication and division.

. Compu?aflonal skills needed by elemenfary students were multiplying
and dividing whole numbers, recognizing commorn fractions, place
value and money value.and one-problem questions.

Attitudes

+ The positive attitudes found in primary students toward study and
schoo! tend to decline in older students, although all special educa-
tion students increased in positive attitudes toward themselves and
others.

TQPLQ 5: Satisfaction of Teachers, Parents, Administrators

Teacher Séfisfacfion

-+ Special eduoafion teachers Idenflfued many maferials/approaches

. for effecfuve educafuonal programs.

. Paoerwork continued To be a concern for‘many teachers.

+ Schools with resource specialist program and special class teachers
received over four hours of special education inservice during 1978~79.

Parant Satisfaction

« Parents were very satisfied with ;lacemenf and review meetings and
generally satisfied with the services that were gsven, but were not
as sure of their legal rights.

Principal Satisfaction

- Principals were supportive of the special education program vet had
concerns about criteria, <:!udent transfers and-ha.f-time resource
specialist teachers.
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Tgpfc 6: Professional Development

Requ lar Teacher Understanding from Inservice

Despite the more than two hours of Inservice per school’ from each’ special
education teagher, schoo! administrators lndlcafed that more help was need-
ed by regular feachers.

SpeC|aI education teachers indicated that fhé regular classroom experiences
of ten created dlfficulfles in infegrafion for the special education students.

Inservlce Training for Special. Educaflon Teachers

Teachers who had not pariticipated in the staff development program ("target
teaching") identified many training needs, some of ‘which were different
for teachers working in different programs or services.

o _ - )
While teachers noted that the accemplishments of the task-oriented Iinservice
groups were worthwhile,-they expressed many dislikes which were related to
the management and organization of these groups.

" Topic 7: Program Management

SfudenTiTeacher Ratios

The variability in enrolIlment durfng the year made it difficult to main-
tain a specified class size average in classes for the learning handicapped
and In the resource specialist program. The enrolliment change was.less
noticeable in program classes for the physically and severely handicapped.

o \ :
Program Costs

Ffor the second year, the per student cost of the gpecual educafion program in
San Juan was lower than the average cost per student in other master plan
agencies. Program costs for San Juan's resource specialist program continued

. to be above those of the average master plan agency, but the difference was

not as great in 1978=79 as it had been in 1977-78. San Juan's cost for non-
public schools almost doubled during 1978-79 for serving about the same number
of students as in 1977-78. Teacher and aide costs represented 10 p2~cent
more of San Juan's tot€! program costs than for the average master plan agency.
. ~
r :
Administrative Management Plan : ' S e

The two-area administrative management plan was judged adééLafe by nine out
of ten school principals in providing most of the required services. The
services of the administrative area offices were rated adequate by school
principals for all areas except joint evaluation participation and returning
phone calls. Most school principals praised the services provided by the
arsa resource teachers. Most special education teachers were very pleased
with the support, reinforcement, encouragement, and the inservice help which
they received from the area office resource teachers.

The SPECIAL EDition helped teachers and principals'fo stay informed.

Suggestions for management inciuded providing more inservice for regular
staff, scheduling more frequent visits and giving inservice on graduation/
competency requirements for special education students.

6!
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The California Master Plan for Special Educationisa

comprehensive approach to provide special educanon'
services.® It establishes a system that:

o identifies children in need of special education. -

o Places children in the programs best suited to their
needs. .

e Evaluates each child's progress periodically.

e Moves key educational decmons fromr the state to
the local level.

The

APPENDIX -A
MASTER PLAN

4

"Master Plan
What Is It?

» Provides parents with opportunities to influence ’

" decisions about their child’s education.

_The system was not imposed arbitrarily upon unwilling

le

educators. [t grew, instead, -out of a need to close gaps
and correct inequities caused by the state’s old method of
providing special education.

Why a Master Plan?

California began serving cxceptional children in 1860
when the School for the Deaf and Dumb and Blind was
established in San Francisco. During the past L 19 years,
other special education services were added piecemeal as
science and education learned more about each
handicap. Since the programs were added in different

‘NOTE: Techrirel changes n the Moser Plan ore ineviiable as ihe progrem drveiope.
Information on tAeee changes 4 avaviebis from the Stete Degartment of Educeien's Officr
of Spwowt Eguremon, 721 Capuol Mail Secremente. CA 13014; phone (P14) $43-0016.

~_years, s'ome received more money than others because the

newer programs were funded according to a higher cost
of lwlng By 1970, the state’s effort to educate
handicapped - children represented a patchwork of 28
categerical programs, each with different maximum class
sizes and conflicting placement procedures, The system
was not only difficult to administer, it also created
competition among special education interest groups

who argued the merits of their programs separately .

before the California Legislature.

The . programs separated children by handicap and
excluded children with unusual needs, A child who was
blind, mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed was

. not welcome in any of the programs that served only one’

of those needs. Also, some of the programs were creatcg
with ceilings on enrollment. As a result, they exclude

qualified children and young people if thedistrict’s quotd
happened to be filled. The separate programs also created
problems for the local school administrator. Inaddition
to the myriad of special education programs, local
schools were faced with administering numerous other
categorical programs. such as bilingual education,
compensatory.education and early childhood ‘education.

Lawsuits Set Pracadents

Several lawsuits establishe. legal precedents tor the
rights of handicapped children. In October {971, for

Reprinted from A New Era for Special Education, California's Master Plan in Action.

California State Department of Education.

Sacramento, 1979.
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example, the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children sued the State of Pennsylvania for its
“permissive” programs for the retarded. A permissive law
permitted, but did not requirs, a school district to offer a
program. The association won its case, establishing that
retarded children have the legal right to a free public
education. The state was given 90 days to identify every
retarded child not receiving education and training at

- that time.

The lawsuits added “'momentum to the efforts of
educational leaders and parent groups who were
lobbying for better services for their handicapped
children. These developments, coupled with the
problems of administering and financing so many

" categorical programs, led to a broad consensus that'a

new, comprehensive approach to educating the
handicapped was needed. :

A .Cooperative Venture y
The California State Department of Education first

began looking at the problem in 1970, By 1971, the
development of a comprehensive plan for special
education had become a priority of the State Fard of
Education. The Department staff developed questions

that were answered at 12 regional meetings by parents, -

teachers, school administrators, agency representatives
and handncapped persons. Other interested persons also

~were given an opportunity to comment,

- Public. suggestions were received thfough hearings
sponsored by the Council for Exceptional Children and
the State Commission on Special Education. Twenty
drafts later, on Jan. 10, 1974, the Master Plan was
adopted- by the St.ate Board of Education

Goals of the Mastér Plan

The basic premise of both the Master Plan and the
federal 1dw is that each child is entitled to an equal
opportunity for education. Although few have argued
with this noble goal, in practice many children have not
had equal educational opportunities. The U.S, Office of
Education (USOE) estimates that about half of the nearly
8 million handicapped children in the Unitéd States
between ages 3 and 21 are receiving lessthan an adequate
education. Nearly | million are receiving no education at
all. In California. children in many schools are on waiting
lists for special education because of insufficient funds to
accommodate all children who qualify.

To correct this inequity, four goals were adopt.d in the
Master Plan: )

e Public education in California must seek out
individuals with exceptional needs and provide
them an education appropriate to their needs.

e Public education must work cooperatively with
other public ,and private agencies to assure
appropriate education for individuals with
exceptional needs from the time of their
identification.

()
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¢ Public education must offer special assistance to
exceptional individuals in a setting which promotes
maxirhum lmer\acuon with the general school
population and whxch is appropriate to the needs of
both,

é The most unportant goal of special education is to

provide individually tailored programs which .

reduce or eliminate the handicapping effects of
disabilities on exceptional children.

Goal I: Finding Those Who ‘Need Help

Tﬁe first goal, _seeking out individuais, is being
accomplished in two ways:

e Through a statewide public awareness program,
known as Search and Serve.

¢ Through the tmmng of regular teachers to spot
learning handicaps in the classrroom.

Search and Serve is an effort to identify all children
from birth through age 21 who are handicapped. The
goal is to reach all handicapped children, including those
already bemg served, to ensure that each handicapped
child is receiving the most appropriate kind of help.
Search and Serve enlists the aid of physicians, the media
(press, radio and-
organizations, state and local agencies, school districts,
parents and citizens in an effort to locate these chiidren.
The census started operating in seven pilot areas in
California in mid-1976 and was expanded statewide in
October 1977.

Goai [I: Public and Private Coopgration

The second goal.
relationships with public and private agencies, ensures

that all avenues of support are available to help a.
handicapped child. The State of California operates -
seven regional centers and six state schools that provide .

diagnostic services or residential treatment to children
with severe handlcaps These are supplemented by other
specialized services from-the Department of Health, the
Department of Rehabilitation and California Youth
Authority. Insomeinstances, private schools may be able
to provide services more effiziently than a local school.

Goal lll: Maximum Interaction

The third goal. that of providing “maximum
interaction with the general school population,” does not
mean that all handicapped children will be returned to
regular classrooms. The statement ''maximum
z‘meraction",is defined as the amount ot integrdtion that is

“appropriate to the needs of both” handicapped and
general schoolchildren. The most appropriate setting for
a severely emotionally disturbed child may be a self-
contained school that provides minimum interaction
with regular schoolchildren. A child with a moderate
emotional problem. however, may be able to function
well in an.integrated class at a public school. This child

television), - semce-"andf ~youth~-

establishing cooperative.’
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would probably have contact with regblar children on the
playground, in the bus and in'the cafeteria.

Goal IV: Indfv}dualind Education

~ The fourth goal is to provide an individualized
~ education program for each handicapped child. When a
-child is identified as having special needs, he or she is
referred t9 a school appraisal team which cooperatively
selects the combination of services that best meets the
eSild's needs, The team consists of teachers, ‘special

ucation professionals, the school pnncxpal or another
administrator and the parents. :

Just as a doctor writes a ptqscrlpuon to help remedy a
physical " ailment, the team writes a prescriptive
educational plan to helpsolve the child’s difficulties at
school. Emphasis at all times is on designing a prograrm to
fit the individual child's needs. This is a big change from
the traditional approach in which programs were first
designed and then children- were assigned to a
predetermined program and available slots.

Removing Labels

The Master Plan eliminates the need to brand children
with labels such as “educable mentally retarded™ or
“severely emotionally disturbed.” Instead, pupils with
special education needs are designated as “individuals
with exceptional needs.” Four broad categories were
_established primarily for transitional purposes. They are
commumcauvely handicapped, physically handicapped,
learning handicapped and severely handicapped.

Old funding formulas required that a child be labeled

before the disttict could -receive extra money for
educating that child. The new system enables districts to
receive funds for each “child with special needs™ without
burdening each child with a label. In addition to the
psychological advantages, this new approach recognizes
that a child’s educational needs may be different from his
or her handicap. A child with a communication
handicap. for example, may receive more benefit from a
program for the learning handicapped than from a
program that is strictly for deaf children. :

SESRs and RLAs

The fragmentation of the old system created problems
of overlapping responsibilities among the state, county
superintendents of schools and local school districts.
- Such duplications were not only inefficient, they diluted
accountatility. In addition a maze of state regulations
proliferated along with each of the .8 categorical
programs. These inhibited innovations and made
demaqu that were sometimes inappropriate to local
situations.

To correct these problems, a new orgamzauonal unit,
Special Education Services Region (SESR), was created.
The SESR can be a single school district, a combination
of school districts, several schoot districts joining with a
county superintendent or two Or more county
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superintendents. Each SéSR writes a l*al
comprehensive plan for special education, which tailors
the requirements of the Master Plan to the needs of the
local area. The local comprehensive plan provides greater
local control over educational decisions than was

_available through previous special education programs.

A key part of each local comprehensive plan includes:

Special classes and centers, -
Designated instruction and services.
Program specialists. :
Resource specialist programs.
Nonpublic schools.

State special schools.

The resource specialist program is a totally new
service, while the others are modifications of services

already available to California children,

"The Responsible Local Agency (RLA) is the district or
county superintendent office which is administratively
and fiscally responsible for implementation of the
comprehenswe plan in the SESR.

Specual Classos and Centers

Special classes and ceners, major ingredients of the
Master Plan, offer instruction for most of the school day’

accordin. to handicap, e.g., classes for the blind,
mentally -.tarded and emotionally disturbed and centers
for the orthopedically handicapped and deaf.

Under the Master Plan, classes and centers are
organized according to educational needs. An
elementary special class, for example, might include a
small number of children who are easily distractible.
Their problems may be due to different causes, such as
behavior or neurological dxsorders but their educational
needs are the same. :

! Who Is Eligible for Special Ed?

Children from birth through age 2! become
eligible for special education services once they are
i determined to be individuals with exceptional
needs. Such- children, according to state
rcgulations, exhibit one of the follawing problems:

[

e A demonstrated physical,
serious emotional handicap.

s A specified behavior, learning or language
disorder requiring special instruction or
services beyond that provided by modification
of the regular school program.

This definition excludes children whose
problems stem from cultural or language
differences. (The federal law allows each state some
diseretion in its definition of “handicapped.”)’

in{gllectual or
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~ taught in a regular or special class program. The services

_any combination of services that they need. °

The Master Plan also enablés each local area, through
its comprehensive plan, to determine the number of
children in each:.class; however, the average class size
must not exceed 10 children.

Designated Instruction

Another new program created by the Master Plan is
called designated instruction and services (DIS). The
services, such as speech therapy, are considered
“designated” because they are specific and not usually

include teaching skills, such as mobility training for the
blind, and performing corrective services, such as
counseling -and physical therapy. Some of the -DIS -
programs were available before thé Master Plan became
3 realny, but the new system offers a wide range of
services.

Children .in regular and special classes are eligible for

Program Specialists

If the resource specialist, DIS and special class
programs operated independeatly, the old problems of

~ overlap and duplication might recur.

In order to provide instructional leadership and

.coordinate services, a new position—the program

specialist—was created to coordinate services and also
provide “residential expertise™ for the resource specialist,
special education teacher, school psychologist or clinical

. service professional. He ‘'or she must have advanced

training in .at least one of the following broad

.areas: physically handicapped.- learning handicapped.

communicatively handicapped, serverely handicapped.
preschool handicapped or career-vocational
development. Program speclahsts have the following
duties:

e Coordinating the curriculum of special day classes.
Implementing inservice training programs.
Developing innovative eachinrg methods.
Assessing program effectiveness.

Participating in educational research.

\

Resourcse Spocialist Programs ~e

The resource specnahst program is des:gned to help
children who spend a majority of the day in regular -~
classes. . The resource specialist has a variety of .
responsibilities that tgtdl three roles: “teacher, consultant
and coordinator. THe relative importance the specialist o~
attaches to each of these roles is determined by the local
comprehensive plan. _

Resource specialists also provide a range of
coordinator and consultative services. These inciude:

¢ Providing diagnostic testing to determine how to
help the child learn.

e Developing instructional materials and

65

-

' least restri

demonstmmg teaching techmques tothe classroom
teacher. e
. Coordmatmg ail spe@ml education services for each
' “GHild in the school.

e Coordinating recommendations in the child’s

educational pian with parents and teacher. ,

e Assessing pupil progress, revising the education
plan and referring children who afe not making
adeguate progress for more intensive assessment.

Each resource specialist must have a special education

- teaching credential and at least three years’ successful ,

teaching expenence The . teacher must also have
advanced training in special education.

Resource specialists who concentrate on instruction
afe permitted to teach up to 24 students, individually and
in small groups. instruction can be given directly by the
resource specialist or by an aide under the :%ecialist’s
supervision.

» : b
Placing Children in Special Programs

Children are placed in special education programs only
after parental consent is obtained and a careful
assessment procedure has been completed. The end result
is an individual educational plan that sets goals and
prescribes educational semces to help the child meet
those goals. -

The placement process may include seven major steps:’

Referral and referral analysis.

Parent notification.

Information gathering.

School Appraisal Team (SAT) and assessment by
Educational Assessment Services (EAS).
Individualized education program (IEP).
Enrollment in special programs.

Ongomg evaluauon of pupil progress.

b —

Now

Step 1~—Referral. Chlldren can be referred by anyone
famuiar with their needs, including the parent, the
teacher, a physician, an agency that has worked with the
child or the child himself or herself. The child can be
referred to the nearest school, to the school district office
or to the county office of education. Search coordinators
agsure that all reférrals are received and properly
assigned.

Step 2—Notific. n of Pavents, After the child is
referred, the_parents are contacted for written permission
to assess the child. The parents are told that they have the
right to obtain an independent assessment and a right to

§ -

plan. Théy are also notified about due process hearings,
ve educational environment, corndenualuv
and protectlons in assessment. The nocification must be
clearly written in language parents understand—not in
cducgnonal jargon. If'the parents do not speak English.

the rotification must be in their native language If the

pamcm%:‘n the develo,»ment of their chuld’s individual _

parents are blind or deaf, special provisions must be

made so they can participate.
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Step 3=The School Gathers Information. Next,
school personnel gather information about the child's
background and abilities. Several diagnostic tests may be
conducted and other general information is compiled in
areas that affect 'the child’s performance in school. This

.information includes:

¢ ‘A school hutory the educational progress, stnns
taken to assist the child in areas of difficuity afd -
-results of such assisgance.

® The relationship of t eteacherand classmates to the
child,

* Appmsal of cultural or language differences that
may affect school performance.

o Health status, including recent hearing and vision

tests,
¢ Assessment of career and vocational aptitudes for
each secondary student. -

Step d4~=School Appraisal Team (SAT) and

"Educationsl Assessment Service (EAS). The SAT is a

group of persons at the school site who meet with the

parents to consider the needs of the child and recommend

the combination of services that will help him or her
suceeed in school. The team also writes the child’s

L

The plump, brunette 5th grader worked cuietly
at her desk and later shared a book with a
classmate. To look at Ellen, one would hardly
suspect that she had attended a special school for
the severely emotionally disturbed. And yet, on this
warm June day near the end of Santa Monica's
school year, Ellen appeared to be a model student.
4 It wasn't always this way.

{ Just ong year earlier, Ellen was “easily
|

N Y

distracted™ and had “about a 10-second attention
span,” according to those who knew her. She
attended a private school for the severely
emotionally disturbed and then progressed to a
special day class at Roosevelt Elementary School in
Santa Monica. By January of 1977, Ellen had
“graduated” to a regular .fifth-grade class with help
from a resource specialist.

“Because of her behavior problems. "Ellen was

A several years behind in math,” says Marilyn Hirsch.

AR AN RSOSSN T U A A

representative seat by the parents. Ot

- — Children
1 Can Be Mamstreamed

educational plan according to the needs of the child.
C:riain persons, howevér, are required to attend all SAT
meetings.

Each SAT is chaired by the school pnnclpal or an
administrator designated by the principal. The meeting is
atteii'ed by the special education teachers or specialists
who -can help the child and by the child's parents or a
rs whosometimes

attend SAT meetings are: the re
counselor when he or she is given respon}ibilities in the
child's education plan; any specialist, pgychologist or
nurse who has conducted an assessmeng ‘that will be
discussed at the meeting; the p hé or she is
capable of benefiting from the djscussionjand any other
person whose competence is neeged due ghithe nature and
extent of the pupil's disability.

The SAT considers the rengths and
weaknesses and weighs the follo ement options:

¢ Returning the child to the regular classroom with
changes in the program (no direct special education
services).

e Returning the child to the regular classroom with -

program chahges and with a scheduled review of- the
child’s continuing progress

the resource specialist: As a result, Ellen's
individual education plan called for spending 114
hours each day in the resource room. The goal was
not only to improve Ellen's math skllls but to teach
her to work mdcpendently

“I don't objéct to having hand:capped chlldrcn in
the classroom,” says Sheila Fields, Ellen’s fifth-
grade teacher. “But [ think they need outside help.
It can be a strain on children to be in class all day.
They need a time out to get more individual
attention,” she explains.

Ellen now takes turns. raises _her hand,
contributes to a discussion and takes partin a class
play..

This last accomplishment alone is a measure of
her progress. One vear earlier, Ellen was removed

from a summer school play bgcause she could not
vrLit her turn.

6§
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o Assigning the child to a regular class for most of the
day, supplemented by help from the resource
specialist program.

o Assigning the child to a regular class for most of the
day with help from DIS.

* Assigning the ~child to temporary short -term
. instruction in home or hospital.

If more diagnostic information is needed or if speclal

class placement is indicated, the child is refer‘d to the
Educational Assessment Service (EAS).

The Educational Assessment Service (EAS) is a team

of spemlms that is available to assess children with more
intensive needs. Each SESR must have at least one full-
time EAS containing specialists representisg the fields of
health, psychology, social work, speech, language,
hearing and special education. [n addition to assessing
the children, the¢ specialists help to formulate each child’s
educational plan.

The EAS meeting is chaired by a nrogram specxahst or
special education administretor. The meeting is

embers of the assessment service; and the
parent, pardpt representative or child advocate. Regular
classroom teachers, the child and other qualified persons
are expected to attend when they can benefit or add
materially to the discussion.

Extensive information is compiled for consideration at

the EAS meeting. It may include:

e A description o! the child’s disability expressed in
functional te=—s,

e An evalur f the child’s behavior, thinking
ability an. ..  :nation compared to children of
similar age and ~ultural background.

¢ A history of -the child's physical development.(at
what age he ur rhe ,tarted walking, talking, etc.).

e The child’s health status, including hearing and
vision test.

e An obsarvation ot the child’s ability t6 function at
home, at school and in a diagnostic class.

e An assessment of career. and vocational aptitudes
for secondary pupils.

When a health problem exists that affects the child’s
education, the assessment service obtains a description of
the pupil’s physical, emotional or neurological problem
irom a licensed physician or surgeon.

Based on the assessment results and the information
gathered, the EAS makes a placement recommendation.
All the options available to the SAT are still available
(regular class, resource specialist. designated services). In
addition, EAS can:

e Recommend placement in a special class or center.

¢ Recommend placement in a special class with
designated instruction and service.

s Refer the cnild to the state schools for the deaf, blind
or neurologically handicapped for more intensive
diagnosis or placement in the state school’s
instructional program.

d by special education teachers or specialists;

’

o Recommend placement in a nonpublic,
nonsectarian school or agency.

. Step S—=individualized Education Program (IEP).
Each child placed in a special education program receives

" an individualized education program. The program or
- plan describes the pupil’'s present levels of achievement

and sets long-range goals and annual objectives for
improvement. The periodic objectives are then broken
down into short-term objectives for a teacher’s lesson

. plans and curriculum.

Goals may be set in basic skills—reading,
computation, writing and speaking. They may also be set

adjugment to school and communisy, physical education
and recreation, and for vodational and career
development. Some children may need self-help goals. A
child may have a self-help goal of learning to dress
himself or herself. A short-term objective to accomplish
that goal could be basic skills such as learning to tie -noes,
zip pants and button shirts.

In addition to goals and objecuves the educational
plan must specify impartial criteria for measuring\

" for body coordination, health an}?ene , self-concept,

whether each objective has been met. The plan must also \,
list the type of placement, when services are to begin and

the anticipated amount of time the child will heed to
spend in each program or service. If a child in a special
class or nonpublic school is expected to transfer to a
regular class, the educational plan should contain
methods for the transition. .

Step 6—Enroillment in Special Program. No child
may be enrolled in a special #ducation program without
writfen permission from the parent. )

Step 7=Ongoing Evaluation of Pupil
Progress. Each child enrolled in a special education

program must be reviewed by the SAT or EAS at least |

once a year. At that time. thechild's educational plancan
be modified by joint agrecment of the group. The parent
can also request a review by the EAS any time he or she
{eels the child is no: making adequate progress.

Rights of Parents and Students

Under the Master Plan, parents of exceptional
children have imponrtant new rights. As previously noted.
parents may participate in deveinping their child's
educational program, and they can approve¢ or veto
testing and .acement in special education.

In addition to these rights, parents and studerts have
the right to appeal decisions on any of the following
issues: identification of the student as an individual with
exceptional needs; assessment of the student:
implementation of the educational plan. and the denial.
placement. transfer or termination of special service to a
student.

The procedures for appeal are spelled out in state law:
o The parent or student requests a hearing panel. The

RLA director or his designee must meet informally
with the person to discuss the concern. The parent
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has the right to examine any material in the child's
file and to make copies at nominal expense. The
' RLA director may authorize ifi¢ations to the
child’s educational plan o satisfy the parent. [f the
meeting fails to resolve the probiem, a fair hearing
panel must be formed. ! oo
e The Fair Hearing Panel 'is composed of three
impartial persons who are knowledgeable about the
handicaps in question. The panel members may not
be employees of the schoo] district, county school
system or of the SESR., Employees of private
schools are also djsqualified if the school is being
_ considered for the student's placement. The parents
select one panel member, !be school district selécts
another and the two panelists select the third. If the
panelists cannot agree, the choice is made by the
county superintendent. [f the superintendent is part
of the hearing, he asks :an administrator from
another school district to make the selection.

o Either party can appeal the decision. of the Fair
Hearing Panel to the California state
superintendent of public {nstruction. The parents
and local agency may file oral or written appeaisata
hearing before the state superintendent or- his

designee. After the heari*'nz. the person who has

heard the case must send a written decision with
reasons to both the local agency and the parent.

e Both parties have the righg' to appeal to acivil court.

Paying for the Master Plan

The switch from categorical programs to the Master
Plan is accompanied by increases in state special
education allowances. The increases will compensate for
increased program costs and inflation over the last 10
‘'vears since the categorical forinulas were set. They will ‘
also be necessary to accommodate the increased number
of eligible children who will be served.

Legisiation allocates a specific amount of money for
each special class, each resource specialist program and
¢ach hour of DIS. Funds are allocated on a per pupil
basis:

e For nonpublic school services.

e For identification, assessment and instructional

planning.

o For management and support services, including
administrative services, program evaluation. staff
development, instructional equipment and
materials.

Flor special transportation services.

1. addition to determining the formulas for allocating
funds' for Master Plan imp!:mentation, AB 1250
instructs the state superintendent of public instruction to
develop a proposal to provide funds “on an equalization
basis for capital outlay, including the removal of
. architectural barriers for individuals with exceptional
seds.” The superintendent’s proposal will nelp Sthool

\

\

68

saiatie
TR EEE]

'districts comply vwith. the federal Rehabilitation Act of '

1973, which requires schools to make their programs
acchgble to haridicapped persons.” - :

;
. [

ation Requirements /./

Each SESR must evaluate the effectiveness of its
Master Plan program in an annual report submitted to
the state superintendent of public instrugtion. The state
superintendent, in turn, will make a report to the State
Board of Education, the Legislature and the governor.

Each local report must contain: /
e Costs of the Master Plan. /
o Pupil performance. /
e Number of pupils served by;i)nstructional setting

Eva

(compared with the previous year).
o Changes in the placement of pupils to the least
restrictive setting. o
Amount of parental involvement.
Extent of staff development.
Degree to which services are provided.
Degree of interagency cogrdination.
Extent that program objectives are met in terms of
parent, pupil, teacher -and administrator
satisfaction. ' : ’

Local agencies must also tabulate the number of
exceptional children by race and ethnic group for the
Master Plan categories: physically, communicatively,
severely and learning handicapped.

Here's Wh/at DIS Means

Designated instrudtion and services (DIS) are
available to pupils in both regular and special
classes in the following arcas:

Language, speech and hearing.

Audiological services.
- Visually handicapped.

Orientation and mobility.

Home and hospital instruction.

Physical, occupational or other authorized
therapy.

Supplemental instruction and services.
Adaptive physical education.

Driver training instruction.

Services in carecer preparation, work study
and occupational training.

Psychological services.

School social work.

vision therapy.

Specially designed physical education.
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Six State Schools Provide Specialized Services

California has six residential schools to serve
children whose- needs are so specialized that they
cannot be met by the local school district. They
serve the blind, the deal and the neurologically.

! handicapped. Serving California residents ages 3 to¥
21 years free of charge, the schools are supported by
the state as a specialized part of the public school
system,

All six schools will continue to serve the same

. functions under the Master Plan. In fact, they have

v been involving parents and implementing

: individualized education plans—key ingredients of

the Master Plan—for some time.

Their goai: to give special training or therapy to
minimize the effects of the handicaps and to enable
children to returr to their local schools as quickly as
possible. ' *~

Cahformaﬁhoolfor the Blind in Berkeley (K- 8)
serves blind, deaf-blind and multihandicapped

R R L S R TR s T

‘In addition to the annual. reports; the state
superinzendent must order program and fiscal reviews to
be conducted in Master Plan schools.

The Cal(forma State Department of Education is
~ expected to contract for jndependent evaluations of the
program that measure long-range improvement of
academic and nonacademic skills; satisfaction of parents,
pupils, teachers and administrators; program
etfectiveness: and. improvement of professxonal skills
among school stalf

U

\nteraction for the Handicapped

One of the’ Master Plan's primary goals is to end the
traditional isolation of handicapped students. AB 1250
expresses this goal as a “program which promotes
maximum interaction with the general school population
in 2 manner which is appropnate to the needs of both.”
The federal Education {or All Handicapped Children Act
expresses the samec philosophy by saying that
handicapped children should be educated in the least
restrictive environment appropriate to their needs.

Many people fear that “maximum interaction” and
"least restrictive educational environment” mean that
severely handicapped children will be “dumped” on
- teachers already struggling to serve the needs of 25 to 30
other children. This is not the intent of either law, since
such a situation would not be appropriate to the needs of
etther handicapped or nonhandicapped children.

Instead. educators say regular class participation is
intended for children who can generally function in the
regular ciass but who need special help for part of the day
from a resource specialist or DIS teacher. Although the
regular teacher ha d for most of the day, a highly

4o

children. The elementary program is emphasized.
Priority is given to the mastery of communication- !
and mobility skills. ‘

California Schools for the Dedf in Berkeley and
Riverside (K-12) serve deaf and multihandicappped
children (except deaf-blind). Priority is given to
secondary students who need a comprehensive
program and to elementary children whose needs
cannot be met by the local school.

California Diagnostic Schools for ihe
Neurologically Handicapped are situated in San
Francisco, Fresno and Los Angeles. They serve
learning disabled. autistic and emotionally
disturbed children. Parent and child receive meals
and lodging at the school during a five-day
evaluation period. The results are discussed with
the parents and local school officials, and a joint
decision is reached regarding the most appropriate .
placement for the child. :

P §
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trained specialist is available to work with the child on the
child’s greatest needs.

A number of California schools have been piloting the
Master Plan since 1974. In these districts, some children
have been moved ‘from special to regular, classes.
Significantly, however. many who have been assigned to
the resource specialist program were afready enrolled in:
regular classes. Instead of adding to the burden of the
regular teacher, the resource specialist program often
bnngs help to students who tradﬂxonally have required
much of the classroom teacher's attention. - ~

Although “placing, handlcapped children .in regular
classes can be’tuccessful it is seldom easy. Directors in
several pilot programs have found that training and .
additional help must be provxded to the regular t€acher if
regular class place_ment for the handicapped is to be a
success. Such training, however, should not be limited to
the teacher: even the youngest nonspecial education
students can be helped to understand and welcome a
handicapped child to the classroom.

Education f!om Cradle to Adulthood

The Master Plan supports the concept of early
childhood education by requiring that special education
services be provided to certain children by age J and by
encouraging edftational agencies to provxde helptoeven
younger children.

RLAs must serve children between the ages of 3 and 4
vears - 9 months who need intensive special education
services. Such children are eligible for special classes. .
state schools, nonpublic schools and designated
insiruction.

At the option of the local agency and with the approval



of the State Board 6f Education, programs also may be
offered for children below age 3 who are profoundly
handicapped or whose physical, emotional or intellectual
development is seriously delayed.

Children above 4 years - 9 months are eligible for
kmderganen and the full range of special education
_ services,

The preschool and infant programs fill the public
schooling gag' for children who need therapy and
educational services before kindergarten age. The
- rationale for early special education is that the effects of a
handicap can be minimized by reaching a child at a
younger age. For example, it is important for deaf
children to learn to communicate at the same age that
mosg other children begin talking and understanding
'words. Children learn language when very young at a
. faster rate than at any other time in their lives. [f deaf
children do not receive special help during these critical
early years, they start school several yedrs behind in
vocabulary. Catching up is extremely difficult because
the time for rapid language learning has passed. Similar
principles of development apply to other physical and
mental abilities.

" Just as the special needs of preschoolers are
recognized, the Master Plan accommodates studeénts

For an

With adequate preparation apd the right
perspective, children can be warm and
understanding rather than hostile and cruel ta an

. exceptional chilii in the regular classroom. In
Please Know Me as [ Am: A Guide 10 Helping
Children Undersiand the Child with Special Needs.
Margaret Cleary suggests the following activities:

e Give chikdren a frustrating experience to
simulate. a handicap, such as wearing a
blindfoid. writing while looking in a mirror or
watching a movie with the sound turned offat
intervals:

e Stage role-play situations that portray a child
who is different as being teased; have

participants discuss their {eelings.
that servcdg

e Take field trips to centers

Prepanng Chnldren o

. . ,
who need special services beyond age 18. Assembly Bill

- 1250 requires SESRsto serve [9to 2l year-olds who meet

the following two criteria:

e They were enrolled or eligible for special education
before their 19th birthday.

L They have not completed their prescrlbed education
© program,

By serving preschool, school-aged and poslschool-
aged individuals, the Master Plan provides exceptional
individuals with the maximum opportunity to receive a
meaningful public education.

Ingredients of the Local Plan

Procedures to carry out each of the Master Plan's
provisions—from individualized education to the

appeals proc#ss-—-must be spelled out in each local -

comprehensive plan. In addition to the key provisions
previously deq‘cribed the comprehensive plan must:

e Provide for development of a speclal education
curriculum.

e Specify how the superlntendent of each
participating district will be involved in the policy

T e oy
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txceptional Classmate

handicapped children.

& Teach children a handicapped skill, such as
walking on crutches, reading braille or usinga
wheelchair. ~

e Have a guest speaker who is handicapped
come to class.

e Prepare a “learning box™ with such self-heip
devices as a hearing aid, an artificial limb, a
braille ruler, a weighted spoon and literature
or newpaper clippings on the subject.

® [nvite a teacher or specialist who works with
handicapped children to taik to the class or
lead a discussion.

® Suggest that a child take a friend to the
resource room so nonhandicapped children
can find out what it is like.

P
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The major instructional goals of special
education'are similar to those of general education.
They are:

o Communication skills—to assist pupils in
¥ acquiring and using, to the extent of their
capacity, the basic communication skills
which will benefit the individual and society.

® nformation—to assist pupils in learning how
to obtain and use information.

developing physically to the extent of their
abilities. )

® Personal values—to assist pupils in reaching
and maintaining their mental and emotional

e e v —
L J

Instructional Goals of Special Education

Physical development—to assist pupils in -~

potential and to establish. acceptable moral

and ethical standards.

® Occupational preparation—to assist pupils in .

w

and decision-making process.

e Specify how each district special education
administrator will coordinate administration within
the SESR.

e Describe how psychological and health services will
be provided. - _

¢ Provide opportunities for physical education.

e Provide for individualized career and vocational -

development, with emphasis on vocational training
at the-secondary level.
e Provide for seeking out all individuals with
. exceptional needs from birth through age 21 who

live in the area served by the plan, including.

preschool and other children not enrolled in school
programs.

e Provide for continuing staff development for
regular and special education teachers,
administrators, volunteers and other staff.

Community Advisory Committee

Each SESR must establish a community advisory
committee to assist in the duvelopment of the local
comprehensive plan and provide advice and support to
the administration, Parents must compose a majority of

. the committee, including parents of handicapped and

nonhandicapped children. The committee must also

include special education students, regular and special

education teachers, other school -personnel,

representatives of other public and private agencies and
|~ .
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preparing for careers, ranging from working
at home to full-time employment.

o Problem soiving—to assist pupils in solving
problems inherent to living in a complex and
changing world. '

o Social values—to assist the total education
community in accepting the responsibility for
preparing itself for maximum acceptance of
children with a wider range of individual
differences than may have been present during
the past few years. The result will be that i

. normul pupils will have greater understanding -
of individual differences and all persons will
be better prepared to live in a world of infinite
variety, ,

® Development of intellectual potential—to
assist and promote the intellectual
development of all exceptional individuals.

1

persons interested in the needs of exceptional individuals.
Each local comprehensive plan must specify the
selection procedure for committee members and the
duties of the committee, In addition to advising the RLA
in the development of the plan, the committee should
encourage public involvement in the plan’s development,
assist in parent education and help review programs.

Staff Training

A smooth and successful transition to the Master Plan
depends on adequate inservice training for all persons
involved in the implementation: regular and special
education teachers, paraprofessionals, principals,
parents and the specialists who participate in the SAT
and EAS.

Assembly Bill 1250 requires the training of school
personnel to identify pupils with exi.ptional needs.
Parent education is the responsibility of community
advisory committees (CACs), which are discussed later in
this report.

Inservice training for all instructional staff should be
designed and impiemented by a group that includes
classroom teachers, the principal and other school
employees. Classroom teachers should constitute a -
majority of the group. The training should include a
diversity of activities, and 1t should be regularly
scheduled during the year. The content should be
evaluated and modified on a continuing basis.



APPENDIX B
GLOSSARY .
. .Glossary of Special Education Initials and Terms
o Area Resource Teacher (ART)
A special educatlion teacher with advanced training who advises special class,
resource specialist and DIS teachers; cocordinates curricula; and nhelps to
administer the special education programs, generally.
o Communicatively Handicapped (CH)
A new reporting classification whfch includes deaf, deaf and blind, severely
hard of hearing, severely language handicapped, aphasic, and language and
speech handlicapped,
o Community Advisory Committee (CAC)

A group of parents, community members, and schoo! staff that responds to

the concerns of parents, serves as an advocate in assuring the best special

education program for children afd assists in parent education. |t advises

the district in the development, implementation and evaluation of the compre-
® : ' hensive plan. '

Comprehensive Plan for Special Education (CPSE)

~The' local district plan for special education that describes how the district
will provide better and more coordinated services to individuals with excep-
® tional needs through the Master Plan.

Designated Instruction and Services (DIS)

Designatéd Instruction and Services ars provided by certificated and non~-
certificated Specialists and are of a specific nature not usually taught by
_ régular class, special class or resource specialist teachers. The services
¢ are made avaiiable to exceptional children on the basis of individual need.

Que Proceass

. Procedures which'rotect parent and pupi! rights and as e their active
v participation in placements and in planning individual ¥ducational programs.

Educationa! Assessment Servipe (EAS)'

1]

The second leve! of assessment service operated on a district-wide basis

for individuals with more intensive needs. A team of specialists design

written instructional plans and may recommend placements away from the pupil's
® home school in a disgnostic class, a special class or center, or in state

or nconpublic school programs.

Individualized Education Program (IEP)

A plan that describes the child's current abilities, sets annual goals
® and learning objectives, and describes the educational services needed -
to meet these goals and objectives.
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individuals With Exceptlional Needs . :

The term used in the Master Plan for children who require special instruction
and services because their educational nseds cannot be met by regular
classroom teachers with modification of the regular program, and whe will
benefit from special Instruction and/or services. The term "individua|s with
exceptional needs" has four subclassifications to be used only for data °
collecting and reporting purposes. They are as follows:

(1) Learning Handicapped (LH).

(2) Communicatively Handicapped (CH).
(3) Physically Handicapped (PH).

(4) Severely Handlcapped (SH) .

Learnlnq Development Class (LDC)

San Juan's term for a special day class that offers instruction to students
for a majority of the school day on a self-contained or partially integrated
basis. Experienced special educatinn teachers develop specific skills
appropriate to each student's individual needs and prepare students for
successful integration and possible return to regular classes.

Learning Handicapped (LH)

A new reporting classification which includes the classifications of
educationally retarded, learning_disabilifies, and behavior disorders.

Least Restrictive Environment

A legal requirement that individuals with exceptional needs be educated
alongside nonhandicapped peers to the maximum extent -appropriate to their
needs. All special education programs promote maximum interaction with the
regular schoo! program when it is both beneficial to that pupil and to pupiis
in the regular classroom.

Management InformatioA System (MIS)
A computerized system designed to colliect, store, and retrieve information
necsssary for the analysis and evaluation of special education program.

Master Plan

The California Master Plan for Special Education, approved in 1974, established
a; comprehensive system for delivering special education services to exceptional

children. Under the provisions of Assembly Bill 1250, The Master Plan is

being impliemented statewide.

Physically Handicapped (PH)

A new reperting classification which includes the former classificarions
of blind and partially seeing, orthopedicaily handicanped, drug dependency,
pregnancy, and other health impairments.



Responsible Local Agency (RLA) " ) B

The school distrlct or office of the county superintendent of schools
desgignated in the local Comprehensive Plan for Special Education as the
agent responsible for coordination of the plan. Seventeen responsible local
agencies (RLAs) are currently implementing local plans for special education.

Resource Specialist Program (RSP)

Instructional planning, Individual and small group instruction, tutorial
assistance and other services are provided to individuals with exceptional
needs from regular classrooms by a teacher with advanced training in special
education. Assistance to teachers in regular classrooms is also provided
through this program. S —— -

Resource Specialist Teacher

A teacher with advanced training in special education serves a :ite school

a8s$ a resource to regular teachers with exceptional students in their class~-
rooms, serves as a member of the School. Appraisal Team, and works directly

with students with excepflonal needs. The students served by the resource

specialist are able to take part in the regular program for the majority

of the school day.

Schoo! Appraisal Team (SAT)

A local schoo! team which includes the school principal or other adminis-

trator, teachers or specialists who can help the student, the parents and LTI
others as necessary. The SAT group determines the educational needs and the

individualized education program for students who will receive services.

in the rv-ource specialist program and/or from designated instruction and

services.

Severely Handicapped (SH) _ !

A new reporflng classification which inciudes the classifications of
developmentally handicapped, trainable mentally retarded, aufssf:c, and
seriously emotionally disturbed.

Sgecial Education

Frograms or services designed to meet the special educational ~equirements
of individuals with exceptional needs. :
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° ' Local p|aﬁs for the continuous evaluation of the effectiveness of speclial education
pregrams shall| be developed and shall include both state and local ccmponenfs.

e
S

"APPENDIX C
EVALUATION

. GUIDE TO SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

The state program evaluation cemnonent shall include procedures for'gafhering the
following types of informatior and feor sutmitting arnual reports.

Descriptive data about program implementation and outcomes

o
a. Staff deployment by position and pupil handicap classification : v
b. Professional.development needs
€. Pupll performance a
d. Placement of pupi Is in least restrictive environments
¢ e@. Degree to which services ldentified in individualized education programs
are provided
f. Parent, pupil, teacher and administrator satisfaction with services
and process provided
2. Statistical data =~
® 8. Pupils by classnflcaflon and age
S b. Placements of pupils and program transfers (February to February)
¢. Racial and ethnic distritutions .
° 3. Fiscal information
- a. Precgram costs | )
[ b. Services provided, Tlme and cos+ i )
The local program evaluation component shal!l include specifications about the
additional types of Information |isted below. : '
o 4. Annual evaluation plan for |local management needs
a. ldentification of responsible evaluator(s)
b. Data collection forms and procedures with timelines
c. Data analysis and aggregation
d. Data reporting and disseminaticn timelines
— e@. Budget for evaluation . 7 —e
° ‘ f. Revisions to annual evaluaflon plan
5. Participation of involved persons in the evaluation process (speczfy activities
and extent of involvement) S
a. Regular and special education teachers -
b. Regular and special education administrators
@ ¢. Other schoo: staff
d. Parents
6. An evaluation of staff development programs by participating school parsonne!
(with the aid of outside personnel as necessary)
a. Ptrocedures for evaluation and modification on a continuing basis
e b. Timellne
7. Participation of the specialized area program specialist(s) in assessing
program effectiveness
a. l|dentify program(s)
'y b. Methods or proceduras for evaluation
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Evaluation:-in AB 1250.

The following excerpts from Assembly Bill No. 1250 (1977) include most of the
references to program evalua“ion, o, T

56301(1) -

56330(k) -

56332(b,2) -

56332.5(e) -

56335(b) -

56350 -

56351 -

- made to insure the highest qualitx\eduzafional offerings.

Cont inuous evaluation of the effectiveness cf these special
education programs by the responsible local agency shall be

(Local comprehensive plans shall ...) _

Include a state program evaluation component and precedures
as set forth In Article 4 (commencing with Section 56330)
of this chapter, and a loca! program evaluation component

which shall provide for the annual-evaluation cf the program.

Recular and special education teachers, administrators, ’ ,.
other school staff, and parents shall participate ‘in the local

program evaluation process.

(Supportive components in plan shail include ...) -
Management and support services including program evaluation .
and staff development programs as defined by the board. ' ' @&

(Staff development programs shall -...) -
Be avaluated and modified on a continuing basis by participating
school personnel with the aid of outside personnel as necessary.

The program specialist shail...assess program effectiveness L )
in, the programs for individuals with exceptional needs.

The program specialist shall also participate in each school's
staff development, research procgram development and innovation
of special methods and approaches. _ .

Each responsible local agency shall submit to the super- ®
intendent at least annually a report in a form and manner

prescribed by the superintandent. Such repcrts shall include

+hat information necessary for the superinfendent fo carry \
out his or her responsibilities described in Section 5633|

and such other statistical data, program descriptions, and ;
fiscal information as the superintendent may require . ®

In accordance with a program evaluation plan adopted pursuant

to subdivision (e) of Section 56310, the superintendent

shal! submit to the board, the Legislature, and the Governor,

an annual evaluation of the specia! education programs .
implemented under this chapter. This evaluation shali: ... _ ®

(c) Include, but not be limited to:
(1) Descriptive information, including but not limited to:
(A) Program costs.
* (B) Pupils by classifications.
(C) Placement of pupi! in least restrictive envircnments. ®
(D) Pupils transferrad.
(E) Racial and ethnic distributicn.
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(2) Program implementation and outcome data, Including
but not limited to: b
°. : (A) Pupil performance.. i
© (B) Placément of pupils In least restrictive environments.
: : . .(C) Degree to which services Identified in individual-
o ' ized educatlion programs are provided.
: - + | (D) Parent, pupil, teacher and administrator satis-
- ¢ | faction with services and process provided.
g - ' ‘ (d) In addition, the superintendent shall conduct special,
s . lnrdepfh studies of particular lissues as identified
. “In the annua! program evaluation plan submitted to the
board pursuant to subdivision (e) of Section 56310.

56352 - The annual' reports required under Sections 56350 and 5635!
shal| also identify the numbers of individuals with exceptional
needs, their racial and ethnic dafa, and the speclal education
programs provided in the following classifications:

® . \ : (a) Communicatively handicapped. -
(b) Physically handicapped. .
(¢) Learning handicapped.
o (d) Severely handicapped.

56360(g) - For management and support services, the sum of seventy-five
® - o ~ dollars ($75) per pupil-enrolled -in special education services —
' including public and ‘nonpublic school. services under this

- chapter, which shall be budgeted for administrative services,
program-evaluation, staff development services, and instruc-.-
tional equipment and materials.

. ' [ 3

(] The independent evaluaﬂon section, 56355, is not Included n the sections quofed

above as [t is not a local evaluaflon plan component.

Program and fiscal revlews are distinct from evatuation requiremehfs.

56354 -~ The superintendent shall provide for onsite program and fiscal 2
reviews of the implementation of plans.approved under this
chapter. In performing such reviews anJ audits, the super- o
intendent may utilize the services of persons outside of the
department chosen for ‘their knowledge of special education
programs. Each responsible local agency shall receive at
least one review during the period of approval of its local

® comprehensive plan for special education.

o |

NCE:vs
SEE 78~038(r)

11/2/78
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DISTRICT; LPECIAL EDUCATION GOALS

- %
\‘ .
.
.

L™

- A_COMPARISON OF EVALUATION INTLCRESTS _j
STATE: AB 1250 EVALUATION

Serve all special education studenls--
criteria to:
- ldentify those with excepflonal
needs
~ Place iIn appropriate program
- Place In least restrictive
anv lronment . .

RIS

+ \Improve “Tnstructlonal programs

§

\ - Program management of services’
\ Including OIS

‘- Achlevement of IEPs .

Proncte district goals "\
- Mﬂfh )
- Writing

- Olscipllne

~ Educariondl optlons

1

Expand teacher Inservice and
parent education
- Teacher/parent satlsfaction

t

* Evaluate personna!

‘"

Program adqlnlstraflon

— STUDENTS WITH EXCEPTIONAL NEEDS

.

- Classiflication of pupils
-.Baclal/ethnlc distribution :

~ Program settings
- Placement In least restrlctlve
environment
4

INSTRUCTION AND SFRVICES ~

~ Degree to which services ldentifled In
IEPs are baeing Implementead '

= Pupl| performance (object. achieve.)
Pupl| attitudos toward self, school,
others, Interpersonal relaflonshlps

- Administrator & pupil satisfaction wlth
services and process provided

TEACHER INSERVICE & PARENT EDLCAT ION

- Improvement of professional skills

- Parental Involvement
- Toeacher/pareni satisfaction wlfh services
and precess provlided : )

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTAT I ON

- Program costs

- Classroom characteristlcs (staff-pupi)
ratlos, class compositlion) d

FEDERAL:

LTI IR AR TR Y MRN8 Ry ‘W’{"m ¥
. . . . 1 PR - ¢ . - 8 ‘_“ ',

. o

P.L. 54-142 EVALUATION

+ Are the Intended beneflclaries belng

* Administration

served? - _
- Deflnition/criteria ’

« Where are services belng glven?

= Program settings
-~ Appropriateness -
- Least restrictive?

. What services are being provided? . oo

, = |EP (Intensity, uuration of
servlces, personnel )

« Staff training
* Mes

ng law (duo process, prap of |EP)
- Effoct (cllent satlstfaction)

S T s

~ Interagency coordlnatlon
~ Data coilectlon and aggregation

+ Consequences of implementation

- Admlnlsfratlve\}tlma, col. bargain)

~ Flnancial (adm, costs vs. direct
services)

-~ Particlpants (attltudes of non-
handicapped toward handlcappad)

- Problams (change over tlme)
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Califoraie State Departmant of Kducation k
Office of 5pecial Sducatiun . Age Croup: »
Yorm 194-00t (2/79), SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPLI COUNT AND (Circle Appropriate Number)
STAFF DATA, FLBRUARY 1979 .
( lf;’ ( 3- 5 years)
County ~ Distr ct Code Name of KLA \ 2 { 6-17 years)
3 /I 6| 7{a fa | San Juan Unifled School Distric} 3 (18-21 years)
' B . . —
SECTION 't: PUPTL COUNT BY MANDICAPPING CONDJTIONS. INSTRUCTIONAL SEJ‘TINGS AND SERVICES .
l ~ Communicatively Physically Learning Severely
tnstruc- handicapped .andicapped handicapped handicanped |
tional Line DEA| GBL | HOH|] APH LAS BLI Ps ORT | PM DDM ! OHI LD ER .17] THR SEL Lil Al frotal
_seitings Services" number | (1)) (23] ()] (&) ] (5)F (631 ()| (B)Y] (MNYTQO) AV D) JON{O]Us)]aeryaanl g i
¢+ Other Services . 2 N
Repular * RS, RPE 01 I 2| 4 148, P > 158
Cleas with ¢ Other Servicea | N -
ots ~ R3, RPE 02 | I ~ 1 7
Need Add'l L, “
Segvices 0) -+ 0
Only RSP 04 ' | |
fesource t Ovher Services .
Specialise t RS, WPE 03 3 * - 3
Progran ¢ Other Servicas
(ase) | - RS, RPE 06 4
Hued Add')
Servicas 07 ’ \
P
Speciai Ualy 5C - 08 3 9 3 3 5 | 36
Class * Other Servi, 0
tacluding + RS, RPE  J 09 ” 3 . l_ 3 ! ) 4 28
integrazed * Other Set-  ax 1 | C
Classes oRS, WPL to ‘
(sc) Hevd Add' | 0
Services 1l
0 | |
Daly tui 12 L
Home or * Orher Servicas
Hospital * RS, RPE 13 ]
Iastruction + Other Services !
(uHt) . - RS, HPE 14
Need Add'1 .
Services 15 w ')b
Honpublic Only WS T 2 m
School ¢ Other Setvices m o]
Under t RS, RPE 111 D —-
Master Plan | * Othuc Services r_g <
(NPS) - WS, RPE 18 L
Need Add'l] —f
Servicey 19 n
. 15 g 15 {52 3 ! 18 8 14 2 236
BS = Reoedial Speech
#PE = Remedia] Physical Education
+ =~ and : !
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. . LI s » .
Callifornls State Departmsar of Tducation ' . .
Oftlice of Special Education 3 Age Croup:
0 (2/19) . SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPIL COUNT AND . (Circle Appropriste Number)
STAPF DATA, ‘ZBRUARY 1979
i ( 3~ 5 years)
District Code Name of KLA ' (D - L 6=11 years)
3] 4(6f7 1 414]7 San Juan Unifled School Dlistrict T 3 (18-21 years)
SECTI@N 1: PUPIL COUNT BY HANDICAPPING CONDIT!OHS, INSTRUCTIONAL SETTINGS AND SERVICES . . .
Communicatively Physically Learning Severely
Instruc~ ' handicapped handicapped handicapped handicapped .
tional Line DEA paL HOH APH LAS sLl PS ORT PH CDM | OHI LD ER BD THR St uil AdT Hotal
acttings Servicea" nusber | ()] (20 ()] W] )] O] (D] B Ml ]Jantanjanjaajasyjias)y] ang anl g
¢ QOcher Services
Reprulec + RS, RPE ol | 4 112 |718] V| 4] 40 342] 53 ' I 1,178
. ith ¢ Other Service ’
Sl e Y 5 2 6] 4| 5| 3 291 98 27 2] 16 197
Heed Add'l . . _ .
Services 0} ’ 4 8 2 |8
Only RSP 04 | 15 ] -4 9]i208, 22 ' 1,261
Resource + Other Services : I '
Specialist | ¢ ®S, mPE 0% 2 201 | ' 5 1a] 277 ' - 321
Progran ¢ Other Services | |0
(RSP) - RS, RPE 06 : ‘ | 2 104 118
(0 2] i
o Reed Add'l \
Services 017 | 9 0
. ! . (I :
Special Unly SC 08 3 4 501 10 5 I} z48] 12| 20f 13 | 16| 24 Il 518
~ Clays ¢ Uther Services ' ] .
Including _* RS, RPE 09 | 43 26 7 10 2 |18 . * 431 203] 35 9 92 51 13 476
Integrated * Other Services
Clusses -~ RS, NPE * 10 | | 2 4 2 67 3 7 | 6 I3 107
(sc) Need Add'1 -
Sorvices 11 | 7 2 10
Only HHI 12 | 3 Il 57 2 ! I 66
Hote ur ¢ Other Seevices
Hospital Y RS, HPE 1] ' 6 2 8
Iustrucgion | Other setvices | | | |“
(uui) - RS, HPE 14
Need Add’] i 0
Services 15 '
Nonpublic Only NPS 16 2 l 2 8
School ¢ Other Services ‘ 0
© Under ' RS, RPE 17
Master Plan | * Other Services | 2 3
(NPS) - RS, RPE 18
Need Add'l ' i |
Services 19
: 85 475 2365 ' 6
* &5 - Remedial Speech 55 1 39 70 781 6 14 o | 51 107 36 77 | 4,265
RPE = Remedial Phyaical fducation '
* = and
~ ™ not ' .
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California State Departmeat of Rducstion ) . l
Oftica of Specisl Educetion ‘ Age Group: N

: Form 794-000 (2/19) SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPIL COUNT AND ropriate Nurber)
. . STAFF DATA, FEBRUARY 1919 g under age 3
) . ( 3- 5 years)
County = District Code Name of RlLA - ' 2 { 6-17 years)
. 4l
131 alel 4 47 San Juan U'h%!fled Schooll D.lsfric?] (3 (18-21 years)
SECfle {: PUPIL COUNT BY HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS, INSTRUCTIONAL SETTINGS AND SERVICES .
Communicatively Physically Learning Sevecely
Instruc~ handicapped handicapped handicapped " handicanned
tional Lina DEA[| DBL | HoM| APH| LAS ] BLI| PS ORT | BN DOM| OHI | LD ER -80 TMR T OSED | U \iT Jrotal
scttines Serviced" ambee L (D] 1 ] @] O] )] (M ] 8] (o) ] ) jciad i) oo gis) ()l anyl tis g (19
| + Other Services : :
Repulas RS, RpE 01 6 2: 19 21
Class with * Uther Services
pls - RS, RPE 02 | | 3 9 34 3 | 2 [ 52 .
Heed Add'L o .
Services 0) l |
Reeource ¢ Other Secrvices 3 8 I
Specialint v RS, RPE 03 * '
.. Progran * Other Services
o (RSP) < RS, RPE 06 9 9
- Need AJd'1 R
Nervices 07 r
. 1
Special Unly SC 08 ! 2 4 6 y i L 25
Class ¢ Othuer Services .
Including « RS, RPE 09 4 3 ' 3 4 0] 4 37 3 I ] 70
Integraced ¢ Other Services
Classen - RS, KPE 10 ' 5 4 2 ! _ 13
(sC) Need AdS'L
Sopvicey 1 l -‘ |
Only mitl 12 2 i, 3
o or ¢ Uther Services 2
Huspital k3, kbEo 1]
In«trucfiba ¢ Otner services 1
i) - B3, RPE 14 | |
toed Add'l N
Servives 19
o
Honpublic Only NPS 16
School *+ Dot Services
Under _y k3 ORIE 17
Hascer Plan ¢ Other Survices -
(NPS) - RS, RPE 18
, Hued Add')
Srrvices 14
: 6 I 5 6 2 12 0 0 3B 4 ' 240
* RS « Rucedial Speuch 99 4 42 2 17 Z
RPE » Remedial Physical Educstionm
) v = 4nd '
N 4
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Califcrnia State Deparcment of Education
Office of Special Education
.Form 794-000 (2/79)

SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPIL'COUHT AND
) ' o STAFF DATA, FEBRUARY 1979

County = Districet Code Name of RLA
3lale |7-14 |4 7 San Juan Unified School District

SECTION lI: REPORT OF UNSERVED INDIVIDUALS.®

Line | Ages 3-5 | Ages 6-17|Ages 18-21 Total
Catazarv of handicao number (1) (2) (3) (4)
Pregaant minors ' ' 0l B - - 0 .
Drug dependent minors 02 - - - 0
_ _ _ _ _ Py
Languaze and speech __03 0 %2
" . Other health-impaired 04 - - - 0
Paréially seeing : 05 B - - 0
Learning disability (EH) ] 06 B - - 0 '
Severely hard of hearing | o7 " " - 0
Severe language handicap, - _ - 0
including aphasic ' : 08
Orthopedically handicapped Q9 - B - - 0 ’
. Educationallv retarded (EMR) : 10 B - h 0
~ Behavior disor&ers (EH) - 11 B B ” 0
Deaf 12 ~ i ) 0
- - - - 0
Blind . 13
i - . - - - 0
Trainable mentallyv retarded le ‘
Seriously emocionally . _ - - - 0
disturbed (EH) 15 .
- ~ - - - S
‘Developmentally kandicapoed 16 B
| - - - 0
Autistic - 17
- - 0
Deaf-blind 18
_ - - i - 0 .
TOTAL . 19 é - N
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Calrlurnia State Depactmene of Education
Oifice af Specisl btducatioa
Furm 794-000 (2/19)

County - District Cude

Nauwe of WA

SPECIAL EUUCATEON PUPLL COUNT AND
STAFF DATA, FEBKUARY 1979

3467]44'

~J

San Juan Unifled School District

SECTION LIFY FLOW OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPILS BETWEEN FEBRUARY |, 1978 AND FEBRUARY |, 1979

- - il
. Spucial cluss
Resource “including Home or Nonpublic
specialine integraced hospical schools under
’ Regular claos prugrim clasues instruction master plan Regular Craduation/ Transfer
Line wvith DIS {rsv) (sc) () (Nrs) clavs dropout /death out of LEA
KK wwbeg | (1) (2) (1) (4) " {(5) (6) (1) (8)
Regular class with |
Dis ’ 636 - 83 44 4 3 51 307 153
) . N\, - i | ‘
esource specialim .
prugram 2 73 97/ 69 9 | 262 80 137
(rs¥) ' '
83 Spgcf:! class .
including inte- k] .
?rat)cd classes B 104 809 4 | 19 49 121 .
50 N .
Hoau or hospital ’
instruction 4 4 6 5 y4 53 | |
(i) " .
Nunpublic schools . '
under Haster Plan 3 2 | 3 2 2 5 6
{(urs) .
Hew studeate ¢ | 831 582 345 66 4 313 218 182
Students who wvere
‘previously in 7
special education
TOTALS 1,619 1,751 1.275 85 M |,260 660 600
Total Served Previous Year 4,720 ' : '
Total Served This Year 4,741
Total Students Out . 2,520 .
) ") Total Naw Students 2,541 91
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California Stace Depattucnt of Kducation
Oblice of Special Education
Forw 794-000 (2/19)

+

County = Discrict Cude

3

al o] 7] 4 4|4

EPECLAL EDUCATION PUPIL COUNT AND
STAFF DATA, FEBRURAY 19)9

Nauwa of RLA

San Juan Unifled -School ‘lstrict

SECTION IV: MNUMBER OF PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN 1978-19
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INTRODUCTION 10

CRITERIA FOR SPEICAL EDUCATION SERVICES

Not all students who experience difficuities in school
need special gducation for many times they can be helped
through modifications of the reguiar school program.
Only individuals whose special education needs cannot be
met by the regular classroom teacher with modification
of the regular school program are eligible for special
education services. ‘ : '

Criteria for determining eligibility for certain special
education services have been developed by local regular

and special educators and parents in response to the concerns
of those taking part in placement meetings. These criteria
will assist the School *Appraisal Team (SAT) or Educational
Assessment Service (EAS) members to identify those students
who qualify for special ‘education service and to dismiss
those students who no longer require special education help.
The results of assessments such as classroom observations,
schoo! records, medical reports, diagnostic testing and ,
information from parents are used to determine eligibility
as well as the most appropriate educational placement and
service for each student.

San Juan has recognized the need for practical criteria

which could be applied throughout the district in identifying
students with special education needs. In the absence of
state guidelines for identification of special education
students, San Juan (and other Master Plan RLAs) began efforts
to draft acceptable criteria in the spring of 16878, The
1978-79 San Juan criterja have been further revised and expanded
for district use in 1979-80. Although state criteria guide-
lines have yet to be adopted, current state drafts have been
reviewed and incorporated in the development of the San Juan
criteria.

Criteria have been developed for most? services which are

now being provided for special education students. Criteria
for the remaining services including fearning development
classes and DS services for physically handicapped students
will be developed during the 1979-80 schoo!l year. Your
special education management staff or area resource teachers
can be of assistance if you have questions regarding the
eligibility or exit criteria.

88
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CRITERIA FOR SERVICES! LEARNING HAND!CA%PED . ,

Students with exceptional needs are eligible for services to the .
learning handicapped when they demonstrate significant disabilities
affecting their educafioqa|'pefformance. They may be placed in

one of the following district programs depend ing upon the extent?
and severity of their needs. :

PLACEMENT IN- RESOURCE SPECIALIST'PROCRAM
(Learning Handicapped) -

Ellgibility Criteria

A student 1s eligible for placement by the School Appraisal Team/
Educational Assessment Service (SAT/EAS) in-2a Resource Specialist
Program (RSP) when all-of the following criteria (A, B, C and D) are

met:

A. Mbdificafions have been made within the regular program and have
been unsuccessful. (Suggestions tor modifications are in the

Criterla Handbook:)
d

8. The student has achievement l|2gs that are related fo 2 learning
disabillty In two of fthe following areas: '

Read ing Recognition
Reading Comprehension
Mathematics Reasoning
Mathematics Calculation
Spelling
-Written Expression

Oral Expression
Listening Comprehension

O~ &N

{a) The first achievement lag must be in one of the first four

areas, 1-4. Lags in areas |-4.are shown by achievemenf®

at or below the 10th percentile (1.25 standard deviations

below expected achievement, based upor chronological age
or ability). ‘

(b) The second achievement lag may be in any area, |-8. Lags
in areas 5-8 are dgmonsfrafed when a pre=-school to grade
six student is 2 years below, or a grace seven to twelve

student is 3 years helow, the expected achievement level,

based upon chronological age or ability.

All areas of the Wide Range Achievement Tes+ (WRAT) must be given
t+o all candidates. For areas |1=-5, i f the WRAT results and class~

room observation agree (see C, ¢tnilowing), no further testing 1S
required.

achievement lag in oral expression and listening comprehension
(areas 7 and 8). o
- 99

90

| ¥ the WRAT resul®s and/cr observation are inconclusive,
supplementary standardized tests should be administered in tne areas
of reading, mathematics and/or spetling. Diagnosfic,fesfs and work
samples chosen by the teacher or speciaiist may be used to measure
achievement lag in written exprassion (area 6). Diagnostic tests

used by speech and language Therapists may be used to measure the .
N
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C. The required observation of the student's academic péfformance
in the regular classroom setting supports the measured academic
achievement. (I|f the observed classroom performance conflicts
: with the results of standardized tests, supplementary tests
L B : - should be administered.) ' . d .

D. The learning handicap of the student includes one or more of fthe
following disabillties: ,

Perceptual motor (audiftory, visual or haptic procesélng)

I,
® 2. Sensory motor (fine or large muscle) .
' 3. Memcry (auditory, . visual, haptic) o
4. Thirking (association, conception and expression) d
5. Attention :
Ilnetigibitity Criterlia
e Students are not eligible for RSP service when they are:
of preschool or kindergarten age.
+ in grades I=-3 if only academic neec is reading.
-« achieving within the instructicnal range of fthe assigned class~-
room.
e Exit Criteria
A student shall be dismissed by tThe Schoo! Appraisal Team from the
Resource Specialist Program if the student's educational needs can,
be met.by the regular classroom program, with modifications when
° appropriate. ' :

Referral to the EAS

A student .shal! be referred to the EAS:

- for consideraffon for other special education services if he/she
@ demonstrates an achievement lag in more than two learning needs,
and cannot function in the regular school program for a majority

of the school day; or

o * when the student exhibits an unwillingness to parficipafé in pro-
' gram after a designated trial period, established by the SAT; or

when the student fails to attend *he RSP at least 85% of the time
(159 absences) despite reasonable efforts by the resource special-
ist teacher to foster improved attendance; or

. when a studerr Is not achieving The individualized educational
program (1EF} objectives despite reasonable modifications by the

resource specialist teacher.

When a student's reported ‘academic achievement is below grade level
but does not meet RSP criteria for admission and the student's demon-
strated ability appedrs to be superior, a referral to the EAS for
psychologica!_evaluafion may be made. |f the psychological avaluation
verifies a significant discrepancy (2 standard deviations) between

) achievement and ability in two learning areas, and a jearning dis-
abitity is diagnosed, placement in the resource specialist program

may be made




Ellglbility Criteria

<

PLACEMENT IN LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS
(Learning Handlcapped)

—_—

A student is eligible for placement by the Educational As3assment
Service (EAS) in a Learning Development Class (LDC) for Learning Hand-
icapped (LH) when all of the following eriteria (A, B8, C, and D) are met:

AL

Wb~

" The student is at or below the 7%h percentlile (1.5 standard de-

yiations below expected achieveqen?, based upon chronological age
or ability) in two of the following areas:

Read ing Recognition
Reading Comprehension
Mathematics Reasoning
Mathematics Calculation

I
2
3
4

Al| areas of the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) must be given
to all candidates. Supp|emenfarys+andardized tests with known
means and standard deviations should be used to establish the
achievement lag in readling and mathematics if the WRAT results
and/or classroom observation (see C below) are inconclusive.

The kindergarten tfo grade six student is 2 years below, and the
grade saven to t+yelve student is 3 years below, the expected

achievement level (based upon chronological -age or ability) in
Qneg or more of these additional areas:
. Spelling

2. Written Expression
3, Oral Expression
4. Listening Comprehension

A standardized test with known means and standard deviations must
be used to measure the achievement lag In spelling. Diagnostic
+asts and work samples chosen by the teacher or speciafisfs may be
used to measure achievement lag in written expression. Diagnostic
tests used by speech and language therapists may be used to measure
t+he achievement lag in oral expression and listening comprehension.

A +hird area may be taken from criteria A in place of the criteria
B areas. . .

The required observation o the student's academic performance

in the regular classroom sustting supports the measured academic
achievement. (I1f the observed classroom performance conflicts
with the results of standardized tests, supplementary tests should
be administered.)

The learning handicap of the .student includes one or more of the
following disabilities:

. Perceptual motor (auditory, visual or haptic processing)
. Sensory motor (fine or large muscle)

Memory (auditory, visual, haptic)

. Thinking (association, conception and expression)

., Atfttention



" Emotlional/Behavior/Soclal Problems

emotlonally disturbed or have
dantifled as seriously emotion=-

Students who are socially maladjusted,
day class (LDC) for the o

behavior problems, but have not been |

aliy disturbed, may be placed in 2 speclal
learning handlcapped |f thelir academic performance is so adversely _ :

affected that they meet ‘elligibility criteria A,

ducational Retardatlon

——

Students who are educationally retarded, as determined by an assessment
of health and developmental hisfory, cultural and language background,
and adaptive behavior which support individual test scores indicating
limited intellectual functlioning (1Q range between two and three '
standard deviations below the norm) may be placed in 3 special day
class (LDC) for the learning handicapped.

Placement in Other Programs an&/or Ex!f Criteria.

A student shail. be dismissed by the Educational Assessment Service
from the LDC/LH Program if the student can achieve satisfactorily in
the regular school prcgram for the majority of the school day with--
or without--the assistance of the resource specialist teacher.

\QPEAS Review

A student's program placement shall be revlewe& if:

' ‘the student falls fto attend the LDC Program at least 8§5% of the
time (15% absences), despite reasonable efforts by, the EAS to

" foster improvad attendance; or

the student demonstrates an unwillingness to par+icipa?e in the
recommended progran despite reasonable efforts by the EAS fto
ad just the program to meet the student's objections; or

. the student Is not achieving the |EP objectives despite reason-
. able modifications by the LDC teacher

Jr
o)
[ Q)
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 CRITERIA FOR SERVICES: CoMMUNTCATIVELY. HANDICAPPED
\ PLACEMENT IN LANGUAGE/SPEECH THERAPY |
- ' (Language Handicapped) ®

©

Eligibillity Crlteria

A student may be considered for specia|meduca+ion,ln the areas of

language, speech, or hearing therapy when needs in attenhtion, vocab-

ulary, articulation, auditory discrimination, basic concepts, receptive ¢
language comprehension, stuttering, or voice cause difficulty re- .
celving or expressing {deas, or prohibit them trom efficiently

and effectively interacting and responding. tfo their environment.

Specific criteria for different age ranges are given below.

A. Students between 3-0 and 4-9 years of age shall be e
eligible for speech/language therapy alone or In conjunction
with a special class whenever +he EAS determines that three (3)
or more language and speech needs exist. :

8. Stugents between 4-9 and 7-0 years of age shall be determined
eligible for speech/language therapy alone or in conjunction (]
with the resource specialist program or special class i+ a majority -
of the SAT/EAS flinds elther of the following:

{. Four (4) or more error sounds, constifuting an
articulation need, and/or : '
2. Three (3) or more language and speech needs. ®

C. Students between 7 and 21 years of age shall be eligible for
speech/language therapy if an SAT/EAS finds that either of The
“Following causeé significant interference with classroom
"performance:’ T : -

|. One or more error sounds, or o
2. One or mcre language needs.
Exceptions to the above criteria may occur 14 +he SAT or EAS unanimously
finds one or more of the following:
A. The studeht 1s severely handicapped. &
B. The maturational level or mofiva+}onal level suggests the student
could make significant progress.
C. The severity of one or more needs definitely grohibits the studant
trom communicating successfully with members of peer groups ®
and/or threatens social/emotional well being.
Students enrolled in LDC classes shall be eligible only if their
language and speech needs cannot be served by The'special class teacher
or the teacher in conjunction with the speech/language specialis®™
as an advisor, as determined -y the EASJ. @

103
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Exit Criferfg .

A student shall be dismissed from Ianguagb, épeech, and/or heating '
o therapy when the SAT or EAS determines that one or more of the fallowing .
i - exist: ¥ . . - '

Y : o . ' -

A. The conditions which qualified the student for eligibillity have

' been remediated. ' T .
® B. Tha judgment of the SAT or EAS Is that the student is not bene- .\

ti1tting from continued special education services after all
‘appropriate alternatives have been attempted. N

. PLACEMENT IN LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS .o
® (Severe Language Handicapped) ' o

Eligibillty Crifgria-

Students at the age of 3 years and until graduation from high school
may be considered eligible for .placement in the severe language handi-
capped learning development class if the EiS finds that all of the

® following conditions exist: '

’ A. Language scores from tests in 2 or more of the following areas
administered by a speech/language specialist fall at least two
or more standard deviations below the student's intellectual \
ability as measured by a non-verbal test (see.D below): '

. Phonology =- articulation of speech sounds to form words

.’ Syntax - arrangement of words to form sentences '

. Semantics - interpreting the meaaring of words and sen‘'snces

. Morphology - use of word parts such as tenses, plurals, )
prefixes and suffixes

I
2
3
4

8. Expressive language contains retrieval problems, delayed, semi-
correct and/or pragmatic difficulties, 1.e., incomplete or
inappropriate responses, to such a degree as to adversely affect
| istener response.

7Y C. Speech and Iaﬁguage needs are judged by the EAS to:
|. Be mbre severe than other learning needs, and

2. Require more Intensive specialized instruction than can
be offered in designated Instruction and service: speech/

language therapy.
e 0. Non-verba! abilities are within the average range and are at
least one standard deviation higher than verbal abilities as
measured by Individually administered psychological tests.

€. Language disability adversely affects educational performance.

€ o v 95104
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Exceptional Placement

An exception to these criteria may be made in the case of extremely

.young or serlously handicapped students who have difficulty completing

language or intellectual assessments, |In these cases, the assessment

scoras may be replaced by observations Indicating that language
?uncfloning is signitlicantly depressed relative to mental age.

-

Placement in Other Programs and/or Exit Criteria TR
. [ .

ey,

A student whose language disability is primarily associated with .,
hearing loss, suspected mental retardation, severe emotlional distur~
bance, bifingualism, severe environmental deprivation, or autism,
Is usually better served where language needs are addresssd as part
of the total program rather than as thée -primary emphasis.

A student shall be dismissed by the EAS from the LDC/CH/SL Program
if the student can achieve satisfactorily in the regular school
program for the majority of the school day with--or without--the
assistance of the resource specialist teacher orvﬁfeech therapist.
(At such a time the handicap classification may change.) L

- EAS Review

The EAS shall review a student's placement when:

a. Qualifying conditions that were present at placement have been ¢
remedlated, '

b. Progress in language areas has not been accompanied by expected
growth in academic areas despite program modification. '

c. Student has failed ‘to.maintain 85% at+endance despite reasonable
efforts by the EAS to foster improved attendnace.

d. The student's primary handicapping condition is found to be other .
than language and speech related and the needs of the child are
found by the EAS to be better served in an alternative program,

-
)

-f

\"\

AURALLY HANDICAPPED ¢

Students between. the ages of |8 months and 21 years are eligible

for services to the communicatively handicapped when they demonstrate
severe hearing impairments. The SAT or EAS may place them in one

of the following district programs depending upon the extent and
severjty of their needs.

105
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.PLACEMENT IN _LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS.
' (Aurally Handicapped) o - ‘ .

Eligibility Criteria

%

by the EAS in tThe aurally handicapped

A student is eligible for p\acemenf'
of the following are met:’

learning development class when all

. - b
A. The student has a hearing loss in the better ear of from 30 to

.50 or more decibels ISO In the speech range.. _ _ .

-~

. : '
B. The student's speech or |anguage is impaired and such impairment
presumably Is assoclated with the hearing |oss.

~ 2 .
C. The student's- hearing loss interferes with progress in 2 regular
classroom. ' :

0. The student's hearing losé is the primary handicap aégdefermined

by the EAS committee.
_E} The student's individual and educational needs indicate placement ¢ .
 in a’learning development class for aurally handicapped.

Placement in Other Programs

The EAS may transfer a student +to a more ;pproprlafé program if

.either of the following apply: —_
A. The student's individual and educa¥ional needs no longer require
services in a special class for aurally handicapped for the
“majority of the schoo!| day.. : .
'B. A handicap other than hearing impairment is determined to be the
primary handicap. (In such a case the handicap classification
may change.)

PLACEMENT IN RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGRAM
(Severe Language or Aurally Handicapped)

«

Eligibility Criteria

To qualify for slacement in the Resource Specialist? Program, the

EAS must determine that the language or hearing impairment will not
interfere with placement in 2 regular. class. The student must
exhibit academic, oral and receptive language skills sufficient

to function within the instructional renge of the regular classroom,
and be able to handle regular classroom activities. (The handicap

classification may or may not change.)

Referral to the EAS

"? student shall be raferred to the EAS when the student is not achiev-
.ing the IEP objectives with the help of the Resource Specialist

teacher.

97106
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| CRITERIA FOR SERVICES: SEVERELY HANDICAPPED - ., e
. PLACEMENT IN LEARNING OEVELOPMENT CLASS )
: (Serious!ly Emotionally Disturbed) - - | ]
' 4 v N . ! ' . - :
Eligibillty Criteria. ' o . ~ ;
o 'Sfpdgﬁfslshall be eligible* for special educatlon servlce% on the : .
basis of a serious emotional disturbance when all of the’/following N
"A. \The serious ‘emotlonal distu=sance ]s of such 5egéri+y as o
to seriousiy affect the student's educational pérformance. The term.
"educational performance" includes task codmpletion, on-task o, '
behavior, group participation, academig achievement, peer and -
teacher intaractlon. The adverse effect on educational per- Y
' formance must be supported by two.or.more observations by a -
- _ credentialed person who is not under the direct supervision

of the.schoo) administration.- . . : . A .

'B. The student exhiblts over a long period of +ime "and to

> marked degree, one or more of the Jbvl|owing'charac+erisﬂcs" e
2c+ua|,

l. An inability to learn which cannot be explained by intell
sensory or health factors. o T

4

2. An inability to build or maintain satlisfactofy Interpersonal T
Qelafionshlps»wifh peers and teacher’s charecterized by
festricted contact and/or lack of appropriate and meaningful ®
communication. - )

3., A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depressjon and/or
anxlety, Including extreme §ocial, emotional, or intellectual

withdrawal. . _ . .

. ®
4. |nappropriate types of behavior or feelings under norma|
A clrcumstancés characterized by bizarre thinking, fatterns,
as evidenced by verbal or physical actions or severe distur-
bance in behavior or affect under normal circumstances
evidenced by one or more of~Thejfo||o«ing: !
' ' @
a. uncontrolled, violent physical/verbal outbursts wifhK
no apparent cause; : oo
b. extreme ritualistic/obsessive behavior;
c. bizarre mannerisms and postures. | S ®

5. A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated ' |
w}fhipersonal or schoo! probiems as manifasied by:

"a. constant or prolonged display or psychosomatic symptoms;

. b. markedly disturbing or,unreaiisfic fears.

*Or as defined in the Federal Code, Part 121 a.5 (b) (8)

. Q : .98 -y p
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C. The serious emotional disturbance shall be determined by the EAS

based upon an evaluation by (!) a psychiatrist, or (2) a creden-
. tialed.or licensad psychologist. In either case, the evaluation
must be supported by observational reports by 2 credentialed
++ or professional person who 1s not under the direct supervision
« of the school adminisfgaﬁion and must be accompanied by a health

assessment. _

D. A student who Is identlfied as seriouslv emotionally dlsf%;bed

~ ghall be eligible for.'whatever placement or speclal education
service is deemed most appropriate by the Educational Assessment
Service, including but not limited to placement in a Learning
Development Class Program fer Seridu$|y,Emofional1y Disturbed
students. . - ) .

b

Ineligibility Criteria

A

Students who are socially maladjusted and are no¥ seriously emotionally
disturbed shali be ineligible.. The term "socially maladjusted"

refers to-individuals who (2) planfully do nof comply with accepted
social rules, (b) have demonstrated the abilify to control unaccept-
able behavior, and (c¢) showgsinima| signs of agitation, anxiety or

depression. ) o,
The EAS shall transfer 4%student out of the learnind dZtéﬂgpmenf class

for seriously emotlonaily, disturbed when t+he need areas ha Q}Deen -
remediated to the degree $hat the student <can function satistactorily
in the regular school program-or the student's needs can be monre
appnopriafely'served inh another special education program (in ™.

the latter case, the handicap classification may or may not changel..

Exit Criteria OﬁlPlacemenf in Other Programs

Such placements shall be based upon the individual needs of the.students,--
even though they may not meet the criteria for the recommended program.; .

.o ,\~

r
3

EAS Raview

A student's program placemen+ shall be reviewed if

+ the sfudenf fails Tb attend the LOC Program at least 85% of
t+he time .(15% absences), despite reasonable efforts by the EAS

“+o foster improvéd attendance; or

n

. +he student demonstrates an unwillingness to participate In
Thelnecommended nrogram despite rgasonable efforts by the EAS
to adjust the program to meet the student's objections.

|f the present program placement is unsuccessful for reasons of ltack
of attendance or unwillingness to participae, and the program cannot
be modified, a recommended alternate program and plan shall be de-
velgped by the EAS and a member of the EAS shal! be appointed to
coordinate the recommended program with the staff of the student's

schoo! of residence or registration.

w
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PLACEMENT IN LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS
(Trainable Mentally Retarded)
Eligqibility Criteria . ' : .

A student between the ages of 3 and 21 may be placed by an EAS in
a learning development class for the severely handicapped (trainable

mentally retarded) when tfound to have all of the fo!lowing:

A. General intellectual tfunctioning between three and five standard
deviations below the norm, inclusive, for the general population
as measured by standardized psychological tests. Such measured
ability would fall into +he AAMD classifléijions of moderate to
severe retardation and would include |Q ranges of 20 through
§{ 10 points on the Stanford Binet L-M, and 25 through 55 1Q
pcints an the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for .Children, revised,
or the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale. N .

o
B. A deficit in adaptive behavior as measured by a standardized

test or inventory.

C. Observational lnformafion.which suppnrts the findings o% A
and B above.

Placement in Other Programs

The EAS may transfer a student to a more appropriate program (without
changing the designation of SH-TMR), 1¥ the student demonstrates
socialization, self=help skills and academic skills comparable o
those of students in the recommended program, even if +he pupil has
not met the criteria Ilisted for the recommended program, Such
placements shall be based upon the individual needs of the students

.to be served. :
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PLACEMENT IN LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS
.(Devolopmenfaljy Disabled)

Eligibtlity Criteria

Students between 3 and 21 with exceptional needs are eligible for
services to the severely handicapped, developmentally disabled, when
they demonstrate severe fo profound delay .in mental development and/
or a severe physical handicap and are not presently eligible for
other special education programs/services,

Program Placement

Students are ellgible for placement by the EAS In one of the following
distriet program sarvices: - '

A, A special day class or center for developmentally disabled students

whose behavior and functioning allows them to be transported
to and to parchipafe in the group program. [j

B. Designafed insfrucfjon‘and services in a home, residential or
hospital setting. Individuals who are severely handicapped may
be most appropriately served in 2 home or hospital Instructional

setting when:

|, They present violent behavior, potentially dangerous to
self and others, which must? temporarily .or permanently be
handled in a2 home/hospital setting, or oy -

2. They present medical/physical conditions which must be tempo-
rarily or permanently handled in a home/hospdtal setting.

Placement in Other Programs : .
Students are eligible for placement in other programs when the Ed-
ucational Assecssment Service determines, through the review process,
t+hat the student's basic developmental skill level has met the
eligibility criteria for special classes for orfnopedicatiy handicapped
or trainable mentally retarded. (In these cases t+he handicap class- '

ification may change.) '
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CRITERIA FOR OTHER SERVICES

PLACEMENT IN ADAPTIVE/SPECIALLY DESIGNED PHYSICAL EDUCATION

- ©
Elfcibility Criteria

Eligibility for the Adaptive/Specially Designed Physical Education
program shall be determined by a School| Appraisal Team (for condition
) or Educational Assessment Service (for conditions 2 and 3).

A student is eligible for adaptive physical education if one of

the following conditions exists: -

|. There is a significantly reduced performance level because of
a physical disabiiity, including short-term, post operative
and chronic conditions verified by written documentation from
a |icensed physician, (Placement by SAT or EAS)

2. There is a signiticantly reduced performance level in motor
skills and/or physical f1tness as determined by performance below
age level (at least two years) on a motor development scale or
protiie, or by performance 2t the fifth (5th) percentile or less
on one or more normed measures of motor development, motor - ¢
achievement, or physical fitness. . ¢

3, There is 2 signiflcanfly_reduced performance which prevents
‘safe and successful participation in 2 regular Physical Education
class as a result of a serious behavioral, emotional, and/or
|earning disorder which Is noted by 3 credentialed school
psychologist in the I|EP for a student in 2 learning development

class.

Exit Criteria

Dismissal from adapted physical education shall be determined by
+he SAT or EAS. The student shall be dismissed frfom adapted physical
education when either of the following conditions exists:

1. The condition which qualified the student for eligibility for
adapted physical education has been remedlated to the extent
‘+hat he/she can adequately function in the regular school program
with or without? modification,

2. The School Appraisal Team/Educational Assessment Service'defermines
that the student is not benefitting from adapted physical sduca-
tion.
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PLACEMENT IN COUNSELING

Eligiblility Criteria

The SAT or EAS shall identify a student for designated instruction

and service (DIS) counseling when the emotional condition of the
student is determined to be significantly chronic or acute and warrants
immed late counseling service. The counselor/psychologist most fam-
i{iar with the emotional condition of the student and/or tikely fo
provide the service shall attend the SAT or EAS whenever possible.

|. A student eligible for DIS counseling services must have the
following characteristics:

A. Student it enrolled in LDC or RSP, and

~

B. Student has an emotional condition that is recognized as
chronic or acute, and

C. Student has an emotional condition +hat interferes with
academic performance. (See section 11, below)

11. The emotional condition of the student shall be evalu m@dqu+i|izing
s+ least two of the following procedures: ' !

A. Reviaw of an anecdotal record of student's behavior which
includes data from parents, teachers and school site admin-

istration.
. "

8. Written report on cbservations of the student's behavior
performed by 2 psychologist or counselor.

C. Reports of assessment of student's emoticnal state which
have utilized appropriate instruments administered by 2
psycholotist or 2 counselor.

D. Data about the studenT obtalined from a Behavior Rating Scale
(or other appropriate behavior rating -instrument) comp leted
by the student's teacher or parent.

€E. Reports or d|agnoses from qualified professionals outside
the district that relate to <student's emotional condition.

111. Referral to Counseling Center

A, Complete prdcedures described in sections | and || above.
B. Submit statement of school-level intervention attempts and
results,

Exit Criteria

Dismissal from Counseling Services shall be determined by the SAT
or- EAS-when recommended by the nerson providing counseling services
in accordance with the individualized educational program.
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9.
10.
| | *

12.

14.

15.
6.

8.
19.
20.

.21
22.

intermediate and High Schools | |18

Suggestions for Modification of the Requiar School Program

~ Home-schoo! check |ist

Study check sheets

Teacher repeats d}recflons and/or speaks |ouder or more slowly
Praeferential seating ' ‘
Easier material (shorter assignments or at a different Ievel)‘
Re-teaching ' |
Speech and language therapy v
Consultation with school counselor ' '
Change of teacher

Change of grade |f appropriate
Change of. school |f appropriate
Nursing service evaluation

Parent conference

Change of. schedule, or ad justment of length of school day
Classroom contracts

Teacher consultation with fellow staff members

Partners ér'buddy syé&em

After schonl| tutorial

Consultation with agencies within district and outside agencles for behavior
problems (school psychologist, White House Counsel ing Center)

Establishment of a .schoo!l level guidance or solution committee, including
classroom teacher, resource specialist, administrator and support personnel
as available.

Schoo! Attendance Review Board
Use of other district services when eligible
a. Foster Youth ’

b. Indian education
¢c. Bilingual
d. Opportunity



12.-

I3.
14.
I5.
16.
i7.
18,
19.
20,

21,

- 22,

23.

24,

‘Home-schoo!| check list ®
- Study check sheets

Elementary Schools

¥ suggestions for Modification of the Reqular Schocl Program

-

Teacher repeats directions and/or speaks louder or more slowly
Preferential seating

Easier material (shorter assignmenfs or at a different level)
Re-teaching

Speech and language therapy

Miller-Unruh services

Change of teacher

Change of yrade .if appropriate

Change of school If appfopria#e ‘

Nursing service evaluation |

Parent conference

Change of schedule, or ad justment of length of schoo!| day
Classroom contracts ' | -
Instructional aides if avallable o
Cross-~age tutor ing

Teacher consultation with fellow staff members
Partners or buddy system '

After school tutorial

Consultation with agencies within district and outside agencies for behavior

problems (school psychelogist, White House Counseling Center).

19

Establ ishment of a schocl level guidance or solution committee, Including

classroom teacher, resource specialist, administrator and support personnel .

as available. '

Use of other district services when eligible
a. Foster Youth

b. Indian education

c. Bilingual

" d. Opportunity

Rehearse what student is expected to do during the day.
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Parents (CAC)

Regular School
Support

Requ lar Teachers

Special Education
Suppor+t

Special Education
Teachers

Carol Dickson
Louise Dayie
Nancy Enell

SEE 79-011

TASK TEAM MEMBERSHIP ROSTER

1977-78

Gayle Dax
Carcle Knox
Bill Balawln

Dorothy Bishop
Joyce Howard
Norma Kerwin
Renee Masson

Bea Blau .

Ruth Connally

Ron Conway
Dorothy Gilchris+t

Al Abrams

Steve Johnson
BGeorge Kostenko
Dorothy Marshall,

Cteo Benninger
Shirley Buebler
Jo Burns

Gail Galante
Gary Hack
Jeannie Klente

CRITERIA

Sangi Garrison
Stella Studebaker

' Bob McCar+thy

Gus Poulos
Betty Wade
Lois Wilson

Afvin Hooker:
Cindy Power
Joanne Raney
Lyn Turner

Doris Olson
Mark Penwel |
John Sayler
Ed Stigge
Mer! Susmilch

Al ice Leggett
Diane Maloney
Adele McFadden
Marilyn Moore
Robin Swain

Sally Weinland

Ken Bonham
Art Daniel
Pat Kobalter

Margaret Kirk
Papper Martin
Vera Refnes

Ralph. Chmelka
Hal Eilerson
Ron Harkness

.John Sayler

Mary lLattimore

Judi McGuire
Cathy Campbel |
Lainie Case
Mary Cole
Betty Green
Debbie Hanson
Margaret Kirk

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Ferd Galvez
Sandi Garrison
Adele Graham

"Ann Henderson

Annette Johnson
Lynn Montgemery
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June Nelson
Phil| Oakes
Gus Poulos

1978-79

. Barbara Bennitt

Sandi Garrison

Carol Smith

Bob McCarthy
Dean Neeley

Dorothy Marshal!
Linda Raymond
Betty Roper
Darrel| Fredrickson
Ed Stigge '

Virginia Bofinger
Debbie Moon

Jill Mueser
Frankie Snyder
Patti Stillman
Janet Wilson

Yirginia Lee

Ralph Richardson
Bob Sellers
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